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PREFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR.

¥ HE translation of this volume has been executed in
different proportions by the following gentlemen:
as far as chap. xi. ver. 43, by Rev. William
Urwick, M.A,, and Rev. W. D. Simon, Ph.D.; and
from that point to the end, by the IRev. Edwin Johnson, M.A.
The whole, however, has been carefully revised and carried
through the press by myself. I have also continued the
references to the English translations of Winer's and Alex.
Buttmann’s Grammars of New Testament Greck. They are of
great value to all students of the original text, for whom it
must be remembered that Meyer's Commentary, as a strictly
critical and exegetical work, is exclusively intended.

F. CROMBIE.

UXNIVENSITY OF ST. ANDLEWS,
§th November 1876,
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THE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

CHAPTLER VIIL

The section treating of the woman taken in adultery, vv.
1-11, together with vii. 53, is a document by some unknown
author belonging to the apostolic age, which, after circulating
in various forms of text, was inserted in John’s Gospel, pro-
bably by the second, or, at latest, by the third century (the
Constitutt. Apost. ii. 24. 4, already disclose its presence in the
canon), the remark in vii. 53 being added to connect it with
what precedes. That the interpolation of this very ancient
fragment of gospel history was derived from the Ewang. sec.
Hebraeos cannot, as several of the early critics think (comp.
also Liicke and Bleek), be proved from Papias, in Euseb. H. £.
3. 39; forin the words éxréfeiras (Papias) 8t xai drAzy icropiay
mipl ywvairds il ToAAwT cuapriarg diaBAndsions éml ol xupiou, v TO
xa8 "Efpaiovs ebayyirov mepiéxes, the general expression éz) woi-
raTs Gupapriess and the word éixf274. merely are not favour-
able to that identity between the two which Rufinus already
assumed. It is, however, only its high antiquity, and the very
early insertion of the section in the Johannean text, which
explain the fact that it is found in most Codices of the Itala, iz
the Vulgate, and other versions; that Jerome, adv. Pelag. ii. 17,
could vouch for its existence ““4n multis et Graecis et Latinis
Codd.;” and that, finally, upwards of a hundred Codices still
extant, including D. F. G. H. K. U, contain it. Its <niernal
character, moreover, speaks in favour of its having originated in
the early Christian age; for, although it is, indeed, quite alien
to the Johannean mode of representation, and therefore not for
a moment to be referred to an oral Johannean source (Luthardt),
it is, nevertheless, entirely in keeping with the tone of the
synoptical Gospels, and does not betray the slightest trace of
being a later invention in favour either of a dogmatic or eccle-
siastical interest. Comp. Calvin: “ Nihil apostolico spiritu

VOL. IIL A
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indignum continet.” The occurrence related bears, moreover, so
strong a stamp of originality, and is so evidently not compiled
in imitation of any other of the Gospel narratives, that it
cannot be regarded as a later legendary story, especially as its
wmternal truthfulness will be vindicated in the course of the
exposition itself, in opposition to the manifold doubts that
have been raised against it. But the narrative does not proceed
Jrom John. Of this we are assured by the remarkable and
manifestly interpolated link, vii. 53, which connects it with
what precedes ; further, by the strange interruption with which it
breaks up the unity of the account continued in viii. 14 ff.; again
by its tone and character, so closely resembling that of the
synoptic history, to which, in particular, belongs the propound-
ing of a question of law, in order to tempt Christ,—a thing which
does not occur in John ; still further, by the going out of Jesus to
the Mount of Olives, and His return to the temple, whereby we
are transported to the Lord’s last sojourn in Jerusalem (Luke
xx1.); also by the entire absence of the Johannean oly, and in
its stead the constant recurrence of 8i; and, lastly, by the non-
Johannean expressions &pfpov, wis 6 Aads, xabdisas édiduoxey abrode,
of ypappar. x o dapic., Empivey, dvapdpraros, xaruleiresios and
rarazpivery, =A#v also, in ver. 10 (Elz.). With these various
internal reasons many very weighty external arguments are con-
joined, which show that the section was not received by any
means into all copies of John's Gospel ; but, on the contrary, that
from the third and fourth centuries it was tacitly or expressly ex-
cluded from the canonical text. For Origen, Apollinarius, Theo-
dore of Mopsuestia, Cyril, Chrysostom, Nonnus, Theophylact,
Tertullian, and other Fathers (except Jerome, Ambrose, Augus-
tine, Sedulius, Leo, Chrysologus, Cassiodorus), as well as the
Catenae, are altogether silent about this section ; Euthymius
Zigabenus, however, has it, and explains it, indeed, but passes
this judgment upon it : Xp7 8¢ yavdexew, 551 va dvreldev (vii. 53) dypr
rog- wdrav ody Endryoey, A (VIL 12) wupd Tols dzpiBiawy dvriypdporg
7 oby ebpnras, 4 dfiroras. A paivevras wupiyypuTTe Aol wposhARy
xai Tobwou rexmdpiov, v wnde Tiv XpucbeTopor SAws wvnpoveloas adriw.
Of the versions, the Syr. (in Codd., also of the Nestorians, and
in the first edd.), Syr. p. Copt. (in most Mss.) Ar. Sahid. Arm.
Goth. Verc. Brix. have not the section. It is also wantingin very
old and important Codices, viz. A.B.C.L. T. X. A. &, of which,
however, A- and C. are here defective (but according to Tisch.,
C. never had it; see his edition of Codex C., Proleg. p. 31), while
L. and A. leave an empty space; other Codices mark it as
suspicious by asterisks or an obelus, or expressly so describe
it in Scholia (see especially Scholz and Tisch.). DBeyond a doubt,
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this apocryphal interpolation would have seemed less surprising
to early criticism had it found a place, not in John's Gospel,

but in one of the Synoptics. But wherefore just here? If we
decline to attribute this enigma to some accidental, unknown
cause and thus to leave it unsolved,then its position here may he
accounted for in this way : that as an abortive plan of the San-
hedrim against Jesus had just before been narrated, it appeared to
be an appropriate place for relating a new, though again unsuc-
cessful, attempt to trip Him ; and ths particular narrative may
have been inserted, all the more, because the saying about
judeing and not judging, in ver. 15, might find in it an his-
torical explanation; while, perhaps, an old uncritical tradition,

that John was the author of the fragment, may have removed
all difficulty. But even on this view the attempts of criticism
to correct the text very soon appear. For the Codd. i. 19, 20
¢t al., transfer the section as a doubtful appendix to the end of
the Gospel; others (13, 69, 124, 346) insert it after Lulke xxi.
38. where, especially considering vv. 1 and 2, it would appro-
priately fit in with the historical connection; and possibly
also it might have had a place in one of the sources made use
of by Luke. How various the recensions were in which it was
circulated, is proved by the remarkable number of various
readings, ‘Wwhich for the most part bear the impress, not of
chance or arbitrariness, but of varying originality. D., in par-
ticular, presents a peculiar form of text; the section in it runs
thus: 'Ine. 8 ém eic r. Gp. 7. éN.”Oplp. &t . mtpu/[vc"au elg 7. ip. .

. 6 N Apy. wpds adr. Ay, Ot of yp. x. 0i ®. im} Luupria 7. eiAnuévy

X or. abr, by . N adcd bxzepalovres alrov of ispel;, fve Exwor roTr-
yopiay abrolt 8id., alr. 7y, xareiinmras é7. pory. Mwichs b év 7. viuw
ixéhevee Tag Toiedr. ANBdlev o0 O viv ¢ Aiyerc; 'O B¢ Ire. % x. T
d. naréypopey eig 7. y. "Q¢ 8 ém. fpur, dvEaube xai efwey adrolt 6 dv.
. wp. b adriy Bak)‘érw Alov. K. 7. xavazibug v@ Saxvilw zavi-
ypOLPv €ig T. 7- "Exacreg 8t i Tovdaiwy egrp/s'ro ap.’g’a,mvo; o "J.av
psturepwv WoTE WAVTOLS s.’g’slés:v A AGTEN, OV, A A /uvn év u. ovoz.

"Aveer. 8t 6 Ino’ eier 731 7uvanu woU eiow 0d8¢is ot navexp. ; Kaneivn
simev abrd obdsls, mf:p. ‘0 8t eimsy ou3= by, 6. x. "Yauye, d=d Tol
viv pyxérr gudprove. — The Johannean authorship was denied by
Erasmus, Calvin (?), Beza, Grotius, Wetstein, Semler, Morus,
Haenleln Wegscheider, Paulus, Tittmann (Melet. p. 318 f),

Knapp, Seyffarth Lucke, Credner, Tholuck, Olshausen, Krabbe,
B. Crusius, Bleek, Weisse, Liicke, De Wette, Guericke, Reuss,
Briickner, Lllthdl‘dt Ewald Baeumlein, Henost;enberﬂ (who
regards the section as a foroery made for a pqrmcuhr purpose)
SchenI\el Godet, Scholten, and most critics: Lachmann and
Tischendorf also have removed the section from the text. Bret-
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schneider, p. 72 ff,, attributing it to the Pseudo-Johannes, endea-
vours to establish its spuriousness, and so uses it as an argument
against the genuineness of the Gospel; Strauss and Bauer deal
with 1t in the same way, while Hitzig (on Jokn Mark, p. 205 ff)
regards the evangelist Mark as the author, in whose Gospel it is
said to have stood after xii. 17 (according to Holtzmann, in the
primary Mark). Its authenticity, on the contrary, was defended
i early times especially by Augustine (de conjug. adult. 2. 7)}
whose subjective judgment is, that the story had been rejected
by persons of weak faith, or by enemies of the true faith, who
feared  peccandi impunitatem dari mulieribus suis;”—in
modern times by Mill, Whitby, Fabricius, Wolf, Lampe,
Bengel, Heumann, Michaelis, Storr, Dettmers (Vindiciae aides-
vias textus Gr. peric. Jok. vii. 53 ff, Francof. ad Viadr. p. 1,
1793); Stiudlin (in two Dessert., Gott. 1806) Hug (de conjugiz
Christ. vinculo indissoludb., Frib. 1816, p. 22 ff); Kuinoel,
Moller (neue Ansichten, p. 313 f£); Scholz (Erkldr. der Evang.
p- 396 ff, and N. I. 1. p. 383); Klee and many others, in par-
ticular, also Maier, i. p. 24 f.; Ebrard, Horne, Introduction to the
Textual Criticism of the N. T, ed. Tregelles, p. 465 ; Hilgenfeld,
Erang. p. 284 ff, and again in his Zestschrift, 1863, p. 317,
Lange. Schulthess, in Winer and Engelhardt kri¢ Journ. v. 3,
pp- 257-317, declares himself in favour of the genuineness of a
text purified by the free use of various readings. — Ver. 14. j
=05 twayw] Elz. Lachm.: zai woi om. But B. D. K. T.U. X. A
Curs. and many Vss. have #; and xa/ might easily have been
repeated from what precedes, while there was nothing to occa-
sion the change of »e/ into #.— Ver. 16. &2444¢] Lachm. and
Tisch. : énnons, after B.D. L. T. X. 33. Or. Rightly; &aséis was
introduced from the context (vv.14,17).— Ver. 20. After énd2a-
ssv Elz. has ¢ 'I70e0¢, against decisive witnesses. — Ver. 26. Aéyw]
Lachm. Tisch.: #«?.3, following important witnesses; but from
vv. 25, 28.— Ver. 28. ¢ warsp] Elz. Scholz: § sarip pov. But
wov is wanting in D. L. T. X. &. 13, 69, 122, al. Slav. Vulg. It.
Eus. Cyr. Hilar. Faustii-, and 1s a later addition, intended to
mark the peculiar relation of the ¢ mardp. —Ver, 29. After uévov
Elz. Scholz have ; warsp. A gloss which 253, 259 have inserted
before wiver.— Ver. 34. riig &paprias] wanting only in D.
Cant. Ver. Clem. Faustin, witnesses which are too weak to
justify our condemning it as a gloss. It was left out on
account of the following general expression ¢ & doiAcs. — Ver.
38, & droboare mapa rob warpis vpuiv] Elz. Scholz: § iwpdrars

! Nikon, in the 18th century, attributed the omission to solicitude lest the con-
tents should have an injurious effect upon the multitude. Sce Cotelerius, Patr.
Apox. 1. 285
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mapd. v@ wurpl bpay.  But B.C.D. K. X. p. Curss. Or. have ¢ ;
B. C. K. L. X. 8** Curss. and some Vss. and Fathers, even Or,
read #xodours and rod murpés. The received text, of which
Tisch. has inconsistently retained twpdx., is a mechanical imita-
tion of the first half of the verse. The pronouns wou and
bpwav must, with Lachm. and Tisch,, following very important
witnesses, be deleted as clumsy additions inserted for the pur-
pose of marking the distinction. Finally, & also in the
first half has almost entirely the same witnesses in its favour
as the second &, so that with Lachm. and Tisch. we must
read & in both places.— Ver. 39. %r¢] B. D. L. 8. Vulg. Codd.
It. Or. Aug.: éere.  So Griesb. Lachm. Tisch.; rightly de-
fended by Buttmann in the Stud. w. Krit. 1858, p. 474 ff.
The seemingly illogical relation of the protasis and apodosis
caused éore to be changed into #re, and émueirz into oscive
(Vulg. Or. Aug.). — After izoire, Elz. Lachm. have &, which
is wanting in important witnesses, and is an unnecessary
grammatical addition.— Ver. 51. =év Aéy. rév #név] Lachm.
Tisch.: =év éudv Ay, which is preponderatingly attested, and
therefore to be adopted. — Ver. 52. Instead of yebenras Elz
has yeboerar, against conclusive testimony.— Ver. 53. After
seavrév Elz. has ¢, which the best Codd. unanimously exclude.
—Ver. 54. d0Eé{w] Lachm. Tisch.: dcfdsw, after B. C* D. R
Curs. Cant. Verc. Corb. Rd. Colb. Or. Chrys. Ambr. Rightly;
the present (comp. the following 30¢¢fwv) would involuntarily
present itself to the copyists.— For yuav (so also Tisch.) Elz
has tuév (asalso Lachm.). The testimonies are divided between
the two; but 4x&v might easily have been changed into iuay, after
the preceding vuei;, through not observing the direct construc.
tion, — Ver. 57. The reading rcecapdxovra, which Chrysostom
has, and Euthymius Zigabenus found in Mss,, is still in A. and
three Curs., but is nothing save an historical refouche. — Ver. 59.
After iepo5 Elz. Scholz have: &iadav dia uioov alrav, xal wapiye
obrwg, words which are wanting in B. D.8.* Vulg. It. al. Or. Cyt.
Arnob. An addition after Luke iv. 30, whence also ézopsiero has
been interpolated after eirav in several witnesses.

Vv. 1-3. "Emop.] down from the temple. —els 7. 8p. 7. é\.]
where He passed the night ; comp. Luke xxi. 37. Displays the
synoptic stamp in its circumstantiality of description and in the
use of words; instead of §p8pov (Luke xxiv. 1), John uses mpoi
(xviii. 28, xx. 1; comp. mpwla, xxi. 4); for wé&s ¢ Aass John
uses o dyhos and ol dxhot; xabficas é8/8 avr. is synoptical;
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on é8/3agxer, however, without mention of the topic, comp. vii.
14; the ypappuarteis never appear in John; nor does he
anywhere name the Mount of Olives. — The crowd of people,
after the conclusion of the feast, would not be surprising, con-
sidering the great sensation which Jesus had caused at the feast.
-— The expression “ Scribes and Pharisees” is the designation
in the synoptic narrative for His regular opponents, answering
to the Johannean oi "Iovdaioe. They do not appear here as
Zealots (Wetstein, Kuinoel, Staeudlin), whose character would
not correspond either with their questioning of Jesus or with
their subsequent slinking away; nor even as a Deputation
Jrom the Sanhedrim, which certainly would not have con-
descended to this, and whose delegates would not bave dared
to let the woman slip. It is rather a non-official tentative
attack, like several that are narrated by the Synoptics; the
woman has just been taken in the very act; has, as a prelimi-
nary step, been handed over to the Scribes and Pharisees for
further proceedings; has not yet, however, been brought before
the Sanhedrim, but is first made use of by them for this
atempt against Jesus.

Vv. 4, 5. Oblserve especially here and in vv. 5, 6 the
thoroughly synoptical diffuseness of the account.— xaTet-
17 6n] with the augment of eiAnda, see Winer, p. 60 [E. T.
D. 84]. On the expression, comp. xareiAnmro porxds, Arrian.
Epict. 2. 4. —éxn’ adrodwpow] in the very act. Herod. 6.
72, 137; Plato, Pol. 2, p. 359 C; Xen. Symp. 3. 13 ; Dem.
378.12; Soph. Ant. 51 ; Eur. Jon. 1214. Comp. Philo, p.
785 A: povyeiar abropwpor. On AapBdvewy émi, of taking
in adultery, see Toup. Opp. Crit. I p. 101. — The adullerer,
who in like manner was liable to death (Lev. xx. 10; Deut.
xxii. 24), may have fled. — AcfoBoreiaba.] This word cannot
be called un-Johannean (in John x. 31 ff Mbdlew is used)
because of its being taken from Deut. lc. According to Deut.
xxii. 28, 24 the law expressly appoints stonsng for the particular
case, when a betrothed maiden allows herself to be seduced by
a man in the city, where she could have summoned help.
The woman here taken must therefore necessarily be regarded
as such an one, because the AifoBoreioclar is expressly referred
to a command contained in the Mosaic law. TFrom Deut. lc,
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where the betrothed, in reference to the seducer, is termed
¥ NYY, it is clear that the crime in question was regarded as
a modified form of adultery Y, a8 it is also called 66809 pouyeias
by Philo, de legg. special. ii. p. 311. The rarity of such a case
as this made it all the more a fit topic for a tempting
question in casuistry. Accordingly, Tas TotadTas is to be
understood as denoting the class of adulteresses of this par-
ticular kind, to whom refers that law of Moses appointing
the punishment of stoning: “ adulteresses of this kind.” That
Moses, in Deut. lc., does not use the expression sx1 (Liicke’s
objection) is immaterial, because he has not this word at all
in the connection, nor even in the other cases, but designates
the thing in another way. Usually the woman is regarded as
a married woman ; and as in Lev. xx. 10 and Deut. xxii. 22,
not stoning specifically, but death generally is the punish-
ment adjudged to adulteresses of this class, some either infer
the internal falsehood of the whole story (Wetstein, Semler,
Morus, Paulus, Liicke, De Wette, Baur, and many others; comp.
also Hengstenberg and Godet), or assume that the punishment
of death, which is not more precisely defined by the law (“to
die the death”), must mean stoning (Michaelis, Mos. B. § 262 ;
Tholuck, B. Crusius, Ebrard, Keil, Archeol. § 153, 1; Ewald,
Briickner hesitatingly, Luthardt, Baeumlein). As to the last
view, judging from the text in Deut. lc, and also according to
Rabbinical tradition, it is certainly an unsafe assumption;
comp. Saalschiitz, Mos. B. p. 571. Here, however, where the
MbofBohetafla. is distinctly cited as a positive provision of the
law, we have neither reason nor right to assume a reference to
any other precept save that in which stoning is expressly
named as the punishment, viz. Deut. xxii. 24 (LXX.: Aefo-
Boknoovrac év AlBoss), with which also the Talmud agrees,
Sanhedr. £. 51, 2: “Filia Israelitae, si adultera, cum nupta,
strangulanda,! cum desponsata, lapidanda.”  The supposi-
tion of Grotius, that the severer punishment of stoning for
adultery was introduced after the time of Ezekiel, cannot be

! According to the Talmudic rule: * Omnis mors, cujus et mentio in lege sim-
pliciter, non alia est quam strangulatio,” Sanhedr. l.c. The incorrectness of this
rule (Michaelis, /.c.) is o matter of no consequence, so fur as the present passage
is concerned.
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proved by Ezek. xvi. 38, 40; Sus. 45; the Mwioijs éverei-
Aato, moreover, is decidedly against all such suppositions.

Ver. 6. ITetpafovres adrov] denoting, not a good-natured
questioning (Olshausen), but, agreeably to the standing synopti-
cal representation of the relation of those men to Jesus, and in
keeping with what immediately follows, malicious tempting. The
insidious feature of the plan consisted in this: “ If He decides
with Moses for the stoning, He will be accused before the Roman
authorities ; for, according to the Roman criminal law, adultery
was not punishable with death, and stoning in particular was
generally repudiated by the Romans (see Staeudlin and Hug).
But if He decides against Moses and against stoning, He will
then be prosecuted before the Sanhedrim as an opposer of the
Jaw.” That they expected and wished for the former result,
is shown by the prejudicial way in which they introduce the
question, by quoting the express punishment prescribed by
Moses. Their plan here is similar in design to that of the
question touching the tribute money in Matt. xxii. It is
objected that the Romans in the provinces did not administer
justice strictly in accordance with their own laws; but amid
the general immorality of the times they certainly did not
conform to the rigour of the Mosaic punishment for adultery ;
and how easy would it have been before the Roman magis-
trates to give a revolutionary aspect to the hoped-for decision
of Jesus in favour of Moses, even if He had in some way
reserved the competency of the Roman authorities! If it be
said that Jesus needed only to declare Himself in favour of
execution, and not exactly for stoning, it is overlooked that
here was the wery case for which stoming was expressly
appointed. If it be urged, lastly, that when Jesus was re-
quired to assume the position of a judge, He needed only to
refer His questioners to the Sunhedrim, and to tell them to
take the woman thitker (Ebrard), that would have amounted
to a declining to answer, which would, indeed, have been the
surest way of escape from the dilemma, but inappropriate
enough to the intellectual temperament of Jesus in such cases.
Other explanations of meipdfew—(1) They would either have

1 Observe also, in reference to this, the ol in ver. 5, which logically paves the
way for an answer in agreement with DMosea
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accused him to the Romans imminutae majesiulis, because they
then possessed the jus vitae et necis, or to the Jews imminutae
libertatis (Grotins), and as a false Messiah (Godet). But that
prerogative of the Romans was not infringed by the pro-
nouncing of a sentence of condemnation ; it was still reserved
to them through their having to confirm and carry out the
sentence.  Accordingly, B. Crusius gives this turn to the
question : “ Would Jesus decide for the popular execution of
the law . . . or would He peradventure even take upon Him-
self to pass such a judgment” (so, substantially, Hitzig also,
on Joh. Markus, p. 205 ff,, and Luthardt), where (with Wetstein
and Schulthess) the law of the Zealots is called in by way of
help ? But in that case the interrogators, who intended to make
use of a negative answer against Him as an overturning of
the law, and an affirmative reply as an interference with the
functions of the authorities, would then have put no question at
all relating to the thing which they really wanted (i.c. the execu-
tion, and that immediate and tumultuous). (2) As the
punishment of death for adultery had at that time already
fallen into disuse, the drift of their question was simply
whether or mnot legal proceedings should be instituted at all
(Ebrard, following Michaelis). The words themselves, and the
design expressed in the xat7yopeiv, which could not take place
before the people, but before the competent judges, as in Matt.
xii. 10, are quite opposed to this explanation. (3) Dieck, in
the Stud. w. Krit. 1832, p. 791, says: As the punishment of
death for adultery presupposes liberty of divorcement, and as
Jesus had Himself repudiated divorce, He would, by pronounc-
ing 4n favour of that punishment, have contradicted Himself ;
while, by pronouncing against it, He would have appeared as
a despiser of the l]aw. But apart from the improbability of
any such logical calculation on the part of His questioners
as to the first alternative—a calculation which is indicated
by nothing in the text,—the fva &. rartyy. air. is decisive
against this explanation; for a want of logical conmsistency
would have furnjshed no ground for accusation.' (4) The

' What they really wished was to accuse Him, on the ground of the answer
He would give. Hilgenfeld therefore is in error when he thinks they sought
to force Him to give 2 decisive utterance as the obligation of the Mosaic lurw,
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same argument tells against Augustine, Erasmus, Luther,
Calvin, Aretius, Jansen, Cornelius & Lapide, Baumgarten, and
many other expositors: according to whom an affirmative reply
would have been inconsistent with the general mildness of His
teaching ; a ncgative answer would have been a decision against
Moses. (5) Euthymius Zigabenus, Bengel, and many others,
Neander also, Tholuck, Bacumlein, Hengstenberg (who sees here
an unhistorical mingling of law and gospel), are nearer the mark
in regarding the plan of attack as based upon the assumption,
which they regarded as certain, that in accordance with His
usual gentleness He would give a negative answer : ywaookovtes
yap avrtov \ejuova k. cuvumali, mpocedokwy, ori PeloeTa
adris, kai Novmov €Eovot kaTiryopiay kat abToy, ®S TaAPaAVOL®S
dedouévov Tiis amo Tod vopov Aibalouévns, Euthymius
Zigabenus. But this explanation also must be rejected, partly
even on a prior: grounds, because an ensnaring casuistic ques-
tion may naturally be supposed to involve a dilemma; partly
and mainly because in this case the introduction of the ques-
tion by év 8¢ 7¢ vopw would have been a very unwise method
of preparing the way for a megative answer. This latter
argument tells against Ewald, who holds that Christ, by the
acquittal which they deemed it probable He would pronounce,
would have offended against the Mosaic law; while by con-
demning, He would have violated as well the milder practice
then in vogue as His own more gentle principles. Liicke, De
Wette, Briickner, Baur,! and many other expositors renounce
the attempt to give any satisfactory solution of the difficulty.
— 78 SanTOrp Eypadev eis T. y7v] as a sign that He was
Dy an affirmative reply (he says) Christ would have recognised this obligation,
and by His non-observance of the law (v. 18, vii. 23) He would have been self-
condemned ; by a negative answer He would have been guilty of an express rejec-
tion of the law. Viewing the matter thus, they could not, indeed, have accused
Him on account of His answer if affirmative ; they could only have charged Him
with logical inconsistency. This tells substantially also against Lange's view,
viz. that they wished to see whether He would venture, in the strength of His
Messianic authority, to set up e new law, If in this case He had decided in
Jfavour of Moses, they could not have accused Him (to the Sanhedrim).

1 According to Baur (p. 170 sq.), there is nothing historical whatever in the
story; it has a purely ideal import. The main idea he holds to be the con-
sciousness of one's own sinfulness breaking the power of every sin, in opposition
ta the accusation brought against Jesus by the Pharisees, that He essociated
with sinners, and thus was go ready to forgive.
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not considering their question, dwep elwbace moANdris Toteiv
ol wy Oénovres dmorplveaBar wpos Tols épwrdvTas draipa kal
avdia.  Tvovs yap alrdv Ty pnyaviy, mposemoteiTo Ypipew
€ls T. yiv, kal py) wpoaéyew ols éheyov, Euthymius Zigabenus.
For instances of behaviour like this on the part of one who
turns away from those around him, and becomes absorbed in
himself, giving himself up to his own thoughts or imaginings,
from Greek writers (Aristoph. Acharn. 31, and Schol Diog.
Laert. 2. 127) and from the Rabbins, see in Wetstein. Isa.
xvil. 13 does not here serve for elucidation. What Jesus
wrote is not a subject even of inquiry; nor are we to ask
whether, by the act, He was symbolizing any, and if so what,
answer (Michaelis: the answer “as 1t 4s written”). There is
much marvellous conjecture among the older expositors. See
Wolf and Lampe, also Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. p. 315, who
thinks that Jesus wrote the answer given in ver. 7 (after
Bede; comp. also Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 480, ed. 3, and Godet).
Suffice it to say, the strange manner in which Jesus silently
declines to give a decisive reply (acting, no doubt, according
to His principle of not interfering with the sphere of the ma-
gistracy (here a matter of criminal law, Matt. xxii.; Luke xiL
13, 14)),! bears the stamp of genuineness and not of invention,
though Hengstenberg deems this procedure unworthy of Jesus;
the tempters deserved the contempt which this implied, ver. 9.
—Observe in éypader the descriptive imperfect. The reader
sees Him writing with His finger. The additions in some
Codd. kal ~rpocmoroduevos, and (more strongly attested)
p7) mpoomotovp., are glosses of different kinds, meaning
“though He only pretended (stmulans) to write;” and, “ without
troubling Himself about them” (dissimulans, Ev. 32 adds
avTols). See Matthaei, ed. min. in loc.

! According to Luthardt, to show thet the malice of the question did not deserve
ananswer. But the numerous testing questions proposed to Him, according to
the Synopties, by His opponents, were all of them malivious ; yet Jesus dil not
vefuse to reply to them. According to Lange's fancy, Jesus assumed the gesture
of a calm majgesty, which, in its playful ease, refused to be disturbed by any
atrect scandal. Melancthon well says: ‘‘Initio, cum accusatur mulier, nihil
respondit Christus, tangquam in aliem rem intentus, videlicet prorsus a sese
vejiciens hanc quaestionem pertinentem ad cognitionem magistratus politici. Postea,

cum urgetur, respondet non de muliere, sed de ipsorum peccatis, qui ipsam
accusabaunt."”
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Ver. 7. "AvapdptnTos] faultless, here only in the N, T.
very often in the Classics. Whether it meang freedom from the
possibility of fault (of error or sin), as in Plato, Pol. I p. 339 B,
or freedom from actual sin (comp. yvvy dvaupdpryros, Herod. v.
39),—whether, again, it is to be understood generally (2 Mace.
viil. 4), or with reference to any definite category or species of
apaptia (2 Mace. xii. 42; Deut. xxix. 19), is a matter which can
be decided by the context alone. Here it must signify actual
freedom from the sin, not indeed of adultery specially, for Jesus
could not presuppose this of the hierarchy as a whole, even
with all its corruption of morals, but probably of wunchastity,
simply because a woman who was a sinner of this category
was here in question, and stood before the eyes of them all as
the living opposite of dvapdprnros. Comp. duaprwids, Luke
Vil 87 ; dpaprdvew, Jacobs, ad Anthol. x. p. 111; in chap.
v. 14, also, a special kind of sinning is intended by pnxére
apdprave ; and the same command, in ver. 11, addressed to tha
adulteress, authenticates the sense in which dvaudpryros is
used. The men tempting Him knew how to avoid, in outward
appearance rather than in reality, the unchastity which they
condemned. Taking the words to mean freedom from sin
generally (Baur, who draws from the passage an erromeous
doctrinal meaning, Luthardt, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Godet,
following early expositors), we make Jesus propose an imprac-
ticable condition in the given case, quite unfitted to disarm His
opponents as convicted by their own consciences; forit would
have been a purelyideal condition, a standard impossible to man.
If we take dvapdpryros, however, in the concrete sense above
explained, the condition named becomes quite appropriate to
baffle the purpose of the tempting questioners; for the pre-
scription of the Mosaic law is, on the one hand, fully recognised ;*
while, on the other, its fulfilment is made dependent on a
copdition which would effectually banish from the mind of
His questioners, into whose consciences Jesus was looking, all
thought of making His answer a ground of accusation to the
authorities.—ONbserve, further, how the general moral maxim to
be deduced from the text condemns generally in the Christian

I The section cannot therefore be used, as Mittermayer uses it (d. Todesstr,
1862), as a testimony of Jesus against capital punishment,
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community, viewed &3 it ought to exist conformably to its ideal,
the personal condemnation of the sins of others (comp. Matt.
vil. 1; Gal. vi. 5), and puts in its place brotherly admonition,
conciliation, forgivemess—in a word, love, as the mAjpwois
of the law. — 76v A{@ov] the stone which He would cast at
her in obedience to the law. — ém av7Th] upon her. See
Berphardy, p. 249 ; Ellendt, Lex Sopk. i. p. 467. — Bakérw]
not mere permission, but command, and therefore all the more
telling. The place of stoning must be conceived as lying out-
side the city (Lev. xxiv. 14; Acts vii. 56). We must further
observe that Jesus does not say the first stome, but let the first
(ie. of you, Vudv) cast the stome, which does not exclude that
casting of the first, which was obligatory on the witnesses (Deut.
xvii. 7; Acts vil. 58).

Vv. 8, 9. IIdnew, k7 \.] To indicate that He has nothing
further to do with the case. ~According to Jerome ' and Euthy-
mius Zigabenus, “in order to give space to the questioners to
take themselves away ;” but this is not in keeping with ver. 6.
— éExpxovTo] descriptive imperfect. — els ka8’ els] Mark
xiv. 19. — éws 7. éaxd7.] is to be connected with eis xaf’
els, apt. dmo 7. mpeaP. being an intervening clause. See on
Matt. xx. 8.—The mpecBvTepor are the elders tn years, not
the elders of the people; for there would be no apparent reason
why the latter should be the first who should have chosen to
go away; besides, the elders of the people are not named
along with the others in ver. 3. Those more advanced in
years, on the other hand, were also thoughtful and prudent
enough to go away first, instead of stopping to compromise
themselves further. — €ws T7dv éoydr.] attested as genuine
by preponderating evidence. It does not refer to rank, the
least (so most modern expositors, even Liicke, B. Crusius, De
Wette, Maier, Lange), which the context does not sanction;
the context (see els xa@ els) leads us rather to render it ‘ wnto
the last who went out, e until all were gone. The feature
that the eldest (who probably stood nearest to Jesus) were the
first to go out, is characteristic and original; but that the
going away took’ place in the order of rank, is a meaning
imported into the words by the expositors. After dxodo. the

V According to whom Christ wrote the sius of Iis acensers and of all mortals!
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veceived text has kal vwo T ovverdrjoeos Eheyyduevor,
a gloss opposed to very important witnesses; but as to the
matter of fact, right enough. — uéves 6 'Ine., x.7.\.] Augustine
well says: “Relicta sunt duo, miseria ef misericordia.” But it
does not exclude the presence of the disciples and the crowds
of lookers-on at a distance.

Vv. 10, 11. O{ xa™2)y.] who have accused thee to me, as
if I were to be judge. — oUdeés] is emphatic: Has no one
condemned thee? Has no one declared that thou art to be
stoned ¢ Were it not so, they would not have left the woman
to go free, and all of them gone away. The xaréxpevev here
designates the senfentia damnatoria, not as a judicial sentence
(for the ypauuareis and Pharisees had come merely as asking
a guestion concerning a matter of law or right), but simply as
the judgment of an individual. —o008¢ éyw oe ratarp.: I
also do not condemn thee. This is not the declaration of zhe
Jorgiveness of sim, as in Matt. ix. 2, Luke vii. 48, and cannot
therefore justly be urged against the historical genuineness of
the narrative (see, in particular, Hengstenberg) ; nor is it a mere
declinature of judicial competency, which would be out of keep-
ing with the preceding question, and with the admonition that
follows : on the contrary, it is a refusal to condemn, spoken in
the consciousness of His Messianic calling, according to which
He had not come to condemm, but to seek and save the lost
(iii. 17, xii. 46 ; Matt. xviil. 11); not to cast out sinners;
“ not to quench the smoking flax,” ete. He accordingly does
in this case what by His office He is called to do, namely, to
awaken and give room for repentance® in the sinner, instead of
condemning ; for He dismisses her with the admonition préTe
dudprave.  Augustine well says: “ Ergo et Dominus damnavit,
sed peccatum, non hominem.” How striking the force of the
negative declaration and the positive admonition !

Ver. 12. The interpolated section, vii. 53-viil. 11, being
deleted, we must look for some connection with vii. 52. This
may be found simply as follows. As the Sanhedrim had not
been able to carry out their design of apprehending Jesus, and

' In connection with the marriage law, it is clear from this passage that, in
the case of adultery, repentance on the part of the guilty party makes the con-
finuance of the marriage allowable,
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had, moreover, become divided among themselves (as is recorded
in vii. 45-52), He was able,in consequence of this miscarriage
in their plans against Him (o?v), to come forth afresh and
address the assembled people in the temple (airois, comp.
ver. 20). This renewed coming forward to address them is
not, however, to be placed on the last day of the feast, but is so
definitely marked off by ver. 20 as a special act, and so clearly
distinguished from the preceding, that it must be assigned
to one of the following days; just as in ver. 21 the similar
transition and the recurring wraAi introduce again a new dis-
course spoken on another day. Others take a different view,
putting the discourses in vv. 12-20, and even that also in ver.
21 ff, on the day named in chap. vii. 37; but against this is
not only the rdAw of ver. 12 and ver. 21, but the oy, which
in both places bears an evident reference to some preceding
Tistorical observation. Though Liicke’s difficulty, that a single
day would be too short for so many discourses and replies,
can have no weight, there is yet no sufficient ground for De
Wette's supposition, that John did not know how to hold
securely the thread of the history. — I am the light of the
world, i.e. (comp. on i. 4) the possessor and bearer of the divine
truth of salvation (1. ¢. s wijs), from whom this saving truth
goes forth to all mankind (kdopos), who without Christ are dark
and dead. The light is not <dentical with the salvation
(Hengstenberg), but salvation is the necessary emanation there-
from ; without the light there is no salvation. So also Isa.
xlix. 6; comp. xlii. 6. To regard the figure which Christ here
employs, in witnessing to Himself, as suggested by some outward
object—for example, by the two colossal golden candlesticks
which were lighted at the feast of Tabernacles (but certainly
only on the first day ; see Succah v. 2) in the forecourt of the
women, where also was the yalodvAdwiov, ver. 20, on either
side of the altar of burnt-offering (Wetstein, Paulus, Olshausen),
—is a precarious supposition, as the feast was now over; at the
most, we can only associate the words with the sight of the cands-
labra, as Hug and Lange do—the latter intermingling further
references to spiritual darkness from the history of the adulteress.
But the figure, corresponding as it essentially does with the thing
signified, had been given long before, and was quite a familiar



16 TIIE GOSPEL OF JOIIN.

one in the prophetic view of the idea of the Messiah (Isa. ix. 1,
xlil. 6 ; Mal.iv. 2). Comp. also Matt. iv. 15, 16 ; Lukeii. 32;
and the Rabbinical references in Lightfoot, p. 1041. There
is really no need to suppose any special suggesting cause, not
even the reading of Isa. xlii.; for though the Scriptures were
read in the synagogues, we have no proof that they were read
in the temple. To find also a reference to the pillar of fire in
the wilderness (Godet), according to which the ¢ dxorov8éy,
x.t\., has reference to Israel's wanderings, is quite arbitrary;
no better, indeed, than the reference of vii. 37 to the rock in
the wilderness. — o u# wepimarihoer] The strongly attested,
though not decisively confirmed, subjunctive wrepirarriop (so
Lachmann, Tischendorf) would be the most usual word in the
N. T. after o0 u7, and might therefore all the more easily have
displaced the future, which could hardly have been introduced
through the following €Ee:, seeing that the latter word has no
connection with o¥ w7 Upon o¥ u7, with the more de-
finitely assuring future, see on Matt. xxvi. 35 ; Mark xiv. 31.
— éEev 10 ¢pds 1. Lwijs] As the antithesis of the divine
a\jfeta, the axotia, is the causative element of death, so is
the licht the cause of life,%.e. of the true eternal Messianic life,
not only in its consummation after the Parousia, but already
also in its temporal development (comp. iii. 15). é&Ees, 4t
will mot be wanting to kim, he will be in possession of ¢, for it
necessarily communicates itself to him direct from its
personal source, which he follows in virtue of his fellow-
ship with Christ (“lux enim pragferri solet,” Grotius). The
dxolovBeiy takes place through faith; but in the believer, who
as such walks no more in darkmess (xii. 46 ; Eph. v. 8; Col.
i. 13), Christ Himself lives (the Johannean “I in you,” and
the Pauline Gal iL 20; see on vi 51), and therefore he has
that light of life which proceeds from Christ as a real and
inward possession (Nonnus, cubdoirov év adr@); he is wios
$wrés (xii 36), and himself “light in the Lord” (Eph. v. 8).
This explanation, not merely the having Christ with him
(Weiss), is required by the context; because e, «.7.\,, is the
result of the dxorovfeiv, and therefore of faith (comp. iii. 15, 36,
v. 24, vi. 47), and accordingly s {wfs is added.

Vv. 13, 14. This great declaration the Pharisees present
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(o Papia.) cannot leave unchallenged ; they, however, cleverly
enough, while avoiding dealing with its real substance, bring
against it a formal objection; comp. v. 31. Jesus replies,
that the rule of law referred to does not apply to His wit-
ness regarding Himself, as He testified concerning Himself,
not in His own human individuality, but in the conscious
certainty of His having been sent from, and being about to
return to, heaven—a relation which is, of course, unknown
to His opponents, who therefore reject His testimony. The
refutation lies in the fact that God is able, without any
departure from truth, to testify concerning Himself. — xév éya
papt., £TN] not: even though I (Licke), nor: although I, etc.
(B. Crusius), for both would require éav xai; but: even o, ie.
even n case (adeo tum, s3), if I for my part (éyd), etc. See
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 519; Stallb. ad Plat. Apol. p. 32 A;
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 151. —rod Umdyw] through death, vii.
33. — épyopar] 7ABoy was previously used of the historical
moment of the past; here, however, the Praes., in using which
Jesus means His continuous coming forward as the ambassador
of God. Comp. iii. 31. The latter represents it more as a
matter of the present. —4}] not again kai, because the two
points are conceived, not as before copulatively, but alterna-
tiwely (“ whether I speak of the one or the other, you do not
know it”) ; comp. 1 Cor. xi. 27. The latter is more expressive,
because it is disjunctive.

Vv. 15, 16. The course of thought repeated with some
minuteness (Tholuck), but similarly to vii. 24. The rejection
of His testimony by the Pharisees in ver. 13, was an act of
judgment on their part which, inasmuch as they were unac-
quainted with His higher position as an ambassador of God,
had been determined merely by His outward semsuous appear-
ance, by His servant’s form (elcopéwvres éuny Bpotoedéa
popdriv, Nonnus), as to which He seemed to them to be an
ordinary man. This Jesus tells them, and adds, how very
differently He proceeds in this respect. Kpiveesr receives
through the context the condemnatory sense, and xata Tav

' Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 286, ought therefore not to have concluded that the

words, ‘I judge mo man,” presuppose the history of the woman taken in
adultery,

VOL. 1II. B
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capra is not to be understood of the subjective norm (Cliry-
sostom : dwo avfpwmims Stavolas . . . adixws; De Wette : in
a carnal, selfish manner; comp. B. Crusius), but of the objective
norm (comp. xa7 &yw, vii. 24; Euth. Zigabenus: wpos
povoy 7o pawouevor BNémovtes, xal undev NrqNoTepov Kal mwyev-
patucov - évwoobyres).  Comp. 2 Cor. v. 16. — éyw od xplvew
ovdéva] I condemn mo one. There is no need, however, for
supplying in thought xara 7. odpka, as even Augustine pro-
posed, and after Cyril's example many modern writers (also
Kuinoel, Paulus) ; to the same thing comes Liicke’s supple-
ment: as you do. This is decidedly to be rejected, partly
for the general reason that the proper point would have to be
supplied in thought, and partly because, in ver. 16, xai éav
xpivey cannot be taken otherwise than absolutely, and without
supplement. For these reasons every kind of supplement
must be rejected, whether by the insertion of vy, which would
point to the future judgment (Augustine, Chrysostom, Euth.
Zigabenus, Erasmus, and several), or of uévos (Storr, Godet),
as though John had written avros éyw. Jesus rather gives
utterance to His mazim in the consciousness of having come,
not xpiver, but to save and bless (comp. on ver. 11), which is
what He carried out primcipaliter; but this principle was,
that He refrained from all condemnation of others, knowing as
He did that spiverr was neither the end (Driickner) nor the
sphere of His life (Hengstenberg). This principle, however,
did not exclude necessary cases of an opposite kind; and of
such cases ver. 16 supplies the necessary explanation. Luther
aptly remarks: “He herewith clothes Himself with His
office ;7 but an antithesis to Zcacking (Calvin, Beza) is foreign
to the verse; and the interpretation: I have no pleasure in
judging (De Wette), imports into the words what they do not
contain! — Ver. 16. xal éav kplvew 8¢ éyw] xal 8¢ here and
in ver. 17, atque etiam, see on vi. 51. The thought is: and
cven if a kpivew on my part showld take ploce, etc. Notwith-

1 Among the meanings imported into the passage may be reckoned Lange's
fanciful notion (L. J. 1. p. 958), that Jesus can never regard the real essence of
man as worthy of rejection (but merely the caricature which man has made of
his own nature by sin). Where is there anything in the passage about the reul
essence of map §
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standing His maxim, not to judge, such cases had actually
occurred in the exercise of His vocation, and, indeed, just for
the purpose of attaining its higher object—as was, moreover,
inevitable with His antagonism to sin and the xdauos. Comp.
Luther: “ If thou wilt not have our Lord God, then keep the
devil; and the office which otherwise is not set for judg-
ment, but for help and consolation, is compelled to assume the
function of condemnation.” Luthardt: “ But my witness be-
comes a judgment through unbelief” This, however, is not in
the passage ; and Jesus was often enough forced into actual,
direct xpivew, ver. 26. — 8¢] occupies the fourth place, because
the preceding words are connected with each other, as in ver.
17, vi. 51; 1 John i. 3; Matt. x. 18, al.—According to the
reading dAn6.vq (see the critical notes), the meaning of the
second clause is: my condemnation is a genuine one, answering
to the idea, as it ought to be—not equivalent to dAnb4s (B.
Crusius). Comp. on vii. 28. Reason: For it is not (like an
ordinary human personality, restricted to myself) I alone (who
condemn), but I and the Father that hath sent me (are the
kpivovres), which fellowship (8mep éyw xplvw, TobTo xai o
wa7ip, Euth. Zigabenus) naturally excludes everything that
could prevent the xpiais from being aAnfun.  Comp. v. 30.
Vv.17, 18. After the first reason in answer to the Pharisaic
rejection of His self-witness (namely, that He gave it in the
* consciousness of His divine mission, ver. 14), and after admini-
stering a reproof to His antagonists, in connection therewith,
for their judging (vv. 15, 16), there follows a second reason,
namely, that His witness to Humself is no wviolation of the
Jewish law, but has more than the amount of truth thereby
required. — xal . . . 8€] atque etiam, as above in ver. 16. —
T iper.] emphatically, from the point of view of His oppo-
nents (comp. x. 34, xv. 25), who took their stand thereon, and
regarded Jesus as a mwapdvopor, and even in ver. 13 had had in
view a well-known prescription of the law. The words of Christ
are therefore no doubt anti-Judaic, but not in themselves
antinomian (Schweizer, Baur, Reuss), or belonging to a later
Christian point of view (De Wette, B. Crusius, Tholuck) ; nor
must they be taken to mean : for Christ and believers the law
exists no longer (Messner, Lekre der Apostel. p. 345) ; though,
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no doubt, they expressed His consciousness of being exalted
above the Jewish law as it then was, and in the strange and
hostile form in which it met Him. Accordingly, Keim® is
mistaken in saying: “In thds way neither could Jesus speak
nor John write—not even Paul” See v. 45-47,vii. 19, 22f,
v. 39, x. 35, xix. 36.—The passage itself from the law is quoted
with considerable freedom (Deut. xvii. 6, xix. 15), dvfpdmor
being uttered with intentional emphasis, as Jesus draws a con-
cluston a minort ad majus. If the law demands two Auman
witnesses, in my witness there is still more; for the witnesses
whose declaration is contained therein are (1) my own indi-
viduality; and (2) the Father who has sent me; as His
representative and interpreter, therefore, I testify, so that my
witness is also H7s. That which took place, as to substance,
in the living and inseparable unity of the divine-human con-
sciousness, to wit, H¢s witnessing, and God’s witnessing, Jesus
discriminates here only jformally, for the sake of being able to
apply the passage of the law in question, from which He
argues xat &vlpwmov; but not incorrectly (Schenkel): hence,
also, there is no need for supplying in thought to éyd: “ As
a human knower of myself, as an honest man” (Paulus), and
the like; or even, “ as the Son ¢f God"” (Olshausen, who also
brings in the Holy Ghost).

Ver. 19. The question of the Pharisees, who only pretend
not to understand what Jesus means by the words o méuvras
e maTijp, between which and ver. 27 there is no inconsistency,
is frivolous mockery. “Where is, then, this second witness,
thy Father 2 He has no actual existence! He ought, surely,
to be here on the spot, if, as thou hast said, He were a witness
with thee on thy behalf! To regard their question as the
expression of a veritable material apprehension on their part,
that He referred to a physical father (Augustine, Bede, and
several ; also De Wette, Olshausen, Briickner, and, doubtfully,
Liicke), some also having found in it a blasphemous allusion
to bastardy (Cyril, Ammon), is irreconcilable with the cir-

1 See his Geschichtlich. Christ. p. 14, ed. 3. Note, on the contrary, that
it is John himself who stands ligher than Paul. But not even the Johannean
Jesus has broken with the law, or treated it as antiquated, See especially vv.
45-47. His relation o the law is 2lso that of #2ipees;.
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cumstance that Jesus had already so frequently and unmis-
takeably pointed to God as His Father ; the questioners thera-
selves also betray their dissimulation by the word wo¥; they
do not ask 7is. Totally different is the relation of the question
put by Philip in xiv. 8.— The reply of Jesus unveils to them
with clear composure whence it arose that they put so wicked
a question. To take the words ofrre éué as far as povas a
question 18 less appropriate (Ewald), as it is scarcely likely
that Jesus was taken by surprise. E: éué f8ette, etc, rest
on the fact that the Father reveals Himself in Him. Comp.
xiv. 9, xvi. 3.

Ver. 20. Taita 1a pripara] Vv. 12, 13. Godet arbi-
trarily imports into the text “ words so vmportant.” Comp. vi.
50.— év 7o yalopul] At the treasury. On év, as denoting
immediate neighbourhood, see Kithner, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 8.
22 ; Ast, Lex. Plat. 1. p. 700 ; Winer, p. 360 [E. T. p. 481],
who, however, is of opinion—though it cannot be substan-
tiated—that the place <tself where the treasury stood was
called yafopul.; so also Tholuck, Briickner. Respecting the
yalodpvhdkiov, which consisted of thirteen brazen chests
destined to receive the taxes and charitable offerings in the
temple, see on Mark xii. 41. In a place so much frequented
in the forecourt of the women did Jesus thus speak,—and no
one laid hands on Him. — kai o?d8eis, etc.] Historical refrain,
constituting a kind of triumphal (comp. vii. 30) close to the
delivery of this discourse.

Ver. 21. A new scene here opens, as in ver. 12, and is
therefore, after the analogy of ver. 12, to be placed in one of
the following days (so also Ewald ; and in opposition to Origen
and the common supposition).— The connecting word, with
which the further discussion on this occasion (it is different in
ver, 12) takes its rise, is a word of grave threatening, more puni-
tive than even vil. 34.— o%»] As no one had laid hand on
Him, comp. ver. 12. — 7d\v, as in ver. 12, indicating the de-
livery of a second discourse, not a repetition of vii. 34. — a¥7ois]
to the Jews who were present in the temple, vv. 20, 22. —
{nThoeré pe] namely, as a deliverer from the misfortunes
that are coming upon you, as in vii. 34. But instead of the
clause there added, xai ody ebpijoere, here we have the far more
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tragical and positive declaration, x. év 7. dpapt. Up. amof.
and (not reconciled and sanctified, but) in your sin (still laden
with it and your unatoned guilt, ix. 34; 1 Cor. xv. 17) ye
shall die, namely, in the universal misfortunes amid which
you will lose your lives. Accordingly, év is the state wherein,
and not the cause whereby (Hengstenberg) they die.  The text
does not require us to understand eternal death, although that is
the consequence of dying in this state. ’Ev 7§ dpaptia Vudv,
however, is to be taken in a collective sense (see ver. 24,1, 29, ix.
41), and not as mercly referring to the sin of unbelief ; though
being itself sin (xvi. 9), it is the ground of the non-extinction
and increase of their sin. Between {prijoeré pe, finally, and
the dying in sin, there is no contradiction ; for the seeking in
question is not the seeking of faith, but merely that seeking
of desperation whose object is merely deliverance from external
afflictions. The futility of that search, so fearfully expressed
by the words wai—dmofav.,, is further explained by &wov
éyo vmdyow, ete., for they cannot ascend into heaven, in order
to find Jesus as a deliverer, and to bring Him down (to this
view xiil. 33 is not opposed). Accordingly, these words are
to be taken quite as in vii. 34, not as referring to the %ell into
which they would come through death; for Jesus speaks, not
of their condition after, but up to, their death.

Ver. 22. It did not escape the notice of the Jews that in
using imwdyw He meant a voluntary departure. But that they
should not be able to come whither He goeth away, excites
in them, not fear and concern on His account (Ewald), but
impious mockery ; and they ask: Surely he will not %!/ him-
self, in that he saith, etc. 2 In this case, indeed, we shall not
be able to reach him! The emphasis rests on dwoxTeve, as
the mode in which they scornfully conceive the vmdyew to
take place. — Gehenna being the émwov which would follow on
such a departure (Joseph. Bell. il 8. 5, and see Wetstein and
Ewald, Alterth. p. 232). The scorn (which Hengstenberg also
groundlessly denies) is similar to that in vii. 35, only much
more malicious.

Vv. 23, 24. Without further noticing their venomous scorn,
Jesus simply holds up before them, with more firm and
elevated calmness, their own low nature, which made them
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capable of thus mocking Him, because they did not under-
stand Him, the heavenly One. — éx 7dv kd7w] from the lower
regions, i.e. €k Ths &is (comp. Acts ii. 19), the opposite of 7a
dvw, the heavenly regions; dvw being used of Zeavenly relations
in solemn diseourse (Col. iii. 1, 2; Gal iv. 26 ; Phil. iii. 14);
comp. on é&vwler, iii. 31. ’'Ex designates derivation; you
spring from the earth, I from the heaven. To understand
xdtw as denoting the lower world (Origen, Nonnus, Lange), a
meaning which Godet also considers as included in it, would
correspond, indeed, to the current classical usage, but is opposed
by the parallel of the second half of the verse. — odx elui éx
7. k6opov TobTov] I do not spring from this (pre-Messianic,
comp. alwy odros) world; negative expression of His supra-
mundane, heavenly derivation! Comp. xviii. 36. Both halves
of the verse contain the same thought ; and the clauses éx Tov
kdTw éaTé and éx Tod xoopov TobToU éoTé imply, in their
full signification, that those men are also of such a character
and disposition as correspond to their low extraction, without
higher wisdom and divine life. Comp. iii. 31. Therefore had
Jesus said to them—He refers them again to His words in
ver. 24—they would die in their sins; and now He adds the
reason: éav yap, etc.; for only faith can help those to the
higher divine fw7 in time and eternity (i 12,iii 15 f, vi.
40 ff, xvil. 3, al), who are éx Tdv sxdre and éx Tod rdoupov
roirov, and consequently, as such, are born flesh of flesh.—
Notice, that in this repetition of the minatory words the
emphasis, which in ver. 20 rested on év 7. @u. vu., is laid on
amofav.; and that thus prominence is given to the perishing
1tself, which could only be averted by conversion to faith. —
61¢ éyw elpi] namely, the Messiak, the great name which
every one understood without explanation, which concentrated
in itself the highest hopes of all Israel on the basis of the old
prophecies, and which was the most present thought both to
Jesus and the Jews, especially in all their discussions—to

! Not merely of the heavenly direction of His spirit (Weizsicker), which must
be taken for granted in the Christ who springs from above (comp. iii. 31).
Wherever Christ speaks of His heavenly descent, He speaks in the consciousness
of having had a pre-human, supra-mundane existence (in the consciousness of

the Logos), xvii. 5, and lays claim to a transcendent relation of His essential
nature. Comp. Weiss, Lekrbegr. p. 215 f.  Nonnus: Esives {@wv xéopai,
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desus, in the form, “I am the Messiah;” to the Jews, in the
form of either, “Is He the Messiah ¢ or, “ This i3 not the
Messiah, but another, who is yet to come”” Comp. ver. 28,
xiil. 19. In opposition to the notion of there being another,
Jesus uses the emphatic éyd. The non-mention of the
name, which was taken for granted (it had been mentioned in
iv. 25, 26), confers on it a quiet majesty that makes an irre-
sistible impression on the minds of the hearers whilst Christ
gives utterance to the brief words, 8v¢ éyw elue. As God com-
prehended the sum of the Old Testament faith in N1 2R
(Deut. xxxii. 39; Isa xli. 13, xliii. 10), so Christ that of the
New Testament in 37¢ éyw eluc. Comp. Hofmann, Schrifbew.
I p. 63 f. The definite confession of this faith is given in
xvi. 3, vi. 68, 69; 1 John iv. 2.

Ver. 25. The Jews understand the é7¢ éyw elue well enough,
but refuse to recognise it, and therefore ask pertly and con-
temptuously: ov Tis e€l; tu quis es? oU being emphasized
for the purpose of expressing disdain; comp. Acts xix. 15.
Jesus replies with a counfer-question of surprise at so great
obduracy on their part; but then at once after ver. 26 dis-
continues any further utterance regarding them, His opponents.
His counter-question is: ™ épxmv 8, ¢ xai Aak& Vuv ? What
I from the very beginning also say to you ¢ namely, do you ask
that? Who I am (to wit, the Messiah, vv. 24, 29), that is
the very thing which, from the very beginning, since I have
been among you, and have spoken to you, has formed the
matter of my discourse ;* and can you still ask about that, as
though you had not yet heard it from me ? They ought to
have known long ago, and to have recognised, what they just
now asked with their wicked question ov 7is €. This view is
not complicated, as Winer objects, but corresponds simply to
the words and to the situation. On dpy7v as used frequently
in an adverbial sense, both among the Greeks and by the
LXX., with and without the article, to denote time, ab initio,
from the very beginning, see Schweighaiiser, Lex. Herod. 1. p.
104 f.; Lennep ad Phalar. p. 82 ff. It precedes the relative,
Decause it is the point which makes the obduracy of the Jews
80 very perceptible; comp. iv. 18; Buttmann, Neut. Gram.

! According to John, at His very first appearance in the temple, il 19.
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p. 333 d. [E.T. p. 389] — &, 7¢] interrogatively, in relation
to a question with 7/s immediately preceding—as is fre-
quently the case even in the Classics, so that some such words
as thou askest must be supplied in thought. See Kithner, II.
§ 837, note 1; Bernhardy, p. 443; Kriger, § 51. 17. 3. —
kal] also, expresses the correspomlwg relation (Baeumlein,
Partik. p. 152), in this case, of speech to being : what from the
very beginning, as I am it, so also, I say it to you.— AaArw]
speak, not: say. Comp. on vv. 26, 43 ; and see on Rom. iii.
19. Nor does He use AéhdAmxa, because it is a continuous
speaking; the sound of it is, in fact, still ringing in their ears
from. vv. 23, 24. — The passage is also taken <nterrogatively
by Matthaei, Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Liicke. The latter!
renders: Why, indeed, do I still speak to you at all? With
this view, it is true, Tyv dpy7v is quite compatible; for it is
confessedly often used in the Classics for ab <nitio, in the sense
of omnino (Raphel, Herod. in loc.; Hermann, ad Viger. p. 7123 ;
Ellendt, Lex. Sopk. L. p. 237 ; Breitenbach, ad Xen. Oee. 1. 12),
though only in megative propositions, or such whose significa-
tion really amounts to a negation?’ which latter, however,
might be the case here (as in Plat. Demod. p. 381 D; Philo,
de Abr. p. 366 C); it is also allowable to take &, 7¢ in the
sense of why (see on Mark ix. 11 ; Buttmann, neut. Gram. p.
218 [E. T. p. 253]). But the thought itself has so little
meaning in it, and is so little natural, expressing, besides, a

! So, without doubt, Chrysostom also, who gives as the meaning : ~o¥ Saws
dxoVsiv Tiv Adywr Tav wap lwov dviéfiel iowe, phr ys xel wald Jori; ive
sizs.  Comp. Cyril and Theophylact, also Euth. Zigabenus. Matthaei explains
the words in exact accordance with Liicke : “‘ Cur vero omnino vobiscum loquor ?
cur frustra vobiscum disputo?” See ed. min. I. p. 575. With this alsois in
substantial agreement the view of Ewald, who, however, regards the words rather
as the expression of righteous indignation than as a question: ** That I should,
indeed, speak to you at all!” It would be more correct to say: * That I
should at all even (still) speak to you!" But how greatly is the a¢ all thus in
the way! “Ori, too, would then need a supplement, which is not furnished by
the text. Besides, the following words, especially if introduced without an éxaz
or wivras (indicating that Jesus had collected Himself again, and suppressed His
indignation), would not be approprinte. In the Theol. Quartalschr. 1855, p.
592 fI,, Nirschl renders: *‘To what purpose shall I speak further to you of the
origin, i.e. of God, and my own derivation from Him ?” DBut on this view Christ
ought, at the very least, to have said =iv dpxriv gov.

? Sce especinlly Lennep, Le. and p. 94 ; Lrtickner on the passage,



26 TUE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

r¢flection, which is at the bottom so empty, and, at the same
time, through m3v dpyrv, so expanded and destitute of feeling,
that we should scarcely expect it at the lips of the Johannean
Jesus, especially in circumstances so lively and significant as
the present. Further thus understood, the saying would have
no connection whatever with what follows, and the logical
connection assumed by Liicke would require the insertion of
some such words as mepi éuob. The words would thus like-
wise stand in no relation to the question od 7is €l, whereas
John's general manner would lead us to expect an answer
which had reference in some significant way or other to the
question which had been put. The following are non-interroga-
twe views:—(1) “ What I have already said to you at the
beginning, that am I!” So Tholuck after Castalio, Beza,
Vatablus, Maldonatus, Clericus, Heumann, and several others;
also B. Crusius. Jesus would thus be announcing that He
had already, from the very beginning in His discourses, made
known His higher personality. The Praes. AaA®, as express-
ing that which still continues to be in the present, would not
be opposed to this view; but it does not harmonize with the
arrangement of the words; and logically, at all events, xai
ought to stand before 7ov dpyriv (comp. Syriac). (2) “ From
the very first (before all things), I am what I also speak to you.”
So De Wette; comp. Luther (“I am your preacher; if you
first believe that, you will then learn what I am, and not
otherwise”), Melancthon, Aretius, and several; also Maier,
who, however, takes Tgv dpx7v incorrectly as thoroughly
(nothing else)! On this view Jesus, instead of answering
directly : “I am the Messiah,” would have said that He was
to be known above all things from His discourses? But 79

1 Comp. Winer, p. 432 [E. T. p. 581], who gives as the meaning: “I am
entirely that which I represent myself as being wn my discourses.” So also
Godet : ““ Absolument ce que je vous dis; ni plus ni moins que ce que
renferme ma parole.” But = Zpxsv is used in the sense of completely, en-
tirely, only in connection with negations (usually, too, without the article) : not
at all, not in the least; *‘cum negatione praefracte negando servit,” Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. i.c.

2 Under this head belongs also the view taken by Grotius (whick is substan-
tially adopted by Lange) : *‘ Primum (in the first instance) hoc sum, quod et
dico vobis, hoc ipsum quod me hoc ipso terapore esse dixi, i.e. lux muudi.” As
though we read : wparer uir é, = xai Aéyw iuiv. In the same way as Grotius, has
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apx v does not mean “ above all things” not even in Xen. Cyr,
i. 2, 3, where we read: Tgv dpxiv w) TowiTol, at the very
outset not such, i.e. not such at all, omnino non tales; just as
little too in Herod. i. 9, where also, as frequently in Herodotus,
it denotes omnino; comp. Wolf, Dem. Lept. p. 278. And how
entirely without any reference would be the words ante omnis
(surely some sort of posterius would need to be supplied in
thought). Briickmer has rightly, therefore, rejected the “above
all things” in De Wette’s rendering, though regarding it as the
only correct one, and keeping to the interpretation “from the
very first” in its temporal sense. One cannot, however, see
what is really intended by the words “ from the very first, I am,
etc.,” especially as placed in such an emphatic position at the
commencement of the clause. For Jesus had neither occasion
nor ground for giving the assurance that He kad been from the
beginning of His appearance, and still was, such as He had de-
clared Himself to be in His discourses, and therefore had not
since become different. (3) “ Undoubtedly (nothing else) am I
what I also say to you.” So Kuinoel ;—a view which assigns
an incorrect meaning. to Tyr dpxv, and confounds Aaid with
Aéyw; objections which affect also the similar interpretation
of Ebrard: “ I am altogether that which I also say to you (that
I am He).” (4) “ At the very outset I declared of myself what
I also explain fo you, or what I also now say.” So Starck,
Not. sel. p. 106 ; Bretschneider. But the supplying of Aeha-
Anxa from the following AaAé (comp. Dissen, Dem. de Cor. p.
359) would only be suggested if we read 8, 7¢ kai viv Aala
vuly. (B) Fritzsche (Zit. Bl. 2. ally. Kirchenz. 1843, p. 513,
and de conform. Lachmann, p. 53), whom Hengstenberg fol-
lows, takes the view: “Sum a rerum primordiis (i. 1) ea
natura, quam me esse vobis etiam profiteor.”  Jesus would thus
have designated Himself as the primal Logos. Quite unintel-
ligibly for His hearers, who had no occasion for taking 7w
¢pxnv in the absolute sense, as though reminded of the angel
of the Lord in Mal. iii. and Zech. xi,, nor for understanding
8, T k. \. Up. as Fritzsche does; at all events, as far as the
latter is concerned, Aéyw ought to have been used instead of

Calov. also explained it, taking, however, iv &pxss in the sense of omnino, plane
(conscquently like Winer).
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AaXd.  (6) Some connect Tyw dpxijv with moAAd éyw, etc,
ver. 26, and after AaA® Uuiv place merely a comma. So
already Codd., Nonnus, Scaliger, Clarius, Knatchbull, Raphel,
Bengel, and, more recently, Olshausen, Hofmann, Sckriftbew. 1.
p. 65, IL p. 178, and Baeumlein. In taking the words thus,
6, Tt is either written &7, because, with Scaliger and Raphel (so
also Bengel: “principio, quum etiam loguor wvobis [Dativus
commodi: ‘ut credatis ef salvemini'] mulla habeo de wobis
logus, ete.”!), or is taken as a pronoun, id quod. In the latter
way, Olshausen explains it, following Clarius: “ In the first
place, as I also plainly say to you, I have much to blame and
punish in you; I am therefore your serious admonisher.”
Baeumlein, however, renders : “ I have undoubtedly—as I also
do—much to speak and to judge concerning you.” But on this
view of the words Jesus would have given no answer at all to
the question oV 7is el; according to Olshausen, Tyv apyiv
would have to be transformed into wpdrov, in the first place;
and the middle clause, according to Olshausen and Baeumlein,
would give a quite superfluous sense ; while, according to the
view of Bengel and Hofmann, it would be forced and unnatural.
(7) Exegetically impossible is the interpretation of Augustine:
“ Principium (the very beginning of all things) me credite,
quia (87c) et loguor wobis, ie. quia humilis propter vos factus
ad ista verba descends ;" comp. Gothic, Ambrose, Bede, Ruperti,
and several others. Calvin rightly rejects this interpretation,
but himself gives one that is impossible. (8) Obscure, and an
importation, is Luthardt’s view (3¢, that : “from the beginning
am I, that I may also speak to you”), that Jesus describes
the act of His speaking, the existence of His word, as His
presence for the Jews; that from His first appearance onwards,

1 Comp. Bofmamnn: ‘“At first, namely for the present, because this is the
time, when He speaks to them, He has much to speak and to judge about them
in words,” Ta» épx#v is alleged to be used in opposition to a rd =érer, i.e. to
a time when that which He now speaks will be proved by deeds, ver. 28, In
this way meaning and connection are imported into the passage, and yet the
szi (with an appeal to Hartung, Partik. L. p. 129) is completely neglected, or
rather transferred from the relative to the principal clause. How the passages
adduced by Hartung may be explained without 2ny transference, see in Klotz,
ad Devar. p. 635 ff. In particular, there is no ground for suppesing the exist-
euce of a trajection of the xaiin the N. T. Hofmann explains, as though John
kad written : =i dpgiv, S vov Aol Ppiv, xal worrd Exw, el
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He who was then present as the Word of God on the earth
had been always used to give Himself a presence for men in
the Word. If, according to this view, as it would seem, T
apxnv &re denotes : « from the beginning it is my manner, that,’
this cannot possibly be in the simple eluf, which has to bhe
supplied in thought; besides, how much is forced into the
mere AaA@ Uuiv !

Ver. 26. The question in ver. 25 was a reproach. To this
(not to ver. 24, as Godet maintains) refers the word moAMg,
which is placed with full emphasis at the beginning of the
verse ; the antithetical &\, however, and the excluding word
traiTa, inform us that He does not say the moAAd which He
has to speak and judge of them (and which He has in readi-
ness, in store) ; but merely that which He has heard from Him
who sent Him, Comp. xvi. 12; 2 John 12. Similarly Euth.
Zigabenus, after Chrysostom and B. Crusius. After the question
in ver. 25, we must imagine a reproving pause. The paraphrase :
“T have very much to speak concerning you, and especially to
blame; but I refrain therefrom, and restrict myself to my
immediate task, which is to utter forth to the world ¢kat which
I have heard from God the True, who has sent me (namely,
what I heard during my existence with God, before my mis-
sion ; comp. on ver. 28")—in other words, to the communica-
tion of divine truth to the world.” For divergent views of the
course of thought, see Schott, Opusc. 1. p. 94 ff. After the
example of older writers, Liicke and De Wette take the view
that Jesus meant to say: “ But, however much I have to
judge concerning you, my xpiass is still aanbss; for I speak
to the world only what I have heard from my Father, who is
true” Comp. also Tholuck. In this way, however, the anti-
thesis has to be artificially formed, whilst the expressed
antithesis between that which Jesus Zas to speak (éyw Aakeiv)
and that which He actually says (Aéyw) is neglected. This is in
answer to Ewald also, who imports into &N’ the meaning:
“Yet I will not therefore be afraid, like a man;” and against
Hengstenberg, who, after moMa . . . spivew, supplies in
thought: “ This is the reason why you will not accept my

1 So also vv. 38, 40. Not as Beyschlag maintains : immediately before my
public appearance. Comp. on vi. 46.
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utterances in relation to my person.” — xdyd] and I, for my
part,in contrast to God ; the word is connected with Tadra, ete.
— tadra] this and nothing else. As to the main point,
Chrysostom aptly says: & mpos cornpiav, o¥ Ta wpos ENeyyov.
— €ls 7. koop] See on Mark i. 39. Comp. Soph. EL 596:
«1ipvaaé w’ els dmravras. Not again Aah¢’ (Lachmann, Tischen-
dorf), but Aéyw, because the notion has become by antithesis
more definite : what He has heard, that it is which He says;
He has something else to say to the world than to speak of
the worthlessness of His opponents. The former He does; the
latter, much occasion as He has for doing it, He leaves undone.

Ver. 27. "2 7ijs dyvolas! ob Sié\umev avrols wepl avTod
Suaheyduevos, kai ok éyivworov, Chrysostom and Euth. Ziga-
benus calls them ¢pevoSraBeis. But the surprising, nay more,
the very improbable element (De Wette) which has been
found in this non-understanding, disappears when it is re-
membered that at ver. 21 a new section of the discourse
commenced, and that we are not obliged to suppose that
precisely the same hearers were present in both cases (vv.
16, 17). The less, therefore, is it allowable to convert mom-
understanding into the idea of non-recognition (Liicke); or to
regard it as equivalent to obduracy (Tholuck, Briickner); or
to explain &7 as <n which sense (Hofmann, lc. p. 180); or
with Luthardt, to press adrois, and to give as the meaning of
the simple words: “that in bearing witness to Himself He
bears witness fo them that the God who sends Him s ke
Father ;” or with Ebrard, to find in é\eyev: “‘that <t s His
vocation” to proclaim to them; or, with Hengstenberg, to
understand éyvwoay, ete., of the true knowledge, namely, of the
deity of Christ. For such interpretations as these there is
1o foundation in the passage ; it simply denotes: they knew not
(comp. ver. 28) that in these words (6 wéuvras ue, etc.) He
spoke to them of the Father. On Néyew, with the accus. in
the sense of Aa\. wepi, see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apolog. p. 23 A ;
Fhaed. p. 79 C. Comp. on 1. 15.

Vv. 28, 29. OJv] not merely “ a continuation of the nar-
ration” (De Wette), but: therefore, in reference to this non-
understanding, as is also confirmed by the words T0Te yrwaeale,
which refer to ok éyvwoaw in ver. 27, and, indced, considered
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as to its matter, logically correct, seeing that if the Jews
had recognised the Messiahship of Jesus, they would also have
understood what He said to them of the Father. — §rav
Uyr@onTe, ete.] when ye shall have lifted up, namely, on to the
cross. Comp. on iii. 14, vi. 62. The crucifixion is treated as
an act of the Jews, who brought it about, as also in Actsiii. 14 f.
— 1é71e yvwo.] Comp. xil. 32, vi. 62. Then will the result
follow, which till then you reject, that you will know, etc.
Reason : because the death of Jesus is the condition of His 8ofa,
and of the mighty manifestations thereof (the outpouring of
the Spirit; miraculous works of the apostles; building up of
the Church ; punishment of the Jews; second coming to judg-
ment). Then shall your eyes be opened, which will take
place partly with your own will, and still in time (as in Acts
ii. 36 ff,iv. 4, vi. 7; Rom. xi. 11 ff)); partly against your
will, and too late (comp. on Matt. xxiii. 39 ; Luke xiii. 34 f).
Bengel aptly remarks: “ cognoscetis ¢z re¢, quod nunc ex verbo
non creditis.”—«xai a7’ éuavTod, ete.] still dependent on ére,
and, indeed, as far as uer’ éuod éoTew; so that to the universal
7owd, the special ar® and the general per’ éuod éorwv (is my
helper and support) together correspond. Hence there is no
brevity of discourse requiring to be completed by supplying in
thought Aa\d to moed, and moid along with Aaré (De Wette,
after Bengel). Nonnus already took the correct view (he
begins ver. 29 with &rr¢ «al, etc.); and the objection (Liicke,
De Wette, and several others) that odx d¢ijke, etc. would then
stand too disconnected, has no force, since it is just in John
that the asyndetic continuation of a discourse is very common,
and, in fact, would also be the case here if xai o méuyr. etc.
were no longer dependent on é7¢. — TadTa) is arbitrarily and
without precedent (Matt. ix. 33 cannot be adduced as one)
explained as equivalent to ofrws, from a commingling of two
notions. By the demonstrative tatra Jesus means His doc-
trine generally (comp. ver. 26), with whose presentation He was
now occupied. But of this He discoursed in harmony with the
instructions received from the Father, .. in harmony with the
Instructions derived from His direct intuition of divine truth
with the Father prior to His incarnation. Comp. ver. 38,
1. 18, iii. 13, vi. 46, vii. 16 f — odk d¢piixe, etc.] Indepen-
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dent corroboration of the last thought, negatively expressed
on account of His apparent forsakenness in the face of many
and powerful enemies. The Praet. refers to the cxperience felt
in cvery case, during the course of His entire activity, until now
(comp. afterwards wdvrore), not to the point of time when He
was sent ; the reason afterwards assigned would not be appro-
priate to this latter reference. Comp. also xvi. 32, — 8T
éyw, etc.] because I, etc. Reason assigned for the odx dadijre,
etc. How could He ever leave me alone, as I am He who,
etc. ? (éyo with emphasis). Comp. xv.10. Olshausen regards
ovk adijre, ete. as the expression of equality of essence, and 41¢
as assigning the ground of His knowledge. The former idea is
erroneous, as the meaning of ovx d¢ijke, etc. is identical with
that of per’ éuod éorw; and the latter would be an inadequate
reason, because it relates merely to moral agreement.

Vv. 30-32. The opening of a new section in the discourse,
but not first on the following day (Godet), which must then
have been indicated as in vv. 12, 21. — Notice the separation
of the persons in question. The moA\o(are many among His
licarers in gemeral; among these moAlol there were also
Jewish hierarchs, and because He knew how fleeting and
impure was their momentary faith' Jesus addresses to them
the words in vv. 31, 32, which at once had the effect of con-
verting them into opponents ; hence there is no inconsistency
in His treatment of His hearers. — wemioT. avr@] previously
émior. els avroy. The latter was the consequence of their
having believed Him, 4.e. His words.— édv buels, etc.] if you
on your part, ete.; for they were mixed up with the unbeliev-
ing crowd, and by means of Jueis are selected from it as the
persons to whom the admonition and promise are addressed.
They are to abide in the word of Jesus, that is, as in the per-
manent element of their inner and outer life. For another
form of the conception, see ver. 38, xv. 7, xii. 47. Comp.
2 John 9.— dAn8das] really, not merely in appearance, after
heing momentarily carried away. — qvoceafe 7. ar56.] for
divine ¢ruth is the content of the Adyos of Christ, Christ Him-

! Mere susceptibility to salvation is mot termed Faith by John, as Messner

(Lehre der Ap. p. 349) assumes in reference to this passage. Also not in vi. €9,
or 1 John iv. 16.
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sclf is its possessor and vehicle; and the Znowledge of it,
therefore, first commences when a man believes, inasmuch as
the knowledge is the inwardly experienced, living, and moral
intelligence of faith (xvii. 17; 1 John i. 3 ff.). — é\evBep.] from
the slavery, Z.e. from the determining power, of sin. See ver.
34; Rom. vi. 18 ff. “Ea libertas est, quae pectus purum et
firmum gestitat” (Ennius, fr. 340). Divine truth is conceived
as the causa medians of that regeneration and sanctification
which makes him morally free who is justified by faith.
Comp. Rom. viii. 2; Jas. i. 20, ii. 12.

Ver. 33. "Amexpifnoav] No others can be the subject,
but the memorevndres avrd *Tovdaior, ver. 31. So correctly,
Melancthon (“offensi resiliunt”), Maldonatus, Bengel, Ols-
hausen, Kling, B. Crusius, Hilgenfeld, Lange, Ewald, and
several others, after the example of Chrysostom, who aptly
observes: xatémeser evbéws alrTdv 7 Sidvoia TobTo 8¢ yéyovey
amo Tob wpds TO xoouikd émwrtofjcbar. John himself has pre-
cluded us from supposing any other to be intended, by expressly
referring (ver. 31) to those Jews among the moANo: (ver. 30)
who had believed, and emphatically marking them as the
persons who conduct the following conversation. To them
the last word of Jesus proved at once a stone of stumbling.
Hence we must not suppose that Jews are referred to who
had remained unbelieving and hostile (as do Augustine, Calvin,
Lampe, Kuinoel, De Wette, Tholuck, Liicke, Maier, Hengsten-
berg), and different fromn those who were mentioned in ver. 31
(amexp. they, indef) ; nor do the words {nreiré pe dmoxr. in ver.
37 necessitate this supposition, inasmuch as those wemiarevadTes
might have at once veered round and returned again to the
ranks of the opposition, owing to the offence given to their
national pride by the words in ver. 32. Accordingly, there
1s no warrant for saying with Luthardt that the reply cam.
primarily from opponents, but that some of those who believed
also chimed in from want of understanding. The text speaks
exclusively of mwemioTevroTes. — améppa’ABp. éop.] to which,
as being destined to become a blessing to, and to have domi-
nion over, the world (comp. Gen. xxii. 17 f, xvil. 16), a state
of bondage is something completely foreign. ~As every Hebrew

servant was a son of Abraham, this major premiss of their
VOL. I 0
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argument shows that they had in view, not their ¢ndividual or
civil (Grotius, Liicke, Godet), but their national liberty. At
the same time, in their passion they leave out of consideration
the Egyptian and Babylonian history of their nation, and look
solely at the present generation, which the Romans had, in
accordance with their prudent policy, left in possession of the
semblance of political independence (Joseph. Bell. vi. 6. 2).
This, according to circumstances, as in the present case, they
were able to class at all events in the category of non-bondage.
Hence there is no need even for the distinction between
dominion de facto and de jure, the latter of which the Jews
deny (Lange, Tholuck). Selden had already distinguished
between scrvitus extrinscca and intrinseca (the latter of which
would be denied by the Jews). On the passionate pride
taken by the Jews in their freedom, and the ruinous conse-
quences it brought upon them, see Lightfoot, p. 1045.
According to Luthardt, they protest against spiritual depend-
ence, not indeed as regards the disposition (B. Crusius), but
as Tegards their religious position, in virtue of which all other
nations are dependent on them, the privileged people of God,
for their attainment of redemption. But the coarser mis-
understanding of national freedom is more in keeping with
other misapprehensions of the more spiritual meaning of
Jesus found in John (comp. Nicodemus, the Woman of
Samaria, the discourse about the Bread of Life); and what
was likely to be more readily suggested to the proud minds
of these sons of Abrabam than the thought of the xAnpovouia
Tob xéapov (comp. Rom. iv. 13), which in their imaginations
excluded every sort of national bondage? Because they were
Abraham’s seed, they felt themselves as alua pépovres adéo-
arotoy (Nonnus).

Ver. 34. delcyvow (and that with solemn asseveration), 67
Soveiar évépmuer avoTépw Tiv éE dpaptlas, ob Tv ék Svao-
relas avBpomov, Euth. Zigabenus.— o moitdv] instead of
keeping himself free from it.— 8o9hos] as to His moral
personality or Ego, comp. as to the figure and subject-matter,
Rom. vi. 17 ff, viL 14 ff Analogous examples from the
Classics in Wetstein ; from Philo in Loesner, p. 149.

Vv. 35, 36. But what prospect is there before the slave of
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tin? Exclusion from the kingdom of the Messiah! This
threat Jesus clothes in the general principle of civil life, that
a slave has no permanent place in the house,; he must allow
himself to be sold, exchanged, or cast out. Comp. Gen.
xxi. 10; Gal. iv. 30. The application intended to be made
of this general principle is this: “The servant of sin does not
remain eternally in the theocracy, but is cast out of the midst
of the people of God at the establishment of the kingdom of
Messiah.” There is nothing to indicate that o 8ot\os is intended
to refer to Ishmael as a type of the bastard sons of Abraham,
and ¢ vids to Isaac as a type of Christ (Ebrard); such a view
rather is out of accord with this general expression in its
present tense form, which simply marks an universally exist-
ing legal relation between the different positions of the slave
and the Son of the house.—eis 7ov aidval for ever, an
expression to be understood in harmony with the relation
which has been figuratively represented.  After aldvae a full stop
should be inserted, with Lachmann and Kling, because éav
odw, etc., is a consequence deduced simply from o vios u. eis 7.
ai., not from what precedes, and because o vids, etc., begins a
new section in the logical progress of the discourse. The
course of thought, namely, is this: (1) Whoever commits sin
is the bondsman of sin, and is excluded from the Messianic
people of God. (2) Quite different from the lot of the bonds-
man, who must quit the house, is that of the Son (of the
Master of the house) ; hence it is this latter who procures for
you actual freedom.— 6 vios péver €ls 7. aidva] namely,
€v 7§ olxia,—also a general proposition or principle, but with
an intentional application of the general expression ¢ vios to
Christ, who, as the Son of God, retains for ever His position
and power in the house of God, %.e. in the theocracy ;' comp.
Heb. iii. 5, 6... From this péver eis 7. al@va it follows (odv)

! If the man who is morally free be supposed to be the object of the intended
application of ¢ viss—the man, namely, who ““holds not merely an historical re-
lation to God, but one that is essential, because ethically conditioned ” (Luthardt,
comp. De Wette)—we should have to take the second ¢ viés in the sensu eminenti
(of Christ). The text, however, especially as ver. 36 is connected with ver. 35
by olv, offers no ground for this distinction. Hence, also, it is wrong to apply
¢ vits in ver. 35 to those who are liberated by Christ along with Christ (Heng-
steuberg). These first come under considcration in vor. 36.
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that if He frees from the state of a bondsman, a real and not
merely an apparent freedom commences, seeing that, on account
of the perpetual continuance of His domestic rights in the
theocracy, the emancipation effected by Him must have a real
and finally valid result. This would not necessarily be the
case if He remained merely for a time in the house; for as
both His right and éfovoia would then lack certainty and
permanence, so the freedom He procured would also lack the
guarantee of reality. This line of argumentation presupposes,
moreover, that the Father does not Himself directly act in the
theocracy ; He has entrusted to the Son the power and con-
trol. — The reference of ¢ SodAos to Moses (Euth. Zigabenus,
after Chrysostom) is foreign and opposed to the text, see
ver. 34. Grotius, however, aptly remarks: *tribuitur hic
Jfilio quod modo wveritati, quia eam profert filius.” — évTws]
in reality ; every other freedom is mere appearance (comp.
ver. 33), not corresponding to its true nature; no other is
7 TavTENNS xal amo wacwr apydv éievbepia (Plat. Legy. iii.
p. 698 A), which alone is that gained through Christ, 1 Cor.
iii. 22 ; Rom. viii. 35, 36; 2 Cor. vi. 4, 5.

Ver. 37. Now also He denies that they are children of
Abrakam, although hitherto they had boastfully relied on the
fact as the premiss of their freedom, ver. 33. — aAXa
¢nreite] How opposed to a true, spiritual descent from
Abraham! The reproach, however, had its justification, be-
cause these Jews had already turned round again, and the
death of Jesus was the goal of the hierarchical opposition, —
o ywpei év vuiv] has no progress in you, in your heart.
This view of the meaning, which is philologically correct (Plat.
Legy. iii. p. 684 E; Eryx. p. 398 B; 5 &uedker 6 Noyos xepi-
oeofar atrg; Herod. iil. 42, v. 89; Xen. Oec. 1. 11 Polyb.
28. 15, 12, 10. 15, 4; Aristoph. Pax, 472; Ran. 472;
2 Mace. iii. 40), thoroughly applies to the persons concerned ;
because whilst the word of Christ had penetrated their heart
and made them for the time believers (vv. 30, 31), it had had
no further development, it had made no advance; on the con-
trary, they had gone back again after believing for a moment.
Hence, also, it is not allowable to take év vuiv as equivalent
to inter vos (Liicke, Hengstenberg).  Others interpret: It finds



CHAP. VIIIL 38. 37

no place in youw (Vulgate: non capit in vobis; so Origen?
Jlirysostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Aretius,
Maldonatus, Corn. a Lapide, Jansen, and several others; also
. Crusius, Ewald, and Baeumlein). Without any warrant from
usage!  Others again render: It finds no entrance into you;
so that év dulv would be used pregnantly, indicating the per-
sistence that follows upon movement. So Nonnus, Grotius,
Kuinoel, De Wette, Maier, Tholuck, Luthardt. The expression
would have to be referred back to the meaning—move forward,
stretch forward (Wisdom vii. 23; 2 Pet. iii. 9, and frequently
in classical writers). But this explanation is neither indi-
cated by the text (for the words are not els vuas), nor is it
even appropriate to the sense, seeing that the word of Christ
had actually stirred those men to momentary faith. At the
same time, this explanation, however, is forced on those who
refuse to regard the wemioTevnores in ver. 31 as those who
answer in ver. 33.

Ver. 38. That my word has thus failed to produce any
effect in you, is due to the fundamentally different origin of
my discourse on the one hand, and of your doings on the
other. — édpara . 7. maTpi] by which Jesus means the
intuition of the divine truth which He derived from His pre-
human state (comp. on ver. 28), not from His intercourse with
God in time (Godet, Beyschlag), as though this latter were
involved in the parallel xai Vueis, whereas the difference in
the analogous relation is already betrayed by the very differ-
ence of expression (fjxovcate and mapd Tod waTpos). —
kai peis odv] you also therefore, following my example of
dependence on the Father. There is a stinging irony in the
word ody. — jxovoare] t.e. what your father has commanded
vou. Note the distinction between the perf. and aor. Who
their father is, Jesus leaves as yet unsaid; He means, how-
ever, the devil, whose children, ethically considered, they are;
whereas He is the Son of God in the essential, metaphysical
sense. — mwoieire] habitual doing (vil. 51), including, but not

' Aristot. H. A. ix. 40, is not relevant; xaper there is impersonal, and the
words mean : if there is no advance in their work. — The sense: I¢ kas no place
7 you, ought to have been expressed 7év Adyor ob yapsizs v dpiv. Comp. xxi. 25,
and see on 2 Cor. vii, 2,
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exclusively referring to, their wish to kill Him (ver. 37). It
is endicative, and no more imperative (Hengstenberg, after
Matt. xxiii. 32) than in ver. 41.

Vv. 39, 40. The Jews observe that He means another
father than Abraham.-— Jesus proves tc them from their
non-Abrahamic mode of action that they are no children of
Abraham. — véxva and &pya are correlates; the former is
used in an cthical sense, so that here (comp. ver. 37) a distine-
tion is drawn, as in Rom. ix. 8, between the fleshly omépua and
the moral 7éxva. — In the reading éare (see the critical notes)
there is a change in the view of the relationship, as in Luke
xvil. 5 f. See remarks on the passage. On the non-employ-
ment of v, see Buttmann in Studien uw. Kritiken for 1858,
p. 485, and his Neutest. Gramm. p. 195 [E. T. p. 224} —viv
3€] but under such circumstances, nunc autem.— av@pwmoy
in reference to mwapa 1. @cod. The AehdAnca following in the
Jirst person is regular; see Buttm. Neut. Gramm. p. 241 [E. T.
p- 396]—TodTo] seek to take the life of a man who speaks the
truth which he has heard of God—tkat Abrakam did mot do !
The words are far from referring to Abraham’s conduct towards
the angel of the Lord, Gen. xviii (Hengstenberg, after Lampe) ;
nor is such a reference involved in ver. 56.—mwapa 7Tod
feo?] when I was in my pre-human state, wapad 76 matpi
wov, ver. 38. To this view &dvfpwmor is not opposed (Bey-
schlag), for Jesus must needs describe Himself in this general
human manner, if there were to be congruity between the
category of His self-description and the example of Abrakam.

Ver. 41. You do what your father is in the habit of doing,—
result of vv. 39, 40, though stsll without specifying who this
father is. “ Paulatim procedit castigatio” (Grotius).—As the
Jews are not to look upon Abraham as their father, they
inagine that some other human father must be meant. In this
case, however, they would be bastards, born of fornication (the
fornication of Sarah with another mean); and they would have
two fathers, an actual one (from whom they descend éx
mopvelas) and a putative one (Abraham). But inasmuch as

! The expression is a Litotes (*‘ From the like of this the God-fearing spirit
of the patriarch was far removed”), but all the more fitted to put them to
suame.
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their descent is not an adulterous one,' and notwithstanding
that Abraham is not to be regarded as their father, there
remains in opposition to the assertion of Jesus, so they think,
only God as the one Father; to Him, therefore, they assign
this position: “ We be not born of fornication,” as thou seemest
to assume, in that thou refusest to allow that Abraham is our
father ; one father only (not two, as is the case with such as
are born of adultery) have we, and that God, if our descent
from Abraham is not to be taken into consideration. For God
was not merely the creator (Mal ii. 10) and ¢heocratic Father
of the people (Isa. Ixiii. 16, Ixiv. 8); but His Fatherhood was
further and specially grounded in the power of His promise
made at the conception of Isaac (Rom. iv. 19; Gal iv. 23).
The supposition that they implicitly drew a contrast between
themselves and Ishmael (Euth. Zigabenus, who thinks that
there is an allusion to the birth of Jesus, Ruperti, Wetstein,
Tittmann) is erroneous, inasmuch as Ishmael was not born éx
mopvelas. We must reject also the common explanation of
the passage as a denial of the charge of idolatry (Hos. i 2,
ii. 4; Ezek. xx. 30; Isa. lvii. 3); “our filial relationship to
God has not been polluted by idolatry” (De Wette; comp.
Grotius, Lampe, Kuinoel, Liicke, Tholuck, Lange, Hengsten-
berg, Baeumlein, and several others). It is quite opposed to
the context, however, for the starting-point is not the idea of
a superhuman Father, nor are the Jews reproached at all
with idolatry ; but the charge is brought against them, that
Abraham is not their father; hence also the supposition of an
antithesis to a combined Jewish and heathen descent (Theodore
of Mopsuestia, Theophylact, Godet), such as was the case with

! *Ex aopniizs implies one mother, but several fathers. Who is the one mother,
follows from the denial of the paternity of Abrakam, consequently Sarah, the
ancestress of the theocratic people. Hence the inadmissibility of Luthardt’s
explanation based on the idea, *‘Israel is Jehovah's spouse;” according to which
the thought of the Jews would have been: they were not sprung from a marriage
covenant of Israel with another, so that Jehovah would thus be merely nominally
their father, in reality, however, another; and they would thus have several
fathers, Moreover, a marriage covenant between Israel and another would be a
contradiction, this other must needs also be conceived as a true God, conse-
quently as a strange God, a notion which Luthardt justly rejects. It is sur-
[rising how B. Crusius could adduce Deut. xxiii. 2 for the purpose of repre-
senting the Jews a9 affirming their theocratic equality of birth,
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the Swmaritans (Paulus), 1s inadmissible. Ewald also takes
the same simple and correct view ;' comp. Erasmus, Paraphs.
Bengel, however, aptly characterizes the entire objection raised
by the Jews as a “novus importunitatis Judaicae paroxysmus.”
— nuets] spoken with the emphasis of pride.

Ver. 42 f. God is not your Father, else would ye love me,
because ye would be of like descent with me; évos yeyadra
ToxTjos dpparyéos Puhins dNITe Evvwaate feopud, Nonnus. This
dyamare v éué would be “the ethical test” (Luthardt) of the
like paternity ; the fact of its mon-existence, although it might
have existed, is evidence to the contrary. — é€yw] spoken with
a feeling of divine assurance. — éE7A6ov] the proceeding forth
from that essential pre-human fellowship with God, which was
His as the Son of God, and which took place through the in-
carnation (xiilL 3, xvi. 27, 28, 30, xvii. 8). The idea of a
mere sending would not be in harmony with the context, the
proper subject of which is the Fatherhood of God ; comp. vi. 62,
xvii 5.— xai fjxw] Result of the éEfj\Gov: and am here, it
belongs, along with the rest, also to éx 7. feod. — 098¢ yap
a7 éuavtod, etc.] Confirmation of éx 7. feod, etc.; for not
cven of my own self-determination, ete. If Jesus, namely, had
not manifested Himself as proceeding from God, He might
have come either from a third person, or, at all events, d¢'
éavrod ; on the contrary, not even (o08¢) was this latter the
case. — Ver. 43. After having shown them that they were the
children neither of Abraham nor of God, before positively
declaring whose children they actually are, He discloses to
them the ground of their not understanding His discourse; for
everything that they had advanced from ver. 33 onwards had
been in fact such a non-understanding. The form of ex-
pression here used, namely, guestion and answer (871, because ;
comp. Rom. ix. 32; 2 Cor. xi. 11), is an outflow of the grow-

1 Although characterized by Ebrard as absurd. He regards ix aopysizs ob yey.
as merely a “caricatured form™ of the accusation that they are not Abrohamn's
children, and in this way, of course, gets rid of the need of ezplaining the words.
He then takes #ve raréipa Exouer in the sense of we and thou have one common
Father, which is incompatible with the word #usis, which also belongs to {xees,
and is, besides, altogether opposed to the context; for the entire dialogue is con.
stituted by the antithesis of we and thou, I and ye. Ebrard’s view is an unfor
tucate evasion of a desperate kind.
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ing excitement ; Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 186, 347. De
Wette (comp. Luther, Beza, Calvin) takes 87¢ as equivalent to
els éneivo 87e (see on ii. 18): “I say this with reference to the
circumstance that.” Illogical, as the clauses must then have
stood in the reverse order (8iari od 8vacle . . . 81¢ Tv Aaludy,
etc.), because, namely, the words o yev@orere denote the relation
which is clear from what has preceded. — In the question and
in the answer, that on which the emphasis rests is thrown to
the end. His discourse was wunintelligible to them, because its
substance, to wit, His word, was inaccessible to their appre-
hension, because they had no ears for it. For the cause of
this ethical od 8lvacbe, see ver. 47. Aaiid, which in classi-
cal Greek denoted fall, chatter (see on iv. 42), signifies in
later writers (e.g. Polyb. 32. 9, 4; Joseph. Bell. ii. 8. 5), and
in the LXX. and Apocrypha, also Discourse, Sermo,! without
any contemptuous meaning. Comp. Matt. xxvi. 73. So also
here ; indeed, so different is it from 6 Adryos, that whilst this
last mentioned term denotes the doctrinal substance expressed
by the Aahwi,—the doctrine, the substance of that which is
delivered,’—M\aMd denotes the witerance itself, by which ex-
pression is given to the doctrine. Comp. xii. 48: o0 Adyos bv
é\dA\noa; Phil. L 14; Heb. xii. 7.

Ver. 44. After the negative statement in vv. 42, 43 comes
now the positive: Ye (Duels, with great, decided emphasis—
ye people, who deem yourselves children of God!) are children
of the devil] in the sense, namely, of ethical genesis (comp.

'On adxso¢ in bonam partem, see Jacobs, ad Anthol. vi. p. 99, vii. p. 140.

? Comp. Weizsiicker in d. Jahrb. fiir deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 196 f. But in
the gospel it is always the verbum vocale, and it should not be confounded with
the Adyos of the prologue, which is the verbum substantiale; hence, also, it fur-
nishes no evidence of a deviation from the doctrine of the Logos. The con-
sciousness Jesus possessed of speaking, keeping, doing, etc., the Adyss of God,
rested on His consciousness ot His being that which is denoted by the Logos of
the prologue. Now this consciousness is not the abstract divine, but that of the
divine-human Ego, corresponding to the i Adyes o&pf iyirsro.

2 In his Leben Jesu (p. 338 ff.), Schleiermacher groundlessly advances the
opinion that Jesus had here no intention of teaching any doctrine regarding the
devil, but wished merely to add force to His reproach by referring to the generally-
edopted interpretation of the narrative of the fall, On the contrary, by His
reproach, he not merely lays down the doctrine, but also further intentionally
and explicitly expounds it, especially by assigning the ground, &rs ebx Zors, etc.
Baur (still in his Neut. Theol. p- 393) deduces from this passage that, according



42 TIIE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

1 John iii. 8, 12), which is further explained from éxeivos
onward. The expression must therefore not be regarded as
teaching an original difference in the natures of men (Hilgen-
feld, comp. on iii. 6). — éx Tob mwarp. 7. S1aB.] of the father
who s the devil, not of your father, etc. (De Wette, Liicke),
which is inappropriate after the emphatic Dueis, or ought to
have been specially marked as emphatic (Dueis éx Tod Uudv
maTpos, ete.). Nonnus well indicates the qualitative character
of the expression: Vuels &fira Téxva Svaavréos éate Tonfos.
Hilgenfeld’s view, which is adopted by Volkmar: “Ye descend
Jrom the father of the devil,” which father is the (Gnostic) God
of the Jews, is not only generally unbiblical, but thoroughly
un-Johannine, and here opposed to the context. John could
have written simply éx Tob 8.aB., if the connection had not
required that prominence should be given to the idea of
Jfather. But in the entire connection there is nothing that
would call for a possible father of the devsl; the question is
solely of the devil himself, as the father of those Jews.
Erroneously also Grotius, who explains the passage as though
it ran,—7ob marp. TV SiaBorwy. — kal Tas émibvpulas, ete.]
The conscious will of the child of the devil is to accomplish
that after which its father, whose organ it is, lusts. This is
rooted in the similarity of their moral nature. The desire fo
%ill is not exclusively referred to, though, as even the plural
émibuplas shows, it is included. — éxelvos, ete.] for murder
and lying were just the two devilish lusts which they were
minded to carry out against Jesus.— dv@pwmwokTovos 7y aw
apxfis] from the beginning of the human race. This more
exact determination of the meaning is derivable from avfpw-
wrokTévos, inasmuch as it was through his seduction that the
fall was brought about, in whose train death entered into the
world (see on Rom. v. 12). So Origen, Chrysostom, Augus-
tine, Theophylact, and the majority of commentators; also
Kuinoel, Schleiermacher, Tholuck, Olshausen, Klee, Maier,
Lange (referring it, however, after the example of Euth. Ziga-
benus, also to Cain), Luthardt, Ewald, Godet, Hofmann, Schrift-

to John, Jesus had little sympathy for the Jews. He is speaking, however, not
at all against the Jews in general, but merely against the party that was hostile
to Him.
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bewets, 1. pp. 418, 478 ; Miller, Lehre v. d. Siinde, I1. p. 544 f.
ed. 5; Lechler in the Stud. . Kritik. 1854, p. 814 f.; Hahn,
Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 355 ; Messner, Lehre d. Apostel, p. 332;
Philippi, Glaubenslehre, I11. p. 272 ; see especially Hengsten-
berg on the passage, and his Christol. 1. p. 8 ff.; Weiss,
Lehrbegr. p. 133 . Compare the corresponding parallels,
Wisd. ii. 24 ; Apoc. xii. 9, xx. 2; also Ev. Nicod. 23, where
the devil is termed 7 Tod favdrov dpxa), 7 pila Tis dpaprias;
see also Grimm on Wisd. i. 1. This view is the only one that
is appropriate to the expression aw’ dpyjs, which the design
of the context requires to be taken exactly (n'wixa m, Light-
foot, p. 1045), as it must also be understood in 1 John iii. 8.
Comp. Joseph. Antig. I. 1, 4.  Others refer to Cain’s murder
of his brother (Cyril, Nitzsch in the Berl. theol. Zeitschr. I11.
p- 52 ff, Schulthess, Liicke, Kling, De Wette, Reuss, Beutr.
p- 53, Hilgenfeld, Baeumlein, Grimm), which is not, however,
rendered necessary by 1 Johm iii. 12, and would further,
without any warrant, exclnde an earlier commencement;
would be opposed to the national and New Testament view
(see on 2 Cor. xi. 3) of the fall and the connection of the present
passage ; and would finally lack any allusion to it in Gen. iv.;
whilst, on the contrary, the antithesis between truth and
falsehood, which follows afterwards, points unmistakeably to
Gen. iii. Finally, inasmuch as &=’ dpyfjs must signify some
definite historical starting-point, it is incorrect, with B. Crusius,
to deny a reference either to the fall or to Cain’s murder
of his brother, and to take dvfpwmont. &7 apyijs as simply a
general designation.—Briickner also treats the reference to
a definite fact as unnecessary. — #jv] that is, during the entire
past, am’ dpxijs onwards. — &. év 79 aAnb. oy EaTnxev] does
not refer to the fall of the devil (2 Pet. ii. 4 ; Jude 6), as Augus-
tine, Nonnus, and most Catholics maintain as though eloTixe:
(Vulg.: stetit) had been employed, but is his constant ciarac-

! Comp. also Martensen's Dogmatics, § 105. Delitzsch, too (see Psychol.
P- 62), explains the passage as though sierizes were used : the devil, instead of
‘“ taking his stand in the truth,” revolted, as the god of the world, selfishly
against God ; for which reason the world has been ** degraded and materialized ”
by God to & 712y %0, ete. In this way a mew creation of the world is made out

of the creation in Gen. i., end out of the first act in the history of the world, &
sccond,
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toristic ! and ke does not abide in the truth, eupéver, dvamaderar,
Euth. Zigabenus. The truth is the domain in which %e has
not his footing; to him it is a foreign, heterogeneous sphere
of life: the truth is the opposite of the lie, both in formal
and material significance. The lé¢ is the sphere in which he
holds his place; in it he is in the element proper and peculiar
to him; in it he has his life’s standing, — §7¢ odx &oTew
arnf. év avT¢] the inner ground of the preceding statement.
The determining cause of this inner ground, however, is
expressed by the words év avrg, which are emphatically placed
at the end. As truth is not found #n Aim, as it is lacking to
his inmer essence and life, it cannot possibly constitute the
sphere of his objective life. Without truth in the inward
parts—truth regarded, namely, as a subjective qualification,
temper, tendency—that is, without truth in the character, a
man must necessarily be foreign to, and far from, the domain
of objective truth, and cannot have his life and activity therein.
Without truth in the inward parts, a man deals in life with
lies, deception, cunning, and all @8ixia. Note that ax/f. is
used first with, and then without, the article. — éx 7dv (8{wv]
of that which 4s his own, which constitutes the proper ground
or essence of his inner man,—of that which is most peculiarly
his ethical nature. Comp. Matt. xii. 34. — x. ¢ ma75p avToD]
namely, of the liar ; he, generically considered, to wit, the liar
as such in general, is the devil’s child. The characterization
of the devil thus aptly concludes with a declaration which at
the same time confirms the reproach, duels éx T. mwarpds Tod
ScafB. éoré. The less to be approved, therefore, is the common
explanation of adTod, as standing for rod yreldous, which is to
be derived from redorys (mendacii auctor, after Gen. iii. 4 f.) ;
although, linguistically considered, it is in itself admissible
(Winer, p. 181f [E.T. p. 138]; Buttmann, p. 93 [E. T.

! At the same time, we do not mean herewith to deny to John the idea of a
fall of the devil, or, in other words, to represent him as believing the devil to
Lave been originally evil The passage under consideration treats merely of the
evil constitution of the devil as i is, without giving any hint as to its origin.
This in answer to Frommann, p. 330, Reuss, and Hilgenfeld. In relation to the
doctrine of the fall of the devil nothing ishere taught. Comp. Hofmann, Schrift-
Uevicis, passim ; Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 319. BSuch a fall is, however,
pecessarily presupposed by this passage.
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p. 106]). The correct view has been taken also by B. Crusius,
Luthardt, Tholuck, Hengstenberg, and as early as Bengel.
The old heretical explanation, “as his father,”* or, “ also his
father,” as though adrod referred to the devil, and the demiurge,
whose lie is the pretending to be the most high God, were
really intended (Hilgenfeld, Volkmar), must be rejected ; for,
on the ome hand, John ought at the very least, in order to
avoid being completely misunderstood, to have written 6&7¢
adTos Y. & k. 0. . &.;° while, on the other hand, he did
not in the remotest degree entertain the monstrous, wholly
unbiblical notion of a father of the devil. Nay, further, a
father of this kind would not at all harmonize with the con-
text. Even a writer as early as Photius, Quaest. Amphaloch.
88, takes the opposite view ; as also Ewald, Jakrb. V. p. 198 £.
It was in the highest degree unnecessary that Lachmann,
(Praef. IL p. 7), in order to avoid having to refer alrod to
the devil, should have approved the reading qui, or 6¢ dv,
instead of 8rav, which is supported by the feeblest evidence:
“qui loquitur mendacium, ex propriis loquitur, quia patrem
quoque mendacem habet.”

Ver. 45. Because I, on the contrary, speak the truth, ye
believe me not — éyw €] for the sake of strong emphasis, in
opposition to the devil, placed at the beginning; and the
causative 67¢, a thoroughly tragical because, has its ground in
the alien character of the relation between that which Jesus
speaks and their devilish nature, to which latter a lie alone
corresponds. Euth. Zigabenus aptly remarks: e ueév &leyov
Veidos, émiaTeboaTé pot dv, ds 1o IStov Tob TaTpos Yudy Aéyovr.
To take the sentence as a question (Ewald) would weaken its
tragical force.

Ver. 46. Groundlessness of this unbelief. E: w1, 8i6te T
aAnfeiar Néyw, amioTeiTé poi, elmate, Tis € Vudv \éyyer pe
mepi auaptlas U éuov yevouévns, va Sofnre 8 éxelvmy dmio-
ety ; Euth. Zigabenus. ‘Apaprtia, fault, is not to be taken in
the intellectual sense, as untruth, error (Origen, Cyril, Melanc-
thon, Calvin, Beza, Bengel, Kypke, Tittmann, Kuinoel, Klee, and

! Hence, also, the readings &¢ and =afd; xai, instend of rzi, which, though
early in date, are supported by fecble testimony.
¥ Comp. Nonnus : Yiierns abros ipv, ¥:vdimoras in yivisvpes.
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others), but, as it is employed without exception in the N. T,
namely as equivalent to sin. Jesus boldly urges against His
opponents His unassailable moral purity—and how lofty a posi-
tion of superiority does He thus assume above the saints of the
Old Testament |—the fact that against Him can be brought
auaprias Svedos ovdév (Soph. O. €. 971), as a guarantee that
He speaks the truth; justly too, for according to ver. 44
dA7feia must be regarded as the opposite of Yrevdos, whereas
a lie falls under the category of auapria (comp. adikia, vii. 18).
The conclusion is from the genus to the species; hence also it
is inadmissible to take auaptia in the special sense of “fraus”
(“qua divinam veritatem in mendacium converterim,” Ch. F.
Fritzsche in Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 99), “wicked deception” (B.
Crusius), “ sin ¢f word” (Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11. 1, p. 33 £.),
“ false doctrine” (Melancthon, Calvin), and so forth. Even
in classical usage duapria, in and by itself, would denote
neither error nor deception, but only acquire this specific mean-
ing through an addition more precisely determining its force.'
Considered in itself it denotes fault, perversity, the opposite of
¢pforns (Plat. Legg. i. p. 627D, ii. p. 668 C). Comp. Sofns
apapria, Thue. i. 32. 4; vopwy duapria, Plet. Legg. i p. 627 D;
wywouns dudprnua, Thuc. ii. 65. 7. Remark further, in con-
nection with this important passage: (1) The argument is
based, not upon the position that “ the sinless one vs the purest
and. surest organ of the knowledge and communication of the
truth” (Liicke) ; or that “the knowledge of the truth is grounded
in the purity of the will” (De Wette, comp. Ullmann); for
this would presuppose in the consciousness in which the
words are spoken, to wit, in the comsciousness of Jesus, a
knowledge of the truth obtained mediately, or, at all events,
acquired first in His Auman state; whereas, on the contrary,
especially according to John’s view, the knowledge of the truth
possessed by Jesus was an infuitive one, one possessed by Him
in His pre-hwman state, and preserved and continued during
His human state by means of the constant intercourse between
Himself and God. The reasoning proceeds rather in this way:

! Polyb. 18. 20, 6, is, without reason, adduced by Tholuck against this view.
In the passage referred to, dpzprias are faults, goings wrong in general. The
sentence is a general maxim.
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Am I really without stn,—and none of you is able to convict
me of the contrary,—then am I also without yre580s; but am
I without Y& 805, then do I speak the Zruth, and you, on your
part (Yueis), have no reason for not believing me.  This reason-
ing, however, is abbreviated, in that Jesus passes at once
from the denial of the possibility of charging Him with
apapria, to the positive, special contrary which follows there-
from,—leaving out the middle link, that consequently no
vrevdos can be attributed to Him,—and then continues: e
aA7}0. Néyw (Lachmann and Tischendorf ecorrectly without
8é). Further, (2) the proof of the sinlessness of Jesus fur-
nished by this passage is purely subjective, so far as it rests on
the decided expression of His own moral consciousness in the
presence of His enemies; but, at the same time, it is as such
all the more striking in that the confirmation of His own
testimony (comp. xiv. 30) is added to the testimony of others,
and to the necessity of His sinlessness for the work of redemp-
tion and for the function of judge. This self-witness of Jesus,
on the one hand, bears on itself the seal of immediate truth
(otherwise, namely, Jesus would have been chargeable with a
xavydcdas of self-righteousness or self-deception, which is in-
conceivable in Him); whilst, on the other hand, it is saved
from the weakness attaching to other self-witnessings, both by
the whole evangelical history, and by the fact of the work of
reconciliation. (3) The sinlessness itself, to which Jesus here
lays claim, is in so far relative, as it is not absolutely divine,
but both is and must be divine-human, and was based on the
human development of the Son of God! He was actually
tempted, and might have sinned ; this abstract possibility, how-
ever, never became a rTeality. On the contrary, at every
moment of His life it was raised into a practical impossi-
bility.? Thus He learned obedience (Heb. v. 8). Hence the
sinlessness of Jesus, being the result of a normal development
which, at every stage of His earthly existence, was in perfect

! Comp. Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 212. At the same time, the sinless development
of Jesus is not to be subsumed under the conception of sanctification. Sce
elso Dorner’s Sinless Perfection of Jesus, and the striking remarks of Keim,
Geachichtl. Chr. p. 109 fl., ed. 8, also p. 189 f.

? Any moral stain in Christ would have been a negation of His consciousness
of being the Redeemer and Judge.
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conformity with the God-united ground of His inner lifa
(comp. Luke ii. 40, 52), must always be regarded as con-
ditioned, so far as the human manifestation of Jesus is con-
cerned, by the entrance of the Logos into the relation of
growth ; whilst the unconditioned correlate thereto, namely,
perfection, and accordingly absolute moral goodness—goodness
which is absolutely complete and above temptation at the
very outset—Dbelongs alone, nay, belongs necessarily to God.
In this way the apparent contradiction between this passage
and Mark x. 18 may be resolved. For the rest, the notion of
sin as a necessary transitional point in human development is
shown to be groundless Ly the historic fact of the sinlessness
of Jesus. See Ernesti, Ursprung der Sunde, 1. p. 187 ff.

Ver. 47. Answer to the question in ver. 46,—a syllogism
whose minor premiss, however, needs not to be supplied in
thought (De Wette: “ Now I speak the words of God ), seeing
that it is contained in (Jueis) ée Tod Oeod oVx éoré. That
Jesus speaks the words of God is here taken for granted. The
major premiss is grounded on the necessary sympathy between
God and him who springs from God, who hears the words of
God, that is, as such, he has an ear for them. The words, éx
o0 feo? elvae, in the sense of being spiritually constituted by
God, do not refer to Christian regeneration and to sonship,—for
this first begins through faith—but merely to a preliminary
stadium thereof, to wit, the state of the man whom God draws
to Christ by the operation of His grace (vi. 44), and who is thus
prepared for His divine preaching, and is given to Him as His
(vi. 87). Compare xvii. 6. — &ta TofTo—dr¢]asinv. 16, 18.
See on x. 17.—Note in connection with ver. 47, compared
with ver. 44, that the moral dualism which is characteristic,
not merely of John’s Gospel, but of the gospel generally, here
so far reveals its metaphysical basis, that it is traced back to
the genetic relation, either to the devil or to God—two
opposed states of dependence, which give rise to the most
opposite moral conditions, with their respective unsusceptibility
or susceptibility to divine truth. The assertion by Jesus of
this dualism was not grounded on historical reflection and &
conclusion ab effectu ad causam, but on the immediate certitude
which belonged to Him as knowing the heart of man. At the
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same time, it is incorrect to suppose that He assumes the
existence of two classes of human nature differing radically
from each other at the very outset (Baur, Hilgenfeld). On the
contrary, the moral self-determination by which a man sur-
renders himself either to the one or the other principle, is no
more excluded than the personal guilt attaching to the children
of the-devil (vv. 24, 34); though their freedom is the more
completely lost, the more completely their hearts become har-
dened (ver. 43). The problem of the metaphysical relation
between human freedom and the superhuman power referred
to, remains, however, necessarily unsolved, and, indeed, not
merely in this passage, but in the whole of the New Testament
(even in Rom. ix.—xi.); comp. also 1 John iii. 12,iv. 4. But
the freedom itself, in face of that power, and the moral impu-
tation and responsibility remain intact, comp. iii 19-21.

Vv. 48, 49. In ver. 42 fff Jesus had denied that His
opponents were sons of God, and had stamped them as children
of the devil. This procedure they regard only as a confirma-
tion of the accusation which they bring against Him (Aéyouev)
of being a Samaritan, t.c. an heretical antagonist of the pure
people of God (for in this light did they view that despised
people of mixed race), and possessed with a devil (vii. 20). So
paradoxical, not merely presumptuous (as Luthardt explains
Sapap.), and so crazed did the discourse of Jesus appear to them.
No reference whatever was intended to iv. 5 ff (Briickner,
Ewald). On xa\dés, aptly, comp. iv. 17, xii. 13.—Ver. 49.
éyw Sarpov. olx &€yw, etc.] The emphatic éyd does not
contain a retort by which the demoniacal element would
be ascribed to His opponents (Cyril, Liicke),—a reference
which would require to be indicated by arranging the words
ovk éyw Saip. éyw,—but stands simply in opposition to the
following «xal Upeis. With quiet earnestness, leaving un-
noticed the reproach of being a Samaritan, Jesus replies: I
for my part am not possessed, but honour (by discourses which
you consider demoniacal, but by which I in reality preserve
and promote the glory of God) my Father; and you, on your
part, what is it that you do? You dushonour me! Thus
does He unveil to them the unrighteousness of their abusive
lﬂnguage.
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Vv. 50, 51. I, however, in contrast to this unrighteousncss
by which you wound my honour, seck not the honour which
belongs to me—eéaTiv 0 ¥n7. & Kkplvewv, there is one (comp.
v. 45) who seeks it (“ qui me honore afficere velit,” Grotius),
and pronounces judgment, that is, as a matter of fact, between
me and my revilers. The expression xai xplvwv includes a
reference, on the one hand, to the glorification of Jesus, by
which He was to be justified (xvi 10 ; comp. the &is, Phil
ii. 9); and, on the other, as regards His opponents, a hint at
their just punmishment (with eternal death, ver. 51). Hence
He adds in ver. 51 a solemn assurance concerning that which
is nccessary to the obtaining of eternal life, instead of this
punitive xpiots, to wit, the keeping of His word; thus de-
ciding that the exclusion of His opponents from eternal life
was Inevitable as long as they did not return to uerdvowa ; but
also pointing out the only way to salvation which was still
remaining open to them. Quite arbitrarily some have treated
ver. 51 as not forming part of His discourse to His enemies.
Calvin and De Wette remark: After a pause, Jesus turns
again to those who believed on Him, in the sense of ver. 31.
Liicke maintains, indeed, that the discourse is addressed to
His opponents, but regards it rather as the conclusion of the
line of thought begun at ver. 31 f. than a direct continuation
of ver. 50. The connection with ver. 50 is in this way like-
wise surrendered. The discourse is a direct continuation of
the import of xai xpivwy, for the result of this xpivew to the
opponents of Jesus is death. — édv 75, etc.] Note the emphasis
which is given to the promoun by the arrangement of the
words Tov éuov Aoyov. It is the word of Christ, whose keep-
ing has so great an effect. T7npeiv is not merely keeping in
the heart (Tholuck), but, as always, when united with Tov
Aoyov, Tas évroas, etc., keeping by fulfilling them (ver. 55,
xiv. 15, 21, 23 £, xv. 20, xvii. 6). This fulfilment includes
even the faith demanded by Jesus (iii. 36 ; comp. the concep-
tion of Umaxon mioTews), and also the accomplishment of all
the duties of life which He enjoins as the fruit and test of
faith. — @dvaTov ol un Ocwp. eis 7. al] not: he will not die
Jor ever (Kaeuffer, de {wijs aiwv., not. p. 114), but: ke will
never die, i.e. he will live eternally. Comp. ver. 52, xi. 25 fI,
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v. 25, vi. 50. Death is here the antithesis to the Messianie
{w7, which the believer possesses even in its temporal develop-
ment, and which he will never lose—On fewp. comp. Ps.
Ixxxix. 44 ; Luke ii. 25; see also on iii. 36. The article is
not necessary to @dvaros (xi. 4, and very frequently in the
N. T.); see Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 11 p. 234.

Vv. 52, 53. The Jews understood Him to speak of natural
death, and thus found a confirmation of their charge that He
wag mad in consequence of being possessed with a devil. It
is in their view a senseless self-exaltation for Jesus to ascribe
to His word, and therefore to Himself, greater power of life
than was possessed by Abraham and the prophets, who
had not been able to escape death.—wiv éyvww] “antea
cum dubitatione aliqua locuti erant,” in ver. 48, Bengel —
yvevonTal] a different and stronger designation, not intention-
ally selected, but the result of excitement. Comp. on the
expression Matt. xvi. 28, and the Rabbis as quoted by Schoett-
gen and Wetstein; Leon. Alex. 41: wyedeafar doTépryov
Bavarov. The image employed, probably not derived from a
death-cup,—a supposition which is not favoured by the very
common use of the expression in other connections,—serves to
set forth to the senses the wixporns, the bitterness of expe-
riencing death. Comp. the classical expressions, ryevecfar
mévBous, Bur. Ale. 1072 ; poybwv, Soph. Trach. 1091 ; raxév,
Lue. Nigr. 28 ; movwy, Pind. Nem. 6. 41 ; srevins, Maced. 3,
diorod, Hom. Od. ¢, 98, xeipdv v, 181. The kind of experience
denoted by wevesfar is always specified in the context. —
Ver. 53. Surely thow art not greater (furnished with greater
power against death), and ‘so forth; o¢ is emphatic. Comp.
Iv. 12. — da7es] quippe qui, who verily ; assigning the ground.
—Tiva ceavt. mwoiels| What sort of ome dost thou make
thyself? (v. 18, x. 33, xix. 7), “ quem te venditas ?” (Grotius),
that thy word should produce such an effect ?

Vv. 54, 55. Justification against the charge of self-exalta-
tion contained in the words Tiva ceavr. mouls. Jesus gives
this justification a general form, and then proceeds to make a
special declaration regarding Abdraham, which makes it clear
thai He is really greater than Abraham. — éyo—éuavTov]
emphatic designation of self (comp. v. 30, 31, viL 17);
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dofdcw, however, is not the future [see the critical motes]
(although édav with the indicative is not absolutely to be con-
demned ; see on Luke xix. 40 ; Matt. xviii. 19), but, according
to regular usage, the Cony. Aor.: in case I shall have glorified
myself. — E€oTiv 6 wavip pov, etc.] my Father is the one who
glorifies me, He is my glorifier. The Partic. Praes. with the
article has a substantival force, and denotes haditual, continuous
doing; hence it refers not merely to a particular mode and act
of 8ofalewv exclusively, but to its whole course (in the works
wrought, in the divine testimonies, and in His final glorifica-
tion).—06» duels AéyeTe, ete.] On the construction see x. 36.
Comp. on v. 27, ix. 19; Acts xxi 29. Jesus unfolds to them
why this activity of God, by which He is honoured, is hidden
from them ; notwithstanding, namely, their theocratic fancy,
“ 1t 1s our God,” they have not known God! Jesus, on the
contrary, is certain that He knows Him,> and keeps His word.
—d8potos vudv YrevaTns] a liar like unto you. “ Mendaz
est qui vl affirmat neganda, vel negat affirmanda,” Bengel
The charge points back to ver. 44; duotes with the Gen. as
in Theophr. H. pl. ix. 11, also Xen. 4nab. iv. 1. 17 ; see Bor-
nemann, ad k. l.— @A\a] but, far from being such a liar. —
Tov Ady. avT. Tnpw] exactly as in ver. 51. The entire life
and work of Christ were in truth one continuous surrender to
the counse! of God, and obedicuce (T’hil ii. §; Rom. v. 19;

! Not because they held another divine being, their own national god, to be
the highest (Hilgenfeld) ; but becanse they had formed false conceptions of the
one true God, who had manifested Himself in the Old Test., and had not under-
stood His highest revelation in Christ, in consequence of their blindness and
hardness of heart, Comp. ver. 19, and see Weiss, Lehrdegr. p. 60f. In Hil-
genfeld's view, indeed, John teaches that the Jewish religion, as to its substance,
was the work of the Demiurge, and it was only without his knowledge that the
Logos hid in it the germs of the highest religion! By the same exegesis by
which this doctrine is derived from John, one might very easily show it to be
taught by Paul, especially in the sharp antagonism he assumes between végos and
xéps,—if one desired, i.e. if one were willing to bring down this apostle to the
period of transition from the Valentinian to the Marcionite Gnosis.

2 Regarding Himself, Jesus does not say {yvwxa (although considered in itself
He might have said it, comp. xvii. 25), because He here speaks in the conscious-
ness of His immediate, essential knowledge of the Father.——According to Ewald,
the words, ‘“ It is our God,” contain an allusion to well-known songs and prayers
which were constantly repeated. But the frequent occurrence of ‘‘ our God ™ in
the Q. T. is quite sufficient to explain their import.
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Heb. v. §) to the divine will, whose injunctions He constantly
discerned in His fellowship with the Father, iv. 34. Comp.
as to the subject-matter, ver. 29,

Ver. 56. Elra catackevdfer xai o1e pelfwv éare Tob *ABp,
Euth. Zigabenus, and, indeed, in such a manner, that He, at
the same time, puts the hostile children of Abraham to shame.
— o6 maTyp vudy] with a reproving glance back to ver. 39.
—nyalhidaaro, iva [8py) he exulted to sec; the object of his
exultation is conceived as the goal to whose attainment the
joyous movement of the heart is directed. e rejoiced in the
anticipation of seeing my day, i.e. of witnessing the day of my
appearance on earth.' As to its historical date, jyalhidoaTo
does not refer to an event in the paradisaical life of Abraham ;
but, as Abraham was the recipient of the Messianic promise,
which described, on the one hand, the Messiah as His own
oméopa, himself, however, on the other hand, as the founder
and vehicle of the entire redemptive Messianic development
for all nations, the allusion is to the time in his earthly life
when the promise was made to him. His faith in this promise
(Gen. xv. 6) and the certainty of the Messianic future, whose
development was to proceed from him, with which he was thus
Inspired, could not but fill him with joy and exultation ; hence,
also, there is no need for an express testimony to the 7yaiX
in Genesis (the supposed reference to the laughing mentioned
in Gen. xvii. 17 which was already interpreted by Philo to
denote great joy and exultation, and which Hofmann also has
again revived in his Weissag. und Erfall. I1. p. 13, is inadmis-
sible, on a correct explanation of the passage). So much,
however, is presupposed, namely, that Abraham recognised
the Messianic character of the divine promise; and this we are
justified in presupposing in him who was the chosen recipient
of divine revelations. For inventions of the Rabbis regarding
revelations of future events asserted, on the ground of Gen. xvii.
17, to have been made to Abraham, see Fabrio. Cod. Pseudepigr.
L p. 423 ff The seeing of the day (the experimental percep-

'”"wgﬁz # tpd expressly denotes (hence not =ag fiuipas cas ixds, comp. Luke
Vil 22) the exact, particular day of the appearance of Christ on earth, i.e. the
day of Hig birth (Job iii, 1; Diog. L. 4. 41), from the Johannine point of view,

the day on which the ¢ Asyos s2pf iyinre was accomplished, This was the great
€poch in the history of redemption which Abraham waes to behold.
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tion thereof through the living to see i, Luke xvii. 22; Polyb.
x. 4. 7; Soph. 0. B.831,1528; and see Wetstein and Kypke
on the passage) to which ({va) the exultation of Abrahamn
was directed, was, for the soul of the patriarch, a moment of
the endefinite future. And this seeing was realized, not during
his earthly life, but in his paradisaical state (comp. Lampe,
Liicke, Tholuck, De Wette, Maier, Luthardt, Lechler in the
Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 817, Lange, Baeumlein, Ebrard, Godet),
when he, the ancestor of the Messiah and of the nation, learnt
that the Messianic age had dawned on the earth in the birth
of Jesus as the Messiah. In like manner the advent of Jesus
on the earth was made known to Moses and Elias (Matt.
xvil. 4), which fact, however, does not justify us in supposing
that reference is here made to occurrences similar to the
transfiguration (Ewald). In Paradise Abraham saw the day
of Christ; indeed, he there maintained in general a relation
to the states and experiences of his people (Luke xvi. 25 ff).
This was the object of the xai el8e xai éxydpn; it is impos-
sible, however, to determine exactly the form under which the
etde was vouchsafed to him, though it ought not to be explained
with B. Crusius as mere anticipation. We must rest con-
tented with the idea of divine information. The apocryphal
romance, Testamentum Levt, p. 586 £ (which tells us that the
Messiah Himself opens the gates of Paradise, feeds the saints
trom the tree of life, etc., and then adds: Té7e dyaAhidoeTar
"ABpaip xal Icaak . 'TaxiB rdyd yapioopar kai wdvres oi
@y évdvoovTar ebpoaivny), merely supplies a general confir-
mation of the thought that Abraham, in the intermediate state
of happiness, received with joy the news of the advent of
Messiah. Supposing, however, that the relation between pro-
mise (fyaA\idoaro, iva I8y, etc.) and fulfilment (kai elde «.
éxdpm), expressed in the two clauses of the verse, do require
the beholding of the day of Christ to be a 7eal beholding, and
the day of Christ itself to be the day of His actual appearance,
vc. the day of the incarnation of the promised One on earth,
it is not allowable to understand by it, either, with Raphelius
and Hengstenberg, the appearance of the angel of the Lord
(Gen. xviii), te. of the Logos, to Abraham; or, with Luther,
“the vision of faith with the heart” at the announcement made
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in Gen. xxii. 18 (comp. Melanethon, Calvin, and Calovius) ;!
or, with Olshausen, a prophetic vision of the 8¢fa of Christ
(comp. xii. 41); or, with Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth.
Zigabenus, Erasmus, and most of the older commentators, also
Hofmann, the beholding of an event which merely prefigured
the day of Christ, a fypical beholding, whether the birth of
Isaac be regarded as the event in question (Hofmann; see also
his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 304 £.), or the offering up of Isaac as
a sacrifice, prefiguring the atoning sacrifice and resurrection of
Christ (Chrysostom, Grotius, and many others). According to
Linder, in the Stud. und Krit. 1859, p. 518 £, 1867, p. 507 £,
the day of Christ denotes nothing but the time of ke birth of
Isaee, which was promised in Gen. xviii. 10, so that Christ
would thus appear to have represented Himself as one of the
angels of the grove of Mamre (comp. Hengstenberg), and,
by the expression 7juépa 7 éu7, to have denoted a time of
special, actual revelation. Taken thus, however, the day in
question would be only mediately the day of Christ; whereas,
according to the connection and the express designation Ty
fuépav Ty éwiw, Christ Himself must be the immediate
subject of the day, as the one whose appearance constitutes
the day emphatically His—His «av’ éfoxmp, analogously to
the day of His second advent (Luke xzvii. 24; 1 Cor. i 8,
v.5; 2 Cor. 1. 14; Phil i. 6,ii. 16; 1 Thess. v. 2; 2 Thess.
1. 2); hence, also, the plural had not to be employed (in
answer to Linder's objection). — xai éxapn] appropriately
interchanged for 7yaA\., the latter corresponding to the first
outburst of emotion at the unexpected proclamation.

Ver. 57. The Jews, referring «. €ide «. éxdpn to the earthly
life of Abraham, imagine the assertion of Jesus to imply that
He had lived in the days of the patriarch, and professed to
have been personally acquainted with him! How absurd is
this | — wrevrjrovTa] Placed first to indicate emphasis, cor-
responding to the position afterwards assigned to the word
"ABp. Pifty years are specified as the period when a man
attains his full growth (comp. Num. iv. 3, 39, vii. 24 f;
Lightfoot, p. 1046 £): thou hast not yet passed the full age

! Bengel also: * Vidit diem Christi, qui in semine, quod stellarum instar
futurum erat, sidus maximum cst et fulgidissimum.”
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of manhood! Consequently, neither the reading recoapdrovra
is to be preferred (Ebrard), nor need we conclude either that
Jesus was above forty years of age (the Presbyters of Asia
Minor in Iren. II. 22. 5); or that He was taken to be so old
8ua v mwolvmewpiav adrov (Euth. Zigabenus); or that He
looked so old (Lampe, Heumann, Paulus); or that they con-
founded “the intensity of the devotion of Hissoul” as it showed
itself in His person, with the traces of age (Lange, Life of
Jesus). In the act of instituting a comparison with the two,
thousand years that had elapsed since Abraham's day, they
could not well care about determining very precisely the age
of Christ. In answer to E. v. Bunsen (The Hidden Wisdom
of Christ, etc., Lond. 1865, II. p. 461 ff), who seeks to
establish the correctness of the statement in Irenaeus, see
Tosch in Die Jahrb. far deutsche Theol. 1866, p. 4 £ With-
out the slightest reason, Bunsen finds in the forty-six years of
chap. iv. 2, the age of Christ. But even Keim is not opposed
to the idea of Christ being forty years of age (Gesch. Jes. L. p.
469 ; comp. his Geschichtl. Chr. p. 235).

Ver. 58. Not a continuation of the discourse in ver. 56, so
that Jesus would thus not have given any answer to the ques-
tion of the Jews (B. Crusius); but, as the contents themselves,
and the solemn dunjv dunyw A tu. shows, an answer to ver. 57.
This reply asserts even more than the Jews had asked, namely,
wplv, ete., before Abraham became, or was born (not : was, as
Tholuck, De Wette, Ewald, and others translate),! I am; older
than Abraham’s origin is my existence. ~As Abraham had not
pre-existed, but came inlo existence® (by birth), therefore yevé-
cfa. is used ; whereas e’y denotes being per se, which belonged
to Jesus, so far as He existed before timne, as to His divine
nature, without having previously come into being. Comp.
1 1. 6; and see even Chrysostom. The Praesens denotes that
which continues from the past, i.e. here: that which continues
from before time (i 1, xvii. 5). Comp. LXX.; Ps. xc. 2;
also Jer. 1 5. 'Ev@ elu: must neither be taken as 4deal

! Also the English Authorized Version.

1 This view, ¢ fuctus est,” forms a more significant correlate to six/ than if
yevicfas were taken as equivalent to nasci, which in itself would be also correct
(Gal. iv. 4 ; and see especially Raphelius on the passage).
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being (De Wette), nor as being Messiah (Scholten), and
transferred into the counsel of God (Sam. Crellius, Grotius,
Paulus, B. Crusius), which is forbidden even by the use of the
Praesens; nor may we, with Beyschlag, conceive the being as
that of the real image of God,—a thought which, after ver. 57,
is neither suggested by the context, nor would occur to Christ’s
hearers without some more precige indication; nor, lastly, is
the utterance to be regarded merely as a momentary vision, as
in a state of prophetic elevation (Weizsiacker), inasmuch as it
corresponds essentially to the permanent consciousness which
Jesus had of His personal (the condition, in the present con-
nection, of His having seen Abraham) pre-existence, and
which everywhere manifests itself in the Gospel of John.
Comp. on xvil. 5, vi. 46, 62. The thought is not an intuitive
conclusion backwards, but a glance backward, of the conscious-
ness of Jesus (against Beyschlag). Only noteworthy in a
historical point of view is the perverse explanation of Faustus
Socinus, which from him passed over into the Socinian con-
fession of faith (see Cuatech. Racov.,, ed. Oeder, p. 144 f):
“ Before Abraham becomes Abraham, .. the father of many
nations, I am it, namely, the Messiah, the Light of the
world” He thus admonishes the Jews to believe on Him
while they have an opportunity, before grace is taken from
them and transferred to the heathen, in which way Abraham
will become the father of many nations.

Ver. 59. The last assertion of Jesus strikes the Jews as blas-
phemous ; they therefore set themselves, in the spirit of zealotry,
to inflict punishment (comp. x. 31). A stoning in the temple
is mentioned also by Joseph. Antt. xvii. 9. 3. The stones were
probably building stones lying in the fore-court. See Light-
foot, p. 1048. — éxpv By k. éEANOev] He hid Himself (prob-
ably in the crowd), and went out (whilst thus hidden)! The
word éxpuBn explains kow He was able to go out, and there-
fore (how very different from this is Luke iv. 30 !) precludes
the notion of anything miraculous (dopatos avrois xaréarn T3

! Hengstenberg reverses the logical relation : za) ifixd: stands, he says, for
{EAsdy, and describes the manner in which He hid Himself,—a purely arbitrary
Statement. Even if if:a¢a'y had been used, it would be that which preceded the
ixpifin (egressus), as in the case of &wiafdv, xii. 36,
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¢kovala hs Beotyros, Euth. Zigabenus; comp. Grotius, Wolf,
Bengel, Luthardt, Hilgenfeld, and even Augustine),—a notion
which gave rise to the addition in the ZTexl. Rec. (see the
critical observations), which Ewald defends. Baur, who like-
wise defends the Zext. Rec. (p. 334 ff), finds here also a docetic
disappearance (comp. on vii. 10 f); if, however, such was
John's meaning, he selected the most unsuitable possible terms
to express it in writing éxpUBn (comp. on the contrary, Luke
xxiv. 31: ddavros éyévero a7 adrdv) and éEf\bev éx Tob
iepot.  The “providential protection of God” (Tholuck) is a
matter of course, but is not expressed.—There is no exegetical
ground for supposing that the simple close of the narrative
is designed to prefigure the death of Christ, which, being
accomplished under the appearance of legality, released the
Lord from the judgment of Israel, so that He left the old
Israel as the school of Satan, and, on the other hand, gathered
around Him the true Israel (Luthardt). Note how the breach
between Jesus and the Jews gradually approached the
extremity, and “how admirable, even in the details, is the
delineation of the ever-increasing intensification of the crisis”

(Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 477, ed. 3).
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CHAPTER IX

VER. 4. éué]} B.D. L x* Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arr. Cant. Cyr.
Nonn. read #ués. Instead of the following we, L. 8.* Copt.
Aeth. Arr. Cyr. also have su&s. Had the saying been changed
into a general proposition, and had éu¢ therefore been altered
into Amis, then, instead of we, nués must necessarily have been
used i all cases altke. #uig, which Tisch. also adopts, appears
to be the original reading (instead of éué). It was changed into
iut, because the plur. appeared inappropriate, and on account
of the following ue; this latter, on the other hand, was assimi-
lated to #u&s in L., etc. — Ver. 6. After iméypice, Lachm. and
Tisch. read airod; so A. B. C.** L. X. Cursives, to which also D.
must be added with «irg. On the other hand, the ro3 ruprod that
follows is wanting in B.L. & Cursives (D. has alro3). It is put
in brackets by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. We ought to read:
iméxp. adrol wdv ayh. dmwi v 890, voU rupAol. Abred was referred
to the blind man ; in that case, however, either this airt itself
must be deemed out of place (on account of the following ro>
ruphob), OT ol rupied must be omitted.—Ver. 7. vi «s] bracketed
by Lachm., wanting only in A.* and the Codd. of the It. A
copyist’s omission after ver. 11; hence, also, A** has supplied
xed viper after TA, — Ver. 8. aposairns] Elz.: ruprée, in opposi-
tion to decisive authorities. A correction.— Ver. 11. eig ro»
Swdp] Elz, Scholz: eis rijv xohvufBrdpar vob Zihwdy, In opposi-
tion to very weighty testimonies. Repetition from ver. 7. —
Ver. 14. sr¢] B. L X. & 33, Codd. It. Cyr.: & 7 auépa. So
Lachm. and Tisch. Correctly: the redundant expression was
easily supplanted by the word &re, which readily suggested
itself. — Ver. 16. Lachm. and Tisch.: odx #oriv oiroc wape fsod 5
évbe., after B.D. L. X.x. 33, 157. The position in the Elz. (s5+.
o dvdp. obx & . v, 4.) is a transposition to make the reading easier.
~—Ver. 17. After Aéyovow weighty witnesses require the inser-
tion of o¥s, which Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted. TLachmann’s
Insertion of ofy, however, after dmexp. in ver. 20, is supported
solely by B. . whereas A. and other uncials and Cursives
have ;. Both seem to be additions ; as also the following adro7s,
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which is wanting in B. L. X. . Cursives, Verss. Cyr. — Ver. 25.
xai elzev] to be deleted, as is done by Lachm. and Tisch. A
mechanical addition opposed by weighty witnesses. — Ver. 26.
The preponderance of evidence is in favour of & in place of
ow (Lachm.); wdnrw, however, with Lachm. and Tisch., after
B.D. &.* Verss. Nonn. Aug, is to be deleted, as an addition
which would readily suggest itself. — Ver. 28. After éxod. Elz,
following Cursives, Vulg. Codd. It., inserts ofv; instead of which
B. x.* Sahid. Cyr. Ambr. read xa? ¢x.,and D. L. 8.** Verss. of 3
i Various modes of establishing the connection. — Ver. 30.
The reading @ yap roiro (approved by Rinck) is only found
in X. A. and Cursives, and is on that ground alone to be re-
jected ; at the same time, it bears witness, also, to the fact of
the original position of ydp being immediately after & (Tisch.:
&v robrw ydp, with B. L. X, Cursives, Cyr. Chrys.). The reading
¢ rorw ol found in D. may be explained from the circumstance
that the relation of ydp presented a difficulty. Instead of davp.
we must, with Tisch., read b davu., as in B, L. X. Cursives, Cyr.
Chrys. How easily might the superfluous 6 be suppressed ! —
Ver. 35. rob 8e05] B.D.N. Aeth.: roi &vlpdimov, because Jesus
was accustomed thus to designate Himself. — Ver. 36. xal +/¢
¢or/] Elz. Lachm. do not read xai; the evidence for it, however,
is very weighty, and it may easily have been passed over by
clumsy copyists.— Ver. 41. # oy &mapr.] olv, bracketed by
Lachm. and deleted by Tisch,, is wanting in decisive wit-
nesses. A connective addition ; superfluous, and weakening the
force.

Ver. 1 f The direct connection, by means of xai, with the
preceding words éfjNdev éx T. iepod, and the correlation of
mapdywy therewith, makes it impossible, without arbitrariness,
to take any view but this,—that the healing of the blind man,
instead of not being determinable with chronological exactness
(Hengstenberg), must rather be placed soon after Jesus had left
the temple, whilst He was still on His way, and on the very
same day, the record of whose scenes commences with viii. 21.
This day was a Sabbath (ver. 14); not, however, the one
mentioned in vii. 37 (Olshausen), but a later one, see on
viii. 12. The objection that the calmness which marks the
transaction, and the presence of the disciples, are not in keep-
ing with the scene which had occurred shortly before (viii.
59), and that therefore another day ought to be assumed (De
Wette and others), has little force; for the calmness of the
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bearing of Jesus is anything but a psychological riddle, and
the disciples might easily have gathered round Him again. —
mapdywv] in passing by, namely, the place where the blind
beggar was (probably in the neighbourhood of the temple,
Acts iii. 2). Comp. on Matt. ix. 9, and Mark ii. 14, —
TupNov éx yeverijs.] So much the greater was the miracle;
comp. Acts iii. 2, xiv. 8. The supposition, based on ver. 5,
that this blind man represents the xoouos, to which Jesus,
having been spurned by the Jews, now turns (Luthardt), is
the less warrantable, as the stress in that verse is laid on ¢as,
and not on 7od xoguov (comp. even viii. 12). This healing of
the blind is not intended to have a figurative import, though
it is afterwards used (ver. 39 ff.) as a figurative representation
of a great idea.— 7{s fuaprey, etc.] The notion of the dis-
ciples is not, that neither the one nor the other could be the case
(Euth. Zigabenus, Ebrard, comp. also Hengstenberg) ; but, as
the positive mode of putting the dilemma shows, that either
the one or the other must be the case. See Baeumlein, Partic.
p- 132. They were still possessed by the popular idea (comp.
on Matt. ix. 2, also the book of Job, and Acts xxviii. 4) that
special misfortunes are the punishment of special sins; against
which view Jesus, here and in Luke xiii 9 ff, decidedly
declares Himself. Now, as the man was born blind, either it
must have been the guilt of his parents, which he was ex-
piating,—a belief which, in accordance with Ex. xx. 5, was
very prevalent (Lightfoot, p. 1048), and existed even among
the Greeks (Maetzner in Lycurg. in Leoer. p. 217),—or he
himself must have sinned even whilst in the womb of his
mother. The latter alternative was grounded in the popular
notion that even an embryo experiences emotions (comp. Luke
1. 41, 43), especially evil emotions, and that the latter pre-
dominate (see Sanhedr. f. 91. 2; Beresh. Rabba, f 38. 1, b.;
Lightfoot), comp. Wetstein. The explanation of the question
from the belief (which there is also no right to assume as pre-
supposed in Matt. xiv. 2) in the transmigration of souls (Calvin,
Beza, Drusius, Aretius, Grotius, Hammond, Clericus, and several
others) is as inadmissible as the assumption of a belief in the
Pre-existence of souls (Cyril, De Wette, Briickner). For apart
from the uncertainty of the fact whether the doctrine of the
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transmigration of souls was entertained by the Jews in the
days of Christ (see Tholuck on the passage, and Delitzsch
Psychol. p. 463 f. [E. T. p. 545 £.]), those two doctrines could
not have been popularly known among the people, and there-
fore must not be assumed to have been held by the disciples,
although it is true that the pre-existence of souls, both of good
and bad, is an unquestionable article of doctrine in Wisd. viii.
19 {, as also with Philo and the Essenes, with the Rabbins,
and in the Cabbala (see Grimm on Wisdom of Solomon in the
Exzeget. Handb. p. 177 f.; Bruch, Lehre v. d. Prac-existenz d.
Seel. p. 22). It is quite out of place, however, to refer to the
heathen view of the pre-existence of souls (Isidorus and Severus
in Corder. Cat.). Tholuck’s suggestion, finally, that the thought,
though obscurely conceived, is, that the blind man, through
being born blind, is marked out as a sinner in virtue of an
anticipation of punishment, both contradicts the words, and is
altogether destitute of biblical support. - In Luthardt’s view,
the disciples, in accordance with Ex. xx. 5, regarded the second
of the two supposed cases as alone possible, but mentioned
the first as a possibility, in order that Christ might solve the
riddle which they were unable to solve. Similarly Baeumlein
and Delitzsch, who looks upon the question as the mere
expression of perplexity resulting from a false premiss. It is
an arbitrary procedure, however, to ascribe such a difference
to two cases regarding which a question is asked in precisely
the same form, or to treat the possibility in the one case as
posited merely in appearance. The disciples considered ot/
cases possible, and wished to know which of them was real
At the same time, however, they deemed a third case out of
the question, and this was the error in the dilemma which they
put forth,—an error which Jesus (ver. 3) lays bare and cor-
rects by setting before them the Tertium datur.— {va TupA
wevw] The retributive result, in accordance with the teleo-
logical connection of the divine destiny. That the man was
Lorn blind might have been previously known to those who
asked the question; or the man himself might just have in-
formed them of the fact, for the purpose of adding force to his
request for alms (ver. 8).

Ver. 3. O) mavré\ds dvapapriTous avTois ¢qo'w, an
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oaov els 10 TvprwBivar adTov, Euth. Zigabenus. — daN']
sc. TupAOs éyevvifn. — 7o Epya Tod Oeod] the works of God,
ie. what God works, was to be manifested in Him. The
expression must be left in this general form (it first acquires
its more exact force in ver. 4); it denotes the entire category
of which such miraculous healings were a particular species ;
hence the works of God were set forth and brought to light
in this concrete case, to wit, in the man (év adr@) who expe-
rienced the divine miraculous power. In the connection of
the divine decree, however, from which everything accidental,
everything independent of the divine plan, is excluded, this
¢pavépwais must stand in the relation of a purpose towards the
sufferings which, in this particular concrete case, are mira-
culously removed. Hence lva ¢avep., etc., is a thought which
contains the true nature of the Theodicy for all sufferings.
According to Weiss, Leirbegr. p. 201, the épya 6. are spiritual
operations, namely, the enlightenment of the world, symbolically
set forth by this healing of the blind. This, however, antici-
pates the doctrinal application which Jesus Himself makes of
the work which He wrought (ver. 39).

Ver. 4. By means of the participative 7uas (see the critical
observations), Jesus includes the disciples with Himself as
- helpers and continuers of the Messianic activity. The further
progress of the discourse is indicated by the pronoun which,
for the sake of emphasis, is placed at the beginning of the sen-
tence ; the subject is thus specified through whose activity the
¢pavépwars mentioned in ver. 3 is to be accomplished. “It is
we who are destined by God to work His works as long as we
live, and until death put an end to our activity.” There is no
hint whatever in the text that Jesus wished to meet the
scruples of the disciples on account of the healing which He
was about to perform on the Sabbath (Kuinoel); indeed, as far
as the disciples were concerned, to whom Sabbath healings by
Jesus were nothing new, there was no ground for such a pro-
cedure. — 7o wéuy. pe] Jesus does not again say fuas ;'
for His mission involved also that of the disciples, and it was
He who commissioned the disciples (xiii. 20, xx. 21). — éws)

! Which Ewald prefers in opposition to his own translation. But see the
eritical note,
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so long as, denoting contemporaneous duration, very frequently
so in the classical writers subsequently to Homer, with
the praes. or imperf. See Blomfield, Gloss. ad Aesch. Pors.
434.—Day and Night are images, not of tempus opportunum
and mportunum, nor even of aiwv odros and wé\Awy (Chry-
sostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, Ruperti, and others);
but (for Jesus was thinking of His speedy departure out of the
world, ver. 5) of l¢fe and death (comp. Hom. I/, . 310, 356;
Aesch. Sept. 385; Pers. 841; Plat. dpol. p. 40 D, and
Stallbaum thereon; Hor. Od. 1. 28. 15). The latter puts an
end to the activity of every one on earth (even to that of
Christ in His human manifestation). By the different use
made of the same image in xi. 9 f, we are not justified in
regarding it as including the period of the passion (Hengsten-
berg). Moreover, Christ was still working whilst He hung on
the cross. Olshausen’s view is wrong: 7juépa denotes the time
of grace, which was then specially conditioned by the presence
of Christ, the Light of the world; with His removal darkness
assumed its sway. Against this view the general and unlimited
form of the expression 87¢ oddels dvwarar épydfeafac (which
Olshausen arbitrarily restricts by adding “ for a time,” and “in
spiritual matters”) is in itself a decisive objection; not to
mention that Jesus regarded His death, not as the beginning
of spiritual darkmess, but as the very condition of greater
enlightenment by the Spirit (xvil 7, xv. 26, xiv. 26, al.).
With Olshausen agrees substantially B. Crusius; comp. also
Grotius, Bengel, and several others. Luthardt also refers day
and night to the world, whose day-time coincided with the
presence of Christ in the world, and whose night began when
He departed out of the world; as soon as He should leave the
world, no other could occupy His place in the accomplishment
of redemption; from that time onward, there would be no
longer a redemptive history, but merely an appropriation of
redemption. But apart from the hair-splitting character of
the distinction thus drawn, the grounds adduced against
Olshausen hold substantially good against this explanation
also, especially that épydfecfai—which here has no determin-
ing object, as in the previous case—and oideis are quite
general ; and accordingly, épxerar voE—épydfeofac must be
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regarded as a commonplace. Godet finds in »f the thought
of the evening rest, which Christ was to enjoy in His heavenly
state. This is incorrect, however, because it is not evening
but night that is mentioned, and because Svvarac would then
be inappropriate.

Ver. 5. A more precise description of His earthly vocation,
characteristically expressed in relation to the sight which was
to be bestowed on the blind man. “Orav, however, is neither
quamdiy (as it usually is) nor guandoguidem (so Liicke and
Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 86),—which latter usage is foreign to
the N. T, and is only apparently found in passages such as
Thuec. 1. 141. 5, 142. 1,—but: When (quando, at the time
in which) I am in the world, I am the Light of the world. 1t
expresses the necessary contemporaneity of the two relations.
He cannot be in the world, says Christ, without at the same
time enlightening the world. Thus, also, did it behove Him
to show Himself in the case of this blind man. ¢ds is em-
ployed, it is true, in a spiritual sense, as in i. 5 ff,, viii. 12, but
also with a significant reference to the sight which was to be
restored to the blind man. In healing him, that enlightening
activity of Jesus by which those who did not see were to be
made to see (see ver. 39), is set forth in a transaction which,
though primarily sensuous, was also suggestive of spiritual en-
lightenment (ver. 37 f.). In itself the first clause of the verse
—&rav . . . @—might have been dispensed with (viii 12); its
utterance, however, in connection with ver. 4, was occasioned
by the consciousness that He was soon to depart from the world,
and that after His departure the present mode and action of
the ¢ds elvac, which were bound up with His corporeal earthly
career, must come to an end. Then Christ would work through
the Paraclete and through the vehicles of the Paraclete, as the
Light of the world.

Ver. 6 f For what reason Jesus anointed the eyes of the
blind man with clay John does not inform us; but this
does not justify us in leaving the question unanswered
(Briickner). The procedure was certainly not adopted for the
purpose of defying the hierarchy (Ewald) because it was the
Sabbath, according to which view it would have had nothing

to do with the healing itself. At the same time, it was
VOL. IL E
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equally far from being of a medicinal nature; for often as
spittle was applied in the case of diseases of the eye (see
Wetstein and Lightfoot), the means employed bore no propor-
tion to the rapidity with which the cure took place, especially
considering that the man was born blind ; the same remark
applies also to Mark vii. 32 and viii. 23. To treat the
anointing with the clay as merely a means of awakening faith
(comp. Liicke), or as a test of faith (Calvin), and, consequently,
as having a purely psychological effect, is to represent the
entire procedure as adopted solely with an eye to appearances,
to making an impression on the blind man. On this view,
accordingly, the ointment of clay had in itself nothing to do
with the cure performed, which is scarcely reconcilable with
the truthfulness and dignity of Jesus. Regard for this latter
rather compels the assumption that the ointment was the real
medium of the cure, and formed an essential part of the act;
and that, accordingly, the spittle was the continens of the
objective healing virtue, by means of which it came into, and
remained actively in contact with, the organism. Comp.
Tholuck and Olshausen, who characterize the spittle as the
conductor of the healing wirtue; Lange also, who, however,
conjoins therewith the psychological action referred to above;
and even Nonnus, though he draws a very arbitrary distinction,
terming the spittle Avo{movoy, and the myAds, pacaddpor.
There is nothing against this mode of viewing the matter, in
the fact that Jesus used a medium in so few of His miracles
of healing, and in so many others employed no medium at all
(as also in the case of the blind men of Jericho, Matt. xx. 20 ff;
Mark x. 46 ff); for He must Himself have known when it
was necessary and when not, though no clearer insight into
the causal connection between the means and the result is
vouchsafed to us. We have no authority for attributing to
John a view of miracles which regarded them as mysteries,
and which prevailed at a later date (De Wette, comp. B.
Crusius) ; for with his christology he, least of all, would find
occasion for its adoption ; besides, that the procedure followed
in the case of this miracle was unique, and thus its speciality
was carefully substantiated by the judicial investigation which
grew out of the occurrence. According to Baur (comp. Ewald,
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as above), the miracle was performed in this circumstantial
way in order that it might wear the appearance of a work
done on the Sabbath; the supposition, however, is incorrect,
if for no other reason, because the healing by itself, apart
altogether from the circumstances attending it, was a breaking
of the Sabbath. Baur, indeed, regards the whole narrative,
notwithstanding the remarkable circumstantiality and naive
liveliness which mark it, as an dnwvention; so also Strauss,
Weiss, comp. the note after ver, 41, In harmony with his
view of the figurative design of the entire healing, Luthardt
(comp. also Godet) interprets the anointing with clay to mean :
“ He must become blind who wishes to receive sight” (the
sending to the pool of Siloam being intended to typify the
épxecfar wpos adrop, iii. 20 f). But interpretations of this
sort have no warrant in the text, and furnish at the same time
unintentional support to the unhistorical view of those who
treat the narrative as the mere vehicle of an idea,—a remark
which holds good against Hengstenberg, who, like Erasmus'®
and others, regards wrn\os, after Gen. ii. 7, as the symbol of
crcative influence, although in this case we have only to do
with an opening of the eyes (vv. 10, 14), and that by means
of a subsequent washing away of the myhés.—xal éméxproev
adrod 7. wyAov émi T. 8¢0. T. Tudprod] According to this
reading (see the critical note), adrod must be referred to the
sptttle of Jesus; He rubbed the ointment made of it and the
clay on the eyes of the blind man?—eis 79v xoAvpB.] not
dependent on Jmaye (comp. on Matt. ii. 23), which is not con-
nected with viras even by a xal (against Liicke and Winer),
but: Into the pool of Siloam, so that the mwnAds is washed
away wnlo the pool by the process of cleansing which takes
place on the edge of the basin. Comp. on the pregnancy of
this mode of expression, Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. il 2.10;
Winer, p. 387 [E.T. p. 517])—On the Pool Siloam (Foun-

! Erasmus, Paraplr, : ** paternum videlicet ac suum verius opificium referens,
quo primum homirem ex argilla humore macerata finxerat. Ejusdem autem
erat auctoris restituere quod perierat, qui condiderat quod non erat.” So sub-
stantially, also, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, Beza, and several others. Comp,
also Iren. 5, 15.

"Note the naive, attractive cireumstantiality which is characteristic of the
entive narrative,
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tain, Isa. viii. 6; Luke xiii. 4: Pool, Neh. iii. 15) and its
doubtful situation,—which, however, Robinson (IL p. 142 ff.),
following Josephus, re-discovered at the entrance of the Tyro-
poeum Valley, on the south-east side of Zion,—see Tobler, d.
Siloahquelle w. d. Oclberg, 1852, p. 1 ff.; Rodiger in Gesen.
Thes. II1. p. 1416 ; Leyrer in Herzog's Encykl. XIV. p. 371 ff.
The expression «ohvufB. o0 S\ denotes the pool formed by
the fountain Siloam (6 I\, Luke xiii. 4; Isa. viii. 6).—The
washing <n the pool of Siloam is mo more to be regarded as a
medicinal prescription than the application of the mn\és (the
Rabbinical traces of a healing virtue of the water relate to the
digestive organs, see Schoettgen), but was required by Jesus
for the purpose of allowing the clay the necessary time for
producing its effect, and, at the same time, this particular
water, the pool of Siloam, was mentioned as being nearest to
the scene of the action (in the vicinity of the temple, viii. 59,
ix. 1), and as certainly also well %nown to the blind man.
According to Lange, L. J. p. 635, the intention of Jesus, in
prescribing the sacred fountain of the temple, was to set mani-
festly forth the co-operation of Jehovak in this repeated Sabbath
act. But neither John nor the discussion that follows in
ver. 13 fi—in the course of which, indeed, the pool is not
once mentioned—betray the slightest trace of this supposed
mystery. This also in answer to the meaning imported by
Godet into the text, that Siloam is represented as the type of
all the blessings of which Christ is the reality, so that, in the
form of an action, Christ says, “ Ce gque Siloé est typiquement,
je le suis en réalité” This does not at all harmonize with the
narrative ; in fact, on such a view, the confused notion would
result, that the true Siloam sent the blind man to the typical
Siloam in order to the completion of his cure,—that the
Auntitype, in other words, sent him to the Type! — dwreo-
ralpévos] The name m%% (which even the LXX. and
Josephus give in Greek as 3iAwdu) denotes originally
missio (sc. aquaram), t.e. outflow ; but John, adopting a typical
etymology, renders it directly UH'?I?', missus, which in itself
was grammatically allowable, either after the analogy of 1i?!
(see Hitzig on Isa. viii. 6), so that the word would be 8
strengthened particip. Kal with a passive signification, or, in
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virtuo of the resolution of the dagesh forte in the particip.
Picl into yod (see Tholuck, Beitrage zur Spracherklar. p. 120 ff;
Ewald, Lchrb. d. Hebr. Spr. § 156 a.). He thus finds, namely,
in the name of the pool, a noteworthy typical reference, not
indeed to Christ, the messenger of God, the true Siloam (as
Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Corn. a Lapide, and many
other earlier commentators, also Schweizer, Ebrard, Luthardt,
Hilgenfeld, Lange, Hengstenberg, Briickner, Godet maintain),
but to the circumstance that the blind man was sent to this pool
by Christ. The pool of mb has the “nomen et omen” of this
sending away. The context naturally suggests nothing further
than this! Nonnus aptly remarks: #8wp oTeAhopévoro mpodh-
vopov éc céo moumis. Comp. Euth. Zigabenus: 8&wa 7ov
dmeaTakpévoy érei TéTe TPy, It is arbitrary with Wassen-
berg and Kuinoel to pronounce the entire parenthesis spurious
(it is absent only in Syr. and Pers. p.), a view to which Licke
also inclined, out of regard for John. But why should a
fondness for typical etymologies have been foreign to John ?
Comp. the much more peculiar example of Paul in Gal iv. 25.
Such things leave the pneumatic character of the evangelist
unaffected. — @wfjAfev] which he, being well acquainted
with the neighbourhood, was able to do without any one to
take him by the hand, Tvgrd mod/ (Eur. Hec. 1050), as,
indeed, many blind men are able in like manner to find their
way about alone. — 7A8¢] namely, to his dwelling, as is
indicated by the words of odv qeiroves which follow. Jesus
did not meet him again till ver. 35.

Vv. 8-12. Kail oi fcwpoivres, etc.] And they who before
had scen him that he was a beggar, the previous eye-witnesses
of his being a beggar. The xai gives the force of univer-
sality : and in general; the partic. praes. has the force of the
imperfect. — 6 kalnp. k. wpooait.] who is accustomed to sit
there and beg. They had known him for a long while as
occupied in no other way than in begging. — The peculiarly

' Not to the fact that in drewrerp., which wonld denote “freely flowing,
:“"ct"v:”ll'ﬂg." a deliverance from certain evils was found, as Ewald supposes. It
13 quite a mistake to suppose any allusion to the water of baptism (Calovius,
alter Ambrose, Jerome, and others); as also to identify the name with

N2 in Gen. xlix. 6 (Grotius). The simple and correct view is taken also by
Bengel, De Wette, and several others ; by Bacumlein with hesitation.
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vivid and detailed character of what follows renders it pro-
bable that John derived his information from the lips of the
man himself after he had become a believer. — Ver. 11.
dvfpwmos Aeyou. 'Inoois] “nescierat caecus celebritatem
Jesu,” is the opinion of Bengel and others. But he must
surely have learnt something more regarding his deliverer
than His mere name. The quondam blind man conducts
himself rather throughout the whole affair in a very impartial
and judicious manner, and for the present keeps to the simple
matter of fact, without as yet venturing on a further judgment.
— dvéBXeyra] may signify, I looked up (Mark xvi. 4; 2 Mace.
vii 25; Plat. Pol. vii. p. 515 C; Ax. p. 370 C; Xen. Cyr.
vi. 4. 9). So Liicke; but this meaning is inadmissible on
account of vv. 15, 18, which require, 7 became again seeing,
visum recepi. Comp. Matt. xi. 5; Tob. xiv. 2 ; Plat. Phaedr.
p- 243 B. As regards the man born blind, indeed, the ex-
pression is inexact, but rests on the general notion that even
one born blind has the natural power of sight, though he has
been deprived of its use from his very birth, and that he
rccovers it through the healing! — That the man is able to
give, at all events, the name of his benefactor, is intelligible
enough from the inquiries which he would naturally institute
after he had been healed. But the circumstance that whilst
at the outset he expresses no opinion regarding the person of
Jesus (see previously on &vfp. Aey. "Inc.), he notwithstanding
afterwards declares Him to be a Prophet (ver. 17), and One
sent of God (ver. 33), though he was first brought by Jesus
Himself to believe in Him as the Messiah in vv. 35 ff, is
entirely in keeping with the gradual nature of the develop-
ment through which he passed. Such a gradation is, indeed,
natural and necessary in some cases, whereas others differently
constituted are at once carried to the goal by the force of the
first impression received. This in opposition to Baur's sup-
position that the narrator designedly so framed his account

1 Comp. Grotius : * Nec male recipere quis dicitur, quod communiter tributum
hiumanae naturae ipsi abfuit.” In Pausanias, also (Messen. iv. p. 240), we read
of one who was born blind and received sight, &viBaeds. Comp. Evang. Nicod.
6, where the man born blind who there speaks says : iwifass ras ysipas ivi «
opfadpols pov, xai dvifidcya vapexpipa.
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that the miracle should be viewed as an &pyov Ocotr primarily in
its pure objectivity. — eis Tov 3 (Awdy] here the name of the
pool ; hence the Rec. has els 7. kohvpB. 7. 30\, —a correct gloss.

Ver. 13 f. "Ayovawv] These belong still to the persons
designated in ver. 8. They act thus because the healing had
taken place on the Sabbath (ver. 14), the violation of which
they, in their servile dependence, believed it to be their duty
not to conceal from the guardians of the law who riled over
the people. It does not, however, follow, from the fact that
there were no sittings of the courts on the Sabbath, that the
man was not brought on the day of the healing (so Liicke and
several others suppose), but that by mpos Tovs Papis. is
meant neither the Sanhedrim (Tholuck, Baeumlein), nor a
synagogal court (Liicke, Lange),! of which, moreover, the text
contains no notice (comp. vii. 45, xi. 47). Especially must it
be remembered that in John the Sanhedrim is never simply
designated o: Papigaior (not even vii. 47), but always oi
apyepeis «. oi Papio., or (vil. 32) in the reverse order. The
Pharisees as a corporate body are meant, and a number of them
might easily have come together at one of their houses to form
2 kind of sitting.—Tov woTé TupA.] A more precise definition
of adrov; see Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 342 [E. T. p. 400} —
Ver. 14 assigns the reason why they bring him. — 7ov wyAov)
the clay in question.

Vv. 15, 16. ITaney] Glancing back at the same question
asked by others (hence xal oi Pap.) in ver. 10. — wpov, ete.]
a clay He laid on mine eyes (uov émi 7. 6¢p0.), etc. Comp. on
xi. 32. Note how the man only states what he himself felt ;
hence there is no mention of the spittle. Compare already
ver. 11.— 387t 76 caBB. od Tnpei] A Rabbinical precept
specially forbids the anointing of the eyes with spittle on the
Sabbath. Maimonides Schabb. 21. Even if this were not yet
in existence or recognised as binding, still the general principle
was admitted that healing should take place on the Sabbath
solely in case of danger to life (Schoettgen and Wetstein ad
Matt. xii. 9). — &Aro:] who judged more candidly and con-
scientiously. Grotius well remarks: “ Qui nondum occaluerant.”

' Of such subordinate courts with twenty-three members there were two in
Jerusalem, See Saslschiitz, Mos. R. p. 601.
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They conclude from the miraculous element in the healing, so
far as it implied a special divine help, which would not be
vouchsafed to a sinner who disregarded God’s commands, that
there must be something peculiar in this action performed on
the Sabbath, rendering it unfair to pass the judgment in
question on its performer without further consideration. —
The Hyperbaton in the position, ok éaiv odros mwapd Oeod o
avfp., serves to lay stronger emphasis first on odros, and then
on mapa feov. Comp. in general Bernhardy, p. 460. —
ox{oua) comp. vii. 43.

Ver. 17. As there was such a difference of views among
those who were assembled, they feel it to be of importance to
ascertain the opinion of the man who had been healed. It
might lead to further light being thrown on the affair. The
subject of Néyovow is oi Papio., neither the Aostile among them
merely (Apollinarius and many others), nor the well-wishers
alone (Chrysostom and his followers). — wdAev] a repetition of
the question after ver. 15. — &7¢] els éxeivo, 67e; see on ii. 18,
Theodore of Mopsuestia well remarks : imép dv.—mpodprT79s)
who had shown Himself to be such by this miracle. Comp.
il 2,iv. 19, vi. 14, al. Thus the faith of the man became
clear and confirmed by the controversy of the Pharisees. And
he makes confession of what he up to this time believes.

Ver. 18. Observe that the mere verb is not again employed,
nor even oi Papicaios, but of "Tovdaloy, ie. the hostile hierar-
chical party among the assembled Pharisees, which now carries
on further proceedings. Comp. ver. 22. — ovx émwio7. placed
emphatically at the beginning of the verse.—o®»] as the
healed man had declared Him to be a prophet. They now
suspected the existence of a fraudulent understanding between
the two.— €ws 87ov] till they called, ete. Then first, after
these had come and made their declaration, were they unable
any longer to call the cure in question (vv. 26, 34). —avTob
ro1 avafBNéY.] of kim who had himself again become seeing,
concerning whom his own parents must surely know best.

Vv. 19-21. To the two questions put in ver. 19 exactly
corresponding answers are returped in vv. 20, 21 ; the second,
however, twice nesciendo. — dv Vuels Méyere] opposed to the
personal unbelief of the questioners ; v as in vi. 71. — T@5)
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how does it happen that ? — odw] as it is alleged that he was
born blind. — Ver. 20. wds 8¢ dpre BAémes, dryvoeiv Aéyovor,
$oBobuevor Tovs "Tovdalovs. "Efw rwbdlvov rxabiorivres éav-
Tovs, éml Tov Telepamevuévor mapaméumovoe T épbTIW, d
abomiaToTepor alrdy év T TowobTe LnTiipati, Euth. Zigabenus.
—nueis] opposed to the adrés . . . adrdv . . . alros, afterwards
thrice repeated, and asyndetically, with passionate emphasis.
Ahixlay Eyed] he himself is of full age; comp. Herod. 3. 36,
7. 18; Thuc. 8. 75; Polyb. 9. 23. 9, al. See Kypke, L
p. 387; Loesner, p. 150.—ad7os wepl adTod] he will Aim-
self speak concerning himself. adTol with the Spir. lenis.
Buttm. Neut. Gr. p. 97 f. [E. T. p. 112]).

Ver. 22. "H8n yap. avvetéf] for—so great cause had they
for that fear—the Jews had already agreed, had already coma
to an understanding with each other; conspiraverant, Vulgate.
Comp. Luke xxii. 5; Acts xxiii. 20; Thue. 4. 19; 1 Mace.
ix. 70 ; Ast, Lex. Plat. III. p. 340. The context does not
justify the assumption of a decree of the Sanhedrim to that
effect. The hope, however, was cherished of being able without
difficulty to convert the arrangement in question into a decree
of the Sanhedrim ; and the parents of the blind man might
easily have come to know of this. We can easily understand that
they should prefer exposing their son rather than themselves to
this danger, since they must have been certain that he would
not for the sake of his benefactor refuse to make the dangerous
confession. — {va] that which they had agreed on is conceived
as the ¢ntention of their agreement. Comp. @€iody iva in Dem.
de Cor, 155 (see Dissen on the passage), and Négelsbach on
the Iliad, p. 62, ed. 3. — émoovvdy. vér.] Exclusion from
the fellowship of the synagogue, and in connection therewith
from the common intercourse of life, was probably at this time
the sole form of excommunication. See on Luke vi. 22.

Vv. 24, 25. 4os 8ofav 7. Oed] “Speciosa praefatio,”
Bengel ; for they expect a declaration prejudicial to Jesus, such
as the man had hitherto refused to make, and therefore employ
this sacred and binding requirement to declare the truth, by
which God would be honoured, inasmuch as to speak the truth
was to show reverence to Him. Comp. Josh. vii. 19; Esr. x. 11;
3 Esr.ix.8.-—speis ol8apev,etc.] This assertion of hierarchical
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authority {(fuels with emphasis) was intended to overawe the
man, and give a bias to his judgment. In vain. With cautious
reticence he prudently refers them simply to what had actually
happened ; this alone was known to him (comp. Soph. O. C.
1103 : ok oida mAgv &); but not whether, etc.—TUPAds dv]
being blind,namely,in his natural state, from birth. Comp. iii.13.

Vv. 26, 27. As they are unable to attain their end, they
return to the question as to the How? (comp. ver. 15) in
order conclusively to establish the fact in the course of
this second examination of the man. He, however, with his
straightforward, honest mind (év7p d3évnTos, Nonnus), becomes
irritated, and even embittered, at this repeated interrogation.
— kai oVx RrovaaTe] is taken as a declaration: and ye have
not listened thereto (taken heed). It would correspond better,
however, to the naive character of the man, and to the liveli-
ness of his irritation, as also to the succeeding drxoveww, which
denotes simply “ hear,” if we were to take it as a question:
And have you not heard it? — (] why, as you surely must
have heard it.— u#n xal Opels] surely mot you also, like
others. To the 8élesw, etc., would correspond the effort to be
convinced of the reality of the miracle that had been per-
formed. Chrysostom, Bengel, and several others, consider that
xad indicates that the blind man confessed himself to be one
of His disciples, or that it was his intention to become one.
His development, however, had not yet advanced so far. See
vv. 35, 36. But that his benefactor had disciples about Him
(ver. 2), he must certainly have learnt from others.

Vv. 28, 29. '’EXo0:84p.] as preliminary to the following
words. Passionate outburst in an unrighteous cause.— o¥
el paf’ éx] They had been unable to get out of him any
declaration against Jesus, and regarded his behaviour, there-
fore, as a taking part with Christ. Bengel aptly remarks on
éxeivov: “ Hoc vocabulo removent Jesum a sese.” Comp. on
vii 11. — Ver. 29. 7pueis] once again with proud emphasis.
— Muwia7] has the emphasis in opposition to Tofrov, which
thus receives the more contemptuous a meaning (vi. 42, and often).
— 7dfey éaTiv] ie by whom he is sent. Comp. viii. 14.

Vv. 30-33. The passionateness of the Jews now emboldens
the man to make a further confession (ver. 17). — év qdp ToUTQ
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ro (see the critical notes) Qavu. éoriv] Why, herein (in
this state of the case) is a marvellous thing, that ye know not
Sfrom whence He 1s, and (that) He hath opened mine eyes. The
force of the favuactév lies in kal dvépfe, ete., in virtue of the
groundless nature of that ignorance to which actual testimony
was thus borne; see vv. 31-33. Concerning a man who has
done that, ye ought surely to know, etc. ~dp, “ respicit ad
ea, quae alter antea dixerat, et continet cum affirmatione con-
clusionem, quae ex rebus ita comparatis facienda sit,” Klotz,
ad Devar. p. 242. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 22. It is often thus
used, especially when “ miratio rei aut aliorum incredulitatis
adsignificatur,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 332. Comp. Xen.
Mem. iv. 2. 6. — vpets] Ye people, who ought to know this
best. — Ver. 31. The man now proves to them, onwards to
ver. 33, how clearly it is evident from the act of Jesus that
He is no sinner (ver. 16), but a pious man, yea, a man sent of
God. He begins his proof with a major premiss, which he
postulates as universally conceded and known (oi8auev, Job
xxvil. 9, xxxv. 13; Ps. lzvi. 18, cix. 7; Prov. xv. 29 ; Isa.
i. 15), and which rests on the idea that miracles are answers
to prayer (comp. xi. 41 ff.; Mark vii. 34). A sufficient reason
for not assuming that Jesus actually pronounced a prayer
aloud in performing the miracle (as Ewald thinks), is the
silence of John, who would scarcely have omitted this detail
from a narrative so minute as this. Ver. 32. Minor premiss;
then in ver. 33, conclusion, both in popular form. — o¥8ér]
effect nothing—is restricted by the connection to miraculous
deeds such as the one here recorded.

Ver. 34. Thou wert born with thy whole nature laden with
sin, so that nothing in thee is pure from sins; but thou art
entirely, through and through, a born reprobate. They enter-
tain the same prejudice regarding sinfulness before birth (not
of the parents) to which the disciples had previously given
expression (ver. 2}, and make here a spiteful application thereof.
Comp. on 8X\os, xiii. 10. The notion of “ heightened original
sin” (Hengstenberg, after Ps. 1i. '7) is not appropriate to the
connection, as the inference from being born blind implies
apaprias committed before birth—Note the contemptuous

! Nonnus : edyyoeve; euaiaxineir ipziadn; dhog dvip.
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emphasis of the o¥ ... ¢0. — 8:8dax. Hu] The emphasis
rests here, not on 8uddox., but on #uds: dost thou comport
thyself as our teacher 2 —éEéBaX. abr. &fw] not a designa-
tion of excommunication (Olshausen, De Wette, Tholuck,
Baeumlein, and many older commentators), as no sitting of
the Sanhedrim had taken place; and, besides, how indefinite
a mode of designating the matter would it be! although
éxBdaMew is frequently used by Thucydides, Xenophon, and
others to denote exile. Comp. also 3 John, ver. 10. As the
context suggests nothing else, and as there is not a hint of a
sentence of excommunication, which might perhaps have been
pronounced a few days later in the synagogue (Ewald), we
must simply explain: they cast him out. Significant enough
as the final result of the hostile and passionate discussion.
Comp. Chrysostom, Nonnus, and Theophylact, who, however,
transfers the scene to the femple. The remark of Maldonatus
is correct: “ex loco, in quo erant.” Comp. Bengel, Dem.
1566. 11; Acts vii. 58.

Vv. 535, 36. The inner connection is formed, not by the
thought that Jesus, when He had heard, etc., wisked to confer
on the man rich compensation (Chrysostom and several others) ;
but, as the question o¥ mioTedes, ete., shows (thou believest
on the Son of God ? which presupposes an afirmative reply),
Jesus heard of his being cast out, inferred therefrom that the
man had confessed Him to be the Messiah, and therefore asked
when He met him, ete. The conclusion which Jesus arrived at
wasg substantially correct ; for he who had been born blind had
confessed regarding Him that He was mapa feod, although the
man did not yet consciously associate with this more general
predicate a dcfintte reference to the Messiah. Liicke finds in
migTevers merely the inclination to believe; were this, how-
ever, its force, we must have had 6é\eis mioTedew, or some other
similar mode of expression. Like mioTedw in ver. 38, miaTeders
Lere also denotes actual faith, namely, in the manifested Mes-
siah.—The words Tov viov 7. feot' must be taken, not in
their metaphysical (Olshausen, Ebrard), but simply in their
theocratic signification (comp. i. 50), as the man who had been

V r. ity Tou évfpdwou (see the critical notes) Jesus could not have expected
the Llind man to understand, as included in this question,
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born blind, to whose notions Jesus had to accommodate Him-
gelf, could and did only understand this at the time. That
Jesus, however, on His side, and for Humself, entertained the
higher view, must be taken for granted. — Ver. 36. Surprised
by this question, and quickly taking it as a point of connec-
tion, the man puts a counter-question, which was designed to
show that he is unable as yet to believe in the Messiah, though
ready to do so as soon as he shall know Him. With regard
to xai Tis éare, comp. xiv. 22, and on Mark x. 26. —{va]
Design of the inquiry, asin i. 22.

Vv. 37, 38. Kal ... xai] thou hast actually seen Him, and,
etc. Comp. onvi. 36. The substantial meaning of the second
clause is: and hearest Him speak with thee; but it has a more
concrete and lively turn. — éwpaxas] refers to the present
interview, not to a former one; for he had not seen Jesus
whilst the act of healing was being performed, and he had not
returned to Him from Siloam (see on ver. 7). The use of the
perf. as the present, of completed action (thou hast a view of
Him), need not surprise (Bernhardy, p. 378).—éxeivos éorev]
éxetvos is not predicate (Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschrift, 1859,
p- 416); but, as John's very favourite manner is, subject, demon-
stratively comprehending the foregoing participial designation
of the same, as in i. 18, 33, v.11. Comp. 2 Cor. x. 18. So
also in the Classics, although they more frequently use odros
in this way (see Kriiger on Thue. 2. 15. 4). The connection
alone, then, shows whether the person intended is some one
else, or, as in this case, and in xix. 35, the speaker himself,
who presents himself objectively as a third person, and thus
introduces himself to the individual addressed with special
emphasis. At the same time, the force of éxeivos is not thus
transformed into that of idem or ipse! — kvgie] “jam augus-

1 In relation to the erroneous assertion that ixsives in xix. 35 betrays an author
different from the Apostle John (see on the passage), the Johannine use of the
word was discussed at length by Steitz in d. Stud. u. Krit. 1859, p. 497 fI. ;
Buttmann in the same journal for 1860, p. 505 ff. ; and thon again by Steitz in
the Stud. u. Krit. for 1861, p. 368 ff. These controversial discussions (see, finally,
Steitz in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1862, p. 264 ff.) were in so far unnecessary, as
the use of ixuives in John does not deviate from the genuine Greek usage; and as

the context of xix. 35 shows, as clearly as that of the present passage that the

berson who speaks is pointed to, being presented objectively as though he were a
third person,



%S THE GOSPEL OF JOHN,

tiore sensu ita dicit, quam dixerat,” ver. 36, Bengel. — mpoce-
xUvnoev adT@] John uses mpoaxuvelv solely of divine worship,
iv. 20 ff, xii. 20. The man was seized by the feeling—as
vet indeed vague and indistinct—of the divine 8¢fa, the bearer
ot which, the Messiah, the object of his newly awakened faith
and confession, stands before him. The higher conception of
o vios 7. feot has struck him.

Ver. 39. An Ozymoron, to which Jesus (comp. 1 Cor. i.
18 ff), seeing at His feet the man born blind, and now endued
not only with bodily, but also with spiritual sight, gives utter-
ance with profound emotion, addressing Himself, moreover,
not to any one particular person (hence elmer without the
addition of a person, comp. i. 29, 36), but to those around
Him in general. From among these the Pharisees then (ver.
40) come forward to reply. The compact, pregnant sentence
is uttered irrespectively of the man who had been blind, who
also in a higher sense appears in ver. 36 as still uy B\émwy,
and in ver 38 as BAémwv. — els kpipa] telically, i.e. to this
end, as is clear from the more exact explanation {va, etc., that
follows. This xpipa’ is an end, though not the wultimate end,
of the appearance of Jesus. Me came to bring about, as a
matter of fact, a judicial decision ; He came, namely, in order
that, by means of His activity, those who see not might see, 1.c.
in order that those who are conscious of the lack of divine
truth (comp. the poor in spirit in Matt. v. 3) might be
illumined thereby, and they who sece might become blind (not
merely : apparcant caeci, as Grotius and several others explain),
z.e. those who fancy themselves to be in possession of divine
truth (comp. Luke xi. 52 ; Matt. xi. 25; Rom. ii. 19; 1 Cor.
i 21, iii 18), might not become participators therein; but
(comp. Isa. vi. 9 £ be closed, blinded, and hardened against it
(like the self-conceited Pharisees). The point of the saying
lies in this: that o uy BAémovres is subjective, and BAémwot
djective ; whereas ol BAémovres is subjective, and Tudoi yévwyTas

1 On this accentuation of xsixa, see Lobeck, Paral. p. 418 ; comp., however,
Lipsius, grammat. Unters. I. p. 40. — The word itself is used by John only in
this place. It denotes, not the trial which is held, the judicial procedure (xpiass),
but its result, the judicial sentence which is pronounced, the decision of the
court, what is judicially measured out, etc, Hence »piue rauBénw, farrd{wy, etc.
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oljective! — kpipa is neither merely separation (Castalio, Corn.
a Lapide, Kuinoel, De Wette, and several others), nor equivalent
to katdkptots (Ammonius, Euth. Zigabenus, Olshausen); but
what Christ here says regarding Himself is a matter of fact,
a retributive judicial arrangement, affecting both sides accord-
ing to the position they take up relatively to Him. Hence
there is no contradiction with iii. 17, viii. 15, xii. 47. Comp.
also Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 186 f.  If, with Godet, we understand
ol p7) BAémovtes and ol SBAémovres of those who have not and
those who have the knowledge of the Jewish law, we must
refer BAémwoe and Tudhol to the divine truth which Christ
reveals. A twofold relation is thus introduced, to which the
words Aéyete 7i BNémopev, ver. 41, are also opposed.

Ver. 40. Pharisees were no doubt in His company, whose
object was to mark all the more carefully His further behaviour
after the performance of the miracle, not apostate disciples
of Jesus (Cbrysostom, Euth. Zigabenus), or adherents of a
Pharisaic spirit (Lange). See x. 6, 21. They imagine that,
in conformity with the opinion which Jesus entertains regard-
ing them, He must needs reckon them among the un B\émovres ;
and they fail altogether to perceive that, according to the sense
in which He used the expression,—which, however, they do
not understand,—He must include them among the BAémorres.
That they, the wise men of the nation, should be un BAémovres
or Tupro; (comp. Matt. xv. 14), seems to them, in their
conceit, so astonishing and singular, that they ask: But we
also are surely not blind 2 The Pharisees did not understand
Jesus to be speaking of physical blindness (Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, and several others), because
otherwise they would certainly not have put such a question.

VIt is true, indeed, that the wn Brixevris are susceptible, and the Saizorres
unsusceptible ; but this was not determined by the consideration that the former
believed without seeing, whilst the latter refused to believe, notwithstanding all
they had seen of Jesus (see Baur, p. 179) ; on the contrary, the susceptibility of
the one and the unsusceptibility of the other were rooted in their inner relation
to Christ, which is necessarily moral, and the result of free self-determination.
Indeed, egninst the view now controverted, ver. 41 alone is decisive, apart even
from the mysterious designation of the matter by a circumstance occurring in
connection with it. Comp. Delitzsch, Psych. p. 162. —On wa Brixisy, to be

blind, comp. Soph. 0. C. 73; O. R. 302; see also Xen, Mem. i. 3. 4. Oa
Tvparss in the figurative sense, see Soph. 0. R. 371.
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Ver. 41. Alas! Jesus intends to say, Ye are not Dllind.
Were ye blind (as I intended the u) BAémovres in ver. 39),
that is, people who are conscious of being destitute of the
true knowledge,' then ye would be without sin, ie your un-
belief in me would not be sinful, just because it would
involve no resistance to divine truth, but would simply imply
that ye had not yet attained thereunto, a result for which ye
were not to blame. But now ye assert we sce (profess to. be
possessors of divine truth); the consequence whereof is, that
your sin remaineth (is not removed),® z.. that your unbelief in
me not only s sinful, but also this, your sin continues to exist,
remains undestroyed (avefaheimros uéver, Theodoret, Heracleon),
because your conceit is a perpetual ground for rejecting me,
so that you cannot attain to faith and the forgiveness of sin,
“ Dicendo videmus, medicum non quaeritis,” Augustine, “Si
diceretis : caect sumus, visum peteretis et peccatum jam desiis-
set,” Bengel  According to Liicke (so also substantially
Baeumlkein), whom J. Miiller follows (Zekre v. d. Sinde, L. p.
286, ed. 5), the meaning is: “ Were you blind, 7.¢. without
the capability of knowledge, there would be no sin (guilt) in
your unbelief; you would then be unable to believe with
knowledge. But so long as you say, notwithstanding all your
blindness, We see, and therefore do not put away your con-
ceited self-deception, so long your unbelief cannot depart, but
must remain.” Against this view are the following objections :
1. Tudnrol, because answering to wn BAémovres in ver. 39,
cannot denote incapacity for knowledge; 2. The antithesis
Aéyere S1e PAém. suggests for Tudhoi, not the objective, but
the subjective meaning; 3. ‘Apapria is thus taken in
different senses in the two halves. Other imported meanings
are: Were you blind, like the multitude which you regard
as blind, perhaps you would have no sin, etc. (Ewald, as
though besides dv John had written also 7dya or lows); or
(Hengstenberg), if ye suffered merely from the simple blind-
ness of the human race, which is blind from birth, ye would

! Not, physically blind, as Nonnus, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, and
peveral others here, as well as in ver. 40, after the example of Chrysostom,
wroogly understand.

2 Not, ““ The sin remains yours” (Ewald). Comp. xv. 16.
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have no sin of decisive significance, no unpardonable sin; as
though there were the slightest reference to anything of the
kind ! Substantially correct are Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, and
several others ; comp. Luthardt and Ebrard ; still oix dv ely.
ap. ought not to be transposed into, “ then would your sin
forgive you.” The explanation of Godet is a natural conse-
quence of his interpretation of ver. 39, but founders on the
words Aéyere 6Ti BAémoper.!

OBSERVATION.—The absence from the Synoptics of the miracle
performed on the man born blind ought to have found its ex-
planation simply in the circumstance that it did not take place
1 the (Galilean) sphere of the synoptic narrative, and ought not
to have been made the ground of an attack on its historical cre-
dibility, as was done by Strauss (who compares the healing of
Naaman in 2 Kings v. 10) ; by Weisse (who derives the narra-
tive, by means of a misunderstanding, from ver. 39); and by
Baur (who regards this story as the intensified expression of
the healings of the blind recorded by the synoptists, p. 245 £.);
whilst Gfrorer, on the contrary, content with asserting the
presence of unhistorical additions, comes to a conclusion dis-
advantageous to the synoptists.—According to Baur (p. 176 ff.),
the narrative of the miracle was definitely and intentionally
shaped, so as to set forth faith in ils pure objectivity, the suscep-
tibility to the divine as it is affected by the pure impression of
the divine element in the ya #:05, even when it is not yet aware
who is the subject of these épyw. “It clings to the thing itself;
and the thing itself is so immediately divine, that in the thing,
without knowing it, one has also the person.” In such wise are
arbitrary, and not even relevant (see Briickner), abstractions
from history converted into the ground of history. Ammon
makes the occurrence a natural healing of an inflammation of
the eyes ! a counterpart to the converse travesty of some of the
Fathers, who express the opinion that the blind man lacked eyes
altogether, and that Jesus formed them out of the =aré¢, as God
at fiist formed man from the earth (see especially Irenaeus,
Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Nonnus); comp. on ver. 6 f.

V¢ S'ils appartenaient @ la multitude ignorante, leur incrédulité o U'égard de
Jésus pourrait w’étre qu'une affaire d’entrainement (it would be merely a sin against
the Son of man) ; mais éclairds, comme ils le sont, par la connaissance de la
pevole de Dieu, c'cst sciemment, qu'ils rejettent le Messie™ (this is a sin against.
the Holy Ghost). In this case, however, Jesus must have said : vev 3 Baiwsm,
not »iv 3 Aiysrs dmi Brimoun, which Godet, it is true, regards merely as an
allusion to the question in ver. 40 ; whilst in reality it is the key to the correct
understanding of the entive passage.
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CHAPTER X.

VER. 3. zaxei] A B.D. L X. N Curss. Cyr.: pwe?  Recom-
raended by Griesb., accepted by Lachm. and Tisch. Correct;
the following xas’ évoua was the occasion of writing the more
definite word alongside, whence it was then introduced into the
text. — Ver. 4. ¢a id1a 7péBara] Lachm. and Tisch.: r& idia
=dvra, after B. D. L. X. 8** Cursives, Copt. Sahid. Cyr. Lucif.
Cant. wdwra, after the preceding occurrence of the word,
passed mechanically over into #péBara.—Ver. 5. dxorovdfowssv)
Lachm. and Tisch.: &xohovdioouew, after preponderating testi-
mony ; the Indicat. was displaced by the usual conjunct. —
Ver. 8. wdvreg] is omitted in D. Cant. Ver. Foss. Didym., and
mpo twos 18 absent from E. F. G. M. S. U. A. R.* Cursives, Verss.
the Fathers. The omission of wdires is to be explained from
its being superfluous; and that of @b éuel, which Tisch. has
deleted, from the Gnostic and Manichaean misuse of the pas-
sage in opposition to the Old Testament. — The place of pb
émod after 726ev 1s decisively attested (Elz, Scholz.: before
7740v). — Instead of r/dne.y, ver. 11, didwow (Tisch.) is too feebly
attested. So also d/dwus, ver. 15.—Ver. 12. v& wpéBara after
ozopw. is wanting in B. D. L. &. Cursives, Verss. Lucif. ; bracketed
by Lachm. and suppressed by Tisch. But why should it have
been added ? Appearing as 1t would altogether superfluous, it
might easily be passed over.— Ver. 13. ¢ 8 prodwr. pebysi]
wanting in B. D. L. & Cursives, Verss. Lucif.; bracketed by
Lachm., rejected even by Rinck, and deleted by Tisch. But
how easily might the eye of a copyist pass at once from ¢ &
wich. 1o &rs pi0d., 5o that ¢ 8¢ wied. pebyer was omitted. This ex-
planation is suggested further by A.*, which omits wisd. pedyes
ir.— Ver. 14. yivdoropasr bwd rav éudv] B.D. L &, most of
the Verss. Cyr. Epiph. Nonn.: ywdexovsiv ue ré éud. Recom-
mended by Griesbach, accepted by Lachm. and Tisch. This
active turn is a transformatipn in harmony with the following
verse, in which also there is no passive expression. — Ver. 16.
The position 8s7 we (Lachm. and Tisch.) is strongly supported,
but would easily suggest itself as the more usual instead of u
oc7.—yevfoeras) B.D. L. X. and some Verss. : yevisorras. Mechani-
cally introduced after the preceding plural form, — Ver. 18.
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a’pes] Tisch.: %po, only after B. x* — Ver. 26. Instead of o3
ydp we must read, with Tisch., é obx, after B. D. L. X. &. Curss.
Or. Cyr. Chrys.— xadwg elwov U] wanting in B. K. L. M.* &.
Curss. Verss. and Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm. The apparent
incongruity caused the omission. — Ver. 29. 3¢ dédwxe] D.:
6 dedwnde. A stylistic alteration. B.L.&* Copt. Sahid. Vulg.
It. Goth. Tert. Hil.: & d¢duxer. A, B. X. It. Vulg read weifov
afterwards. The latter is to be regarded as original, and because
the neuter was not understood relatively to 6 zur#p as the source
of the alteration, § déidwxev— Ver. 33. Aéyovreg]is, with Lachm.
and Tisch., after preponderating testimony, to be deleted.—
Ver. 38. wiovcbnre] Tisch.: morelere, after inadequate evidence
for this irregularity, especially as assrebers precedes and follows;
for instead of the following arsrcboare, decisive evidence
renders it necessary, with Tisch., to read migrebire. —ive yrare
xwl misreboqre] Lachm. and Tisch. : fe yvire x. ywdoxnre, after
B. L. X. Curss. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Aeth. and some Fathers.
Correctly ; not being understood after yvare, yivasr. was altered
into misreds. — abr@] B. D. L. X. 8. Curss. and most of the Verss,,
2lso Or. Athan. and others, have & surpi. Recommended by
Griesbach, accepted by Lachm. and Tisch. With such decided
witnesses in its favour, justly; for the emphasis lying in the
repetition of the word might easily escape the copyists. —
Ver. 42. #xei] Decisive evidence assigns it its place after airiv.
So also Lachm. and Tisch.

Ver. 1.} The new chapter ought to have begun with ix. 35 ;
for x. 1-21 constitute one act with ix. 35-41, as is evident
both from the circumstance that x. 1 ff. follow immediately
without the slightest indication of a change having taken place,
and also from ver. 6 (comp. ix. 41). The parable is therefore
still addressed to the Pharisees of chap. ix.; as ver. 21 also
shows by the reference which it contains to the healing of
the blind man. — duny éuny, etc.] After the punitive
words of ix. 41, Jesus now, with solemn earnestness, and
through the medium of a parable, unveils to them how their
hostile relation to Him, in rejecting Him, whilst at the same
time regarding themselves as the leaders of the people of God,
necessarily made them the corrupters of the nation. His
discourse proceeds, however, without any objection or contra-

! On the parnble, see Fritzsche in Fritzschior. Opusc. p. 1 L. ; Voretzsch,
Diss. de John x. 1-18, Altenb. 1838,
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diction being raised by His opponents; for they did not
understand the figure, ver. 6 ; many also fail to understand
the explanation, and despise the speaker as crazy (ver. 20);
whilst others, again, yield to the impression made by the
penetrating truth of His words (ver. 21). It happened,
accordingly, that Jesus was able to carry out the beautiful
allegory (ver. 6) in all its detail, without interruption, as it
were in one breath; and had therefore, at its close, nothing
further to do than to let the words spoken produce their
natural impression. Their primary effect was a division
among His hearers (ver. 19), in accordance with ix. 39 ; such
as had already showed itself in ix. 16. — 0 u7 elagepyopevos,
etc.] The flocks of sheep spent the night in a fold (adAg,
) surrounded by a wall, at whose gate an under-shepherd
(o Bupwpos, ver. 3) kept watch during the night. See espe-
cially Bochart, Hreroz. 1. p. 482, ed. Rosenm. Opposed to the
elaepyou. 8ia 7. fvpas (the emphasis lies on the last word) is
the dvaBaiver déAhayobev, who gets up (on to the wall, for
the purpose of coming into the ady, over it) from elsewhere,
zc. from another direction than that indicated by the gate.
There is only one gate. On éAAaxyofev, which is equivalent
to the old classical dAhofev, see Ael. H. 4. 7. 10; V. H. 6.
2; 4 Macc. 1. 7.— xAémt. & ApoTis] Thief and robber;
a climactic strengthening of the idea (Bornemann, Scholia in
ZLucam, p. xxx.; Lobeck, Paralip. p. 60 f.); the individual fea-
tures, however, of the soul-destroying, selfish procedure thus
indicated (Ezek. xxxiv. 8; Mal. ii. 8; Jer. xxiii. 1) are not to be
dissevered. — For the explanation of the figure we must note,—
(1) The adry T@v mpoBdrey is the Church of the people of
God, whose members are the wmpéBara (comp. Ps. xxiii,
Ixxvii. 21, xev. 7, c. 3), conceived in their totality as the
future community of the Messianic kingdom (xxi. 16f);
comp. Matt. xxv. 32, consequently as to their theocratic destina-
tion (ideally). It is in itselt correct, indeed, as to substance,
to assume a reference to the predestinated (Augustine, Lampe)
(though not in the Augustinian sense); but in form it intro-
duces something foreign to the context. (2) The 8¥pa is
not to be left without its proper signification (Liicke, De
Wette) ; nor to be taken as denoting in general the legitimus
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orco, the divine calling, the approach ordained by God, and the
like (Maldonatus, Tholuck, Luthardt, Briickner, Hengstenberg,
Godet, and several others); but Christ Himself is the door;
indeed, He Himself in ver. 7 expressly thus interprets the
point, because His hearers had failed to understand it The
true leaders of the theocratic people can enter on their voca-
tion in no other way than through Him; He must qualify
and commission them ; He must be the mediator of their
relation to the sheep. Quite a different position was taken
up by the Pharisees; independently of Him, and in an un-
believing and hostile spirit towards Him, they arrogated to
themselves the position of the leaders of the people of God. It
is thoroughly arbitrary to assume that Jesus did not here intend
by the figure of the gate to denote Himself, notwithstanding
the distinct declaration contained in ver. 9. Chrysostom,
Ammonius, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, and several others,
have perversely interpreted the doors of the Holy Scriptures.
“Ipse textus addit imagini interpretationem qua contenti
simus,” Melancthon.

Vv. 2, 3. Iowutv] Shepherd, without article gqualita-
tively ; it characterizes such a one, not specially as the owner
(the antithesis to the hireling first appears in ver. 12), but in
general, in opposition to the robber.— 6 Bvpwpos dvolyer)
belongs to the description of the legitimate mode of entering,
and is not intended to have any special explanation; for
which reason also no further notice is taken of it in vv. 7, 8.
It must not, therefore, be explained either of God (Calvin,
Maldonatus, Bengel, Tholuck, Ewald, Hengstenberg, following
vi. 44f); or of the Holy Spirit, Acts xiii. 2 (Theodoret,
Heracleon, Ruperti, Aretius, Corn. a Lapide, and several
others, also Lange); or of Christ (Cyril, Augustine); or of
Moses (Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Euth. Zigabenus,
Luther, following Deut. xviii. 15); or of Jokn the Baptist
(Godet, after i. 7). He enters into the fold, and the sheep hear
His voice (His call, His address, His appeal) ; they listen to it
as to the voice which is known to them (comp. ver. 4). Comp.
the shepherd’s cry to his flock, “ oirra,” in Theocr. iv. 46,

! Comp. Ignat. ad Philad. 9, where Christ is termed fpa woi warsis; also
Herw. Past, 3; Sim. 9. 12,
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viil. 69.— & wp6Bava) are the sheep in the fold generally.
It was common for several flocks to pass the night in one
fold; and their shepherds, because they come every morning
to lead out the individual flocks, are known to all the sheep
in the fold. On the contrary, 7a {8ia wpoBata are the
sheep which belong to the special flock of him who has entered;!
these he calls «a7t &vopa, 2.e not merely dvopact! (that
would be merely &voua, or dvouarti, or én’ dvoparos, Polyb. 5.
35. 2,11, 15. 1), but distributively — by their names, each
by its name, éx Tis €ls €xacTov dxpas ¢povridos, Euth. Ziga-
benus. To give to the individual animals of their flock a
name was mnot an unusual custom among the shepherds of
ancient times. See Inferpp. ad Theocr. 5. 101 ; Pricaeus on
the passage. In Lange’s view (Leben Jesu, I1. p. 955) the i8ca
mpoB. are the favourite sheep (image of the elect), the bell-
wethers, which are followed by the whole flock (r& wpéBara,
ver. 4). This is incorrect; for, on the one hand, {éia alone
would not sufficiently support this notion (comp. ver. 12);
and on the other, éumpocfev mopedeTar and dwolovdei, ver. 4,
are so completely correlate, that adrév and & wpoBata must
necessarily be the same: at all events, arois must otherwise
have been used instead of adTw, ver. 4. — éfdyec] to pasture,
vv. 9, 10. Looking back to ix. 34, 22, Godet imports into
the words the idea of separation from the old theocracy, which
is devoted to ruin? Such a thought is contained neither in
the words (Polluz, i 250) nor in the context.

Ver. 4. And when ke hasbrought out all his own sheep (those
belonging to Ais flock), and so forth. He leaves none behind
(wdvra, see the critical note). éxBdAy pictures forth the
manner of the éédyew. He lays hold on the sheep which he
has called to him, and biings them out to the door.— The

! Into the beautiful gencral figure of =& #pifare, the word #2:z introduces a
special, individual elcment, which makes it all the richer snd more telling. It
has been incorrectly maintained (by Bengel, Luthardt, Hengstenberg, and
others), that although dia is first associated with #4iBxra when it occurs for the
sccond time, the =pifara which hear must necessarily be the same as those
which are afterwards described as s& 13ia wpéfara, These latter are no doubt
among the wpsfara which hear ; but it is only =& iz that the shepherd calls by
pame, and so forth. Thus the particular Church belongs to the Universal.

* Similarly even Luther: It denotes the Christian freedom from the low and
judgment,”
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idea, which is symbolically set forth in vv. 3 and 4, is that of
the living, loving fellowship which subsists between the leaders
of the people of God, whom Christ has appointed, and Christ
Himself, for the satisfaction of the spiritual needs of the
Church, both in general and in particular.

Ver. 5. "AMoTpip 8¢, etc] A4 stranger, however, who
does not belong to them as their shepherd. It is not exclu-
sively the dvaBalvovres dA\ay. of ver. 1 who are here
intended, but every other ome in general who is mot their
shepherd. The fellowship referred to in vv. 3 and 4 is
portrayed according to its exclusive nature. — o¥ u7y dxolov-
@rjoova tv] future (see the critical note), as in viii. 12. It is
not prophetical (Lampe : of the “cathedra Mosis plane deser-
enda,” comp. Luthardt), but describes what will be the result of
the intervention of a stranger. The sheep will certainly not
follow, but flee from him.

Vv. 6, 7. Ilapoipia]l Every species of discourse that
deviates from the common course (ofuos) ; hence in the classi-
cal writers especially—proverh (Plat. Soph. p. 261 B; Soph.
Aj. 649 ; Ael N. H. 12. 22; Lucian, Nigr. 1. 37; comp. 2
Pet. ii. 22). It denotes here, as corresponding to the Hebrew
S, if we define the conception more exactly, mot parable
(because it is nmot a history), but allegory (see Wilke, Rhetor.
p. 109). Suidas: % wapoipia éati Noyos dmwoxpudos 8¢ érépov
mpodnhov onuaiopevos. — The Pharisees do mnot understand
the meaning of what He thus allegorically delivered to them,
and therefore (ofw, ver. 7) Jesus sees Himself compelled to
begin again (wdMw), and to explain to them, first of all, the
main potnt on which the understanding of the whole depended,
namely, how the door in ver. 1 is to be understood. It is
incorrect, accordingly, with most recent commentators (also
Hengstenberg and Godet), to say that we have a second
parable with a different turn; if Christ had not intended even
in ver. 1 to describe Himself as the 8ipa, He would only have
confused His hearers in ver. 7, instead of clearing matters up.
— €éyw] with great emphasis. — 7dv mwpoBaTwy] to the sheep,
a8 is required by ver. 1; not, through which the sheep enter
tnto the fold (Chrysostom, Euth. Zigabenus, Wolf, Lampe,
Fritzsche, Ebrard, Hengstenberg, Baeumlein, Godet, and
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others), so that Jesus characterizes Himself as the tulorem ae
nutritorem of the sheep (Fritzsche). Christ, however, is the
door to the shecp, so far as the true spiritual leaders of the
people of God receive through Him the qualification and
appointment to their vocation. See on ver. 1.

Ver. 8. See Ewald, Jahsb. ix. p. 40 ff. The actual anti-
thesis to the éyw eiue 3 fvpa is formed by the many who
had come forward to be the teachers and leaders of the people
of God, without connecting their working with Christ. He
describes them from the point of view of the ¢ime at which
they came forward before me; they came forward before
Christ had appeared as the door to the sheep; they had
developed their power and activity since the time of the
second temple, in a way that gradually grew more and more
pernicious, and they formed now the party of Aierarchical,
specially Pharisaical, antagonists of Christ. The members of
this hicrarchical caste are intended; the expression used by
Christ, however, is popular, and not to be pressed as hard and
unhistorical (Hase); the use of the present elo?, moreover,
gives it a living relation to the leaders of the people, as they
then actually were before his eyes. On the other hand,
passages like vii. 19, v. 39, 45, iv. 22, exclude even the possi-
bility of a reference to Moses and the prophets; hence the
inadmissibility of Hilgenfeld’s idea that the saying is “very
harshly anti-Judaistic,” as also that it refers to the entire Old
Testament past, z.e. to all the pre-Christian leaders of the
people of God,—an application which he tries to justify by
bringing in the Gnostic dualism. It is also inadmissible to
set aside in any way the temporal meaning of mpo, whether it
be made to mean, with Calovius: %n advance of me (antequam
mitterentur) ; or, with Briickner (after Stier): before they have
sought and found me as the door; or, with Wolf, to convert
it into ywpis,—a view which comes substantially to that
of Olshausen (“ without connection with the Logos”); or, with
Tittmann and Schleusner, to take it for vép, loco, and with
Lange to import into this view, “instead of me,” the further
notion of absolute pre-cmincnce, as though the one who advances
forward designed completely to set aside the one who was put
in the background. po, in the sense of <nstead, is foreign to
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the New Testament, and rare also in Creek writers. Dat
when #Nfov, with a view to the removal of everything
objectionable, is taken pregnantly, making it express an
arbitrary or unauthorized® coming forward (Hieronymus,
Anugustine, Isidore, Heracleon, Euth. Zigabenus, Luther, Melanc-
thon, Jansen, and several others; also Luthardt, Ebrard), a
meaning is imported into the word, which in itself, indeed,
may be regarded as a matter of course, but which, at the same
time, must have been distinctly expressed (say, ag in ver. 43),
if it were to be emphatical’ This also against B. Crusius,
who lays the stress on the intention expressed in #Afor (“in
order to give the people a new time”). The explanation,
finally, of false Messiahs (Chrysostom, Cyril, Theodore cf
Mopsuestia, Euth. Zigabenus, Theophylact, Grotius, Maldo-
natus, Hammond, Tittmann, Schleusner, Klee, Weizsicker,
and several others), is unhistorical, as they first began to come
forward after Christ’'s day ; a circumstance on which B. Bauer,
however, grounds a charge of anachronism against John. De
Wette considers the discourse to be out of harmony with the
wisdom and gentleness of Jesus. But the worthless men, to
whose entire class He alludes, stood actually in His presence,
and had surely done enough to call forth His severity and
wrath. — kXémrac e€lol k. Aporal] namely, of the sheep,
ver. 1. Comp. the wolves in sheep’s clothing. Instead of
TavTes 6o, amavres 6oor would have been still stronger,
Strabo, p. 18, 1. 11, Isocr. Lock. 12.— aAXd]. The want
of success which attends this predatory (soul-destroying) pro-
cedure. — 0¥« fjxovoav] did not listen to them. TFor their
adherents did not belong to the true people of God (ra po-
Bara).

Ver. 9. 'Eyd elpe 7 0Vpa] 76 Simrhaciacug Tob pnrob
BeBaiot Tov Néyov, Euth. Zigabenus. — 8¢’ épod] emphatically

! Nonnus takes it in the sense of creeping in secretly : wdrres Soos wipos Aador
SroxAinTorm -n;flq.

*In 4440y by itself, so far as it precedes mpd ixed, it is impossible to find, as
Lathardt does, the thought *‘on his own respensibility,” or “ so that he places
Christ after himself.” #xdov denotes neither more nor less than the simple
venerunt; as in ver. 10. iyw ardor is equal to the simple ego veni ; the emphasis
rests primarily on advres Gro, omnes quotquot, and then on apd igsd, which is
placed at the end.
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occupying the front place, excluding every other mediation.
— etoérfn] namely, to the sheep in the fold. Comp. vv.
1, 7. The subject is therefore a shepherd (ris), who goes in to
the sheep through the door. Others, on the contrary (Chry-
sostom, Euth. Zigabenus, Maldonatus, Bengel, and several
others ; also Fritzsche, Tholuck, De Wette, B. Crusius, Maier,
Baeumlein, Hengstenberg, Godet, and several others), regard
the sheep as the subject, and the 6Vpa as the gate for the
sheep. But there is no ground for such a change of figure,
seeing that both the word eloépyecfas in itself after vv. 1
and 2, and also the singular and masculine 7is, can only
refer to the shepherd; besides, another mode of entrance than
through the door is for the sheep quite <nconceivable; conse-
quently the emphatic words & éuod, so far as the éyd is the
door, would be without any possible antithesis. — cw87joera:]
is not to be understood directly of the attainment of the
Messianic redemption (compare especially 1 Cor. iii. 15), as
Luthardt and older commentators suppose, after 1 Tim. iv. 16,
for that would be foreign to the context (see what follows);
but means: ke will be delivered, i.e. he will be set free from
all dangers by the protecting door ;—the <nterpretation of the
fizure intended by Jesus does undoubtedly signify safety from
the Messianic dmorera, and the guarantee of future efernal
redemption. This happy ocwfrioerar is then followed by
unrestrained and blessed scrvice, which is graphically set forth
by means of the words elcel. & &éfeX, as in Num. xxvii. 17,
as an unhindered entering in and going out of the fold, at the
head of the flock, whilst engaged in the daily duty of tending
it; and by wvounv ebprjoee, as the finding of pasture for the
flock (motuviwy vopds, Soph. 0. R. 760 ; compare Plat. Legg.
iii. p. 679 A: vous)s yap odk #y omwdyes). That this vous) in
the interpretation of the allegory is +yruxds vouy (Plat.
Phacdr. p. 248 B), which works for the eternal life of those
who are fed through the evangelical grace and truth which
they appropriate (comp. ver. 10), does not need further urging.

Ver. 10. The opposite of such a one as entered &’ éuod, is
the thief to whom allusion was made in ver. 1; when he
comes to the sheep, he has only selfish and destructive ends
in view. Comp. Dem. 782.9: & dnov ¢vrdrrew wpoPata,
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alros kareafivy. — éyw HAbov,etc.] Quite otherwise 7!/ [
have come (to the sheep), etc. By this new antithesis, in
which Christ contrasts Himself, and not again the shepherd
appointed through Him, with the thief, the way is prepared
for a transition to another use of the figure which represents
Him no longer as the door (from ver. 11 onwards), but as the
true Shepherd Himself (Matt. xxvi. 31 ; Heb. xiii. 20; 1 Pet.
ii. 23). Compare the promise in Ex. xxxiv. 23 ; xxxvil. 24,
in contrast to the false shepherds in Ezek. xxxiv. 2 ff. — {va
twyv éxwae]. The opposite of 8vap «. dmol.; the sheep are
not to be slaughtered and perish, but are to have life,; and as
the nature of the reality set forth requires, it is the Messianic
life in its temporal development and eternal perfection that is
meant. — xal mepiaaov €x.] and have it abundantly (over-
flowingly), 4.e. in the figure: rich fulness of nourishment
(comp. Ps. xxiil); as to the thing, abundance of spiritual
possessions (grace and truth, i 14, 17), in which the &wy
consists. Incorrectly Vulgate, Chrysostom, Euth. Zigabenus,
Grotius, and many others, compare also Ewald, who interpret
the passage as though mepiaaérepov were used, more than fwr,
wherewith is meant—the kingdom of heaven ; or, according to
Ewald, “Joy, and besides, constantly increasing blessing.”
The repetition of éywaw gives the second point a more inde-
pendent position than it would have had if xa: alone had been
used. Comp. ver. 18; Xen. Anab. i 10. 3: xai Tavryy
écwoay xal d\\a — Eowaav.

Ver. 11. ’Eyw] Repeated again with lively emphasis. It
is no other.— o mowuny 6 xalds] the good, the excellent
shepherd, conceived absolutely as He ought to be: hence the
article and the emphatic position of the adjective. In Christ
Is realized the ideal of the shepherd, as it lives in the Old
Testament (Ps. xxiil ; Isa. xL 11; Ezek xxxiv.; Jer. xxiii.;
Zech. xi.; also Mic. v. 3). With the conception of xaXés
compare the Attic xalos xdyafos (also Tob. vii. 7; 2 Mace.
xv. 12), and the contrary: ovnpds, xaxds, ddicos.— In the
following specification of the things in which the good shep-
lerd proves himself to correspond to his idea, 6 7ouu. 6 xaXos
Is solemnly repeated. — T:6évas 7. Yuyr] As to substance,
though not as to the meaning of the words, equivalent to Sodvas
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7. . (Matt. xx. 28). It is a Johannean expression (xiii.
37 f, xv. 13; 1 John iii. 16), without corresponding
examples in Greek classical writers (against Kypke, I p.
388); and must be explained, neither from the simple D,
Isa. liii. 10 (Hengstenberg), nor from M3 ¥ W (Judg.
xii. 3; 1 Sam. xix. 5), where 521 is essential; but from
the idea of the sacrificial death as a ransom that has been
paid (Matt. xx. 28; 1 Tim. ii. 6). Its import accordingly is:
to pay down one’s soul, tmpendere, in harmony with the use of
7¢feévac in the classics, according to which it denotes o pay
(so frequently in Demosthenes and others; see Reiske, Ind.
Dem. p. 495, ed. Schaef.; Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 271).
Compare Nonnus: «ai Yvyis idins ob ¢eiberar, dANd éGrjoes
NUTpov €dv olwy. — Umép] for the good of, in order to turn
aside destruction from them by his own self-sacrifice. Com-
pare xi. 50 f. It is less in harmony with this specific point
of view, from which the sacrifice of the life of Jesus is
regarded throughout the entire New Testament, to take
7i0évar, with De Wette, Ebrard, Godet, as denoting merely lay
down (as in xiii. 4); or to assume the idea which is foreign to
the passage, “ %o offer as a prize for competition” (Ewald).

Ver. 12 £ In opposition to the idea of the good shepherd,
we have here that of the Aireling. The term picfw76s must
not be taken to refer to the conduct of the Pharisees in their
leadership of the people (Baeumlein and older writers, also
my own view previously), as these hierarchs are included in
the characteristic designation of Z%ieves and Robbers (vv. 8, 2),
with which the description of the hireling, who is cowardly,
and careth not for the sheep, would not harmonize. Nor can
it be directed against the mode in which the legitimate priest-
hood lead the people, as Godet thinks; for the priesthood
consisted to a large extent of Pharisees, and formed with
these latter, as far as antagonism to Christ was concerned, one
great party (vil 32, 45; xi. 47, 57; xviil. 3). The expres-
sion 6 puobwtds rather represents those leading teachers of the
people of God, who, instead of being ready to sacrifice their lives
for the community, flee from danger, and forsake, with feelings
of indifference and disregard, their charge. Under the figure of
the wobwros, there rise to the view of Christ the many cross-
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forsaking teachers, who would arise even in the apostolic age
(Gal. vi. 12; Phil. iii. 18), and to whom the Apostle Paul forms
the most brilliant historical contrast. The question by whom
the utobwros is to be regarded as hsred, leads beyond the
purpose of the allegory, which is to set .forth, in contrast
to the good shepherd, the idea of a shepherd who, influence
solely by self-interest, takes charge of a flock, which is not hus
own property.—xat obk dv wospsy] is closely connected with
o wal. 8 : he, however, who is a Rireling (hired for wage) and
1s not a shepherd,—shepherd in the sense of being owner of the
sheep which he leads out to pasture; hence the words o odx
elai, etc., are added for the purpose of more emphatically
expressing the meaning. Note that Christ possesses a Church
(flock) even before His death; partly, according to the old
theocratic idex, namely, that of the old people of God as His
idioe, 1. 11; partly 4n reality, namely, the totality of those
who believed on Him, whom the Father has given Him (vi.
37); partly proleptically (ver. 16); though, as far as He is
concerned, they are first purchased (compare Acts xx. 28;
Titus ii. 14) by Him through His death, after which event
began the extension of His shepherd’s functions to all, by the
drawing of His Holy Spirit (xil 32).— There is no justifica-
tion for interpreting the awolf specially, either of the devil
(Euth. Zigabenus, Aretius, Olshausen, and several others;
admitted even by Chrysostom); or of heretics, after Acts xx.
20 (Augustine, Jansen, and several others). It is a general
image of every sort of power, opposed to the Messiah, and bent
on destroying the kingdom of God, which may make its
appearance ; this power, however, as such, has its causal and
ruling principle in the devil, xii. 31; xiv. 30; Matt. x. 16.
—apmales abra k. gropmiler Ta mpoB.] he snatches them
(namely, the individuals on which he falls), and scatters the
sheep, i.c. the mass of them, the flock; hence the word mpé-
Bara is neither superfluous nor harsh (De Wette). — &7¢
niafwT. éori] nothing else. This and what follows supplies
the ethical key to the behaviour described. — Notice further,
that whilst in verse 12 we read o uugf. &, here we have
08¢ muab.; because the antithesis of the hireling was first
brought forward in ver. 12, and greater emphasis was secured
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by the immediate connection of peed. with 6. Comp. Klotz,
ad Devar. p. 378.

Ver. 14 f After the description of the hireling, there now
follows again that of the opposite,—the characterization of
Himself as the good shepherd, first specifying His intimate
acquaintance with His sheep, and then repeating His readiness
to saerifice Humsolf on their behalf. The latter point consti-
tutes the r¢frain of the characterization (vv. 17, 18), being
here concretely expressed (it is different in ver. 11, where it
was predicated of the good shepherd ¢n abstracto). — xafBws
ywwaoxee pe, etc] The nature and mode, the holy nature of
that reciprocal acquaintanceship. Compare xiv. 20, xv. 10,
xviL 8, 21. As between God and Christ, so also between
Christ and His people, the reciprocal knowledge is a know-
ledge growing out of the most intimate fellowship of love and
life,—that fellowship which directly involves ywwaketw ; comp.
on Matt. vii. 23.—7i0npue] near and certain future, The
clause «. 7. 4. is not dependent on xafaws.

Ver. 16. The repeated mention of His sacrificial death, by
which the union of Jews and heathen into one community of
believers was to be effected (see on Eph. ii. 14), raises His
look to the future when He (as the good shepherd lifted up
on high, compare Heb. xiii. 20; 1 Pet. ii. 25) shall be the
guide also of the keathen, who have become believers, and
whom he now prophetically terms His sheep. Compare xi. 52,
xii. 32! and prophetic utterances, such as Mic. iv. 2; Isa.
xlix. 1 ff, lii 13 ff, liii. 10 ff But the thought that He does
not need the faith of the Jews (Hengstenberg after Ruperti) is

! The relation of ver. 16 to what precedes corresponds entirely to the New
Testament idea, that salvation proceeds from the Jews to the heathen (comp. iv.
22, xi. 52). This advantage of the Jews is also to be recognised as acknowledged
by John, to whom we are not to ascribe the idea of 8 perfect equality of +he two
(Liicke, B. Crusius ; comp. also Messner, Lehre der Ap. p. 355). Tk heathen
who are to be gained are, however, even before they are recipients of salvation,
rixva 7, 805, and Christ has them as His sheep, according to the ideal view of the
future, as an actuality so far as it is certainly fized in the counsel of God (comp.
Rom. xi. 28). It is therefore incorrect to explain the mode of expression from
the fellowship with God realized through conscience (Luthardt) ; because, to be 8
child of God and an adberent of Christ presupposes regeneration. For this, how-
ever, they are destined by the divine election of grace, and fitted and prepared
by the prevenient divine drawing,
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arbitrarily imported into the passage as an intervening link of
logical connection. The Jews outside Palestine (Paulus) are
not intended, as they form part of the fold of the Jewish
theocracy, to which the words éx 7ijs alAijs TavTns refer, and
within which Jesus Himself lived and spake; hence also the
demonstrative tairns. — éxw] He is their owner. Comp. Acts
xviii. 10. “Hoe verbum habet magnam potestatem,” Bengel. —
& odk éaTiv éx Tiis avAfs TalTys] which are not out of this
fold, which are not derived from it. This expression, however,
does not imply that Jesus conceived the heathen as also in an
avM\9) (in answer to De Wette) ; for the emphasis rests not on
TavTys, but on T7s alAds, and the characteristic feature of the
heathen is the Siaomopd (vii. 35, xi 52);' whilst the thought
of a divine leading of the heathen (Acts xiv. 17, xvii. 27)
does not correspond at all to the figure of an @i\, of which
the conception of theocratic fellowship constitutes an essential
feature. Compare the figure of the olive tree in Rom. xi 17 ;
Eph. ii. 12; Matt. viii. 11.— 8e€Z] according to the divine
decree. — ayaryeiv] neither adducere, fetch (Vulgate, Luther,
Beza, and many others; also Tholuck, Luthardt, Hengsten-
berg, Godet) ; mor cuvayayeiv, xi 52 (Nonnus, Euth. Zigabenus,
Theophylact, Casaubon) ; but lead, as shepherd, who goes be-
fore the sheep, and whom they follow, ver. 4. Bengel’s
remark is appropriate: “Non opus est illis solum mutare;”
for the shepherd who leads also the heathen is the exalted
Christ, wdvTwy xipios, Acts X. 36.— kai yevigeras, etc]
and will become, inasmuch as I lead, besides my sheep out of
the Jewish aiAs, those other sheep of mine, also, one flock
(consisting of the two parts, dudorépwBer, Nonnus), one
shepherd. This is the happy issue; by the asyndetic collo-
cation, all the conception of unity (uia, els) is made to appear
with more marked prominence. Compare 1 Cor. x. 17; Eph.
iv. 5. On els moupjy, observe in reference to verjoerar: “de
Jure Jesus semper unicus est pastor; de jure et facto igitur
unus fiet,” Bengel. The fulfilment of His declaration, which
began with the conversion of the heathen by the apostles, is
still advancing, and will be first completed with the realization

! Correctly Bengel : ** alias oves dicit, non aliud ovile ; erant enim dispersae in
mundo,”
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of what is spoken of in Rom. xi. 25 f. The Stoic dream of
the union of all men domep dyérns cuvvoua véue kowd auvv-
Tpedopérns (Plut. de fort. Alex. 6) has been dispelled; the
idea, however, considered in itself, goes on realizing itself in
Christ till the judgment day.

Vv. 17, 18. Christ’s self-delineation as the Good Shepherd
is finished. Jesus now further bears testimony to that which
filled His heart, while setting forth this great vocation, which
was only to be fulfilled by dying and rising again, namely,
the love of His Father, which rests upon Him just because of
that which He has declared concerning Himself as the good
shepherd. — 8.a Tod7to...87¢] is to be taken as in all the
passages where it occurs in John (v. 16, 18, viii. 47, xii. 18,
39; 1 John iii. 1): therefore—because, namely, dua Tobro re-
ferring to what had preceded, and é7¢ introducing a more pre-
cise explication of &:a Tovro. The sense consequently is:
therefore, because of this my relationship as Shepherd, of which
I have spoken down to ver. 16, my Father loves me, because,
namely, I (éyo; no other does so or can do so) lay down my
life, in order to take it again. Note in particular: (1) The
explanation é7¢ ... uov is pragmatically correct, because it
is just the readiness to sacrifice His life which is the main
characteristic of the good shepherd (vv. 11, 15). (2) {va mdX.
AéBw aiTiv do nct belong to dyam., but express the infen-
tion or design of 10, 7. Y. pov (not merely its result, as Theo-
dore of Mopsuestia, Euth. Zigabenus, Grotius, and many
suppose; or its condition, as Calvin, De Wette, and several
others maintain) ; for the ground of the love of God lies not
merely in the sacrifice considered by itself, but in the fact that
the Good Shepherd, when He gives up His life, is resolved to
take it again, in order that He may continue to fulfil His
pastoral office till the final goal is reached, when all mankind
shall constitute His flock. Indeed, only on the condition of
His taking His life again, could He fulfil the office of Shepherd
unto the final completion contemplated in the divine decree,
and referred to in ver. 16. For this reason, also, {va cannot
he regarded as introducing the divine intention (Tholuck),
hecause the ground of the Father's love must lie in the volition
of Jesus,—which volition, it is true, corresponds to the Father's
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will, though this is not here expressly declared, but first in
ver, 18. — Ver. 18. It must be, however, not an wnwilling,
but a voluntary self-sacrifice, if it is to form the ground of the
love of the Father to Him ; hence the words od8eis ... an
épavtod (mea ipsius sponte). Nor must He proceed to effect
this voluntary sacrifice of His own authority; but must re-
cetve a warrant thereto, as also for that which He had in view
in so doing, viz. the resumption of His life; hence the words:
éfovaiav ... AafBetv adTnv. Nay, more; even this very
thing which He purposed to do, namely, the surrender and
resumption of His life, must have come to Him as a commsis-
sion from God ; hence the expression: TavTnv 1. évToAY. . .
waTpos pov, in which Tavrny (this and not something
different) is emphatic, and 77y évroAny is correlate to the
idea of éfovaia, as this latter is grounded in the divine man-
date. Notice further: (1) The éfovaia, the power conferred
(so also in xix. 10 f,, not power generally), lies in the relation
of subordination to God, of whom the Son is the commissioned
representative, and to whom He submits Himself voluntarily,
.. from no compulsion exerted by a power outside of Himself,
but with self-determined obedience to the Father (xiv. 30 f ;
Matt. xxvi 53). Equality of nature (Olshausen) is the pre-
supposition of this moral harmony. (2) The view which
pervades the New Testament, that Christ did not raise Him-
self from the dead, but was raised by the Father, is mnot
affected by this passage, inasmuch as the taking again of His
life, for which the divine-human Christ had received authoriza-
tion, implies the giving again of the life, to wit, the re-awalken-
ing activity of the Father. This giving again on the part
of God, by which Christ becomes {womoinfeis mvedpare (see
1 Pet. iii. 19, and Huther on the passage), and that ¢fovoia,
which Christ receives from God, are the two factors of the
resurrection—the former being the causa ¢fficiens, whilst the
latter, the éfovaia of Christ, is the causa apprehendens. Com-
pare Constitutiones Apostol. 5. 7. 8: éavrov mpocTdypati Tov
marpos Sid Tpudy Tuepdv dveyelpas. — (3) TavTny Thw évTo.
embraces the aforementioned twofold éfovsia; justly so,
inasmuch as the authorization to die and to rise again was
only formally divided according to its two aspects. Chrysos-
VOL, II, G
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tom and several others erroncously refer ravrqv to the dying
alone.

Vv. 19-21. ITaxev] see ix. 16.—év 7ois 'Tovdalocs.]
These words refer to the Pharisees (ix. 40) who, in keeping
with their relationship to Jesus (against De Wette), are desig-
nated according to the class to which they belonged (as the
Jewish hierarchical opposition). The majority of them clung
to the hostile judgment (compare viii. 48), which they had
contemptuously expressed ; some of them, however, felt them-
selves impressed, and deny the assertion of the rest. Comp.
ix. 16.— i adTod dxoveTe] ie of what use is it to you to
listen to His discourses ? — xal paivetat] in consequence of
being possessed by a demon.— w7y 8artuoveow, ete.] surely o
demon cannot, ete.; a confirmation of that denial from the
miracle which had given rise to the entire discussion. We
see from this that these d\Xo: belonged to the more unpreju-
diced and conscientious class which had given expression to
its feelings in ix. 16. At the same time, the conclusion must
not be drawn that they would have refused to recognise any
demoniacal miracles (were they even in themselves bene-
ficent),—Matt. xii. 24 is opposed to this view; but they
believed it impossible to attribute a miracle of so great a kind
to a demon, who must have been working through the mediun
of Jesus. Note, moreover, that even here they do not get
further than a negative judgment.

Vv. 22, 23. A new section; the proceedings at the feast
of the Dedication of the Temple.— As there is not the least
Lint of a return journey to Galilee or Peraea, and as vv. 26 ff.
point back to the discourse concerning the Good Shepherd, we
must needs suppose that Jesus remained in Jerusalem and the
neighbourhood between the feast of Tabernacles and the
feast of Dedication (about two months), and did not labour
outside of Judaea; He first leaves Judaea in ver. 30. Com-
pare also Wieseler, p. 318; Ewald, Gesch. Christi, p. 471.
The insertion here of a journey to Galilee or -Peraea (as
recently proposed, especially by Ebrard, Neander, Lange L. J.
1L p. 1004 f, Riggenbach, Luthardt, Godet) is dictated by
harmonistic presuppositions and clumsy combinations (sug-
gested especially by the narrative of the journey in Luke ix.



CIIAP. X. 24 99

51 ft), and not by the requirements of exegesis; for mdAw in
ver. 40 cannot be reckoned among such requirements. — 7a
éyxalvia) the feast of Renewal, founded by Judas Maccabaeus,
to commemorate the purification and consecration anew of the
temple after its desecration by Antiochus Epiphanes, cele-
brated for eight days every year, from the 25th Kislev onwards
(the middle of December), and especially distinguished by the
illumination of the houses; hence also termed 7a ¢pdra. See
1 Macec. iv. 50 ff.; 2 Macc. 1. 18, x. 6 ff.; Joseph. Antig. xii.
7. 7.  From this festival (79%7) sprang the Christian Church
Dedication Festival, and its name éyraina. See Augusti,
Denkw. 11I. p. 316. — év ‘Iepova.] The celebration was not
restricted to Jerusalem, but was universal (see Lightfoot, p.
1063 £); the words év ‘Iepovo. are added because Jesus was
still there. — k. yecpwy #v] a remark added for the sake of
John’s Gentile Christian readers, for whom the statement that
it was winfer when the festival occurred, would be sufficient
to explain why Jesus walked about in Solomon’s porch and
not in the open air; hence the explanation, stormy weather
(Matt. xvi, 3, so Er. Schmid, Clericus, Lampe, Semler, Kui-
noel, Lange), is not in harmony with the context. — The o71oa
2oNopdvos (comp. Acts iii. 11) was a portico on the eastern
side of the temple buildings (hence denominated o7. dvato-
Aixr) by Josephus in his Antt. xx. 9. 7), which, according to
Josephus, was a relic from Solomon’s days which had remained
intact during the destruction of the temple by Nebuchad-
nezzar. The mention of this particular part of the temple is
one of the traces of the writer having himself been an eye-
witness; events like this no doubt impressed themselves on
the memory so as never to be forgotten (comp. viii. 20). Any
reason for Jesus being in the porch, beyond the one given in the
words xal yewpwy v (Luthardt, after Thiersch, Apost. Zeitalter,
p- 73: “for the purpose of expressing in a figurative way the
unily of the Old and New Covenants”), must be rejected as
arbitrary, seeing that John himself gives no hint to that
effect.

Ver. 24. O: 'Tov8aio:] Here too the standing party of
opposition, — ékdxAwoav] encircled Him. The word graphi-
cally sets forth the urgency and obtrusiveness of the Jews;
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but neither implies that Jesus had been deserted by Iis
followers (Lange), nor represents the ’'Iovdaios as pushing in
octween Him and His disciples, and so enclosing Him in their
midst (Godet). — &\eyov avT@] “ This speak they out of a
false heart, with a view to accusing and destroying Him,”
Lutber. According to Hengstenberg, they really vacillated
between an inclination and disinclination to believe. But see
vv. 26, 31. They desire an express and thoroughly direct
declaration, though not as if making a last attempt to induce
Jesus to take up the rdle of a political Messiah (Lange). — 7.
Yuy. qu- aipeis] aipew not in the sense of fake away (Nonnus:
Uroshémrews ppéva; Elsner: enecas); but in that of lLift up.
It denotes to excite the soul, which, according to the connec-
tion, may be due to very different mental influences (Eur. Jon.
928 ; Hec. 69; Aesch. Sept. 198; Soph. 0. R. 914; Prov.
xix. 18; Philo, de Monarch. I. p. 218 ; Joseph. Antt. iii. 2. 3;
iiiL 5. 1); in this case, by strained expectation, which thou
causest us. The explanation: dvaprds perafd mioTews «.
amarias (Euth. Zigabenus, and many others), is an approxi-
mation to the sense, but is not the precise signification of the
words. — el ov e, ete.] if thou, and so forth, as in Luke
xxii. 67.

Vv. 25, 26. Jesus had not only ¢old them (on many occa-
sions, if not always so directly as, for example, to the woman
of Sarnaria, or the man born blind) that He was the Messiah,
but had also testified to the fact by His Messianic works (v. 36).
But they do not believe. The actual progf of their unbelief
is first subjoined in the second clause: for ye belong not to my
sheep ; otherwise ye would stand in a totally different relation
to me than that of unbelief; ye would hear my voice, and
know me, and follow me, vv. 4, 14, 27. —éyw ... Jpuels]
Reproachful antithesis. — kafws elmov duiv] belong, as both
Lachmann and Tischendorf also punctuate, to what precedes
(comp. i 33); but not, however, in such a ‘'way that Jesus
merely makes a retrospective reference to the figure of the
wpoBara (Fritzsche: “ut similitudine utar, quam supra
posui”), which would render this repulse very meaningless;
but in such a way that Jesus recalls to their recollection the
negative declaration itself as having been already uttered. It
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is true, indeed, that He had not given dirsct expression to the
words &t oVx éare, ete. in the preceding allegory ; indirectly,
however, He had done so, namely, by a description of His
sheep, which necessarily involved the denial that the "Tovdaioc
belonged to them. That this is the force of xa8 elm. vu., He
Himself declares by the exhibition of the relation of His
sheep that follows. We are precluded from regarding it as an
introduction to what follows (Curss, Cant, Corb., Arr, Euth.
Zigabenus, Tholuck, Godet), in which case a comma ought to
be placed before xafls, and a colon after vuiv, by the circum-
stance that Jesus nowhere else quotes and (in the form of a
summary) repeats a longer discourse of His own. In keeping
with the style of the Gospels, only a brief, sententious saying,
such as xiii. 33, would be fitted for such self-quotation. In
this case, however, the quotation would embrace at least vv.
27 and 28.—The circumstance that Jesus should refer to this
allegory about two months after the date of vv. 1-21, which
has been erroneously used as an argument against the
originality of the discourse (Strauss, Baur), may be simply
accounted for by the assumption that during the interval He
had had no further discussions with His hierarchical op-
ponents,—a supposition which is justified by its accounting for
the silence observed by John relatively to that period. The
presupposition involved in the words xafos elmoyr tuiv, that
Jesus here has in the main the same persons before Him as
during the delivery of His discourse regarding the shepherd,
has nothing against it; and there is no necessity even for the
assumption that John and Jesus conceived the discourses to
be directed against the 'Iovdaios as a whole (Briickner).

Vv. 27, 28. Description of the relation of the mpoBara to
Him (comp. vv. 4, 14), which brings clearly to view that the
"Iovdaior cannot belong to them. Notice in ver. 27 the
climactic parallelism of the two halves of the verse as far as
8i8wus adrois (ver. 28), after which, commencing with xai od
uy dmo., ete., the discourse goes on to express in a double
form the inseparableness of the blessed relationship. On the
emphatic polysyndeton, compare vv. 3, 12.—ra mpoB. Td
éud] the sheep which belong to me. — §wnv aldv.] also con-
ceived already in its temporal development, iii 15, v. 24,
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and repeatedly.— xal o¥ u#) dwo)] The ncgation belongs
to the verb; this declaration: “they shall certainly mnot
perish,” will be accomplished in eternity. The lost sheep, s.c.
the sheep which has been separated,and wandered away from
the flock (Matt. x. 6; Luke xv. 4), typifies him who is
separated from the protection and gracious leading of Christ,
who has fallen into unbelief. Compare the following «ai ody
apmdae, etc, where this protection and gracious leading is
set, forth with still more concrete tenderness by the words €«
s xewpos pov. His hand protects, bears, cherishes, leads
them. Liberty and the possibility of apostasy are not thus
excluded (in answer to Augustine and the teaching of the
Reformed Church); he who has fallen away is no longer a
mpoBatov, but on the part of Christ everything is promised by
which preserving grace is secured, and this is the ground of
the Certitudo salutis.

Vv. 29, 30. Explanation of the assertion just made, ody
apmdoer, ete. If in my hand, they are also in the hand of my
Futher, who is greater than all, so that an dpmdlew, etc. is
impossible ; 1 am one with Him.— 8s 8é8wré pod] sc. avrd.
On the import of the words, compare on vi. 37. In characteriz-
ing God as the giver of the sheep, Jesus enables us to see how
fully He is justified in appealing, as He here does, to the
Father. — uetfov (see the critical note): something greater, a
greater potence. On the neuter here employed, compare
Matt. xii. 6 (Lachmann). See Bernhardy, p. 335 ; Kiihner II.
p. 45 ; Dissen ad Dem. de Cor. p. 396 (movnpov o ouxopdvTys).
— wdyrwv] Masculine. Compare 7is, ver. 28, and obdeis,
ver. 29. Without any limitation: all besides God.— «xali
o08eis SvvaTae, etc.] Necessary consequence of the weifor
wdvrov, but not setting aside the possibility of losing the
grace by one’s own fault, vi 66.—éx 1. xewp. Tob maTp.
pov]. This expression, Toi matp. p., is due to the presup-
position, flowing out of &s Sédwwé por, that God did not let
the sheep out of His hand, 7. out of His protection and guid-
ance, when He gave them to Christ. But this continued
divine protection is really nothing else than the protection of
Christ, so far, that is, as the Father is in the Son and works
in Him (see vv. 37, 38); hence the latter, as the organ and
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vchicle of the divine activity in carrying out the Messianic
work, is not separated from God, is not a second some one
outside and alongside of God ; but, by the very nature of the
fellowship referred to, one with God (compare Weiss, Lehrbegr.
p- 205 f). Compare on &v éopev, 1 Cor. iii. 8. God’s band
is therefore His hand in the accomplishment of the work,
during the performance of which He administers and carries
into execution the power, love, and so forth of God. The
unity, therefore, is one of dynamic fellowship, t.e. a unity of
action for the realization of the divine decree of redermption;
according to which, the Father is in the Son, and moves in
Him, so that the Father acts in the things which are done by
the Son, and yet is greater than the Son (xiv. 28), because He
has commissioned, consecrated, and sent Him. The Ariun
idea of ethical agreement is insufficient; the reasoning would
miss its mark unless unity of power be understood (on which
Chrysostom, Euth. Zigabenus, and many others, also Liicke,
justly lay emphasis). The orthodoz interpretation, which
makes it denote unity of essence (Nonnus: év yévos éopev;
Augustine : unum, delivers us from Charybdis, that is, from
Arius, and sumus from Scylla, that is, from Sabellius), specially
defended by Hengstenberg, though rejected even by Calvin as
a misuse of the passage, goes beyond the argumentation; at
the same time, in view of the metaphysical character of the
relation of the Son to the Father, clearly taught elsewhere,
and especially in John, the Homoousia, as the essential foun-
dation, must be regarded as presupposed in the fellowship here
denoted by & éouev.

Vv. 31, 32. The Jews understood the expression in ver.
30 to refer to essential unity, and in their tumultuous and
angry excitement would even stone (Lev, xxiv. 10 f) the
blasphemer ; the overawing impression, however, produced by
Christ’s reply was powerful enough to restrain them. — éBdo-
Tacar] sustulerunt (Vulgate), dvnépraor (Nonnus) they lifted
up stones, with the intention of throwing them at Him. The
word is more characteristic than alpew in viii. 59, though on
account of rd\w the two must have the same import; hence
the interpretation: they fetched (Hengstenberg, Godet, and
others), is less exact. Compare Hom. Od. N\. 594 ; Soph. 4j.
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814; Polyb. 15. 26. 3. —wdXev] viii. 59.—xala épya)
not specially: works of love (IXuinoel, B. Crusius), but in
general : pracclara opera, distinguished works.! — é8ecfa Vuiv]
have I showed wou, v. 20. Comp. il 18; Ps. Ixxviii 11;
Tlat. Cral. p. 430 E: 70 8etfar Néyw els mw Tév opbarpdy
alofnaw karagricar. — €x Tob waTpos pov) from my Father,
who is in me, and from whom, therefore, they go out through
me. Compare vv. 37, 38. — 8:cd mwoiow, etc.] propter quale,
etc. Not without the irony of profound indignation (comp.
2 Cor. xii. 13) does Jesus ask, What, then, is the character of
that one of His works, on account of which they are about to
stone Him ? (\fdlere, see Bernhardy, p. 370 ; Buttm. Neut. Gr.
p- 178 [E. T. p. 205]). Not as though He did not Zrow why
they were intending to stone Him, but probably in the cou-
sciousness of having actually shown Himself by His works to
be something totally different from a blasphemer. — mrepi
Bracdnp. kal &7.] for blasphemy, and, indeed, because. The
reproach : “thou makest thyself God” (comp. v. 18), e a
divine being (i 1), was a consequence of the mistaken view
taken of ver. 30, which they had interpreted of essential unity.
Kai connects with the general charge a more exact definition
of that on which it was based '

Vv. 34-38. Jesus justifies Himself from the reproach of
blasphemy by defending His assertion that He was the Son of
God—the words of ver. 30 which had excited the opposition
amounted to this—from the Scriptures (vv. 34-36); He then
sets forth the unity afirmed in ver. 30 as credibly attested by
His works (vv. 37, 38).

Vv. 34-36. In Ps. lxxxii. 6, unrighteous authorities of
the theocratic people—not angels (Bleek), nor yet heathen princes
(De Wette, Hitzig)—whose approaching destruction, in con-
trast to their high dignily, is intended to stand out, are called
gods, agreeably to the old sacred view of rulers as the repre-
sentatives of God, which was entertained in the theocratic
nation. Compare Ex. xxi. 6, xxii. 8, 28. From this, Jesus
draws the conclusion @ minori ad majus, that He might call

! Jesus was the more able thus to designate His acts, because He characterized
them as works of God performed through Him, The explanation of Luthardt
suys too little: ““ Works with which no fault can be found.”



CIIAP. X. 34- 36. 105

Iimself Qod's Son without blasphemy. He is surely far more
exalted than they (bv 6 waryp fylace, ete.); and nevertheless
had designated Himself, not fess, as though wishing to make
a God of Himself, but merely vies 7. feod! — év 76 vépw)
Spoken of the Old Testament generally, of which the law was
the fundamental and authoritative portion. Comp. xii. 34,
xv. 25 ; Rom. iii. 19; 1 Cor. xiv. 21. — dud»] as in viii. 17.
— éxelvovs] whom ? Jesus takes for granted as known.—
elme] namely, 6 »éuos (compare afterwards % ypagdsj), not God
(Hengstenberg). — wpos obs] to whom, not adversus quos
(Heinsius, Stolz), which does not follow from the context.
There is nothing to warrant the supposition that the prophets
are also referred to (Olshausen). — 6 Aoyos 700 feod] Neither
the Adyos daapros (Cyril), nor the revelations of God (Ol-
shausen, comp. Godet), but the saying of God just mentioned :
éyo eima, ete. This saying belongs, not to the time when the
Psalm was written, but to that earlier period (the period of
the ¢nduction of the authorities into their office, comp. Ps.
ii. 7), to which God, the speaker, points back.— xal o?
dVvaray, ete.] This clause, though containing only an auxiliary
thought, and not a main point of the argumentation (Godet),
has been without reason treated as a parenthesis; whereas
both in point of structure and sense it is dependent on €i: and
it s impossible, etc. So also Ewald, Godet, Hengstenberg. —
Av@fvar] The Scripture (consequently, also, that saying ot the
Psalms) cannot be loosened, 1.e. cannot be deprived of 1ts validity.
Comp. Matt. v. 19; John v. 18, vii. 23; Herod. 3. 82;
Plat. Phaedr. p. 256 D; Gorg. p. 509 A; Dem. 31. 12, 700,
13.  The auctoritas normative et judicialis of the Scriptures
must remain unbroken. Note, in connection herewith, the
idea of the unity of the Scriptures as such, as also the pre-
supposition of their theopneustia. —b%v o waTyp %y, ete.]
That is surely something still greater than the Adyos 7. feod,

! Hengstenberg incorrectly remarks: *‘ He accepts the charge, ‘Thou makest
thyself God.'™ On the contrary, He does mot enter on it at all, but simply
justifies the predicate, *Son of God,” which He had assumed for Himsell. But
Beyschlag also is wrong when he says (p. 106): *That which Jesus here affirms
concerning Himself (v ¢ xarap #yiary, etc.) might equally have been affirmed by

cvery prophet.” On such a view, no regard would be paid to the relation of wasgy
eud wisg,
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addressed to authorities when they were installed in their
offices. In this question, which is placed in the apodosis,
and which expresses surprise, the object, which is correlate to
the éxeivous of ver. 35,is very emphatically placed at the
commencement ; and Vueis (you people) is placed over against
the inviolable authority of the Scripture. — syiaae] hath con-
secrated, a higher analogue of the consecration to the office of
prophet (Jer. i 5; Sir. xlv. 4, xlix. 7), denoting the divine
consecration to the office of Messiah, who is the dyios Tob feod
(vL 69; Luke iv. 34). This consecration took place on His
being sent from heaven, and immediately before His departure
(hence 7ylace xal dméar), in that the Father not merely
“set apart” the Son to the work (as though the word éfe-
AéfaTo had been used ; Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 86 ; comp.
Euth. Zigabenus, Hengstenberg, and Briickner), but also con-
ferred on Him the Messianic évrory and éfovoia, with the
falness of the Spirit appertaining thereunto (iii. 34), and the
power of life (v. 26), and the m\jpwua of grace and truth
(L 14). —&7¢ Braogdnpueis] The reply which, in view of
ov, etc., we should have expected to be in the oblique con-
struction (BAacdnueiv or 67¢ Bhacdnuel, comp. ix. 19), passes
over with the increasing vivacity of the discourse into the
direct construction; compare viii 54, and see Buttm. Neut.
Gr. p. 234 [E. T. p. 272) — 87 eimov] because I said. He
had said it inderectly in vv. 29, 30.

Vv. 37-39. Your unbelief, which lies at the foundation of
the judgment &7¢ BAaopnucts, would then be justifiable, if I
were not, etc. In the other case, however, you ought to be-
lieve, if not me, at all events my works, in order that you, ete.
— €l o0 mou®] if T leave them undone. Comp. Buttm. Neut.
Gr. p. 297 [E T. p. 346]; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 278.—
Td €pya Tov waTp. p.] which my Father works; compare on
ix. 3, xiv. 10, also ver. 23. — u% o 7. por] not merely per-
missive, but an actual command, as in the case of the following
murredere (see the critical note). The alternative is decided :
they ought not to believe Him, if, etc. — ¢uol] My person in
and by itself, apart from the actual testimony borne to it by
the épya. — T'o believe the works, is to hold for true the testi-
wony which is contained in them (v. 36). The object of
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faith is that which Jesus declares concerning Himself, and
what, in agreement therewith (comp. xiv. 11), the works
prove concerning Him.  According to the reading lva yvd7e
k. ywwoxnTe (see the critical note), which Hengstenberg,
notwithstanding, rejects as giving an unbearable meaning,
Jesus describes this as the end to be attained by His pre-
scription : <n order that ye may attain to knowledge, and may
(permanently) know, etc.—drawing a distinction between the
act and the state of knowledge. Compare émipernfivar xai
émpereiobar, Plat. Legg. viil. p. 849 B.— 87¢ "v éuol o mar.
kéyw év abr@] This now is the unity which He meant in ver.
30 ; not essential unity (old orthodox explanation of the mep:-
xopnots essentialis patris in filio et filii in patre, see Calovius),
although it is metaphysically the fundamental condition, but
dynamic unity : the Father lives and moves in Christ, who is
His active organ, and again Christ is in the Father, so far as
Christ in God is the power which determines the execution of
the divine épyov. The thought that Christ has in God ‘“the
ground of His existence and working” (De Wette), lies far
remote from the words xdyw év ai7d, because the relation of
the clauses of the proposition must be equal. But this rela-
tion is nothing else than that of inner, active, reciprocal fellow-
ship. In accordance therewith, the Father is in the Son, as in
the executor of His work, as the Son is also in the Father,
because Christ is the regulative and determining agens et
movens of the work of redemption in the Father. Comp. the
many Pauline passages which represent all the divine re-
demptive activity as taking place in Christ; eg. Rom. viil 39 ;
Eph. i 3 ff. — Ver. 39. odv] In consequence of this defence,
which averted the threatened tumultuous stoning, for which
the Jews had begun to prepare themselves. The supposition
that midoac denotes laying hold of with a view to carrying out
the stoning, is opposed by the wd\ew, which refers back to
vil. 30, 32, 44 (against Calvin, Luthardt, Hengstenberg). —
kal éEfnBey, etc.] And yet they were unable to carry their
plan into execution; He escaped out of their hands, which are
conceived as already stretched out after Him. How this
deliverance was effected must be left undetermined (Kuinoel:
by the arrival of His adherents; Hengstenberg: by the inde-
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cision of His enemies); of any miraculous element (eg. be-
coming invisible) in His escape, although assumed by many
early commentators, and even yet by B. Crusius and Luthardt,
John gives no hint. Comp. on viii. 59. Euth. Zigabenus:
avaywpei i Tov Qupov Tav Pbovepdv, évdibods alTd Awdioar
kal Apjfar ) dmovaia avTol.

Vv. 40-42. IId\ew] 1. 28. —wépav 7. 'Iopd.] He went
away from Jerusalem, beyond the Jordan (as in vi. 1, xviii. 1)
to Peraea, and, indeed, to the place, etc. Instead of allow-
ing themselves to be won over to faith and redemption, the
"Toudaios had grown ever more hardened and decided in their
hostility, till it had reached the extreme ; the Lord then finally
gives them up, and knowing that His hour was near, though
not yet fully come, He withdraws for a calm and undisturbed,
although brief, season of activity to Peraea, where He was safer
from the hierarchs (comp. xi. 54); and in the place where Jokn
was when he baptized for the first time (namely, i. 28 ; later, in
Salim, iii. 23), there could be as little lack of susceptible hearts
as of quiet, elevating, and sacred memories for Himself —
éuetvev éxei] How long, we cannot precisely ascertain, as
He spent also some time in Ephraim before the feast of the
Passover (xi 54f). In any case, however, the &uewev éxei
lasted but for a very short period, as is evident also from the
word viw in xi. 8. — kai woANoi, etc.] “Fructus posthumus
officii Johannis,” Bengel. — é\xeyor] not adrg, but a bearing
of testimony in general. — 'ITwdwvns uéy, etc.] Logically we
should expect uév after onuetov; but even classical writers
frequently disregard logical precision in their mode of placing
pév and 8¢  See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 6. 11 ; Baeumlein,
Partik.p. 168. — anueioy émoinaey ov8év] A characteristic
feature of the history of John, which in this respect also hae
remained free from fanciful additions; the people, however,
referred to the circumstance in view of the anueia which Jesus
had wrought, as they had been informed, elsewhere, and pro-
bably here also, before their own eyes. In this way we may
also account for uév not occupying its strictly logical position.
—The repetition of "Twdvwms in ver. 42 is part of the simplicity
of the style, which is here faithfully reflected, and is further in
harmony with the feeling of reverence entertained by the



CHAP. X. 40-{2. 109

people for the holy man whose memory still lived among
them. — aAn07 7v] As was actually shown by the works of
Jesus. In this way, their experience of the truth of the testi-
mony of John became the ground of faith in Christ. What a
contrast to the experiences which Jesus had just had to pass
through among the 'Tovbaloc! The ray of light thus vouch-
safed to Him in the place where He first commenced His
labours, is here set forth in all historical simplicity. Baur,
however (p. 182 f, and Theol. Jahrb. 1854, p. 280 f.), main-
tains that the people are merely represented as speaking these
words in order that the entire preceding deseription of the life
and works of Jesus may be surveyed from the point of view
of the onueia. John himself gives a comprehensive retrospect,
but in the right place, namely, at the close of the activity of
Jesus in xii. 37 ff, and in how different a manner !—éxef (see
the critical note), placed emphatically at the end of the verse.
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CHAPTER XL

VER. 12. oi padnrai adrot] A. 44 have merely alry. D. K. 11 &
Curss. Verss. : albrd of wadnrai (so Lachm. and Tisch.). B:C.*L.X.
Copt.: oi wud. abeg. The simple air@ is the original reading ; o/
wad. was written in the margin ; then was introduced into the text
partly before and partly after airg; and in the former position
brought about the partial change of airg into adres.— Ver. 17,
ixday ... ebpev] Lachm.: #%dev. .. xal edpey, solely after C* D,
Partly before (so Lachm. in the margin), partly after suépas (so
Elzev. and Lachm.)), stands %8x, which, however, is altogether
omitted (so Tisch.) by A.* D. Curss. Verss.: rése. 787 #u. must be
regarded as the original reading (B. C.*). The word #3», beginning
aud ending with H, was easily passed over, as standing imme-
diately before #uépas, which also begins with H, and was then
restored in the wrong place. — Ver. 19. Instead of xa? moAno/,
we must, with decisive testimonies, read soAMo? 8¢ with Lachm.
and Tisch. — ziray] after &denpot must, with Tisch., after
B.D. L., be deleted as a usual addition. — Ver. 21. ¢ &d¢xep.
wov obx &v érefvizes] Lachm. and Tisch., after decisive wit-
nesses, read obx &v Gwédavev ¢ &d, mou, If Irefvxer had been the
original reading, it would have been found as a various reading
also in ver. 32; it is a clumsy interpretation. — Ver. 22. &And]
is wanting in B. C.®* X. & Curss. Verss. Chrys. Bracketed by
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An antithetical interpolation. —
Ver. 29. éyeipsrar] B.C*D.L. & Curss. Verss.: #yépdn So
Lachm. A mechanical transposition into the historical tense,
with which the reading #pyero (instead of Fpxeras) in the same
Codd., except D, is also connected. — Ver. 30, After #v Lachm.
and Tisch. have ¢ (B. C. X. 8. Curss. Verss.). An addition more
precisely determining the meaning, which other witnesses place
before 7v. — Ver. 31. Aéyovreg] B.C.* D. L X. &. Curss. Verss.:
éifavres, which, as an unusual expression, must with Tisch. be
received into the text on the authority of these decisive wit-
nesses. — Ver. 32. The position of abrei before eig r. mid. (Elz.
and Lachm. place it after) has the decision of the Codd. in 1t3
favour.—sis] B. C.* D. L. X. &, Curss. : mpés. So Tisch., and the
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witnesses are decidedly in its favour. — Ver. 39, Instead of rere-
rvrqxérog, Elz. has redvprireg, in opposition to decisive testi-
monies. A gloss.—Ver. 40. The future form i » has decisive
cvidence in its favour (Lachm. and Tisch.).—Ver. 41. After xitos
Elz. places ob #v ¢ redvriss xeimerog, in opposition to decisive
testimony. Other witnesses have other explanatory additions.
— Ver. 45. &] Lachm. has ¢, after A.** B. C. D. Curss. Verss. (in
ver. 46, also, the 3 isadopted by Lachm., although the evidence in
its favour is weaker). The one act, which is meant, would easily
suggest the singular.—After Zmoinses Elz. inserts ¢ “Ineoiis. An
unusual addition, opposed to overwhelming evidence. — Ver. 50.
draroyifeste] A.B.D.L.x. Curss. Or. Cyr. Chrys.: hoyiZeste.
Recommended by Griesbach; adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.,
and correctly too ; drahoyiZeséas was more familiar to the copyists
from the other Gospels. — Ver. 57. 8: x«/] Lachm. and Tisch.
have deleted x«/ on the authority of decisive witnesses.——Instead
of 2vrorsy, B.J. M.X. Curss. Or. (twice) have érords, which,
with Tisch., is to be adopted. The Recepta is a correction.

Ver. 1£! This stay of Jesus in retirement, however, is ter-
minated by the sickness of Lazarus (8é).—Simplicity of the
style of the narrative: But there was a certain one sick, (namely)
Lazarus of Bethany, of the town, etc: dmo (vii. 42; Matt. ii. 1,
xxvii. 57) and éx both denote the same relation (i. 46 £), that
of derivation ; hence it is the less allowable to regard the two
sisters and the brother as Galileans, and Mary as the Mag-
dalene (Hengstenberg).? That Lazarus lived also in Bethany,
and was lying ill there, is plain from the course of the narra-
tive. For change of preposition, without any change of relation,
comp. i. 45; Rom. iii. 30; 2 Cor. iii. 11; Gal. ii. 16; Eph,
1. 7; Philem. 5; Kiihner, IT. p. 219.—This Bethany, situated
on the eastern slope of the Mount of Olives, and, according to
ver, 18, about three-quarters of an hour’s walk from Jerusalem
(see on Matt. xxi. 17), was characteristically and specially
known in evangelistic tradition owing to the two sisters who
lived there ; hence its more exact description by the words éx
Tis kopns Mapias, ete.? for the sake of distinguishing it from

! On the whole section relating to the raising of Lazarus, see Gumlich in the
Stud. u. Kritiken, 1862, pp. 65 f., 248 I,

* In the Constitt. Apost. 3. 6. 2, also, Mary Magdalene is expressly distinguished
from the sister of Lozarus.

* This genitive, presupposing, as it does, the nominative form Mepiz, is
opposed to the adoption in John of the Hebrew form Mapdw, which, in the
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the Bethany mentioned in i. 28 (see critical note on i. 28).—
For the legends about Lazarus, see especially Thilo, Cod. Apocry.
p. 711; Fabrie. Cod. Apocr. IIL pp. 475, 509.— v 8¢ Map/a,
etc.] Not to be put in a parenthesis. A more exact descrip-
tion of ¢this Mary,'—who, however, must not be identified with
the woman who was a sinner, mentioned in Luke vii, as is
done still by Hengstenberg (sea on Luke vii. 36, 37 f.)—from
the account of the anointing (Matt. xxvi. 6 ff.; Mark xiv. 3 ff.),
which John presupposes, in a general way, as already known,
although he himself afterwards takes occasion to narrate it in
xii. 1f£ So important and significant did it appear to him,
while tradition, besides, had not preserved it in its pure
original form (not even in Matthew and Mark). — %5 6 ade\-
dos, etc.] Thus, to refer to Lazarus as the brother of Mary,
was perfectly natural to the narrative, and after ver. 1 is clear
in itself. Entirely baseless is Hengstenberg’s remark: the
relation of Lazarus to the unmarried Mary was more intimate
than to the married Martha, who had been the wife of Simon
the leper, Matt. xxvi. 6 (which is a pure invention). See in
general, against the erroneous combinations of Hengstenberg
regarding the personal relations of the two sisters and Lazarus,
Strauss, Die Halben und die Ganzen, p. 79 ff.

Vv. 3, 4. Merely the message that the beloved one is sick.
The request lay in the message itself, and the addition dv
éurels supplied the motive for its fulfilment. — eZmer] spoken
generally, and not addressed to any definite person, but in the
hearing of those present, the messenger and the disciples.
Sufficient for the moment as a preparation both for the sisters
and the disciples. — o0« a1¢ wpos Odvaror] mpds refers to
destination (comp. afterwards {mrép) : 4t ©s not to have death for
its result, which, however, does not mean, as the antithesis shows:
it is not deadly, he will not die of it. The idea of death is used

various passages where the name oceurs, is supported by very varying testimony,
in some cases by very strong, in other passages, however, by no evidence at all

! On account of her predominant importance, and from being so well known,
Mary is mentioned first in ver. 1. Had she been the elder sister (Ewald), there
would be no apparent reason why Martha should be mentioned first in vv. 5,
19, and 20. Comp. also Luke x. 38, where Martha appears as mistress of thO-
house.—Lazarus seems to bave been younger than the sisters, and to have held
# subordinate place in the household, xii. 2,



CIIAP. XI. 8-7. 113

with a pregnancy of meaning, and the words signify : he shall not
fall a prey to death, as death usually is, so that no reawakening
takes place; @dvatos yap kvplws 6 uéype Tijs Kowds dvagrdaews,
Euth. Zigabenus, Comp. Matt. ix. 24. That Jesus certainly
knew, by His higher knowledge, that the death of Lazarus was
certasn and near at hand, though the death must be conceived
as not having yet actually taken place (see on ver. 17), is con-
firmed by ver. 14 ;—for the assumption of a second message
(Paulus, Neander, Schweizer) is purely arbitrary. With this
significant declaration, Jesus designed to supply to the sisters
something fitted, when the death of their brother took place
to stimulate the hope to which Martha gives actual expression
in ver. 22. There is no warrant for dragging in a reference
to the spiritual and eternal life of the resurrection (Gumlich).
— mwep Tijs 8o 7. 0.] ie. for the furtherance of the honour
of God. Comp. ix. 3. The emphatic and more definite
explanation of the expression is given in iva 8ofacfj, etec.—
words which, containing the intention of God, state the kind
and manner of the Jmép 7. 86f. 7. 6., so far, namely, as the
glorification of the Son of God involves the honour of God
Himself, who works through Him {(comp. v. 23, x. 30, 38).
It is in these words, and not in ver. 25 (Baur), that the doc-
trinal design of the narrative is contained. Comp. vv. 40, 42.

Ver. 5 is not an elucidation of ver. 3 (De Wette), seeing
that ver. 4 intervenes; nor is it a preparation for ver. 6 (B.
Crusius: “although He loved them all, He nevertheless
remained”); but explains the motive impelling Him to open
up to them the consolatory prospect referred to in ver. 4:
“Felix familia,” Bengel. — 7iydma] An expression chosen
with delicate tenderness (the more sensuous ¢ihelv is not
again used as in ver. 4), because the sisters are also mentioned.
Comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 7. 12; Tittmann, Synon. p. 53 ; and
Wetstein. Martha is named first, as being the mistress of
the house, and the eldest (ver. 19 f.). Compare the preceding
note. Hengstenberg’s remark is arbitrary: “ Mary could not
bear to be separated from Lazarus, because she had been most.
deeply affected by his death.”

Vv. 6, 7. Odv] Resumption of the narrative after the ob-
servation in ver. 5. — After ver. 6 a colon only ought to be

VOL. IL i d
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placed, for the course of the narative is this: “When Ia
now heard that he was sick, He remained there, indeed,
ete.; (but) then,” ete.— pév] logically is quite correct after
Tore: then, indeed (tum gquidem), when He heard, He did not
immediately go away, but remained still two days. There is
no corresponding & after émeira, as one would naturally
expect, because the adversative relation, which was in view
at first, has given way to one of simple succession (comp.
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 539 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 89 A ;
Baeumlein, Partic. p. 163). —émetta peta TolTO] deinde
postea (Cic. p. Mil. 24), as in the Classics also (comp. Plat.
Phaedr. p. 258 E: &reita Néyer &) pera Todro) synonymous
adverbial expressions are frequently conjoined (Kiihner, IL
p- 615; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 22). Comp. To7e &meita,
which occurs frequently even in Homer; Nigelsbach on
the Ilias, p. 149, ed. 3.— The question why Jesus did not
at once leave for Bethany is not solved by the assumption,
that He designed to test the fadth of the parties concerned
(Olshausen; Gumlich also mixes this reason up with his
otherwise correct view), which would, in opposition to ver.
5, have amounted to a harsh and arbitrary delaying on
His part; nor is it explained by the similar notion, that
the message of ver. 4 was meant first to produce its effect
(Ebrard), as though there had not beem without that time
enough for this; just as little is it accounted for by the
supposition that important business connected with His work
in Peraea still detained Him (Liicke, Krabbe, Neander,
Tholuck, Lange, Baumgarten), for John gives not the slightest
hint of such a reason, and it is a purely & priori assumption.
It is to be explained by a reference back to ver. 4, according
to which Jesus was conscious of its being the dizine will that
the miracle should be performed precisely under the circum-
stances and at the time at which it actually was performed,
and no otherwise (comp. ii. 4), for the glory of God. The
divine 8¢, of which He was conscious, decided Him, and that,
under a moral necessity, lest He should act imép polpav, to
remain still ; the same 8¢ again impelled Him at once to
depart, when, in virtue of His immediate knowledge, He
became aware of the death of His friend. Comp. on ver. 17.
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All the more groundless was it to make use of the delay of
Jesus as an argument against the historical truth of the nar-
rative (Bretschneider, Strauss, Weisse, Gfrorer, Baur, Hilgen-
feld), according to which Jesus intentionally allowed Lazarus
to die, in order that He might be able to raise him up again
(Baur, p. 193). —eis 79v 'Tovdalav] for they were in
Peraea, x. 40. The more definite goal, Bethany, is not at first
mentioned ; but is specified afterwards, vv. 11, 15. The less
reason, therefore, is there for finding a special design in the
use of the words els 7. 'Tov8. (Luthardt: “into the land of
unbelief and hostility”), a meaning which Godet and Gumlich
import also into maAw.

Ver. 8. The question breathes solicitude for the safety and
life of the beloved Master. — vov] just now, refers to the
recent events which, though past, seemed still to form part of
the present, x. 31. Hence the use of the imperfect; see
Kiihner, IT. p. 385. — mrd\«v] emphatically at the beginning.
— vmdyets] Present, as in x. 32.

Vv. 9, 10. The sense of the allegorical answer is this: « ke
time appointed to me by God for working is not yet elapsed ; as
long as it lasts, no one can do anything to me, but when 1t
shall have come to an end, I shall fall into the hands of my
enemies, like him who walketh in the night, and who stumbleth,
because he is without light” In this way Jesus sets aside
the anxiety of His disciples, on the one hand, by directing
their attention to the fact that, as His time is not yet expired,
He is safe from the apprehended dangers; and, on the other,
by reminding them (ver. 10) that He must make use of the
time apportioned to Him, before it come to an end! So sub-
stantially Apollinaris (8:8doxer 6 xipios, 8T¢ wpo ToD Kaipod
Tob mdfovs ovx &v vmo 'Tovdailwv mwdbor kal Sidacwer TovTO
Sia mapaBoris, Huépas pév kawpov ovoudfwy TOv PO TOD
mafovs, Tov 8¢ Tob mdfovs wikta), Ruperti (only partially),
Jansen, Maldonatus, Corn. a Lapide, Wolf, Heumann, and

! Not, as Godet interprets : that He dare not lengthen the working time ap-
pointed to Him by the divine will, that He may not venture to add fo it as it
were a thirteenth hour. Such a thought was totally foreign to the minds of the
disciples in giving their warning. All that they desired was, that He should
ot shorten His life by exposing Himself to the threatening danger of death.
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several others; also Maier and B. Crusius; comp. Ewald
and Hengstenberg. On individual points, note further: (1)
3wdera is placed emphatically at the beginning, signifying
that the day referred to is still rumming om, and that anxiety
is still premature (not: only twelve hours; Bengel correctly
yemarks: “ jam multa erat hora, sed tamen adhuc erat dies”).
The supposition that Jesus spoke the words early in the morn-
ing, at sunrise (Godet, Gumlich), is as arbitrary as it is
unnecessary. (2) 7o ¢ads T. xdou. is the light of the sun, so
designated in harmony with the elevated tone which marks
the entire saying; the words &7¢... S\émwer belong merely
to the details of the picture, and are not intended to be
specially inferpreted (for example, of the guidance of the
divine will, as Godet thinks, following older commentators).
(3) Applying the figure to Jesus, night (ver. 10) commenced
with the épvler % dpa, xvil. 1 (comp. xii. 27); the Huépa
with its twelve hours was then over for Him, and, according
to the divine decree, the wpooxoms) in His path which, with
the close of the twelfth hour, had become dark, must now
follow! in that He fell into the hands of His enemies; till
then, however, oUmw é\pAifer 4 dpa ad7od, vii. 30, viii. 20.
(4) The expression &rc 10 Pis odx éorw év alre, which is
also a detail not intended for interpretation, is not equivalent,
to: ke has not, etc. (Ewald ; it is also inadmissible to take this
view of Ps. xc. 10), but is an outflow of the notion that,
in the case of a man walking in the night, it is dark <w Aim,
i.e. his representation of his surroundings is dark and without
light, so that he cannot discover Lis whereabouts in Aus
consciousness of that which is round about him. Grotius: “in
oculis ejus;” but the expression éy adrg suggests the inner
intuition and representation. (5) Substantially the same,
and decisive for the view which the disciples would take, are
the thought and figure in ix. 3 £ ; hence also here neither is
nuépa to be taken as an image of lempus opportunum (Morus,
Rosenmiiller, Paulus, Kuinoel), nor vi§ of tempus importunum ;

! The idea set forth is therefore not ** the wish %o be active beyond the ordained
goal and limit of life,” which would, indeed, be absurd (Tholuck’s objection);
hut to be set free of activity on the attainment of the ordained goal of life. Whem
the twelfth hour has passed, night falls on the wanderer, and he stumbles,
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nor is it any more allowable to say, with Gumlich and Briick-
ner (comp. Melanchthon, Beza, and Calvin), that ¢ds 7od «. 7.
is God, who shows the Son the way, so that this latter thus
walks 4n the day, and His person and work remain unen-
dangered (o0 mpogkomrer’); similarly Baeumlein ; Liicke, on
the other hand, rightly refers 775 #uépas to the “day’s work”
of Christ, which has its definite limit (its twelve hours); but
then he explains év 75 7uépa of fulfilling the duties of His
calling (comp. Melanchthon), whieh is always the way of
safety, and takes v0f as an image of unfaithfulness to one's
calling, which leads to destruction. In this way, however,
two totally different meanings are assigned to the figurative
term nHuépa, the second of which is the more decidedly to be
rejected, as the mention of twelve hours is evidence that the
temporal explanation alone is correct. For this reason, further,
we must reject not only the view taken by De Wette, who
regards the day as the image of “ upright, innocent, clear action,”
the twelve hours, as the waeys and means of action, and the
night as the lack of prudence and singlemindedness; but also
that of Luthardt: “He who keeps within the limits of his
calling will not strike against anything, will not make false
steps, for the light of the world, <.e. the will of God, gives him
light ; he, however, who passes beyond the lmits of his
calling will go wrong in his doings, seeing that he is guided,
not by God’s will, but by his own pleasure” Tholuck also
diverges from the consistent carrying out of the temporal
view; for, though understanding the twelve hours of the
day of the fixed ¢ime of the vocation, he afterwards intro-
duces the calling itself: “ Whoso abides not by his calling
will come to damage.” Comp. Schweizer, p. 106 ; also Lange,
who combines several very different views. According to
Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Euth. Zigabenus, the walking
in the day denotes either a dlameless walk, in which a man
has no need to be afraid; or fellowship with Christ (so also

! Ver. 10. =5 pas obx {oriw iv adrg is then explained by Briickner, after Matt.
vi. 22 f., to mean that the eye, which has received the light, becomes itself a
lamp, and so the whole men is illumined. But how could Jesus expect ths
t.lisciples to understand so far-fetched an illusion? If such had been His mean.
ing, He must heve used, in agreement with Matt. vi. 23, some such words as: in

e,y N, ’
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Erasmus : “ quamdiu vobis luceo, nihil est periculi; veniet nox,
quando a me semoti conturbabimini”®  Vatablus, Clarius,
Lampe, Neander). Both are incorrect, for the simple reason
that the disciples had expressed concern, not for themselves, but
for Christ, by their question in ver. 8 (Chrysostom and his
followers arbitrarily remark that they had bLeen more in
anxiety, Umép éavrdv); and because the former of these views
would furnish no explanation of the mention of the hours,
which is just the key to the figure. This objection holds
good also against Hilgenfeld, Lehrbegr. p. 263, who brings out
as the meaning of Jesus: He has the light absolutely in Him-
self, and for Him, therefore, no dark point can exist in His
earthly course. On this view, moreover, ver. 10 remains
without explanation. Olshausen, adopting the second view
of Chrysostom, is prepared to accept an unhermeneutical
double meaning of 7uépa ;—in the one case, mindful of His
near brotherly relationship to men, Jesus regarded Himself as
accomplishing His ordained day's work ; but, in the other case,
He had in view His higher dignity as the spiritual enlightener,
in the rays of whose brightness the disciples would have
nothing to fear’ Comp. Bengel, who thinks that 7o ¢as .
xoou. TovTov signifies the “ providentia Patris respectu Jesu,
et providentia Christi respectu fidelium.

Vv. 11-13. Kai pera Toiro Aéyee] This representa-
tion separates the two discourses, between -which a pause is to
be conceived as intervening.—The death of Lazarus, which
had just taken place, and became the occasion of the deter-
mination to leave at once (ver. 7 ; see onver. 17),is described

1 So in the Paraphr. Butin the Annotat. he takes substantially our view :
“ Dies habet suas horas, nec is nostro arbitrio fit brevior aut longior; et ego
tempus habeo praescriptum, quo debeam redimendi orbis negotium peragere, id
Judaeorum malitjia non potest anticipari : proinde nihil est, quod mihi timeatis.”

2 Ebrard adopts Olshausen’s view in the following more definite shape : *‘ The
day has its determinate measured duration. If a man use the day as day, i.e. the
time for working given him by God as a time of working, he needs to be in no
fear that his working will bring him mischief, for the light of the mundane sun
illumines him. But he who walks a3 though it were night, i.e. without working
the will of God, would procure for himself eternal wischief, because he had not
in him the light (in the absolute sense, i. 5).” In this way the essential elements
are read into the passage ; and what a strange difference in the conceptions found
iu the same expressions! How could the disciples have possibly understood
their Master!



CHAP. XL 11-13. 119

(comp. Matt. ix. 24), in view of his resurrection, by the word
rexol., has fallen aslecp, the event having become known to
Him by <mmediate knowledge (spiritual far-seeing). Hence
also the definiteness of His statement, to which the addition of
the words ¢ ¢idos #u. communicates a touch of painful sensi-
Lility. In saying %uév also, He claims the loving sym-
pathy of His disciples. — éfvmviocw] awaken out of sleep;
a late Greek word, rejected by the Atticists. Lobeck ad
Phryn. p. 224. Comp. Acts xvi. 27. — The misunderstanding
of His disciples, who thought of the sleep which follows after
a crisis has been passed through (see examples of the same
thing in Pricaeus; comp. also Sir. xxxi. 2, and Fritzsche’s
remarks thereon), loses its apparent improbability (against
Strauss, De Wette, Reuss) when we refer back to ver. 4, the
words of which they had naturally understood, not in the
sense intended by Jesus, which was that He would raise him
up from the dead, but, after the analogy of ix. 3, as signifying
that He purposed to come and miraculously heal him. The
journey thereby involved, however, they did not desire (ver.
8); the expression rexoiunrar accordingly corresponded to
their wishes; hence the conclusion at once drawn, that he
must be on the way to recovery, and the effort, by calling
attention to this fact, to make the journey appear unnecessary.
The very earnestness of this their desire, caused them to over-
look the significant nature of the words iva éfvmvicw adrov, and
to fail to see that it would have been absurd thus to speak of
one who was really asleep. Such a mistake on their part is
psychologically intelligible enough.! The notion that ver. 4
had led them to believe that Jesus had already healed at a
distance (Ebrard, Hengstenberg), and that, in consequence, they
necessarily understood sleep to refer to recovery, is incom-
patible with the fact that the words of ver. 4 do not at all
suggest such a healing (how different in iv. 50 {); and that if
they had thought of such a healing having taken place, they
would have grounded their cwfjoerar on that fact, and not
on the approach of sleep; they would consequently, too, have
dissuaded from this journey as unnecessary in a very different

! ““ Discipuli omni modo quaerunt Dominum ab isto itinere avocare,” Grotius;
“libenter hane Iugiendi periculi occasionem arripiunt,” Culviu,
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way. According to Bengel (and Luthardt), the disciples
believed, “somnum ab Jesu immissum esse Lazaro ut eveniret
quod praedixerat ipse ver. 4” But there is no exegetical
support for this view, not even in the use of the first person
singular mopevouar, which finds its very natural explanation
in the connection with éfvmvicew (the case is different with
dywpev, ver. T), without that supposition (against Luthardt).
Ver. 14 f Ilappnaia] ie without the help of figurative
hints as in ver. 11. Comp. x. 24, xvi. 25.— Ad{ awéd.]
Now a declaration of the simple occurrence,; hence there is no
addition to the word Aaf as in ver. 11.—3&." vuds] is
immediately explained by the words fva mioredo.; for every
new flight of faith is in its degree a progress towards belief,
comp. ii. 11. The words &me otx #ju. éxel are to be taken
together with yaipw. If Jesus had been there, He would not
have permitted His friend to die (against Paulus), but have
saved him even on the sickbed ; in this case the far greater
anuetov of His dofa, the raising him from the dead, would not
have taken place, and the faith of the disciples would there-
fore not have had the benefit of it, though, just on the eve of
the death of their Lord, it stood greatly in need of being
increased Bengel aptly remarks: “cum decoro divino pulchre
congruit, quod praesente vitae duce nemo unquam legitur
mortuus.” — {va] indicates the telic direction, or intention of
the emotion (not merely hope, De Wette). Comp. viii. 56.
Remark that Jesus rejoices not at the sorrowful event <7
itself, but at the circumstance that He was not there, in conse-
quence whereof it assumed a salutary relation to the disciples.
—&A\] Breaking off; Herm. ad Vig. p. 812; Baeuml
Partic. p. 15. And the summons is now brief and measured.
Ver. 16. Thomas (RONR = DRR), after the Greek translation
of his name (fwin), was called among the Gentile Christians
Didymus. That Jesus gave him this name for the purpose of
signifying that his nature was one which halted, and was
divided between the old and the new man, is an invention of
Henastenberg’s, which he even goes so far as to base on Gen.
xxv. 23 f. — Notwithstanding what had been said in ver. 9,
Thomas looked upon the return of Jesus as leading to His
death; with His quick temperament, he at once expresses
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what is in His mind; immediately, however, manifesting the
resignation and courage of love,' seeing that their business
now was to obey the clearly and definitely declared will of the
Lord (differently in xiv. 5, xx. 24). There is no ground for
charging him here with “inconsideratus zelus” (Calvin); or
“ Fear and Unbelief” (Chrysostom, Euth. Zigabenus); dualism
of Belief and Unbelief (Hengstenberg), and the like. — pe?
avTod] refers to Jesus” not to Lazarus (Grotius, Ewald). —
cvppaldnris occurs in the New Testament only in this
place; but see Plat. Euthyd. p. 272 c.

Ver. 17. ’TEx8ov] into the neighbourhood of Bethany, see
ver. 30. That Jesus went by the direct road, may be taken
for granted in view of the end He had before Him ; to insert
here events from the Synoptic Gospels for harmonistic pur-
poses, only causes confusion. — eJpev] namely, after inquiry.
— 7éocapas] As we must assume that Lazarus did not die
before the day on which the words of vv. 7 ff. were spoken,
whilst Jesus was made at once and directly aware of the
departure of His friend, then, if the Lord, as is probable, com-
menced the journey on the same day, and if Lazarus, agree-
ably to the Jewish custom, was buried on the day of his
death, two full days and parts of two other days (the first and
fourth) must have been spent in travelling to Bethany. No
material objection can be urged against this supposition, seeing
that we do not know how far northwards in Peraea Jesus was
sojourning when He received the message announcing the
illness. The wusual opinion—still entertained even by Luthardt,
Ebrard, Gumlich, Hengstenberg, Godet—is, that Lazarus died
and was buried on the very day on which Jesus received the
message. Were this the case, Jesus must have remained that
day and the two following in Peraea, and have first begun the
Journey on the fourth day (a journey which some suppose to have
occupied merely ten or eleven hours, or even a shorter time),’

! Soph. Fragm. 690. Dind.: favivr: miivy cusdaniy fpas ¢ ixu. Eur. Suppl.
1009 fF.

2 This refercnce follows in accordance with the context from ver. 8 and from
xei i, in which the xe) points to Jesus. On the thought, comp. Matt. xxvi.
35 and parallels.

? But see van der Velde, Reise durch Syr. u. Pal. II. p. 245 ff. The actual
road was undoubtedly considerably longer than the distance in 8 straight line.



122 TIE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

and completed it on the same (Ebrard) or on the following
day. On this supposition, however, Jesus would either not
have known of the death of His friend before the third day,
which would be quite opposed to the character and word-
ing (vv. 4, 6) of the narrative; or else He would know of
1t as soon as it happened, and therefore at the time of the
arrival of the messenger, which would alone accord with the
tone of the entire history; in this latter case, the two days’ post-
ponement of His departure, which, notwithstanding He had
resolved on, would be unnatural and aimless, and the words
of ver. 4, which treat the sickness of Lazarus as still con-
tinuing, would have been inappropriate. Correctly, therefore,
have Bengel (on ver. 11 with the comparison of iv. 52) and
Lwald fixed the death of Lazarus as contemporaneous with
vv. 7, 8, so that the occurrence of the death and the know-
ledge thereof possessed by Jesus determined His leaving at
once. They would then have arrived at Bethany on the
fourth day (comp. on i. 28).

Ver. 18. This observation explains the fact mentioned in
the following verse, that so many of the 'IovdaZor (from the
neighbouring capital) were present.— #j»] The use of the
praet. does not of itself necessarily imply that Bethany had
ceased to exist at the time when the writer wrote, but might
be explained (as it wusually is) from the general connection
with the past events narrated (see on Acts xvii. 21 ; Kriiger
on Xen. Anab. i 4. 9 ; Breitenbach, ad Xen. Hier. 9. 4). At
the same time, as John is the only one of the evangelists who
uses the pract. thus (see besides xviil, 1, xix. 41), and as he
further wrote a considerable time after the destruction of
Jerusalem, it is more natural to suppose that Jerusalem and
the surrounding neighbourhood was presented before his mind
as lying waste, and Bethany also as no longer existing. — dmo
cradlwy Sexam.] fifteen stadia off, i.e. about three-eighths of
a geographical mile. On this mode of describing the distance
(Apoc. xiv. 20) see Buttm. Neut. Gr. p. 133 [E. T. p. 153].
Compare also xii. 1, and on Acts x. 30. A stadium = 5894
feet Rhenish ( 606% feet English) measure. ]

Ver. 19. ’Ex 7av 'Iov8alwy] is generally taken as equi-
valent to ‘Tepogohvuirdw, but altogether without ground.
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Whercver John uses the term “¢he Jews,” unless it be in the
purely national sense (as in ii. 6, ii. 13, iii. 1, iv. 9, and fre-
quently), to distinguish them as a nafion from other nations,
he constantly means the Jewish opposition to Jesus. See on
i. 19. So also here (compare Briickner, Gumlich, Godet).
On them, however, the miracle produced the noteworthy deep
impression which will be recorded in vv. 45, 46. The Lazarus
family, which, without doubt, was a highly respected one,
must—and might it not have been so, notwithstanding its
friendship with Jesus ?—have had many acquaintances, per-
haps also relatives, among these Jews. — wpos Tas mepl M.
x. M.] is not quite identical in force with mpos v M. «. M.
(so Lachmann after B.C.L. X. x.), but describes the two sisters
with their surroundings (Bernhatdy, p. 263 ; Kiihner, ad Xen.
Mem. 1i. 4. 2; comp. Acts xiii. 13). The words might also
denote the sisters alone, according to later Greek usage (see
Valckenaer, Schol. ad Act. xiii. 13 ; Lehrs, Quaest. Ep. p. 28 ff.) ;
this usage, however, is quite foreign to the New Testament,
besides that, in the present connection, the expression employed
has its special propriety, they being men who had come. It
implies, moreover, that the household was one of a higher
class. — fva mapau. adr] The expression of sympathy and
consolation, which was connected with definite formalities,
lasted usually seven days (1 Sam. xxxi. 13; 1 Chron. x. 12;
Judith xvi 23). See Lightfoot, p. 1070 ff.

Ver. 20. Martha, now also discharging her duties as
hostess, and in consequence coming more into contact with
others from without, is first informed of the coming of Jesus
(how? must be left undecided), and with judicious haste
goes at once to meet Him, without exciting attention by com-
municating the fact to her sister.— éwxaBéleTo] For the
manifestations of sympathy were received sitting. See Geier,
de Luctu Hebraeorum, p. 211ff Comp. Dougt. Anal. ad E:.
viii. 14.—Note the different nature of the two sisters, as in
Luke x. 38 ff.

Vv. 21, 22. E¢ 75 &8¢] Not a reproach, but a lament: f
Thow wert here, and stayedst not in the distant Peraca. — xai
viv] Without @\\d (see the critical note) the expression
simply connects past and present: and now, when he is dead.



124 TIE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

She then gives expression sndirectly (“ ob voti magnitudinem,”
Grotius) to her confidence, which had quickly arisen in con-
sequence of the arrival of Jesus, that by His prayer He would
be able to raise the dead one to life. Having the confidence,
she expresses the wish. 'We can understand from ver. 4 why,
now that the healing could no longer be effected, she should
think of a resurrection ; for with her faith in Jesus, and her
knowledge of His wonderful works, she must have felt sure
that the declaration of ver. 4 would be fulfilled in some way
or other. The less, therefore, may we adopt Calvin's judg-
ment: “magis affectus suo indulget, quam se contineat sub
fidei regula."—The position of the words alrigan Tov Beov,
ddaes 0 Beds is emphatic ; their emphatic character is further
heightened by the repetition of 6 6eos (comp. Xen. Mem.
1 3. 2: ebyero 8¢ mwpos Tods feols . . . ds Tovs feovs kdANioTa
eldotas). This word aireiofas, to beg for omeself, is not else-
where used of Jesus praying to God (but épwrdv, Tapaxakeiy,
mpocebyesbar, Seigbar); it corresponds to the intensity of
Martha’s emotion, which would lead her to choose the more
concrete, more human expression (comp. Matt. vil. 9; Jobn
xv. 16,al). Thus naively, as to form, does she speak in the
excitement of her feeling; for the idea of the superhuman
relation of Jesus to God had not as yet presented itself in any
way to her mind. But as to substance she was right; see
vv. 41, 42.

Vv. 23, 24. Jesus understood her, and promises dvaoTi-
cetar 6 48 cov! He meant! to carry out the purpose stated
in ver. 11, but expressed Himself ambiguously—no doubt
intentionally—in order to lead the faith of Martha away from
Ler merely personal interest, and to raise it rather to the higher
general domain of the one thing that is needful. His words
might as easily depote a raising up to be accomplished at once,
as the resurrection at the last day. Martha ventures to take

) That is, He meant the raising of Lazarus, which aetually afterwards took
place, and which was the fulfilment of the iEvaviler ; Tarivopsaos iytipsras, Nt{nmfs-
Quite in opposition to the progress and connection of the mnarrative, with its
Leantiful significance, is Hengstenberg’s remark : ‘* Jesus means specially the
resurrection at the last day, and along therewith, also, His transference to Para-
dise.” The soul of the deceased must already have been in Paradise, Luke
xxiii. 43.



CIIAD. XI. 25, 26. 125

it only as a consolatory word of promise relatively to Lazarug’
participation in this latfer resurrection; she had previously
dared to hope for so much, that she was not now able to
interpret so indefinite a reply in her own favour. Accord-
ingly, her response expresses the resignation of disappointment,
which would now so naturally present itself to her mind; at
the same time, it was an answer full of submission, and not
one of “as it were further inquiry” (De Wette, compare
Calvin).

Yv. 25, 26. Jesus connects with her answer that which
He intended to say, as fitted to draw her faith from her own
interest to His person: I, no other than I, am the resurrection
and the life, i.e. the personal power of both, the one who raises
again, and who makes alive. Comp. xiv. 6 ; Col. iii. 4. The
{wij after the évdoTaocis is its positive result (not its ground,
as Luthardt and Ewald think), the eternal life, which, however,
also presupposes the happy state of {w7 in Hades, in Paradise
(Luke xvi, 22, xxiii. 43). In the course of what follows,
Jesus tells who it is that experiences Him as this power of
resurrection and life,! namely, 0 mioTedwy eis éué. The thought
is in both clauses the same; they form a parallelism with a
positive and negative declaration concerning the same subject,
which, however, in the second clause, is described not merely
by mieTedwy again, but by {dv xal mioTedwy, because this was
the only way of making the significant antithetical reciprocal
relationship complete. With a view to this end, dying denotes
in the first clause physical death, whereas in the second clause
it is used in the higher sense ; whereas, vice versd, life is spoken
of in the first clause in the higher sense, in the second in its
physical sense. W hoso believeth in me, even if he shall have
died (physically), will live (be a partaker of {ws, wuninter-
ruptedly, as, prior to the resurrection, in Paradise, so, by means
of the resurrection, eternally); and every one who lives (is still
alive in time) and believes in me, will assuredly not die for ever,
ie. he will not lose his life in eternity, viil. 51,—a promise
which, though not excluding physical death in itself, does

! 1t is not merely Jan that is cerried out in what follows (Luthardt) ; for the

life which Jesus ascribes to the believer, even in death, finds its completion pre-
ciscly in the resurrection.
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exclude it as the negation of the true and eternal fwy, vi. 50.
Compare Rom. viii. 10. In accordance herewith, {&v neither
can nor may be taken in the spirifual sense (Calvin and
Olshausen): to apply xdvr amof, however, to Lazarus, and
gov to the sisters (Euth. Zigabenus, Theophylact), is inad-
missible, simply because Lazarus was to be raised again solely
to temporal life. Both are to be left in their generality. — On
7as Bengel remarks ingeniously : “ hoe versu 25 non adhibi-
tum ad majora sermonem profert,” and on 7eoT. TodTo: “ap-
plicatio . . . per improvisam interrogationem valde pungens.”
Vv. 27, 28. Martha’s answer afirms the question, and gives
the reason for the affirmation ; for to Messiah alone could and
ought thanks to be due for that which is mentioned in ver.
25 ! — éyd] With the emphasis of conscious assurance. —
wemiocTevka) I have convinced myself, and believe. Comp.
vi. 69. — 0 XpiaTos, 6 vios Tod eod] The second predicate,
although conceived by Martha still in the popular theocratic
sense, and not yet understood in its essentially divine import
(comp. on i 50), satisfactorily expresses her faith in the
divinely-conferred éfovsia of her friend, and is correlative to
the o els 7. xoou. épyouevos, and to be connected with it
The present épxouevos is employed because she looks for the
advent of the Messiah as close at hand. Compare on Matt.
xi. 3; Luke ii. 25, 38. — Ver. 28. That Martha called her
sister at the bidding of Jesus, is clear from xal ¢wvet oe; and
any doubt as to whether He actually commissioned her to do so
is baseless (Briickner, compare Tholuck ; Hengstenberg, after
Chrysostom). — Adfpa] not ¢avepds, that is, whispering these
words to her secretly, so that the 'Tovdaloc in ver. 31 who were
present—these men so hostilely disposed towards the beloved
Teacher—might not observe what she should say to her,
in order that they might not disturb the further consolation
and elevation which she now, with the faith in her heart that
she had just so decidedly expressed, expected for her sister

' The simple and full affirmation of what was asked is contained therefore in
vai, xipis, and iyd miariorivxa is not a Confiteor in response to the question freely
formed by Martha (Godet, after Lange) ; on the contrary, her Confiteor is con-
tained in the words vai, xdpe, and the further words sexirrivaa, ete., express the
holy foundation on which her va/ rested in her heart,
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and herself from Jesus. — o 8:8d o w.] This designation, which
had probably been customary in the family, was sufficiently
intelligible to her sister; she did not nmeed to mention His
name, nor does she mention it, for the sake of secrecy. Com-
pare Mark xiv. 14.

Vv. 30, 31. He had remained outside the place, not, how-
ever, because of the proximity of the grave (He did not even
know where it was, ver. 34, against Hengstenberg and others),
but doubtless because Martha had informed Him of the pre-
sence of the many ’'Iovdato:,—which it was so natural for
Martha to do, that Luthardt should not have called it in ques-
tion. He did not desire their presence whilst He said to
Mary what He intended to say, for which reason also He had
her called secretly. His intention, however, was not realized,
for the Jews thought that when Mary went away so hastily she
had gone to the grave (on this custom see Geier, de LZuctu Hebr.
VIL 26, and Wetstein), and followed after her, in order not
to leave her alone in her sorrow without words of sympathy
and ‘consolation. On els 7. wrnu. comp. ver. 38, xx. 1.

Ver. 32. "Emecev, ete.] Not so Martha, ver. 21. Mary'’s
feelings were of an intenser and stronger kind. — avTod mpos
v. wodas] at His feet (wpos, Mark v. 22, vii. 25). So after-
wards, pov 6 a8eh¢pis, my brother had not died, as in xiii 6,
and very often in the New Testament and in Greek writers;
see Kiihner, § 627 A 4; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 518 C.
— et s D¢, ete.] like Martha in ver. 21, but without adding
anything beyond her tears. This thought had unquestionably
been the oft-repeated refrain of their mutual communications
on the subject of their sorrow.—No further conversation takes
place, because the 'Iovdaior by coming with her disturbed
them, vv. 31, 33 ; according to Luthardt, because Jesus wished
a deed to take the place of words; but of this there is no hint
in the text.

Vv. 33, 34.—Tovs ovverd. adrh 'Tovd] The Jews who
had come with her (see on Mark xiv. 53). Note the emphatic
K\alovoay . . . Kalovras. — éveBpiptioato T¢ myedpati]
Alone correct are the renderings of the Vulgate: infremuit
spiritu ; of the Gothic: 4nrawhtida ahmin; and of Luther:
er ergimmete im Geiste, He was angered in the spirit. On 7¢
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mvedpaTe, comp. xiil. 21 ; Mark viii. 12; Acts xvii. 16. The
words Bpipdopar and éuBpipdopar are never used otherwise
than of hot anger in the Classics, the Septuagint, and the New
Testament (Matt. ix. 30; Mark i. 43, xiv. 5), save where
they denote snorting or growling proper (Aeschyl. Sept. 461 ;
Lucean, Necyom. 20). See Gumlich, p. 265 f.  For this reason
the explanation of sharp pain (so also Grotius, Lucke, Tholuck,
who thinks the word denotes a painful, sympathetic, and
shuddering movement, not expressed in sounds, B. Crusius,
Maier, and several ; compare already Nonnus) must be rejected
at the very outset, as opposed to the usage of the word. The
same applies also to Ewald’s notion that it is simply a some-
what stronger term for erevdlew or avasrevalew (Mark vii. 34 ;
comp. viil. 12). But at what was He angered ? This is not
expressed by 7é wvedpaTe (against this supposition év éavrd
i ver. 38 is sufficiently decisive), as though He were angry
at being affected as He was (7¢ wdfe). This view, which
quite misconceives the humanity of Jesus, is taken by Origen,
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, and several others?
Nor was His anger enkindled at death as the wages of sin
(Augustine, Corn. a Lapide, Olshausen, Gumlich) ; nor at the
power of death (Melanchthon, Ebrard)? the dread foe of the

1 < A3 though compelled to gather up all the deepest powers of love and
compassion, first, in deepest emotion, repeatedly sighing and weeping,” Gesch.
Cleristi, p. 486. Somewhat differently in the Johkann. Schr. 1. p. 822 : ¢ Like
an old hero of the primeval age, like & Jacob, who, gathering together the deepest
forces of his spirit, prepares for the combat, and in the midst of the struggle
weeps aloud.” Melanchthon has a similar idea.

2 To much the same effect is Cyril's view, who takes & avifuar to mean the
Holy Spirit, and to be used instrumentally : =5 Svvéps 7ob ayiov aysdparos, Jesus
was angered at the human compassion which He had felt. Hilgenfeld, in his
Lehrbegr. p. 260, Evang. p. 296 (comp. Kostlin, p. 139), has recently modified
this view as follows : a genuinely human feeling threatened to tear away the
human person joined with the Logos from His fellowship with the Loges, and
the displeasure of the Logos was therefore only able to express itself inwardly, to
vent itself on the humanity. See, on the contrary, Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 257.
Interpretations like thesc spring from a soil which lies altogether outside the
domain of exegesis. More simply, but also doing violence to the moral nature
of the human compassion felt by Jesus, is the view taken by Merz (in die Wiir-
temb. Stud. 1844, 2): He became angry with Himaelf because He had felt a3
if His heart would break.

3 80 also Luthardt (who is followed by Weber in his Zorne Gottes, p. 24) *
* He was angered at death and him who Las the power of death, His antagonist,
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human raco (Hengstenberg); nor at the wunbelief of the Jews
(Erasmus, Scholtenr) as well as of the sisters (Lampe, Kuinoel,
Wichelhaus, Komm. b. d. Leidensgesch. p. 66 £); nor, finally,
at the circumstance that He had mot been able to avert this
melancholy occurrence (De Wette). The last-mentioned notion
is appropriate neither to the idea, nor to the degree of anger,
nor to ver. 4; and the whole of these references are imported
into the text. Briickner's opinion: the anger is that of the
Redeemer, misunderstood by His enemies, and not understood
by His friends, is also an importation ; so also Godet’s forced
expedient : Jesus was indignant that, in performing this His
greatest miracle, to which He found Himself pressed by the
sobbings of those who were present, He should be pronouncing
His own death-sentence ; Satan purposed making it the signal
of His condemnation, and some even of those who were weep-
ing were destined to become His accusers. As though anything
of all that were either to be found in the passage, or were even
hinted at in it! The reference lying in the context was over-
looked in consequence of the word "Tovdaio: not being taken
in the sense in which it is constantly used by John, namely,
as the designation of the hostile party. It must be remem-
bered that, in ver. 38 also, this inward wrath of the Lord was
aroused by the behaviour of the Jews noticed in ver. 37. He
was angered, then, at the Jews, when He saw them lamenting
with the deeply-feeling Mary, and professing by their cries (of
condolence) to share her feelings, whilst at the same time
aware that they were full of bitter hostility to Him who was
the beloved friend both of those who mourned and of him
whom they mourned, nor is ver. 45 inconsistent therewith.
Accordingly, the moving cause of His wrath lay solely in that
which the text states (ds eidev . . . K¥haiovras); the separative
expression: abtyy xhaioveav . .. Iovdailovs rhaiovras, sets
forth the contrast presented by the procedure of the two,
whilst going on together before Him. Alongside of the lamen-
tation of Mary, He could not but see that the xAaie:v of the
Jews was hypocritical, and this excited His strong moral

that he had done such & thing to Him, that he had thus penetrated into His inner-
most circle, and had thus, as it were, thrown out threatenings against Himself.”
Comp. Kohnis, Dogmatik, 1. p. 504: **at the unnaturalness of death.”

VOL. II. I
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indignation and wrath. John has simply expressed this indig-
nation by the right term, without, as Lange thinks, combining
in éveBpiuro. the most varied emotions of the mind, as in a
“ divine thunderstorm of the spiret.” By the addition of 7¢
mvevuaT: the indignation experienced by Jesus is defined as
having been felt in the depths of His moral self-consciousness.
During this experience, also, the mvefua of Jesus was a wvelua
aywavvys; see on Rom. 1 4. John might also have written
™ Yuxd (see on xil 27); but 7d wveduarc is more charac-
teristic. — xai érapafer éavTov] not equivalent to érapdyfy
T@ mvevpart, Xili. 21 ; nor even denoting, “ He allowed Him-
self to be troubled (agitated), surrendered Himself to the
agitation” (De Wette); but, as the active with the reflective
pronoun necessarily requires, He agitated Himself, so that the
outward manifestation, the bodily shuddering, during -the
internal movement of indignation, is designated by the words,
and not the emotion itself? Euth. Zigabenus remarks, in the
main correctly : Siéoeice quuBaiver ydp Twdooecbar Ta dve-
Tepa pépn Tav olTws éuBpiuwpévor. The use of the reflective
expression has no dogmatic basis (Augustine, Bengel, and
several ; also Briickner and Ebrard suppose that it was de-
signed to exclude the notion of the passivity of the emotion),
but is simply due to its being more descriptive and picturesque.
The reader is made to sec how Jesus, in His inner indignation,
shakes Himself and shudders.— mwov Tebeix. adrév;] This
question He puts to Mary and Martha, and it is they also
who answer it. Having experienced the stirrings of indigna-
tion, without any further delay, gathering Himself up for
action, He now asks that which it was in the first instance
necessary for Him to know. The assumption made by Heng-
stenberg,” that He already knew that which He asked, is due
solely to exegetical presuppositions, and reduces the question
to a mere formality.

Ver. 35. "E8dxp. 6 '1] He weeps, whilst on His way to
the sepulchre, with those who were weeping. Note the eloquent,
deeply-moving simplicity which characterizes  the narrative;

! As Hengstenberg maintains (*‘ Jesus stirs Himself up to energetic strugele,”
etc.) ; compare also Godet.
* So also Gumlich, after Augustine, Ercomus, Jansen, and others.
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and remark as to the subject-matter, how, before accomplishing
His work, Jesus gives full vent to the sorrow which He felt
for His friend, and for the suffering inflicted on the sisters.
It is also worthy of notice, that axpiecy is here used, and
not again sAalew,—His lamenting is a shedding of tears in
(uiet anguish, not a weeping with loud lamentation, not a
xhavBuds as over Jerusalem, Luke xix. 41. It is a delicate
discrimination of expressions, unforced, and true. According
to Baur, indeed, tears for a dead man, whose grave was being
approached in the certainty of his being raised to life again,
could not be the expression of a true, genuinely human fellow-
feeling. As though such feelings could be determined in a
manner involving such deliberation, and as if the death of His
friend, the grief of those by whom He was accompanied, as
well as the wailings of the sisters, were not sufficient, of
themselves alone, ta arouse His loving sympathy to tears! It
is precisely a genuine human emotion, which neither could nor
should resist the painful impression produced by such a
moment. But those obliterate the delicate character of this
trait with their hard dogmatic hand, who make the tears shed
by Christ refer to “the musery of the human race pictured
forth in Lazarus” (Hengstenberg, comp. Gumlich).

Vv. 36, 37. The 'Tovdatos express themselves variously :
those who were better disposed say, How must He have loved
Lazarus whilst alive (imper.), if He thus weeps for him now
that he is dead; those who were maliciously and wickedly
disposed treat His tears as a welcome proof, not of His want
of love (Luthardt), but of His ¢nability, apart from which He
must surely have been able to heal Lazarus of his sickness,
even as He had healed the blind man of his blindness! In
this way they at the same time threw doubt on the reality of
the healing of the blind man (for they regard it as the majus
in their conclusion ad minus), and suppose, moreover, that
Jesus did not come sooner to Bethany because He was unable
to save Lazarus; for the conclusion drawn by them implies
that He had received information concerning the sickness:
The malicious signification of the question in ver. 37 has been
correctly recognised by Chrysostom, Nonnus (avTidynoar),
Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, Erasmus, Calvin, Bengel, and
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most of the older commentators, as also by Luthardt, Lange,
and Godet; some recent writers, however, as Liicke, De Wette,
Tholuck, Maier, Briickner, Ewald, Gumlich, Hengstenberg,
groundlessly reject this view, notwithstanding that the follow-
ing words, malw éuBpyu., rightly interpreted, find their explana-
tion in these expressions of His opponents,—The circumstance
of their appealing to the healing of the blind man, instead of
to the awakenings from the dead, recorded by the Synoptics, is
no argument against the reality of the latter miracles (Strauss);
not even is this appeal less appropriate (De Wette), but it was,
on the contrary, naturally suggested by their own most recent
experience ; it was also thoroughly eppropriate, inasmuch as
they were thinking, not of a raising from the dead, but simply
of a healing of Lazarus, which was to have been effected by
Jesus. — {va] the thought is: be active, in order that. Comp.
on Col iv. 16. — xai od7es] like the blind man whom He
healed. Tor the healing (the opposite of w3 dmobavj) is the
point of comparison.

Ver. 35. This wermpia (Chrysostom) of the Tuwés stirred
afresh, in the midst of His pain, His deep, though quiet, indig-
nation ; in this case, however, it was less noticeable, not being
attended with the rapdoeew éavrov of ver. 33.—eis 7o
wvnueiov] to the grave (not into, see what follows ; comp. ver.
31). The sepulchral vaults were entered either by a perpen-
dicular opening with steps, or by an horizontal one ; they were
closed either by a large stone, or by a door. They exist in
great numbers, down to the present day; Robinson, II. p.
175 ff, and his more recent Researches, p. 327 ff.; Tobler,
Golgotha, p. 251 ff. The grave of Lazarus would have been
of the first kind if éméxesTo én’ alrd be rendered: ¢ lay
upon it; the one at present shown as the grave of Lazarus,
though probably without sufficient reason (see Robinson, IL p.
310),is such But émée. ér’ ai7. may also mean: % lay
against it, before it (comp. Hom. Od. 6. 19: 8dpas &' éméxewro);
and then the reference would be to a grave with an horizon-
tal entrance. No decision can be arrived at. The description
of the grave would seem to imply that Lazarus was a man of
some position.

Vv. 39, 40. While Jesus called upon those present to take
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away the stone (which was done, as related in ver. 41), Mary
waited in silent resignation. On Martha, however, with her
mobile practical tendency, the command of Jesus, which was
equivalent to & wish to see Lazarus, produced a terrifying
effect.  Her sisterly heart (hence % d8eA¢n 7ol TeTel.)
shudders at the thought, and rises up against it, and she will
not see the corpse of her beloved brother, already passing over
into a state of putrefaction, exposed to the gaze of those who
were present ;—from the fact of his having already lain four
days, she concludes, with good reason, that he must already
have begun to stink. For her earlier idea of a possible resur-
rection (ver. 22), which, moreover, had been entertained only
for a time, had passed over, owing to the expressions of the
Lord in vv. 23-26, into the faith in Christ, as the Resurrection
and the Life in general, through whom the dear departed one
also liveth (ver. 26). Accordingly, it is incorrect to suppose
that her wish was to call the attention of Jesus to the magni-
tude of the work to be performed by Him, with a view to
calling forth a new confirmation of His promise (Hengsten-
berg) ; on the contrary, far removed from such reflections, she
now no longer at all expects the reawakening of the corpse, and
that, too, not from unbelief, but because the higher direction
which her faith had received through Christ's words had
taught her resignation. — The embalming of the body (its
fumigation, embrocation, and envelopment in spices, as also its
anointing, xiL 7) can not have taken place; otherwise Martha
could not have come to the conclusion which she expresses.
This omission may have been due to some cause unkmown to
us; but the supposition that the sisters still #nfended carrying
out the embalming is inadmissible owing to the #8n &fec. —
TeTapralos] of the fourth day (comp. on ver. 17), that is, one
buried for that time. See Wetstein. Comp. Xen. Anab. vi
4. 9: 98¢ yap foav mwepmraio (dead); Diog. Laert. 7. 184.
— The gentle reproof contained in ver. 40 refers to vv. 23 ff,
and is justified ; for that which He had said regarding the
glory of God in ver. 4 was to be realized by means of the
avacr. promised in ver. 23—promised in the sense present to
Christ's mind. At the same time, the performance of the
miracle was itself dependent on the fulfilment of the condi-
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tion éav miorevs. (which had been required also in vv.
25 1) ; to unbelieving sisters He could no more have restored
the dead brother than to an unbelieving Jairus his child
(Luke viii. 50), or to the widow of Nain her son, if her atti-
tude towards His compassion and His injunction puy shaie
(Luke vii. 13) had been one of unbelief.

Vv. 41, 42. Jesus knows that His prayer, that God would
suffer Him to raise Lazarus to life—a prayer which He had
previously offered up in stillness, perhaps only in the inarticu-
late yearnings of His heart,—has been heard, and He thanks
God for hearing it. Petition and thanksgiving are not to be
conceived as blended in one (Merz in die Wurtemberg. Stud.
1844, 2, p. 65; Tholuck); nor is the latter to be regarded
as antictpatory (Hengstenberg), as though He gffered thanks in
the certain anticipation of the hearing of His prayer (Ewald,
comp. Godet). Not that He offers thanks because the hearing
of His prayer was unexpected and unhoped for (elwov); no,
He for His part (éyd) knew, even whilst He was asking God
in stillness, that God always heard Him;® but because of the
people standing by, etc. — Some have stumbled at ver. 42,
and looked on it either as spurious (Dieffenbach in Bertholdt’s
Krit. Journ. vol 1 p. 8), or as a reflection of the evangelist
who puts this “show-prayer” (Weisse), or even “sham-
prayer ” (Baur), into the mouth of Christ for the purpose of
supplying an argument for the story (De Wette; see, on the
other hand, Briickner), or for the divinity of Christ (Strauss,
Scholten). But it is just He, the One who is most intimate
with the Father, who may indulge in reflection even in
prayer, if His reflections relate to God, and are prayer. The
opposite judgment applies an arbitrary standard to the subject.
Moreover, if it had been his own reflection, John would
probably have said: & Tods 'Iovdalovs instead of &b T
éxhov. Comp. ver. 45. — elwov] as in vi. 36: I will have
«aid ¢, namely the ebyapiord goi, etc. To refer to ver. 4
(Ewald) is inadmissible even on account of &« 7. §xAov alone.
— o¢] Thou and no other. They shall be convinced of it by
learning from my thanksgiving that my working takes place

1 Correct reason for this : mdrrers firss & #irw (Euth. Zigebenus) ; but elss,
couverscly, sdrrors fidw & firis ; see v, 30, xii. 27,
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in Thy strength, in the full certainty of a victory of Thy
sending.

Vv. 43-46. With a loud wvoice, He cried out,; this was the
vigorous medium through which He caused His miraculous
power to operate. — The expression Sedpo éEw (hither out! huc
foras ! without verb; comp. Hom. Od. 6. 192; Plat. Pol. iv.
p- 445 D, v. p. 477; D. Stallb. ad Plat. Apol. p. 24 C)
includes in itself the resurrection-call, but does not imply that
the act of reawakening has been already performed (Origen).
Nonnus correctly remarks: dmvooy éfrrywoe Séuas vexvooodos
fxw. Jesus did not here call out éyelpov or éyépfnTe (as
in the case of the daughter of Jairus, and of the son of the
widow of Nain, Luke viii. 54, vii. 15), because the words &eipo
¢fw seemed the most natural to employ in the case of a dead
man already lying ¢n the fomb. — 8edep. T. pod. k. 7. xeip.
xetplacs] By Basil (fadpale Oaipa év faiuari), Chrysostom,
Euth. Zigabenus, Augustine, Ruperti, Aretius, Lightfoot,
Lampe, and several others, this is regarded as a new miracle,
to which is reckoned, besides, even the covering up of the
countenance. An arbitrary disfiguration of the fact to the
point of introducing apocryphal elements. It is not necessary,
with the purpose of escaping from this view, that the aor. é&jn0e
should be understood de conatu (Kuinoel); nor to assume that
each limb was enwrapped by itself, as was the custom in Egypt
(Olshausen, De Wette, B. Crusius, Maier); but the winding-sheet
in which the corpse was wound from head to foot (Matt. xxvi.
59), thus embracing the entire body (see Jahn, drckh. I. 2, p.
424), might, especially as it had to hold no spices (ver. 39), be
slack and loose enough to render it possible, after it had been
loosened by his movements, for the awakened man to come
forth. He was not completely freed from the grave-clothes,
till the command Adcate avrév had been given. — kerpia]
Girdle, bandage; in the N. T. it occurs only here, but see
Prov. vii. 16; Aristoph. 4v. 817; Plut. Ale. 16. — xai 7
d¥res adrod coud. wepred.] special mention is here added of
the last part of the complete death-dress in which he issued
forth from the tomb, mot, however, in the participial form
(Kiihner, IL p. 423). His face was bound about with a napkin.
On mepeed. comp. Job xii. 8; Plut. Mor. p. 825 E. — Aévyes
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avTots] to those who were present in general, as in ver. 39,
Let him go away (comp. xviih 8). With strergth so com-
Pletely restored had he risen again. But any further excite-
ment was now to be avoided.

OBSERVATION.—On the history of the resurrection of Lazarus,
which constitutes the culminating point of the miraculous activity
of our Lord, we have to remark: (1) The assumption of a
merely apparent death (Paulus, Gabler in his Journ. fiir auserl.
theol. Lit. IT1. p. 235 ff.; Ammon, Leben Jesu, II1. p. 128; Kern
in the T%ib. Zestschr. 1839, L. p. 182; Schweizer, p. 153 ff) is
decidedly opposed, both to the character of Jesus Himself, and
to the style and purpose of the narrative, which is distin-
guished for its thoughtful tenderness, certainty, and truthful-
ness. (2) To reduce the account to a strange misunderstanding,
according to which, either a conversation between Christ and
the two sisters, on the occasion of the death of Lazarus, regard-
ing the resurrection, led to the rise of the story of the miracle
(Weisse, I1. p. 260 ff); or, the latter has been confounded with
the account of the awakening of the (only apparently dead)
youth of Nain,— Nain being an abridgment of the name
Bethany, as Gfrorer, Heiligth. und Wahrh. p. 311 ff,, thinks; as
also to suppose that the Lazarus of the parable in Luke xvi. has
been converted, in the tradition prevailing at Ephesus, into a
Lazarus raised from the dead by Jesus (Schenkel), is an arbi-
trary and violent procedure, simply incompatible with the
genuineness of the Gospels. (3) The complete annikilation of
the history into & myth (Strauss) is a consequence of pre-
suppositions which, just in connection with so detailed and
unique a narrative as this,! reach the very acme of boldness and
arbitrariness, in order to demonstrate by misrepresentation of
individual features the existence of internal improbabilities,
and the want of external evidence for the credibility of the
narrative. (4) The subjective theory of the occurrence, accord-
ing to which it is said to be a form created? by the writer him-

1 Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 484. ‘“No narrative of this apostle is pervaded by
g0 intense a glow and rapid liveliness of description as this, in which he under-
takes to set forth, in one great picture, the trembling of Jesus for the life of His
friend, the attendant struggle with the darkness of the world, and the calmness
and joy of victory, prominent over all, and undisturbed from first to last ; while
these pierce in between the still higher tones of the consciousness of His Messianic
glory and of it confirmation in pdwer.” )

2 This self-creation is said to be, according to Baur, p. 247, an intensification
of the (two) synoptical raisings from the dead (comp. Scholten): *‘the superls:
tive to the lower degrees, on which the Synoptics remained stationary.” The
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gelf for the purpose of setting forth the idea of the 8¢f« of Christ
(Baur, p. 191 ff.), which then first rightly yields itself to Tecog-
nition, when it demonstrates itself in its death-denying power
(comp. Keim, Gesch. J. I. p. 132), makes out of the miracle of the
history a miracle which is the production of the second century,
a creation of the idea in a time which bore within itself the
conditions for productions of quite a different kind. That very
artistic style of representation which, in the account of this last
and greatest miracle, is most strikingly prominent, is only
comprehensible from the personal, profound, and sympathizing
recollection which had preserved and cherished, even in its
finest traits, the truth and reality of the event with quite
peculiar vivacity, fidelity, and inspiration. No narrative of the
N. T. bears so completely the stamp of being the opposite of a
later invention. But in none, again, was the glow of the hope
of the Messianic fulfilment so immediately operative, in order
to preserve and animate each feature of the reminiscence. This
also in answer to Weizsidcker, p. 528, who leaves it undecided
how far the allegorical moment of the narrative assumed by
him—the setting forth, namely, of the doctrine that believers
have everlasting life—is attached to actual facts. But in this
way, with ideal assumptions, even the best attested history
would fall into the dead condition of d prior: doubt. And
what an incredible height of art in the allegorical construction
of history must we ascribe to the composer! Yet Holtzmann
also (Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 657) appears to think only of
an allegory (*living hieroglyph”). (5) It certainly appears sur-
prising that the Synoptics are silent concerning the raising of
Lozarus, since it was an event in itself so powerful to produce
conviction,! and so influential in its operation on the last de-
velopment of the life of Jesus, However, this is not inexplicable
(Briickner), but is connected with the entire distinguishing
peculiarity of John; and the argumentum ¢ silentio employed
against the latfer must—the genuineness of the Gospel being
granted—rather turn against the Synoptics if their silence were
conceivable only as the consequence of their want of acquaint-
ance with the history (Liicke, De Wette, Baur). But this
silence is intelligible, not on the supposition of tender con-
siderateness towards the family at Bethany (Epiphanius,

name Lazarus is significantly taken from the parable, Luke xvi. The substantial
contents of the narrative are in ver. 25, and all else unsubstantial form.

't is well known what Spinoza himself (according to Bayle, Dict.) is said to
have confessed : *“ that conld he have persuaded himself of the truth of the raising
of Lazarus, he would have broken in picces his whole system, and would havs
embraced without repugnance the ordinary faith of Christians,”
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Grotius, Wetstein on xii. 10, Herder, Schulthess, Olshausen,
Baeumlein, Godet; so also with pictorial fancifulness, Lange,
L J. 11 2, p. 1133 f), whereby—even setting aside the fact
that Luke also wrote only a few years earlier than John, and not
before the destruction of Jerusalem—there is suggested some-
thing that is altogether arbitrary,! and in unparalleled contradie-
tion to the feeling and spirit of that early Christian time, Just
as little is it to be explained from the fact that the deep and
mysterious character of the history placed it in the class of what
belonged to the special mission of that evangelist who had
been in most confidential relations with Jesus (Hengstenberg),?
—a view which is not to be adopted, for the reason that the
synoptical raisings from the dead also are not less profound and
mysterious, as lies, indeed, in the facts themselves. Rather is
that silence of the Synoptics only comprehensible when we con-
sider that the latter keep within a circle of their notices, so
limited in extent that, before they open, with the entrance of
Christ into Jerusalem (Matt. xxi. and parall.)—and thus with
the so-called Passion-week—the scene of the last development,
they have not introduced any part at all of the Lord’s ministry
in the metropolis and its immediate neighbourhood ; but up to
that point confine themselves absolutely to the proceedings of
Jesus in Galilee, and generally to those which took place at
a remote distance from Jerusalem (the geographically nearest
miraculous work is the healing of the blind men at Jericho,
Matt. xx, 29 ff.). This, as their Gospels actually prove, is the
allotted province to which the older evangelistic historical
writings confined their task and performance, and this task n-
cluded the Galilean raisings from the dead, but excluded that
of Lazarus. John, on the other hand, conversely, choosing
from the different classes of miracles, selected one from the
raisings from the dead, not a Galilean one, but that which lay
beyond that older theatre of history, and was most closely

1 It would have certainly sufficed, instead of passing over the entire history in
silence, simply not to have mentioned the mames, asin the case of Peter’s
smiting with the sword. And is it supposed, then, that when the symoptists
wrote (thirty years and more after the Lazarus incident), the resolution to put
him to death, xii. 10, was still to be feared ! Is it known that at so late a period
Lazarus and his sisters were still alive

1 8o also Philippi, der Bingang des Jok. Ev. 1866, p. 11f. He thinks that
Matthew related nothing of that which was reserved for Jokn, that he knew
that the latter also would write his Gospel. A classified distribution of the
material of this kind is in itself very improbable when compared with the spirit
of the apostolic time, even irrespective of the fact that the first Gospel, in it
yresent form, cannot have proceeded from the hands of the apostle.
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connected with the last great period of the history. Tn this
way he has hereby certainly supplied—as he has done in
general by his notices from the Judaean ministry of the Lord—
an essential defect of the older evangelical narrative. The
acquaintance of the Synoptics, which is undoubtedly to be
assumed, with the raising of Lazarus, makes their silence regard-
ing it appear not inexcusable (Baur's objection), but simply a
consequence of that limitation which the older evangelistic his-
torical writings had prescribed to themselves, so that the latter
neither contain any mention of the stay of Jesus in Bethany at
that time, nor of His subsequent sojourn in Ephraim, but make
the Messianic entrance of Jesus to proceed from Jericho on-
wards, excluding any lodging in the family of Bethany; comp.
on Matt. xxi. 1, note. (6) The fact that in the accusation and
condemnation of Jesus no use was made of this miracle, neither
against nor for Him (employed by Strauss, and especially by
Weiss), cannot be evidence against its historical character, since
the Jews were prudent enough to give a political colour to their
accusation, and since the disciples could not appear in favour of
Jesus, and He Himself would not enter upon a more minute
defence of Himself; while Pilate, as judge, even if he had
heard of the act, and had interested himself about it, yet was not
warranted to introduce it into the examination, because it was
not brought forward either as a confirmation or as a refutation of
the charge. Moreover, had the evangelist set down this history
only as an introduction to the entry which follows, etc. (Keim),
he would have had least occasion to leave the further develop-
ment without any reference to it. (7) The impossibility of an
actual awakening from the dead is relative, not absolute (as
Jesus' own resurrection shows), and cannot yield a counter-
proof @ priori, even setting aside the fact that the 78z e rests
on an inference only, however probable—where, as here, the
worker is the bearer of the divine {w#. He entirely ascribes the
result to God; but this applies to all His miracles, which were
indeed #pya rob warpis, and Christ was the Fulfiller through the
power of God. Hence Schleiermacher’s proposal (L. J. p. 233)
to put Christ—with the exception of the firm persuasion, that
that which He prayed for is also done by God—outside the realm
of miracle, erroneously puls aside the question. It is Christ who
raised Lazarus, ver. 11, but therein also was to be seen an ipyos
64 700 Tarpic, X. 33,

Vv. 45, 46. This occurrence makes an overwhelming im-
pression upon the party adverse to Jesus, upon the 'Iovdaios.
Many of the 'Ioudalois—those, namely, who had come to
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Mary, and had seen the act of Jesus—Delieved on Him. A
certain number, however, of them (of these who had become
believers) went away (from the scene of the miracle) to the
Pharisees, and said to them, ete., but with well-meaning intent,
in order to put them in possession of a correct account of the
act, and to bear witness to them of the miracle (comp. Origen).
The ordinary understanding of the passage finds here two sec-
tions among the 'ITovdator who had come to Mary; many of
them had become believers, but certain of them remained un-
belicving, and the latter had denounced Jesus to the Pharisees
with evil intent (as a Goéte, thinks Euth. Zigabenus; as a
sacrilegious person, who had disinterred the corpse, thought
Theophylact ; as a dangerous person, think most commentators),
or communicated the fact, simply with ¢ke view of obtaining a
judgment upon it (Luthardt). The error of this interpretation
lies in not observing that John has not written Tov éfovrwr
(which is the reading of D), but ol érfévres, x.7.\, s0 that éx
o 'Tovdaiwy is said generally of the 'Iovdaio. in general,
and of é\fovres (31, qui, ete.) more closely defines the moAhoi;
instead of Tuwés, however, ver. 46, there now remain no others,
none who had not become believers, since amijAfor indicates
that they went away from the place to the Pharisees, while in
the preceding only the Jews who came to Mary are mentioned.
Lachmann and Tischendorf have rightly placed 2 comma after
"Iovd. — mpos 7v Mapiav] for the same reason as in ver. 1
she was named first,—here she is briefly named alone. Heng-
stenberg strangely imports into the words an antithesis to
those who had come only for Simon’s sake. See on vv. 1, 2.

Vv. 47, 48. Now, since Jesus had, even according to the
testimony of His earlier opponents, even raised a dead man,
the matter becomes too serious for the Pharisees to permit
them to look on any longer without taking a decisive step.
The chief priests (with whom they have accordingly com-
municated) and they themselves summon a sitéing of the council,
te. a sitting of the Sanhedrin. On cuvdy. owwédp. comp.
Diod. Sic. ii. 25. Not to be translated: they assembled the
Sanhedrin. The article in that case, as throughout, where it
is expressed with cuvédp,, must have been used. — 7/ mocoi-
pev] What are we to do? The Indic. is used (see Stallbaum,
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ad DPlat. Symp. p. 176 A); for that something must now
definitively be done, was undoubted. Comp. Acts iv. 15, 16.
— &7¢] the simple for, as statement of the ground of the
question.— o¥7os 6 d&vfp.] contemptuously. — o¥Tw] with-
out interposing. — xal éAedoovTar, x.TN] so they fear, in
keeping with the political view of the Messiah. Comp. vi 15.
And they really fear it (against Strauss, Weisse, who here
see an invention); they do not merely delude themselves
with it (Luthardt); nor do they wish to give to their proper
motive (envy, Matt. xxvii, 18) only another colour (Calvin,
Hengstenberg). Now, when they saw the last outbreak before
their eyes, their calculation must necessarily be shaped accord-
ing to the popular conception of the Messiah, and according to
the effects which this notion would produce upon the mass
(uproar, ete.). — apoiav] they will take away (follent, Vul-
gate), not equivalent to dmohésovow (Euth. Zigabenus, Beza,
Grotius, Liicke, De Wette, Tholuck, Hengstenberg, and several
others), which is less appropriate to the egoistic sense, which
is concerned about the withdrawal of their own power. Nonnus
well remarks: d¢papmdfovor. — nudv] correlative to "Pwualor,
placed first with the emphasis of egoism, though not as genit. of
separation (away from us), since such a construction with aipw
is only poetical (Kiihner, IL. p. 160); but: the place and
nation belonging to us.— Tov Témov] is to be defined solely
from the emphatic Hudv ; our place, i.e. the holy city (Chrysos-
tom, Grotius, Ewald, Baeumlein, Godet), the residence of the
Sanhedrin and of the entire hierarchy. Hence neither: the
coundry (so most commentators, as Luther: “country and
people”), nor: the temple (Maldonatus, Liicke, De Wette,
Maier, B. Crusius, Hengstenberg). The latter is neither to be
supported by Acts vi. 13, nor by passages like 3 Esdr. viii. 78 ;
2 Macc. v. 19; Matt. xxiii. 38. The Sanhedrists apprehend
that the Romans, who had, indeed, acquiesced in great part
hitherto in the hierarchical constitution of the Jews, and the
spiritually political sway of the Sanbedrin, would enter Jeru-
salem, and remove the city as well as the people (é0vos, Luke
xxiil. 2; Acts x. 22, ¢t al) from the rule of the Sanhedrin,
because it knew so badly how to maintain order.

Vv. 49, 50. Caiaphas, however, solves this question of
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helplessness, censuring his colleagues on account of the latter,
since the means to be adopted had been clearly put into their
hands by circumstances. — els 7¢s] unus guidam. Comp.
Mark xiv. 47, 51, ¢ al.; Bernhardy, p. 442. This one
alone was a man of counsel. — Kaid¢as] see on Matt.
xxvi. 3; Luke iii. 2.— 7o) éviavrod éxelvov] He was
high priest of that year. The previous and following time is
left out of consideration, not, however, negatived, but simply
that remarkable and fatal year is brought into prominence.
Comp. xviil. 13. The supposition of an annual ckange in the
office camnot be ascribed (against Bretschneider, Strauss,
Schenkel, Scholten) even to a Pseudo-John, considering his
manifest acquaintance elsewhere with Jewish affairs; but to
appeal to the fact that the high priests were frequently changed
in those times, and that actually before Caiaphas several were
only a year in office, Josephus, Antt. xviii. 2. 2 (Hengsten-
berg), is least of all applicable in the case of Caiaphas, who
was already in office, A.D. 25. Again, the assumption of an
alternative holding of the office by Annas and Caiaphas, in
virtue of a private agreement (comp. on Luke, loc. cit. ; so Baur,
ascribing this view to the Pseudo-John, and Maier'), is as
purely arbitrary (see Bleek, p. 257) as the pretended allusion
to the change of Asiarcks (Gfrorer). —dpels] you, people. —
ovk oidaTe oU8év] that you can still ask: 7( mowoduer. —
00d¢ Aoy(il] (see critical notes): nor do ye consider that, ete.
The proud, discourteous style of this address evinces passionate
feeling generally, not exactly the manner (Josephus, Bell. il
8. 14) of Sadduceeism (Hengstenberg, Godet) ; from Acts v. 17
it is by no means clear that Caiaphas was a Sadducee. —
#uiv] for us Sanhedrists. — In cuugéper, {va, as in xvi. 7,
the conception of divine destination is expressed: that it is
of advantage to us that one man must die, etc. — Omwép] in com-
modum, in order that the people may be preserved from the
destruction which threatens them, ver. 48. — damwoAnTat]
through their subjugation, and the overthrow of the national

! Here, too, belongs the supposition of Ebrard (apud Olshausen), that the twe
alternated with each other in the offering of the annual sacrifice of atonement.
And that John means to say that in that year this function fell to Caiaphas
But he does not say so.
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independent existence. — Observe the interchange of é&fvos
(the people as a nation) and Macs (the people as a political,
here theocratic, community). — The principle itself, which
regarded in itself may be moral and noble, is expressed in the
feeling of the most ungodly and selfish policy. For similar
expressions, see Schoettgen and Wetstein. To refer the scene
to a legend afterwards ecurrent among the Christians (Weiz-
sicker), is opposed to the earnest narrative of the evangelist.
Vv. 51, 52. Observation of John, that Caiaphas did not
speak this out of his own self-determination, but with these
portentous words—in virtue of the high priest's office which
he held in that year—involuntarily delivered a prophecy.!
— The high priest passed in the old Israelitish time for the
bearer of the divine oracle, for the organ of the revelation of
the divine decisions,’ which were imparted to him through the
interrogation of the Urim and Thummim (Ex. xxviii. 30 ; Num.
xxvil. 21). This mode of inquiry disappeared, indeed, at a
later time (Josephus, 4ntt. iii. 8. 9), as the high-priestly
dignity in general fell gradually from its glory; nevertheless,
there is still found in the prophetic age the belief in the high
priest’s prophetical gift (Hos. iii. 4), exactly as, in Josephus,
Antt. vi, 6. 3, the idea of the old high-priesthood as the bearer
of the oracle distinctly appears, and Philo, de Creat. Princ. IL
p. 367, sets forth at least the ¢rue priest as prophet, and con-
sequently idealizes the relation. Accordingly — as closely
connected with that venerable and not yet extinct recollec-
tion, and with still surviving esteem for the high-priestly
office—it was a natural and obvious course for John, after
pious reflection on those remarkable words which were most
appropriate to the sacrificial death of Jesus, to find in them a
disclosure of the divine deeree,—expressed without self-know-
ledge and will,—and that by no means with a “ sacred irony ”
(Ebrard). Here, too, the extraordinary yeer in which the
speaker was invested with the sacred office, carries with it the

! Here there is the conception of an unconscious prophecy, so far as that which
Caiaphas spoke in another sense must yet, according to divine directiom,
typically set forth the substance and object of the redemptive death. See
Diisterdieck, De rei propheticae naturd ethicd, Gottingen 1852, p. 76.

* See generally Ewald, A4lterth. p. 385 ; Keil, drch. 1. p. 182,
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determination of the judgment; since, if at any time, it wog
assuredly in this very year, in which God purposed the fulfil-
ment of His holy counsel through the atoning death of His
Son, that a revelation through the high-priestly organ appeared
conceivable. dpyiep. dv certainly bears the main emphasis:
but 7ob émavt. éx. is again significantly added to it (not, as
De Wette thinks, “ mechanically, as it were”), as in ver. 49.!
For Rabbinical passages on wunconscious prophecies, see in
Schoettgen, p. 349. The notion of prophecy, however, is
different from that of the %ip=na (against De Wette) ; comp.
on xii. 27, 28. The latter is a heavenly voice of revelation.
~—&7d] not: that, according to which what follows would
directly state the contents of wpoedrir., but: he gave utterance
to a prophecy in reference to the fact that (il 18,ix. 17, et al.).
For what follows goes beyond that which the words of Caiaphas
express. — vmép Tol &Gvovs] Caiaphas had said: Jmép Tob
Zaoi; but John turns to the negative part of ver. 50 (x. uy
o1. 7o €0vos émoN.), becanse he wishes to set the Gentiles
over against the Jews, and this separation is national. Comp.
Luke vil 5; John =xviii. 35. JFor the benefit of the nation
Christ was to die; for through His atoning death the Jews,
for whom, in the first instance, the Messianic salvation.was
designed, iv. 22, were to become partakers by means. of faith
in the eternal saving deliverance. But the object of His
death extended still further than the Jews; not for the bene-
fit of the nation alone, but in order also to bring together into
one the scattered children of God. These are the Gentiles, who
believe on Him, and thereby are partakers of the atonement,
children of God (L 12). The expression is prophetic and, just as
in x. 16, proleptic;? according to the N. T. predestinarian point
of view (Rom. ix. 24 ff, xv. 27; Gal iii. 14; Eph. i 9 ff;

! According to Tholuck, =. imavres ix, should be understood in the sense that
the high priest himself was bound to explain that in this year a greater and
more general collective sacrifice was to be offered than that offered by him once
a year on behalf of the people (Heb. ix. 7). But how can this lie in . inaoroi
iv. ! especielly as &pyupsis, x.7.2., is said only to meke the pss@dir. explicabltf.
but expresses nmothing as to the relation of the high-priestly sacrifice. This
also against Lutherdt's similar interpretation, I. p. 87.

* Calvin well remarke : ** Filios ergo Dei, etiam antequam vocentur, ab elec:
tivue aestimat, qui fide tandem et sibi et aliis manifestari incipiunt.”
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Rom. viii. 29, 30, xi. 25, 26, xvi. 25, 26 ; Eph. iii. 4 ff ;
Col. i. 27; Acts xiii. 48, xviii. 10), from which they appear
as those who, in order to further their entrance into the filial
state, are drawn by God (vi. 44), are given by the Father to the
Son (vi. 37), and endowed with the inward preparation (vi. 65).
Euth. Zigabenus rightly remarks: 7éxva pév olv Tob Oeod T4
é0vn dvopacey ds pélhovta qevécBar  This likewise in
answer to Hilgenfeld, Lehrbegr. p. 153, Evang. p. 297, according
to whom the Gentiles, as natural children of God, who do not
first become so through Christianity, are said to be meant (but
see L 12, iii. 3, 6, et al). A filial state toward God out of
Christ is opposed to the N. T., not only as Hilgenfeld puts it,
from a Gnostic, dualistic point of view, but also, as Luthardt
conceives it (comp. also Messner, Lehre der Ap. p. 330 1),
referring the essence of it omly to the desire after Christ
(Tholuck, Weiss, Godet, to the susceptibility). This is only the
preliminary step to the filial state. The gathering into one,i.e.
to @ unity, to an undivided community, is not intended in a
local sense; but, amid their local dispersion, they were to
become united in a higher sense, in virtue of a faith, etc,
through the rowwvia Tob dylov mvedpatos, as one communion
év Xpior@. Chrysostom aptly remarks: & cdpa émoinoer
6 év ‘Poun rabipevos Tods 'Ivdols péhos elvar vopiler éavrod.
The uniting with the believing Jews (the mwowciv Ta dpdoTepa
év, Eph. ii. 14) is not spoken of here, but in x. 16; here
only the Christian folding fogether of the scattered Gentiles
themselves. For the expression gvvdyew (and the like) els €,
comp. Plat. Phileb. p. 378 C; Eur. Or. 1640, Phoen. 465.
Vv. 53, 54. Odv] In consequence of this word of Caiaphas,
which prevailed. — Zva] They held deliberations with one
another, ¢n order, etc., Matt. xxvi. 4. — wappne.] frankly and
freely, vii. 4. — év Tols "Tovdaliois] He withdrew Himself—
since those deliberations of the high council, whether through
Nicodemus or otherwise, had become known to Him (odv)—
from intercourse with His Jewish adversaries, and betook
Himself to the sequestered village of Ephraim, according to
Eusebius 8 miles, according to Jerome 20 miles (so also
Ritter, XV. p. 465, XVL p. 531 ff) N.E. from Jerusalem, in
Judaea ; according to Josephus, Bell. iv. 9. 9, in the neigh-
VOL. IL K



146 THE GOSPEL OF JOIN,

bourhood of Bethel, comp. 2 Chron. xiii. 20 (according to the
Keri). It can hardly be the present village of Taiyibeh (see
Robinson, IL p. 337 f.), considering its more westerly situa-
tion. Hengstenberg identifies it on insufficient grounds with
Baal Hazor, 2 Sam. xiil. 23; and Vaihinger, in Herzog's Encycl.,
with m72Y, Josh. xviii. 23. The mention of the desert is not
opposed to the north-easterly situation of Ephraim, as Ebrard
thinks; for the desert of Judaea (ie. 5 épnuos xat’ éfoxiiv)
extended as far as the region of Jericho.— eis 7. ydpav,
«.7.\.] He departed into the country (as opposed to Jerusalem,
the capital city); then a more precise definition of the place
to which He withdrew, namely, the neighbourhood of the
desert; and, finally, definite mention of the place, a Zown
named Ephraim. On xdpa, comp. Plat. Legg. v. p. 745 C,
vii. p. 817 A; Mark i. 5; Acts xxvi. 20; 3 Mace. iii. 1.
Ver. 55. "Hy 8¢ éyq. 7. wdaya . 'I.] Comp. ii. 13, vi. 4.
—éx Tis xwpas] as in ver. 45—accordingly: out of the
country (as opposed to Jerusalem), mot: out of that district
(Grotius, Bengel, Olshausen). — {va dyvic. éavr.]refers to the
legal usages of self-purification, which varied greatly according
to the degrees of the Levitical uncleannesses (washings, sacri-
fices, etc.). These, in compliance with the general principle
of appearing before God pure (Gen. xxxv. 2; Ex. xix. 10, 11),
were completed before the beginning of the feast, in order to
obtain from the priest the declaration of ceremonial cleanness,
Num. ix. 10; 2 Chron. xxx. 17, 18, ¢ al. Comp. xviii. 28.
Pilgrims accordingly set out according to their needs, in good
time defore the feast ; see Lightfoot, p. 1078, and Lampe.
Ver. 56. The people, owing to the sensation which Jesus
had in so many ways already aroused, and the edict of their
spiritual superiors against Him (ver. 57), have taken a lively
interest in the question, whether He will venture, as hereto-
fore, to come to the feast. Their anxious gquestion is a double
question; What think you ? (do you think) that He certainly
will not come? Since He has not performed the pilgrimage
with any of them, and is not yet present, His coming is
strongly doubted of among them. Liicke: what do you think
(in reference to this), that He does not, etc. But on that
view His not coming would be already presupposed as certain,
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which would be premature. To understand the words in the
sense that He 4s mot come (Erasmus, Castalio, Paulus, and
several others; not the Vulgate) is grammatically incorrect.
The passages quoted by Hartung (Partekell. 1. p. 156) do
not apply here! See Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 412.——The
inquiry is interchanged #n the court of the temple, because it
was there that His appearance was to be looked for; while
éoTmrdres vividly represents the groups as standing to-
gether.

Ver. 57. With the explanatory 8¢ (xal is spurious) the
particular circumstance is now added, on account of which men
so greatly doubted of His coming. — 8ebdketaav] comes
first with emphasis. Already had the directions of the rulers
in question been given.— va] object, and therewith contents
of the évroiai, the issuing of which we are to think of as the
fruit of the sitting, ver. 47 ff, and of the further deliberations,
ver. 53.

! Tholuck (who otherwise follows our interpretation) incorrectly adduces
Polyb. iii. 111. 1. In that passage mi stands with the perf. quite asin Gal
iv. 11.
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CHAPTER XIL

VER. 1. 6 reévnxd¢]is wanting in B. L. X. &. Verss. Bracketed by
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. But those testimonies are here the
less decisive, since the word before &v éy. éx. vexp. 6 'I. appeared
entirely superfluous, and hence was easily dropped. For its
addition there was no reason.— Ver. 2. dvax. ooy abrg] Elz.:
ovavax. abrg, against decisive testimonies. — Ver. 4. Instead of
"lobd. Ziw. ’Ioxap., Tisch. has merely ‘Toldas 6 "Ioxap., and that
before ¢¢, according to B. L. 8. Cursives, Verss., where, however,
the position before ¢ is not so strongly supported. Siuwres
was, after vL 71, xiil 2, 26, readily added. — Ver. 6. e7x:cv
zai] B. D. L. Q. 8. Cursives, Copt. Vulg. Or.: ¢xw. A cor-
rection of the style.— Ver. 7. ¢is 5. quép. v dvrap. p. verip]
Lachm. and Tisch.: va i = quép. o érap. pou rypian, after
decisive testimonies. Not being understood, the words were
altered according to the thought in the parallel passages,
especially Mark xiv. 8. — Ver. 8 is entirely wanting in D., and,
had the counter testimony been stronger, would have been liable
to the suspicion of having been interpolated from Matt. xxvi. 11,
Mark xiv. 7, if it stood before épec, = r.A., and occupied the cha-
racteristic posilion of words as in the Synoptics (wd:rore first). —
Ver. 13, #xpaZov] Lachm. and Tisch., éxpaiyalov, after prepon-
derating evidence. The Rce. is from Matt. and Mark. — Ver.
15. 8bya=ep] buydenp (Lachm,, Tisch.) is so decisively supported,
that the vocative—which of itself might easily find its way into
the text—must be 1raced to the LXX., Zech. ix. 9. — Ver. 17.
iri] The witnesses are much divided between ér and ér
(Tisch.) ; but the latter (A. B. Q. X.) is the more strongly attested.
Nevertheless ér, which Lachm. also has, is to be preferred ; it
was changed into ére, because mechanically referred to the pre-
ceding ¢ &v per’ wbrol. — Ver. 22. xal adiv] Lachm. and Tisch.:
¢ eras, and then before 2.éywav: xai, according to A. B. L. Cur-
sives, Codd. d. It. Aeth. Rightly. The more closely defining
 wdrav was added to the repeated ¢pysras (s0 R.); and as this had
&t a later time displaced the verb, the xai before Aéyova also dis-
appeared, as a disturbing element, Had the verb been written
as a gloss, #ywras would have been found. — Ver. 25. Instead
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of &=orioes, read with Tisch. dms.2.0a, according to B. L. &, ete.
The future was introduced through the parallelism. — Ver. 26.
édv rig] Elz. : xat édv 7, against such weighty testimony, that
xai was already rightly deleted by Griesb. — Ver. 30. The
position of # pwyd atry (Lachm,, Tisch.) is decisively accredited.
— Ver. 31. The first rotrov is wanting in witnesses of too weak
authority to cause its rejection (Griesh.). — Ver. 35. év tu7v] Elz.:
wed iy, against preponderating testimonies. An interpretation.
— Vv. 35, 36. Instead of éws, Lachm. and Tisch. have both times
ws, after decisive testimony. The first £w; arose through the final
letter of the preceding mepimureire, and the more readily, as a
reminiscence of ix. ¢4 suggested itself. The second iws; then
followed of itself, but has, besides, some other tcstimonies
(including R.) than the first, — Ver. 40, éxso7pae.] Lachm. and
Tisch.: erpap., according to B. D. &. 33. The compound form is
from the LXX,, Isa. vi. 10 (hence also many witnesses have
tmorpibwon). On the other hand, ideomes (so Lachm. and
Tisch.) instead of /dowpas i3 so decisively supported by almost
all the Uncials, that it is not to be traced to the LXX., but the
conjunctive is to be regarded as an attermpt to conform to what
precedes. — Ver. 41. ér¢] Lachm. and Tisch., after decisive
testimony : ér, which, not being understood, was altered. —
Ver. 47. xai p# wierebon] Lachm. and Tisch.: x . gura&y,
according to preponderating testimonies, and rightly ; for msr.
has manifestly arisen from the preceding (vv. 44, 46). The
omission of the x7 in D. and Codd. of the It. is to be explained
from the apparent paradox.

Vv. 1, 2. Odv] is the simply resumptive particle by which
the narrative returns to Jesus, whom it had quitted at xi. 55.
To assuine a sequence from xi. 57, so that He is supposed to
2o to Bethany, either on account of His safety, or of its near-
ness to Jerusalem (Luthardt: “so consciously and freely He
went to meet death”), and in order to put to shame the
thought mentioned in xi. 55-57 (Hengstenberg), as though &¢
or d\\d were expressed,—is not supported by any indication in
the text. — mpo €€ Hp. Tod w] siz days before the Passover.
Comp. Amos i. 1. Frequently thus in Plutarch, Appian,
Josephus. See Kypke, I p. 393 £ Analogously in defini-
tions of space, as in xi. 18. It is no Latinism. As regards the
reckoning of the six days, it is to be observed that, since the
14th Nisan, on the evening of which the paschal meal was
kept, was wont to be counted as already belonging entirely to
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the feast (see on Matt. xxvi. 17), and hence also had been
already called 7uépa Tob wdoya (see Introd. § 2), the 13th
Nisan is most naturally assumed to be the first day before
the Passover; consequently the sizth day will be the 8th
Nisan, 7.c. (since the 14th Nisan, on which Jesus, according to
John, died, was a Friday) the Saturday before Easter. So
also Ebrard, Godet, and Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 511, who, how-
ever, in the Johann. Schr. I p. 329, without eny sufficient
grounds, finds the previous evening probable, so that John at
once names the full day of the sojourn, with which Godet
also substantially agrees. But according to the Synoptics—
because they make the 14th Nisan a Thursday—it would
have been the Friday before Easter! Against the above
assumption of the Saturday as the day of arrival, the law
of the Sabbath day’s journey (see on Matt. xxiv. 20) is no
objection (against Grotius, Tholuck, Wieseler, and several
others), since it is not clear from what place Jesus started on
that day ; He may, indeed, have arrived from a place that lay
very mear at hand. Others, reckoning the 14th Nisan as the
first day before Easter, regard the 9th Nisan as the day of
arrival?  Others, again, including in their calculation even
the 15th Nisan, arrive at the result of the 10th Nisan
(Monday) ; so Hilgenfeld, Baur, Scholten, where we have the
twofold interest directed against the historical truth of the
Gospel, to obtain the day of the month for the selection of the
paschal lamb (Ex. xii. 3), and find the day of the week which
opened the Christian Easter week, and from this chronology
to demonstrate the secondary relation of our evangelist to the
Synoptics. Yet Baeumlein also reckons in this way. — A fev
els BnBaviav] according to the Harmonists (including Heng-

' As also Wieseler, Hengstenberg, and cthers assume, who (see on xviii. 28)
regard the account of Johm, in respect to the day cf Jesuy’ death, as agreeing with
that of the Synoptics.

% This must therefore, according to the calculation which gave Saturday for
the 8th Nisan, have been the Sinday (Hase, De Wetle). But if we hold that
John does not fix the day of dcath differenily from the Synoptics, we got as the
result the Saturday (Wichelhaus and several others), reckoning backwards from
Thursday the 14th Nisan inclusive. Further, the 9th Nisan is expressly fixed
88 the dey of arrival in Bethany by Theophylact, and recently by Liicke and
scveral othere,
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stenberg and Godet), making a eircuit by Jericho, which is as
inappropriate to the Johannean as to the synoptical account
(see on Matt. xxi. 1). The return by Jericho is not recon-
cilable with the notice in xi. 54, where He, in fact, by the
healing of the blind men, and by the visit to Zacchaeus,
awakened so much attention. — &wov Wv Aafapos, k1]
added, on account of the great importance of the matter, with-
out any further special purpose, yet with empbatic circumn-
stantiality. — éwoipaav] the family of Bethany, namely,
xi. 1, 2, which is clear from the following ». 7 M. 8yl  On
this and the other variations from the narrative of Matt. xxvi.
6 ff., Mark xiv. 3 ff., which, however, do not set aside the
identity of the occurrence (different from Luke vii. 3 ff)), see
on Matt. xxvi. 6 ff The peculiarity of John’s account is
founded on the fact of the writer's being an eye-witness; but
is referred by Baur, p. 256 ff, to an eclectic and arbitrary
treatment, dependent on an ideal point of view; comp. also
Hilgenfeld. — o 8¢ Adlapos els 7y, k1] appears, indeed,
a matter of course (hence Baeumlein and others believe
Simon the leper to be indicated as the entertainer); but the
complete restoration of him who had been raised from the dead
18 so weighty a consideration with John, that he further
,specially brings him forward as the present table companion
of his Restorer. This also in answer to Marcker, Passim. p. 17.

Vv. 3, 4. To explain the great quantity of the ointment
(12 ounces) as the outcome of the superabundance of her love
(Olshausen), is arbitrary. Mary did not anoint with the whole

! That this meal is to be placed still on the same day, therefore Saturday, at
the usual time of the evening repast, appears from the fact that the ixzdpor does
not follow before ver. 12 (against Wichelhaus, p. 153 f.). The Sabbath is not
opposed to this, since the preparations which had possibly been necessary for the
meal might already have been made on the preceding day, if the family—which
is a supposition sufficiently obvicus—knew that Jesus was coming.—But the
supposition that the meal was a solemn banquet, where Godet, following Bepgel,
introduces a company of the inhabitants of Bethany as the subject of iwoinsas,
finds no support in the text, where, besides Jesus and the disciples, only the
members of the family (no other participators) are named, and has the serving
of Martha against it, which only bespeaks the usnal domestic entertainment,
although the gratitude and respect of the family had more richly set forth the
meal expressly given to Him, to which the description duwrer wosiv (Mark vi. 21)
with the dative points.
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pound, but with a peortion of it (comp. on ver. 7). On mioTe-
kos,} genuine, unadulterated, see on Mark xiv. 3. — moAvTi-
wov] belongs to upov, as woAvrek,, Mark xiv. 3. — rovs wodas
aUTod] repeated, on account of the correlation with Tais fpifiv
adTis, in order to make prominent the greatness of the love;
with her hairs, His feet. — éx t#s 6o pufis] éx causal. Comp.
Matt. xxiit. 25; Rev. viil. 5; Plat. Phaedr. p. 235 C; Dem.
581. 26, et al. —els éx 7. paf. &) the rest did not agree
with him ; but it was Judas, etc. — o péAiww, x.7.1.] This
utterance stood in truth already in psychological connection
with this destiny ; see on vi. 71

Vv. 5, 6. Tprakociwy] Mark xiv. 5 sets forth the climax
in the tradition by émavw Tpiax. The mention of the price
itself (about 120 Rhenish guldens, or about £10) is certainly
original, not the indefinite 7oAMod of Matt. xxvi 9. —
mTwyols] without the article: to poor people. — ». T. yYAwoo.
elxe k. 7. B. éBdoT.] gives historical definiteness to the general
«xémrrns 7v. He had the chest, the cash-box (see as regards
yiwoagoxk. 2 Chron. xxiv. 8; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 98 f), in
his keeping, and bore away that which was thrown into it,
1e. he purloined it. This closer definition of the sense of
Baordlew, auferre (xx. 15 ; Matt. vii. 17; Polyb. i 48. 2,
et al.), is yielded by the confext. See Krebs, Obss. p. 153.
So Origen, Codd. of the It. Nonnus, Theophylact, Cornelius a
Lapide, Kypke, Krebs, and several others, including Maier,
Grimm ; comp. Lange? The article does not signify that he
had taken away all the deposits (objection of Liicke and
several others), but refers to the individual cases which we are
to suppose, in which deposits were removed by him. The
explanation porfubat (Vulgate, Luther, Beza, and many others,
including Liicke, De Wette, B. Crusius, Luthardt, Ebrard,

' If John adopted this word from Mark, —which, considering the rareness of its
occurrence, is probable, and may have been done quite involuntarily,—this
shows no literary dependence, and does not justify the suspicion that he also
drew the subject-matter from this source (Hilgenfeld). Should aserxés be the
adjective of a proper name (Pistic), all objection would disappear of itself.
Comp. on Mark xiv. 3, note 2. Goth. also has pistikeinis.

2 Who, however, explains: helaid hold of. But fasréZs denotes to lay hold
of only in the sense of Yynrzpar (Suidas). See Reisig, ad Soph. 0. C. 1101;
Elendt, Lezx Soph. 1. p. 299. And also in this sense only in the tragic poeta.
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Wichelhaus, Baeumlein, Godet, Hengstenberg, Ewald ; Tholuck
doubtful) yields a meaning which is quite tautological, and a
matter of course. The Balloueva were gifts of friends and
adherents of Jesus for the purchase of the necessities of life
and for charitable uses. Comp. Luke viii. 3; John xiii. 29.
That the disciples had acquired earnings by the labour of their
hands, and had deposited such earnings in the bag, may, that
even Jesus Himself had done so (Mark vi. 3),—of this there
exists no trace during the period of His ministry. — The ques-
tion, why Jesus had not taken away the custody of the chest
from the dishonest disciple (which indeed, according to
Schenkel, he probably did not hold), is not answered by say-
ing that He would remove every pretext for treason from him
(Ammonius, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, and
several others), or that He did not desire violently to interfere
with the development of his sins (Hengstenberg); for neither
would harmonize with the educative love of the Lord. Just
as little, again, is it explained by suggesting that Judas carried
on his thefts unobserved, until perhaps shortly before the death
of Jesus (Liicke), which would be incompatible with the
higher knowledge of the Lord, ii. 25 ; comp. vi. 64, 71. The
question stands rather in the closest connection with another
—how Jesus could adopt Judas at all as a disciple; and here
we must go back solely to a divine destination, Acts i 186,
il. 23. Comp. the note after vi. 70, 71. That the custody of
the chest had been entrusted to Judas only by agreement of
the disciples among one another (Godet), is an assumption which
quite arbitrarily evades the point, while it would by no means
have excluded the competency of Jesus to interfere.

Vv. 7, 8. According to the Recepta, Jesus says:  She has
fulfilled a higher purpose with the spikenard ointment (ad79);
in order to embalmn me with it to-day (as though I were already
dead), has she (not given it out for the poor, but) reserved .
Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 12. According to the correct reading,
however (see the critical notes) : “ Let her alone, that she may
preserve it (this ointment, of which she has just used a por-
tion for the anointing of my feet, not give it away for the poor,
but) for the day of my embalmment” (for behoof of that).
Nonnus aptly remarks: S¢pa PurdEn couartos fuerépov xeypry-



154 THE GOSPEL OF JOIIN,

\eov, elaoxer ENOp querépov krepéwv émiripBios dpn. Comp. also
Baeumlein. According to this view, the fuépa Tod évrag. is the
actual, tmpending day of embalmment, in opposition to which,
according to the Recepta, the present day of the anointing of
the feet would be represented proleptically as that of the
anointing of the corpse. The thought of the Recepta is that
of the Synoptics; the Johannean carries with it the supposi-
tion of originality, and, comparing the thoughtful significance
of the two, the Johannean is more in harmony with the cir-
cumstance that Mary anointed tke fect merely, and by no means
resembles a faulty correction (Hengstenberg, Godet). The
circumstance that, afterwards, the corpse of Jesus was not
actually anointed (Mark xvi. 1), can, in view of an utterance
so rich and deep in feeling, afford no ground for deserting the
simple meaning of the words. — T9petv is to be explained,
agreeably to the context (comp. ii. 10), as an antithesis to
émpafn, ver. 5, but not by the quite arbitrary assumption that
the ointment had remained over from the burial of Lazarus
(Kuinoel and several others); but to understand Tnprop
of the past; that she may have preserved it (B. Crusius,
Ebrard) is grammatically wrong! According to Ewald, mnpetv
is to be understood, as elsewhere, of festal usages (ix. 16):
“ Let her so obscrve this on the day of my burial” so that Jesus
would have that day already regarded as equivalent to the day
of His burial, when such a loving custom was suitable. But
as regards Trpeiy, see what precedes; instead of the indefinite
alTo, it, however, Totro was at least to have been expected. —
Ver. 8. Reason of the statement introduced with &a, x.7A —
ped’ éavrv] in your own neighbourhood, so that you have
sufficiently immediate opportunity to give alms to such. For
the rest, see on Matt. xxvi. 11,

Vv. 9-11. Odv»] since Jesus thus tarries in the neighbour-
hood. The lively intercourse among the pilgrims to the feast
tended the more to spread the information.— éx 7dv 'Iov-
8aiwv] here again (comp. xi. 19), not generally of the inhabit-

! The modification of tlhis rendering in Luthardt: **Let her rest as regards
the fact that she has kept the ointment for me with the design (even though
unconscious) of preserving it for the representation, beforehand, of the day of my
embalmment,” is o grammatical impossibility.  Similarly, bowever, Bengel
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ants of Jerusalem (so usually), but, according to the standing
usage in John, of the Jewish opposition. They came, not for
Jesus' sake alone, to observe Him further, but in order also to
see Lazarus, and to be convinced of His actual and continued
restoration to life. Since, however, many of the 'Iovdaior went
forth (from Jerusalem) for the sake of Lazarus, and became
believers in Jesus, the chief priests (z.c. not indeed the Sanhedrim
as such in general, but rather that part of it which composed
its hierarchical head) took counsel to put Lazarus also to
death, 'We have here, accordingly, the antithesis, that the
sight of Lazarus subdues many of the hitherto adverse party
to faith (comp. already xi. 45); and on the other hand, that
the extreme Right of the hierarchy resolves the more ener-
getically to counterwork this. — 7A6for] Still on Saturday
evening and Sunday. The procession of people took place then
on Sunday (ver. 12). — éBovA. §¢] Simple continuation of the
narrative ; hence, neither is 8¢ to be understood as namely, nor
éBovh. as the pluperfect (Tholuck). — oi dpyrep.] It was
indeed for the interest of the Aierarchy (not exactly for that
of the Sadducees, Acts v. 17, as Lampe thought, since the chief
priests are here adduced as such generally, not according to their
possible sectarian tendency) to remove out of the way the
living self-witness also on whom the miracle had been wrounght,
not merely the worker of the miracle Himself. The tyran-
nical power, in this way, proceeds consistently, in order, as it
imagines, to put away even the recollection of the affair.
“Praeceps est malitia et semper ultra rapit,” Grotius. —
Umiyov] not: they fell away (Cornelius a Lapide, Lampe,
Paulus), which, without closer definition, does not lie in
the word, but rather: they took themselves off, they removed
to a distance; so great an attractive power did the matter
possess for them, and then followed the falling away. The
separation in the position of the words: moAXoi... 7oV
'Tovdalwy, brings both points emphatically out.

Vv. 12, 13. T4 émadp.] after the day designated in ver. 1,
consequently Sunday (Palm Sunday), not: after the delibera-
tion mentioned in vv. 10, 11 (Ebrard and Olshausen, Leidens-
gesch. p. 36). — 8x\. wo\. x.r\.] Unprejudiced pilgrims to the
feast, therefore mot 'Iov8alo. again. — dxovoavTes] perhaps
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from the 'Toudaios in ver. 11 who had returned as believers.
—a Bata 7. ¢.] as a symbol of joy. The article 7dv (not
7a) contains the element of definiteness; the branches of the
palm-trees standing on the spot. On Balov comp. 1 Macec.
xiil. 51 ; Symm. Cant. i. 8; Sturz, Dial. Al p. 88. The
cxpression: the paln branches of the palms, ie similar to
olxoSeamrorns Ths oixias, and the like, Lobeck, Paralip. p. 536 f.
The thing itsclf has in other respects nothing to do with an
analogy to the Lulab at the feast of Tabernacles (Lev. xxiii. 40).
Comp. however, 1 Mace. xiii. 51. — dwdvrnaw avTd)] see
Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 156 [E. T. p. 320]. — doavvd, x.7.)]
See on Matt. xxi. 9. — Bagirevs 7 'I] without the article
(Lachmann has it ; Tischendorf, xai o) : the King of Israel who
comes in the name of the Lord.

Vv. 14, 15. EVpov &8¢ «x7.\] The more detailed circum-
stances, how He had obtained the young ass (évdpeov), are
passed over by John; hence he is not in contradiction with
the Synoptics (Matt. xxi. 2 ff. parall). — xafds éoTe yeyp]
Zech. ix. 9. See on Matt, xxi. 5. John cites very freely
from memory ; hence the omission of the other prophetic pre-
dicates (even of the wpais in Matt.), because he has in his eye
simply the point of the riding 9 wpon the young ass, as a
Messianic anueioy excluding all doubt. All the more fitted to
tranquillize, then (u7) doBod),in ever more peaceful array, without
Lorse and chariot, is the coming of the King of Zion. Instead
of un PoBob, John might also have said yaipe a¢podpa (LXX.);
but there floated before him, in his citation from memory,
simply the opposition to that terror by which otherwise a royal
entrance may be accompanied. “ The Churck's figure of the
cross” (Hengstenberg) did not yet lie on this ass’s foal, other-
wise John would not have passed over the 2 of the passage,
nor have found the emphasis in w5 PoBod.

Ver. 16. Observation by John. Comp. ii. 22, xx. 9. But
this which here took place, namely, that Jesus mounted a
voung ass which He had obtained, His disciples at first (when
it took place) did not understand, so far, namely, as the con-
nection of the matter with the prediction of the prophet
remained still hidden from them; when, however, Jesus was
glorified, they remembered (under the illumination of the Spirit,
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vii. 39, xiv. 26) that this, this riding on the young ass, did
not accidentally occur, but that it was written of Him, and
that they (the disciples) did fhis, nothing other than this which
had been written of Him, fo Him, on the occasion of that
entrance—in bringing, namely, the ass to Him, whereby they
became the instruments of the fulfilment of prophecy. In
this émoincav abre there is the echo from John's recollection
of the way and manner of the elpdv dvdpiov as known from
the Synoptics. To take émoimoav generally: they (indef.)
dud, and to refer it to ver. 13 (De Wette, Ewald, and older
commentators), is incorrect, since the first two radra can only
point to vv. 14, 15.— On én’ adr@ see Bernhardy, p. 249.
Winer, p. 367 [E. T. p. 491).

Vv. 17, 18. O?dv] Leading back again after the intermediate
observation of ver. 16 to the story, and that in such a way
that it is now stated how it was the raising of Lazarus which
so greatly excited both the people who thronged with Jesus
from Bethany to Jerusalem (the 'Iovdaioc who had become
believers, vv. 9, 11, and others, certainly including many
inhabitants of Bethany itself), and the multitude which came
to meet thermn from Jerusalem (ver. 12). —épapt. w7 &7
for they had, in truth, themselves seen the reanimated man; had
also, perhaps, themselves witnessed in part the process of the
miracle, or at least heard of it from eye-witnesses, and could
accordingly testify to His resurrection.—édpwvnoer ... vexpdv)
The echo of their triumphant words.— &ta Todro ... 87(]
On this account (on account of this raising from the dead),
namely, because; see on x. 17. — dmw1vrnoev] not pluperfect
in sense, but: they went to mect (as already stated above, vv.
12,13).— o6 &x\os] The article points to ver. 12. — sjxovaav]
namely, previously, in Jerusalem. — Tof7To] with emphasis ;
hence also the separation in the order of the words.

NoTE—While we necessarily recognise the main difference
between the Synoptics and John, namely, that according to the

! With the reading &= (see critical notes), ixapr would have to be taken
absolutely - the people bore witness, who, viz. were with Him at the raising of
Lnzarus. Comp. Luther, Erasmus, and many others. Thus the dxAes would be
the same as in xi. 42, which, however, is not appropriate to ver. 12 and ver. 18,
and would only tend to confuse.
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former, the journey of Christ to Jerusalem is made from
Jericho, where He had remained for the night at the house of
Zacchaeus, and the stay in Bethany is excluded (see on Matt.
xxi. 1, note), the Messianic entry is yet one and the same
event in all four evangelists, Against the assumption of an entry
on two occastons (Paulus, Schleiermaclier, 4ib. d. Schriften des Luk,
p. 243 ff,, and L. J. p. 407 ff), according to which He is said
first to have made an entry from Jericho, and, one or two days
later, again from Bethany, the very nature of the transaction
is decisive, to which a repetition, and one moreover so early,
was not appropriate, without degenerating into an organized
procession. Only in the view of its occurring once, and of its
being brought about accidentally, as it were, by the circum-
stances, does it retain a moral agreement with the mind of
Jesus. With this view, too, all four accounts conform,and theyall
show not merely by their silence respecting a second procession,
but also by the manner in which they represent the one, that
they are entirely ignorant of any repetition. Such a repetition,
especially one so uniform in character, would be as impro-
bable in itself, as it must be opposed to the course of develop-
ment of the history of Jesus, which here especially, when the
last bloody crisis is prepared for by the entry of the Messianic
King, must preserve its divine decorum, and finds its just mea-
sure in the simple fulfilment of the prophetic prediction.

Ver. 19. Contrast to the triumph; the despairing self-
confession of the Pharasatc adversaries, not as Chrysostom, in
spite of the article in oi Papio., explained of the quiet friends
of Jesus among the Pharisees. — 7 pos éavTous) to one another;
but @AMjA is not employed, because the utterance is to appear
as limited to the particular circle. Comp. on vii. 35. — few-
peite, x.TN] You perceive that we profit nothing, namely, by
our previous cautious, expectant, feeble procedure. “Appro-
bant Caiaphae consilium,” Bengel. — 6 xoopos] designation,
indicative of their despair, of the great multitude. Comp. obw
in the Rabbins. See Wetstein. — In éwirfev (is gone from
thence) is contained, by means of the pragmatic connection
with émiocw abdrod, the representation of the falling away from
the legitimate hierarchical power. Comp. {mryyov, ver. 11.

Ver. 20. The Hellenes are, as in vii. 35, not Greek Jews,
Hellenists (Calvin, Semler, B. Crusius, Ewald), but Gentiles,—
proselytes, however, as is shown by what follows (note espe-
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cially the pres. part. avaBaw.: who were wont to go up), and
that of the gatfe, like the Aethiopian chamberlain, Acts viii. 27,
not pure Gentiles (Chrysostomn, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus,
Salmasius, Selden, and several others, including Paulus, Klee,
Schweizer). — Where did the scene take place ? Probably in
the court of the temple, with which locality, at least, the
entry just related, and the connected transactions, onwards to
ver. 36, best correspond. According to Baur, however (comp.
also Scholten), the whole affair is to be referred simply
to the <dea of the author, who makes Jesus, under the
ascendancy of Jewish unbelief, to be glorified by believing
heathendom. This idea is that of the history itself. Bengel
rightly observes: “ Praeludium regni Dei a Judaeis ad gentes
transituri.”

Vv. 21, 22. The Messianic hope, which they as proselytes
share, draws their hearts to Him whose Messiahship has just
found so open and general a recognition. They wish to see
Jesus, that is, to be introduced to Him, in order to make His
nearer personal acquaintance, and thisit is which they modestly
express. For mere seeing, as in Luke xix. 3, any interven-
tion of a third party (as Briickner now also recognises) would
not have been required—Whether they came to Philip acci-
dentally, or because the latter was XAnown to them (perhaps
they were from Galilee), remains undetermined. To pre-
suppose in Philip, on account of his Greek name, a Greck
cducation (Hengstenberg), is arbitrary. — x¥pie] not without
the tender of honour, which they naturally paid even to the
disciple of a Master so admired, who truly appeared to be the
very Messiah.—That Philip first communicates the proposal
to Andrew, who was possibly in more confidential relations with
Christ (Mark xiii. 3), and who was on terms of intimacy with
him by the fact of the same birthplace (i. 45), and that with
him he carries out their wish, rests on the circumstance that he
was himself too timid to be the means of bringing about an
interview between the Holy One of God—whose immediate
destination he knew to be for Isracl-—and Gentiles. His was
a circumspect nature, prone to scruples (vi. 5 ff, xiv. 8, 9).
“Cum sodali, audet,” Bengel. Note the stamp of originality
which appears in such side-touches. — In the reading &pxetas
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"Avdp. x. B. xal Néyovor v "I (see critical notes), observe
(1) the lively manner of representation in the repetition of
épxeras; (2) the change of the singular to the plural of the
verb, which also is found in the classical writers. Xen. 4Anab.
iL 4. 16, and Kithner ¢n loc.

Ver. 23. The proposal of the Gentiles which had been
brought to Him, awakens in Jesus, with peculiar force and
depth, the thought of His approaching death ; for through His
death was His salvation in truth to be conveyed to the Gentiles
(x. 16, 17).—Accordingly, that wish of the Gentiles must
appear to Him as already a beginning of that which was to be
effected by His death. Hence His answer to those two disciples
(not to the "EM\ques, Ebrard), which is pervaded by a full
presentiment of the crisis at hand, and at the close, ver. 27,
resolves itself into a prayer of deep emotion, but, by means
thereof, into complete surrender to the Father. This answer
is consequently neither inappropriate (De Wette), nor does it
contain an indirect refusal of the request of the Greeks (Ewald,
Henastenberg, Godet) ; nor is the granting of it to be thought
of as having taken place before, and as having been passed
over tn sience by John (Tholuck, B. Crusius, and older com-
mentators), which the text refutes by the words amexpivaro
atrrois, which continue the narrative without any further re-
marks ; nor is the petition of the Gentiles to be regarded as
indirectly complied with, namely, by the fact that the apostles
brought it before Jesus, and that the latter then began to speak
(Luthardt)-—which amounts to the improbability that Jesus,
by the following speech, desired to make a display before those
Gentiles (whom Ewald also supposes to have been present);
but the admission of the Gentiles which was to have taken
place after this outpouring of emotion, did not, however, take
place, because the voice from heaven, ver. 28, interrupted and
changed the scene.! The theory that in v. 23 ff. the synop-

' According to Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 527, Jesus would, in granting the
request, be exposed to a temptation, and have done something at this last
development out of keeping with His previous ministry, which would have
awakened disquiet, furnished a new embarrassment to the hierarchs, ete. But
we may also conversely pass the judgment that Jesus, on the very threshold of

His death, could not have designed to refuse an actusl manifestation of His
universal destination, which He, moreover, had expressed in x. 18,—offered 80
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tical accounts of the transfiguration, and of the confliet of soul
in Gethsemane, are either fused into a historical mixture
(Strauss), or formed into an ideal combination (Baur), proceeds
from presuppositions, according to which it is possible to
adduce even Gal. ii. 9 as a witness against John xii. 20 (see
against this, Bleek, p. 250 ff), as Baur has done. — éxfAvfev)]
Placed first with emphasis. — fya] Comp. xiii. 1, xvi. 2, 32.
The hour is conceived of absolutely (in the consciousness of
Jesus the present hora fatalis xat’ é€oyrv), and that which is
to take place in it, as the divine appointment for its having
arrived. — 8ofac 03] through death, as the necessary passage
to the heavenly glory. Comp. xvii. 5,vi. 62 ; 1 Pet. i 11.

Ver. 24. My death, however, is necessary to the successful
and victorious development of my work, as the wheat-corn
must fall into the earth and die, in order to bring forth much
fruit. The solemn assurance (aunv, duny, x.T.\) is in keeping
with the difficulty of getting the disciples to accept the idea of
His death, — @mofdvy] For the wital principle in the corn,
the germ, forces itself out; thus the cornis dead, and become a
prey to dissolution, comp. 1 Cor. xv. 36 — adTds povos] by
tself alone, vi. 15. Ast, Lex. Plat. I. p. 314. The life of the
corn which has not fallen into the earth remains limited and
bound to itself, without the possibility of a communication
and unfolding of life outwards issuing from it, such as only
follows in the case of that corn which dies in the earth
through the bursting forth of the living germ, and in this way
of death produces much fruit. Thus, also, with Christ; it is
through His death that there first comes upon all peoples and
times the rich blessing which is destined for the world. Comp.
ver. 32,

Ver. 25. As it is my vocation, so also is it that of those
who are mine, to surrender the temporal, in order to gain the
eternal life. Comp. Matt. x. 39 ; Luke ix. 24, xvii. 33.—The
Yvy7 is in each instance the soul, as admjv also is to be taken
in like manner in each instance. This is clear from its being
distinguished from fw7. He who loves his soul, will not let it

accidentally, as it were,—espéciully since the conversion of the Gentiles to the
Messiah was grounded in prophecy. To yield to the prayer was, further, by
Do means to make o full surrender to the petitioners.

VOL. II. L
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go (o doYruxdv év raipd paprupiov, Euth. Zigabenus), loses 4
(see critical notes)—t.e. he thereby brings about that it falls
into the death of everlasting condemnation; and ke who hates his
soul in this world (gives it up with joy, as something which,
moreover, is a hindrance to eternal salvation, and in so far
must be hated) will preserve it for everlasting life, keep it to
himself as a possession in the everlasting Messianic life. Note
the correlatives: ¢dy and modv, dmoréocer and PundEer
(comp. xvil 12), év 76 kxoouw ToUTe (in the pre-Messianic
world), and els {wnp al@viov. — On pioeiv, whose meaning is
not to be altered, but to be understood relatively, in opposition
to ¢uhoyruyia, comp. Luke xiv. 26. “ Amor, u¢ pereat ; odium
ne pereat; si male amaveris, tunc odisti; si bene oderis, tunc
amasti,” Augustine.

Ver. 26. Requirement and promise, in accordance with that
which was expressed generally in ver. 25.—adxo\.] on the
way of my life-surrender; comp. Matt. x. 38, xvi. 24.—
émov elul éyaw] comp. xiv. 3, xvil. 24. The pres. tense re-
presents the fut. as present: where I am, there will also my
servant be, namely, after I have raised him up (vi. 39, 40,
44, 54) in the Parousia. Comp. xiv. 3, xviL. 24. That fol-
lowing after me will lead him into blessed fellowship with me
in my kingdom. Comp. Rom. viii. 17; 2 Tim. ii 11, 12.
For the counterpart, see vii 34. According to Luthardt
(comp. Euth. Zigabenus 1), the being on the same way is
meant, consequently the contents of that requirement are
simply turned into a promise. A feeble tautology, especially
after ver. 25 (els onw aldviov). — édv Tis ép. Stak. xk.TA]
Parallel with the preceding, further designating, particularly
and specifically, the promised happiness, and that in the light
of the divine recompense contained in it. This thought is
expressed by the conjunction of Siaxovfi and Twuroes, whlch
verbs have the emphasis (it is different previously, when éuol

. éuol bore the emphasis) ; he who serves me, him will the
Father honour, a.ctua]ly, through the 86fa in the everlasting
life, comp. Rom. ii. 10, viii. 17 The Stakoveiv, however, i3
here to be understood with the previously enjoined quality of
following Christ.

Vv. 27 28. The realization of His sufferings and dcath, with
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which His discourse from ver. 23 wag filled, shakes Him sud-
denly with apprehension and momentary wavering, springing
from the human sensibility, which naturally seeks to resist the
heaviest suffering, which He must yet undergo. To define this
specially as the feeling of the divine anger (Beza, Calvin,
Calovius, Hengstenberg, and many others), which He has
certainly appeased by His death, rests on the supposition,
which is nowhere justified, that, according to the obyect of the
death (i. 29,iii 14, x 11, 12; Matt. xx. 28; Rom. viii. 3,
il 25; 2 Cor. v. 21, etal.), its severity also is measured in the
consciousness. Bengel well says: “ concurrebat horror mortis et
ardor obedientiae.” The Lord is thus moved to pray ; but He is
for the moment uncertain for what (v{ elrw), dmopoluevos o
Ths dyevias, Euth. Zigabenus, First, a momentary fear of the
sufferings of death (comp. on Luke xii. 50) obtains the upper
hand, in virtue of that human weakness, in which even He,
the Son of God, because He had become man, had His share
(Heb. iv. 15, v. 7, 8), and He prays: Father, save me from
this hour, spare me this death-suffering which is awaiting
me, quite as in Matt. xxvi. 39, so that He thus not merely
“cries for support through it, and for a shortening of it”
(Ebrard). But immediately this wish, resulting from natural
dread of suffering and death,' yields to the victorious con-
sciousness of His great destiny; He gives expression to the
latter (dA\a & TovTo, x.T\.), and now prays: Father, glorify
Thy name ; i.e,through the suffering of death appointed to me,
let the glory of Thy name (of Thy being in its self-presentation,
comp. on Matt. vi. 9) be manifested. The fulfilment of this
prayer was brought about in this way, that by means of the
death of Jesus (and of His consequent 8ofa) the divine decree
of salvation was fulfilled, then everywhere made known through
the gospel, in virtue of the Holy Spirit (xiv. 16 fi.), and
obedience to the faith established to the honour of the Father,
which is the last aim of the work of Christ, Phil ii. 11.
— 1) Yruxn wov] mnot as a designation of individual grief
(Olshausen), but as the seat of the affections generally. He

! Which in itself is not only not immoral, but the absence of which would
even lower the moral grentness and the worth of His sacrifice. Comp. Doruer,
Jesu siindlose Vollkommenh. p. 6.
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might also have said T6 wvedua wov (comp. xi. 33, 38), but
would then have meant the deeper basis of life, to which the
impressions of the Yrux7, which is united with the odpf,are con-
veyed. Comp. on Luke i. 46, 47. — wrdTep, cdoov pe, k.TA]
The hour of suffering is regarded as present, as though He were
olready at that hour. To take the words interrogatively : shall
I say: save me? ete. (so Chrysostom, Theophylact, Jansen,
Grotius, Lampe,and many others, including Lachmann, Tholuck,
Kling, Schweizer, Maier, Lange, Ewald, Godet) yields the result
of an actual prayer interwoven into a reflective monologue,
and is therefore less suitable to a frame of mind so deeply
moved. — @AAd] objecting, like our dut no! See Hartung,
Partikell. 1. p. 36 ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 13 £ — &ca ToiiTo]
Wherefore, is contained in the following prayer, wdrep, 8ofa-
oov, .TA Consequently: therefore, en order that through my
suffering of death 7%y name may be glorified. The completion :
in order that the world might be redeemed (Olshausen and older
commentators), is not supplied by the context; to undergo
this suffering (Grotius, De Wette, Luthardt, Lange, Ebrard,
Godet; comp. Hengstenberg: “in order that my soul may be
shaken ") is tautological ; and Lampe: ?o b¢ saved, is inappro-
priate. The ToiiTo is here preparative; let only & Todro . . .
Tavrnr be enclosed within dashes, and the sense is made
clearly to appear: but no—-therefore I came to this hour—
Father, glorify, etc. Jesus might have said: dA\Nd, mwdrep,
d6Eaaov cov 7o Bvopa, &id ToiTo qdp FAov é 7. ®. 7. But
the language, deeply emotional, throbs more unconnectedly,
and as it were by starts. — The repetition of mdrep corresponds
to the thrill of filial affection. — cov stands emphatically,
in the first place, in antithesis to the reference which the
previous prayer of Jesus contained to Himself. On the sub-
ject-matter, comp. Matt. xxvi, 39.— oD»] corresponding to
this petition. — ¢wvy éx 7. oVp.] The voice which came
from heaven : I have glorified it (in Thy mission and Thy whole
previous work), and skall again (through Thine impending
departure by means of death to the d6fa) glorify ., is not to
be regarded as actual, natural thunder (according to the O. T.

! The reference of i3sfzsa to the 0. 7. revelation, which is now declared to be
closed (Lange, L. J. II. p. 1208), is without any toundation in the context.
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view conceived of as the voice of the Lord, as in Ps. xxix,
Job xxxvii. 4, and frequently), in which only the subjective
disposition, the so-attuned inner ear of Jesus (and of the dis-
ciples), distinguished the words «al é86faca, x.T\.; while
others, less susceptible to this divine symbolism of nature,
believed only in a general way, that in the thunder an angel
had spoken with Jesus; while others again, unsusceptible,
understood the natural occurrence simply and solely as such,
and took it for nothing further than what it objectively was.
So substantially, not werely Paulus, Kuinoel, Liicke, Ammon,
De Wette, Maier, Baeumlein, and several others, but also
Hengstenberg.! Several have here had recourse to the later
Jewish view of"Bath-Kol (by which, however, only real literal
voices, not natural phenomena, without speech, were under-
stood ; see Liibkert in the Stud. u. Krit. 1835, 3), as well as
to the Gentile interpretations of thunder as the voice of the
gods (see Wetstein). Against this entire view, it is decisive
that John himself, the ear-witness, describes a ¢wvi) éx Tod
ovpavot, which was an objective occurrence; that he further
Tepeats its express words; that, further, to take the first half
of these words referring to the past, as the product of a merely
subjective perception, is without any support in the prayer of
Jesus; that, further, Jesus Himself, ver. 30, gives His con-
firmation to the occurrence of an actual voice; that, finally,
the @\\o¢ also, ver. 29, must have heard a speech. Hence we
must abide by the interpretation that a woice actually issued
JSrom heaven, which John relates, and Jesus confirms as an
objective occurrence. It is a voice which came miraculously
from God (as was the case, according to the Synoptics, at the
baptism and the transfiguration), yet as regards its intelligibi-
lity conditioned by the subjective disposition and receptivity

1 See, in answer to him, some appropriate observations in Engethardt, in the
Luth., Zeitschr. 1865, p. 209 ff. He, however, refers the 3s§sw to the fact that the
Son, even in His sufferings, will allow the will of God entirely to prevail with Him.
The glorifying of God, however, by means of the death of Jesus, which was cer-
tainly the culminating point of His obedience to the Father, reaches further,
namely (see especially xvii, 1, 2) to God's honour throngh the Lord’s attainment
of exaltation throughout the whole world by means of His death, As i:fzoa refers
to His munus propheticum, so 3oféew to the fact that He attains to the munus
regium through the fulfilment of the munus sacerdatale.
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of the hearers (so also Tholuck, Olshausen, Kling, Luthardt,
Hofmann, Schriftbew. 1. p. 391 f, Lange, Ebrard, Godet
following the old commentators), which sounded with a Zone as
of thunder, so that the definite words which resounded in this
form of sound remained unintelligible to the unsusceptible, who
simply heard that majestic kind of sound, but not its contents,
and said: BpovTyv ryeyovévasr; whereas, on the other hand, others,
more susceptible, certainly understood this much, that the
thunder-like voice was a speech, but not what it said, and thought
an angel (comp. Acts xxiii 9) had spoken in this thunder-voice
to Jesus. This opinion of theirs, however, does not justify
us in regarding the divine word which was spoken as also
actually communicated by angelic ministry (Hofmann), since,
in fact, the utterance of the d\Ao¢ is not adduced as at all the
true account, and since, moreover, the heavenly voice, accord-
ing to the text, appears simply and solely as the answer of the
Father.

Vv. 30, 31. "Amexpifn] not to the disciples (Tholuck), but,
according to ver. 29, with reference to these two expressions
of opinion from the people. He lets their opinions, as to what
and whose the voice was, alone, but recognises in their hearts
the more dangerous error, that they do not put the voice (this
thunder or this angelic speech, according to their supposition)
in any relation to themselves.— &8¢’ éué] to assure me that
my prayer has been heard; “mnovi patris animum in me,”
Erasmus. — 8¢’ duds] in relation to you to overcome unbelief,
and to strengthen faith. Comp. xi. 42. — »iv kpioes, k7]
Not an interpretation of the voice (Hengstenberg), but also
not without reference to &' vuds (Engelhardt), which is too
weighty an element. Rather: how the crisis of this time
presses for the use of that & vuds!—wiv...w»dp] with
triumphant certainty of victory, treating the mear future as
present ; mow, now, is it gone so far! He speaks “quasi cer-
tamine defunctus,” Calvin.— kpio¢s] Now is judgment, i.c.
judicial (according to the context: condemnatory) decision
passed upon this world, i.e. on the men of the aiwv odros who
reject faith. This judgment is an actual one; for in the vic-
tory of the Messianic work of salvation, which was to be
brought about by the death of Jesus, and His exaltation



CHAP. XII. 30, 81 167

to the heavenly glory connected therewith! the xéouos
wos to be set forth in the entire sinfulness and weakness of
its hostility towards Christ, and thereby in fact judged?
Comp. xvi. 9, 10, 33. This victory the ruler of this world in
particular (7. wéow. 7. solemnly repeated), the devil, was to
submit to;® his dominion must have an end, because the death
of Jesus effected the reconciliation of humanity, by which
reconciliation all were to be drawn away from the devil by
becoming believers, and were to be placed under the spiritual
power of the Christ exalted to glory, ver. 32, Rom. v. 12 f;
Phil. ii. 9-11. He is called the dpxwv Tod k6o pov TodTOUY,
as the ruler of the wnbelieving, Christ- opposing humanity
(comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. ii. 2, vi. 12), as in the writings of
Rabbins, he, as ruler of the Gentiles, in opposition to God and
His people, bears this as a standing name (pbhwn “w). See
Lightfoot and Schoettgen, also in Eisenmenger, Entdeckt.
Judenthum, 1. p. 647 ff. Here he is so called, because the
very «plois of his dominium, the wxéopos, was declared. —
éeAnbncerar éEw] The necessarily approaching removal of
the power of the devil through the death and the exaltation of
Jesus is vividly represented as a casting out from his empire,
namely from the xdopos ofros. Only this supplement is

! There lies in it, accordingly, no opposition to the belief in the last judgment
(against Hilgenfeld, Lehrbegr. p. 274), as has been supposed from a misinter-
Pretation also of iii. 19, 20, in spite of the repeated mention of the last day, and
in spite of v. 27, against which here the very absence of the article should have
been a warning. Again, what is subsequently said of the devil (as also the
passages xiv. 30, 31, xvi. 11) is not to be explained from the Gnostic idea, that
the devil, through his having contrived the death of Christ, but having
after His death recognised Him as the Son of God, had been cheated, and so
forfeited his right (Hilgenfeld). Of such Gnostic fancies the N. T. knows
nothing. The conquest of the devil is necessarily granted along with the
atoning effect of the death of Jesus, and through the operation of the Spirit of
the ezalted one it is in process of completion until the Parousia.

% As hereafter the devil isthe subject which is cast out, so here the xirzes is
the subject which i3 judged. This in answer to Bengel : **judicium de mundo,
quis posthac jure sit obtenturus mundum.” Grotius explains xpieis simply of the
vindicatio in libertatem ; humanity is to be freed from its unjust possessor ; conse-
quently asregards the material contents, substantially as Bengel, comp. also Beza.

3 Schleiermacher, indeed (L. J. p. 343), interprets the &x. = ». «. of “‘open
Jforce” in its conflict agninst the activity of Jesus. In reference to the declara-
tions of Jesus regarding the devil, it is most markedly apparent with what
dificulty Schleiermacher subordinated himself to exegetical tests,
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yielded by the context, not mijs apxijs (Euth. Zigabenus, Beza),
nor 7ot Sukacrypiov (Theophylact), nor out of the kingdom of
God (Ewald), and least of all To0 odpavod (Luke x. 18 ; Rev.
xil, 8, so Olshausen; hence the reading xdrw). The indefi-
nite rendering: he is r¢pulsed (De Wette; comp. Plat. Menex.
p- 243 B; Soph. Oed. R. 386), or to be removed from the
presence of the judge (Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 449), is not
sufficient, on account of the appended é&fw.— Note further,
that the victory here announced over this world and over the
reign of the devil wasindeed decided, and commenced with the
death and the exaltation of Christ, but is in a state of con-
tinuous development onwards to its consummation at the last
day (comp. Rev. xx. 10); hence the passages of the N. T. on
the continuing power and influence of the devil (2 Cor. iv. 4;
Eph ii. 2, vi. 12; Rom. zvi 20; 1 Pet. v. 8, and many
others) do not stand in contradiction to the present passage.
Comp. Col. ii. 15.

Vv. 32, 33. And I shall establish my own dominion in
room of the devil’s rule. — xdy@] with victorious emphasis,
in opposition to the devil —éay dYrw8d éx T. v7s] so that
I shall be no more upon the earth. Comp. on Wrdw é,
Ps. ix. 14, Probably Jesus (differently in iii. 14) used the
verb om (comp. Syr.): pnn i 'npn o, This exaltation from
earth into heaven to the Father (vii. 33; Acts ii. 33, vi. 31)
was to be brought about by the death of the cross; and this
manner of His death, Jesus, in the opinion of John, indi-
cated (xviii 32, xxi. 19) by the word {Nwfd (comp. iii
14, viii. 28). According to John, it is then the designation
of the return from earth to hcaven, which Jesus gives by
vYrwfd éc 7. v, not merely a representation of His death, so
far as the latter exalts him to the Father, but an announce-
ment of the manner of the death (comp. xviii. 32, xxi. 19),
through which He will end His earthly life, because He was
to die exalted on the cross. DBut this interpretation of John's
does not justify us in straightway understanding in. éx . . of
the crucifizion (so the Fathers, and most older commentators,
including Kling, Frommann, Hengstenberg), which is forbidden
by éx 7is s, nor in finding therein! a “ sermo anceps” (Beza

' “His suspension on the cross appears to Him the magnificently ironical
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and several others, including Luthardt, Ebrard, Godet, comp.
Engelhardt), since by the very force of éx 7. «. the double
sense is excluded. It belongs to the freedom of mystic exposi-
tion linking itself to a single word (comp. ix. 7), as it was
sufficiently suggested, especially here, by the recollection of the
Wrwbivae already employed in iii. 14, and is therewith just
as justifiable in itself in the sense of its time as it is wanting
in authority for the historical understanding. To this mystical
interpretation is opposed, indeed, the expression €éx T7s s
(comp. Isa. liii. 8); but John was sufficiently faithful in his
account not to omit this éx 7. yfjs for the sake of his interpre-
tation of ijrwfd, and simply adhered to this 4, and disre-
garded the context!— On édv, comp. on xiv. 3. — wdvras
é\k. wpos éuavt.] all, e not merely adherents of all nations,
or all elected ones and the like, but all men, so that thus none
remain belonging to the dpywv Tod xdopov Tovrov. But fo the
latter, to the devil, stands opposed, not the mere mpds éué, but
to myself, to my own community. Comp. xiv. 3; éuavriv
never stands for the simple éué, not even in xiv. 21 (against
Tholuck). The énxvecr takes place by means of the Holy
Spirit, who, given by the exalted Lord (vii. 39, xvi. 7), and
representing Himself (xiv. 18, 19), wins men for Christ in
virtue of faith, and, by means of internal moral compulsion,
places them in the fellowship of love, of obedience, and of
the true and everlasting {7 with Him. Comp. vi. 44, where
this is said of the Father. The fulfilment of this promise
is world-historical, and continually in process of realization
(Rom. x. 18), until finally the great goal will be reached, when
all will be drawn to the Son, and form one flock under one
shepherd (x. 16). In this sense mrdvras is to be left with-
out any arbitrary limitation (Luthardt’s limitation is baseless:
all, namely, those whom He draws to Himself). For the manner
in which Paul recognised the way and manner of the last
consummation of the promise thus made, see Rom. xi. 25, 26.

Ver. 34. The people—rightly understanding éav . éx T.
s, ver. 32, of an exaltation to take place by the way of death

emblem of His elevation on the throne,” Godet. An ironical touch would here
be very strange.
! Scholten sets nside the whole comment as an interpolation,
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—gather thence, that in accordance therewith no everlasting
duration of life (uéves, see on xxi. 22) is destined for Him on
the earth, and do not find this reconcilable with that which
they on their part (7uets) had heard out of the Scripture (vopuos,
as in x. 34) of the Messiah (7xovq., namely, by reading, comp.
Gal iv. 21). They reflect on the scriptural doctrine (comp.
also the older book of Enoch) of the everlasting kingdom of
the Messiah, which they apprehend as an earthly kingdom,
and especially on passages like Ps. ex. 4, Isa. ix. 5, 7, and
particularly Dan. vii. 13, 14. — From the latter passage, not
from ver. 23, where He does not speak to the people, they put
in the mouth of Christ the words Tov vidv Tod dvfp., as He
had designated Himself so frequently by this Messianic appel-
lation, in order at once to make manifest that He, although
He so terms Himself, yet on account of the contradictory
token of the infwbijvar éx 7. vyijs which He ascribes to Him-
self, cannot be the Danielian Son of man, He who was so
characterized in the Scripture; the Son of man, by which
name He is wont to designate Himself, must in truth be quite
another person. — o¥7os] this strange Son of man, who is in
opposition to the Secripture, over whom that (Wrwbjvac is
said to be impending! That the speakers, however, were
unacquainted with the appellation ¢ vids Tod dvfp. for Jesus
{Briickner) is, after the first half of the verse, not to be
assumed.

Vv. 35, 36. Jesus does not enter upon the question raised,
but directs the questioners to that one point which concerns
them, with the intensity and seriousness of one who is on the
point of taking His departure. To follow this one direction
must indeed of itself free them from all those doubts and
questions. — év Uuiv] among you. — mwepem. @s TO PAS
éxere] On the reading as, see the critical notes. Walk as
you have the light, ie. in conformity with the fact that you
have among you the possessor and bearer of the divine truth
(comp. on viii. 12); be not slothful, but spiritually active, and

! The inquiry has in it something pert, saucy, as if they said: ‘“ A fine ‘Son of
man’ art thou, who art not to remain for ever in life, but, as thou dost express
it, art to be exalted !” To the Danielian Son of man an everlasting kingdom i8
given, Dan. vii. 14, This also in answer to Hofmann, Schriftbew. I1. 1, p. 79
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awake in the enjoyment of this relation, just as one does not
rest and lie still when he has the bright light of day, but
walks in order to attain the end in view before the darkness
breaks in (see what follows). On &s as assigning the motive
(tn the measure that), comp. generally on xiii. 34, and here
especially on Gal. vi. 10. Ellendt aptly says, Lex. Soph. II.
p- 1008 : “nec tamen causam per se spectatam, sed quam
quis, qualis sit, indicat.” The signification quamdiu (Baeum-
lein) is not borme by @s, not even in Soph Aj. 1117 (see
Schneidewin n loc.), Phil. 635. 1330.— {va w9 oxo7tia,
x1N] in order that— which would smite you as a penal
destiny in retribution of your un wepirareiv—darkness (the
element opposed to the divine truth of salvation, which still
at present shines upon you) may mot seize you, like a hostile
power. Comp. i. 21: éoxoricfn 9 aoiveros altdv xapbia.
On xatardByp, comp. 1 Thess. v. 4 ; also in the classics very
frequently of danger, misfortune, and the like, which befall
any one. Arrian, Alex. i. 5. 17: e vo€ karajfrerar airols.
— xal o wepemw., x.1\.] and how dangerous would this condi-
tion be! This is brought home in a sentence from ordinary
life ; comp. xi. 9, ix. 4. — w00 Umdryes] whither he is depart-
tng, iii. 8. Thus the éororiouévos goes away, without knowing
the unhappy end, into everlasting destruction; comp. 1 John
ii. 11. For the opposite of this mod vmdyer, see viil. 14, 21,
xvi. 5, et al.— os 7. pds éxere] Repeated and placed first
with great emphasis. — weoTedeTe eis 7. Pds, (va, xTA]
More minute designation of that which was previously in-
tended by the figurative wepimaTeite. — violi Tod ¢T.]
Enlightened persons. See on Luke xvi. 8; Eph. v. 8.—
vévnale] not be, but become. Faith is the condition and
the beginning of it; comp. i. 12.—éxpiBn dn' adTdv]
The situation in viii. 59 is different. He now, according to
the account of John, withdraws from them into concealment,
probably to Bethany, in order to spend these last days of life,
before the arrival of His hour, in the quiet confidential circle,
not as a prelude, “summi judicii occultationis Domini”
(Lampe, Luthardt), which is not indicated, and is all the more
without support, that the last discourse was not condemnatory,
but only hortatory.
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Ver. 37. At the close of the public ministry of Jesus there
now follows a general observation on its results in respect to
faith in Him, as far as ver. 50.— rocadra] not so great
(Liicke, De Wette, and several others), but so many}! vi. 9,
xiv. 9, xxi. 11. Comp. the admissions of the Jews them-
selves, vil. 31, xi. 47. The multitude of the miracles, 7.e. the
so-often-repeated miraculous demonstration of His Messianic
8ofa, must have convinced them (comp. xx. 30), had they not
been blinded and hardened by a divine destiny. The reference,
however, of Togatra is not: so many as have hitherto been
related, for our Gospel contains the fewest miraculous narratives,
—but it lies in the notoriety of the great multitude in general.
Comp. xiv. 9; 1 Cor. xiv. 10; Heb. iv. 7. —éumpocb. alr]
before their eyes.— ovk éwriaT. els a¥T.] summary statement.

Ver. 38. "Iva] in order that, according to divine determina-
tion, the prophecy might be fulfilled. This “¢n order that”
contains the definite assumption that the prophet Isaiah pre-
dicted what, according to divine destiny, was to come to pass;
thus, then, the historical fulfilment stood in necessary relation
of final cause to the prediction. Comp. on Matt. i. 22.—6»
elme] similar pleonasms, which, however, as here, may denote
an emphatic circumstantiality, are found also in the Greek
writers, as in Xen. Cyr. viii 2. 14, Anab. i 9. 11. The
passage is Isa. liii. 1, closely following the LXX. The lament
of the prophet over the unbelief of Zés time towards %is preach-
ing (and that of his fellows, 7ju@v), and towards the mighty
working of God announced by him, has, according to the
Messianic character of the whole grand oracle, its reference and
fulfilment in the unbelief of the Jews towards Jesus; so that in
the sense of this fulfilment, the speaking subject (addressing
God, xdpte, comp. Matt. xxvii. 46), which Isaiah introduces, is
Jesus, not the evangelist and those of like mind with him
(Luthardt). — 7§ dxof 7p.] to that heard from us, 1. to the
message which they receive from us (comp. on Rom. x. 16),
not: which we receive (comp. Sir. xliii. 24), namely, actually
in Christ (Luthardt), as Hengstenberg also understands it of
that which we have received through revelation (comp. Eutb.

! Comp. on the distinction between the two motions, the phrase current in
the classics, rosaird s xzi rosxira, Heindorf, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 456 C.
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Zigabenus). Comp. on the genitive, Plat. Phaedr. p. 274 C;
Pausan. viil. 41. 6 ; Pind. Pyth. i. 162. The plural, however,
7@y, comprises God and Christ in the fulfilment.— ¢ Bpa-
x{wv xvp] Plastic expression for the power of God (comp.
Luke i. 51; Acts xiil. 17; Wisd. v. 16, xi. 21 ; Bar. ii. 11;
Isa. li. 5, lii. 10), and that according to the Messianic signi-
fication; in the miraculous signs of Christ —in which the
unbelieving do not recognise the brachium Dei. “In se
exsertum est, sed caeci non viderunt illud,” Bengel. But to
understand Christ Himself (Augustine, Photius, Euth. Ziga-
benus, Beda, Ruperti, Zeger, Jansen, Maldonatus, Calovius, and
several others) is required neither by the original text nor
here by the connection.

Vv. 39, 40. dca Tobro . .. 87¢] as always in John (see on
x. 17): therefore, referring to what precedes, on account of this
destiny contained in ver. 38—namely, because, so that thus
with §7¢ the reason is still more minutely set forth. Ebrard
foists in an entirely foreign course of thought, because Israel
has not willed to believe, therefore has she not been able to
believe. Contrary to that Johannean use of & Tod7o... 8,
Theophylact, Beza, Jansen, Lampe, and several others, includ-
ing Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier, B. Crusius, Luthardt,
take 8id Tolro as preparative. — ovx §8VvavTo] not: nolebant
(Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, Wolf), but—and
therewith the enigma of that tragic unbelief is solved—zhey could
not, expressing the ¢mpossibility which had its foundation in
the divine judgment of obduracy. “ Hic subsistit evangelista,
quis ultra nitatur ?” Bengel. On the relation of this inability,
referred back to the determination of God, to moral freedom
and responsibility, see on Rom. ix—xi. — TeTddpNwxev] The
passage is Isa. vi. 9, 10, departing freely from the original and
from the LXX. In the original the propket is said, at the
command of God, to undertake the blinding, etc., that is, the
intellectual and moral hardening (““harden the heart,” etc.).
Thus what God then will allow to be done is represented by
John in his free manner of citation as done by God Himself, to
which the recollection of the rendering of the passage given
by the LXX. (“the heart has become hardened,” etc.) might
easily lead. The subject is thus neither Christ (Grotius,
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Calovius, and several others, including Lange and Ebrard), nor
the devel (Hilgenfeld, Scholten), but, as the reader would under-
stand as a matter of course, and as also the entire context
shows (for the necessity in the divine fate is the leading idea),
God. Christ first appears as subject in lacopar. — wemdp.]
has hardened. See Athenaeus, 12, p. 549 B; Mark vi. 52,
viii 17; Rom. si 7; 2 Cor. iii. 14.—«xal oTpaddoi]
and (not) turn, return to me. — ldoouac] Future, dependent
on wa py. See on Matt. xiiL 15. The moral corruption is
viewed as sickness, which is healed by faith (vv. 37, 39).
Comp. Matt. ix. 12; 1 Pet. ii. 24. The healing subject, how-
ever, cannot, as in Matt. xiil 15, Acts xxvili. 27, be God (so
usually), simply because this is the subject of TeTddrwrer,
&7\, but it must be Christ; in His mouth, according to the
Johannean view of the prophecy from the standpoint of its ful-
filment, Isaiah puts not merely the utterance in ver. 38, bub
also the words Terdprwxev . . . idaopar adTovs, and thus makes
Him say: God has blinded the people, etc., that they should not
see, etc., and should not turn to Him (Christ), and He (Christ)
should heal them. Nonnus aptly says: 'O¢pfatuods dldwoev
dudv émpdprupas Epywv . .. pvn xpadly voéwat. .. Kai pot
UmooTpéprwat, vooBhaBéas 8¢ aadaw dvdpas akitpaivovras éud
mavjom pibew. Thus the 1st person ldooua: is not an in-
stance of “ negligence” (Tholuck, comp. his 4. T. im N. T. p.
351 ed 6), but of consistency.

Ver. 41. “O7] (see the critical notes): because ke saw His
glory, and (in consequence of this view) spoke of Him. This
was the occasion that moved him, and it led to his speaking
what is contained in ver. 40.— avd7od] refers to Christ, the
subject of idoopas, ver. 40, and the chief person in the whole
subject under contemplation (ver. 37). According to Isa.
vi. 1 ff, the prophet, indeed, beheld God's glory, God sitting
upon His throne, attended by seraphim, etc.; but in the O. T.
theophanies, it is just Christ who is present as the Logos,' and

! From which 2 conclusion can as little be drawn against the personality of the
Logos (Beyschlag, p. 166 £.), as from the angelic theophanies against the per-
sonality of the angel or angels concerned (not even in Rev. v. 6). That tb'o
idea of angels in the N. T. wavers between personality and personification 13

not correct. Observe also, that the self-revelation of the devil does not sct
ueide the personality of the man who is the bearer of it (as Judas). Further,
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their glory is His. See on i. 1. Of course the glory of Christ
before the incarnation is intended, the popds feod (Phil. ii. 6),
in which He was. — kal éxa). mepl adTod] still dependent
on 87e; énaMpae has the emphasis as the correlate of eide.
Vv. 42, 43. "Opws pévtoi] yet, notwithstanding, Herod.
i1 189; Plat. Crit. p. 54 D, Men. p. 92 E; comp. the
strengthened Suws e pévro, Klotz, ad Devar. p. 343 ; Baeum-
lein, Partik. p. 172 f. It limits the judgment on the unbelief
of the Jews, which had previously been expressed in general
terms. — xal €k T. dpy.] even of the Sanhedrists (in secret,
vil. 48). — 82 Tods Papeo.] the most hostile and dreaded
party opposed to Jesus in and outside the Sanhedrim. — @mo-
cvvdy.] comp. ix. 22. — 7y 86&. 1. avBp.] the honour coming
JSrom men. Comp. v. 44.— 1y 86&. Tod Oeod] the honour
which God imparts. Comp. Rom. iii. 23. They preferred the
honour of men (potius, see on iii. 19) rather than to stand
in honour with God. Theirs was thus not yet that faith
strengthened for a free confession, as Jesus demands it (Matt.
x. 32), with the setting aside of temporal interests; Augustine
calls it ingressus fidet. Where subsequently the right advance
followed, the unhesitating confession also was forthcoming, as in
the cases of Nicodemus and of Joseph of Arimathaea. But that
of Gamaliel is not applicable here (Godet) ; he did not get so far
as faith, — On #jmep, as strengthening the negative force of the
# (comp. 2 Mace. xiv. 42), see Kiihner, IT. sec. 747, note4.
Vv. 44, 45. The closing observations on Jewish unbelief,
vv. 37-43, are ended. Over against this unbelief, together
with that faith which stood in fear of men, vv. 42, 43,
John now gives further, vv. 44-50, an energetic summing
up, a condensed summary of that which Jesus has hitherto
clearly and openly preached concerning His personal dignity
and the divinity of His teaching, in condemnation of such con-
duct (“ Jesus, on the other kand, cried and said,” etc.), whereby
the reprehensible nature of that unbelief and half - belief
comes clearly into view. So substantially Bengel, Michaelis,
Morus, Xuinoel, Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier, Schweizer,

the ziroy, implying the identity of Christ with the Logos, here shows clearly
enough that the latter is viewed as personal. Comp. also PLuiderer, in Hilgen-
feld, Zeitschr. 1866, p. 258.
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B. Crusius, Reuss, Baur,! Lange, Briickner, Weizsiicker,” Ebrard,
Baeumlein, Ewald, Godet. Ver. 36 is decisive for the cor-
rectness of this interpretation, according to which Jesus has
departed from the public sceme of action without any an-
nouncement of His reappearance; and it is confirmed partly
by the nature of the following discourse, which contains mere
cchoes of earlier utterances; partly by the fact that throughout
the whole discourse there are mo addressed persons present ;
partly Dby the aorists, éd\poa, vv. 48, 49, pointing to the
concluded past. This is not in opposition to &xpafe ral elmev
(against Kling, De Wette, Hengstenberg; also Strauss in the
interest of the non-originality of the Johannean discourses),
since these words (comp. vii. 28, 37, i. 15) do not of them-
selves more closely define the point of time which is intended.
Hence we are neither to assume, with De Wette, that with
John the recollection of the discourses of Jesus shaped itself
“under his hand” into a discourse, genuine indeed, but never
delivered in such language (what unconsciousness and pas-
sivity he is thereby charged with! and see, in opposition,
Briickner) ; nor are we to say, with Chrysostom and all the
older commentators, also Kling and Hengstenberg, that Jesus
here for once did publicly so speak (évdovros Tois *Iovaloss
Tob Ouuod, md\v dvedpdvn k. 8ibdore:, Euth. Zigabenus), in
accordance with which several lay hold of the explanation, in
contradiction with the text, that He spoke what follows 4n
tpso discessu, ver. 36 (Lampe). But when Luthardt (following
Besser, in the Zeitschr. f. Luth. Theol. 1852, p. 617 ) assumes
that Christ spoke these words in the presence of the disciples,
and with reference to the Jews, there stands in opposition to
this not only the fact, generally, that John indicates nothing of
the kind, but also that &pafe is not appropriate to the circle
of disciples, but to a scene of publicity. Crying aloud He
czclaimed, whereby all His hearers were made sensible enough
of the importance of the address, and the excuse of ignorance

1 Baur, however, finds in this recapitulatory discourse only e new proof, that

with John historical narration is a mere form of his method of representation.
Comp. also Hilgenfeld.

? Yet the ideas (against Weizsicker, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1857,
p- 167 .) contained in this speech are not different from those of the prologue.
"The furm is diferent, but not the matler; and the prologue contains more.
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was cut off from them.— o mior. els éué, xTA] A saying
which John has not in the previous discourses. Comp., how-
ever, as to the thing, v. 36 ff, vii. 29, viil 19, 42, x. 38. —
o ...aAN] simply negativing. The object of faith is mot
the personality of Jesus in itself, —that human appearance
which was set forth in Him, as if He had come in His own
name (v. 43),—but God, so far as the latter reveals Himself in
Him as in His ambassador, by means of His words and deeds.
Comp. vil. 16; Mark ix 37. Similarly: He who beholds me,
etc, ver. 45. Comp. i 14, xiv. 9. Yet in thus connection
the negation (o0 Oewpel éué) is not expressed, although it
might have been expressed ; but what had to be affirmed was,
that the beholding of Christ was at the same time the behold-
ing of His Sender. In His working and administration, the
believing eye beholds that of the Sender; in the 8ofa of the
Son, that of the Father, i. 14 ; Heb. i. 3.

Ver. 46. Comp. viii. 12, ix. 5, xii. 35, 36.—éya] I, no
other, I am the light, as possessor and communicator of the
divine truth of salvation, come into the world, etc. — p7 peivy)
as he is, in a state of unbelief, but that he may be enlightened.
Comp. ver. 36, 1. 4 ff.

Vv. 47, 48. Comp. iii. 17,18, v. 45 ff, viii 15 ff. — If any
one shall have heard the words from me, does not denote hearing
in the sense of believing (Liicke), but a hearing which is in itself
indifferent (Matt. vii. 26; Markiv. 15, 16, xviii. 20); and by the
k. g durdEy which follows (see the critical notes), that very
faith which follows hearing is denied. ¢PpvArdooecr, namely, de-
notes not indeed the mere kolding fast, guarding (ver. 25), but, as
throughout, where doctrines, precepts, and the like are spoken of
(see especially Luke xi 28, xviii. 21; Rom. ii. 26), the keeping
by actual fulfilment. But this takes place simply by fa¢tk, which
Christ demands for His pripata: with faith the ¢uhdooew
comes into action (hence the Recepta . py mioteboy is a correct
gloss) ; the rcfusal of faith is the rejection of Christ (afereiv,
here only in John, but comp. Luke x. 16; 1 Thess. iv. 8),
and non-adoption of His words, ver. 48, is the opposite of that
duhdaoew so far as its essence is just the dmwaxoy Tis wioTews.
—On dxodesv with a double genitive, as in Luke vi. 47,
Acts xxii, 1, comp. xviilL 37; and see Buttmaun, N. 7. Gr.

VOL. 1L M
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p- 145 [E. T. p. 167]. —éyod od kpive alrév] I, in my
person, am not his judge, which is further meant generally, not
exclusively, of the last judgment, but in a condemnatory sense, as
opposed to cwlew, as in iil 17 — Ver. 48. éxet] Placed first
with great emphasis : he kas his judge ; he stands already under
his trial. But this judge, says Christ, is not Himself, as an indi-
vidual personally considered in and by Himself, but His spoken
word; this and nothing else will be (and therewith all the terror
of the last decision breaks in upon the mind) the determining
rule of the last judgment. It is Chrust, indeed, who holds the
judgment (v. 22, 27), but as the bearer and executor of His word,
which constitutes the divine power of the judgment. Comp.
vii. 51, where the law judges and takes cognisance. How
decisively does the present passage declare against the attempt
of Scholten, Hilgenfeld, Reuss, and others, to explain away the
last judgment out of John! Comp. vv. 28,29; 1 John iv. 17.

Vv. 49, 50. Comp. vii. 16, v. 30.— 87¢] gives the reason
for the expression in vv. 47, 48: for how plainly divine is
this my word!— é£ éuavrov] alroxéievaros, Nonnus. —
avTos] ipse. —évtol. €3.] He has given (laid upon) me a
charge, what I should say, and what I should speak. The
former designates the doctrine according to its contents, the
latter the publication of it through the delivery which makes
it known. Comp. on viii. 43; Rom. iii. 19. For similar
accumulations of the verbs of speaking in Greek writers, see
Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 187; Lobeck, Paral. p. 61. —
% €vTol®) alrod] namely the commission which has just
previously been more minutely designated. This is, because
it is in truth the outflow and channel of the divine redemptive
will, eternal life (according to its temporal development and
eternal consummation) ; it 4s this, however (comp. vi. 33,
xvil. 17; comp. xi. 25, xiv. 6), not as the mere means, but as,
in its fulfilment, the efficient power of life in virtue of the
grace and truth which are received by believers out of the
fulness of Jesus, i. 14, 16. — oJy] Since that évrory is of so
great efficacy, how could I speak that which I speak other-
wise than as the Futher has said it to me (at my appoint-
ment) 2 Obs rve the correlation of éyd and ¢ mwatip, as well
es the measured simple solemnity of the close of this address.
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CHAPTER XIIL

VIR 1. {rjnrvde] Lachm. and Tisch.: #ade, according to
preponderating evidence. The perfect arose from xiL 23.—
Ver. 2. yevoutvou] B. L. X. &% Cant. Or.: ymouérov (but Or. has
once yevou.). So Tisch. The aorist was introduced through the
non-observance of the point of time, as being the more current
form in the narrative.—'lobde Siu. 'Iox., iva alriv capady]
B. L. M. X. & Copt. Arm. Vulg. Codd. It. Or.: he mepads adriv
"Loddus Siuwvog Toxapidrng. So Lachm. on the margin, and Tisch.
(both, however, reading x«padof, according to B. D.* &, only).
This reading, considering the important witnesses by which it
is attested, is the more to be preferred, as it was very early mis-
understood, because it was supposed that the seduction of Judas
by the devil was here related (so already Origen). The Recepta
is an alteration in consequence of this misunderstanding. The
conjunctive form wepedor, however, remains generally doubtful
in the N. T. — Ver. 3. 6 'Ino05] is wanting in B. D. L. X. Cur-
sives, Vulg. It. Or. Bracketed by Lachm., omitted by Tisch.
It was mechanically repeated from ver. 1. — Ver. 10. The posi-
tion of the words obx fxer xpeiwr is decisively attested. —
Instead of 4, important witnesses have ¢ p4 (so Lachm.), which,
however, is an attempt at explanation or correction. Tisch has
deleted % ¢ widag, but only after &. Or. one Cod. of It. and Vulg.
mss. An old omission, occasioned by the following xafap.
6ros. — Ver. 12. avaweswy] Lachm.: xaldvur according to A. L.
Verss. Chrys. In favour of xa/, witness also B. C.* . Or., which
have xai avimeoey (50 Tisch.). The xai before #xaB. 1s omitted by
Lachm. after A. L. Verss. Since zas before avas. is in any case
decisively accredited ; since, further, the witnesses for diémeosy
are more important than for dvam:sdv; and since, had dvazsowy
been the original reading, it would not have been resolved into
xai dvimeow, but into dvéimese xai,—we must read with Tisch.
xwi avéwsow, s0 that the apodosis first begins with ef=e. This
was not observed, and it was made to commence either after
=idas adriv (thus arose the reading in Lachm.), or after iudr.
abroi (hence the Recepta). — Ver. 22. olv] is wanting in B. C.
and certain Verss.; deleted by Tisch. Was easily passed over
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after the last syllable of 8xemor. — Ver. 23. éx ¢&» (Elz.: «2y) is
decisively attested. — Ver. 24. zuvféodas, ric &vefn] B.C. L. X,
33. Aeth. Ver. Rd. Vulg. Or.: zai Aéyer adsg* eimt rig doerm. So
Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly: the Recepta is added, as a gloss,
after what John does in ver. 25. &. has the gloss alongside of
the original reading in the text.— Ver. 25. éxizesdv] B. C.*
K. L X. r.* &.** Cursives, Or.: dvaresdv (so Lachm.). But
émmizren does not occur elsewhere in John; and how readily
would the familiar expression of lying at table suggest itself to
mechanical copyists !— Instead of o3y, Elz. and Lachm. have
8. Witnesses are much divided. Originally, no particle at all
appears to have been found; so B. C. Or. Griesb. — After éxewog,
important witnesses (including B. C. L.) have obrag, which, how-
ever, although defended by Ewald, very readily arose from obrog,
which was added to fxz:hos in explanation, as it is still found in
K. 8. U. A — Ver. 26. Batas ¢o ~Vwuiov éxiddoew] Tisch.:
Bibw r. . xai ddow ebrg, after B. C. L. Copt. Aeth. Or. But
émdidivas, which is not elsewhere found in John, does not betray
the hand of an interpreter, and therefore the reading of Tisch.
is rather to be considered as the usual resolution of the par-
ticiple, with neglect of the compound.—Iustead of Bd~} g, as
above, Lachm. has 2ufBd+., following A.D. K. 1. Theodoret.
Although these witnesses form the preponderance among those
which read the participle, yet éuBd~). might be very readily
introduced from the parallels, Matt. xxvi. 23, Mark xiv. 20;
and for the originality of the simple form, the weighty witnesses
(B. C. L etc.) who have Bitw (not éuBijw) are accordingly all
the more to be taken into account. Therefore, too, below,
instead of xa/ éuBd~yus (so also Lachm.), with B. C. L. X. ». 33.
Or. Cyr., Béyag odv (so Tisch.) ought to be read (D. bas xa/
Biba;). — After ~bwuiov, Tisch. has, moreover, rauSdves xai,
following B.C. L. M. X. 8. ** Aeth. Or. Rightly: it was, through
misapprehension, omitted as irrelevant. — Instead of ’loxa-
prary, Lachm. should consistently, following B. C. L. M. X. .
Cursives, Codd. It. Or, here also (see on vi. 71) have read
‘Iexapsirow (as Tisch. has). — Ver. 30. Instead of evdiwe é£5A0,
read with Lachm. and Tisch. é#a6. edds. — Ver. 31. After dre,
Elz. Lachm. and Tisch. have ofv; rightly, since B.C. D. L. X. &.
Cursives, Verss. Or. Cyr,, turn the scale in favour of oy, while
the omission (Griesb. Scholz) was the more readily suggested,
as there was an inclination to begin the new sentence with 7 d
vof. — Ver. 32. +f 6 0. éd0f év abr@] is rejected by Scholz as
“inepta iteratio,” and bracketed by Lachm. The words are
wanting in B. C.* D.L. X.IL &* Cursives, Verss. Tert. Ambr.
But the very repetition and the homoeoteleuton would so readily
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occasion the omission, that these adverse witnesses cannot
overthrow the reading.—Ver. 33. The order ¢y irdyw (Lachm.
Tisch.) is too decisively attested to admit of its being derived
from viii. 21.—Ver. 36. The order &xox. 8 Lorepor (without pos)
is to be adopted, with Lachm, and Tisch; soalsoin ver. 38, d=o-
xpiveras (instead of drexpifn). — Ver, 38. The form pwvion (Lachm.
Tisch.) is decisively accredited; and instead of dweapvien,
aprpoy is, with Lachm. and Tisch., following B. D. L. X. 1. Or,, to
be read, in place of which the compound was introduced from
Matt. xxvi. 34 and the parallel passages.

Vv. 1-5. On the construction, note: (1) vv. 1-5 are no%
to be taken together as a single period (Griesbach, Matthaei,
Schulz, Scholz, Bleek, Ebrard, and several others) ; as Paul also
(in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 362 ff,, 1867, p. 524 fI.) defines
the connection: “ He stands up before the Passover feast at the
meal then taking place” which latter would he a collateral
definition of mpo 7. éopr. 7. 7. To take the whole thus together
will not do, because els 7é\os sydw. adrods being connected
with arpo 8¢ éopr. 7. . gives an orderly finish to the con-
struction of ver. 1, and with xai Seimvav ow. a new period
begins ; consequently (this also in answer to Knapp, Liicke,
Ebrard, and several others) e8ws, ver. 3, cannot be the resump-
tion of ei8ws, ver. 1. Rightly have Lachmann and Tischendorf
closed ver. 1 with a full stop. Comp. Hengstenberg and
Godet, also Ewald. (2) It is not correct to join mpo s éopr.
7. wdaxa to eidds (Kling, Luthardt, Riggenbach, Graf in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1867, p. 741 ff.; before him also. Baeumlein
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1846, p. 397), because the expression
would be too vague and indefinite as a statement of the point
of time in which the definite consciousness of His hour had
entered the mind of Jesus; the definite day before the feast
would be designated as such (perhaps by wpo was fuépas Tod
mwaoxa, comp. xil. 1; Plut. Sull. 37). But that mpo s
éoprijs—comp. with xii. 1—must denote this very day before
the feast, namely, the 14th Nisan (Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2,
p. 295, Lange, Baeumlein, and several others, including Paul
and Hengstenberg), is an altogether arbitrary assumption.
Just as incorrect is it (8) to refer it to ayamjcas (Wieseler,
Tholuck, see in opposition Ewald, Jakrd. IX. p. 203), so that
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the love entertained before the feast stands over against the
love entertained wntil the end,—which assumption is extorted
simply by an attempt at harmonizing, is opposed to the order
of the words (ayam’aas ...xdoue must in that case have
stood before eldas, k.7.N.), and—through the division which is
then made to appear of the love of Jesus (the love before the
feast, and the love from the feast onwards)—is in contradic-
tion with John’s more reflective and spiritual manner; while
it leaves, moreover, the participial clause eldas ... warépoa
without appropriate significance. The simple literal mode of
connection is rather: Before the feast, Jesus gave, as He knew,
ete, to His own the closing proof of love. Whilst, then, @ meal
1s betng obscrved, as the devil alrcady, etec., He arises from the
meal, although He knew that the Father, etc. There is thus
nothing to place in a parenthesis.

Ver. 1. ITpo 8¢ 7. éopT. 1. maaxa] wpo is emphasized by
means of the intervening 8. Jesus had arrived at Bethany six
days before the Passover, on the following day (xii. 1, 12) had
entered Jerusalem, and had then, xii. 36, withdrawn Himself
into concealment. But yet defore the paschal feast began}
there followed the closing manifestation of love before His
death, which John intends to relate. How long before the
feast, our passage does not state; but it is clear from ver. 29,
xviii. 28, xix 14, 31, that it was not first on the 14th Nisan,
as the harmonists have frequently maintained (see, however,
on xviii. 28), but?® on the 13¢h Nisan, Thursday evening, at the
Supper. On the 14th Nisan, in the evening, the festival
commenced with the paschal meal, after Jesus had been
crucified on the afternoon of the same day. Such is the
view of John ; see on xviil. 28. — el8ws, k.7.\] Not, “ although
He knew” (this is unpsychological, Hengstenberg), but decause
He knew. He gives expression to that which inwardly
drew and impelled Him to display towards His own a further

! Rightly has Riickert observed, Abendim. p. 26, that by wpd 3i «5s kopriis the
possibility of thinking of a point of time within the Passover, and thus even of
the paschal meal, is precluded for the reader who has advanced so far. In-
correctly, Riggenbach, Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Jok. p. 72 : there hangs over the present
yassage ‘‘a certain darkness.”” Certainly, if we sct out from a harmonistio

point of view. With such, rather is it entirely irreconcilable.
? See also lsenberg, d. Todestag des IHerrn, 1868, p. 7 ff,
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and a last token of love; He knew, indeed, that for Him the
hour was come, to pass onward, etc. (fva, comp. xii. 23).
On peraBp, comp. v. 24; 1 John iil. 14. —dyamioas,
x.T.\.] is-regarded by interpreters as co-ordinated with eidws,
e\, according to the well-known usage, which rests on a
logical basis, of the asyndetic connection of several participles
(Voigtler, ad Luc. D. M. xii. p. 67 ff.; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab.
i. 1. 7) ; so that the meaning would be : 4s He kad (ever) loved
His own, so also at the very last He gave them a true proof
of love. But opposed to this is the absence of an ae/, which
Nonnus supplies, or of an’ dpxs, or makar or the like, along
with a@yamsjoas, whereby a correlation with els Téros would
have been established. ' In addition to this, the clause Tods év
T Kooue, not in itself indispensable, but expressive of sorrow,
is manifestly added in reference to the preceding éx ov
x6opov 7., and thereby betrays the connection of dyamijoas . . .
kbape with the final clause lva peraBh, x.tx. Hence: “in
order to pass to the Father, after He should have (not had) loved,”
ete. This, “after He should have loved,” etc., is a testimony
which His conscience yielded Him with that eldws, w7 —
To¥s ¢8/ovs] This relationship—the N. T. fulfilment of the old
theocratic, i. 11—had its fullest representation in the circle of
apostles, so that the apostles were pre-eminently the 8iw0¢ of
Jesus. — els TéNos fyam. adTovs] to be connected with mpo
8¢ This éopr. T. 7.1 at last (els Téos is emphatic) He loved
them, <.e. showed them the last proof of love before His death’
How, the xai Sefmvov, x.7\., which immediately follows, ex-
presses, namely, by means of the washing of the feet, hence
it cannot be understood of the whole work of love in suffering
(Graf). els TéNos denotes at the end, finally, at last. Luke
xviil. 5 (see commentary in loc.) ; Hdt. iii. 40; Xen. Oec. xvii.
10; Soph. Pril. 407 (and Hermann’s note). So also 1 Thess.
ii. 16. It may also denote fully, in the highest degree (Pflugk,
ad Eur. Hec. 817 Schweighiuser, Lex. Polyb. p. 616 ; Grimm
on 2 Mace. viii. 29); but this yields here an inappropriate
gradation, as though Jesus had now exercised His love to the

! Ebrard’s inconsiderate, objection (on Olshausen, p. 337) against my connec-
tion of 5 cinr. wydx. with aps v. ispris, since sis <ir. nyéw. is the last pef;fonn-
ance of love, will probably be found by him to fall of itself to the ground.
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utmost (in answer to Godet). It was the like love with the
preceding ayamrjaas, only the last proof before departure; for
His hour was come. — On nydwnaev, of actually manifested
love, comp. ver. 34; 1 John iv. 10, 19; Eph. ii. 4, v. 2, 25.

NoTE—From the present passage—since mpd 3¢ dopriic gives
the chronological measure for the following supper, and there-
with for the whole history of the passxon—already appears
the irreconcilable variance in which John stands towards the
Synoptics in respect of the day of Jesus' death. See details on
xviil. 28. Even if api s%s iopr. were to be connected with
£/dug, this statement of time would nevertheless only be his-
torically explicable from the fact that Jesus, conformably to the
certainty which entered His mind defore the feast—* my hour
is come”—did what follows not first at the feast, i.c. after
the beginning of the feast on the evening of the 14th Nisan,
but just before the feast (i.e. at least on the evening of the
13th Nisan), in the consciousness that now His time was ful-
filled, satisfying His love for the last time. Luthardt incorrectly
concludes that, if Jesus knew already before the feast, ete., He
must have died at the feast. Of such an antithesis the text
contains in truth not the slightest indication. Rather, if Jesus
knew before the feast, etc., and acted in this consciousness, we
aTe not at liberty to move forward the de#mov, and that which is
connected therewith, to the feast. The matter lies simply thus:
If the supper were that of the 14th Nisan, then John could not
say 'rpo o3z toprs, but only either apo rob de/mvov Tob wdaye (Whlch
sense 1s 1mported by Henrrstenberrr) or, on the other hand, hke
the Synoptlcs v wpdry Tav dlipw (Matt XXVi. 17) Or v, wpury
r%¢ toprns. The 15th Nisan was already 7 imalpiov 7ol adoya
(LXX. Num. xxxiil. 3: npp3 nawp, comp. Josh. v. 11) ; but
the 14th was 11n‘5 noe, Num. xxvm 16, et al., 5 Auéipa Tob

rdoye. Comp. Introd §2

Vv. 2-5. And (¢t quidem) this els Ténos dydmnoer airols
He fulfilled at the supper by the washing of the feet. —
Seimvov yivou.] Note the present standing in relation to the
present éyeipetas, ver. 4 (see critical notes). Whalst it s
becoming supper-time, i.e. whilst supper-time is on_ the point of
being kept. They had already reclined for the purpose, vv. 4,
12. According to the Recepta, yevou., the meal was not yet
over (Luther and several others, including Klee and Hofmann,
p- 207, who explains as though uera 16 deimvor were ex-
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pressed), but already in progress,—supper had begun. This
itself was, according to ver. 1, not the paschal supper, but (hence
also without the article) an ordinary evening meal on the 13th
Nisan (in opposition to the synoptical account) in Jerusalem
(not in Bethany, see on xiv. 31), the last repast of Jesus before
His death, at which He founded the Lord’s Supper (xiii. 21 ff,,
38, xviii. 1).  The institution of the Supper is not mentioned by
John,—not as though he were unacquainted with it (Strauss),
or had perceived no ecclesiastical rite at all involved in it
(Scholten), but because it was universally known (1 Cor. xi.),
and the practice itself was in daily use (Acts ii. 46). Accord-
ingly, not repeating the account of this, because known to all,
he rather selected from the abundance of that last night what
he found, over and above, to be most in harmony with his
peculiar object, the making known the 8ofa of the Adyos in
the flesh,—in the washing of the feet xd¢pes, in the dis-
courses ydpts and dMjfea. According to Schenkel, John
desired by his silence to preclude the notions of a magical
effect resulting from the Lord’s Supper, and the later con-
troversies concerning it. As though such a purpose would not
have required the very opposite procedure, viz. distinet ¢nstruc-
tion! Baur's assumption, p. 264, is, that the evangelist has
dated back the importance of the Supper to the second Pass-
over, chap. vi, because he did not wish to allow the last meal
of Jesus to pass for the same as that in the Synoptics,
namely, as a paschal meal. Comp. also Scholten, p. 289 ff.
But for this purpose such an inversion of the synoptical mate-
rial would not have been at all necessary. He could have
mentioned the institution of the Supper at the last meal in
such a way that this would nevertheless not have been a
paschal meal. —rod 8:aB6Nov 487, x.1.1.] cannot serve merely
as a prelude to the subscquent and more frequent mention of

! Certainly it is often indifferent whether the article stands with 3eiavor or
not, but here it must have stood, had it been intended to indicate that solemn
meal of the 14th Nisan, the venerable meal of the feast. In xxi. 20 the article
had to be expressed, because it points backwards. This in answer to Tholuck.
Hofmann, Lange, and Paul also get over too readily the want of the article;
und even Graf imports the meaning, which is incompatible with the absence
of the article: °‘‘After the principal part of the supper, the eating of the
peschal lamb, was over.”
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the relation of Jesus to the traitor (vv. 10, 18, 21, 20, 27,
30), as Godet maintains, which would be only a formal pur-
pose, and one not in correspondence with the tragically solemn
emphasis. Again, it is not even intended to make us sensible
of the forbearance of Jesus, who Himself washed the feet of
Judas' (Euth. Zigabenus, comp. Chrysostom, Calvin, and several
others), nor generally, as it were, the mere nearness (78n) in
pownt of time of the last destiny, which He yet employed in
such a work of love (this, indeed, was already contained in eldws,
x7N), but—to what the #%6n points—the undisturbed clear
elevation of this His might of love over the outbreak, already
so near, of the tragic devilish treachery, which could not even
now, immediately before its dccurrence, confuse His mind.
According to the reading 'Tov8as 3tp. 'IorapiadTns (see the
critical notes), we must explain : the devil having already formed
the design that Judas should deliver Him up, so that the kapdia
is not that of Judas (Luthardt, Baeumlein), as in the Recepta,
but that of the devil (comp. Vulgate) ; as also in the classics
Bd\hew or Bd\heclar eis voiw, els Bupov, év ppeciv, very fre-
quently denotes in animum inducere, stutuere, deliberare. Sea
Wetstein in loc.; Kypke, II. p. 399; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I
p. 294. The more current this mode of speech was, the less
can we be surprised in an anthropomorphic representation of
the devil at the mention of his heart (in answer to Liicke,
Godet, and others), in which he has his émifuplas (viii. 44),
pebodeias (Eph vi. 11), vorjuara (2 Cor. ii. 11), ete. As the
heart of God may be spoken of (Acts xiii. 22), so also the
heart of the devil. — 'ToV8as Iip. 'Isxap.] The full name,
and at the close cortains a shuddering emphasis.—The parti-
cipial clause, further, is not to be placed in a parenthesis; it is
co-ordinated with Selrvov yivou. — el8ws, k.T\.] Although He
Inew (Spws €ls dxpav cvyraré3dn rameivwow, Euth. Zigabenus).
The consciousness of His divine elevation rested, while on this
threshold of death, in the fact that now, being on the point of
entering, by stepping over this threshold, upon His glorifica-
tion, the Messianic fulness of power, which had formerly been
bestowed upon Him on the occasion of His mission (Matt.

! Otherwise special prominence must have been given in what follows to the
washing of Lis feet
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xi. 27), which extended over all things, and was limited by
nething, was given into His hands for complete exercise
(comp. on xvii. 2, Matt. xxviii. 18); and that God, as He was
the source of His coming (comp. on viii. 42), so is the goal of
His present departure. — On wdvra 8é8wxev alTéd comp.
1 Cor. xv. 25; Eph. ii, 22; Phil ii. 9-11, ¢t al. — Ver. 4.
éyeilperat, k)] Note how the whole representation regurds
things as present; to the historic present correspond the pre-
sent and perfect participles qwou., Befrnk., €ldds, vv. 2, 3.
On 7(6. ra ipdT. comp. Plut. Alc. 8.~— The washing of the
feet was wont to take place before the beginning of the meal, by
the ministry of slaves (see Dougt. Anal. II. p. 50; Stuck.
Antt. conviv. p. 217) ; it was not, however, always observed;
see on Luke vii. 44. Hence we cannot argue, from the omission
of it up to this point at this meal (for the guests had already
reclined at table), either against (Wichelhaus) or 7 favour of
(Lange: the host was bound to eat with his family) the sup-
position that the meal was the Passover meal—Any peculiar
cause for the extraordinary procedure of Jesus is not intimated
by John; and to drag in such from the dispute among the dis-
ciples about rank, mentioned in Luke xxii. 24 ff. (so, following
the older commentators, Ebrard, Hengstenberg, Godet, with
various representations of the scenic associations; also Baur,
who, however, regards the narrative only as the exposition,
given in a historical form, of Matt. xx. 26, 27, and Luke xxii.
26, 27, 28, after Strauss had maintained it to be a mythical
rendering of a synoptical discourse on humility), is arbitrary
in itself, since John, fully as he introduces his narrative in
vv. 1, 2, gives not the slightest indication of the above, while
it is appropriate neither to the position nor to the validity of
the account of Luke (see on Luke xxii. 24). The symbolical
act of departing love must, especially since Jesus had already
reclined at table, have been the outcome of the moment, arising
from His own urgent consideration of that which was needful
for the disciples and for His work. Comp. Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p.
542.—8iéfwoev éavT.] setting forth the personal performance
more than the means (comp. xxi. 18).  He is, in truth, entirely
e servant, wavra perd mwdoms mwpobuulas avrovpyinoas (Euth
Zigabenus). — BaAAer U8wp] He pours waler. Comp. Pla-
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nudius in Bachmann, 4nal. 2. p. 90, 18. — els 7. vemrt] into
the wash basin standing by. “ Nihil ministerii omittit,”
Grotius. —fjpfato] for the act commonced was interrupted
when Peter’s turn came, and not till after ver, 10 was it con-
tinued and finished. John employs the #jpfaro, so common in
the other evangelists, here only in this minute description. —
o] with whick (Hom. Il x. 77, Od. xviii. 66 ; Athen. x.
p- 443 B), or instead of &, by attraction (Rev.i 13, xv. 6),
as in xvil 5, 11.

Vv. 6-9. "Epxyerat odv] So that He then made a com-
mencement with another disciple, not with Peter himself (so
Augustine, Beda, Nonnus, Rupertius, Cornelius a Lapide,
Maldonatus, Jansen, and other Catholics in the Romish
interest ; but also Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Hengstenberg).
With whom (Chrysostom and Euth. Zigabenus point to Judas
Iscariot, whom, however, Nonnus makes to be last) is left
altogether undetermined — ¢ pov, x.7X] ékmhayels elme
roiTo kai adodpa evhaBnbeis, Euth. Zigabenus. The emphasis
lies, in the first instance, upon o¥; not afterwards, however, on
pouv, as if éuod had been used, but on 7. 7d8as: Dost Zhou wash
my feet? The present vimrecs,like Mflalére, X. 32, and woueis,
ver. 27. — Ver. 7. Note the antithesis of éyw ... acd. What
He did was not the external work of washing (so Peter took
it), but that which this washing signified in the mind of Jesus,
namely, the anueior of the morally purifying, ministering love.
— petd Tadra] namely, through the instruction, vv. 13-17.
To refer this to the later apostolic enlightenment and experience
(Chrysostom, Grotius, Tholuck, Hengstenberg, Ewald, and
several others) is not justified by the text (comp. ywwokere,
ver. 12), and would have been expressed, as in ver. 36, by
the antithesis of viv and Uorepov.— Ver. 8. Peter, instead of
now complying, as became him, refuses with definite and
vehement decision. But Jesus puts before him a threatf con-
nected with the necessity of this feet-washing, which could
only have its ground and justification in the Aigher moral
meaning of which the act was to be the quiet symbolic lan-
guage. Thus He intends what He now says not of the
external performance as such in and by itself, but of the
ethical contents which it is symbolically to set forth, after Ho
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had already indicated, ver. 7, #hat something higher lay in
this act. It is precisely John who has apprehended and
reported in the most faithful and delicate manner how Jesus
knew to employ the sensuous as a foil to the spiritnal, and
thus to ascend, first enigmatically, then more clearly, and
ever higher, towards the very highest. He says: If I shall
not have washed thee, thou hast no part with me. Thereby
He undoubtedly means the feet-washing which He intended
to perform (tovs modas cov was to be understood as a matter
of course, according to the conmnection,—against Hofmann, II1.
2, p. 323), yet according to the ethical sense, which it was to
set forth symbolically, and impress in a way not to be for-
gotten. Washing is the old sacred picture of moral purification.
Hence the thought of Jesus divested of this symbolical
wrapping is: If I shall not have purified thee, just as I now
would wash thy feet, from the sinful nature still adhering to
thee, thow hast no share with me (in the eternal possession of
salvation). When Hengstenberg here takes the washing as
the symbol of the forgiveness of sins (according to Ps. li. 4),
this is opposed to vv. 12 ff. — Peter, as ver. 9 shows, did not
yet understand the higher meaning of the Lord’s words; he
could but take His answer in the external sense that imme-
diately offered itself (if, in disobedience to me, thow dost not
suffer thyself to be washed by me, thou hast, etc.). The thought,
however, of being & man separated, by further resistance,
from Jesus and His salvation, was sufficiently overpowering
for His ardent love to make him offer forthwith not merely
His feet, but also the remaining unclothed parts of His body,
His hands and His head, to be washed ; xai év 1§ mapairijoes
Kkal év ) cuyyopioer opodpotepos, éxdTepa yap éE dydmys,
Cyril. — eis Tov aidva) while eternity lasts, spoken with
passion. Comp. 1 Cor. viii. 13. — pépos &xewv pera Tiwos]
denotes the participation in the same relation, in the like situa-
tion with any one, Matt. xxiv. 51, Luke xii. 46, after the
Hebrew ng Pélf! (Deut. xii. 12), and DY P?l_? (Deut. x. 9, xiv. 27;
Ps. 1. 18). The expression in the classics would be ovx &yeis
or peréyes pépos pov. It is the denial of the ovyxNnpovopoy
elvar Xpuorod, and thus the threatening of exclusion from the
wrj and 86fa of the Lord
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Vv. 10, 11. Jesus sets the disciple right, and that by pro-
ceeding to speak of the washing in question according to the
spiritual sense of which it is to be taken as the symbol, in
order thereby to lead the disciple, who had misunderstood
Him, to the true comprehension of the matter. According to
the mere verbal sense, He says: “ He who has bathed mnceds
nothing further than to wash his feet (which have been soiled
again by the road); rather ¥s ke (except as to this necessary
cleansing of the feet) clean tn kis entire body”  DBut this
statement, derived from experience of the sensuous province of
life, serves as a symbolical wrapping of the ethical thought
which Jesus desires to set forth: “ He who has already ex-
perienced moral purification in general and on the whole in
fellowship with me, like him who has cleansed his whole
body in the bath, requires only to be freed from the sinful
defilement in individual things which has been again contracted,
in the intercourse of life; as one who has bathed only requires
again the washing of his feet, but in other respects he s
clean as to his whole moral personality.” This necessity of
individual purification demanding daily penitence, which Jesus
here sets forth in the Aehovuévos by Tods wodas viracbay,
how manifest it became in the very case of Peter! Zg., after
he denied his Lord, and after the hypocrisy exhibited at
Antioch, Gal. ii. To illustrate the entire spiritual purification’
by 6 Aelovpuévos, however, suggested itself so very naturally
through the very feet-washing, which was just about to be un-
dertaken as its correlate, that an allusion to baptism (Theodore
of Mopsuestia, Augustine, Ruperti, Erasmus, Jansen, Zeger,
Cornelius a Lapide, Schoettgen, Wetstein, and many others,
including Olshausen, B. Crusius, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Godet),
perhaps after 1 Cor. vi 11, cannot be made good, while it is
not even requisite to assume a reference to the by no means
universal custom of bathing before meals. The word is to be
thought of as the purifying element represented in 6 Aelov-
pévos ; as also in the simile of the vine, which is analogous
in regard to the matter of fact depicted, the xa@apo[ éae,

! Calvin well remarks: ‘ Non quod omni ex parte pun sint, ut nulla in

illis macula amplius baereat, sed quomiam praecipua sui pa.rte mundatl sunt,
dum scilicet ablatum est regnum peccato ut justitia Dei superior sit.”
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xv. 3, is referred back only to the word of Christ as the ground
thereof. But the notion of ethical purification must, in the
connection of the entire symbolism of the passage, be also
strictly and firmly maintained in od xpeiav . .. viyacbas;
so that the latter is not, as Linder, in the Stud. ». Krit. 1867,
p. 512 ff, thinks, intended to suggest that the clean man
even may undergo the feet-washing,—mnot, however, for the
object of purification, but as a token of love or humble subjection.
— rai vpels xabapol éote] Hereby Jesus now makes the
application to Peter and his fellow-disciples of what was pre-
viously said in the form of a general proposition: “ Ye also
are clean,” as I, namely, have just expressed it of the Aedov-
pévos; you also have attained in your living fellowship with me
through my word to this moral purity of your entire personality ;
but—so He subjoins with deep grief, having Judas Iscariot in
view—>but not all ! One there is amongst you who has frus-
trated in his own case the purifying influence of this union
with me! Had Peter hitherto not yet seized the symbolical
significance of the discourse of Jesus, yet now, on this appli-
cation rxal Uuels, x.7.\, and on this tragical addition AN olyi
wdyTes, its meaning must have dawned upon his understand-
ing. — 7] gives a comparative reference to the absolute expres-
sion odk éxer xp.: has no need (jfurther) than. Comp. Xen.
Mem. iv. 3. 9; Herod. vi. 52: od Svvapévovs 8¢ yvidvar 4 kal
mpo TovTov (betfer than even formerly); Soph Zrach. 1016 ;
Winer, p. 473 [E. T. p. 638] — 16v mapadlé. avTév] His
betrayer, Matt. xxvi. 48; John xviii. 2. —Further, what has been
said of an anti-Petrine avm in this passage, in spite of i. 43,
vi. 68, 69 (Strauss, Schwegler, Baur, Hilgenfeld), by which the
desire for an Ebionitic lavation of the whole body has actually
been ascribed to Peter (Hilgenfeld), is altogether imaginary.
Vv.12, 13. Twdokete, £.T\] know ye, etc.; épwrd dyvo-
obvras, tva Sieyelpy eis mpoooyny, Euth. Zigabenus. Comp.
Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 186. — 7¢] namely, according to the
spiritual contents whose symbolical representation was the
act that was presented to the senses.— Ver. 13. Ye call me
Teacher and Lord. It was in this way that the pupils of
the Rabbins addressed their teachers, *37 and " ; aund so also
did the disciples address Jesus as the JMssiak, whose pupils
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(Matt. xxiii. 8) and Sodhoe (ver. 16) they were. Comp. on
o 8t8dak., xi. 28. On the nominativus #?uli, see Buttmann,
N. T. Gramm. p. 132 [E. T. p. 151].  ¢wveiv does not signify
to name ; but in the article lies the o ¥ present to the mind in
the act of calling upon (Kriiger, § 45. 2. 6).

Vv. 14, 15. It is not the act itself, but its moral essence,
which, after His example, He enjoins upon them to exercise.
This moral essence, however, consists not in lowly and mini-
stering love generally, in which Jesus, by washing the feet of
His disciples, desired to give them an example, but, as
ver. 10 proves, in zhe ministering love which, in all self-denial
and humility, s active for the moral purification and cleansing
of others. As Jesus had just set forth ¢hs ministering love
by His own example, when He, although their Lord and
Master, performed on the persons of His disciples the servile
duty of washing their feet,—as an emblem, however, of the
efficacy of His love to purify them spiritually,—so ought they
to wash one another’s feet; i.e. with the sume sclf-denying love
to be reciprocally scrviccable to one another with a view to moral
pvurification. The interpretation of the prescription épeidere,
x.T\., in the proper sense was not that of the apostolical age,
but first arose at a later time, and was followed (first in the
fourth century, comp. Ambrose, de sacram. iii. 1 ; Augustine,
ad Januar. ¢p. 119) by the introduction of the washing of the
feet of the baptized on Maundy Thursday, and other symbolical
feet-washings (later also amongst ithe Mennonites and in the
community of Brothers). 1 Tim. v. 10 contains the non-
ritualistic reference to hospitality. The feet-washing by the
Pope on Maundy Thursday is a result of the pretension to repre-
sent Christ, and as such, also, was strongly condemned by the
Reformers.  Justly, however, the church has not adopted the
feet-washing into the number of the sucramcats; for it is not
the practice itself, but only the spiritual action, which it
thoughtfully represents, that Jesus enjoined upon the disciples.
And it is solely to this moral meaning that the promise in
ver. 17 is attached; and hence the essential marks of the
specific sacramental idea, corresponding to the essence of
baptism and of the Supper—sacramental institution, promise,
and collative force—are wanting to it. This in answer to
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Bohmer, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1850, p. 829 ff,, who designates
it an offence against Holy Scripture, that the Protestant
church has not recognised the feet-washing as a sacrament,
which, outside the Greek church,! it was explained to be by
Bernard of Clairvaux (* Sacramentum remissionis peccatorum
quotidianorum”), without any permanent result. Baeumlein
also expresses himself in favour of the maintenance of the
practice as a legacy of Christ. But its essence is preserved,
where the love, from which the practice flowed, abides. Nonnus
aptly designates the xafws éym, x.7.\. as igodves pipunua. The
practice itself, moreover, cannot in truth be carried out
either everywhere, or at all times, or by all, or on all. — éyw

.. kal Ypels] Argumentum a majort ad minus. The majus
implied in éye is further, by means of the subjoined ¢ xUpeos
«. 6 8iddox., brought home with special force to the mind, and
therefore, also, the principal moment, 6 xdpios (comp. ver. 16),
is here moved forward. — Ovmwo8ecyua] Later expression,
instead of the old wapadecyua. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 12. —
{va, x.7.A.] Design in setting the example: that, as 7 have
done to you (“in genere actus,” Grotius), you also may do,
namely, in ministering to one another in self-denying love for
the removal of all sinful contamination, as I, for my part,
have just figuratively fulfilled in, your case, in the symbol of
the feet-washing, this very ministering love directed to your
moral purification.

Vv. 16, 17. Truly you, the lesser (dméoToros: one sent),
may not dispense with the performance of that which I, the
greater, have here performed. Comp. xv. 20; Matt. x. 24;
Luke vi. 40. — rat7a] That which I have set forth to you in
accordance with the above (vv. 13—16) by my vmoderyua, by
means of the feet-washing, and have made an obligation. — e:
expresses the general, and édv the particular, additional con-
dition. Comp. on the twofold protasis, Stallbaum, ad Plat.
Phaed. p. 67 E, Apol. p. 20 C; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 512;
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 493. The e makes a definite sup-
position (oidate 8¢ alra mwap’ éuod pabovres, Euth. Zigabenus) ;
€av is in case you, etc. The knowing is objectively granted,
the doing subjectively conditioned. — parxap.] said in refer-

! In which it has been preserved as a custom in monasteries.

VOL, 1L N
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ence to the happiness of the present and future Messianic Lw.
Comp. on xix. 29.

Vv. 18, 19. OV mepi wdvr. Vpuby Aéyo] Namely, this
that ye parapeo éove, k.t A “ Est inter vos, qui non erit
beatus neque faciet ea,” Augustine. Unnecessarily and inap-
propriately, Tholuck refers back to ver. 10. — éyd] I for my
part, opposed to the divine determination (dAN fva, x.T.\.),
according to which, however, the selection of epostles must
take place in such a way that the traitor entered into
the number of the chosen. In a wery arbitrary manner
Tholuck gives the pregnant meaning to éfehef.: whom I
peculiarly have chosen.-—olda] I know of what character
they are, so that I do not therefore deceive myself, if I do
not say of you all, etc. — aAN'] is ordinarily taken as the
antithesis of o0 wepl . Uu. A, and is supplemented by TodTo
éyover (namely, that I cannot affirm, ver. 17, of you all);
whilst others connect it with o Tpdyov, k1., and Wa % ¥p.
«\. is taken as an intermediate sentence (Semler, Kuinoel;
admitted also by Liicke). The former view has no justifica-
tion in the context, which suggests a ToivTo yéyover just as
little as in 1 Cor. i 9 ; the latter does not correspond to the im-
portance which this very sentence of purpose has in the connec-
tion. The only supplement in accordance with the text is (comp.
ix. 8, i 8): éterekauny adrols: But I made the choice in obedi-
ence to the divine destiny, in accordance with which the Scripture
{that which stands written, comp. xix. 37; Mark xii. 10;
Luke iv. 21) could not but be fulfilled, etc. Comp. vi. 70, T1..
The passage, freely cited from the original, is Ps. xli. 40,
where the theocratic sufferer (wlo is unknown; not Dawid,
whom the superscription names) utters a saying which, accord-
ing to divine determination, was to find its Messianic historical
fulfilment in the treason of Judas. — ¢ Tpdry. wer’ époi
7. &pt.] Deviating from the original (‘Dﬂs 59“\‘), and from the
LXX., yet without substantial alteration of the sense (intimacy
of table-companionship, which, according to Hellenic views
also, aggravated the detestable character of the crime; see
Pfiugk, ad Eur. Hec. 793), and involuntarily suggesting itself,
since Judas actually ate with Jesus (tpdry., vi. 56-58). —
¢rfpev) has lifted up. Note the preterite; Judas, so near to
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an act of treason, is like him who has already lifted up his
heel, in order to administer a kick to another. To explain the
figure from the tripping of the foot in wrestling (wrepvilew),
in the sense of overreaching, is less appropriate both to the
words and to the facts (Jesus was not overreached). — Ver. 19.
am’ &p7] not mow, but as always in the N. T. (i. 52, xiv. 7;
Matt. xxiii. 39, xxvi. 29, 64 ; Rev. xiv. 13): from this time
Jorward. Previously, He has not yet definitely disclosed it. —
mioTedonTe, xTA] Ye believe that I am He (the Messiah),
and that no other i3 to be expected; see on viii. 24. How
easily might the disciples have come to vacillate in their faith
through the success of the treason of Judas, if He had not
foreseen and foretold it as lying in the comnection of the
divine destiny! Comp. xiv. 29. But by means of this pre-
dictive declaration, what might have become ground of doubt
becomes ground for faith.

Ver. 20. And for the furtherance and confirmation of this
your fidelity in the faith, which, in spite of the treason arising
from your midst, must not vacillate, I say to you, that ye may
confidently go forward to meet your calling as my ambassadors
(xx. 21). The kigh and blessed position of my ambassadors
remains so unimpaired, that whoever accepts tkem accepts me,
etc. The more, however, that Jesus could not but appre-
hend a disheartening impression from the treason on the rest
of the disciples, the more earnestly (aunv, dufgv Aéyo Op.)
does He introduce this encouragement. Comp. Calvin: Christ
would “ offendiculo meder:;” and Grotius: “ostendit minis-
teria ipsis injuncta non caritura suis solatiis” The antithesis
of the treason to the dignity of the apostolic circle (Hilgenfeld)
He certainly does not mean to assert, so self-evident was this
antithesis. But neither do the words serve to confirm the
mioTeva, &me éyd elue (Ebrard); to this the first half of
the verse is not appropriate, in which, indeed, Godet, with-
out any justification, would wish to give to the simple éav
Twa the limiting sense: He among you, who is really my
ambassador. Further: to join ver. 20 with vv. .16, 17
(Lampe, Storr, Klee, Maier, Hengstenberg, comp. Briickner) is
an arbitrary construction, which Kuinoel aggravates by explain-
ing the words as a gloss from Matt. x. 40, added to ver. 16,
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and which subsequently entered the text in the wrong place,
as Liicke also has revived the suspicion of a gloss (from
Luke ix. 48). The absence of connection, employed by
Strauss as an argument against the originality, is external,
but not in the sequence of the thought itself; and besides, the
emotion and agitation of Jesus are here to be taken into
consideration. Only in view of the manifest identity of the
saying with that of Matt. x. 40, we are not to explain it in
an essentially different sense (Luthardt explains of the sending
of those needing the ministry of love to the disciples). But
to drag in here the dispute about rank, which Luke xxii. 24 ff.
places after the supper (Baewmlein), is groundless, and of no
use in the way of explanation.

NoTte.—The story of the feet-washing, vv. 1-20,—after
Bretschneider, Fritzsche, and Strauss had rejected it as a
mythical invention, whilst Weisse had recognised only indi-
vidual portions in it as genuine,—has been justly defended by
Schweizer, p. 164 ff, in conformity with its stamp of truth
and originality, which throughout indicates the eye-witness; in
opposition to which, Baur can only recognise a free formation
out of synoptical material (see on vv. 2-5) in the service of the
idea, as also Hilgenfeld, comp. Scholten. The non-mention of
the occurrence in the Synoptics is explained from the fact that
with them the situation is quite different, and the main point
is the institution of the Supper.

Vv. 21, 22. The thought of Jesus recurs in deep excite-
ment and agitation—owing to which, probably, an interrupting
pause occurred—back to the traitor;' it constrains Him now
to testify with the most straightforward definiteness what He
knows, but at which He had previously only hinted: One of
you will betray me! Comp. Matt. xxvi. 21, 22, in compari-
son with whose representation that of John is to be preferred.
— 79 wyvebpate] in His Spirit (xi. 33), not: through the
divine Spirit (Hilgenfeld). — éBA\emrov ody, x.TA.] “ perculsi
rei atrocitate vix credibili animis probis minimeque suspicaci-
bus,” Grotius. Judas may likewise have dissembled.

! The course of thought which Godet supposes is pure invention : If the true

apostle carries withio himself God (ver. 20), the traitor carrics in himself Satan !
(ver. 25).
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Vv. 23, 24. There was, however, reclining at table, one of
the disciples, ete., s0 that #v belongs to év T¢ worme (Luke
xvi. 23). The custom was to lie with the left arm supported
on the cushion, and the feet stretched out behind, so that the
right hand remained free for eating. The one who lay next
reached, with the back of his head, to the sinus of the girdle
(konmos, Luke vi. 38 ; Plin. ep. iv. 22) of the first, and had
the feet of the first at his back; in like manner, the third in
the wéAmos of the second. See Lightfoot, p. 1095 f.—bv
nyam. o0 1) xar’ éfoyrv. Comp. xix. 26, xx. 2, xxi. 7, 20.
It serves to explain the fact that he was Jesus’ nearest table-
companion. And here, out of the recollection of that sacred,
and by him never to be forgotten moment, there first breaks
from his lips this nameless, and yet so expressive designation
of himself. It is very arbitrary, however, to take this as a
circumlocution for his name (Gotthold, Bengel, Hengstenberg,
Godet); such a view should have been precluded already by
the circumstance that 8» #y. 6 x¥peos is never employed (but
always o "Incods). — According to the reading . Aéyer adrd:
elmé Tis éoTuv (see critical notes), Peter supposes, with the
hasty temperament which marked him, that John, as the con-
fidant of Jesus, would know whom the latter meant! The
Méyer is to be imagined as spoken in a whisper, to which also
the vedes, depicting the occurrence in a lively manner, points.
Should eimé be taken as: “say fo Jesus” (Ewald), either mepl
o0 Aéyer would be omitted, or instead of Aéye, Aéyers would
be expressed.

Vv. 25, 26. Graphic representation. Raising himself from
the xoAmos of Jesus to His breast, nearer to His ear, he draws
close to Him, and asks (in a whisper). — éyw] I, for my part.

' In this and other individual traits (xviii. 15, 16, xix. 26, 27, xx. 2, 3,
xxi. 3, 4, xviii. 10, xiii. 8, xxi. 15, 16) the design has been discovered to make
Peter appear in a less advantageous light than John, or to make him appear so
generally,—which would be in keeping with the anti-Judaic tendency of the
author. See especially Baur, p. 320 ff. Comp. Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 335,
Spaeth in Hilgenf. Zeitschr. 1868, p. 182 f. But if the author had actually
entertained this design, it would have been an easy thing for him—since he is
said to have disposed of the historical material in so altogether free a manner—
to have satisfied it in dogmatic points (which would be principally concerned),

and yet more easy, at least in i. 43, and vi. 68, 69, to have remained sileut.
Comp. on vv. 10, 11.
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— 706 You] which he meanwhile took into Ilis hand. —
émidwow] shall give away. The morsel is to be thought of
as a piece of bread or meat, which Jesus dips into a broth on
the table (not into the Charoseth, see on Matt. xxvi. 23, since
the meal, according to John, was not the paschal meal). —
The closing words of ver. 26 contain something of tragic
solemnity.! By the designation of the traitor, it was not the
curiosity of John, but his own love, which Jesus satisfied, and
this by means of a token not of apparent, but of real and
sorrowful goodwill towards Judas, in whom even now con-
science might have been awakened and touched, by means of a
token at the same time, such as most naturally suggested itself
at table to the Lord as the head of the family, expressive of for-
bearance towards the traitor. This in answer to Weisse, who
psychologically mishandles the entire representation as a fiction
derived from ver. 18, and finds the true occurrence only in Mark,
whilst Strauss gives the relative preference to Luke (xxii. 21).

Vv. 27, 28. Kal pera 76 Yop] and after the morsel, i.e.
after Jesus had given him the morsel, ver. 26. So frequently
also in the classics a single word only is used with perq,
which, according to the context, represents an entire sentence.
See Ast, ad Plat. Leg. p. 273 f., Lex. Plat. II. p. 311 ; Jacobs,
ad Anthol. XIIL. p. 82. — Ta7Te] then, at that moment, inten-
tionally bringing into relief the horribly tragic moment. —
elofirBev, k7\.] so that he was therefore from henceforward
a man possessed by the devil, Mark v. 12, 13, ix. 25; Luke
viiL 30; Matt. xii. 45. The expression (comp. Luke xxii. 3)
forbids a figurative interpretation (that Judas completely
hardened himself after this discovery was understood by him to
have been made), which is already to be found in Theodore of
Mopsuestia. The complete hardening, in consequence of which
he could no more retrace his steps, was simply the immediate
consequence of this possession by the devil But against a
magical causal connection, as it were, of the entrance of the
devil along with the morsel, Cyril already justly declared him-
self. The representation rather is, that now, just when Judas
had taken the morsel without inward compunction, he was given

1 To this belongs also the circumstantial Aapxfdres xa/ after Yuu. (seo critical
notes). Jesus has put the morsel in the broth (84 «s), end then takes it, cte.
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up by Christ, and therewith is laid open to the unhindered
entrance of the devil (kafdmep Twa wirq v T0b PUNdTTON-
Tos éprjuny, Cyril), and experiences this entrance. John did
not see this (in the external bearing of Judas, as Godet sup-
poses) ; but it is with him a psychological certainty. — & mwoueis,
mwoinaov Tayov] What thow purposest to do (comp. ver. 6 ;
Winer, p. 249 [E. T. p. 304]), do more quickly. In the com-
parative lies the mnotion: hasten it. So very frequently in
Homer fdogov. See Duncan, Lex. ed. Rost, p. 524, and gene-
rally Nigelsbach, dnm. z Ilias, p. 21, 314, ed. 3; on the
graecism of tayiov, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 77. The impera-
tive, however, is not permissive (Grotius, Kuinoel, and several
others); but Jesus actually wishes to surmount as soon as
possible the last crisis (His dpa), now determined for Him in
the connection of the divine destiny. The resigned, charac-
teristic decision of mind brooks no delay. To suggest the
intention, on the part of Jesus, that He wished o be rid of the
oppressive proximity of the traitor (Ambrose: “ ut a consortio
suo recederet,” comp. Liicke, B. Crusius, Tholuck), is to antici-
pate what follows.

Vv. 28, 29. Oddels] Even John not excepted (against
Bengel, Kuinoel, Lange, Hengstenberg, Godet), from whom the
thought was remote, that now already was the treason to be
accomplished. — mwpos 7] for behoof of what. — Ver. 29.
vdp] Proof, by way of example, of this non-eemprehension.
Some of the disciples had taken those words as an order, fo
hasten a matter of business known to Judas, the bearer of the
chest. They had therefore two more definite suppositions be-
tween which they wavered, both produced by a helpless state
of mind, but not irrational, since it is not said that they meant
instantaneous attention to the command, even in the course of
the night. — eis 7. éopT.] belongs to dv xp. éx. There was
therefore as yet no matter needful for the feast purchased.
This, following as it does the statement of time already
adduced in ver. 1, presupposes that the present meal was not
the festal meal, for the latter belonged to the feast iself, which,
according to ver. 1, was still smpending (against Wieseler,
pp- 366, 381, Tholuck, Lange, Luthardt, Baeumlein, Heng-
stenberg, Paul in the Stud. w. Krit. 1866, p. 366 {, and
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several others). See also Bleck, p. 129 f.; Riickert, Abendim.
p. 27 f.; Hilgenfeld, Pasckastr. p. 147 ; Isenberg, p. 10 f —
Tois wrwyois] placed first as the other subject referred to in
this second supposition. Comp. Gal. ii. 10. This giving to
the poor is likewise thought of as designed for the approach-
ing celebration, because they mttempted thereby to explain the
present order to the purveyor..—In the transition into the
indirect forin of speech, 4, x.r.\. must be supplied ; or that He
sard that to him, in order thatl he, ete.

Vv. 30, 31. AaBw» oPv] connecting with ver. 27. With
éEfnber evfs begins the fulfilment of the command of
Christ, given in ver. 27. How erroneous therefore is Heng-
stenberg’s statement, in spite of the efYs: he went away first
at the close of the meal! Before the éffjrfev the supper,
indeed, is said to have its place, and Judas to have taken part
in it!—#v 8¢ vYE] The meal had begun in the evening, and
—when one considers also the time consumed in the feet-
washing-—had already advanced into the night. This conclu-
sion of the narrative respecting Judas presents, unsought,
something full of horror, and precisely in this simplest brevity
of expression something that profoundly lays hold of the
imagination. Comp. Luke xxii. 53. With &7e odv éEfrfe
begins a fresh break in the narrative. To omit odv (see critical
notes), and to connect these words with 7w 8¢ vdf (Chry-
sostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, and several others,
including Bengel, Paulus, Ewald), has against it, apart from
the critically certified odv, the considerations that the follow-
ing Aéyer would stand very abruptly,' 8re éEfn0e itself would
be very superfluous, and the deeper emphasis of the mere %»
8¢ vUE at the close would be lost.

Vv. 31, 32. Niw é80fdcfy, xr] The traitor is gone,
and thereupon the heart of the Lord, which has become freer
and more at ease, outflows first as in an anticipation of
triumph. In view, namely, of the near and certain end, He
sees in His death, as thongh He had already undergone it, His
life~work as acoomplished, and Himself thereby glorified, and in
this His glorification the glory of God, who completes His work

! Ewald supposes that ‘‘ by an old mistake” Jrs ois if5rde hed dropped out
before aiyse.  But such is the reading of Cyril only. :
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in the work of the Son. The &fa intended by Jesus is
accordingly not that which is contained for Him in the feet-
washing and in the departure of Judas, which would not
correspond to the sublime and victorious nature of this
moment (against Godet). But neither, again, is it the
heavenly glory (Luthardt); for to this the future &ofdoer,
ver. 32, first refers, and this change of tense possesses a deter-
minative force. Rather does the édofdafln denote the actual
86&a, which lies in the fact, and of which the manifestation
has begun, that now at length His earthly work of salvation is
brought to a state of completion, the task appointed to the Son
by the Father is discharged. It is the glory of His death, the
splendour of His TeTé\esTa:r, which He contemplates, feels,
declares as already begun.— év adT¢@] wn Him, in His per-
son, so far as it has been glorified. — Ver. 32 has a climactic
relation to ver. 31, passing from the 8cfa, which He has on
the threshold of death, to the heavenly glory, which from
this time God will secure to Him (hence the future dofdoe:).
— ¢l 0 Oeds €80 év éavrd] Solemn repetition, in order to
subjoin a further thought. — é» éavr@] To be referred to the
subject, not, with Ewald, to Christ: 4n Hvmself, corresponding,
as recompense, to the év adrp. He will be so glorified by
God, that His heavenly glory will be contained in God's own
peculiar 86Ea; His glory will be none other than the divine
glory itself, completed in God Himself (comp. Col iii. 3)
through the return into the fellowship of God out of which He
had come forth, and had been made man. Comp. xvii. 4, 5.—
The first xai, ver. 32, is the also of the corresponding relation
(on the other hand, again) ; and the second : and that (Hartung,
Partikell. 1. p. 145). On the idea of the recompense, comp.
xvii. 4, 5; Phil ii. 9. — e08Vs] straightway ; for how imme-
diately near is this blessed goal towards which my death is
the departure !

Ver. 33. The ebfs changes—when He glances at His
loved ones, whom He is to leave behind—His mood, which
but now was that of victory, again into one of softness and
emotion. Here, in the first place, the tender Texvia (comp.
xxi. 5) with all the intensity of departing love.— u:xpov)
Accusat, neut. Comp. xiv. 16, xvi. 19; Heb. x. 37; LXX.
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Job xxxvi 2; Sap. xv. 8, et al. — {n7icere) the seeking of
faith and love in distress, in temptation, etc. — xai xafas,
k7] and as I have said, . . . say I now also to you! — .
'Iovd] to these, however, with a penal reference, vii. 34, viii.
21, 24, and with the threatening addition, x. oby ebprioere.
And for the disciples the oV Sdvacfe érfeiv is intended
only of the femporal impossibility. See xiv. 2, 3,— dp7(]
emphatically at the end, as in vv. 7, 37, xvi. 12. He could
no longer spare them the announcement.

Ver. 34. Commandment now of the departing Lord for
those who, according to ver. 33, are to-be left behind, which
He calls a new one, 4. one mot yet given either in the De-
calogue or otherwise, in order the more deeply to impress it
upon them as the specific rule of their conduct. The novelty
lies not in the commandment of love in itself (for see Lev.
xix. 18, comp. Matt. v. 43 ff, xix. 19, xxii. 37, 38), nor yet
in the higher degree of love found in xabos sydw. Ju., so that
the requirement would be, that one should love one’s neigh-
bour not merely s éavréw, but imép éavrév (Cyril, Theodore
of Mopsuestia, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, and many,
including especially Knapp, Scr. war. arg. p. 369 ff), since
«xafds does not indicate the degree or the type (see below),
and since, moreover, the O. T. &s éavtér does not exclude,
but includes the self-sacrifice of love. The novelty lies rather
in the motive power of the love, which must be the love
of Clrist which one has experienced. Comp. 1 Johu iii. 16.
Thereby the commandment, in itself old, receives the new
definiteness (altos abryv émoinoe xawyy T Tpomwe, Chrysos-
tom), the definiteness of loving év Xpior@, and therewith the
new moral absolute character and contents, and is given forth
with this specifically N. T. definition, founded on faith in
Christ, a mew commandment. Comp. Luthardt, Ebrard,
Briickner; also Baeumlein, Hengstenberg, and Godet, who,
however, take along with this the circle of Christian love
(@Mhous) as a point of novelty. Grotius treats this in a
similar way to these last-named commentators, when he, as

! Luther incorrectly begins a new sentence with xai iuiv (““and I say to

you now: & mew commandment,” etc.). Ebrard’s rendering is also quite
erroncous,
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also Kolbing (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1845, p. 685 ff), regards
Christian brotherly love, in its distinction from the general
love of one’s neighbours, as the new commandment which is
prescribed. Nevertheless, this distinction rests simply upon
the fact that Christian brotherly love must be mutually
determined and sustained by the personal experience of the
love of Christ, or else it is destitute of its peculiarly Christian
character ; hence it is always ¢th7s point alone which forms
the substantial contents and the distinguishing moment of
the new commandment as such, as none could be more in-
tensely and truly conscious of it than John himself, especially
whilst he wrote the xalvpv and the xabos fydmyoa vuds.
Opposed to the sense of the word are the interpretations: a
commandment which contains all laws of the N. T., in opposi-
tion to the many laws of the O. T. (Luther); praeceptum
tlustre (Hackspan, Hammond, Wolf), mandatum wltimum =
Testament (Heumann); further : omhotéppy év dmacw, a
youngest commandment (Nonnus); further: a commandment
that never grows old, with ever youthful freshness, as though
del xawnv were expressed (Olshausen'); further, a rencwed
commandment (Calvin, Jansen, Maldonatus, Schoettgen, Raphel,
and already Irenaeus), or even one that 7enews the old man
(Augustine) ; further: a commandment wunexpected by you
(Serler, on the presumption of the dispute about precedence
which had just taken place, Luke xxii. 24 ff). According to
De Wette, xawnv refers to the fact, that in the commandment
lies the principle of the mew life brought by Christ. Thus,
therefore, xaiws évrolsj would be here a new moral principle
(comp. Gal. vi. 2), opposed to the O. T. principle of righteous-
ness. That that s the new évro\s (comp. already Melanchthon)
is, however, not expressed by these simple words. Against
the sense, finally, and without any indication in the text, is
Lange's view : a new 8:aflgxn which is the institution of the
Supper which Christ here founded. This, besides, is opposed
to the obvious parallel passages, 1 John ii 8.—iva dyam.
d\A.] The contents of the commandment are set forth as the
purpose of the &vr. raw. 8. Jp.— kabws fydm. vp.] is to be

1 So also Calovius, who, however, mingles together many other interpreta.
tions of various kinds,
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separated only by a comma from dAAsfA., containing the agens!
of the dya. 4\, and then, by means of {va xal Juels, x.T A,
the ethical purpose of the #ydm. Ju. which belongs here is
added ; the emphasis, however, lies on dyamare Ouds, xal Uues.
Hence: that ye may love one another, in conformity with the
fact that I have loved gow, and, indeed, have loved you with
the design that you also, on your part, etc. That here xa8ds,
however, does not express the degree, but the corresponding
relation, which constrains to the dyam. &\, appears with
logical necessity from the subjoined sentence denoting purpose
va rkai Vpels w7\ (without an odrws, which Ewald inter-
polates in his explanation). It is similar to our wie denn
(as then) (comp. om xii 35; 1 Cor. i. 6; Eph. i. 4; Matt.
vi. 12), stating the ground, as ds also is very frequently used in
the classics (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 766 ; Ast, Lex. Plat. iii.
p. 584). To take the sentence xafds ... aAXjAovs 23 a
parallel to the preceding {va dyam. @A\, whereby xafis %y.
Up. is emphatically placed first (so many commentators, from
Beza to Hengstenberg and Godet), would .cause no difficulty
in the case of Paul, but does not correspond to the simple
style of John elsewhere. — fydmnaa] Aorist; for Jesus sees
Himself already at the end of the work of His loving self-
devotion. Comp. ver. 1. Further, ver. 34 is not to be ex-
plained in such a manner that Christ imparts a new legislation,
in opposition to the Mosaic (Hilgenfeld, comp. above, Luther).
He, indeed, does not say vomov xawév. The évrony xawrj
belongs rather to His mA7pwots of the law (Matt. v. 17),
especially in respect of Lev. xix. 18, and does not exclude,
but includes, the other moral precepts of the law.?

Ver. 35. ’Ev ToVT19] in that, with édv following; comp.
1 John ii. 3.— épol] not dative, but mer, with emphasis,
however, as in xv. 8, comp. xviii. 36. — How greatly love was
really the Gnorisma of the Christians (1 John iii. 10 ff), see
¢g. Tertullian, Apol. 39. '

! This agens can be the love evinced by Christ only on the ground of faith ;
bence John fully acecords with the Pauline view of faith, which is operalive
through love, but does mot (against Baur, §. 7. Theol. p. 397) place love
immediately in the position which faith holds with Paul.

? Comyp. in Paul love as the fulfilment of the law; see also Weiss, Joh
Lelrbegr. p. 1686,
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Vv. 36-38. The words spoken in ver. 33 are still in Peter's
mind ; he has not understood them, but can the less therefore
get quit of them, and hence asks: 7ov vmayets ; Jesus does
not directly answer this, but points him to the personal expe-
rience of a later future, in which he (on the way to a martyr's
death) will follow after Him (comp. xxi. 18, 19), which at
present is not possible. The latter statement surprises the
fiery disciple, since he already feels that he is ready to sacrifice
his very life for Him. Jesus then quenches this fire, ver. 38.
oV dVvaca:] not meant of moral ability (against Tholuck,
Hengstenberg), as Peter took it, but of objective possibility as
in ver, 33. The disciple also has “his hour,” and Peter had
first a great calling before him, xxi. 15 ff.; Matt. xvi. 18. —
. Yvx. O7jcw] See on x. 11. In the zeal of love he mistakes
the measure of his moral strength. — On the discrepancy, that
Matthew and Mark place the prediction of the denial on the
way to Gethsemane (Luke xxii. 23 agrees substantially with
John), see on Luke xxii. 31. The declaration of ver. 38
itself is certainly more original in John and Matt. xxvi. 34,
Luke xxii. 34 (without 84), than in Mark xiv. 30.

Note.—The question, to what place in Jobn's narrative the
celebration of the Supper belongs, is not to be more precisely
determined on the ground of Matt. xxvi. 23-25 (against Luke
xxii. 21), than that the Supper finds its place, not before the
departure of Judas;! consequently first after ver. 30. Nothing
more definite can be said (Paulus, B. Crusius, Kahnis, place it
immediately after. ver. 30, against which, however, is the read-
ing obv before #£#ade in ver. 30; Liicke, Maier, and several others,
between vv. 33 and 34, opposed to which is the question of
Peter, ver. 36, which looks back to ver. 33 ; Neander, Ammon,

¥ That Judas did not join in celebrating the Supper (Beza and several others),
has been recently (also by EKahnis, not by Hofmann and Hengstenberg, who
Places the celebration before iirdw, ver. 30) almost universally recoguised,
although formerly (even already in the Fathers) the opposite view preponderated,
and, owing to a dogmatic interest, was supported in the Lutheran Church against
the Reformed, on account of the participation of the unworthy. See Wichelhaus,
Komm. zur Leidensgesch. p. 256 f. In quite a different interest has Schenkel
maintained that Jesus did not exclude the traitor from the solemnity ; that He,
in fact, desired thereby to remove even the pretext ¢ for its again being made an
ordinance,” and that without preparation or antecedent confession He granted
wn uanconditional freedom of participation,
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and Ebrard, after ver. 32; Tholuck, in ver. 34; Lange, indeed,
says: the évrors xasm#, ver. 34, is the ordainment of the Supper
itself; Olshausen, after ver. 38), since the entire arrangement
of John in these chapters leaves the Supper completely out of
consideration, and, what is to be particularly noted here in ver.
30, xiv. 1 ff, is so inseparably connected together, that, in reality,
there remains nowhere in his representation an opening for its
insertion. This betrays, indeed, the free concatenation of the
discourses on the part of Jobn, but not his non-acquaintance
with the institution (Strauss), and cannot justify the extreme
assumptions, that it is to be placed, in spite of the periodic
structure of vv. 1-4, already before the feet-washing (Sieffert,
Godet), or first after xiv. 31 (Kern). So also Bengel, Wichel-
haus, and Répe, in so far as they make Jesus, in xiv. 31, to be
setting out for the Paschal Supper to Jerusalem, See on xiv.
31. According to Schenkel, the feet-washing does 7ot fall
within the last hours of Jesus, but at an earlier period, whereby,
of course, all difficulty would be removed.
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CHAPTER XIV.

BEFORE opelopar, ver. 2, §r: (Lachm. Tisch.) is decisively
attested. Its omission is therefore to be explained from the
fact that it was taken for the recitative i, as which it appeared
superfluous, since the recitative ér: is so frequently passed over
inthe Codd. — Ver. 3. x«/ before iroqu. is wanting in A. E. G. H.
K. A. Curss, some Verss, Phot. Deleted by Matth. and
Lachm. D. M. Curss. Syr. Cant. Theophyl Euth.: érorudoz..
This mechanical repetition from what precedes was the cause
of the omission of the x«/, which, however, is still very strongly
attested by B. C. L. N. U. X. A. & Vulg. It. and important wit-
nesses. — Ver. 4. o/dare, xal r. 483y 0/zrs] B.C* L. Q. X N,
157, Copt. Aeth. Pers, p. Verc. have merely ofdars r. sdiv. So
Tisch., whilst Lachm. only brackets the xa/ and the second o/dzre.
The Recepta is an explanatory expansion; against it ver. 5 also
witnesses. — Ver. 5. dvvdueda v 5ddv s/déves] Lachm. and
Tisch.: ofdzusy viv 684y, according to B. C.* D. Cedd. It. Cyr.
Tert., among which, however, a few (including D.) have r. sé.
o/d. The Recepta is an explanatory expansion. Ver. 7. éyvi-
xere &v] B. C* L. Q. X, Curss. Cyr. Ath.: & fdere, or (X.) #d.
&. From wviii, 19.— Ver. 9. rocolrov xpévov] Lachm. Tisch.:
rodolry xpévw, according to D. L. Q. R, Cyr. The accusative is
an unnecessary gloss.— Ver. 10. alrdg wose? v& Epye] Tisch.:
wotel o Epye abrob, according to B. D. &, Rightly. The «iré;,
added in explanation, dislodged the airot, and that in such a
way that it took its place (L. X.) in some instances, in others
wags placed before the verb. — Ver. 11. After éuo7 Elz. has éoriv.
A supplementary addition against decisive testimony. — wos at
the end is rejected by Schulz, deleted by Tisch. It suggests
the suspicion of being a mechanical repetition; besides, the
omitting witnesses (amongst them Codd. D. L. . 33) are suffi-
ciently strong. — Ver. 12. pov] is, according to preponderating
evidence, with Lachm. and Tisch,, to be deleted. — Ver. 14 is
entirely wanting in X. A. Curss,, some Verss. Chrys. Nonnus;
witnesses, however, which are too weak to permit us, with
tinck, to condemn it, especially since, on account of the similar
beginning in vv. 14 and 16, and considering its superfluous
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character, it might very easily be passed over. — Ver. 15. r7p4-
sars] Tisch.: empscere, according to B. L. &, (?) Curss. Euseb.
But the future readily arose from the entire surrounding. —
Ver. 16. pivn] B. L. Q. X. & Codd. It. Goth. Copt. Syr. and
several Fathers have . So Lachm. (but, with B, after aidva)
and Tisch. Rightly; uévy is a more closely-defining gloss from
ver. 17.—Ver. 17. f{eras] Lachm.: éer#, according to B. D.*
Curss. Verss. Lucif. According as MENEI was taken as pre-
sent (E. G. K. M. U. X. A)) or as future (Vulg.), ésriv or Eoras
may be written after it; hence it is only the preponderance of
witnesses which decides, and this is in favour of the future.—Ver.
20. Since the first due’; stands in some of the witnesses after,
in some before, yvie (so, only bracketed in Lachm.), while in
some it is entirely wanting (A. Verss. Fathers), 1t must be
regarded as an addition. — Ver. 22. Instead of xai ¢/, Elz. and
Lachm have merely r7, in accordance with preponderating
evidence. But xai (which ®. also has) might be readily passed
over by clumsy copyists, especially, too, as the preceding xips
might occasion its being overlooked.— Ver. 23. #oiqaopev]
Lachm. and Tisch. : #osneéuséa, in accordance with important wit-
nesses (D. also with érebeouas x. morfoopas declares for the middle
voice). Rightly; the middle, which John uses nowhere else,
was unfamiliar to the copyists. — Ver. 28. nyaaare] D.* H. L.
and a few Curss.: &yasire, to which Buttmann, in the Stud. u.
Krit. 1858, p. 481 f,, gives the preference. Too weakly attested ;
and how easily would a stumbling-block be found in the imperf.,
as denying love to the disciples!—Between ¢rr and wopebopar
Elz. has &/7ov, against decisive witnesses. An interpolation in
conformity with the preceding.

Ver. 1! From Peter Jesus now turns, with consolatory
address in reference to His near departure, to the disciples
generally ; hence D. and a few Verss. prefix «al elmev Tols
pabnrais abrod (so also Luther, following Erasmus). But the
cause of the address itself is fully explained in John's narrative
by the situation, and by no means requires the reference,
arbitrarily assumed by Hengstenberg, to Luke xxii. 35-38.

1 Luther’s exposition of chap. xiv., xv., xvi. belongs to the year 1538. He
terms these discourses *‘the best and most consoling sermons that the Lord
Christ delivered on earth,” and “‘ a treasure and jewel, not to be purchased with
the world’s goods,”"—Luther's book (which originated in sermons, which Casp.
Cruciger took down) is among his most spirited and lively writings. How
highly he himself estecmed it, see in Matthesius, eilfte Pred. (ed. Niirnb. 1592,
p. 119a)
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The whole of the following farewell discourses, down to xvii.
26, must have grown out of the profoundest recollections of the
apostle, which, in a highly intellectual manner, are vividly
recalled, and further expanded. It coheres with the entire
peculiarity of the Johannean narrative of the last Supper,
that the Synoptics offer no parallels ¢o these farewell discourses.
Hence it is not satisfactory, and is not in keeping with the
necessary personal recollection of John, to regard him as taking
his start from certain primary words of earlier gospels, which he,
like an artist of powerful genius, has transfigured by a great,
but, at the same time, most appropriate and enchanting
transformation (Ewald). — w9 Tapace.] by anxiety and
apprehension. Comp. xii. 27. It points to what He had
spoken in the preceding chapters of His departure, not, as
Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theophylact, Euth.
Zigabenus, and many thought, to Peter's denial, after the pre-
diction of which the rest of the disciples also might have
become anxious about their constancy. This is erroneous,
because the following discourse bears no relation to it. —
mioTeveTe, K.TA] By these words Jesus exhorts them not to
faith generally (which they certainly had), but to that confident
assurance by which the un 7apdocesbar was conditioned -
irust in God, and trust in me. To take, in both cases, mioTeveTe
as tmperatives (Cyril, Gothic, Nonnus, Theophylact, Euth.
Zigabenus, Bengel, and several others, including most moderns,
from Liicke to Hengstenberg and Godet) appears most in
conformity with the preceding imperative and the direct
character of the address! Others: the first mwor. is indi-
cative, and the second imperative: ye beliecve on God, delieve
therefore on me (Vulgate, Erasmus, Luther in his Exposition,
Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Aretius, Maldonatus, Grotius, and
several others). Luther, who takes the first sentence as a
hypothetical statement, which in itself is admissible (Bern-
hardy, p. 385; Pflugk, ad Eur. Med. 386, comp. on i 51),
has in his translation taken wicredere, in both cases, as indi-

! So elso Ebrard, who, however, in conformity with a supposed Hebraism (see
on Eph. iv, 26), finds the inappropriate meaning : ** Believe on God, 60 ye belicve
on me.” Thus the emotional address becomes a reflection. Olshausen arrives
at tho same sense, taking the first wior. as imperative, the second as indicative,

VOL. 1L o
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catives.  According to any rendering, however, the inseparable
coherence of the two movements (God in Christ manifest and
near) is to be noted. Comp. Rom. v, 2.

Vv. 2, 3 serve to arouse the miorevew demanded in ver. 1,
to which a prospect so blessed lies open. In the house of my
Father are many places of sojourn, many shall find their abiding-
place (uovy only here and in ver. 23 in the N. T.; frequent
in the classics, comp. also 1 Mace. vii. 38),so that such there-
fore is not wanting to you also; but if this were not the case I
would have told you (“ ademissem vobis spem inanem,” Grotius).
After elmoy &y Uuiv a full stop must be placed, and with &7
(see critical notes) mopevouar a new sentence begins.  So, first
Valla, then Beza, Calvin, Casaubon, Aretius, Grotius, Jansen,
and many others, including Kuinoel, Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen,
B. Crusius, De Wette,'! Maier, Hengstenberg, Godet, Lachmann,
Tischendorf. But the Fathers of the church, Erasmus, Luther,
Castalio, Wolf, Maldonatus, Bengel, and many others, includ-
ing Hofmann, Schriftbew. IL 2, p. 464, and Ebrard, refer elmov
dv Uptv to what follows: if it were not so, then I would have
said to you: I go, etc. Against this ver. 3 is decisive, accord-
ing to which Jesus actually says that He is going away, and
is preparing a place? Others take it as a gquestion, where,
however, we are not, on account of the aorist elmov, to explain:
would I indeed say to you: 1 go, etc. (Mosheim, Ernesti, Beck
in the Stud. w. Krit. 1831, p. 130 f£)? but: would I indeed
have said to you, etc.? In this way there would neither be
intended an earlier saying not preserved in the Gospel (Ewald),!
possibly with the stamp of a gloss on it (Weizsicker), or a

t He terms the assertion * somewhat nafve.” But it hasrather its full weight
in the faith presupposed in the disciples, that He cannot leave them uninstructed
on any essential point of their hope. Comp. Késtlin, Lekrbegr. p. 163.

2 This reason is valid, whether we read now in ver. 3 xa! iraudes, or with
Lachmann merely iropdew: Ilofmann follows the latter, and connects there-
willy, as well as with idv, artificial and laboured departures from the simple sense
of the words. Ebrard also adopts a forced and artificial view, according to
wlich irespéeas is s2id to be objective: bring about your presence; but
iroudsw (without xe!) must point to the making accessible for the disciples. How
could a listener hit upon this difflerence of idea in the same word ?

3 He would also place ¢ 3 g . .. réwev Opiv within a parenthesis, and finds
here either a saying out of 2 now unknown gospel, or rather out of the fragment
supposod to have Lrcu lost before chap. vi,
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reference to the earlier sayings regarding the passage into the
heavenly world (Lange). But for the latter explanation the
saying in the present passage is too definite and peculiar;
while the former amounts simply to an hypothesis which is
neither necessary nor capable of support on other grounds.—
The olxia Tod maTpdsisnot heaven generally, but the peculiar
dwelling-place of the divine 8ofa in heaven, the place of His
glorious throne (Ps. ii. 4, xxxiii. 13, 14 ; Isa. Ixiii. 15, et al.),
viewed, after the analogy of the temple in Jerusalem, this
earthly oikos 7ol matpés (il 16), as a heavenly sanctuary
(Isa. lvii. 15). Comp. Heb. ix. — woANa(] ixavai défacfar
xal Vuds, Euth. Zigabenus. The conception of different degrees
of Dlessedness (Augustine and several others) lies entirely
remote from the meaning here; for many the house of God
is destined and established, and that already dmo xataBolds
xoopov, Matt. xxv. 34. — 67¢ wopedopar, k.T\] for I go, etc.,
assigns the reason of the assurance: év 7§ oixia ... mo\iai
elow, so that e 8¢ p7, elmov dv Uuiv is to be regarded as
logically inserted. The ropejouar éroipdcar, k.T.\., however,
is an actual proof of the existence of the wovai moM\ai in the
heavenly house of God (not of the elmor &v Uuiv, as Luthardt
thinks, placing only a colon after Juiv), because otherwise
Jesus could not go away with the design of getting prepared
for them in those woval a place on which they are thereafter
to enter, a place for them. This érotudlew Tomor presupposes
povas moAAds, in which the dwelling-place to be provided
must exist. The idea is, further (comp. the idea of the mpo-
Spopos, Heb. vi 20), that He having attained by His death to
the fellowship of the divine 8ofa, purposes to prepare the way
for their future owwvdofacOivac with God (comp. xvil 24);
but “ therefore He speaks with them in the simplest possible,
as it were, childlike fashion, according to their thoughts, as is
necessary to attract and allure simple people,” Luther.—Ver. 3..
Kal éav...tdmov] Emphatic repetition of the consolatory
words, with which the still more consolatory promise is united :
I will come again, and will (then) recetve you to myself. Jesus
says, xkal édv, not k. 87av, for He will not mention the point
of time of His return, but what consequences (namely, the Tarw
épxopar, x.T\) will be connected with this departure of His,
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and preparation of a place of which He had just given them
assurance. The mopedeafar k. érou, k.7.\., is the conditioning
fact which, if it shall take place, has the wahw &oyeafar, k.7,
as its happy consequence. Comp. xii. 32. The nearness or
remoteness of the appearance of this result remains undefined
by édv. Comp. Diisterdieck on 1 John ii. 28, where the reading
drav is an alteration proceeding from clumsy copyists.—By
mwaev Epxopar Jesus means, and that not indefinitely, or with
any approach to a spiritual signification (De Wette), but dis-
tinctly and clearly, His Parousia at the last day (vi. 39, 40,
xL 24),and not His resurrection (Ebrard), to which the follow-
ing k. wapal., «.T.\., is not appropriate. That in John also
(comp. 1 John ii. 28), and in Jesus, according to John (comp.
xxi 22, v. 28, 29), as in the whole apostolic church, the con-
ception existed of the Parousia as near at hand,! although, on
account of its spiritual character in the Gospel, it steps less into
the foreground, see in Kaeuffer, de {oijs aiwv. not. p. 131f., comp.
also Frommann, p. 479 {.; Lechler, .Apost. und Nachapost. Zeit.
p- 224 ff.; Wittichen in the Jahrd. f. D. Th. 1862, p. 357 1.;
Weiss, Lchrbegr. p. 181.  On this His glorious return He will
receive the disciples into His personal fellowship (as raised
from the dead or transformed respectively), and that as par-
takers of His divine 8¢fa in the heavenly sanctuary which
has descended with Him to the earth, in which a place will
be already prepared for them. He comes in the glory of His
Father, and they enter into fellowship with Him in this 8ofa
in the Messianic kingdom. Comp. Origen and several others,
including Calvin, Lampe, Luthardt, Hofmann, Schriftbew. 1.
p- 194, Hilgenfeld, Briickner, Ewald. The explanation of a
coming, only regarded as such more or less émproperly, in order
to receive the disciples by a blessed death into heaven (Grotius,
Kuinoel, B. Crusius, Reuss, Tholuck, Lange, Hengstenberg,
and several others), is opposed to the words (comp. xxi. 22)

1! However decidedly this is still denied by Scholten, who finds in John only
o spiritual coming, in the scnse, namely, that the Spirit of Jesus remains.
According to Keim (Geschichtl, Chr. p, 45, ed. 3), the fowth Gospel has, *‘in
sufficiently modern fashion, relegated the future kingdom to heaven,” and
“broken off the head” of the expectation of the Parousia. DBut the hend iy
exactly in the present passage.
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and to the mode of expression elsewhere employed in the
N. T. respecting the eoming of Christ, since death does indeed
translate the apostles and martyrs to Christ (2 Cor. v. 8;
Phil. i. 23 ; Acts vii. 59 ; see on Phil. i. 26, note); but it is
nowhere said of Christ that He comes (in order to be person-
ally present at their dying bed, so Hengstenberg, indeed,
thinks) and fefches them to Himself. Except in the Paraclete,
Christ first comes in His glory at the Parousia. Zhe interpre-
tation, however (according to vv. 18 ff.), that here “ only the
spiritual return of Christ to His own, and their reception into
the full sacred fellowship of the Spirit of the glorified Christ”
(Liicke, Neander, Godet) can be intended (comp. Olshausen,
Ebrard), is not to be approved, for the reason that Jesus Him-
self, ver. 2, has decisively provided beforehand for the words
being understood of His actual return, and of local fellowship
with Him (in vv. 18 ff. the entire context is different). — wpos
épavTov] spoken in the consciousness of the great value
which the love of the disciples placed on fellowship with His
own person. Only with Himself have faith and love the final
object of hope, and their blessed reward! in the Father's
house.

Vv. 4, 5. In order now to lead the disciples to that which,
on their side, in respect of the promise contained in ver. 3,
was the main practical matter, He says, arousing inquiry:
And whither I go . .. ye know the way (so, according to the
amended reading, see critical notes) which leads thither,
namely, to the Father. And the disciples, had they already
been more susceptible to the communications of the Lord
respecting His higher Messianic destiny, must have known it,
—this way,—since Christ had already so frequently set Him-

1 Tt is incorrect to mainiain that in John the notion of reward is enfirely
wanting (so Weiss in the Deutsch. Zeitzschr. 1853, pp. 325, 338, end in his
Petr. Lehrbegr. p. 55f.). As Christ seeks in prayer eternal glory for Himself
a9 a reward, xvii. 4, 5, so He assigns it to the disciples also as a reward. See
Xvii. 24, xii. 25, 26, xi. 26. Here applies also the promise of ¥y eav fasir. =03
#:05, iii._3, 5, and the resurrcction at the last day, v. 28, 29, vi. 40, 54. Comp.
1 John iii. 2, 3, where the future transfiguration and union with Christ is
expressly designated as the ubject of iawis, as well as John viii.,, where even
the expression wwfiv xasipn is employed, and is to be understood of eternal
blessedness (see Diisterdieck, 1. p. 505).
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self forth as the only Mediator of salvation, as ‘in chap. vi,
x. 1ff, xi. 25, e¢ al. He means, that is, not the way to
suffering and death, which He Himself is about to tread
(Luther, Jansen, Grotius, Wetstein, also Tholuck and Luthardt),
but the way designated in ver. 6 (He Himself s that way!)
along which every one is directed who would attain to that
glorious fellowship with the Father. — émov éyd Umaye is
an anacoluthon, with the emphasis of the certainty of the near
and blessed completion, and éyed has the accent of self-
conscious and unique pre-eminence.—Thomas, as in xx. 25,
speaks the language of sober, hesitating intelligence, not of
dejection, at the approaching suffering of the Lord, as Ebrard
thinks. He seeks information; dero yap alobnrov elval Twa
TomoV, émov Umdryes, xai o8ov opolws Towavtny, Euth. Zigabenus.
The keavenly mov, however distinctly Jesus had already de-
signated it, Thomas did not yet know clearly how to combine
with his circle of Messianic ideas; but he desired to arrive
at clearness. That Thomas is here cited without the name
ABvpos, which is added in xi. 16, xx. 24, xxi. 2, is acci-
dental, and without the design which Hengstenberg imports
(that he does mot speak here according to his <ndividual
spiritual character). — w@s, x.T.A.] “ Quodsi ignoretur, quae
sit meta, non potest via sub ratione viae concipi,” Grotius.

Ver. 6. 7 (no other than I) am the way, on which men
must go, in order to come to the Father in His heavenly
house, vv. 2, 8, and the truth, and the life. Dut since no one,
without going the prescribed way, without having appropriated
the ¢ruth to himself, and without bearing in himself the life, can
come to that goal, o0deis, x.7.\., is thus the exponent to all three
particulars, not merely to the first. The three moments lay
down the proposition that no other than Christ is the Mediator of
eternal salvation with God in the Messianic kingdom, according
to three several characteristic aspects which are co-ordinated,
yet in such a way that the advance is made from the general
to the particular. The characteristic of the mediation of sal-
vation, in the first point, is not designated with reference to
matter (as in 7 é\jfea and % Lwr), but as to form, in so far,
namely, as the mediation of salvation itself is therein expressed
In a specific figure (comp. x. 9). On individual points, note :
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(1) Christ is the Way, not because He vmrédeibe v 08éw (Cyril,
Melanchthon, and many others), whereby both the expression
and the figure are departed from, and the relation of things is not
sufficiently attended to, but because in His personal manifesta-
tion the mediation of salvation is objectively given, absolutely
the sole mediation for all men, but which has to be made use
of subjectively, that is, by faith on Him, like the man who is
aiming at a goal, and for that purpose must take and pursue
the given way which is the means of its attainment. (2)
Christ is the Zruth, because He is the self-revelation of God
which has been manifested (vv. 7, 9), the Light that is come
into the world, without the appropriation of which salvation
is not obtained. (3) He is the ZLife (Col iii. 4), because He
is the Principle and Source of eternal life (in its temporal
development and future consummation); so that whoever has
not received Him into himself by faith (vi. 50, 51, xi. 25, 26),
has become a prey to spiritual and eternal death; comp.
Ignatius, ad Trall. 9: od ywpis T0 aMjfwor Liy olk Exopev ;
ad Eph. 3: Xpiotos 1o aduaxpitov fudv LHv. These three
points are not to be separated according to time (Luther:
beginning, middle, end ; so also Calvin), but Christ is all three
at once,—in that He is the one, He is also the second and the
third,—although this cannot justify an arbitrary fusion of the
three predicates (as would be the Augustinian vera wia vitae).
— ovdels épyetar, k7] the Johannean sola fide. Note
how ver. 6 is the summary of the most perfect self-confession of
the Son regarding Himself and His work.

Ver. 7. Had you known me (for they had indeed not known
that He was the Way), you wowld also have known the Fother
(of their non-acquaintance with whom their ove oidauev, mod
vrraryers, ver. b, had testified).—The emphasis changes (other-
wise in viii. 19); it lies in the protasis on éyvax., not on the
enclitic wé; in the apodosis on 7. war. pov. — kal am dpr,
#7\.] and—which I can nevertheless now add—from hence-
SJorward (after I have told you in ver. 6 so definitely and fully
what I am) yow know Him, and have (in me, ver. 9) beheld
Him. Thisview of the meaning, which flows immediately out
of the context, vv. 6 and 9, the point of which is the idea of
the adequate self-revelation of God in Christ, entirely excludes
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any interpretation of the two verbs in a future sense (Chrysos-
tom, Kuinoel, and many others), and the reference to a future
terminus a quo (Chrysostom, Liicke, Ewald, and several others),
which is wont to be assumed as the time of the communica-
tion of the Spirit, nay, even a mentally supplied “I hope”
(De Wette) with dmdpre. The reference of dmdprs to the
whole time of their fellowship with Christ since their con-
version (Hengstenberg), is, even in a linguistic point of view,
impossible. See on xiii. 19, L 52. In that case only wiw
could stand. Godet’s remark is also incorrect : “ at the point at
which my teaching has now arrived,” as if dpre merely were
expressed. — On «a{, which, without altering its meaning,
significantly subjoins an adversative clause (and ... .e. and
nevertheless), see on vii. 28.

Vv. 8, 9. Philip, like Thomas in a certain hesitation, cor-
responding to his want of apprehension, has not yet under-
stood the éwpdrare adrov; instead of seeing it fulfilled in the
manifestation of Jesus Himself, it excites in him the wish that
the Lord would bring about a Theophany, perhaps such as Moses
once beheld (Ex. xxiv. 9, 10), or desired to see (Ex. xxxiii. 18),
or the prophets had predicted for the inauguration of the Mes-
sianic kingdom (Mal. iii. 1 ff.). — dpxel putv] and then are we
contented ; then we see the measure of the revelation of the
Father, given to us by Thee, fulfilled to such a degree that we
do not covet a further until the last glorious appearance.—On
the dative of duration of time, TocodTe ypove (see critical
notes), comp. Buttmann, N. 7. Gram. p. 161 [E. T. p. 186]). —
kal olx &yv. pe] And thou hast not known me ! A question of
melancholy surprise, and hence also in loving emotion, He
addresses him by name. Had Philip known Jesus, he would
have said to himself, that in Him the highest revelation of
God was manifested, and the wish to behold a Theophany must
have remained foreign to his mind. Hence: He who has seen
me has seen the Father ; for He reveals Himself in me, I am
abniroo Torfjos auudues Ebcov €idos Exwv BpoToedéi popdi,
Nonnus. The proposition is to be left in objective generality,
and éop. is mot to be limited to believing seeing (Luther,
Liicke, De Wette, and many others). JEwery one has, if he
has seen Christ, seen the Father objectively ; but only he who
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has known Christ for that which He is, subjectively also, “ accord-
ing to the sight of the Spirit and of faith,” Luther. Comp.
1 14, v. 37.

Vv. 10, 11. This language of thine amounts indeed to this:
as though thou didst not believe that, etc. — 67¢ éyd év T
matpl, «7\] On this mutual fellowship, which “virtutis
potius quam essentiae elogium est” (Calvin), see on x. 38,
Comp. xvii. 21. Here the éyo év 7. mar. stands firs, because
the matter in question is the way which the knowledge has to
take from the Son to the Father.— Ta prjpata ... 7a épya
avTod] (see critical notes) : the proof of this union of mine with
the Father is, that I do not speak of myself'; but the proof for
that (for this an’ éuavrod ob Aald) is, that the Father does
His works throughme. The 8 is therefore continuative (autem),
not antithetical. Further, we must neither say that the prjuara
are to be reckoned along with the &pya, nor that ra &pya sig-
nifies the bustness of teaching (Nosselt); but, from the fact that
the Messianic works (see on v. 36) are the works of the Futher,
it is inferred, with necessary dialectic certainty, from whom
also the discourses of Jesus proceed ; if the former are divine,
the latter must be adequately related thereto. The first pro-
position is often arbitrarily supplemented from the second, and
vice wersd.! This, however, does not agree with the Greek
mode of allowing, in antithetic propositions, one clause to be
completed from the other (Kiihner, II. p. 603 f.; Bernhardy,
p- 455), and would here run counter to the context, since
Jesus, ver. 11, desires to have deduced from the €pya that
which He had brought into light by 7a& pijpara ... Aard.
Hence we are not to get out of the difficulty either by the
assumption of an ‘“incongruity in the antithetic propositions”
(Tholuck), or, with Lange, pronounce that the words belong
pre-eminently to the Son, the works pre-eminently to the
Father, which is not contained in the expressions, and would
be an un-Johannean halving of the thought (v. 19, viii. 28,
xii. 49); nor are we to assume, with Ewald, that a lesser sig-
nificance is to be ascribed to the works in opposition to the

' The words which I speak to you, I speak not of myself ; and the works
which I do, I do not of myself, but the Father who is in me. Ho teaches me
the words, and does the works—De Wette, comp. Bengel.
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words. — o €v éuol uévewv] expressing the o &v éu. dv as
enduring (he who does mot depart from me). According to
the reading motei 7. &€pya adTod (see critical notes), the
works of Jesus are set forth as the works of God, which the
Father performs, that is, in virtue of His immanence in the Son,
making them to operate in an outward direction.— Ver. 11.
From Philip, Jesus now turns to the disciples collectively, and
that with an exhortation to the faith, in reference to which He
had been obliged to guestion Philip in a manner implying doubt.
— wioTebeTé por] namely, without anything further, in
addition to my personal assurance. — d7¢] not because (Bengel),
but that, as in ver. 10.— 8:ta Ta épya adrd] On account of
the works themselves (tn and of themselves), irrespective of my
oral testimony, believe me in this. The works are the actual
proofs of that fellowship, v. 19, 20, x. 37, 38.

Vv. 12, 13. Truly, on the compliance with this moTederé
pou there awaits an activity like my own, yea, and still greater.
What encouragement to fidelity in the faith! Schott, Opusc.
p- 177, imports the meaning: “neque ad ea tantum provoco,
quae me ipsum hucusque vidistis perficientem, 4mo,” etc.
Comp. also Luthardt, according to whom Jesus proceeds to a
still further demonstration of His fellowship with God.—o mioT,
els éué] intended not to have a general application, but to
refer (comp. vv. 11, 13) to the disciples. On els éué, Bengel
aptly remarks: “qui Christo de se loquenti (see moT. mor,
ver. 11), in Christum credit.” — xdxelvos] ke also, in com-
parison, emphatically repeating the subject. Xen. Mem. i
2. 24 — xai] heightening the effect : and besides, indeed. See
Hartung, Partikell. I p. 145 f. — pellova TolTwv] greater
than these, & éyo moud, comp. v. 20, and on the thought, Matt.
xxi. 21, 22. It is not, however, to be referred to single sepa-
rate miracles, which are reported by the apostles; Ruperti
names the healing power of Peter's shadow, Acts v., and the
speaking in foreizn tongues, which latter Grotius also has in
view ; Bengel appeals to Acts v. 15, xix. 12 ; Mark xvi. 17 ff.
A measuring of miracles of this kind by their magnitude is
throughout foreign to the N. T. Rather in peifova Tolrov
is the notion of &ya expanded, so that its predominant sigpifi-
cation is not that of miraculous deeds in the narrower sense
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(as in & éyd moud), but in a broader sense, the world-subduing
apostolic activity generally, produced by the Holy Spirit
(xvi. 18 ff.) in the diffusion of the gospel, with its light and
life, amongst all peoples, in the conquest of Judaism and
paganism by the word of the cross, etc. The history of the
apostles, and especially the work of Paul, is the commentary
thereon. These were épya of a greater kind than the miracles
proper which Jesus wrought,! and which also, categorically,
those of the apostles resembled. — 87¢, k.T.A] assigns the
reasons of the preceding assurance, 7d épya & éyd moid . . .
pell. Tobr, mounjoes (not merely the pelfova, for which limitation
no reason presents itself), and this statement of reason con-
tinues to the end of ver. 13, so that xal 8, 7 év still depends
ondre. Since He is going to the Father, and is thereby elevated
to the position of heavenly rule, He will do all that they shall
ask in His name, there can be no doubt that the assurance of
those &ya will be justified. So, substantially, Grotius, Liicke,
Olshausen, De Wette, Ewald, Godet, comp. already Cyril
Considering the internal coherence, and the immediately con-
tinuative xaf, ver. 13, it is incompetent to separate ver. 13, as
if it were independent, from ver. 12, whereby &7 éyw mpos 7.
. mwop. is taken either merely in the sense: Yudv Nowmwov éoti
70 Bavuatovpyelv, éya yap dmépyouar (Chrysostom, so Theo-
phylact, Euth. Zigabenus, Erasmus, Wolf, Kuinoel, Ebratd,
and several others); or more correctly, because really assigning
a reason, with Luther: “for throngh the power that I shall
have at the right hand of the Father, . . . I will work in you,”
etc. Comp. Calvin and several others, including B. Crusius,
Luthardt, Hengstenberg.— éy®] In opposition to the mio-
Tedovres, who continue their activity on earth.—év 7¢ ovo-
pati pov] Comp. xv. 16, xvi. 23. The prayerful request to
God (for it is to God that the absolute airiomre refers, comp.
xv. 16) is made in the name of Jesus, if this name, Jesus
Christ, as the {ull substance of the saving faith and confes-
sion of him who prays, is in his consciousness the element in
which the prayerful activity lives and moves, so that thus that

} “For He assumed only a smell corner for Himself, a little time for His
preaching and working of miracles ; but the apostles and their successors wens
through the whole world,” etc.—Luther.
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Name, embracing the whole revelation of redemption, is that
which specifically measures and defines the disposition, feeling,
object, and contents of prayer. The express use of the name
of Jesus therein is no specific token; the question is of the
spirit and mind of him who prays, The apostolic mode of
expression is analogous: to be, have, say, do, anything, etc., év
Xpiord, év wvpip. Comp. on Col. iii. 17, and see also Hof-
mann, Schriftbew. IL. 2, p. 357, and generally Gess, d. Gebet
im Nam. Jesu, 1861. The renderings: inwvocato meo momine
(in connection with which reference is irrelevantly made to
Acts iii. 6, Chrysostom, Nonnus, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus,
Maldonatus, and several others); me agnoscentes mediatorem
(Melanchthon) ; ut mea causa jfaciat (Grotius); per meritum
meum (Calovius and several others) ; in my mind, in my affairs
(De Wette), and the like, are partly opposed to the words,
partly too narrow, and comprised in the foregoing explanation.
But if we proposed to interpret, with Godet: ¢n my stead, that
is, in such a way as though I myself were the subject that prays
through you,! the first person sroujocw would be inappropriate
to a self-hearing ; and essential prayers like those for the for-
giveness of sin would be excluded. — 7070 7ot1jow] nothing
else. This definite and unlimited promise rests upon the fact
that the petition of him who prays in the name of Jesus is in
harmony with the will of Christ and of God, but in every case
subordinates itself in the consciousness of him who prays to
the restriction: pot my, but Thy will! hence also the denial
of a particular petition is the fulfilment of prayer, only in
another way. Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 8, 9.—That Christ asserts the
moweiy of Himself (xv. 16, and xvi. 23 of the Father), lies in
the consciousness of His unity with God, according to which
He, even in His exalted condition, is in the Father, and the
Father is in Him. Hence, if, through the fulfilment of these
petitions, the Son must be glorified, the Father is glorified in
the Son; wherefore Jesus adds, as the final aim of the rodTo
moujaw : (a Sofaclj o mwar. &v ¢ vie. Comp. xiii. 31.  The
lonour of the Father is ever the last object of all that is

' So also Weiss, Lekrbegr. p. 272, who regards the works only es the object

of prayer, But for this the expression is too general ; just as general, xvi, 23 &,
ThLe works are subsumed under the general statement,
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attained in the affairs of the Son, xii. 28, xi. 4; Phil. ii. 11;
Rom. xvi. 25 ff.; Gal i. 5; Eph. iii. 21. Note the emphatic
collocation 6 waryp &v 16 vig, where, however, the main stress
lies upon ¢ maTip.

Ver. 14, To aid7o Aéyer BeBawdv pahicTa Tov Adyov, Euth.
Zigabenus. But this is done to make it specially prominent
that He is the active subject. Bengel well remarks: “ éya
hoc jam indicat gloriam.”

Ver. 15, A new exhortation—to keep His commandments
in proof of their love to Him—in order, ver. 14, to attach a
new promise thereto. But exhortation and promise are thus
necessarily connected, as in vv. 11, 12 ff Hence the latter
not without the former. Comp. ver. 21. — Note the emphatic
Tas éuds: which you have from me; they are not those of
the O. T., but the completion of these. Comp. on xiii. 34.

Vv. 16, 17. The «al is in both instances comsecutive. On
the concession of thoughts, see ver. 21. — éyw] Emphatically
introducing, after what He had required of the disciples, what
He on His part will do as the Mediator of the divine love.
The épwTriow does not conflict with xvi. 26, 27, where there
is a different relation of time. épwTdv is in John the stand-
ing word in the mouth of Jesus, when He addresses the
Father in prayer, xvi. 26, xvii. 9, 15, 20. But there is no
difference of meaning from aireiv, see 1 John v. 16. — &AXov
wapdrntov] another Advocate (instead of myself), another,
who will as counsellor assist you. The word is found in the
N. T. only in John, namely, also in xiv. 26, zvi 7, 1 John
ii. 1, and the signification given holds good in Dem. 343. 10,
Diog. Laert. iv. 50, Dion. Hal. xi. 37, and passages from
Philo in ZLoesner, p. 496 £, both in the proper judicial sense
(Advocate), and also in general as here (so also Philo, de opif.
m. p. 4 E, and Letter of the Church of Vienne in Eusebius,
v. 2). With this agrees also the Talmudic b"?EW_‘?. See Bux-
torf, Lex. Talm. p. 1843, and generally Wetstein ¢n loc. ;
Diisterdieck on 1 John ii. 1, p. 147 ff. Rightly, after Ter-
tullian and Augustine, Melanchthon, Calvin, Beza, Grotius,
Wolf, Lampe, and several others, have most of the moderns
8o interpreted it (see especially Knapp, L p. 115 ff). See
also Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 225. The equally ancient
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explanation: Comforter (Origen, Chrysostom, Theophylact,
Euth. Zigabenus, Jerome, Erasmus, Castalio, Luther, Maldo-
patus, Jansen, Lightfoot, and several others, including van
Hengel, Annott. p. 40 ff), rests on a confusion with rapaxisj-
Twp (LXX, Job xvi. 2) in Aquila and Theodotion, Job xvi. 2,
which, on account of the passive form, is on that ground
contrary to usage! Equally incorrect is the rendering Teacher
in Theodore of Mopsuestia, Ernesti, Opuse. p. 215, Luthardt,
Hofmann, Schriftbew. I1. 2, p. 17. — Observe on &AAov, that
in 1 John il 1 Christ Himself might also be designated as
wapdrigTos, without implying any difference of doctrine (Baur,
Schwegler, Hilgenfeld). Nonnus aptly says: Xpiord alyyovor
dA\\ov. — tva 3 pef’ Vp. els 7. aldva) in order that He may ;
not as I now, again be taken from you, but de with you (.. may
stand at your side protecting, helping, strengthening you against
all hostile powers; comp. Matt. xxviii. 20) for ever. Comp.
2 John 2. In the Paraclete, however, Christ Himself is present
with His own (Matt. xxviii. 20); for in the mission of the Spirit,
who is the Spirit of Christ (Rom. viiL 9; Gal iv. 6), the self-
communication of the exalted Christ takes place (Rom. viiL
10; Gal ii. 20), without, however, the Paraclete ceasing to be
an &\\os, a different—although dependent on the Son—sub-
ject than He;® the obscure idea that the Paraclete is “the
Christ transfigured to Spirit” (Tholuck) is un-Johannean and
unbiblical generally. Comp. on 2 Cor. iii. 17. See also,
acainst the mingling together of the idea of the Logos with
that of the Spirit, in Reuss; Godet, IL. p. 480.— 76 mvedpua
Tijs ainOelas) the Spirit of Truth, ie. the Holy Spirit, who

1 Certainly it is obvious that the interpreter conld not be responsible for this
confusion which is opposed to the language ; but for this he is responsible, that
be should pot thrust it upon John, if another use of the word, grammatically
correct, is undoubtedly before us. This in answer to Hofmann’s too readily
adopted observation in his Schrifthew. 11. 2, p. 16.—Luther has correctly ex-
lained the word itself by advocate, but inconsistently translated it Comforter.
The Vulgate has paracletum, the Codd. of It. in some cases the same, in others
advocatum. Goth. has paralklétu.—Were the word not Advocatus, but tbe
active form, it must have been, not sapéxanres, but wepexinrinis (Plato, Rep. p.
£24 D). Comp. immxdnrixés, draxinrinsg, and others.—The usual designation of
counsel in the Greek writers is, moreover, advdixeg OF auvAyopag, On FapdxinTos
comp. Hermann, Staatsalterth. § 142. 16,

* Comp. Worner, d. Verkaltn. d. Geistes zum Solne, p. 98,
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is Possessor, Bearer, and Administrator of the divine a\jfeia.
He is the divine principle of revelation, by whose activity in
human hearts the redemptive truth given by God in Christ,
i.e. the truth xat’ €y, is transformed into knowledge, made
to be vitally appropriated, and brought to powerful moral
expression. Nonnus: drpexins oyernyér. Comp. xv. 26,
xvi. 13. The opposite: 70 mvedua Tis mAdvns, 1 John iv. 6. —
0 xoapos] The unbelicving, as opposed to Christ and His work.
These are unsusceptible to the Spirit, because the capacity of
inward vision (of experimental perception) of the Spirit is
wanting to them, and He is to them something unknown and
strange, so that they have thus no subjective point of attach-
ment at all for the reception of the Spirit. Comp. 1 Cor. ii.
14. — dueis 8¢, v.m.\] The presents yivdarere and péver
(not manebit, as the Vulgate has, and as Ewald also proposes
uevet) are as little to be taken as future as the presents in
the first clanse of the verse. They denote the characteristic
relation of the disciples to the Spirit without reference to
any definite time. They are absolufe presents: but you
know Him, since He has His abiding amongst you (not far
from you, but in your midst, in the Christian community),
and (the discourse now first enters the point of view of definite
time) will be in yow (in your own hearts). This being the
specific character of His relationship to youw, how should He
be an unknown something to you? Let the gradation be
observed: wap’ Uuiv...év Juiv. On the latter, Nonnus:
opoaTolov EoTar Juiv, wdvras €xov voépdy Souov. — Note, gene-
rally, the Trinitarian relation here and ver. 26, and particularly
(against B. Crusius and Tholuck) the definitely expressed
personality of the Paraclete. See Kostlin, p. 109 ; Hofmann,
L p. 192 f.; Melanchthon, %» loc. But in passages, again,
like 1. 33, xx. 22, the presupposition of the personality, whose
life and powers are communicated, is by no means excluded.
Ver. 18. Development of the consolatory element in this
promised communication of the Spirit, onwards to ver. 21. —
ovk aPpriow u. dpp.] I will not leave you behind, as those who
(after my departure) are to be orplans (ver. 27; Mark xii. 19;
Tob. xi, 2; Sir. vi. 2. 1; Mace. xii. 41; Soph. 45. 491 ; Phil.
484). The expression itself (comp. Texvia, xiil. 33) is that of
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the warpue) edomhayyvia (Euth. Zigabenus).— pyopnar wpods
Uuds] Without mediatory particle (vdp) in the intensity of the
emotional affection. That Jesus means by this coming, <.e.
according to the connection coming again (see on iv. 16), not
the final historical Parousia (Augustine, Beda, Maldonatus,
Paulus, Luthardt, Hofmann), is shown by the whole of the
following context (quite otherwise, ver. 3). See, especially,
ver. 19, where it is not the world, but the disciples who are to
see Him, which is as little appropriate to the Parousia as the
&re purpov ;' further, vv. 20, 21, where spiritual fellowship is
spoken of, the knowledge of which cannot first begin with the
Parousia, and ver. 23, where povyy map’ adrd moms. is not
in harmony with the idea of the Parousia, since in this the
disciples take up their abode with God (ver. 3, comp. 2 Cor.
v. 8), not God with ¢Zem, which takes place through the com-
munication of the Spirit. Most of the older expositors refer
to the Resurrection of Christ, and to the new wunion with the
Risen One. So Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus,
Ruperti, Erasmus, Grotius, and many others, and again
Kaeuffer, Hilgenfeld, Weiss, and, with a spiritualizing view of
the resurrection, Ewald. But opposed to this are vv. 20, 21,
23, xvi 16, 22, 23, expressions all of which equally point to a
higher spiritual fellowship,? as the o0« @¢. Uu. dp¢. also already
presupposes a new abiding union. Justly, therefore, have most
of the moderns (Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, B. Crusius, From-
mann, Kostlin, Reuss, Maier, Baeumlein, Godet, Scholten, but
also already Calvin and several others) understood by the
Paraclete the spiritual coming of Christ, in which He Himself,
only in another form of existence, came to the disciples. It
is not yet, indeed, the comsummation of the reunion ; this
latter first takes place at the Parousia, and therefore up to
that time the state of orphanage still relatively continues, the

! Without ground, 1 John ii. 18, Rev. xxii. 7, 12, are appealed to for the
setling aside of this shortness of time. How much later were these passages
written than our irs uispsy Was spoken !

* Which historically took its beginning, not with the appearances of the Risen
One, so enigmatic to the disciples themselves, removed and estranged from the
old confidential relations, but first with the outpouring of the Spirit. Thence-
forward Christ lived in them, and His heart beat in them, and out of them He
spake.
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community seeks its Lord (xiii. 33), and waits for Him; and
believers have to regard themselves as éxbnuoivres dmo Tob
kuplov (2 Cor. v. 6), whose life in Him with God is not yet
revealed (Col. iii. 1-4) (in answer to Luthardt’s objections).
Others explain it in a twofold sense, so that Christ intended
His Resurrection, and at the same time His spiritual return.
So Luther, Beza, Lampe, Bengel, Kuinoel, De Wette, Briickner,
Lange, Ebrard; where De Wette, with this interpretation, assigns
the first place to the spiritual thought, as also Hengstenberg.
But the bodily épyeabfar is not indicated at all (as, if so, it
would have been, in opposition to the mission of the Para-
clete, by the addition of an éy» adrds), and the entire promise
of the Paraclete, of which the present passage is an integral
part, transports to a time in which the Resurrection of Christ
had long passed. Generally, however, to maintain a twofold
sense can only be justified by evidence from the connection.

OBSERVATION.—That Jesus, according to John, does not speak
at all in express terms of His resurrection, but only in allusions
like ii. 19, x. 17, 18, is in entire harmony with the spiritual
character of the Gospel, according to which the return of the
Paraclete was the principal thing on which the hopes of the
disciples had to fix themselves. From death to the &z, out
of which Jesus had to send the Spirit, the resurrection formed
only the transition. But that He also cannot have in reality
predicted His resurrection with such definiteness as it 1is
related in the Synoptics, is clear from the whole behaviour
of the disciples before and after the occurrence of the resur~
rection, so that in this point also the preference belongs to the
Johannean account. See on Matt. xvi. 21.

Ver. 19. "E7¢ punp.] sc. éore. Comp. xiil. 33, xvi. 16;
Heb. x. 37; Hos. i 4; Ps. xxxvil. 10.—o¥«éTt fewpei]
Corporeally. Comp. also Acts x. 41.— fewpeiTe] But you,
whilst the world no more beholds me, do behold me, although
corporeally I am no more present, through the experience of
my spiritual presence ;' you behold me spiritually, in that you
experience my presence and my communion with you, in

! Not : through the deing caught away to me at the Parousia (Luthardt). The
obximi diwpsi and the fiwpsive must certainly be contemporaneous. Invisible for
the world (comp. vii. 33, 34), Christ is boheld by His own.

"~ VOL. IL P
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the communication of myself, and in my working upon
you by means of the Paraclete. The ferminus a quo of the
present tenses, which represent the near future as present, is,
indeed, not quite the same in Gewpel and Bewpeire, since the
o kocuos ue oUxéri Bewpel already begins with the death of
Jesus, but the ueis 8¢ Oewp. pe first after His return to the
Father; this distinction, however, disappears before the
Johannean view of the death of Jesus as a departure to God.
— 87 éyw &b, k. Vu. Lnoeale] Not: because I live, you
also will live (Nonnus, Beza, Godet), but, corresponding to the
progress of the discourse (comp. ver. 17), a statement of the
reason of what precedes: for I live, and you shall live. Note
the change from the present to the future, and that {& and
Gijoeabfe cannot without arbitrariness be taken as essentially
different in idea, but that {& manifestly, since it exists with-
out interruption (present), denotes the higher life of Christ
independent of death, of Christ, who, by His departure to the
Father, becomes a partaker of the heavenly glory. Christ
lives, for He 1is, indeed, Himself the Possessor and bearer of
the true {w7 (comp. v. 26); death, which translates Him into
the glory of the Father, by no means breaks off this true and
higher life of His (although His life é oapxi ceases), but is
only the medium of the consummation and transfiguration of
this His Cjv into the everlasting heavenly {w7 and &dfa
(comp. Col iii. 3, 4). Out of this consciousness the Lord
here utters the words: éyd ¢@. And He adds thereto: xai
duels tjoecbe: and you shall live, v.e. you shall be partakers
(in its temporal development on to its glorious consummation)
of the same higher {w, liable to no death (xi. 26), under the
life-giving (vi 83) influence of the Spirit. “Stat enim illud
fixum, nullam fore ¢jus vitam membris mortuis,” Calvin. Thus
the life is in both essentially alike, only with this difference,
that it is original in Jesus, and with His approaching depar-
ture is already at its glorious consummation; but in the case
of the disciples, being imparted by Christ in the Holy Spirit,
who is the mvebpa Tis fwjs (Rom. viil 2), it is, in the first
instance, to be unfolded within (before the Parousia as the
living fellowship with the exalted Christ), in order to becoms,
at the Parousia by means of the resurrection (Rom. viii. 11)
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and relative transformation (1 Cor. xv. 51, 52), the participa-
tion in His 86fa. Comp. the idea of the qufiy 7% Xpiard
in Paul, Rom. vi. 8; 2 Cor. vii. 3; 2 Tim. ii, 11. The moment
which assigns the reason (67¢) lies simply in this, that the
above two-sided {7y is the necessary condition of the promised
Bewpeiré pe.  If the higher fws, that is meant, were to be the
lot only of Christ, and not also thereafter (through the work-
ing of the Spirit) that of the disciples, there could be no
mention of a beholding of the Lord on the part of the dis-
ciples. The paritas rationis for the mutual relation would be
wanting, and thereby the disciples would lose the capacity
(the eye, as it were) to see Christ. But thus the lving behold
the Living One. The reference to the resurrection of Jesus
has led to interpretations like that of Grotius (comp. Euth.
Zigabenus): you shall see me actually alive (“ non spectrum”)
and remaining tn life amidst the impending dangers; or (so
Theophylact, comp. Kuinoel): I shall, as having risen, be
alive, and you shall be as newly made alive for joy! or: I rise
again, and you shall (at the last day) arise (so Augustine).
Again the interpretation of {Hoecfe in Weiss (Lehrbegr. p. 70)
of the new life, which arises in the disciples through the
reappearance of the Risen One, who is recognised by them (as
in the case of Thomas, xx. 28), is a forced expedient, proceed-
ing from an erroneous assumption, and is not appropriate,
moreover, to év éxeivy T fuépa, ver. 20, which is definite
and valid for all disciples, nor to the intimate reciprocal con-
fidence of vv. 20, 21 ; wherefore Weiss again, adding violence
to violence, explains ver. 21 of the further unfolding of the
new communion begun with the appearances of the Risen One
(p. 276). Had the resurrection been spoken of, the simplest
explanation would be that of Kaeuffer, p. 136: “quae instat
fortunae vicissitudo nec me nec vos poterit pessumdare,” accord-
ing to which, however, a thought of much too small importance
would result, and, besides, the change of tense is overlooked.
But if, according to the above, both ¢& and {joecfe must
embrace time and eternity, then De Wette has incorrectly
limited {ijoecfe to the life of faith with its joyous victory
over death and the fear of death; on the other side again.
Luthardt has erroneously understood it only of the life of
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transfiguration after the Parousia, because ¢yd {@ can only
denote the glorified life,—an assumption, however, which is
unsupported, since the expression used is not éyw {1oopac.

Vv. 20, 21. At that day ;' in the historical fulfilment this
was the day of Pentecost. Not: at that time (De Wette), or,
as Hengstenberg twists i6: in the period of time, beginning
with the day of the resurrection (comp. Weiss) ; for a definite
fact, marked off in point of time, is treated of, and this is the
advent of Christ in the Paraclete. Comp. xvi. 23. —yvdaeale,
x.7.\.] This dynamic immanence of Christ in the Father (see
on x. 38), which exists even in His state of exaltation (Col.
iii. 3), like the analogous reciprocal relation between Him and
the disciples, according to which they live and move in Him
and He in them (Gal ii. 20), was to become for them a matter
of experimental acquaintance through the Spirit.— Ver. 21,
General moral condition of this promised gvweeocfe. Comp.
ver. 15. — o &ywv, x.7A] Aungustine: “ qui habet in memoria
et servat in vita” The éyew, however, is rather the internal
possesston of the commandments, obtained by faith, the appro-
priated living presence of them in the believing consciousness,
as the consequence of the dwovew. Comp. v. 38. — érelvds
éoT.v] with great and exclusive emphasis. — In dyawn8io.
and dyamijow lies the peculiar mutual love. — xai éyo
ayawm) &¢ duporépwy Ta avra Oehévtwv k. dmodeyouévwy,
Eath. Zigabenus. — éudarvice avrd épavrév] corresponds
to the qudoesfe, which was to commence through this very
causing of Himself to appear in virtue of the communication
of the Spirit. On éudav, comp. Ex. xxxiii. 13, 18; Sap.
1 2; Matt. xxvii. 53. The expression is such, that it sets
forth the relation of the self-demonstration of the Lord to His
individual loving ones, not His manifestation at the Parousia,
which certainly will be glorious and universal (in answer to
Luthardt). Those who explain it of the resurrection of Christ
understand the appearances of the Risen One to be referred to,
1 Cor. xv. (Grotius, Hilgenfeld, and many others).

Ver. 22. Judas (Thaddaeus or Lebbaeus, Matt. x. 3; not,

1 Lnthardt, according to his view of the entire passage, must understand tho
day of the Parousia, whereby he assigns to yvdeesss the moment of the completed
knowledge,
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however, a brother of the Lord, Acts i. 13, 14, but son of one
James, Luke vi. 16)! expects a bodily appearance of Christ in
Messianic glory, has in this view misunderstood Jesus, and is
therefore surprised that He has spoken of His éudavifew
éavTov as having reference only to the man who loves Him,
and not also to the world of the unbelieving, on whom the
Messiah when He appeared was in truth to execute judgment.
— 7 yéyovev] What has come to pass, in respect to the fact
that, etc.? 'What occurrence has determined Thee, etc.? See
Kypke, L. p. 403f. The foregoing «a( as in ix. 36.— The
addition oYy o 'Ioxap. was indeed, after xiii. 80, quite super-
fluous, but is to be explained as an involuntary outflow of the
deep loathing felt at the traitor of like name. The latter is
not to be thought of as again present (Bengel).

Vv. 23, 24. Jesus repeats—and that was sufficient for the
removal of such & misunderstanding—substantially, yet now at
once placing love as the principal matter in the immediate
foreground, the condition to which His self-revelation, ver. 22,
is attached, by more closely defining it according to its divine
and blessed manner of existence; and shows from this, and
from the antithesis added in ver. 24, that the xdopos—this
«dopos which hates Him and is disobedient to Him—is quite
incapable of receiving that self-revelation. The more precise
explanation, wpos adT. éNevaop. k. povny wap' adTH MoL -
aopela, is intended to make this very incapacity still more
distinctly and deeply felt. At the foundation of the expres-
sion lies the theocratic idea, realized in this spiritual fellow-
ship, of the dwelling of God amongst His people (Ex. xxv. §,
xxix, 45 ; Lev.xxvi 11,12; Ezek xxxvii. 26 ff)), with which
also the later representation of the dwelling of the Shekinah
with the pious (Danz in Meuschen, N. T ex Talm. ill. p. T011f)
18 connected. This representation, however, is not to be
assumed here, since Jesus means an invistble presence. In
the plural of communion, éNevaouefa is the clear expression
of the divine-human consciousness, x. 30.— On the genuinely
Greek expression povyv woueiv, see Kypke, I p. 404. The
Middle (see critical notes): we will make to ourselves.— mwap’
av7®] The unia mystica, into which God and Christ enter

' Nonnus correctly remarks : ¢/és 'lazaBoso, x, o0 fpacds lonapiarey,
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with man by means of the Paraclete! is presented in the
sensuous form of the taking up an abode with Him (comp.
vv. 17, 25), .. tn His dwelling (comp. i. 40, Acts xxi. 8, et al.),
under His roof. They come, like wanderers from their heavenly
home (ver. 2), and lodge with Him, « will be daily His guests,
yea, house and table companions,” Luther.— The Adwyos, dis-
courses, are the individual parts of the collective Adyos, and
the évrohal are the preceptive parts of the same, and form,
therefore, a more special conception than the Aéyor. — xal o
Aoyos by axovere, x.7.A] and—from this you may infer how
unfitted such a man is to experience that visitation—zhe word
whick ye hear (now, stilll), ete. Comp. vii. 16, viii. 28, xil.
49, 50,1ii. 34. He therefore rejects God Himself. The second
person (akovere) is individualizing (not to be limited to what
was said in vv. 23, 24, as Godet takes it), and makes the ex-
pression at the close of this portion of the address more lively.

Vv. 25, 26. We are to suppose a pause before ver. 25;
Jesus looks back upon all that He has hitherto said to them
at His farewell supper, and of which so much still remained
to them enigmatical, and continues : “ These things have I spoken
to you, whilst I (still) tarry with yow; but the Paraclete who,
after my impending separation from you, will have come to
you from the Father, He will further instruct you,” ete. —
év 16 ovou. pov] Specific definiteness of the act of sending.
God sends the Spirit ¢n the name of Jesus, .. so that what the
name Jesus Christ comprises in itself, forms the sphere in
which the divine thought, counsel, and will lives, and is active
in the sending. Comp. on ver. 13. The name of Jesus is
the only name which includes in itself the eternal salvation ol
men (Acts iv. 12); but God intends and designs, in the mis-
sion of the Spirit—the causa meritoria of which lies already
in this name, and the appearance of which is attached to the
glorification of Jesus (viiL 39)—nothing else than this Name,
the complete saving knowledge of which, its confession, influence,
glorification, etc., is to be brought about and advanced through
the mission of the Spirit, as in general, all that He has done in

! Not: “in the divine elevation above space and time" (Weiss, Lehrbegr.
p- 276), which introduces here a speculative idea which is very remote from the

Ineaning.
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the carrying out of His redemptive counsel, He has done &
Xpwor@, Eph. i. 3ff.  The notion : at my request (comp. Godet :
“in meam gratiam "), is not contained in' the words, although,
according to ver. 14, the prayer of Jesus precedes (in answer
to Liicke, De Wette, Ebrard, Godet, and several others).
Better, but only an approximation, and wanting in precision,
is the interpretation of B. Crusius: in my affwir, and of
Melanchthon and several others: propter me. The rendering,
in my stead (Euth. Zigabenus and several others, including
Tholuck, Baeumlein, Ewald, Weiss), is not appropriate, since,
according to it, the Spirit would not appear as the Repre-
sentative of Christ (comp. v. 43), but God, as in Christ’s stead,
executing the mission—which would be absurd. It must in
that case run: & éedoerar mapa Tol watpos év 7o dvouati pov,
comp. xvi. 7.— In the ministry of the Spirit duas 8iédfer
mdvta i3 the general feature: He will not leave you wunin-
structed respecting any portion of the divine aNnfeia (comp.
xvi. 13): to this the particular is then joined: kel Vwop-
vioee, kA and (and especially) will He bring to your recol-
lection, ete. To the first belong also new portions of doctrine,
not yet delivered by Jesus (see on xvi 12), also disclosures of
the future (xvi. 13). Ou dmopvices, k.7.\, comp. eg. ii. 22,
xii. 16, & elmov Yty might also be referred to &uddfe
mavra (Luther, Melanchthon, Grotius, Calovius, and several
others), but xvi. 12, 13 justifies the ordinary reference, which
also logically at once suggests itself, merely to the second mdvra,
and nevertheless excludes the misuse of the present passage in
favour of Catholic tradition (see on xvi. 12), as well as of the
revelations of fanaticism. Of the actual fulfilment of the
entire promise, the apostolic discourses and letters supply the
full proof. — elmov] Not merely now, but generally, as the
context, by the first wdvra, demands.

Ver. 2'7. “ These are last words, as of one who is about to
go away and says good-night, or gives his blessing,” Luther.
— elprivny dplnue Hpiv] The whole position of affairs, as
Jesus is on the point of concluding these His last discourses
(ver. 31), as well as the characteristic word e/prjvy, introduced
without further preface, justifies the ordinary assumption that
liere there is an allusion to the Oriental greetings at partings and
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dismissals, in which D% (i.e. not specially : Peace of soul, but
generally : Prosperity) was wished, Comp. 1 Sam. i, 17,xx. 42,
xxix. 5; Mark v. 34; Luke vii. 50, viil. 48; Acts xvi. 36;
Jas. ii. 16 ; also the Syrian pacem dedit, in the sense of valedizit
in Assem. Bibl L p. 376 ; and finally, the epistolary farewell-
greeting, Eph. vi. 23; 1 Pet. v. 14; 3 John 15. That which
men were wont to wish at departure, namely, prosperity, Jesus
is conscious of leaving behind, and of giving to His disciples,
and that in the best and highest sense, namely, the entire pros-
perity of His redemptive work, « fore ejus benedictione semper
felices ” (Calvin), in which, however, the peace of reconciliation
with God (Rom. v. 1), as the first essential element, is also
included. To assume (with Liicke) in the expression a refer-
ence, at the same time, to the O. T. peace-assuring and
encouraging address D;__a§ Dis?' (Gen. xliii. 23 ; Judg. vi. 23,
¢t al.), is less in harmony with the depariing scene, and the
remote pn Tapacaécbo, k1., as well as with the expression of
this consolatory address. — eip. 7. éunv 8{8. vu.] More precise
definition of what has preceded. It is His, the peculiar pros-
perity proceeding from Him, which He gives to them as His
bequest. Thus speaks He to His own, who, on the threshold
of death, is leaving hereditary possessions: “ I leave behind, 1
give,” in the consciousness that this will be accomplished by
His death. So also Jesus, whose 88wue is to be understood
neither as promitto (Kuinoel), nor even to be conceived as first
taking place through the Paraclete (who rather brings about
only the appropriation of the salvation given in the death of
Jesus).—Not as the world gives, give I To YoU! Nothing is to
be supplied. My giving to you is of quite another kind than
the giving of the (unbelieving) world; s giving bestows
treasure, pleasure, honour, and the like, is therefore unsatisfy-
ing, bringing no permanent good, no genuine prosperity, etc.!
Quite out of relation to the profound seriousness of the moment,
and therefore irrelevant, is the reference to the usual empty
formulas of salutation (Grotius, Kling, Godet). — p% Tapao-
oéofw, kt\] “ Thus does He conclude exactly as He first
(ver. 1) began this discourse,” Luther. The short asyndetic

1 Hengstenberg introduces quite groundlessly a reference to the dai:s which
the world gives, according to xvi. 33,
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(here supply odv) sentences correspond to the deep emotion.—
Seihiaw (Diod. xx. 78) here only in the N. T, frequently in
the LXX., which, on the other hand, has not the classical
(8oxipwrepov, Thomas Magister) dmodeihidw.

Ver. 28. Instead of being terrified and alarmed, you shculd
rejoice, that I, etc.  7wodoare, k.7 (ver. 18) prepares for this.
— ¢ pyam. pe] intended by Jesus to be understood in its ideal
sense, of true, complete love, which consists simply and solely
in entire self-surrender to Him, so that all other interests
are subordinated to it.—87. 0 maTip pov pellwv pov
éar(] Statement of the reason for the joy which they would
bave felt (éydpnre): since my Father is greater, as generally,
so particularly, more powerful (comp. ver. 12, viii. 53, x. 29;
1 John iv. 4) than I; since I, consequently, through my de-
parture to Him, shall be elevated in the higher fellowship
with Him, fo far greater power and efficiency for my aims, for
victory over the world, etc. Comp. Melanchthon. In this
gain, which is awaiting me, how should not he rejoice who
loves me ? Ofkers find the motive to joy indicated by Christ
in the glory and blessedness which awaits Him with the
Father. So Cyril (Tyv {dlav 8ofav dvanyropevos),and several,
including Tholuck, Olshausen, Kling, Kostlin, Maier, Hilgen-
feld, Hengstenberg, Baeumlein, comp. Godet. But thus the
motive would lie only in the departure to the Father generally
(with which the attainment of the 8cfa was necessarily asso-
ciated), not to the Father's superior greatness of being, irte-
spective of the fact, that on this view the reference which
Jesus would be giving to the love of the disciples would
contain something selfish. Others render : the occasion of joy
lies in the more powerful protection which the peilwv margp
would assure to the disciples, beyond what He, during His
presence on earth, was able to do (Theophylact, Euth. Ziga-
benus, and several others, including Kuinoel, Liicke, De
Wette). But this does not apply to the condition of love to
the person of Jesus, for the above explanation changes it rather
into love towards His work. Others, as Luther, Beza, Grotius,
Bengel, Lampe, mingle together in the determination of the
cause of joy, the interest of Christ and of the disciples; comp.
Calvin: “ quia haec ultima est meta, ad quam tendere vos



234 THE GOSPEL OF JOIIN.

oportet.” -— The pedovérns of the Father (formerly the point
of controversy with the Arians, see Suicer, Thes. IL p. 1368)
does not rest in the pre-eminence of the wnbegotten over the
begotten (Athanasius, Faustinus, Gregory Naziauzus, Hilarius,
Euth, Zigabenus, and many others, including again also Ol-
shausen), for which special expedient the text offers no occasion
whatever, nor again in the temporal humiliation of Christ
(Cyril, Augustine, Ammonius, Luther, Melanchthon, Calvin,
Beza, Aretius, and many others, including De Wette, Tholuck,
and Luthardt), since God is also greater than the exalted
Christ (see ver. 16, épwriow, xvii. 5 ; 1 Cor. xv. 27, 28 ; Phil.
iL 9-11; 1 Cor. iii. 23, xi. 3, and generally throughout the
N. T.), as He was also greater than the pre-existent Logos
(1. 1-3); but in the absolute monotheism of Jesus (xvii. 3),and
of the whole N. T. (see on Rom. ix. 5), according to which
the Son, although of divine essence,' and ouoovotos with the
Father (i. 1; Phil ii 6; Col. i. 15-18, ef al), nevertheless
was, and is, and remains subordinaled to the Father, the
immutably Highest One, since the Son, as Organ, as Commis-
sioner of the Father, as Intercessor with Him, etc., has received
His whole power, even in the kingly office, from the Father
(zvii. 5), and, after the complete accomplishment of the work
committed to Him, will restore it to the Father (1 Cor. xv. 28).
The remark of Hengstenberg is incorrect: Only such a pre-
eminence of greatness on the part of the Father can be
intended, as came to an end with the departure of Christ to
the Father.

Ver. 29. And now, even now, when my departure is ap-
proaching, I Lave said it to you, namely, 81c mopebopar wpos
7. or., ver. 28, not what was said in ver. 26, as Liicke thinks.
— 81av yévnrar] cum factum fuerit, namely, through my
death ; comp. xiilL 19.-—mioredonTe] Not absolutely, so
that it would express of 4tself what is more precisely defined
in xiii. 19 by 8¢ éyd eipe; but: that you may believe 1t,
namely, that I have gone to the Father. Comp. miorederé
wot, ver. 11. The point for the departing Lord was, that

This forms the previous assumption of the declaration, which otherwise
would be without meaning and relevancy. Comp. on x. 30. In trith, from
the mouth of an ordinary humar being it would be an utterance of folly.
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when His approaching death should take place, the disciples
should have the true believing apprehension of it, namely, as
His departure to the Father.

Ver. 30. Odxére morra, k7] “Quasi dicat: temporis
angustiae abripiunt verba,” Grotius. — For the prince of the
world (see on xii. 31) s coming (is already drawing near).
Jesus sees the devil himself in the organs and executors of
his design (xiii. 2, 27, vi. 70 ; Luke iv. 13). — 703 xéopov)
is here empbhatically placed first in antithesis to év éuol —
kal év épol ovr &yer 0vdév] and in me (antithesis of the
kogpos, xvil. 16) ke possesses nothing, namely, as pertaining to
his dominion, which more minute definition flows from the
conception of the dpywy; hence neither 7rowiv (Kuinoel), nor
pépos (Nonnus), nor “of which he could accuse me before
God” (Ewald), is to be supplied; nor again is the simple
sense of the words to be transformed into “he has no cleim
on me” (Tholuck, Hofmann, and several others) ; comp.
Luther: “cause and right” In any case, Christ expresses
the full moral freedom with which He subjects Himself to
death (x. 18). The sinlessness, which Cyril, Augustine (“in
me non habet quicquam, nullum omnino scilicet peccatum”),
Euth. Zigabenus, Cornelius a Lapide, and many others, includ-
ing Olshausen, here find expressed, certainly lies at the
foundation as a necessary causal presupposition, since only
provided that Jesus were sinless, could the devil have in Him
nothing that was his, but is not directly expressed. That He
has already overcome the world (xvi. 33) is not the reason
(Liicke), but the consequence of His freedom from the prince
of the world. — The xa{ is not: but (Ebrard, Godet) ; for the
antithesis first follows with aA\d. Therefore: he comes, and
is powerless over me (wherefore I needed not to surrender
myself to him), but, nevertheless, that, etc., ver. 31.

Ver. 31. That the world may know, ete. (as far as ofrw
moud), rise (from table), let us go hence! In order to bring
the world to the knowledge of my love and my obedience to
the Father (“ ut mundus desinat mundus esse et patris in me
beneplacitum agnoscat salutariter,” Bengel), let us away from
here, and go to meet the diabolical power, before which
I must now fall according to God’s counsel! The apodosis



256 TIIE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

does not begin so early as xat xafws (Grotius, Kuinoel, Paulus),
in which case xa{ would mean «lso, and a reflection less ap-
propriate to the mood of deep emotion would result. If a
full point be placed after 7o (Bengel, Lachmann, Tischen-
dorf, Ewald), which, however, renders the sentence heavy,
and makes what follows to stand too abruptly, then after dA\’
a simple épyerar would have to be supplied. Comp. xv. 25.
~—— After the summons éyelpeafe, w1\, we are to think of
the company at table as having risen. But Jesus, so full of
that which, in view of the separation ever drawing nearer, He
desired to impress on the heart of the disciples, and enchained
by His love for them, takes up the word anew, and stand-
ing, continues to address chap. xv. and xvi. to the risen
disciples, and then follows the prayer of chap. xvii, after
which the actual departure, xviii. 1, ensues. This view
(Knapp, Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, Klee, Winer, Luthardt,
Ewald, Briickner, Bleek, following the older expositors, also
Gerhard, Calovius, and Maldonatus) appears to be correct
from this, that John, without any indication of a change of
place, connects xv. 1 immediately with xiv. 31; while, that
the following discourses, and especially the prayer, were
uttered on the way (Ammonius, Hilarius, Beda, Luther, Aretius,
Grotius, Wetstein, Lampe, Rosenmiiller, Lange, Ebrard), is
neither in any way indicated, nor reconcilable with xviil. 1,
nor psychologically probable. A pure importation, further, is
the opinion of Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus,
Erasmus, and several others, that Christ, xiv. 31, went with
the disciples to a more secluded and safer place, where He
(“ sur la pente couverte de vignes, qui descend dans la vallée
du Cédron,” Godet) delivered chap. xv., xvi, xvii.; so also
is Bengel’s harmonistic device, which Wichelhaus has adopted,
that the locality of the discourse from xiii 31! to xiv. 31
had been outside the city, but that now He set forth to go to
Jerusalem for the passover.’ Others, while De Wette abides

! Pergel on xiii 81: *‘ aiyw: dicit postridie, nempe mane, feria V.”

2 So also again Ripe, d. Mall des Fusswasch., Hamb, 1856, p. 25 f., who, fol-
lowing Bynaeus, assumes that in iyefpeods, ».7. A is contained the setting forth
from Bethany for Jerusalem, and that chap. xv.-xvii. were then spoken at the
paschal meal on the 14th Nisap, in reference to the institution of the Supper.
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by the hypothesis of an Aiatus between chap. xiv. and xv.,
the reason of which remains unknown, have sought to make
use of the éyelpeabe, dywuev, Matt. xxvi. 46, Mark xiv. 42, in
spite of the quite different historical connection in Matthew
and Mark, in order to charge the author with a clumsy
attempt to interweave that reminiscence in his narrative
(Strauss, Scholten); in opposition to which Weisse, with
equal arbitrariness and injustice, accuses the supposed editor
of the Gospel with having placed in juxtaposition, without any
link of connection, two Johannean compositions, of which the
one closed with xiv. 31, and the other began with xv. 1.
Baur and Hilgenfeld, indeed, make the synoptic words, divested
of their more definite historical justification, stand here only
as a sign of pause. The Johannean words, and those in the
Synoptics uttered in Gethsemane, have zothing to do with one
another; but the apparent incongruity with the present pas-
sage speaks, in fact, in favour of the personal testimony of the
reporter, before whose eyes the whole scene vividly presented
itself, Comp. Bleek's Bestr. p. 239.
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CHAPTER XV.

VER 4. Tisch. has the forms wévy and uévyre; similarly, ver. 6,
wévp.  Lachm. also has the latter and pévyre, ver. 4. Considering
the divided state of the evidence (A. B. ®. in particular agree
in favour of we.), no decision can be come to.— Ver. 6. ¢d #3p]
Elz. Lachm. have merely aip, against preponderating testimony.
In the passages of similar meaning, Matt. iii. 10, vii, 19, Luke
iii. 9, there is likewise no article found, which, consequently,
was more readily omitted than added. — Ver. 7. airfoeads]
A B.D.L M X Curss. Verss. Chrys.: airjoaste. Recommended
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. This preponderant
attestation, the reference of the word to the fut. and the
immediate proximity of the future tense, decide in favour of the
genuineness of the aorist.— Ver. 8. yevéoesde] Rinck and
Lachm.: yémeds. The witnesses are greatly divided. But the
conjunctive is a correction after pépnss. — Ver. 11. weivn] A. B.
D. Curss. Vulg. It. et al.: 5. Recommended by Griesb., adopted
by Lachm  Rightly; after the previous frequent recurrence of
the verb wévw, weivy very readily and involuntarily arose here
out of the last syllable of YMIN and the following 7. — Ver.
13. The deletion of sis (Tisch.) is too weakly supported. It
came to be passed over as being superfluous. — Ver. 14. doa]
D.L X N&.:& So Lachm. Tisch. The singular ¢ is found in B.
Codd of It. Goth. Aeth. Cypr. Lucif. The witnesses alone are
decisive, and that for the plural, more precisely for & — Ver. 15.
The order A¢yw ou&s (Lachm. Tisch.) is accredited by prepon-
derating evidence. — Ver. 21. iud] Lachm. and Tisch.: i
iudg, after B. D.* L. 8** 1, 33, Verss. Chrys. Rightly; the
more current and customary dative flowed of itself from the
copyists’ pens, as it was also added in xvi. 3. — Ver. 22. ¢7x01]
Here and in ver. 24 Lachm. and Tisch. have the Alexandrine
form ey o0ar, according to B. L. 11.** R. 1, 33, Or. Cyr. Not to
be adopted, since this form is certainly found only in Rom. ii%
13, in a citation from the O. T. (¢édorrwioms), while here the
evidence is not sufficiently strong (not found even in A.). Butt~
mann, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1858, p. 491 £, supposes that efyosar
arose from the original %¢or &. Yet of & no further trace is
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found in the critical witnesses, and its (rhetorical) omission (see
Buttmann, lec. p. 489) is quite tree from doubt.— Ver. 24.
mewoinxev] A, B. D. J. K. L. X, 1. 8. Curss. Chrys. : émoiyeer. So
Lachm. Tisch. The testimony in favour of this rendering is
decisive.

Ver. 1. Since the picture is introduced altogether without
any intermediate reference, it is natural to assume some ex-
ternal occasion for it, which John has not related.! That
which most obviously suggests itself is the look at the cup of
wine (comp. Matt. xxvi. 29: 70 yévwmua Tod dumélov), which
precisely at fiis supper bad assumed so great significance.
Comp. Grotius and Nosselt, Opusc. II. p. 25 ff,, also Ewald.
Had Jesus spoken what follows on the way (see on xiv. 31),
or even, as G. Hier. Rosenmiiller (in ¥. E. Rosenmiiller,
Repert. 1. p. 167 ff.) supposed, in the temple, then in the
former case the walk through vineyards (comp. especially
Lange, who assumes the existence of garden-fires by night, and
Godet), and in the latter case the golden vine at the gate of the
temple (Joseph. Anét. xv. 11. 3, Bell. v. 5. 4), might be supposed
to present a suitable occasion. It is more arbitrary to suppose
(Knapp, Tholuck) a vine whose tendrils had crept into the
room (comp. Ps. cxxviii. 3), or: that there was at full moon
a view of the vineyards from the room (Storr), or of the golden
vine of the temple (Lampe). Most arbitrary of all, however,
is the supposition that John may have placed the similitude,
in itself genuine, here in the wrong place (De Wette). If the
thought of the cup at the meal just concluded did not so
spontaneously suggest itself, it would be safer, with Liicke
and B. Crusius, to assume 7no external occasion at all, since
the figure itself was so frequent in the O. T. (Isa. v. 1 ff. ; Jer.
ii. 21 ; Ezek xv. 1 fi, xix. 10 ff.; Ps. lxxx. 9 ff.; comp. also
Lightfoot and Wetstein) ; and therefore (comp. Matt. xxi. 33 ff)
the disciples who were standing around Him could imme-
diately, and of themselves, see Jesus set forth under this
venerable figure (Luthardt and Lichtenstein, following Hof-
mann, also Ebrard). — 9 dAn8.v1] the actual, ie. containing

! Almost throughout the entire chapter (as far as ver. 18) the particles of con-
nection between the individual utterances are wanting, and this is in keeping
with deeply stirred and intense emotion.
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the reality of the idea, which is figuratively set forth in the
natural vine (comp. on i. 9, vi 35), not in antithesis to the
unfruttful vine, v.e. the degenerate people of Israel (Ebrard,
Hengstenberg), which is here remote, since the Lord is desig-
nating Homsclf as dupmekos, not His éxxAnoia (this is regarded
as In antithesis to the Jewish). Christ is the Fine in relation
to His believing ones (the branches), whose organic connection
with Him is the constant, fruitful, and most inward fellowship
of life. Quite similar as to the thing is the Pauline figure of
the head and the members (Epb. v. 30; Col. ii. 19). The
rine-dresser (yewpryos, Matt. xxi. 23, ¢ al.; Aelian, N. 4. vii.
28 ; Aristaen. 1. 3) is God; for He has sent Christ, and
established the fellowship of believers with Him (vi. 37, ¢f al.),
and tends it in virtue of His working through Christ’'s word,
and (after His departure) through the power of the Holy
Spirit.

Ver. 2. As on the natural vine there are fruitful and
unfruitful branches (i.e. tendrils, Plat. Rep.p. 353 A; Polluz,
vil. 145), so there are in the fellowship of Christ such as
evince their faith by deed as by faith's fruit, and those
amongst whom this is not the case. — The latter, who are not,
with Hengstenberg, to be taken for the unbelieving Jews (as is
already clear from év éuol and from ver. 5), but for the lip-
Christians and those who say Lord! Lord! (comp. those who
believe without love, 1 Cor. xiii), God separates from the
fellowship of Christ, which act is conceived from the point of
view of divine retribution (comp. the thing, according to another
figure, viii. 35); the former He causes to experience His
purging influence, in order that their life of faith may increase
in moral practical manifestation and efficiency. This purifica-
tion is effected by means of temptations and sufferings, not
solely, but by other things along with these. — wa@v wAfjua é»
époi] Nominat. absol asin i 12, vi. 39, xvii. 2, with weighty
emphasis. — aipec] takes it away with the pruning-knife. It
forms with xafaipes a “suavis rhythmus,” Bengel. — 76 xap.
¢ép.] which bears fruit; but previously uzn ¢ép.: +f it does not
bear. — xafaip.] He cleanses, prunes. Figure of the moral
xabapiopés,—continually necessary even for the approved
Christian,—through the working of divine grace, xiii. 10. —
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For a political view of the community under the fizure of the
vine, see in Aesch. adv. Clesiph. 166 ; Beck.: aumenovpyoia!
TWeS THY WOANW, dvaTeTpikac: Twes Td KNjuaTa Td TOU Sjuov.

Ver. 3. Application of the second half of ver. 2 to the
disciples, in so far as they belong to the x\Mfjpara; as a pre-
paration for the exhortation in ver. 4. “ Already are ye clean”
(such purified xMjuata); already there has taken place n
your case, that which I have just said. The #87n dueis
glances at the multitude of those who were yet to become
xabapol in the future. That their purity originally is in-
tended, not excluding the mnecessary continuance and prac-
tical further development of the relation (comp. xiii. 10), is
understood as a matter of course, and see ver. 4. The mund:
cease not to be mundandi.— 8ta 7. Noyav] 8id, as vi. 57 of
the ground ; hence: on account of the word, 7. because the
word (“ provided it be received and apprehended in faith,”
Luther, comp. Acts xv. 9) is the power of God (Rom. i. 16),
in virtue of which it effects its xafaipei, ver. 2; Jas.i 18;
1 Pet. i. 23. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Eom. IL. p. 162, 1. p. 197 ;
Nigelsbach, 2. Ilias, p. 39 £, ed. 3. The word, however, is
the whole word, the entire doctrine which Jesus has delivered
to them (comp. on viii. 43), not the utterance in xiii, 10
(Hilgenfeld, Ebrard).

Ver. 4. To this purity, however, must be added the con-
tinuous faithful persistence in my living fellowship. — év éuoi]
here: on (not 7n) me, cvumrepudres éuoi (Nonnus), as is required
by what follows, hanging on me as the branches hang on the
vine, ver. 2. Euth. Zigabenus aptly remarks: ouvyroAAduevol
pot BeBawdrepor Sia miaTews ddioTdrTav Kal ayéaews apprixTov.
— xayo év vuiv] to the fulfilment of the requirement® is
attached the promise: and I will abide on you—avvew T3
duvduet, Euth. Zigabenus—with the whole power of spiritual
life, which I impart to my faithful ones; I will not separate
myself from you, like the vine, which does not loosen itself
from its branches. On wevd as a supplement, see Bornemann
in the Sdchs. Stud. 1846, p. 56. The harsher mode of com-
pleting the sense: and cause that I abide on you (Grotius,
Bengel), is not demanded by ver. 5, where o wévaw . . . alTg

! Comp. Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 74.
VOL. II. ' Q
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is the fulfilled pelvare ... fpiy. —édv pd pelvy, kr\] If
he shall not have abided, etc., refers merely to od Svvarar rap-
7ov ¢épeww (as in v. 19), and is so'far a more exact definition
of the a¢’ éavrou, “ vi aligua propria, quam habeat extra vitem,”
Grotius. — oUTws 008¢ Tpels] so neither you, namely Stvache
kapm. Pépew &P éavrdy, 1e. Moy T. ywpis éuod, ver. 5.
Bengel well remarks : “ Hic locus egregie declarat discrimen
naturae et gratiae,” but also the possibility of losing the latter.

Ver. 5. Abide on me, I say, for I am the vine, ye the
branches; thus then only fiom me (not a¢’ éavrév, ver. 4)
can you derive the living power for bearing fruit. And you
must abide on me, as I on you: so (o0ros: ke, no other than
he) will you bring forth much fruit. In this way, by means
of éyw . .. K\fjuaTa the preceding év éuol, and by means of
o pévov, k.7, the preceding weivpre is confirmed and brought
into relief. Hence also the emphatic position of éya and péver.
—kdyo év avTo] Instead of kai év & éyo pévw, this clause
—not relative, but appending itself in an easy and lively
manner—is introduced. See on this classic idiom, Bernhardy,
p. 304; Nagelsbach, z. Ilias, p. 6, ed. 3; Buttmann, N. 7.
Gr. p. 327 £ [E. T. p. 382) — xwpis éuod] xwpiabévres an’
éuod, out of living fellowship with me. Comp. Eph. ii. 12;
Tittmann, Synon. p. 94. Antithetic to év éuoi uévew. —
woiely ov8év) effect mothing, bring abont nothing, passing
from the figure into the proper mode of presentation. The
activity of the Christian life in gemeral is meant, not merely
that of the apostles, since the disciples are addressed, not
especially in respect of their narrower vocation, but generally
as k\rjuata of Christ, which standing they have in common
with all believers. The utter incapacity for Christian effi-
ciency without the maintenance of the living connection with
Christ is here decidedly and emphatically expressed; on this sub-
ject, however, Augustine, and with him ecclesiastical orthodoxy,
has frequently drawn inferences too wide in favour of the
doctrine of moral inability generally (see especially Calovius);
since it is only the ability for the specifically Christian moiety
7. (the xapmov ¢épew) which is denied to him who is ywpis
Xpworod. For this higher moral activity, which, indeed, 13
the only true one, he is unable (iii. 6), and in this sense
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it may be said with Augustine, that Christ thus spoke,
“ut responderet futuro Pelugio ;" where, however, a natural
moral volition and ability of a lower grade in and of itself
(comp. Rom. ii. 14, 15, vii. 14 ff) is not denied, mor its
measure and power more exactly defined than to this effect,
that it cannot attain to Christian morality, to which rather
the ethical power of the living fellowship with Christ here
depicted, consequently the new birth, is indispensable. Luther
well says: “that He speaks not here of the natural or worldly
being and life, but of fruits of the gospel” And in so far
“ nos penitus privat omni virtute, nisi quam suppeditat ipse
nobis,” Calvin.

Ver. 6. Niv Myer xal Tov xlvdvvov Tob py év aivre
pévovros, Euth. Zigabenus; and how terrible in its tragic
simaplicity ! — éav p7 Tis] nisi quis manserit. See Baeum-
lein, Partik. p. 289. Comp. iii. 3, 5. — éBN707 éfw, xT]
The representation is highly vivid and pictorial.  Jesus
places Himself at the point of time of the execution of the last
judgment, when those who have fallen away from Him are
gathered together and cast into the fire, after they have
been previously already cast out of His communion, and be-
come withered (having completely lost the higher true {wn).
Hence the graphic lively change of tense: In case any one
shall not have abided on me; he has been cast out like the
branch, and 1is withered (already before the judgment), anc
(now what takes place at the last day itself) they gather them
together, etc. The aorists therefore neither denote what is
wont to be (Grotius), nor do they stand for futures (Kuinoel,
B. Crusius, and older expositors), nor are they to be explained
“ par la répélition de Uacte anssi longtemps que dure 'opération
de la taille” (Godet) ; nor are they designed, as in Matt. xviil.
15, to express that which is at once done or appointed to be
done with the non-abiding (so most expositors, including Liiclke,
Winer, Tholuck, De Wette, Luthardt, Weiss, Hengstenberg ;
comp. Hermann, de emend. Grammat. p. 192 f.; Buttmann,
N. T Gram.p. 172 [E. T. p. 199]). To the latter interpre-
tation is opposed the circumstance that, in point of fact, the
being cast out and being withered cannot be appointed or
effected immediately at and with the falling away, but that
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conversion and re-adoption must remain open (comp. 7} mpdo-
Anyres, Rom. xi. 15), if éav w9 7es, &7\ is not to have in
view the time of the judgment at the last day. The é8A767,
x.T.\. appears as a definite result and as a completed act ¢f
the past! and that, as the further pictorial description, .
ouvayouow, KT\, shows, from the standpoint of the last
day (comp. also Heb. vi. 8, x. 27), and further in such a
way that it is accomplished between the beginning of the
falling away and the last day on which the gathering to-
gether and burning is now performed.? — ds 76 kAjua) as the
branch, which has not remained on the vine, but has been
broken off or cut off, and cast out of the vineyard. But the
vineyard represents the fellowship of the Messianic people of
God, out of which he who has fallen away from Christ has
been thrust. Hence éfw refers to the wineyard, so far as this
is the community. Outside it, the {w7# of the man who has
fallen away, which he had derived from Christ, has completely
perished and is dead. This is expressed by éEnpdvfy, by
which the man is identified with the withered branch, which
is his image. Euth. Zigabenus well remarks: dwdAeger 7y
elyev &k Tis pilns lkpdda ydpitos. — kai cvvdy. avta, kTN.]
Jesus now represents as present what is done with these cast-
out and withered branches at the last day. The polysyndeton
(comp. x. 3, 12; Matt. vii. 27, et al.) and the simply solemn
expression has much in it that seizes the imagination. The
subject of gwvay. and BdAN. is understood of itself; in the
figure it is the servants of the eewpryds, as to the thing, the
aibépios Spnoripes (Nonnus), the angels, are intended (Matt.
xiii. 41).—els 7o wip (see critical notes): into the fire,
already burning for this purpose, by which, in the interpreta-
tion of the ﬁ"ure Gehenna is intended (Matt. xiii. 42, xxv. 41,
iiil. 10, vii. 19 v. 22, et al.), not also the fire of the dlvme anger
generally (Henrrstenberv) —«al kalerad) and they burn ! The
simple form (o) p7v kataraiovra:, Euth. Zigabenus) asin Matt.
xiil. 40. “Magna vi positum eximia cum majestate,” Bengel.

1 Hence the aorist, instead of which the perfect was not required, as Luthardt
objects. The #3n xixpras of jii. 18 is conceived of differently.

2 The reading g (see critical notes) would not essentially alter the sense ; it
expresses : nisi guis eanct, i.e. nutil the judgment,
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Ver. 7. After thus deterring from non-abiding, in ver. 6, now
again an inducement to abiding. But the fiyure now ceases,
and leaves in what follows some further scarcely accordant
notes (vv. 8, 16) behind. —éav welv. év épol] Still in the
sense of the figure, as the branches on the vine; but with «ai
T& prip. p. év Dulyv (in animis vestris), expressing the neces-
sary consequence of a man's abiding on Jesus, the language
at once becomes proper, no longer figurative.— 6 éav 0é.]
stands first with emphasis; but such an one wills and prays
simply and solely in the name of Jesus (xiv. 13, 14), and
cannot do otherwise,

Ver. 8. A further carrying out of this incitement to abiding
on Him, and that by bringing out the great importance, rich
in its results, of this granting of prayer, which is attached to
the abiding required. — év TovTw] Herein, to this a forward
reference is generally given, so that {va, .7\, is the contents
of Todre. But thus understood, since {va is not equivalent to
ore, this a would express, that in the obliation (you ought,
ver. 12, comp. on vi. 29), or in the destination to bear much
fruit, the 86fa of the Father is given. This is not appro-
priate, as it is rather in the actual fruit-bearing itself that that
36£a must lie, and hence &7¢ must have been employed. To
distinguish fva, however, merely by supplying “as I hope”
(Liicke) from é7¢, does not satisfy the telic nature of the
word." Hence (and not otherwise in 1 John iv. 17) év Tovre,
as in iv. 37, xvi 30, is to be taken as a refrospective reference
(so also Lange), and that not to the uévew in itself, but to the
immediately preceding & éav Oéanre aimioacle k. yerijo. Vuiv,
so far, namely, as it takes place in him who abides in Christ.
In this graniing of prayer allolted to the wéveww év époi,
says Jesus, a twofold result—and this a high incentive to
that pévew—is given, namely, (1) when what you ask falls to
your lot, then in this result my Father huas been glorified
(EXAaye Ty, Nonnus), thot you—~For that is God's design in
this His SofdleaBar—may bear much frudt (which is just to be
the actual further course of that granting of prayer, comp. ver.

! Cyril already rightly recognised that %z cannot be an explanation of ir roira,

but only a statement of the purpose of idef. § war. u. But quite irrelevantly he
referred idE. § war. . to the mission of the Son.
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16); and (2) you will, in virtue of the fulfilment of all your
prayers, become, in a truly proper and specific sense, my dis-
ciples, who belong to no other (note the emphatic possessive
€uwoi, as in xiil. 33), since this hearing of prayer is the holy
characteristic simply and solely of my disciples (xiv. 13, 14).
— The future yevrioeafe may depend on &a (comp. on
ldoopar, xiil. 40, see also on 1 Cor. ix. 18; Eph, vi. 3), as
Ewald connects it; independently, however, of &a, and there-
fore connected with év Toure, the words convey more weight
in the independence appropriate to their distinctive contents.
The Lord, however, does not say &cecfe, but He sees the
full development of His discipledom beginning with the év
TOUT®.

Vv. 9, 10. But as pafnral of Christ, they are the object of
His Jove; hence, in addition to the genmeral exhortation to
abide on Him, there comes now, further, the particular, to
abide in His love, which is done by keeping His command-
ments, according to the archetype of Hvs morally harmonious
relation to the Father.— As the Father has loved me, I have
also loved you (aorists, because Jesus, at the boundary of His
life, stands and looks back, xiil. 1, 34); abide (keep your-
selves continually) in my love! When others extend the
protasis to vuds, and first begin the apodosis with weivare
(Maldonatus, Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Olshausen, and several
others), this is opposed by the fact that between xafws 7ydm.
pe o . and peivate, x.TA no correlation exists; for the
aydmn 75 éurn is not love to me (Maldonatus, Grotius, Nosselt,
Kuinoel, Bacumlein, and several others), but: my love to you,
as is clear from 7ydmnoa Juds and from the analogy of 7 xapd
7 éur, ver. 11;? comp. vv. 12, 13. Olshausen mingles the
two together, the active and passive love. — év 75 ayamy pov]
= év 74 dayamy 77 €ps. But the latter purposely lays emphasis
on the thought that it was nothing less than His love, that
love so great and holy, as He had just expressed by xafas

' Instead of weivars, Ewald conjectures peivars, which he still makes depend on
“va, ver. 8 ; but this is unsuitable, since x5 appears without xaf.

* That # 2ydan # ius might denote love to me, should not have been called in
question, as being contrary to the genius of the language. Comp. @irig 75 o3,
Xen. Anab. vil. 7. 29 ; Thucyd. i. 137. 4: ¥é 7av oiv @edivy, Rom. xi. 81,
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frydar., k), in which they were to abide. — Ternpnra] Self-
witness in the retrospect which He takes of His whole
ministry on the threshold of its accomplishment. —x. péve
abtod év 7. dyawp] Consequence of 7errjpyka. The pro-
minent position of al7od corresponds to the conseiousness of
the happiness and the dignity of abiding in the love which
His Father bears to him (z. 17, xvii. 24). The present in-
cludes continuance also for the future; hence it is not, with
Ewald, to be accented ueve.

Ver. 11. Conclusion of the section vv. 1-10 (raira)—
{va 1) xapa, k7] Note the juxtaposition of % éu7 and év
vutv; that my joy may be in youw, <e that the same joy
which I have may be yours. The holy joyous tone of soul is
intended, the conscious moral courage of joy, which also rises
victorious over all suffering, as Christ, in virtue of His fellow-
ship with the Father and of His obedience towards Him,
must and did possess it (comp. xvii. 13), and as it is so often
audible in Paul's writings also in the sense of Christ (1 Cor.
vii. 30; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Phil ii. 17, 18, iv. 4; Rom. xiv.
17; Gal v. 22). Yet 7 éus is not: the joy produced by me
(Calvin, De Wetlte), or of which I have opened to you the
spring (Tholuck), which is forcing a meaning on the simple
possessive expression (comp. iii. 29, xvii. 13; 2 Cor. ii. 3),
and does not satisfy the significant juxtaposition of 7 éusj and
év Duty (comp. 2 Cor. il. 3: &7 9 éuy xapa wdvrev Judv
éorww). The explanations: mea de vobis laetitia (corresponding
to xaipew év; so Augustine, Schoettgen, Lampe, Kuinoel,
Ebrard, Hengstenberg, and several others), or even: gaudium
vestrum de me (Euth. Zigabenus, Grotius, Nosselt, Klee, and
several others), are to be rejected because the correct reading
is 7} (see critical notes). Luthardt: that my joy may have its
cause and object in yow (not in anything else). This is
grammatically correct (év of causal foundation): the mAnp w07,
however, which is subsequently said of the joy of the dis-
ciples, presupposes that in the first clause the joy of the
disciples themselves, the consummation of which is intended, is
already indicated ; mAnpwff otherwise would remain without
corresponding correlation. Had the object been merely to
express the reciprocity of the joy, we would necessarily have
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expected in the second half simply : xai 5 yapd udv év éuol.
See, in answer to Luthardt, also Hofmann, Schryftbew. II. 2,
p- 325 f. — If Christ’s joy is in His own, their joy will be
thereby completed (comp. iii. 29), developed to its full measure in
contents, purity, strength, victoriousness, etc. Comp. xvi. 24 ;
1 John i. 4; 2 John 12. Hence: &. % yapd Jp. mAnpwbi.

Vv. 12, 13. Now, for the purpose of furnishing a more
exact guide to this joy, is given the precept of reciprocal love,
Jounded on the love of Christ (xiii. 34), which is the sum of
the conception of the évroal, ver. 10, Jesus' peculiar, specific
precept (4 €u7n). — {va] you should (see on vi. 29). — Ver. 13
characterizes the kabws Arydm. Yuas. A greater love than this
(just designated by xafws Aydw. Juds) no one cherishes; it is
the greatest love which any one can have, such as, according
to the divine purpose, shall impel to this (iva), that (after
my example) one (indefinite) should give up his soul for the
advantage of his friends. For a like readiness to self-sacrifice
the greatness of my love shall be the motive, 1 John iii. 16.
The ordinary interpretation, according to which va is taken as
expository of Tavrys, does not correspond to the idea of pur-
pose in iva, and the attempts to preserve this conception
(eg. De Wette: in dyamn there lies a law, a will, comp.
Luthardt, Lange; Godet: the culminating point of loving
effort lies therein) are unsatisfactory and forced expedients.
On 7.févac 7. Yyux., see on x. 11; on Tis, corresponding to
the universal one (man, Ger.), any one, see Nigelsbach, z. Ilias,
p- 299, ed. 3. — The difference between the present passage
and Rom. v. 6 ff. (Imép aoeBav) does not rest upon the thing
itself, but only on the different point of view, which in Romans
is general, and here is limited, according to the special con-
nection, to the circle of friends, without excepting the friends
from the general category of sinners. To designate them, how-
ever, by that quality, was not relevant in this place. Against
the weakening of the idea of ¢pidwy: “those who are actually
ohjects of His love” (Ebrard), ver. 14 should have been a
sufficient guard.

Ver. 14. “ For his friends” Jesus had just said. There
was a presumption implied in this, that He also would die for
His friends (Euth. Zigabenus briefly and correctly points out
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the sequence of thought by supplying at the end of ver. 13:
kabos éyw mod viv). And who are these?! The disciples
(Vuets), if they do what He commands them.—The conception
of the ¢{ho¢ is that of the loving confidential companionship
with Himself, to which Christ has raised them; see ver. 15.
Later on, He designates them even as His brothers, xx. 17.
Ver. 15. The dignity, however, which lies in this designation
“friends,” was to become known to them. — o0xére] No more,
as before (xii. 26, xiii. 13 ff). No contradiction to ver. 20,
where Jesus does not anew give them the name of Sodhot, but
only #eminds them of an earlier saying; nor with Luke xii. 4,
where He has already called them friends, which, however, is
also not excluded by the present passage, since here rather the
previous designation is only indicated @ potiori, and the new
is intended 4n a pregnant sense, which does not do away with
the objective and abiding relationship of the disciples, to be
Sotnoe of Christ, and their profound consciousness of this their
relationship (Actsiv. 29; Rom.i. 1; Gal.i. 10; Phil i 1, ef al.);
as generally Christians are at once Soiho: and é&melevfepos
xvpiov (1 Cor. vil. 22), at once Sodros and yet His brothers
(Rom, viii. 29), at once Sodror and yet His auyxAnpovduos
(Rom. viil. 16).—adTod 0 x¥p.] Although he is s lord.
—1{ mouei] Not: what he ntends to do (Grotius, Kuinoel,
and several others), which is not appropriate in the application
to Jesus, whose work wag in full process of accomplishment,
nay, was so near to- its earthly consummation, but the action
itself, whilst it is going on. The slave, although he sees it
externally, is not acquainted with it, does not know the proper
nature of the action of his master (comp. Xen. ¢p. 1. 3), because
the latter has not taken him into his confidence in respect of
the quality, the object, the means, the motives, and thoughts,
ete. ; “ servus tractatur ut épyavor,” Bengel. —elpnra] Ver. 14.
mdvra & fxovea, xTN] does not refer to all the doctrinal
teaching, nor again is it elucidated from the quite general
saying, viii. 26 (Tholuck); and just as little does it require
the arbitrary and more exact definition of that which is neces-
sary to salvation (Calvin), of the principles (De Wette), of that
designed for communication (Liicke, Olshausen), by which it
is sought to avoid the apparent contradiction with xvi 12;
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but' it alludes to that which the Father has laid upon Him
to do, as appears from the context by the correlation with &r
o Sodhos ol oide, .7 A He has made known to the disciples
the whole saving will of God, the accomplishment of which had
been entrusted to Him on His being sent from the pre-existent
state into the world; but that does not by any means also
exclude instructions standing in the context, which they could
not bear at the present time, xvi. 12.

Ver. 16. Along with this dignity, however, of being Jesus’
friends, they were not to forget their dcpendence on Him, and
their destiny therewith appointed.—éfeNéfacfe...éEereld-
pnv] as Master . . . as disciples, which is understood of itself
from the historical relation, and is also to be gathered from the
word chosen (vi. 70, xiii. 18; Acts i. 2). Each of them was
a gxevos éxhoyijs of Christ (Acts ix. 15); in each the initiative
of this peculiar relation lay not on his but on Christ’s side.
Hence not to be taken merely in a general sense of the selection
for the fellowship of love (Euth. Zigabenus, Luther, and several
others, including Luthardt, Lange). — &0nxa Upds] have
appoinled yow, as my disciples, consequence of the éfehefduny.
The “ dotation sprrituclle” (Godet) goes beyond the meaning of
the word, although it was historically connected with it (Mark
il 14, 15). Comp. on Tefévas, instituere, appoint (not merely
destine, as Ebrard thinks), 1 Cor. xii. 28; 1 Tim. i 12;
2 Tim. i 11; Heb. i. 2; Acts xx. 28, e al.; Hom. Od.
xv. 253, Il. vi. 300 ; Dem. 322. 11, ¢t al. The rendering of
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, is incorrect: I
Lave planted you (Xen. Oce. xix. 7,9). The figure of the vine
has in truth been dropped, and finds only an echo in the
xapmov ¢épew, whicl, however, must not be extended to
éOnka, since the disciples appear not as planted, but as branches,
which have grown and rcmain on the vine. Quite arbitrarily,
Dengel and Olshausen see here a new figure of a fruit-free. —
{va dpets dmay.] that you on your side may go away, etc,
is by Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, in conse-
quence of their interpretation of é0n«a, crroneously explained

! This, at the same time, in answer to Beyschlag, p. 101, who considers &

reference here to the pre-existent state as absurd. Comp. also against the same,
Johausson, de Clr. praeezistentia, p. 14,
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by Da éxrelvnobe adfavipevor.” Nor does it merely denote
“ independent and wvitel action” (De Wette, Liicke, Baum-
garten-Crusius, Luthardt, Godet; comp. Luther: “that you
sit not still without fruit or work™), or “continual move-
ment” (Hengstenberg), with which sufficient justice is not
done to the peculiarity of this point, which, in truth, belonged
in the most proper sense to the disciples’ calling. According
to Ebrard, it is said to be simply an auxiliary verb, like <re
with the supine. It signifies rather the execution of the
démooTo), in which they were to go away into all the world,
etec. Comp. Luke x. 3; Matt. xxviii. 19. — pévy] comp. iv.
36. The results of their ministry are not again to decline and
be brought to naught, but are to be continuous and enduring
even into the aldw wéMwy. — The second va is co-ordinated
with the first. See on vv. 7, 8. It is in truth precisely the
granting of prayer here designated which brings about the fruit
and its duration in all given cases. Comp. the prayers of
Paul, as in Col. i. 9 ff.; Eph. iii. 14ff —év 74 dvop. pu.]
See on xiv. 13.

Ver. 17. At the close (comp. ver. 11) of this section, vv.
12-16, Jesus refers once more to its main point, reciprocal
love. — TavTa] points backwards, as in ver. 11, namely, to
what is contained in vv. 12-18, so far as the contents are of
a preceptive nature. And that which i3 therein enjoined by
Jesus on the disciples has for its object (iva), etc., as He had
in truth required this duty at the very beginning of the
section, The remainder of the section (vv. 14-16) was
indeed not directly of a preceptive nature, but in support and
furtherance of what had been enjoined.

Vv. 18, 19. But now your relation to the world! as far as
ver. 27.—1In your fellowship, love ; from without, on the
part of the unbelieving, katred against you! Consolation for
you: qwdokere (imperat.) 87c éué wpdTov vpav (1. 15), pepi-
onxer. Comp. 1 Pet. iv. 12, 13. This hatred is a communaty
of destiny with me. A further consolation: this hate is the
proof that you no longer belong to the world, but to me
through my selection of you (ver. 16); therein exists the
reason for it, How must that fact tend to elate you! Comp.
1 John iii. 13, iv. 5. — The fivefold repetition of xdopos is
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solemn.  Comp. iit. 17. — 76 {8i0v] “ Suwm dicitur pro wus,
atque sic notatur <nferesse mundi,” Bengel. Comp. vii. 7.
They have become a jforeign element to the world, and there-
with the object of its antipathy ; xaiper yap 7@ dpoip 7o
oposwow, Euth. Zigabenus; comp. Plat. Lys. p. 214 B; 7o
Gpotov TG opoley avdykn del dpilov elvas.

Ver. 20. A recalling of xiii. 16, presupposing, however, a
different application than in that passage—namely, a slave
has no better lot to claim than his lord (comp. Matt. x. 24,
25). — If they have persecuted me, they will also persecute you ;
if they have kept my word, they will also keep yours. Which
of these two cases will in general occur, Jesus leaves to the
judgment of the disciples themselves, since they in truth
knew from experience how it had gone with Him. To take
the second clause 4ronically (“ quasi dicat: non est, quod hoc
speretis,” Grotius, Lampe), is appropriate neither to the
seriousness of the first, nor to the tone of the whole passage.
Olshausen’s view is incorrect (comp. B. Crusius, Maier, Godet),
“ if many, etc.,” where, in the first half, according to Godet,
we should have to think of the mass of the people. But the
variation of the subjects is a pure importation. Finally, when
Bengel and other older expositors (in Wolf) interpret mppeiv
as watch, this is quite opposed to the Johannean usage of Tov
Ady. npetw (vill. 51, xiv. 23, 24, and frequently), comp. ver.
10, and it would also be too weak a conception after the first
half of the verse. Irrespective of this, usage would not stand
in the way of such rendering, Gen. iii. 15 (according to the
usual reading); Dem. 317 ult, 1252. 8; Soph. 0. R. 808 ;
Arist. Vesp. 364 ; Thuc. iv. 108. 1, vii. 80. 1; Lys. iii. 34.

Ver. 21. AX\d] antithesis to the consolation against this
state of persecution : TadTa wdvTa . €is Uu., however, pre-
supposes that the second of the cases supposed in ver. 20 is
not the actual one. The consolation lies in &ta 70 Gvoud pov:
because my mame 18 your confession. “The name of Christ
from your mouth will be to them nothing but poison and
death,” Luther. Comp. Acts iv. 17, ix. 14, xxvil. 9. This
thought: it is for the sake of Christ'’s name that I suffer
(Acts ix. 16), ought to exalt the persecuted (mpos Tiusy pév
Vpiv ToiTo Wowiaw, Ammonius), and ‘did exalt them (Acts



CHAP. XV. 22-24. 253

v. 41, xxi. 13, et al), and they boasted of these sufferingg
(Rom. v. 3; 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff, xii. 10, 11 ; 1 Pet. iv. 12 ff),
which constituted their holy pride (Gal. vi. 17) and their joy
(Phil. ii. 17, 18). Comp. Matt. x. 22, xxiv. 9, v. 11,
According to others (including Liicke, De Wette, Hengsten-
berg), é1¢ odx oldaat, kTN, has the emphasis. But in that
case the moment &:a 76 dvoud wov is arbitrarily set back, and
rendered unnecessary, although throughout the whole of the
following discussion the reference of the persecutions fo Christ
is the prominent and dominant point (see especially vv.
25-27). Hence &7¢ odk oibaae, x.TA., i3 to be taken as sub-
ordinated to 8:a 7o 8voud pov, as giving, that is, the explana-
tion thereof. Had they possessed the true acquaintance with
God, they would, because God has sent Christ, have also
known Christ (comp. Luke xxiii. 34), and would not for His
name’s sake have persecuted His disciples.

Vv. 22-24. Sinfulness, not of this non-acquaintance with
God (Ebrard, Ewald, Godet), but, as vv. 23-25 show, of this
hatred of the name of Jesus, in respect of which they are
inexcusable, since He has come and spoken to them (vv. 22,
23), and done before their eyes His Messianic works (miracles),
ver. 24, — dpapt. odx elxov] For their hatred of my name
would then be ercusable, becanse, without my appearance and
discourses, the true knowledge of Him who sent me—and the
non-acquaintance with whom is in truth the ground of their
hatred (ver. 21)—would have remained inaccessible to them.
My appearance and discourses ought to have opened their
eyes, and brought them to the knowledge of Him who sent
me ; but since this has not taken place, their hatred against
me, which flows from their non-acquaintance with Him who
sent me, i3 snexcusable ; it is the hatred of hardened blindness
before God’s revelation of Himself in my advent and dis-
courses.—The moment of the protasis lies in #Afov and éraA.
avtols together (not merely in the latter); #Afov is the
Messianic &uyeafas, correlative to the preceding r. méuyravrd
pe. The dupaptia, however, referable to the weoeln,' must

! Hence, too, on the question as to the salvation of the henthen, to whom

Christ has not been preached, mothing is to be gathered from the present
passage ; and one may now, with Augustine, decide in favour of mitiores poenas
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not be referred merely to unbelicf, which docs not correspond
to the context in vv. 19, 21, 23-25 (in answer to Bengel,
Luthardt, Lange, Hengstenberg, and several others). = The
words duapt. ok éxew, ix. 41, were spoken of unbeligf. — The
non-occurrence of dv with elyov is as in viil. 39. —vdv 8¢]
But thus, since I have appeared and have spoken to them. —
wpopaciy ovk Exovae, k] In that supposed case they
would have 7o sin, so far, namely, as their hatred would be
only an excusable peccatum ignorantiae; but as the matter
stands, they have no prefert in respect of their sin (to which
they are subject through their hatred); they can allege
nothing by way of escape. mwpodpas v Exery, to have evasions,
crculpations, only here im N. T, very frequently in the
classics ; Dem. 526. 15 ; Plat. Pol. v. p. 469 C; Xen. Cyr.
iil. 1. 27. Antithesis: ddekelv mpopaow, Dem. 26. 2, 635.
24. Euth Zigabenus well remarks: dmoorepel Tovs 'Tovdaiovs
ardons avyyvouns édedoraxoivras. — Ver. 23. And how
exceedingly great is this sin! Comp. v. 23.— Ver. 24,
parallel to ver. 22, as there from the discourses, which the
unbelieving have keard, so here similarly from that which
they have seen, revealing their guilt.— od8eis @\\os] that
is, according to their nature and appearance, diwine works,
v. 36,ix. 8, 4, = 87,xiv. 10, ¢t al. — viv 8¢ kal éwpdraocy,
k1N] But thus (viv 8, as in ver. 22), they have actually seen
(as vi 36), and yet kated both me and my Father. Not merely
pepio., but also already éwpdw., is connected with xal éue,
k.T\.; in the works they have seen Christ (x. 25) and the
Father (xiv. 10); for both have revealed themselves in them,
which, indeed, the unbelieving have seen only as an external
sensuous occurrence, not with the inward understanding, giving
significance to the outward omueiz; not with the eye of
spiritual knowledge and inward being, vi. 26.

Ver. 25. Yet this hatred against me stands in connection
with the divine destiny according to which the word of

for them, or, in confirmation of their condemnation, propose, with Melanchthon,
to extend the words of Christ to the protevangelium in paradise, and bring in ot
the same time the natural moral law, Rom, ii.

! Which, as a matter of course, and according to vv. 22-24, does not do away
with responsibility. Comp. Weiss, Lekrbegr. p. 151,
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Seripture must be fulfilled by their hatred : they have hated me
groundlessly. The passage is Ps. Ixix. 4, or xxxv. 19, where
the theocratic sufferer (David ?) utters that saying which has
reached its antitypical Messianic destination in the hatred of
the unbelieving against Christ (comp. on xiii. 18). The
passage Ps. cix. 3, which Hengstenberg further adduces, does
not correspond so literally, as is also the case with Ps. exix. 161
(Ewald). — aAN] sc. pepiorjracly pe, as the ground-thought
of what precedes. — Swpedv] DI, émmerito, according to the
LXX.,, but opposed to the Greek signification (gratis). Comp.
1 Sam. xix, 5 ; Ps. xxxiv. 7 (where Symmachus has dvacriws);
Sir. xx. 21, xxix. 6, 7. — The 4rony which De Wette discovers
in év 76 vépw adTdy: “they comply faithfully with what
stands in their law,” is an erroneous assumption, since iva
mAnp. 18 the usual formula for the fulfilment of prophecies, and
since vouos here, as in x. 34, stands in a wider sense, while
adTdv is to be taken as 7@ Jperépe, viii. 17 (see in loc.),
comp. vudv, X. 34. Bengel well says: “n lege eorum, quam
assidue terunt et jactant.”

Vv. 26, 27. Over against this hatred of the world, Jesus
further appeals confidently, and in the certainty of His future
justification, to the testéimony which the Paraclete, and also the
disciples themselves, will bear regarding Him. The Paraclete
was to give testimony of Christ through the disciples, in speak-
ing forth from them (Matt. x. 20 ; Mark xiii. 11). But the
testimony of the disciples of Christ was at the same time also
their own, since it expressed their own experiences with Christ
from the beginning onwards, i. 14; 1 John i. 1; Acts
i. 21, 22. Both were, in so far as they, filled and enlightened
by the divine mvebua, delivered His instructions (xiv. 26), and
what they themselves had heard and seen of Jesus, both conse-
quently év mrvedpaTe, one witness; it is, however, separated
into its two actual factors (comp. Acts i. §; Rom. viii. 186,
ix. 1), and they are kept apart. — &v éyd méuyro tp. mapa
oD wartp.] How ? see xiv. 16. As éyw is used with the
weight of authority, so also has the more exact definition: 7o
wyedpa T. dAnb. (see on xiv. 17), and the addition & =. .
waTp. éxmop., in emphatic confirmation of the above wapa
Tod matpos, the pragmatic weight of causing to be felt the
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truth and validity of the Spirit's testimony, which thus goes
back to the Father. The general expression éxmop., however,
which is without any definite limitation of time, does not refer
to the immanent relation of subsistence (actus Aypostaticus),
but, agreeably to the connection, to the being efficaciously
communicated outwards® from the Father, by means of which,
in every case that occurs, the Spirit is received. “Itaque
hujusmodi testimonia nec a Graecis (against the jfiliogue) nec
contra Graecos (against the &id 7od viod éx Tob watpds) . . .
satis apposite sunt citata,” Beza. For the dogmatic use in the
interest of the Greek Church, see already in Theodore of Mop-
suestia. Recently, Hilgenfeld especially has laid great stress
on the hypostatic reference, and that in the sense of a Gnostic
cmanation. — éxezvos] opposed to the Christ-hating world. —
7epl éuov] of my Person, my work, etc. Comp. 1 John v. 6.
— kal vuels 8€] atque vos ctiam. Comp. on vi. 51, viii. 17.
— papTUpeiTe] ye also are wilnesses, since ye from the begin~
ning (of my Messianic activity) are with me (consequently are
able to bear witness of me from your experience). Jesus does
not say uapruproere, because the disciples were already the
witnesses which they were Zo be in future. They were, as the
witnesses, alrecady forthcoming. éoTé denotes that which still
continues from the commencement up to the present moment.
Comp. 1 John iii. 8. paprvp. taken as imperative would
make the command appear too abrupt; considering its very
importance, a more definite unfolding of it was necessarily to
be expected, which, however, is not missed, if the words are
only a part of the promise to bear witness (in answer to
B. Crusius and Hofmann, Schriftbew. I1. 2, p. 19). An echo
of this word of Christ regarding the united testimony of the
Spirit and of the apostles is found in Acts v. 32, also in
Acts xv. 28.

! The Spirit goes out if He is sent, xiv. 16, 26; Gal. iv. 6. Comp. the
figurative expression of the outpouring. See also IHofmann, Schriftbew. L
p- 203 £
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CHAPTER XVL

VER. 3. After soo. Elz. has tuiy, against decisive testimony. —
Ver. 4. 3 épa] Lachm.: % dpz wiray, according to A. B, a few
Cursives, Syr. ; also L., Cursives, Vulg. It. Arr. Cypr. Aug., who,
however, omit the adrév that follows. This betrays an already
ancient variation in the position of the wiriv, which was only at
one time original, which, placed before pvauos., was readily drawn
to dpa, and then also again restored after wvauer. D. 68, Arm.
have no «briv at all, which is explained from its original posi-
tion after wvnuov, in which it appeared superfluous.— Ver. 7.
édr yap éyd] éyw, which is wanting in Elz Tisch., has important
testimony against (B.D.L.®))and for it (A. EG.H K. M.U.a A.).
It was, however, because unnecessary, and also as not stand-
ing in opposition, more readily passed over than added. —
Ver. 13. ¢i¢ wacay vy &Aﬁﬂslav] Lachm. : sic v aA9d. w&ow
(A.B.Y.Or. Eus) ; Tisch.: & = dagleiz wdop (D. L. 8. Cursives,
Verss. Fathers). The reading of Lachm. has stronger attesta-
tion, and is, in respect of the position of the words, supported
by the reading of Tisch., which latter may have arisen through
a comparison of the construction of édsy. with év in the LXX.
(Ps. 1xxxvi. 10, cxix. 35, ¢t al.; Sap. ix. 11, x. 17).— Ver. 15,
AepBaver] Elz.: Ajleraws, against decisive testimony; from
ver. 14.— Ver. 16. o0] B.D. L. A. 8. Curss. Verss. (including
Vaulg. It.)) Or. et al.: obxér. Recommended by Griesb., adopted
by Lachm. and Tisch. An interpretation in conformity with
ver. 10 and xiv, 19. — é7s bmdyw wpbs r. war] is wanting in
B. D. L. Copt. Sahid. Cant. Ver. Verc. Corb. Bracketed by
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition from ver. 17, whence
also the #yd in Elz. after ér,—which éyw, however, is in ver. 17,
with Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted, in conformity with A. B.
L. M. A. & Curss. Verss,, since it is supported by only very weak
testimony in the above addition in ver. 16. — Ver. 19. After #yvw,
Elz. Lachm. have ofv. A connective addition, instead of which
3¢ is also found. — Ver. 20. The second é¢ has been justly deleted
by Lachm. and Tisch. in conformity with B. D. A. . 1, It. Copt.
Arm. Syr. Goth. Cypr. It was added in mechauical repetition
of the antithesis. — Ver. 22. The order viv uiv ods Avm. &y is,

VOL. IL B
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with Tisch., to be preferred on preponderating testimony, DBut
instead of ¥xere, read with Lachm. £Zere, after A. D. L. Curss.
Verss. Fathers; the present was mechanically introduced after
ixer, ver. 21, and on occasion of the viv. — aiper] Lachm.: épej,
according to B. D.* I. Vulg. Codd. It. Cypr. Hil. Explanatory
alteration in accordance with the preceding futures. — Ver. 23.
éiri §oa d&v] Many variations. As original appears the reading
in A, = & (so Lachm. in the margin), in connection with
which copyists were induced, through the preceding réyw bum,
to take OTI (differently from xiv. 13) recitatively, which thus
led to the readings é&v = (so Lachm. and Tisch., comp. xx. 23),
édv 1, 6o &y, and thus the 6+, which had now become super-
fluous, disappeared in many copies (not K., which has ¢r/ 8 &»).
—év v évép. wou] is placed by Tisch. after ddses tu®, in con-
formity with B. C* L. X. Y. a. &. Sahid. Or. Cyr. Rightly; the
ordinary position after marépa is determined by xiv. 13, xv. 186,
and appeared to be required by ver. 24. — Ver. 25. Before
tpxvas, Elz. and Lachm. (the latter in brackets) have ¢A X, con-
trary to important testimony. A connective addition.-— In-
stead of avayyeAa, érayyerd is, with Lachm, and Tisch., to be
adopted on decisive testimony. The former flowed from vv. 13,
14, 15. — Ver. 27. :05] B. C*D. L. X. 8** Verss. Cyr. Did.:
=arpéz. A gloss by way of more precise definition (Verss. have: a
deo patre). — Ver. 28. zapd] Lachm. and Tisch. : éx, which is suf-
ficiently attested by B. C.* L. X. Copt. Epiph. Hil. (in D. is want-
ing #E7ndov . . . wrrpés), and, in conformity with what immediately
precedes, was dislodged by wapd. — Ver. 29. wappne] Lachm,
and Tisch.: é supize., in conformity with B. C.D.®. Rightly;
iv, because unnecessary, after ver. 25, came to be dropped, and
the more readily after NYN. — Ver. 32. v3y] is, in conformity
with decisive testimony, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted.
— Ver. 33. {xere] So also Tisch. But Elz. Lachm.: £Zere only,
after D. Verss. (including Vulg. It.) and Fathers. The present
is so decisively attested, that the future appears to be simply
a closer definition of the meaning (comp. ver. 22).

Ver. 1. Taira Medd\ vptv] As the same expression, xv.
11, pointed back to the preceding section, vv. 1-10, and then
rabra éptéhouar Yuiv, ver. 17, to vv. 11-16, so here raira
nex. Ju. refers to xv. 18-27, so that the substantial contents
of this section are intended, namely, that which had been said
of the hatred of the world. — lva p7n oxavdar] Comp. Matt.
xiii. 21, xxiv. 10, xi. 6. Prepared beforehand, and armed by
Clirist’s communications, they were not to be made to stumble
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at Him, but were to oppose to the hatred of the world all the
greater efficiency and constancy of faith.

Vv. 2, 3. Of the Taira, ver. 1, He now gives certain con-
crete manifestations, which might tend to their becoming
offended. — amoovvay.] See on ix. 22, xii. 42. — &AN] A¢,
ie. nay, further! it introduces the antithesis of a yet far
heavier, of a bloody fate. Comp. on 2 Cor. vii. 11. To take
dmocvvay. mouje. Up. interrogatively (Ewald), is unnecessarily
artificial. — {va] That whick will take place in the dpa is con-
ceived as the object of its coming: there is coming an hour,
in order that, etc. Comp. on xii. 23. — wéds 6 amwoxT, £.T.\.]
that every one, who shall have put you to death, may think that he
offers a sacrificial service to God (namely, through the shedding
of your blood). On Aarpela, cultus (Plat. Apol. p. 23 C,
Phaedr. p. 224 E; Rom. ix. 4), here, by means of the mpos-
¢épew, the standing word used of sacrifices (see Matt. v. 23,
viii. 4; Acts vii. 32; Heb. v. 1; Schleusner, Thes. IV. p.
504), in the special reference of sacrificial divine service,
comp. Rom. xiii. 1; Heb. ix. 1, 6. The maxim of Jewish
fanaticism is well known (and how often was the pagan
enmity against the apostles no better!): “ Omnis effundens
sanguinem improborum, aequalis est illi, qui sacrificium facit,”
Bammidbar Rabba, f. 329. 1. On this Soxeiv, comp. Saul’s
example, Acts xxvi. 9; Gal i. 13, 14.— On ver. 3, comp.
xv. 21,  Jesus once more recalls with profound sadness this
tragic source of such conduct, the inexcusableness of which,
however, He had already decisively brought to light (xv.
22 ff). The supposed purpose of making the adversaries
contemptible in the eyes of the disciples (Calvin, Hengstenberg)
must have been indicated had it existed.

Ver. 4. "AANa] At, breaks off the enumeration (Baeumlein,
Partik. p. 15). Jesus will not go further into details, and
recurs to the thought in ver. 1. The explanation: “although
it is not to be expected otherwise, I have nevertheless foretold
it to you” (Liicke, De Wette), is the less agreeable to the text,
since Tadra Aeha\. had just been already said, and that with-
out any antithetic reference of the kind. The explanations of
Tholuck and Lange, again, are importations: “but so little
would I terrify (?) you hereby, that I have only (?) said it to
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you,” ete. w= TadTa] What was said in vv. 2, 3. —al7Tdy,
6Ti éyd elm. Vu.] Attraction. See Winer, p. 581 f [E. T. p.
665 ff] —€yw] with weighty emphasis: 7, the Person, with
whom your faith is concerned. Comp. ver. 1, va uy axavda.
—éE apxhis] xv. 27. The question, how this declaration of
Jesus may be reconciled with the announcements found in the
Synoptics, even from the time of the Sermon on the Mount, of
predestined sufferings (Matt. v. 10 ff.; Luke vi. 22 ff.; Matt.
x 16 ff.; Luke xii. 4 ff. ; Matt. xxi. 12 ff, xxiv. 9), is not
solved by saying that here ¢oBepdtepa éxeivwr (Euth. Ziga-
benus, comp. also Chrysostom) are announced (see, on the
contrary, Matt. x. 16-18, 28); or that Christ spoke at an
earlier period minus aperte et parcius (Bengel, comp. Grotius),
and in much more general terms (Ebrard), but now more ex-
pressly set forth in 1ts principles the character of the world’s
attitude towards the disciples (Tholuck, comp. Lange); or,
that He has now stated more definitely the cause of the hatred
(Lampe) ; or, that He utters it here as a parting word
(Luthardt) ; or even, that at an earlier period, because the
thoughts of the disciples had not yet dwelt upon it, it was
“ for them as good as not said” (Hengstenberg); but the differ-
ence lies clearly before us, and is simply to be recognised
(comp. also Godet), to be explained, however, from the fact
that in the Synoptics more general and less definite allusions
belonging to the earlier time appear with the more definite
form and stamp of later expressions. The living recollection
of John must here also preponderate as against the Synoptics
s0 that his relation to theirs here is that of a corrector.— é7¢
ped” Sudv funy] It would have been unnecessary in the
time of my personal association with you, since it is not till
after my departure that your persecution (up to that time the
hatred of the world affected Himself) is to commence. * Be-
cause you have me with you; they cannot well but leave you
in peace, and can do nothing to you, they must have done it to
me previously, but now it will begin,” etc., Luther. Comp.
Chrysostom, Euth. Zigabenus, Grotius. As yet they had
suffered no persecution; hence the thought, “I could console
you” (Liicke, De Wette, and older expositors), is not to be
introduced. The interpretation also: “now first, when I pro-
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niise you the Spirit, can I thus openly speak to you” (Bengel,
Tholuck), is not in harmony with the words.

Vv. 5, 6. Now, however, this my ped’ ducv eivar is past !
Now I go away to Him who has sent me, and in what a mood
of mind are you at the prospect of this my impending de-
parture! None of you asks me: whither dost Thou go away?
but because I have spoken this to you, namely, that after my
departure such sufferings shall befall you, grief has filled your
leart, so that you have become quite dumb from sorrow, and
blunted to the higher interest which lies in my going home to
Him who sent me. According to De Wette and Liicke, there
is said to be a want of exactness in the entire presentation,
resting on the fact that ver. 6 does not stand before «ai
ovdels. The incorrectness of this assumption, in itself quite
unnecessary, lies in this, that the first proposition of ver. 5 is
thus completed: “But now at my departure I could not keep
silence concerning it,” by which the 6th verse is anticipated.
According to Kuinoel and Olshausen, a full point should be
placed after méuyr. pe, and a pause is to be assumed, in which
Jesus in vain awaited a question, so that He continued subse-
quently with an interrogation: “ Nullusne vestrum me amplius
iuterrogat, quo abiturus sim ?” But the assumption of pauses
(others, including De Wette, make the pause after ver. 5) is,
when the correlation of the conjunctions is so definitely pro-
gressive, unwarranted. — The fact that already in xiii. 36 the
question had been put by Peter wod Imwdyers (comp. the ques-
tion of Thomas, xiv. 5), does not stand in contradiction with
the present passage; but Jesus censures simply the degree of
distress, which they had now reached, in which nore among
them fixed his eye on the goal of the departing One, and could
come to a question for more definite information respecting it.
— 7 NYwrq] simply, in abstracto : sadness.

Ver. 7. Nevertheless, how should you raise yourselves above
this Avmy! How is my departure your own gain! By its
means the Paraclete indeed will be imparted to you as a
support against the hatred of the world. — éyw] in the con-
sciousness of this personal guarantee.— i{va éyd dménfw)
€ya in contradistinetion to the Paraclete, who is to come in
His place (xiv. 16); {va expresses the 8 as divinum, as in
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xi. 50. On the dependence of the mission of the Paraclcte
upon the departure of Jesus, see on vii, 39.

Ver. 8.' The threefold ministry of the Paraclete towards
the unbelieving Jews and Gentiles. Thus will He be your
counsel against the xoouos ! — éNéyEei] convict, namely,
through His testimony of me, xv. 26. This é\eyfis, of which
the apostles were to be the Dbearers in their office, is the
activity which convinces the person concerned (arguends ratio
cxprobans), which reveals to him his unrighteousness, and puts
him to shame (iil. 20, viil. 9, 46; 1 Cor. xiv. 24; Tit. i. 9;
Matt. xviil. 15; Luke iii. 19, et al.), and the consequence
of which may be in the different subjects either conversion
(1 Cor. xiv. 24), or hardening and condemanation (Acts xxiv.
25; Rom. xi. 7 ff.). To apprehend it only of the latter side
of the matter (Erasmus and many others, including De Wette,
Briickner, and especially Wetzel, following the Fathers), is not
justified by wept «picews, since the «piows is intended, not of
the xdouos, but of the devil, and stands opposed to the
Johannean view of the deliverance of the world through
Christ ; the unbelieving world (ver. 9) is to be convicted of
the sin of unbelief; and this, to him who is not hardened, is
the way to faith (comp. xvii 20, 21), and therewith to
separation from the world. Godet well designates the three-
fold éneyfis as the moral victory of the Spirit through the
preaching of the apostles. As the first prominent example,
see the discourse of Peter, Acts ii, with its consequences. —
mepl Gpaptias, kT.\] The objective contents of the éneyis
set forth separately in three parts (themata). See, respecting
the individual points, on vv. 9-11.

Ver. 9. First part: in reference to sin He will convince
them. The more exact definition, as fo how far He will
convince them wrepi duaptias; so far as they, namely (67,
equivalent to els éxefvo 87s, ii. 18, ix. 17, xi. 51), do mot believe
on me, which He will reveal to them as sin, and will bring
them to a consciousness of guilt; 87 duaprdvoves py mio-
tevovres éri, Euth. Zigabenus. TFollowing Calvin (comp.
already Apollinarius, Ammonius, and also Luther), De Wette

! See Wetzel, iib. d. Elenclus des Parakl, John xvi. 8-13, in the Zeitschrift f.
Luth. Theol. 1856, p. 624
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and Briickner (comp. also Ebrard) interpret not of the con-
viction of sin, so far as the wnbelief of the world will be
brought to its consciousness «s sin, but of sin generally
(“ qualis in se sit hominum natura,” Calvin), of the condition
under the wrath of God, in which the world, as opposed to
the ever-increasing multitude of believers, who are victorious
through the power of truth, appears involved, because it does
not believe, for faith is the bond between the sinful world and
God. Comp. Lange, who understands the rejection of Christ
as the essential manifestation of all sin, as also Wetzel and
Godet ; which, however, does not correspond to the simplicity
of the words.! On the &eyfis of the world wepi duapr., and
that with regard to its converting power, comp. 1 Cor. xiv.
24, 25. Tholuck makes out of the simple duaprias the guilt
of sin, and that the unpardonable (ix. 41). — Note further that
67 is the exponent, not of duaptias, but of éxéyEer mepi ap.
Ver. 10. The second particular : in reference to righteousness,
accordingly to the opposite of duaptia. As, however, in
duaptias the subject is the world itself, the &\eyfis of which
is described, so the subject of Sikatoavvn is Christ ; hence the
more exact definition : so far as I, namely, go to my Father, and
you see me no more; Sukaiov yap yvopigpa TO mopeveabal mpos
Tov fedv k. guvetvar abrg, Euth. Zigabenus ; 8¢xatoa vy, since
it thus, in virtue of the context, is necessarily an attribute
of Christ, denotes His guiltlessness and holy moral perfection.
The unbelieving held Him to be an duaprwiés (comp. ix. 24),
and put Him to death as such (xviii. 30) ; He was, however,
the dikaios (1 John ii. 1,29, iil. 7 ; comp. Acts 1ii. 14, vii. 52 ;
1 Pet. iii, 18), and was proved to be such by the testimony
of the Paraclete, in virtue of which the apostles preached the
exaltation of Christ to the Father (comp. Acts ii. 33 ff), and
thereby the world was convicted as guilty wepi Sucatoaivms,
the opposite of which the unbelieving assumed in Christ, and
thought to be confirmed by the axdv8ahov of His cross. So
substantially Chrysostom and his successors, Beza, Maldonatus,

1 The sense would be this: in reference to sin He will convince them that unbelief
18 the true essence of gin. How easy would it have been for Jesus to have actually
said this! for example, by: wepi cuaprias, drs # dpapric levie # dwieriz. And
fuch en expression of the thought assumed would have been quite Johannean,
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Bengel, Morus, Tittmann, and several others, including Liicke,
Klee, Olshausen, De Wette, B. Crusius, Maier, Godet, Baeum-
lein.  Since, according to the analogy of the remaining parts,
Christ must be the subject of Sueatooivy, then already on this
ground we must reject not only the interpretation of Grotius
of the compensatory justice of God,' and that of the Socinians
and Kuinoel, quod jus et fas est (Matt. xii. 15), but also that
of Augustine, Erasmus, Luther,? Melanchthon, Calvin, Calovius,
Jansen, Lampe, Storr, Hengstenberg, and several others, that
the righteousness of man through faith in the Pauline sense is
intended,® which also De Wette (with the modification that
it is its victorious power in the world which is spoken of)
inappropriately mixes up with the other interpretation. The
form which Luthardt gives to the interpretation of Augustine,
etc,, that the passage does not indeed express that Christ has
by means of His departure acquired righteousness, but rather
that He has rendered righteousness possible, because faith in
Himself as invisible, is likewise opposed by the fact that
Christ would not be the subject to which &wcatooivy was
ascribed ; and it contains, moreover, too artificial a reflection,
which is not even appropriate, since faith in Christ cannot be
conditioned by His invisibility, although faith must exist in
spite of the invisibility of Christ (xx. 29). The thought is
rather : “ The fact that I go to the TFather, and that I shall
then be removed from your eyes, will serve to the Spirit in
His &xeyEis of the world as a demonstration of the fact that
I am 8lkatos.”* And thus the by no means idle, but tender

! “Deum aequum esse rectorem, ut qui me extra omnem injurize contactum
in suse majestatis consortium receperit.” Comp. also Ewald, Jakrd. VIII. p.
199, and Jokann. Schr. 1. p. 381.

2 « For Christians should know no other righteousness, as the ground of their
standing in the sight of God . . ., than this departure of Christ to the Father,
which is nothing else than that He has taken our sins on His neck,” ete.

3 Here also Ebrard’s view comes in, who, indeed, considers the Pauline sense
of Yinasorivn to be remote, but explains it : of the righteousness, which the world
should have and has not, since it has cast out the Lord, and compelled Him to
go to the Fatler, and to hold intercourse with His own only in an invisible
manner. This interpretation is incorrect, for the reason that, in accordance with
it, the éxeyki aepi dimascaivns would substaniially coincide with the asyEs =i
auaprins. Moreover, the rejection of Christ and His invisible intercourse with
His society is an #mported meaning.

¢« What Wetzel finds over and ebove this in the words : that in Christ ** a¥
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and sympathetic expression, x. odxérs Scwpelré pe, as denot-
ing the translation into the invisible world, is an outflow of the
thoughtful and feeling interest of Jesus in the approaching
patn of scparation whick the disciples were to experience,
to whom this grief, in view of the higher object of that
éxeyfis of the world, could not be spared. A reference to
the scorn of the world to be expected on the removal of
Jesus, as if He were thereby to be manifested an impostor
(Linder, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1867, p. 514 ff), is remote {rom
the connection. De Wette’s remark is incorrect : that «. fueis
fewpeiré pe was rather to be expected. That must have been
expected if, with Tholuck, it had to be explained of the mora!
purity (=&wn) only to be found in Christ, the revelation of
which was completed by the spiritual communication of the
exalted One, who now may be contemplated spiritually instead
of bodily. But thus all essential points would have been
read between the lines.

Ver. 11. If the Paraclete by means of His testimony con-
vinces the world of its sin of unbelief, and of Christ’s
righteousness, then the third é\eyfes also cannot be wanting,
which must refer to Aim, who rules the unbelieving world,
and is the original enemny of Christ and His kingdom, to the
devil.  He is judged, ie. actually condemned, by the fact that
Christ has accomplished His world-redeeming work, whereby
in truth every one who becomes a believer is withdrawn from
the sway of the devil, so that his cause in and with the
fulfilment of the redemptive work is objectively a lost one.
Comp. on xii. 30, 31. Of this the Paraclete will penally
convict the world, dependent on the dominion of the devil, in
order that the world, in acknowledgment of the sinfulness of
its unbelief (ver. 9), and of the holy righteousness of the
Christ rejected by it (ver. 10), may turn its back in penitence
on the prince of the world, over whom already sentence has
been pronounced (ver. 10). Thus, by means of the apostolic
preaching is accomplished on the xdapos the officium Spirttus
s. elenchticum.

righteousness rests, and from Him again all righteousness proceeds,” is indeed a
correct dogmatic deduction from the present pnssave, but is not conteined in tha
words themselves as their meaning.
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NoTE.—The three more precise definitions with ér (vv. 9-11)
express the relations from the standpoint of the presence of
the spcaker. Hence, in ver. 9, the present miorebovan (Which
was altered at a very early period —so Vulg. and It.—into
émierevowy) ; hence also in ver. 10 the present vwdyw and the
sccond person dewpeire, because Jesus is speaking to the disciples,
and it 1s in fact His departure from them which is filling His
mind, which lively directness of style De Wette unjustly criti-
cizes as surprisingly inappropriate; hence, finally, in ver. 11
the perfect xénpiras, because Jesus sees Himself at the end of
His work, and therewith the actual condemnation of Satan
already completed and secured. Comp. ver. 33, ‘

Ver. 12. Jesus breaks off, and states the reason. — oA 4]
Much, that belongs to the entirety of the divine d\7jfeia
(ver. 13). That He means only further developments (Luther,
Melanchthon, and many others, including Liicke, De Wette),
is not to be deduced (see 4n loc.) from xv. 15, comp. xiv. 26.
Nevertheless, the portions of doctrine themselves, which may
belong to the wroAAd, although they are in general to be
sought for in the letters and discourses of the apostles, cannot
be completely determined ; but neither are they, with Grotius
(comp. Beza), to be limited to the “ cognitio eorum, quae ad
ceclesias constituendas pertinent” (spirituality of the kingdom
of Christ, abolition of the law, apostolic decrees), because we
are not fully acquainted with the instructions of Jesus to His
disciples. In general, it is certain that information respecting
the further development of His work, and particularly matters
of knowledge which, as history attests, still necessitated
special revelation, as the immediate calling of the Gentiles,
Acts x., and eschatological disclosures like 1 Cor. xv. 51,
Rom. xi 25, 1 Thess. iv. 15 ff., form part of their con-
tents. The non-apostolical Apocalypse (against Hengsten-
berg and others), as likewise the dmoxaliress granted to
Christian prophets in the N. T., are here, where Jesus is con-
cerned with the circle of apostles, left out of consideration.
Augustine, however, is already correct generally: “cum
Christus ipse ea tacuerit, quis nostrum dicat: illa vel illa
sunt ?” Since, however, we cannot demonstrate that even the
oral instruction of the apostles was completely deposited in
their writings (especially as undoubted epistles are lost, while
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very few of the original apostles left behind them any writ-
ing), Tradition in and of itself (sn thest) cannot be rejected,
although its reality in regard to given cases (¢n hypothest) can
never be proved, and it must therefore remain generally
without normative validity. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 34. In
opposition to tradition, Luther limited woAXd, in entire con-
tradiction of the context, to the sufferings that were to be
endured. — éxyw] I have in readiness, viii. 6; 2 John 12;
3 John 13.— Bao7tdferv] That which is too heawvy, for the
spiritual strength, for understanding, temper, strength of will,
cannot be borne. Comp. Kypke, I. p. 404 f. On the thing:
2 Cor. iil. 2. Note, further, Bengel's appropriate remark, to
the effect that the Romish traditions can least be borne by
those who have the Spirit. — &p7:] at the end, as in xiii. 33.

Ver. 13. To av. 7. é\.] See on xiv. 17.—068ny. du. els
7. @\ macay] He will be to you a guide into all the truth.
Comp. ver. 23 ; mdaav, according to its position after 7. ax.
(see critical notes), does not belong to the verb, as if it ex-
pressed the complete introduction (Liicke), but describes, as in
v. 22, divine truth in its entirety, according to its collective
contents. Comp. v. 22: 7. kplow mdcav, Plat. Theaet.
p. 147 E, 7ov dpifuov mdyvra Sixya SiendBouev; Kriiger, § 50.
11. 11. As to the thing, magcay Ty d\jbeiav, Mark v. 33
(Kriiger on Thuc. vi. 87. 1), would not be different; only in
the present passage, a\jfeia is the idea smmediately prominent.
—o? yap, 7] Reason, from the origin and compass of
His communications. — d¢’ éavTol] adTokéhevaTos, dvijroos,
Nonnus. This negative definition is, indeed, the denial of
anything conceived of after a human manner, which absolutely
cannot be (“spiritus epim, qui a semet ipso loquitur, non
spiritus veritatis, sed spiritus est mendacii,” Ruperti; comp.
already Ignatius, ad Eph. interpol. 9), but serves completely
to set forth the unity of the Spirit’s teaching with that of
the Lord! Comp. v. 19.—&8ca av axoday] All, what-
socver He shall have heard from God, so that He will

1 ¢ Congequently He sets, for the Holy Spirit Himself, a goal and measure of
His preaching, that He shall preach nothing new nor diflerent from that which
Christ and His word is, so that we may have a certain mark of truth and
touchstone, to judge of false spirits,” Luther.
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withhold from you nothing of that which has been divinely
heard by Him! The Spirit, however, hears from God not
externally as a Subject separated from God, but (comp. 1 Cor.
iL 11) through an inferna acceptio; for He is in God, and
proceeds from Him, xv. 26. That the hearing from God, not
from Christ (Olshausen, XKling, B. Crusius, Luthardt, Heng-
stenberg, Godet : from both), is meant, is to be already assumed
on account of the absolute dxolop, and ver. 15 renders it
certain. On dxoloy itself, comp. also Luther: “ The faith
must make its way universally over all creatures, and not
cleave to thoughts of listening to bodily preaching, but lay
liold of a preaching, word, and hearing un essence.” — Ta
€pxopeva) Sothat you, through the dmoxaiirs of the Spirit,
will also become acquainted with the future (a& & épyopéva
wotpa, Soph. Trach. 846), the knowledge of which belongs to
the whole &i7feia (particularly the eschatological develop-
ments). Comp. Isa. xli. 22, 23, xliv. 7, xlv. 11: 7a émepyd-
peva. Further, Ta épyoueva belongs also to that denoted by
éca av dxovoy, and is related to it as species to genus, so
that xai brings into rclief from that which is general, some-
thing farther that is particular.

Vv. 14, 15. For me, with a view to glorify me (éué, with
emphasis), will the Paraclete, as is said in ver. 13, operate, for
the advancement of my 86fa among men, since He will an-
nounce to you nothing else than what is mine, what according
to the identity of substance is my truth, of which I am the pos-
sessor and disposer? Justly do I designate the divine truth,
which He is to announce, as my property, since all that the
Father has, ie. according to the context, the whole truth pos
sessed by the Father (Col. ii. 3), belongs properly o me, as to
the Son, who was in intuitive fellowship with the Father (i 18),
went forth from the Father (viii. 42), was consecrated (x. 36)

1 When Godet says, on ver. 13 : * The word in xiv. 26 included the formule
of the inspiration of our Gospels; ver. 13 gives that of the ingpiration of the
Epistles and of the Apocalypse,” the simple addition must be made, *“in 80 Jar
as and o the extent in which these writings are actually apostolic.”

2 Every claim that anything belongs to what Christ terms #& iuos must neces-
sarily, according to the aralogia fidei, be measured by His and His disciples’
extant word ; hence the present passage, in like manner, as ver. 13, excludes
all the pretended claims of fanaticism.
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aud sent for the accomplishment of His work, and, moreover,
continually lives and moves in the Father, and the Father
in Him. Comp. xvii. 10. Calvin, in opposition to the onto-
logical interpretation, well obgerves, that Christ speaks: “de
injuncto sibi erga mos officio” Note further, the emphatic,
all-embracing wdvra 8ca, x.TA, a3 major premiss in the
argument from the universal to the particular; hence all the
less is ver. 14 to be referred, with Grotius and Hengstenberg,
merely to the announcement of what is future. — NapBdve:]
Conceived as a constant relation.

Ver. 16. Soon, after a short separation, will this arrival of
the Paraclete, and in it our spiritual reunion, take place.
Comp. xiv. 19.— . 8yrecfé pe] As in xiv. 18, 19, not to
be referred to the resurrection (as Lange, Ebrard, Hengsten-
berg, Ewald, Weiss still maintain, in spite of ver. 23, comp.
with Acts i. 5, 6), nor to the Parousia,! but to the spiritual
vision of Christ in the ministry of the Paraclete, which they
experience, and that without any double meaning. See on
xiv. 18.— Were §7¢ vmayw mpos 1. wat. genuine (but see
the critical notes), it would assign the reason for the promise
yreaOé pe, since the seeing again here intended is conditioned
by the departure to the Father (ver. 7).

Vv. 17, 18. Jesus makes a pause; some of His disciples
(ée 7. pab. adT. sc. Twés, as in vii. 40) express (in a whisper)
to one another, how enigmatic this language, ver. 16, is to
them. They indicate, accordingly (ver. 18), the pixpov that
was mentioned as the point of unintelligibility : “ what shall
this be, what does He mean by pexpov?” Note ToiTo placed
first with emphasis, as well as the article with ueepdr, point-
ing backwards.— kal 87¢ dmdyw mp. T. wat.] O1¢ is reci-
tative. Since the words in ver. 16 are not genuine, we must
assume that the disciples place what Jesus said in ver. 10, in
connection with these enigmatic words, ver. 16, and Acre take
up along with the point ¢here expressed in their seeing Him no

1 The wdasm pinpsv, which decidedly opposes this interpretation, because it is
entirely unrelated to the first uixpév, leads Luthardt to the supposition that the
return of Christ is here promised to the disciples in such a wey, that they wers
to sce in the transitory return of the 7isen one a pledge of the future Parousia.
Dut of this Jesus certainly says nothing, either here or in what followa,
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more :—Umdyw mp. T. waT.—in order to receive an explanation
reaarding it, probably feeling that this explanation must neces-
sarily serve for the clearing up of the obscure words before them.

Ver. 19. Jesus observes what they would ask (comp. vi. 6),
and extracts from them (as one who knows the heart, ii. 25;
see subsequently ver. 30) the inquiry, not, however, setting
aside the point, which they had also introduced from His
earlier discourse (Vmaye arp. 7. w.), but deferring it till the
solemn conclusion of His instruction, ver. 28.

Vv. 20-22. He gives no explanation of the meaning, but
depicts the interchange of sorrow and joy, which the not seeing
and seeing again will bring with them. In this way they
might, with the correct apprehension and hope, advance towards
the approaching development. — kAavceTe «. Gpnvija. bpeis]
vpets with peculiar emphasis, moved to the end, and placed
immediately before ¢ 8¢ «6ou. The mourning and lamenta-
tion, this loud outburst of the Admn of the disciples over the
death of Jesus (not: “over the community of Christ given up
to death,” Luthardt), becomes yet more tragic through the con-
trast of the joy of the world. — eis yxapav yevioeras] will
be turned into joy, namely, when that &yrecfé pe takes place.
— Ver. 21. 7 yvv1] the woman; the article is generic, comp.
6 Sobhos, xv. 15.— 8Tav vikTy] when she 18 on the point of
bringing forth.— 7 dpa adris] her hour of distress, dpa
Bapvédivos, Nonnus. Comp. afterwards r7js OAifews, which
denotes the distress during the occurrence of birth. — &vfpw-
mwos] @ man. In this lies a self-consciousness of the maternal
joy. — els Tov xkdap.] born and therewith come into the world
(i 9, xviil. 37). An appeal to the Rabbinical B3 853 is not
required. — The picture of the woman bringing forth, to set
forth the sorrow which issues in joy, is also frequent in the
O. T. (Isa. xxi 3, xxvi 17, lzxvi. 7; Hos. xiii. 13; Mic. iv. 9,
10). TIts importance in the present passage Jesus Himself
states, ver. 22, definitely and clearly, and in regard to it no
further exposition is to be attempted. In accordance with
this view, the grief and the joy of the disciples is the sole
thing depicted, not also the passage of Christ through death to
life (Briickner), as the birth of the new fellowship for the
disciples, and the like. There is much arbitrary interpretation
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in Chrysostom, Apollinarius, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus,
Ruperti, and several others, including Olshausen, according to
whom the death of Christ is said to appear as the sorrowful
birth-act of humanity, out of which the God-man comes forth,
glorified to the eternal joy of the whole; even in De Wette
the living Christ is subjectively a child of the spiritual pro-
ductivity of the disciples. Similarly Tholuck, also Lange, in
conformity with his explanation of Christ’s resurrection, under-
standing this as involving the birth of the new humanity out
of the birth-sorrow of the theocracy; comp. Ebrard, who finds
depicted the resurrection of the Lord as the birth of the
community, which is begotten and suckled from His heavenly
life. Since, further on, the Parousia is not referred to, and
the duels, ver. 22, are the disciples, we must not, with Luthardst,
explain it of the passage of the community into the state of
glorification at the future coming of Christ (Rev. xxi. 4), so
that the community is to be thought of as “ bringing forth in
its death-throes the new state of things.” — Ver. 22. According
to the amended reading (see the critical notes): you also will
consequently (corresponding to this mapoiuia) now indeed (over
my death, which is immediately impending) have sorrow; but
agavn I shall see you, etc. That here Christ does not again
say &yrealé pe, as in ver. 19, is only a change in the correlate
designation of the same fact (Godet's explanation is an arti-
ficial refinement, which, expressed in vv. 19 and 22 according
to both its aspects, is, by means of vers. 23 and 25, obviously
designated, neither as the Parousia,' nor as the return by the
resurrection, or at least as taking its beginning from this (see
on xiv, 18), but as the communication of the Paraclete). The
exalted Christ, returning to them and the Holy Ghost, secs
them again.— aipec] represents the certain future as present.

' In interpreting it of the Parousia, the assumption is forced on one, that with
duny, &pnv Aiyw, kv, & new section of the discourse commences, which refers
to the intermediate time until the Parousia. See especially Luthardt and
Lechler, p. 225. . This is certainly opposed, and decisively, by the iv ixsiva =
nutpe, ver, 26, which is solemnly repeated, and points back to ver. 23. And
the above assumption is, in and of itself, entirely arbitrary. Comp. the &uiy,
%.7.A,, ver. 20. In interpreting it of the Resurrection, Ebrard sees himself
necessitated to give to obx ipwrie. 0idéy the limitation : in the sense ¢f ver. 19.
A pure importation,
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Climax of the representation. Then your joy will be tucapadle
of being taken from you, on account of the renewed fellowship,
like this itself (Matt. xxviii. 20).

Vv. 23, 24. Happy result of this spiritual reunion in
reference to the disciples’ official relationship: #lumination—
granting of prayer.— €v éxelvn 7. fu.] On the day that I
shall again be seen by you (spiritually), not: «if the disciples
shall spiritually have given birth in themselves to the living
Christ” (De Wette); not: on the never-ending day which is
to begin with Easter in their souls (Lange), to which the in-
terpretations of Ebrard and Hengstenberg also substantially
amount, comp. Briickner. — éué odx épwt. 0U8év] Because,
that is, the enlichtenment through the Paraclete will secure
you so high a sufficiency of divine knowledge, that you would
have no need to question me (note the emphatic éué) about
anything (as hitherto has been the case so f{requently and so
recently, ver. 19). The discourse of Peter, Acts ii. 14 ff, is
a living testimony of this divine certainty here promised, which
took the place of the want of understanding.' Chrysostom,
Grotius, and several others, including Weizsicker and Weiss,
incorrectly take épeT. to mean pray. Comp. vv. 19, 30. —
aunv apnv, ktA] The further good to be promised is intro-
duced with emphatic asseveration in the consciousness of its
areat importance. — In adopting the reading dwoec duiv €v
7& 6vou. pov (see the critical notes), we must explain: He
will give it you, in wirtue of my name, by its power as the
dctermining motive (Winer, p. 362 [E. T. p. 575]), because then
you have not prayed otherwise than in my name (see on xiv.
13). The interpretation: in my stcad (Weiss), yields a para-
doxical idea, and has opposed to it ver. 24. — &ws dpTe, £.TM]
Because, that is, the higher illumination was wanting to you,
which belongs thereto, and which will be imparted to you
through the medium of the Paraclete only after my departure.
You are wanting up to this time in the spiritual ripeness and
maturity of age for such praying, as the highest step of prayer
that may be heard  This reason appears in harmony with the
text from the reciprocal relation of év éxelvy 7. fpépa and Ews

1 Scholten’s view is a misunderstanding of an enthusiastic kind, to the effect
that this saying overthrows the entire Protestant principle of Seripture.
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dpre, if we note that by éué odw épwr. o0dév that very divine
clearness and certainty is expressed, which is still wanting to
them &ws &pre. The reason, therefore, is not to be determined
in this wise, that Christ had not yet been glorified (Luthardt),
and had accordingly not yet become to the disciples that
which He was to become (Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 358,
comp. Hengstenberg). — {va] Divinely ordained object of the
Miyreofe. — ) xapa vp] Ver. 22. It isto be filled up, ie. to
be complete, that nothing may be wanting to it. Comp. xv.
11. There is thus fulfilled in the disciples, after their recep-
tion of the Spirit through the granting of their prayers, the
consolatory picture of the bearing woman in her joy after the
gorrow she has surmounted. Luthardt also transposes vv. 23,
24 into the time before the last future; but necessitated to
this, he should not have referred ver. 16 ff. to the Parousia.

Ver. 25. Taita] that, namely, after which the disciples,
in vv. 17, 18, had asked, and what He Himself, ver. 20 ff,
had more fully carried out; that, consequently, which had been
gpoken of His departure and of His being seen again, and ita
circumstances and consequences. He has uttered this in
improper, allegorical expressions (é» mwapocp., comp. on x. 6,
and on the generic plur., Mark xii 1), proportioned to their
capacity of comprehension ; but when the hour of the fulfil-
ment of the promise of the Paraclete shall have arrived, He
will then, and that by means of the Paraclete, no longer speak
to them under such sensuous veils of thought, but without
circumlocution, and directly, frankly and freely (wrappnoia,
adverbial instrumental dative, as in xi. 14), give them tidings
of the Father. In answer to Luthardt, who refers taiTa to
all that was previously said, including the discourse on the
vine (comp. also Godet), xvi. 1 is already decisive, and also
the fact that before ver. 19 the disciples have spoken.

Vv. 26, 27. 'Ev éx 7. ip. €v TH ov. p. altrjo.] Because
enlightened by the Paraclete. Comp. ver. 24. Bengel's
remark is apt: “ Cognitio parit orationem,” and that the
prayer to be heard in the name of Jesus! —xal o0 Aéyw,

1 4 Por thou comest not in thine own name, work, or merit, but on this, that
it is announced to thee by the Holy Spirit what God’s will and command is,
which He hes performed through Christ,” Luther.

VOL. 1L S



274 THE GOSPEL OF JONN.

x1N] and I say mot, ete.; I would therewith promise soine-
thing for that coming time that may be dispensed with. For
on my part (éyw) an intercession on your behalf in order to
the hearing of these your prayers will not at all be needed,
because, that is, they are just prayers in my name (see on
xiv. 14). The opposite meaning is deduced by Aretius,
Grotius, Wolf, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel : that o Aéyw ¥p. means:
I will not mention at all, so that the intercession is thus desig-
nated as a matter of course. Against this the following ad7os
vyap, .7\, is decisive. There is no contradiction, however,
with xiv. 16, xvii. 9, since in these places the intercession of
Christ belongs to the time prior to the communication of the
Paraclete. — a?70os] tpse, from the proper divine impulse of
love, without my intercessory mediation being required to
that end. — ¢irel] “ amat vos, adeoque vos exaudit,” Bengel.
The present denotes that the future is represented as present.
They have then the mvebua viofecias, Rom. viii. 15 ; Gal. iv.
6 ; along with which, however, the intercession intended in
1 John ii. 1, Heb. vii. 25, Rom. viii. 34, on the part of the
exalted Jesus, is not excluded. This intercession is not
required in order to the hearing of prayer, if it is made in
virtue of the Spirit in the name of Jesus, but rather generally
in order to the continued efficacy of the atonement on behalf
of believers.— The reason of that adros ... ¢ikel vuds is:
87¢ uels, kTN : “for He will not thus remove Himself out
of the midst, that they should pray without and exclusive of
Him,” Luther. Note duels éué: because ye are they who
have loved me. wegeh. is placed first as the correlate of
donel ; and with logical correctness, since faith, in this definite-
ness of development (87¢...éEfAfop), could in its progress
gradually unfold itself only in their loving bond to Christ, by
means of the exercise and experience of this love. . On the
perfects, as the presents of the completed act, Bengel says,
and rightly : “ amore et fide prehensum habetis.” Hofmann,
Schriftbew. IL. 1, p. 543, incorrectly explains them from the
standpoint of the Parousia, from which a glance is taken
backwards to the love that has been borne to the close. The
entire promice has nothing to do with the Parousia ; see on
vv. 16, 22, xiv. 18. — éEANfor] See on viil 42.
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Ver. 28. With éfjnfov, solemnly, and with still more
definite precision by means of éx Tod watpos, a fresh confir-
mation of these fundamental contents of faith is commenced,
and the return to the Father is subjoined,—and with this a
conclusion is made with the same thought,—now, however, by
means of the intervening explanatory clauses, brought nearer
to the understanding of the disciples—from which the whole
discussion, vv. 16, 17, took its rise. A simple and grand
summary of His entire personal life.

Vv. 29, 30. The disciples, aroused, nay, astonished (iS¢},
by the clearness of the last great declaration, now find the
teachings contained in vv. 20-28 so opened to their under-
standing, and thereby the enigmatical character of vv. 16, 17
so solved, that they judge, even now, that in this instruction
just communicated He speaks so openly and clearly, so entirely
without allegorical disguise, that He is at the present time doing
for them (not merely a prelude thereof, as Hengstenberg tones
down the meaning) that, for the attainment of which He had
in ver. 25 pointed them to a fufure hour. But as He, by this
teaching in vv. 20-28, had anticipated (ver. 19) the guestions
which they, according to vv. 16, 17, had upon their heart,
they are also in this respect so surprised, that they at the
same time feel certain that He knows all things, and needs
not first to be inquired of, since He replies unasked to
the questions on which information was desired; hence the
JSuture things promised by Him in the words év éxeivy to
o0déy, ver. 23, may likewise already exist as present, on
account of His unlimited knowledge. “ Exultant ergo ante
tempus perinde acsi quis nummo uno aureo divitem se putaret ”
(Calvin) ; but however incomplete their understanding was as
yet, it was sufficient for them to experience a deep and vivid
impression therefrom, and to lead up to the expression of the
decided confession of faith, év ToUre migTevopey, . TX. Augus-
tine exaggerates when he says: “Illi usque adeo non intelli-
gunt, ut nec saltem se non intelligere intelligant. Parvuli
enim erant.” Schweizer has very arbitrarily declared ver. 30
to be spurious ; but Lange maintains that the disciples regarded
& ray of light from the Spirit, which they now received as the
beginning of an uninterrupted holiday of the Spirit. This
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is Yeast of all to be established by év rovre, x.r. A\ — Ver. 29.
vov] Now, what Thou first didst promise as jfuture, ver. 25.
— Ver. 30. vov] What we, according to thy declaration, ver.
23, should first become aware of at a jfuture time. The
obvious retrospective reference, given in the words themselves
that are employed, of ver. 29 to ver. 25, and of ver. 30 to ver.
23, is neither to be concealed nor denied.—{va] as in ii. 25.—
év To¥Te] propter hoc, Acts xxiv. 16. Comp. év &, quoniam
(Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL p. 93). év denotes causal dependence
(Bernhardy, p. 211). Not now for the first time does their
faith begin, that (47¢) Christ came forth from God (see ver.
27), and not for the first time do they believe it on the
ground that He knows all things; but for their present faith
in the divine origin of Christ they acknowledge to have found
a new and peculiar ground of certainty in that which they said
in ver. 30; comp. on ii. 11. Lange erroneously says that
é7c denotes because ; ““ in this our faith is rooted, because Thou,”
etc. The procession of Christ from His pre-human existence
with God was indeed not the ground of faith (this were His
words and works, xiv. 10, 11, = 38), but the grand subject
of faith (ver. 27, xvii 8, xx. 31). Comp. 1 John iv. 2, 3;
2 John 7. According to Ewald, év ToUre would express that
in whick they believe, namely, in the fact that (6rs), etc. But
John never designates the object of faith by év (Mark i. 15);
he would probably have written ToiTo mioT. (xi. 26).

Vv. 31, 32. Since dp7: must bear the emphasis, and since
Jesus could not and would not doubt of! the faith of the dis-
ciples at this moment, dprt mior. is not to be taken inferro-
gatively, with Euth. Zigabenus, Calvin, Wetstein, and several
others, including Kuinoel, Olshausen, De Wette, B. Crusius,
Tischendorf, Hengstenberg, Ewald (according to the analogy of
1 51, xiii. 38, xx. 29), but concessively : “ Now, just now, ye
believe, but how soon will ye become vacillating?” of Né-

! « He will not punish them nor discountenance them, as those who are as
yet weak and without understanding, Lut answers them in the most friendly
manner, as though He should say : Ye are good pious children, you may pro-
bably imagine that you understand and believe, and it is indeed true that you
now believe, as you in truth acknowledge from the heart that He went forth
from God (which is ever the true faith), but ye know not how it will go, and
how weak your faith is,” etc., Luther,
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yovres miotetew pevbeale pikpdv Yarepov, muvnbeions Sudy mo
1ol ¢pdBov 7is mloTews, Apollinarius. The faith itself did not
pass away (hence there is no contradiction to ver. 27, comp.
Luke xxii. 32), but it did not stand the test of self-denial and
of heroism. This must first appear in the school of conflict
and experience. — #al éAjrvfer] so immediately at hand is
it.— {va] See on ver. 2. —eis 1a [8ia] into His own, i.e.
His own place of sojourn (xix. 27; Plat. Pol. 8, p. 543 B).
Opposite of xowwvla, which is thus rent asunder: dmdéoovros
dA\\os dm’ é\hov, Nonnus, comp. Plat. Gorg. p. 502 E: &exa
700 dlov Tob abrdy oNvywpoivTes Tob xowot. On the predic-
tion itself comp. Matt. xxvi. 31, and on its fulfilment xxvi. 56.
— xal] The emphatic and . .., which (with a pause to be
supplied in thought) unexpectedly introduces the contrast.
See on vil 28.—odk eipl povos, k7] The calm, clear
self-consciousness of the Father's protection, elevated above
all human desertion, comp. viii. 29. The momentary feeling
which appears in Matt. xxvii. 46 is not in conflict with this.

~ Ver. 33. “That is the last word given, and struck into their
hand by way of good-night, But He concludes very forcibly
with this, and therefore has He finished the entire discourse,”
Luther. — Tad7a] pointing back, at the close of the whole
discourses again resumed from xiv. 31, to chap. xv. 16. —ép
epol elprfvny ... év T4 xoope ONiYriv] exact correlates :
tn me (living and moving), .. in vital fellowship with me:
Peace, rest of soul, peace of heart (comp. xiv. 27) ; in the world,
t.e. in your intercourse with the unbelieving ; afliction (xvi. 21,
and see xv. 18 ff.). — éyw] Luther aptly remarks: “ He does
not say: Be comforted, you have overcome the world, but this
is your consolation, that I, I have overcome the world; my
victory is your salvation.” And upon this victor rests the
imperishability of the church. — vevlk. 7. xdou.] The perfect
states the victory immediately impending, which is to be
gained through His glorification by means of death, as already
completed. Prolepsis of the certain conqueror on the boundary
of His work. Comp. xii. 31, xiii. 31. But if He has over-
come the anti-Messianic power of the world, how could His
own, in spite of all ONiyrs, become dispirited, as though He
would give up His work, which was to be continued by their
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means, and suffer His victory to fall to the ground ? Comp.
rather 1 John v. 4, 5, iv. 4. Therefore fapoeive. Paul
especially is a living commentary on this fapgeiv. See eg.
Rom. viii. 37; 2 Cor. ii. 14, iv. 7 ff, vi. 4 ff, xii. 9, his dis-
course before Felix and Festus, etc. Comp. Luther's triumphant
exposition.
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CHAPTER XVIL

VER. 1. é77pe] B.C.* D.L.X. & Curss. Or. Cyr.: irdpas with-
out the following xa7. So Lachm. Tisch. A frequently-occur-
ring improvement of the style. In like manneris the reading
rehesioag, ver. 4, instead of érersiwox to be regarded. — fvu xai]
xai i3 condemned by decisive witnesses. — Ver. 3. yndoxwoi]
Tisch.: yndorover, following A.D.G.L. Y. a.A. An error in
transcription, instead of which Lachm., following B.C. E. 8.,
has rightly retained the conjunctive.— Ver. 4. Between the
forms éééwna and {dwxe, the Codd. in this chap. vacillate in
various ways. — Ver. 7. éoriv] Tisch.: eisly, according to pre-
ponderant evidence. The Recepta isan attempted improvement.
— Ver. 11. Instead of ¢ Elz. has of¢, against decisive witnesses.
The too weakly attested reading & (D.* U. X.), which is a reso-
lution of the attraction, testifies also in favour of & — Ver. 12
£ 7@ xéaopq] after abray, is wanting in the majority of witnesses;
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition after ver. 11.—
— Instead of od¢, Tisch. has ¢, according to B. C.* L. Me-
chanical repetition from ver. 11. — Ver. 16. The position of siz
eiui after ¢yd (Lachm. Tisch.) is decisively attested. — Ver. 17.
After arnde/a the Edd., except Lachm., have sov, which must be
deleted on the decisive testimony of A.B. C.*D.L.1, Vulg. It.
Goth. Sahid. Cyr. Did. Ambr. Aug. A more definite exegetical
definition in accordance with what follows. Bengel aptly re-
marks in his Appar. : “ persaepe veritas apud Joh. . . . nunquam
additur Dei.” — Ver. 19. The order dosiv xai adroi (Lachm.
Tisch.) is decisively attested. — Ver. 20. Instead of #se7evévrawy
Elz. has merevaévrav, contrary to decisive testimonies. — Ver. 21.
év quiv v dev] B.C*¥D. Codd. of It. Sahid. Arm. Ath. Hil
Vig. Tisch. have merely é #ui dow. Lachm. has év in brackets,
This évis a glossematic addition. —Ver. 23. xai fva] B.C.D.L.X.
Curss. Verss. Fathers have merely ve. xa/ is nightly deleted
by Lachm. and Tisch. An interpolation irrelevant to the
connection, made without attending to the construction of
ver. 21.—— Ver. 24. o¥¢] B.D. & Copt. Goth. Vulg. ms.: 5. So
Tisch, Considering the weighty attestation, and that oig very
readily suggested itself as an improvement, § must be regarded
as the original reading. Comp. on ver. 11.
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Vv. 1, 2. The parting discourses to the disciples are finished,
and that with the words, giving assurance of victory, éyw vewik.
7. koow. DBut now, before Jesus goes forth into the fatal
night, as He casts a parting glance on His disciples, who are
standing there ready to move on (xiv. 31), and on the whole
future of His work, now to be completed on behalf of earth,
His communion with the Father impels Him to prayer. He
prays aloud (ver. 13) and long on His own behalf (vv. 1-5),
on behalf of His disciples (vv. 6—19), and on behalf of those
who are to become believers at 4 later time (vv. 20 ff)), with
all the depth, intensity, clearness, and repose of the moral
need, and of the childlike devotion of the Fulfiller. Because
He, by this prayer, prepares Himself for the high-priestly
act of the atoning self-sacrifice (see especially ver. 19), it is
justly termed the precatio summi sacerdotis (Chytraeus), an
appellation which is arbitrarily explained by Hengstenberg
from the Aaronic blessing (Lev. ix. 22; Num. vi. 22 ff).
Luther aptly says: “that He might fully discharge His office
as our sole bigh priest” — radTa érdAnoev ... xal ...
rai] Not negligence of style (De Wette), but solemn circum-
stantiality. — eis 1. 0Up.] does not serve to establish the point
that Jesus spoke zn the open air (see on xiv. 31; so Ruperti,
Grotius, Ebrard, Hengstenberg, and many others), nor is the
suggestion needed (Gerhard) that through the window of the
room the heavens were accessible to view, but the eye of one
who prays is on all occasions raised toward heaven. Comp.
Acts vil. 55.— 7 @pa] The hour xat’ éfoxv, i.e. the hour of
my death, as that of my passage to Thee, xiii. 1, xii. 23. —
86facov ... 80Eday] The former through the elevation into
the heavenly glory (comp. ver. 5), the latter through the reve-
lation of the glory of God, so far, that is, as the victory of the
gospel in the world, and the entire continuance and consum-
mation of the divine work of redemption was conjoined with
the heavenly glorification and ministry of Christ. To refer
8okagov to the earthly, moral glorification of Christ in the
recognition of His Person and cause (Didymus, Nosselt,
Kuinoel, De Wette, Reuss), or to the communication of the
true God-consciousness to humanity (Baur), is apposed to the

¥ Luther’s exposition of chap. xvii. belongs to the year 1584.
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context, because Christ means His glorification through His
death, but this in John is constantly the personal heavenly
glorification. Note further gov 7é6v vidv and ¢ vids cov,
the emphasis of the gov, which is moved to the first place, is
related to the prayer as assigning a reason for it; it is in
truth 74y Son whom Thou art to glorify. — Ver. 2 presents
to the Yather the definite motive for the fulfilment of that
which was prayed for, and that in such a manner that xafws

. . capkos corresponds to the preceding 86Eacov gov Tov viow,
and {va mav, x7T\., which contains the purpose of édwxas
adro éfove. . 0., is correlative to la ¢ vids a. Sof. ocel—
xaBds denotes the motive contained in the relation of fitness,
in the measure that, according as. Comp. on xiii, 34. — Full
power over all men has the Father given to the Son on His
mission (ziii. 3), for He has endowed Him as the sole Re-
deemer and Saviour with power for the execution of the decree
of salvation, which extends to all; none is exempted from His
Messianic authority. But this éfoveia He cannot carry out
without returning to the heavenly &ofa, whence He must
carry on and complete His work. By mdans capxds, how-
ever, the whole of humanity—and that in its imperfection
(see on Acts ii. 17), conditioned by the very fact of the odpé,
ili. 6, by which it is destitute of eternal life—is, with a cer-
tain solemnity of the O. T. type ("3 52), designated. The
expression is not elsewhere found in John, but it corresponds
exactly to this elevated mood of prayer. — {va waw, «.7.\.] Not
a mere statement of the contents and compass of the éfovoia
(Ebrard) : mo, in the attainment of the blessed design of that
fulness of power (comp. v. 26, 27) lies precisely that glorifica-
tion of the Father, ver. 1. Not all, however, without dis-
tinction, can receive eternal life through Christ, but (comp.
ver. 6) those whom the Father has given to the Son (through
the attraction by grace, vi. 37, 39, 44, 65) are such, designated
from the side of the divine efficiency, the same who, on their

! Ewald begins 2 new sentence with xafds, which is first completed in ver. 4,
60 that ver. 3 is a parenthesis : *‘ Even as Thou gavest to Him full power . ..
1 glorified Thee upon the earth.” But the periodic form which thus arises is
less in harmony with the manner of this prayer ; and the change of persons in
vv. 2 and 4 betrays the want of mutual connection.
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stde, are the believing (1. 12, iii. 15, et al), not “the spiritual
supramundane natures” whom Hilgenfeld here discovers.
Comp. besides, on vi. 37, 39. — a¥7ois] to be referred to the
subjects of the absolute (Buttmann, N. 7. G» p. 325 [E. T.
pp. 379, 380]) collective wav (Bremi, ad Isocr. I. Exc. X.).
Note further the weighty parallel arrangement 8édwkas adrg,
3don airots. On the form 8doyp, see Buttmann, N. 7. Gr.
p- 31 [E.T. p. 36]. Not future conjunctive (Bengel, Bacum-
lein), but a corrupt form of the aorist.

Ver. 3. The continuative 8¢ adduces, in keeping with the
connection, a more precise definition® of {wy aidvios (not a
transposition of its idea, as Weiss holds), and that with a
retrospective glance to the glorification of the Father in ver. 1.
On <oriv, comp. on Rom. xiv. 17 ; John iii. 19.— In this
consists eternal life, that they should recognise ({va, comp. on
vi 29) Thee as the only true God (as Him to whom alone
belongs the reality of the idea of God, comp. 1 Cor. viii. 4),
and Thy sent one Jesus as Messiak. This knowledge of God
here desired (which is hence the believing, living, practical
knowledge, xafws 8ei yvdvae, 1 Cor. viil 2), is the fwy aldvios,
so far as it is the essential subjective principle of the same,
unfolding this fw7 out of itself, its continual, ever self-
developing germ and impulse (comp. Sap. xv. 1, 3), even now
in the temporal evolution of eternal life, and at a future time,
besides, after the establishment of the kingdom, in which faith,
hope, and love abide (1 Cor. xiii.); the fundamental essence
of which is in truth nothing else than that knowledge, which
in the future alwy will be the perfected koowledge (1 Cor.
xiil. 12), comp. 1 John iii 2. The contents of the knowledge
are stated with the precision of a Confession,—a summary of
faith in opposition? to the polytheistic (v. povov arnb. Beov,
comp. v. 44; Deut. vi 4; 1 Cor. viii. 5; 1 Thess. i. 9) and
Jewish xoopos, which latter rejected Jesus as Messiah, although

' No formal definition. ee the apposite observations of Riehm in the Stud.
u. Krit. 1864, p. 539 £,

2 An aniithesis which might present itsclf naturally and unsought to the
world-embracing glance of the praying Jesus, on the boundary line of His work,
which includes entire humanity. DBut He had also thought further of the ifovsia
wdéons vapxis, which was given to Iim, This likewise in opposition to Weiss,
Lelabegr. p. 56, who considers the antitliesis foreign to the connection.
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in Himn there was given, notwithstanding, the very highest
revelation of the only true God. It is in the third persom,
however, that the praying Jesus speaks of Himself from ver. 1
forwards, placing Himself in an objective relation towards the
Father during the first intensity of this solemn mood, and
first at ver. 4 continuing the prayer with the familiar éya ;
He indeed mentions His name in ver. 3, because in the con-
nection of the self-designation through the third person, it
here specifically suggested itself, in correspondence to the con-
Sessional thought. — XpiaTov] is an appellative predicate :
as Messiah, comp. ix. 22. To connect it as a proper name
with "Ino. (Jesus Christ, comp. i. 17), to ascribe to the evan-
gelist an offence against historical decorum (Bretschneider,
Liicke, De Wette), and to see in this a proof of a later repro-
duction (comp. Tholuck and Weizsicker, p. 286 ; also Scholten,
p- 238), would be to accuse the writer, especially in the report
of such a prayer, of a surprising want of consideration.
Luthardt also takes XpioTov as a proper name, which he
thinks was here, in this extraordinary moment, used for the
first time by Jesus, and thereby at the same time determined
the use of the word by the apostles (Acts ii. 38). So also
Godet, comp. Ebrard. But Jesus prayed in Hebrew, and
doubtless said 7'¥20 YW”, from which expression a proper
name could by no means be recognised. The predicative
view of 7. pov. d\. Bedv and of Xpiarov is also justly held by
Ewald. — Although 7. wovov dAn6. feov refers solely to the
Father, the true divine nature of Christ is not thereby excluded
(against the Arians and Socinians, who misused this passage),
all the less so as this, in accordance with His (Logos) relation-
ship as dependent on the Godhead of the Father, forms the
previous assumption in v dméaTeihas, as is certain from the
entire connection of the Johannean Christology, and from
ver. 5. Comp. Wetstein, and Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 162. Hence
it was unnecessary,—moreover, even a perversion of the pas-
sage, and running counter to the strict monotheism of John,
when Augustine, Ambrose, Hilary, Beda, Thomas, Aretius, and
several others explained it as if the language were: ut fe et
quem misistt Jesum Christum cognoscant solum wverum Deum.
Only One, the Father, can absolutely be tern.ed the uovos
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dAnb. Becs (comp. ¢ dv émi wdvtwy Beds, Rom. ix. 5), not at
the same time Christ (who is not even in 1 John v. 20 the
axnBuwos Oeos), since His divine entity stands in the relation
of genctic subsistence to the Father, i. 18, although He, in
unity with the Father, works as His commissioner, x. 30, and
is His representative, xiv, 9, 10. -

Vv. 4, 5. Once more the prayer of ver. 1, 86facov aov Tov
viov, but stating a different reason for it (“ostendit, non
iniquum se petere,” Grotius), and setting forth the 8ofa more
definitely. — éyw ce €80 émi 7. 4] By what, is expressed
by the following parallel proposition, which is subjoined with
asyndetic liveliness. The Messianic work glorified God, to
whose highest revelation, and therewith to His knowledge,
praise, and honour it bore reference. Comp. ver. 6.— The
aorists é80£. and érelei. are employed, because Jesus stands
at the goal of His earthly activity, where He already includes
in this account the fact which puts a close to His earthly
work, the fact of His death, as already accomplished. ~Christ
is not passive in His sufferings; His obedientia passiva is
active, the highest point of His activity. — xai viv] And now,
when I take leave of this my earthly ministry.— In what
follows note the correlation of pe ov with éyw oe in which
the thought of recompense (comp. &:6, Phil. ii. 9) is expressed.
The emphasis lies on éyw and oV, hence after ue no comma
should stand. — wapa ceavrd) so that I may be united with
Thyself in heavenly fellowship (Col. iii. 3), corresponding to
éri 7. yfs. Comp. on xiii. 32.— The &¢£a, which Jesus
possessed before the creation of the world, and thus in eternity
before time was (elyov, which is to be understood realster, not
with the Socinians, Grotius, Wetstein, Nosselt, LofHler, Ecker-
mann, Stolz, Gabler, comp. B. Crusius, Schleiermacher, L. J.
p. 286 £, Scholten, ideally of the destinatio divina), was the
divine glory, i.c. the essentially glorious manifestation of the
entire divine perfection and blessedness, the popgy Oeod
(Phil. ii. 6) in His pre-existent state (John i. 1), of which He
divested Himself when He became man, and the resumption
of which, in the consciousness of its once enjoyed possession,‘

! Not merely in e momentary anticipation, in which it appeared before the
eye of His spirit (Weizeicker). Comp. on viii. 58. It is a perversion of the
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He now asks in prayer from God. Had Christ contemplated
Himself as the eternal archetype of humanity in His pre-
historical unity with the proper personal life of God, and
attributed to Himself in this sense the premundane &cfa
(Beyschlag, p. 87 f)), His expression elyov mapa aol would
stand in contradiction therewith, because this latter separates
the subject that had been in possession from the divine subject
in such a manner that the former was with the latter, and
possessed the glory, as then also the glory again prayed for
would not be adequate to that already formerly possessed ; for
the essence of the former is the odvfpovoy elvac Oeod, which
consequently that of the latter must also have been. Comp.
on vi, 62.—For the fulfilment of this prayer: Phil ii 9 ;
1 Tim. iii. 16 ; Heb. i. 8, 13 ; Acts ii. 34 ; 1 Pet. iii. 22, ¢t al.
The 8dEa, however, which His believing ones beheld in Him in
His earthly working (i. 14), was not the heavenly majesty in
its Godlike, absolute existence and manifestation,—that He had
as Adyos doapkos, and obtained it again in divine-human com-
pleteness after His ascension,—but His temporally divine-human
glory, the glory of God present in earthly and bodily limita-
tion, which He had in the state of xévwois, and made known
through grace and truth, as well as through His entire activity.
Comp. on i. 14 ; see also Liebner, Christol. I. p. 323 f.

Vv. 6-8. Hitherto Jesus has prayed on bdehalf of Himself.
But now He introduces His ¢nfercession on behalf of His dis-
ciples, which begins with ver. 9, by representing them as
worthy of this intercession. — cov] With emphasis, as opposed
to Tois avfparm., in the deep feeling of the holiness and great-
ness of the task discharged. — What the name of God com-
prises in itself and expresses (see on Matt. vi. 9), was previously
made known to the disciples only in so far as it brought with
it its O. T. imagery; but the specific disclosures respecting
God and His counsel of salvation resting in Christ, and His

exegetically clear and certain relation when Weizsicker finds in such passages,
instead of the self-consciousness of Jesus reaching back into His pre-human
state, only *‘the culminating point of an odvancing self-knowledge.” That
here, however, and in ver. 25, different modes of apprehending the person of
Christ are intimated (Weizsicker in the Jakrd. f. D. Th. 1862, p. 645 ff.),
cannot be established on exegetical grounds. See on ver. 25
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entire redemptive relation to men, which Christ had given
them by virtue of his prophetic office (the Christian contents,
therefore, of the divine name), entitled Him to pray; édavé-
pwad agov 7. v, 7N Comp. Col. i. 26, 27. A reference
to the Jewish practice of keeping secret the mame of Jehovah
(Hilgenfeld) lies entirely remote from the meaning. — ods
8é8wk. poi éx 7. koo pov] Necessary definition of ols dv6pw-
wois (hence not to be connected with ool %oav); whom Thou
hast given to me out of the world (separated from out of the
unbelieving, xv. 19), that is, the disciples (see vv. 8, 11), as
objects of the divine counsel of salvation God has given them
through attracting them by His grace; see on vi. 37. — oo/]
DPosscssive pronoun, as in ver. 9; they belonged to Thee, were
Thine, “ per fidem V. T.” Bengel. Comp. i 37, 42, 46, 48,
and generally viil. 47, vi. 37,44. Therefore not in the sense
of predestination (Beza, Calvin), but of motive, from which
God, to whom they indeed already inwardly belonged, has
drawn them to Christ. God knows His own. The non-
ethical interpretation of propeity generally (Cytil.: Bia rydp
mavra eg), or, as “ Thy creatures” (Hengstenberg), yields no
special statement of reason.— xail Tov Aoyoev gov TeTnp.)
and with what result gavest Thou them to me! On 7. Adyor
oov, comp. vil 16, xii 48, 49, and on Ternp., they have kept
Thy word (by faith and deed), viiL 51, xiv. 23.—wiv
Eyvwray, x.T.\] Progress in the representation of this result,
which is now advanced so far, that they have recognised (and
do recognise, perfect) all that the Father has communicated to
Christ as that which it is, as proceeding from God. Al which
Thou hast given to me points not merely to the doctrine (De
Wette), but to the entire activity of Jesus (Luthardt), for
which He has received from the Father a commission, direc-
tion, power, result, etc. Comp. ver. 4, xiiL 49, v. 36. A
more definite limitation is arbitrary, because not demanded by
what follows, which rather establishes the general expression
(ver. 7) by means of the particular (rd& prjuata). — Ver. 8
gives the causative demonstration (37, for), how they attained
to the knowledge of ver. '1,' namely, (1) on the part of Jesus, in

' Ewald begins with 3=s (because), a protasis, the apodosis of which (I thcre:
Jore beg) follows in ver. 9, in such a manner, however, that from o wigi 79
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that e communicated to them the words given Him by God,
1.e. that which He, as Interpreter of God, had to anmounce
(nothing else) ; and (2) on their part (adroi), in that they have
adopted this,! and have actually known it (vii. 26). Zhus
with them that éyvwaav in ver. T has come to completion. —
xal abtol] is only to be separated by a comma from what
precedes, and, further, is connected with 67e. The kai éwio-
Tevaav, k.T.\., parallel to é&yvwoay aAnlds, x.T.\., adding faith
to knowledge (see on vi. 69), and the above éffjrfor (comp.
on viii. 42), leading back to the Fatherly deiest, whereby it is
accomplished, completes the expression of the Aappy result
attained in the case of the disciples. Note, further, the his-
torical aorists é\aB. and émior. in their difference of sense
from the perfects.

Ver. 9. I pray for them! Both in éye and in mepl alrdw
there lies a motive element in reference to God. That which
lies in mepi adTdv is then further made specially prominent,
first negatively (o¥ 7. 7. xoou. ép.), and then positively (aA\a
Tepi, K.TN.). — 0¥ Tepl Tod kéopov] has no dogmatic weight,
and is therefore not to be explained in the sense of the con-
demnation of the world (Melanchthon), or of absolute predesti-
nation (Calvin, Jansen, Lampe), or of the ncgation of such
intercession n general (Hengstenberg), but refers simply and
solely to this present intercession, which has in truth no rela-
tion to those who are strangers to God, but to His own, whom
He has given to Jesus,—and this should all the more move
Him to fulfil the prayers. Prayer for the unbelieving has
been enjoined by Jesus Himself (Matt. v. 44), and was, more-
over, offered by Himself upon the cross (Luke xxiii. 34), and
for them did He die, comp. also ver. 20 ; but here He has only
the disciples in view, and lays them, by the antithesis o0 mepi
7. koopov, the more earnestly on the Father's heart. ILuther
well says: “ At other times one should pray for the world,
rispou to pxouas, ver. 11, a parenthesis is introduced, ond then first with wdenp
@95 comes the supplication conveyed by {pwss. DBut this complicated arrange-
ment is neither necessary nor appropriate to the clear and peaceful flow of the
language of this prayer as it stands.

!i.e. They have not rejected the j#uara, but have allowed them to influence

themselves. This is the necessary pro-condition of knowledge and of laith.
Comp. Weiss, Lechrbegr. p. 28.
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that it may be converted.” Comp. ver. 21. — 371 ool eloi]
Ground of the intercession: bdecause they—although given to
me—are Thine, belonging to Thee as my believing ones, since
they were Thine (ver. 6) already, before Thou gavest them to
me.

Ver. 10. Kai 7d épd mdvra...éud) is parenthetic (on
xal parentheticum, see Fritzsche, ad Rom. I 13, p. 35), and
xal 886 év adrols is still in connection with &7, ver. 9,
containing a second ground of the intercession. — As regards
the above parenthesis, when Jesus prayed é7v ool ela, ver. 9,
His glance was extended from this concrete relation to the
category, to the general reciprocal community of property, which,
in matters relating to His work, exists between Him, the Son
and plenipotentiary of the Father, and the Father. Both have
the same work, the same aim, the same means, the same
power, the same grace and truth, etc., in common ; neither has
and works separate from the other, and for Himself; God in
Christ, and He in God. Comp. on xvi. 15. Luther aptly
remarks: “It would not yet be so much if He simply said:
Al that is mine is Thine; for that every one can say...;
but this is much greater, that He inverts the relation, and
says: All that is Thine is mine; this no creature can say in
reference to God.” — 8e86&. év adr.] I am glorified in them,
in their person and activity, in so far as they are bearers and
furtherers of my glory and knowledge upon earth, so precious
and important, then, that I pray for them. What is already
begun, and is certainly to be further accomplished in the near
future, Jesus views, speaking in the perfect with prophetic
anticipation, as completed and actually existing (Kiihner, II.
p. 72), and év denotes the relation resting on, contained in
them, as in xiii. 31, 32, xiv. 13.

Ver. 11. Before He now gives expression to the special
supplication itself (wdvep &ye, Tijpnoov, k7)), He first brings
forward the peculiar ground of need, connecting in profound
emotion its individual members unperiodically by ral —
ovkére eipl, k7] Thus He speaks, “nunc quasi provincia
sua defunctus,” Calvin. — kai o¥7o¢, x.7.\.] “hos relinquam in
tantis fluctibus,” Grotius. — &vyee] As in ver. 25, 8lrate, S0
here avyie is added significantly ; for to guarantee that which
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Jesus would now pray (rrpnoov, «.7A.) is in harmony with
the Aoliness of His Father, which has been revealed to Him in
entire fulness, a holiness which is the absolute antithesis of
the ungodly nature of the profane world.! Placed by their
calling in this unholy «6apuos, they shall be guarded by the holy
God so as to abide faithfully in His name. In harmony with
this antithesis of the holiness of God to the nature of the world,
stands the petition, “hallowed be Thy name,” at the head of the
Lord’s Prayer. Comp. also 1 John ii, 20 ; Heb. xii. 10; 1 Pet.
1 16; Rev.vi 10. Thus the Father discharges the obligation
lying on Himself, if He keeps the disciples of the Son in His
name. — év 7 6véu. .] Specific sphere, in which they are to
remain through being so kept; the name of the Father is made
known to them (vv. 6,26), and with a happy result (vv. 6-8);
thus are they to persevere in Hisliving acquaintance and believ-
ing confession, not to depart out of this holy element of their life.
— & 3édwk. por] & by attraction, instead of 8, which, how-
ever, does not stand instead of of)s (Bengel, comp. Ewald and
Godet, who would read 8, see the critical notes), but: God has
given His name fo Christ, and that not in the sense of the
divine nature entering into manifestation, as Hengstenberg
here drags in from Ex. xxiii. 21, but rather in the sense of
ver. 6, for revelution to the disciples; He has for such a purpose
delivered His name to Him as the object of a holy commission.
In conformity with this, the Lord prays that God would keep
them in this His name, in order that they, in virtue of the
one common faith and confession resting on the name of God,
may be one (in the spiritual fellowship, of like mind and love,
comp. vv. 22, 23), in conformity with the archetype® of the
ethical unity of the Father and the Son (comp. the Pauline els
Oeos «. warnp mavrwy, x.T\., Eph.iv. 6). Hence {va expresses
the object of mjpnoov, x.7.\., not of Sédwx. pot.

Vv. 12, 13. A more definite outflow of heart concerning

! According to Diestel in the Jakrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 45, God is
here conceived of as &yios wob Xpioros, Which is the completion of the N. T.
dyio5 ob "lopasr, But of this there is meither any indication in the context,
nor do we find generally the idea of God as of the @y «si Xporod expressed.
Hengstenberg refers too exclusively to the power of the holy God.

2 Bengol : ¢‘Illa unitas est ex natura, hiace ex gratia ; igitur illi haec similis
est, non aequalis.”

VOL. 11 b 5
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ver. 11.—&re funv, x.7A] As in ver. 11, olxém elui év 7.
xoapw, Jesus speaks as thongh He had already departed out
of the world. “Jam in exitu mundi pedem irrevocabilem
posuerat,” Ruperti on ver. 11. — éyw] That which Thou mayest
now do, ver. 11.—od¢ 8é8wx. por epdN, xrA] Not a
parenthesis, but a further expression of the Tyjpnois just de-
seribed, in which a sorrowful but telically clear and conscious
mention of Judas obtrudes itself. — épvrafa] Through the
dvrdoaew (custodire) is the Tnpelv (conservare) accomplished.
Comp. Sap. x. 5; Dem. 317. ult. The disciples were handed
over to Him for protection and guardianship, ut eos salvos
tueretur. This He has accomplished, and none of them has
Sallen into destruction (ie. into eternal destruction through
apostasy, which leads to the loss of {wn), except him who
belongs to destruction (Matt. xxiil 15), <e. who is destined to
destruction. Comp. vi. 64, 70. Jesus does not like to name
Judas, who forms this tragical exception (el p7) is not equivalent
to a\Ad, as Scholten thinks), but his destruction—and therein
the purity of the consciousness of Jesus in the matter is
expressed—is nothing accidental, capable of being averted, but
is prophesied as a divine destiny in the Scripture, and must
take place in fulfliment thercof. On account of xiii. 18, it is
without warrant to think of another saying of Scripture than,
with Tuther, Liicke, and several others, of Ps. xli. 10 (Kuinoel :
the proplhecies of the death of Jesus generally are intended ;
Lange, L J. IL p. 1412: Isa. lvii. 12, 13; Euth. Zigabenus,
Calovius, 2ud mauny, Ps. cix. 8, which passage, however, has its
reference in Actsi 20). The designation of Antickrist by ¢ vios
7. amw\.,, 2 Thess. i 3, is parallel in point of form. In the
Evang. Nikod. 20 (see Thilo on the passage, p. 708), the devil
is so calledl—Ver. 13. But now I come to Thee, and since I can
no longer guard them personally as bitherto, I speal this (this
prayer for Thy protection, ver. 11) ¢n the world (“jam ante
discesswn meum,” Bengel), that they, as witnesses and objects of
this my intercession, knowing themselves assured of Thy pro-
tection, may bear my joy (as in xv. 11, not xiv. 27) fulfilled in
themsdvcs. On this expression of prayer regarding the influence
which the listening to prayer should have upon the listeners,
comp. xi. 42. Luther well says: “that they, through the
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word, apprehended by the ears, and retained in the heart, may
be consoled, and be able cheerfully to presume thereon, and to
say: See, this has my Lord Christ said, so affectionately and
cordially has He prayed for me,” etc.

Vv. 14, 15. The intercession addresses itself to a particuiar,
definite point of the 77pnaes prayed for, namely, éx 7o movn-
pod, ver. 15, and this is introduced, ver. 14, from the side of
their necessities. — éryd] antithesis: ¢ x6ouos. — éuio. adTois)
has concetved a hatred against them (Aor., see Lobeck, ad Phryn.
P- 197; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 18). This hatred Luther
terms “the true court colours of Christians that they bear on
earth”  Further, see on xv. 18, 19.— The more precise
definition of wjpnais follows in ver. 15 negatively and posi-
tively. They are not (“ for I have still more to accomplish by
their means,” Luther) to be taken out of the unbelieving world
which hates them (which would take place by death, as now
in the case of Jesus Himself, ver. 11), but they are to be kept
by God, so that they ever come forth, morally uninjured, from
the power of Saten surrounding them, the power of the prince
of the world. ‘& 7. movnpod is not, with Luther, Calvin, and
many others, including Olshausen, B. Crusius, Hengstenberg,
Godet, to be taken as meuter, but comp. 1 John 1i. 13 ff,
ii. 12, v. 18, 19, iv. 4; Matt. vi. 13; 2 Thess. iii. 3; comp.
on Tynpetr éx, Rev. iii. 10, also Quvrdooew ef émiBovris in
Themist. 181. 19 (Dindorf). Nonnus: 8aiuoves dpyexdroio
Sveavritov amo Geoudv.

Vv. 16, 17. From the 77mpeiv which has been hitherto
prayed for, the intercession now advances to the positive
ayuaew, ver. 17; and this part of it also is first ntroduced
in ver. 16, and that by an emphatic resumption of what was
said in ver. 14 on the side of the condition fitted for the
ayialew. — dylacoy adrovs év f ainb.] The disciples were
in the truth, for since they had believingly accepted the word
of God given to them by Christ, and had kept it (vv. 6, 12),
the divine truth, the expression of which that word is, was
the element of life, in which they, taken from the world and
given to Christ, were found. Now He prays that God would
not merely keep them (that He has previously prayed for),
but yet further: He would provide them with a holy consecra-
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tion (comp. on x. 36) in this their sphere of life, whereby is
meant not indeed the translation into “the true position of
being” (Luthardt), but the equipment with divine illumina-
tion, power, courage, joyfulness, love, inspiration, etc., for their
official activity (ver. 18) which should ensue, and did ensue,
through means of the Holy Spirit, xiv. 17, xv. 26, xvi. 7 {f.
Comp. on év, Sir. xlv. 4.  Ordinarily it is taken instrumentally,
in virtue of, by means of (Chrysostom, Nonnus, Theophylact,
Calvin, and many others, including Liicke, Tholuck, Godet), but
in arbitrary neglect of the analogy of the correlate Trmpeiv é,
vv. 11, 12; whilst De Wette, B. Crusius, Baeumlein, just as
arbitrarily here again mix up also the notion of mpeiv; “so
that they remain in the truth,” whereby the climactic relation
of Tnpeiv and ayidfew is misapprehended. When, with Luther,
(“ make truly holy”), év 7. arnf. has been taken as equivalent
to a@xnfos, of complete sanctification in opposition to their
hitherto defective condition (Hengstenberg), against the view is
decisive, not indeed the article (comp. Xen. A4nab. vi. 2. 10),
but rather the following 6 Novyos, «.7A. The reading év 7. dA.
gov is a correct, more precise definition arising from a gloss.
— 0 Aoyos 6 cgos ainf. éori] a supporting of the prayer,
in which ¢ ods has peculiar weight; Zhy word (xiv. 24, xii.
49, vii. 16), the word of no other, 7s ¢ruth. How shouldst
Thou, then, not grant the dyidleww prayed for? That angé.
is withowt the article, does not rest upon the fact that it is a
predicate, but upon the conception that the essence of the Noyos
is truth, so that aaf. is abstract, not & noun appellative.
Comp. iv. 24, 1 John iv. 16.

Vv. 18, 19. In support of the prayer for the dyidfew of the
disciples, there now follow further two motives for its being
granted, deduced, (1) from the mission of the disciples into
the world, on which account they need consecration; and
(2) from Christ’s own personal consecration for the purpose of
their dytacuds, which purpose God will not be willing to leave
unattained. — xafws éué, x«.7\] Placed first with pragmatic
weight ; for as He could not execute His mission without the
divine consecration (x. 36), so neither could they who were
sent by Him. — xdy@] Not instead of ofrws éyd (De Wette),
but simply : 7 also have sent. Comp. xv. 9, xx. 21, e al.—
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améoreha] The mission was indeed mot yet objectively a
fact (xx. 21; Matt. xxviii. 19), but already conceived of in
its idea in the appointment and instruction for the apostolic
office (Matt. x. 5 ff). Comp. on iv. 38.— Ver. 19. Note the
emphatic correlation of adréw...éyo éuavtov ... xai abrol—
The dytafw épavTdy, not including in it the whole life of the
Lord (Calvin, Hengstenberg, Godet), but now, when the hour
is come, to be carried out, is the actual consecration, which
Christ, in offering Himself through Hus death as a sacrifice to
God, accomplishes on Himself} so that dyialw is substantially
equivalent to wpoaépw ool Ouvaiav (Chrysostom), comp.
4 Mace. xvii. 19; dyalew, W"ﬁ,r:)n, is a sacred word for sacrifices
in the O. T, see Ex. xiii. 2 ; Deut. xv. 19 ff.; 2 Sam. viii. 11 ;
Esr. v. 52; Rom. xv. 16; comp. also Soph. Oed. Col. 1491
Dion. H. vii. 2. Christ is at once the Priest and the Sacrifice
(Epistle to the Hebrews) ; and for (dmép, in commodum, xv. 13)
the disciples He performs this sacrifice,—although it is offered
for all,>—so far as it has, in respect of the disciples, the special
purpose : that they also may be consecrated in truth, namely, in
virtue of the reception of the Paraclete (wvevpatike mupi wyuia
Aeéhovpévos, Nonnus), which reception was conditioned by the
death of Jesus, xvi. 7. The xa/ has its logical justification in
the idea of conseération common to both clauses, although its
special sense is different in each ; for the disciples are, through
the sacrifice of Jesus, to be consecrated to God ¢n the sense of
holy purity, endowment, and equipment for their calling. On
the other hand, the self-consecration of Christ is sacrificial,—
the former, however, like the latter, the consecration in the
service of God and of His kingdom. Comp. on the self-con-
secration of Christ, who yields Himself voluntarily to be a
sacrifice (x. 18, xv. 13), Eph. v. 2: mapédwrer éavrov imép
Wudv mpoopopav, kTN ; that is the idea of the present pas-
sage, not that He renounced the mortal capf, and entered fully
into the divine mode of existence and fellowship (Luthardt).

! Comp. generally, Ritschl in the Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1863, p. 240 f.

3 Already this solemn éaép (vi. 51, x. 11, xi. 50, xv. 13, xviii. 14; 1 John
il 16) should have prevented d&ysilw ix. from heing understood in the ethical
sense of the ripening to moral perfection through faithful, loving obedience

towards the Father (so Worner, Verhdltn. d. Geistes z. Sohne Gottes, p. 41 £.),
Simply correct is Euth. Zigabenus, iye ixeveivs dvriddw inavson
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See also Heb. ix. 14. — év ainfela] Modal definition of
fytacpévor: truly consecrated, Matt. xxii. 16; 2 Cor. vii. 14;
Col. 1, 6; 1 John iii. 18; 2 John 1; 3 John 1. See on
2 Cor. loc. eit.; LXX. 2 Reg. xix. 17 (where, however, év is
doubtful); Sir. vii. 20; Pind. OL vil. 126. 1In the classics
the mere dative and énr' dAnfelas are frequent. The true
consecration is not exactly an antithesis to the Jewish sancii-
monia ceremonialis (Godet and older expositors), to which
nothing in the context leads, but simply sets forth the eminent
character of the relation generally. As contrasted with every
other dyiorns in human relations, that wrought through the
Daraclete is the Zrue consecration. Comp. Luther: “ against
all worldly and human holiness.” So substantially,! Chrysos-
tom, Euth. Zigabenus, Beza, Calvin, Bengel, and several others,
including Hengstenberg, Godet. The interpretation which has
recently, after Erasmus, Bucer, and several others, become
current, viz. of Liicke, Tholuck (?), Olshausen, De Wette,
B. Crusius, Luthardt, Lange, Briickner, Ewald, that év d\n#.
is not different from év 75 alpbela, ver. 17, is erroneous,
because the article is wanting which here, in the retrospective
reference to the truth already articulated and defined, was
thoroughly necessary; for of an antithesis “to the state of
being in which the disciples would be found over and above ”
(Luthardt), the text suggests nothing, even leaving out of sight
the fact that a state of sanctification in such an opposite con-
dition would be inconceivable. Without any ground, appeal
is made, in respect of the absence of the article, to i. 14,
iv. 24, where truth is expressed as a general conception
(comp. viii. 44) (Sir. xxxvil. 15 ; Tob. iii. §; 2 Tim. ii. 25,
iii. 7), and to 3 John 3 (ver. 4 is with Lachm. and Tisch. to
be read év 75 éAnf.), where év gAn0. must be taken as equi-
valent to aAnfas,’ and consequently as in the present passage
and as in 3 John 1.

1 In so far as they understand i» érnf. of the true &ysélicfay, in which, how-
ever, they find an antithesis to the fypical holiness of the 0. T. sacrifice, as e.g.
Euth. Zigabenus: iva xai abroi doi Tibupivos bv GAnfivy fugiz' B yap vopixn furia
sixos wv, obx &Aaddisa. Comp. Theophylact; also Holtzmann, Judenth. u.

Cleristenth. p. 421.
3 The passage means : ** I rejoiced when brethren came end gave witness for
Thy ¢ruth (i.e. for Thy morally true Christian constitution of life), as Thou truly
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Vv. 20, 21. In His prayer for the disciples for their pre-
servation and sanctification (vv. 11-19), Jesus now also
includes all who (comp. Rom. x. 14) shall believe on Him (mio-
revovTwy, regarding the future as present) through the apostles’
word (S Tob kmplyparos adbrdv, Euth. Zigabenus). The pusr-
pose for which He also includes these : that all (all my believing
ones, the apostles and the others) may be one (ethically, in
likeness of disposition, of endeavour, of love, etc., on the
ground of faith, comp. Eph. iv. 3 ff.; Rom. xv. 5, 6 ; Acts
iv. 32). — This ethical unity of all believers, to be specifically
Christian,' must correspond as to its original type (kafaws) to the
reciprocal fellowship between the Father and the Son (according
to which the Father lives and moves in the Son, and the Son
in the Father, comp. x. 38, xiv. 10, 11, xv. 5), the object of
which, in reference to believers collectively, is, that in them
also the Father and the Son may be the element in whick they (in
virtue of the unio mystica brought about through the Spirit,
1John i 3,iv. 13; 1 Pet. i. 4) live and move (va «. avroi év
nuiv dow)—This ethical unity of all believers in the fellow-
ship with the Father and the Son, however (comp. xiii. 35),
shall serve to the unbelieving world as an actual proof and ground
of conviction that Christ, the grand central point and support
of this unity, 4s none other than the sent of God. “That is
the fruit which must follow through and from such unity,
namely, that Christ's word shall further break forth and be
received in the world as God's word, wherein stands an almighty,
divine, unconquerable power and eternal treasure of all grace
and blessedness,” Luther, in opposition to which, Calvin gets
into confusion by introducing the doctrine of predestination,
making of mioredeww a reluctant agnoscere; so also Scholten.
Thus the third lva is subordinated to the first, as introducing its

(in deed) walkest.” xaéds, x.7.A., that is, not ferming a part of that testimony
of the brethren, gives to this testimony the coufirmation of Jolin himself. As
the brothers have testified for Gaius, so he acfually walks. This John Lnows,
and the Lrethren have told himn nothing new Ly that testimony, however greatly
he has rejoiced in the fact of receiving such a testimony concerning his Gaius.
Therefore he adds, with loving recognition, as thou truly walkest. That testi-
niony therefore only cerresponds to the reality.

! <t Non vult concordiam coetus humani, ut est concors civitas Spartana contra
Athenienses,” Melanchthon.
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Surther aim ; the second, however, because containing the defini-
tion of the aim of xafas, x.7.\, is related to the first caplicatively.

Vv. 22, 23. What He on His part (éy<) has done in order
to bring about this unity of His believing ones and its object
—a newly introduced and great thought of the power of His
kingdom—not still dependent on §r¢ (Ewald). —7v9v 86av]
The heavenly glory. Comp. 1, 5, 24, This, once already pos-
sessed by Him before the incarnation, the Father has given to
Him, not yet, indeed, objectively, but as a secure possession of
the dmmediate future; He has obtained it from God, assigned
as a property, and the actual taking-possession is now for Him
close at hand. In like manner has He given this, His 8¢fa, in
which the eternal fw7, vv. 2, 3, is consummated, to His believ-
ing ones (avrois), who will enter on the real possession at the
Parousia, where they auvdofdfovrar (Rom. viii. 17), after
that they, up to that time, 7 éxw®¢ éodbnoav (Rom. viii. 24)
Comp. on Rom. vili. 30. They are in Christ already His
auykhnpovopot, and the Spirit to be received will be to them the
appaBwv Tis xhnpovopias (Eph. i. 14; 2 Cor. i 22, v. 5), but
the actual entrance on the inheritance is first accomplished at
the Parousia (xiv. 2, 3; Rom. viil. 11; Col. iii. 4). But this
relation does not justify us in interpreting 8:3ovas as destinare
(Gabler, B. Crusius), or at least 8é3wxa as constitui dare
(Grotius), while the explanations also which take 86fa of the
glory of the apostolic office in teaching and working miracles
(Chrysostom, Theophylact, and, but with intermixture of other
elements, Euth. Zigabenus, Erasmus, Vatablus, Grotius, and
several others, including Paulus and Klee), or of the inner
glory of the Christian life (Olshausen, comp. Gess, p. 244), of
the life of Clrist in bclievers, in accordance with Gal. ii. 20
(Hengstenberg), of sonskip (Bengel, comp. Godet, who refers to
Rom. vii 29), of love (Calovius, Maldonatus), of grace and
truth, i 14 (Luthardt, Ebrard, a part also of Tholuck’s and
Briickner’s interpretation), are opposed to the context! See
immediately, ver. 24. — {va &ouv év, k.7\] For what a strong
bond of unity must lie in the sure warrant of fellowship in
eternal 8ofa! Comp. Eph. iv. 4, — éyd év adTois k. v év

! The 3z is explained away also by Weizsicker in the Jakrb. f. Deutsche
Tlwol. 1857, p. 181, Itissaid to be substantially the same as the Asyer, ver. 14,
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¢pot] Not out of connection with the construction (De Wette),
since it fits into it; not even beginning a new proposition,
and to be completed by elu! (Angustine, Theophylact, Euth.
Zigabenus, Beda, Beza, Bengel, and several others, including
Luthardt), since thus the discourse on the 8cfa would be, in
opposition to the context (see ver. 24), interrupted; but an
appositional separation from npets, from which it is therefore,
with Lachmann and Tischendorf, to be divided only by a
comma. In 7jueis is contained: éyod xal ov, and both are
pragmatically, te. in demonstration of the specific internal
relation of the & efvar of believers to the oneness of the
Father and the Son, thus expounded : I moving i them, and
Thou in me. In accordance with this appositional, more
minute definition, the iva dow & is again taken up with live-
liness and weight (“see how His mouth overflows with the
same words,” Luther), and that in the expression containing
the highest degree of intensity : {va dot TeTelerwpévor €is
&y, that they may be completed to one (to one unity), be united
in complete degree. eis in the sense of the result. Comp.
passages like Plato, Phileh. p. 18 B: tehevrav Te éx mavrowy
eis &v; Dem. p. 368. 14 : eis &v Yjdiopa Taira wdvra ovveo-
xebacay. — (va quvdaky o koopos, x.T\.] Parallel to fva o
koapos mieTevoy, ver. 21, adding to faith the knowledge con-
nected therewith (conversely, ver. 8), and then completing the
expression of the happy result to be attained by the designa-
tion of the highest divine love, of which the believer is conseious
in that knowledge. 'We are not even remotely to think of the
“ forced conviction of rebels” (Godet); against this vv. 2, 3
already declare, and here the entire context. Note rather
how the glance of the praying Jesus, vv. 21-23, rises up to
the highest goal of His work on earth, when, namely, the
xoouos shall have come to believe, and Christ Himself shall
have become in fact o cwrip Tob koo pov (iv. 42, comp. x. 16).
This at the same time against the supposition of metaphysical
dualism in Hilgenfeld. — k. fyamnoas, x.TN] and hast loved
them (as a matter of fact, through this sending of me) as Thou
hast loved me, therefore with the same Fatherly love which T
have experienced from Thee. Comp. iii. 16; Eph. i. 6;
Rom. v, 5, viii. 32.
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Ver. 24, What He has already bestowed on them, but as
yet as a possession of hope (ver. 22), He wills (fénw) that
they may also partake of in reality. He does not merely
wish it (against Beza, Calvin, B. Crusius, Tholuck, Ewald), but
the Son prays in the consciousness of the éfovaia bestowed on
Him by the Father according to ver. 2, for the communication
of eternal life to His own. This consciousness is that of the
most intimate confidence and clearest accord with the Father.
Previously He had said épwrd; “nunc <ncrementum sumit
oratio,” Bengel. The idea of the last will, however (Godet), is
not to be imported here. — The relative definition is placed
first emphatically, because justifying the @érw according to its
contents. This is nmeutral (6, see the critical notes), whereby
the persons (éxeivos, 1.e. the disciples and all believers, ver.
20) are designated <n abstracto, according to their category
(comp. ver. 2, viL 37), and the moment of 3édwxds pos, which
is a motive cause to the granting of the prayer, becomes more
prominent in and of ilsclf.— iva] Purpose of @érw (they
should, etc.), and therewith its confents; see on Luke vi 31.
— 6mov elpi éyw, kaxeivor, £.7.\.] shall be realized at the
Parousia® See on xiv. 3, also on édvasmicw avto, kT M., V1
39. — Bewpdos] behold, experimentally, and with personal
participation, as awvdofacOévres, Rom. viil 17, 29, and owup-
Baocnevovres, 2 Tim. il 12. The opposite: behold death,
viii. 512 Against the interpretation that the beholding of
the 8cEa of Christ in 4tsclf (its reflection, as it were) con-
stitutes blessedness (Olshausen, comp. Chrysostom and Euth.
Zigabenus), ver. 22 testifies, although it is also essentially in-
cluded in it, 1 John iii 2; Heb. xii 14. —fjy é8wrds poy,
87i, kv \] Further added in childlike feeling of gratitude to
74y éuifv, and that proleptically (comp. eiui), because the Lord

! The intermediate state denoted in Phil. i. 23 (see in loc.) is mot meant
(Hengstenberg), nor a part of the meaning (Godet), but es what follows shows,
the completed fellowship of glory. Comp. 1 John iii. 2.

2 Baur thus explains away the historical sense: ** They behold this glory, see
it in reality before them, if in them, through the communication of the true
God consciousness, and of the eternal life thereby conditioned, through which
they have become one with Jesus and the Father, just as He is one with the
Father, the divine principle (fo this, according to Daur, didwxe, ver. 22, refers)
has realized itself as that which it is in jtself.”
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is on the point of entering into this 8cfa (ver. 1), as if He
had already received it (comp. ver. 22): whom Thow gawvest
me, because (motive of the édwx.) Thow lovedst me before tle
Joundation of the world (mwpé xat. k. not belonging to &we. p.,
as Paulus'and B. Crusius think). The 86ka of Christ, as the
Noyos &oapros (ver. 5), was, according to the mode of view
and expression of the N. T. not one imparted to Him from
love, but in virtue of the ontologically Trinitarian relation to
the Father,! that which pertained with metaphysical necessity to
the Son in the unity of the divine nature, the pop¢s feod, which
He as feos Aoyos, 1. 1, had, being from eternity eternally with
the Father (ver. 5) ; whereas the 8¢fa here intended is in His
exaltation after the completion of His work, since it concerned
His entire person, including its human side, that given to Him
by the Father from love (Phil ii. 9), from ¢Za¢ love, however,
which did not first originate in time, but was already cherished
by the Father toward the Son before the foundation of the
world. That 8ofa possessed by Jesus before His incarnation,
to which for the most part (as still Luthardt, Ebrard, Heng-
stenberg) reference is wrongly made, whereby, according to
ver. b, éwkas would have to be conceived of as brought about
through the generation of the uovoyevis, was the purely divine ;
that given to Him through His exaltation is indeed the same,
into which He now again has entered, but because it is the
glory of the Aéyos &voapros, divine-human in eternal consum-
mation (Phil ii. 9). Comp. on ver. 5,i 14. Nowhere in
the N. T. is the premundane 8cfa of the Son designated as
gwen to Him (Phil. ii. 6 ; Col i. 15; 2 Cor. viii. 9), although
this would be imaginable in and of itself as an eternal self-
communication of Fatherly love (comp. Briickner and Ebrard).?
Further, it is strangely incorrect that thé 8ofa, which the
Father has given to the Son, has been explained here differently
from that in ver. 22. — The love of the Father to the Son
before the foundation of the world implies the personal pre-

! Comp. J. Miiller, Von der Siinde, 11. p. 183 f.

? Euth. Zigabenus: eny 3iav 7as fidrnos, fiv Wonds po, oby &5 irdrron n
Soripoysnii, &AX' &5 aimios, sitovy &5 yavvioas pa, Butin the N. T. this mode
of presentation is unsupported ; in ver. 26, to which Johansson eppeals, {wxs» in
truth refers first to the time ot the sending into the world.
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cristence of the latter with God, but is not raconcilable with
the idea of the pre-temporal tdeal existence which He has had
in God, as the archetype of humanity. This in answer to
Beyschlag, p. 87, who considers the relation as analogous to
the eternal election of grace, Eph. i. 4, Rom. viii. 29 ; which
is not appropriate, since the election of grace concerns those
as yet nmot in existence, namely, future believers, whom God
mpoéyvew as future. The Son, however, whom He loved, must
personally exist with the Father, since it was in Christ tbat
the motive already lay for the election of grace (see on Eph.
i. 4). Comp. also on ver. 5. To suppose that God, according
to the present passage, had loved His own tdeal of humanity
before the foundation of the world, the idea consequently of
His own thought, is an idea without any analogy in the N. T,
and we thereby arrive at an anthropopathic self-love, as men
form to themselves an ideal, and are glad to attain it.

Vv. 25, 26. Conclusion of the prayer: Appeal to the
justice of God, for, after that which Jesus here states of Him-
self and of the disciples in opposition to the world, it becomes
the righteous Father not to leave ungranted what Jesus has
just declared, ver. 24, to be His will (férw, Bva, xTA).
Otherwise the final recompense would fail to come, which the
divine justice (1 John i 9) has to give to those who are so
raised, as expressed in ver. 25, above the world ; the work of
divine holiness, ver. 11, would remain without its closing
Judicial consummation and revelation.— kai o xoapos, x.T\.]
The apparent want of appropriateness of the xa(, from which
also its omission in D. Vulg. ef al, is to be explained, is not
removed by placing, with Grotius and Lachmann, only a
comma after ver. 24, and allowing «al 6 xéouos ge olk Eyvw
to run with what precedes, since this thought does not fit into
this logical connection, and the address wdrep dikace, according
to the analogy of ver. 11, leads us to recognise the inéroductory
sentence of a prayer. According to Bengel and Ebrard, «ai

. kai, et . .. et, correspond to one another, which, however,
does not allow either of the antithetic character of the con-
ceptions, or of the manifest reference of the second «al to
iyo 8. Following Heumann, De Wette, Liicke, Tholuck
make xal correspond to the following &, so that two relations
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occurring at the same time, but of opposile kinds! would he
indicated : “ whilst the world knew Thee not, yet I knew
Thee.” Not to be justified on grammatical grounds; for
7é... 8¢ (Kiihner, IL p. 418 ; Hartung, Parttkell. 1. p. 92 f.;
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 741 £), but never xal .. . &, is thus
employed, and the passages of that kind adduced by Liicke
from Plato, Menex. p. 235 E (where xai dAhovs means also
others), and Eryx. p. 393 E (where xal éxayiora is only even
the least), are mot in point; in other passages (as Soph. Ant.
428) xal is the simply connective and, without reference to
the subsequent 8. The «a¢ in the present passage is rather
the and serving to link on an antithetic relation (and not-
withstanding), and is of very frequent occurrence, particularly
in John, see on vii. 28. Had Jesus said: wdrep, Sixatos
€l, kal 6 xdouos, k.7, then wxal would have been free trom
any difficulty. Nevertheless, the connection and its expression
is the same. Christ is, in the address wrdrep 3ixate, absorbed
in the thought of the justice of God now invoked by Him,
the thought, therefore, of this self-revelation of God, which
was so easily to be recognised (Rom. i. 18 ff)), in spite of
which the world, in its blinded security, has not known Him
(comp. Rom. i. 28), and gives expression to this latter thought
in painfully excited emotion (Chrysostom : dvoyepaiver), im-
mediately connecting it by xaf with the address. After wdr.
Sikate we may suppose a pause, a break in the thought:
Righteous Father—(yea, such Thou art!) end (and yet) the
world knew Thee not !  Luthardt also, with Briickner’s con-
currence, takes xai as and yet, but so that it stands in oppo-
sition to the revelation of God through Christ previously (see
ver. 22) stated. Too indefinite, and leaving without reason

' Hence also the reading : of x2i 5 x. #. oix fyra, 221" iyd, #.¢.., Which is found
not merely in Hippolytus, but also in the Constitt. Ap. 8. 1. 1.

3 This interpretation is followed also by Hengstenberg. But Ewald places xai
i =ispog to yrepiom, ver. 26, in a parenthesis, and then takes iva # ¢ydan, x.7.2.,
still as the contents of 4irs, ver. 24. How broken thus becomes the calm, clear
flow of the prayer! According to Baenmlein, the parallel clauses would properly
be xai lyd 7 Yyrer xal ol Tyrasar; but there is interpolated before the first
clause an opposite clause, which properly should have i, so that then the main
thought follows with 3. Alike arbitrary, but yet more contorted, is the arrange«
ment of Godet.



302 THE GOSPEL OF JOIN.

the characteristic mdrep Sikate out of reference. — &yvo]
namely, from Thy proofs in my words and deeds; €yvawv, on
the other hand (Nonnus: ovVuduros €yvwr), refers to the im-
mediate knowledge which the Son had in His earthly life of
the Father moving in Him, and revealing Himself through
Him. Comp. viii. 54, 55. Not without reason does Jesus
introduce His éyw 8¢ oe &yvov between the xdouos and the
disciples, because He wills that the disciples should be where
He is (ver. 24), which, however, presupposes a relative relation
of equality between Him and them, as over against the world.
— oU7o¢] Glancing at the disciples.— 871 ¥ pe dméor.)
The specific element, the central point of the knowledge of
God, of which the discourse treats ; Selxvvow évraila, undéva
etdoTa Beov, dAN' 7 pévov Tods Tov vidy éreyvwrdras, Chrysostom.
Comp. vv. 8, 23, xvi. 27, e¢ al.— Ver. 26. Whereby this
éyvwoav has been effected (comp. ver. 7), and will be com-
pletely effected (yrwpicw, through the Paraclete : xai . .. xal,
both . . . and also), that (purpose of the yrwplow) the love with
which Thou hast loved me (comp. ver. 24) may be tn them, t.e.
may rule in their hearts! and therewith—for Christ, com-
municating Himself through the Spirit, is the supporter of the
divine life in believers (xiv. 20 ff.; Rom. viii. 10 ; Gal. ii.
20; Eph. iii 17),—T7 ¢n them. On dydmnv ayamady, see on
Eph. ii. 4 So rich in promise and elevating with the simply
grand “and I in them,” resounds the word of prayer, and in
the whole ministry and experience of the apostles was it fal-
filled. As nothing could separate them from the love of God
in Christ (Rom. viii. 39), Christ thus remained in them
through the Spirit, and they have conquered far and wide
through Him who loved them.

Norte.—The originality of the high-priestly prayer stands
upon the same fooling with that of the longer discourses of

' Comp. Rom. v. 5. Bengel apily remarke : “‘ ut cor ipsorum theatrum sit et
pelacstra hujus amoris,” namely, di& wvduares &yiov, Rom. Le. According to
lengstenberg (comp. also Weiss, p. 80), Jesus merely intends to say: ¢‘ that
Thou mayest love them with the love with which Thou hast loved me.” Dut
1liis does not suit the expression iv «érois 4, neither in itself nor in the parallel
relation to xéy& ir dees. An inward efficacious presence must be thereby
intended
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Jesus generally in the Evangelist John. The substance of the
contents is original, but the reproduction and vivid remodelling,
such as could not come forth from the Johannean individuality,
with which the recollection had grown up, otherwise than with
quite a Johannean stamp, Along with this, however, in refer-
ence to contents and form, considering the peculiarly profound
impression which the prayer of this solemn moment must
necessarily have made upon the spirit and memory of that very
disciple, a superior degree of fidelity of recollection and power
of reddition must be assumed. How often may these last
solemn words have stirred the soul of John! To this cor-
responds also the self-consciousness, as childlike as it is simple
and clear in its elevation, the victorious rest and peace of this
prayer, which is the noblest and purest pearl of devotion in the
whole of the N. T. “For so plainly and simply it sounds, so
deep, rich, and wide it is, that none can fathom it,” Luther.
Spener never ventured to preach upon it, because he felt that
its true understanding exceeded the ordinary measure of faith ;
but he caused it to be read to him three times on the evening
hefore his death, see his Lebensbeschr. by Canstein, p. 145 ff.
The contrary view, that it is a later idealizing fiction of a dog-
matic and metaphysical kind (Bretschneider, Strauss, Weisse,
Baur, Scholten), is indeed a necessary link in the chain of con-
troversy on the originality of the Johannean history generally,
but all the more untenable, the more unattainable, the depth,
tenderness, intensity, and loftiness, as is here sustained from
beginning to end, must have been for a later inventor. But to
deny the inward truth and splendour of the prayer (see especially
Weisse, IL. p. 294), is a matter evincing a critically corrupt
taste and judgment. The conflict of soul in Gethsemane, so soon
after this prayer which speaks of overcoming the world and of
peace, is indeed, considering the pure humanity of Jesus (which
was not forced into stoical indifference), psychologically too
conceivable, not, indeed, as a voluntarily assumed representa-
tion of all the horrors of death from the sin of the world
(Hengstenberg), but rather from the change of feelings and
dispositions in the contemplation of death, and of such a death,
to be made to pass as an historical contradiction to chap. xvii.
See on Matt., note after xxvi. 46. John himself relates nothing
of the crisis of the conflict of soul; but this is connected with
his peculiarity in the selection of the evangelical material in
general, and he might be determined in this matter particularly
by the account already given of the similar fact, xii. 23 ff,
which ke only adduces, whilst that conflict of soul was already
& common property of Scriptural tradition (comp. also Heb.
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v. 7), which he as little needed to repeat as the institution of
the Lord’s Supper and many other things. That that conflict
of soul had not for John the importance and historic reality
which it had for the Synoptics, is, considering the free selection
which he has made out of the rich material of his recollection,
a hasty conclusion (in answer to Baur, in the Theol. Jahrb.
1854, p. 224). The historic reality of the Gospel facts, if nothing
essential is otherwise opposed to them, is not affected by the
silence of John.
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CHAPTER XVIIL

VER. 1. The Recepta riv xédpwv has the preponderance of
testimony, Griesb. Scholz, Lachm., following A. S. A. Verss.
Hier. Ambr. have 7ot xedpuwv; Tisch., following D. &. 2 Cod. of
It. Sah. Copt.: ro zédpov. The reading rod xedpdsy is to Le
preferred, since we cannot suppose that John somehow
connected the name MVIP with xédpos or xédpey, a3 was done
in 2 Sam. xv. 23 and 1 Kings xv. 13, LXX. — Ver. 4. Zenday
s7rey] B. C* D. Curss. Verss. Or. Syr. Chrys. Aug.: &inder
xa! Aéyer. So Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; the Recepte is an
alteration after ver. 1, which was made, because what was
intended by 2£%x0er was not distinguished from that expressed
by it in ver. 1. — Ver. 6. §¢/] whlch though deleted by Lachm.
and Tisch,, has very important witnesses for and against it;
yet how readﬂy would it come to be omitted after ver. 5!—
Ver. 10. ariov] Tisch.: drdprov, after B. C.* L. X. &, which
(comp. also on Mark xiv. 47) is all the more to be preferred,
that the better known &riov is found in Matt.— Ver. 11. After
wdxyap. Elz. has e, against decisive witnesses, from Matt. xxvi.
52. — Ver. 13. adrév] has against it witnesses of such import-
ance, that Lachm. has bracketed, Tisch. deleted it. But, un-
necessary in itself, how readily might it be passed over
a{ter the similar final sound of the preceding word ! — Ver.
14. &woriedas] Lachm. Tisch.: dmedaren. The witnesses are
very much divided. &mob. is from xi. 50.— Ver. 15. &anoc]
Elz. Griesb. Scholz, Tisch.: 5 dares. The article is wanting
in AL B. D. & Curss,, but retains, notwithstanding, a OTeat
weight of testimony, and might readily come to be onntted
since it appeared to have no reference here. — Ver. 20. Instead
of the first éxdrnow, AehdAnxa (Lachm. Tisch.) is so decisively
attested, that the Aor. appears to have been introduced in con-
formity with the following aorists. — The article before sviay.
is decidedly condemned by the evidence (against Elz.).— In-
stead of the second wévrore, Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have wdirsg,
which is to be preferred on account of preponderant testimony,
and because mdvrore might readily be mechanically repeated
from the preceding mdvrore; wdyrodsy (Elz) rests on conjecture

VOL. II. U
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(Beza) and Curss. — Ver. 21. izepwr.; ixepdr.] The simple forms
(Lachm. Tisch.) are preponderantly attested. The compound
forms were readily introduced through the concurrence of the
two E's (wEEpwr), in recollection of ver. 7.— Ver. 22. Read
with Lachm. Tisch., according to B. n. It. Vulg. Cyr. ¢ sapeor.
~av vx.  Various transpositions in the Codd, — Ver. 24. After
aréor., Elz. Lachm. Tisch. have oly, which has important wit-
nesses for and against it.  Since, however, other Codd. read &3,
and several Verss. express xai, any particle is to be regarded as
a later connective addition.— The same various connective
particles are found inserted in Codd. and Verss., after #pvioazo,
ver. 25. — Ver. 28. wpwi] Elz. Scholz: #pwia, against decisive
testimony. But how readily might the quite unnecessary iva dis-
appear ! — Ver, 29, After Imadre; Lachm. and Tisch. have #w
(B. C* L. X. x. Curss. Verss.), which other witnesses first place
after airots. This different position, and the importance of the
omitting witnesses, show it to be an interpolation, with a view
to greater definiteness of designation. — xard] is deleted by
Tisch., according to B. ®&.* alone. Being unnecessary, it was
passed over. — Ver. 34. abry after émexp. in Elz. is decisively
condemned by the witnesses.— Ver. 37. iyd. 'Eyd] The
omission of one éy& (Lachm. has bracketed the second, Tisch.
has deleted the first) is not sufficiently justified by B. D. L. Y.
N. Curss. Verss. Fathers, since the omission was so readily
suggested in copying, if the weight of the repeated éyé was not
observed.

Vv. 1, 2. "EEfAO¢] from Jerusalem, where the meal, xiii. 2,
had been held The dywuev évrebfer, xvi. 31, was now first
carried out; see 4n loc.: wépav Tol yetp. then expresses:
whither He went; see on vi 1.— o Kedpawv] Genit. of
apposition (2 Pet. ii. 6, comp. mokes "Afqvév and the like). On
this torrent dry in summer (yeiuappos, Hom. Il xi. 493;
Soph. Ant. 708 ; Plat. Legg. v. p. 736 A ; Joseph. Anét. viii
1. 5), NP, <.e. niger, black stream, flowing eastward from the
city through the valley of the same name, see Robinson, II. p.
31 f£ ; Ritter, Erdk. XV.1, p. 598 ff. As to the name, comp.
the very frequent Greek name of rivers Méxas (Herod. vii. 58.
198 ; Strabo, viil. p. 386, e al.).— «fmwos] According to
Matt. xxvi. 36, a garden of the estate of Gethsemane. The
owner must be conceived as being friendly to Jesus.— d7¢
moANdkes, k7] points back to earlier festal visits, and is a
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more exact statement of detail, of which John has many in
the history of the passion. We see from the contents that
Jesus offered Himself with conscious freedom to the final
crisis.  Comp, ver. 4. — Typological references (Luthardt, after
older expositors: to David, who, when betrayed by Ahithophel,
had gone the same way, 2 Sam. xv. 23 ; Lampe, Hengstenberg,
following the Fathers: to Adam, who in the garden incurred
the penalty of death) are without any indication in the text.

Ver. 3. The omeipa is the Roman cohort (see Matt. xxvii.
27; Acts xxi. 31; Polyb. xi. 23, i. 6, xxiv. 3 ff ; Valckenaer,
Schol. 1. p. 458 f.), designated by the article as the well-known
band, namely, because serving as the garrison of the fort
Antonia, distinguished by what follows from the company of
officers of justice appointed on the part of the Sanhedrim, and
not to be explained of the Zevitical temple-watch (Michaelis,
Kuinoel, Gurlitt, Lect. wn N. T. Spec. IV. 1805, B. Crusius,
Baeumlein). That Judas arrived with the whole omeipa is,
as being disproportionate to the immediate object (against
Hengstenberg), not probable; but a division, ordered for the
present service, especially as the chiliarch himself was there
(ver. 12), represented the cohort.! Of this co-operation of the
Roman military, for which the Sanhedrim had made requisi-
tion, the Synoptics say nothing, although Hengstenberg takes
pains to find indications of it in their narrative. John's
account is more complete. — pavdy «. Napm.] with forches
and lamps (the latter in lanterns; Matt. xxv. 1 ff). Comp.
Dion. H. xi. 40. Extreme precaution renders this preparation
conceivable even at the time of full moon. The arms are
understood to have been, as a matter of course, carried by the
soldiers, but not by the mnpéras, and are mentioned as helping
to complete the representation. — The «ai’s are not accumu-
lated (Luthardt), not one of them is unnecessary.

! This is quite sufficient for the inexactness of popular information. We have
hence neither to understand a manipulus (i.e. the third part of the cohort), for
which an appeal is erroneously made to Polyb. xi. 23. 1, nor, generally, a band,
a detachment of soldiers (2 Macc. viii. 23, xii. 22 ; Judithxiv. 11). The latter,
not be~ause it is Roman military that are spoken of ; the former, not because
although Polybius elsewhere employs emiija as equivalent to manipulus (see
Schweighiuser, Lex. p. 559), yet a whole maniple (some 200 ren) would here be
too many.
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Vv. 4, 6. This advance of Judas occasioned (odw) Jesus to
come forth, since He knew all that was about to come upon
Him, and consequently was far removed from any intention
of withdrawing Himself from His destiny, of which He was
fully and clearly conscious. — €pyeaat, of destinies, happy
(Matt. x. 13) and unhappy (Matt. xxiii. 35 ; Aesch. Pers. 436,
439; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 686 f.), in the classics more
frequently with the dative (Thue. viil. 96. 1) than with éard
— éEnnbev (see the critical notes): from the garden, ver. 1,
Nonnus: smov édoas. The context yields no other meaning,
and ver. 26 is mot opposed to it. Hence not: from the
garden-house (Rosenmiiller, Ewald), or from the depth of the
garden (Tholuck, Maier, De Wette, Luthardt), or from the
circle of disciples (Schweizer, Lange, Hengstenberg). — eio 77-
xer 8¢ xal 'Iovdas, k7] Tragic moment in the descriptive
picture of this scene, without any further special purpose in
view. Tholuck arbitrarily remarks: John wished to indicate
the ¢ffrontery of Judas; and Hengstenberg : he wished to guard
against the false opinion that the éye eiut was intended to
convey to the officers something unknown to them. ZThis he
could surely have been able to express in few words.—The
kiss of Judas (Matt. xxvi 47 ff.), instead of which John gives
the above personal statement (as Strauss indeed thinks: in
order to the glorification of Jesus), is not thereby excluded, is
too characteristic and too well attested to be ascribed to tra-
dition, and cannot have followed (Ewald) the question of Jesus
(ver. 4), but, inasmuch as the immediate effect of the éyw
elus did not permit of the interruption of the kiss, must have
preceded, so that immediately on the exit of Jesus from the
garden, Judas stepped forward, kissed Him, and then again
fell back to the band.  Accordingly, John, after the one factor
of the betrayal, namely the %iss, had been already generally dis-
seminated in tradition, brings into prominence the other also,
the personal statement ; hence this latter is not to be ascribed
merely to the Johannean Jesus (Hilgenfeld, Scholten).

Ver. 6. They gave way,—drew back (see on vi. 66), and fell
fo the earth (xapal = xapdle, very frequently in the classics
also) ; this was regarded, first by Oeder in his Miscell. sacr.
P- 503 ff, and recently by most expositors (including Liicke,
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Tholuck, Olshausen, De Wette, B. Crusius, Ewald, Baeumlein),
as a natural consequence of terror and of sudden awe, in sup-
port of which reference is made to the (weaker) analogies from
the history of M. Antonius (Val. Max. viii. 9. 2), and of
Marius (Velleius Paterc. ii. 19. 3), even of Coligny; whilst
Briickner would conceive of the effect at least as “scarcely
as purely human.” Lange, however, likewise deduces it from
terror of conscience, and finds the miracle only in the fact
that it was not unexpected by the Lord, and not undesigned
by Him. But, presumptively, the falling to the ground of
itself, and the circumstance that the text designates those who
fell down generally and without an exception, so that even the
Roman soldiers are to be understood along with the rest, justi-
fies the view of the ancient commentators, also adopted by
Strauss (who, however, as also Scholten, views the matter as
unhistorical), Ebrard, Maier, Luthardt, Hengstenberg, Godet,
that it was a miraculous result of the power of Christ (Nonnus:
olorpnfévres drevyéi Nalhame ¢wriis). Christ wished, before
His surrender, to make known His might over His foes, and
thus to show the voluntariness of His surrender. He could
remain free, but He is willing to surrender Himself, because
He knows His hour is come, xvil 1.

Vv. 8, 9. Jesus was apprehensive of the seizure at the same
time of the disciples. That hands had already been laid on
them (Bengel, B. Crusius, and several others), the text does not
say. He should and would suffer alone. — {va wAnp., x.TA]
Divinely-determined object of amexpifn, in reference to the
words e odv, x.T.A. John discovers in the saying, xvii 12
(the quoting of which, without verbal exactness, should be
noted as an instance of the free mode of citation in the N. T.),
a prophetic reference to the preservation of the disciples from
their being also taken prisoners along with Him, so far, that s,
as the Lord, in virtue of this protection, brought none of them
tnto destruction, namely, by occasioning the apostasy into which
many a one would have fallen had he also been taken prisoner.
This prophetic reference (against Schweizer's and Scholten’s
severe judgment) is justified by the fact that Jesus,in xvii. 12,
delivers a closing avowal of His activity on the disciples’
behalf; consequently, that which is still further to be done
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on their behalf must be conformable to that saying, and appear
as the fulfilment, as the actual completion of what was therein
expressed.

Vv. 10, 11. Comp. Matt. xxvi. 51 ff, and parall. — o]
In consequence of this danger, which he now saw for Jesus.
On its position between Jiu. and ITérp., comp. xxi. 7.—Only
John here names Peter, and also Malchus! Personal con-
siderations, which may have kept the names so far away from
the earliest tradition, that they are not adduced even by Luke,
could now no longer have influence. — 8odAov] slave, there-
fore none of the officials of the court of justice, ver. 3, but
also not the guide of the temple-watch (Ewald). The slave
had accompanied the rest, and had pressed forward. — 76
wTdprov] not purposely (Hengstenberg), but the blow which
was aimed at the head missed. — Cast the sword into the
sheath ! certainly more original than the calmer and more cir-
cumstantial words in Matt. On 64«7, sheath, see Poll. x. 144.
In the classics, koheds. Comp. Hom. Od. x. 333 : xohe@ uév
dop Géo. — 10 woTijp.] Comp. Matt. xx. 22, xxvi. 39. The
suffering of death which He must now, after He has become
clearly conscious of God’s will and object (iii. 14, 15, vi. 51),
approach, is the cup to be drunk, which the Father has already
given to Him (into His hand), 8é8wxe.— adé, as in xv. 2.

Vv. 12-14. Odv] Since no further attempt at resistance
dared be made. In the complete statement: tke cohort and
the tribune (o xihiapyos Ths aweipns, Acts xxi 31), and the
servants, any special design (Luthardt : the previous occurrence,
ver. 6, had for its result that now all helped, in order to
secure Him) is not to be supposed, since 7 areipa, k.71, is the
subject mot merely of cuvéraBor and édnoav, but also of
dmiyaryov. Tholuck’s remark, however, is erroneous: that the
soldiers had now first again (?) united with the Jewish watch.
— cvvéraBov, k7] A non-essential variation from Matt.
xxvi. 50, where the capture takes place before the attempt at
defence made on Peter's part. For é8naav, see on Matt. xxvii. 2.
—On Annas, see on Luke iii. 1, 2. To him, which circumstance
the Synoptics pass over, Jesus was at first (mp@Tov) brought,

' A name of frequent occurrence ; sce Wetstein, In Phot. Bibl. cod. 78, a
Sophist is so called. Hengstenberg gives artificial interpretations.
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before He was conducted to the actual high priest, Caiaphas
(ver. 21). An extrajudicial preliminary examination had first
to be gone through. And Annas had been selected for this
purpose because he was father-in-law of the actual high priest
(v ryap mwevBepos, k1) ; thus they believed it to be most cer-
tain that Ze¢ would act beforehand!® for his son-in-law, who
then had to conduct the proper judicial process in the San-
hedrin, with sufficient care for the object in view. Ewald’s
assurption (Gesck. Chr. p. 562), that Annas was at that time
invested with the office of superior judicial examiner (N'3 *an
), does not correspond to the fundamental statement of
John, which merely adduces the relation of father-in-law ; and
therefore, also, we are not to say with Wieseler and others (see
also Lichtenstein, p. 418 f.), that Annas was president, Caiaphas
vice-president of the Sanhedrin; or that the former still passed
as the proper and legitimate high priest (Lange); or even that
John conceived of an annual exchange of office between Annas
and Caiaphas (Scholten; comp. on xi 49). Quite arbitrarily,
further, do others suppose: the house of Annas lay near to the
gate (Augustine, Grotius, and many), or: Jesus was led, as n
triwmph, first to Annas (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and several
others). — Ver. 14 points back to xi. 50, on account of the
prophetic nature of the saying, which had now come so near
its fulfilment. Hence also the significant oD émavrod éxelvov
is repeated.

Ver. 15. "HroMot0e:] correlative to the dmijyayov, .7\,
ver. 13, and the imperfect is descriptive.— 6 &AN. pab.] The
other disciple known to the reader, whom I do not name.
Self-designation ; not a citizen of Jerusalem (Grotius), not
Judas Iscariot (Heumann), not some unknown person (Augus-
tine, Calovius, Calvin, Gurlitt). Only the first rendering corre-
sponds to the article, and to the peculiarity of John's manner.
A tendency to elevate John above Peter is here as little to
be found as in xx. 2, 3 (Weizsicker would conclude from
this passage that a sckolar of John was the writer); it is a
simple reproduction of the contents of the history. —yrwo-
76s] whence and kow is undetermined. Nomnus: iyfuBorov
wapa Téyvns; Ewald: because he was related to the priestly

1 Comp. Steinmeyer, Leidensgesch. p. 1151,
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stock (see Introd. § 1); Hengstenberg: from earlier religious
necessities. yvworos does not mean rdated. — TG dpytepei,
and then Tod dpxtepéws, cannot, after dmrjy. adr. wpos "Avvav,
ver. 13, and sxohovfer, 7.\, ver. 15, refer to Caiaphas, but,
as Ewald also assumes, though Baeumlein groundlessly dis-
putes it, only to Annas, as the high priest (he had deen so, and
still enjoyed the ?itle, see Luke iii. 2; Acts iv. 5), to whom
Jesus was. brought. The observation on the acting dpxytep.
Cataphas (bs 7w, vv. 13, 14) was indeed only an <ntermediate
ibservation, which the reference demanded by the course of the
nistory of @pyiep. to Annas cannot alter. Accordingly, both
the following denial of Peter (vv. 16-18) and the examina-
tion (vv. 19-21), and the maltreatment (vv. 22, 23), took
place in the dwelling of Annas. Of the synoptic examination
before Caiaphas, John gives no account, and only briefly indi-
cates in ver. 24 that Jesus was sent away to Caiaphas; a step
which followed after the examination before Annas, presup--
posing as well known the trial before Caiaphas, which took.
place after this sending away. On the second and third
denials, which are likewise to be placed in the court of Annas,
see on ver. 25, This exegetic result, according to which
John does not give any account of the hearing in the presence.
of Caiaphas,! but indicates as the locality of the three denials
the court of Annas (see on Matt, note after xxvi. 75), is

' Considering that this examination was well known from the older Gospels,
of which he was fully aware, it was quite sufficient for hiin to recall the recollec-
tion of it simply by the observation inserted in ver. 24—a proof of his indepen-
dence of the Synoptics. Others have sought to explain the silence of John on the
examination before Caiaphas differently, but in a more arbitrary manner, as e.g.
Schweizer : that after ver. 14 this examination appeared to the apostle as a mere.
formality not worth cousideration. But as the judicial process proper, it was
nevertheless the principal examination. According to Briickner, John has
directed his principal aim to the denial of Peter and to the proceedings before
Pilate. But this needed not, nevertheless, to have led him to be entirely silent
on the examination before Caiaphas. According to Schenkel, Jesus, according
to the present Gospel, underwent no ¢xamination at all before Cajaphas. But
why then does John relate that Jesus was led away to Cajaphas? According to
Scliolten, John has kept silence regarding the examination before the latter in
order not to cause Jesus to make the confession that He was the (Jewish) Mes-
siah, Matt. xxvi. 64. As if this would have required the omission of the whole
Listory ! And the confession of Jesus, Matt. xxvi. 64, is sublime enough even
for John.
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opposed to the older and modern system of harmonizing
(Cyril, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel,
and many others, including Liicke, Tholuck, Klee, De Wette,
Maier, Baeumlein®), according to which, if one common
court be not assigned to the dwellings of the two high priests
(so again Hengstenberg in particular; comp. on ver. 24), the
leading away to Calaphas is already presupposed in ver. 15,
and then ver. 24 is disposed of with forced arbitrariness,
partly on critical, partly on exegetical grounds; see on ver. 24.
The above exegetic conclusion is confirmed even on harmonistic
principles, namely, from the side of the examination, by the
fact that vv. 19-21 present no resemblance at all to the
Synoptic examination before Caiaphas, as also that there is no
trace in John of judicial proceedings before the Sanhedrim.
Further, we are not to conclude, from the silence of the
Synoptics as to the examination before Annas, that they knew
nothing of it (Schweizer); but because it was no judicial
examination, it might easily fall into the background in the
circle of tradition followed by them. On the other side, the
credibility of John (against Weisse) must turn the scale as well
in favour of the historical character of the above examination
as of the occurrence of the three denials in the court of Annas,
without granting that the Synoptic and Johannean denials are
to be counted together as so many different ones, beyond the
number of three (Paulus). But when Baur takes the account
of the examination in Anmnas’ presence to proceed from the
design of strengthening the testimony of the unbelief of the
Jews by the condemnatory judgment of the #wo high priests, and
(see in the Theol. Jahrb. 1854, p. 285) of bringing into pro-
minence the surrender of Jesus by the Jewish authority into
the hands of the Roman, as brought about by dotk high priests,
this is opposed by the fact, setting aside the entirely incidental
manner inwhich Caiaphas is 1nentioned, ver. 24,and the arbitrary
character of such inventions generally, that John as little men-
tions a sentence delivered by Annas as by Caiaphas, which never-
theless suggested itself so naturally in ver. 24, and the place of
which is by no means supplied, as respects Caiaphas, by xi. 50.

! Also Brandes, Annas u. Pilat.,, Lengo 1860. See in opposition, Weiss in
the Lit. Bl. d. ally. K. Z. 1860, Nr. 39,
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Vv. 16-18. Peter, who had no acquaintance in the house,
had not been admitted into the court (ads, ver. 15), but
stood, after John had gone in with the procession, outside at
the door ;! hence John obtains, by means of the portress (Joseph.
Antt. vil. 2. 1; Acts xii. 13), permission to introduce him.
The eloryarye refers to John; by Erasmus, Grotius, Ewald,
and several others, it is referred to the portress, but in that way
would give an unnecessary change of subject. The portress at
the gate within the court asks of Peter, when admitted: “ But
art not thow also,” etc.? The xal carries the presupposition
that JoAn, whom she had notwithstanding also admitted for
acquaintance’ sake, was a disciple of Jesus; the negative
question rests on the feeling that probably she ought not
otherwise to have admitted him.— rod dvfp. TodTov] con-
temptuously, not compassionately (Chrysostom, Theophylact,
and several others). — After the denial, Peter, whom, not-
withstanding, his love to the Lord still detains at least in
the open place, finds himself among the slaves (of Annas)
and the officers of justice (the soldiers, ver. 3, appear to
have gone with Jesus into the building as an escort), with
whom he stands at the fire of coals in the court, and warms
himself Holding aloof, he would have been seized. Jokn,
probably by help of his acquaintanceship, pressed with others
inbo the intertor of the house, not exactly into the audience-
chamber.

Vv. 19-21. Odv] Again connecting the narrative with
vv. 13, 14, after the episode of Peter. — mepl 7. pabnrt. adT.
k. . 1. 8i8ay. avroid] Annas® then put general questions,
in keeping with a private hearing of the kind, but well
planned, so as to connect something further according to the
eventual reply. — Jesus, as far as possible, not to inculpate
His disciples (vv. 8, 9), replies, in the first instance (and
further questioning was broken off, ver. 22), only to the second
point of the interrogation, and that by putting it aside as

1Tt was the street door of the court, the zbasin #dpa (see Dorvill. ad Char. p.
31, Amst, ; Dissen, ad Pind. Nem. i. 19, p. 361).

? Not Caiaphas. Hengstenberg imagines the situation : ‘‘Annas presides, as
it were (?), at the examination, but Caiaphas might not hand over to him the
properly judicial function.” So also Godet,
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something entirely aimless, appealing to the publicity of His
life. — éyw mappnaia, k)] I, on my part, have frankly wil
JSrecly (comp. vii. 4, xi. 54) spoken to the world ; mwappne. is to
be taken subjcctively, without reserve, not: openly, which it does
not mean, and which is first contained in 7é xooue. The
kdopos is the whole public, as in vii. 4, xii. 19. — év cuvary.
k. év 7. iepd)] in synagogue (see on vi. 59) and in the temple.
He appeals to His work of teaching not merely in Jerusalem,
but as He has always carried it on, though He does not mean
by mdvrore to deny His public discourses in other places (in
the open air, etc.), but only to express that He never, in the
course of His teaching, withdrew Himself from synagogues
and from the temple.—&mov wdvres, k1] refers to the
temple. — kai év kpvmTd éNdA. 008év] By which, of course,
the private instructions given to His disciples (comp. also
Matt. x. 27) are not denied, since it is the ministry of the
Teacher of the people that is here in question; and besides,
those private instructions do not fall under the category of
that which is secret. — 1¢ pe épwT.] For what object dost thou
ask me ? ué does not bear the emphasis; otherwise éué would
have been used. — The second 74, quid, depends on épwrnoov.
—épwt. 7. axnk.] “Hoc jubet lex, a testibus incipi,”
Grotius. — o070¢] The axnroores, not pointing to John and
Peter (Ewald).

Vv. 22, 23. Whether pamiopa is a blow on the face, box
on the ear (so usually), or stroke with a rod (Beza, Bengel,
Godet), cannot be decided. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 67. But
the former, because the blow was wont to be the chastisement
for an impudent speecch (comp. Acts xxiii. 2), is the more
probable, and &épers is not opposed to it (2 Cor. xi. 20).
That which here one of the officers of justice, who stood in
waiting (see the critical notes), takes upon himself for the
honour of his master (“fortis percussor et mollis adulator,”
Rupert.), can hardly be conceived as taking place in an
ovderly sitting of the Sanhedriin before the acting high priest
(in Acts xxiil. 2 it is done at the command of the latter), but
rather at an extra-jndicial sitting. — o 7ws] So unbecomingly
(Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 150 f; Bremi, ad Lys. et Aesch. p.
124, 355); comp. on 1 Cor. v. 3. — Ver. 23. Important for
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the ethical idea expressed in Matt. v. 39.! Comp. the note
on Matt. v. 41.— papTVpnoov] bear witness. He must, in
truth, have been an ear-witness.

Ver. 24. By the incident vv. 22, 23, the conversation of
Annas with Jesus was broken off, and the former now sent Him
bound (as He was since ver. 12) to Caiaphas,—therefore now
for the first time, not already before ver. 15. In order to
place the scene of the denials in Caiaphas’ presence, it has
heen discovered, although John gives not the slightest indica-
tion of it, that Annas and Caiaphas inhabited one house with
a court in common (Euth. Zigabenus, Casauborn, Ebrard, Lange,
Lichtenstein, Riggenbach, Hengstenberg, Godet). In order,
also, to assign the hearing of 19-21 to Caiaphas, some have
taken critical liberties, and placed ver. 24 after ver. 14 (so
Cyril, who, however, also reads it, consequently, a second
time in the present passage, which Beza admits)? or have
moved it up so as to follow ver. 13 (a few unimportant criti-
cal witnesses, approved by Rinck); some also have employed
czegetical violence. Ver. 24, that is, was regarded either as a
supplemental historical statement in order to prevent misunder-
standing ; 8o Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin, Vatablus, Calovius,
Cornelius a Lapide, Jansen, and several others, including
Liicke, Tholuck, Krabbe, De Wette, Maier, Baeumlein; or
the emphasis was laid on Sedeuévoy, to which word Grotius
ascribed a force explanatory of the following denial, but Bengel
one explanatory of the previous maltreatment. These exegetic
attempts coincide in this, that dwéoreiher is understood in a
pluperfect sense: miserat, and is regarded as supplying an
omission? The aorist, in order to adduce this as a supple-
mental addition, would rather be: Annas sent Him. But when
the Aor. actually stands, meking a supplemental statement, the

1 Luther : **This thou shouldest therefore understand, that there is a great
difference between these two ; to turn the cheek to the one, and with words to
punish him who strikes us. Christ must suffer, but nevertheless the word is
put in His mouth, that He should speak and punish what is wrong, Therefore,
I should separate the mouth and the hand from one another.”

2 Comp. Luther, who, after ver. 14, comments: *‘ Here should stand the
24th verse. It has been misplaced by the copyist in the turning over of the leaf,
as frequently happens.”

380 also Brandes, dnnas u. Pilat. p. 18 £, who adduces meny unsuitable
Passages in proof
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context itself incontestably shows it (the pluperfect usage of
the aorist in relative clauses, Kiihner, I p. 79 ; Winer, p.
258 [E. T. p. 343], is not relevant here), as in Matt. xiv. 3, 4
(not Matt. xvi. 5, xxvi, 48, xxvii. 27, nor John i. 24, 28, vi,
59). Here, however, this is altogether not the case (see
rather the progress of the history, vv. 13, 24, 28), and it is
only a harmonistic interest which has compelled the inter-
pretation, which is least of all justified in the case of John.
John had the pluperfect at command just as much as the
aorist, and by the choice of the latter in the sense of the
former he would, since the reader has nothing in the context
to set him right, have expressed himself so as greatly to
mislead, while he would have given, by the whole supple-
mental observations, the stamp of the greatest clumsiness
to his narrative, which had flowed on from ver. 15 down
to the present point. The expedients of Grotius and Bengel
are, however, the more inappropriate, the more manifest it is
that 8edeuévoy simply looks back to ver. 12, énoov alrov.
The sole historical sequence that is true to the words is given
already by Chrysostom: eira, undé ovras evpioxovrés T¢
wAéov, méumovoiw alTov Sebeuévoy mpos Kaiddav.

- Vv. 25-27. When Jesus was sent to Caiaphas, Peter was
still on the spot mentioned in ver. 18, standing and warming
himself. There follow his second and third denials, which,
therefore, according to the brief and accurate narrative of
John, who relates the denials generally with more precision,
took place likewise in the court of Annas. The text gives
no indication that Peter followed Jesus into the house of
Caiaphas. Comp. Olshausen, Baur, Bleek. For the agree-
ment of Luke with John in the locality of the denials, but not
in the more minute determination of time, see on Luke xxii.
54—62. — eimwov] Those standing there with him, ver. 18. —
The individual, ver. 26, assails him with his own eye-witness.
— éyd] I, for my part. — év 7@ knmwe] sc. évra. The slave
outside the garden (for, see on ver. 4) has been able, over the
fence or through the door of the garden, to see Peter in the
garden with Jesus. When the blow with the sword was
struck, he cannot (in the confusion of the seizure of Jesus)
have had his eye upon him, otherwise he would have cer-
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tainly reproached him with this act. — dMéxTwp] a cock. Sce
on Matt. xxvi, 74. The contrition of Peter, John does not
lieve relate in his concise account; but all the more thought-
fully and touchingly does this universally known psychological
fact receive historical expression in the appendix, chap. xxi!
Ver. 28. Els 1o wpattopiov] inlo the praetoriwm, where
the procurator dwelt, whether it was the palace of Herod (so
usually), or, more probably, a building in the tower of Antonia
(so Ewald). Comp. on Matt. xxviL 27; Mark xv. 16.—
wpwi] e in the fourth watch of the night (see on Matt.
xiv. 25), therefore toward daybreak. Pilate might expect
them so early, since he had in fact ordered the aweipa, ver. 3,
on duty. — avtei] They themselves did not go in, but caused
Jesus only to be brought in by the soldiers, ver. 3. — {va 7y
piavfday, aAN {va ¢pay. 76 magyal On the emphatic
repetition of the tva, comp. Rev.ix. 5; Xen. -Mcm. i 2. 48.
The entrance into the pagan house, not purified from the
corrupt leaven, would have made them levitically impure
(walvw, the solemn word of profanation, Plat. Zegg. ix. p.
868 A; Tim.p. 69 D; Soph 4nt. 1031, LXX. in Schleusner,
IIL p. 559), and have thereby prevented them from eating
the Passover on the legal day (they would have been bound,
according to the analogy of Num. ix. 6 ff, to defer it till the
14th of the following month). Since ¢ayeiv 76 waoxa through-
out the N. T. (Matt. xxvi. 17; Mark xiv. 12, 14; Luke xxii
11, 15 ; comp. érowdbev 16 wdoxa, Matt. xxvi. 19 ; Mark
xiv. 16 ; Luke xxii. 8; fvew 70 wdoya, 1 Cor. v. 7; Luke
xxii. 7; Mark xiv. 12 ; see also Ex. xii. 21 ; 2 Chron. xxxv.
13) denotes nothing else than to eat the paschal meal, as
gty 59!5, 2 Chron. xxx. 18, comp. 3 Esr. i 6, 12, vii. 12, it
is thus clear that on the day, in the early part of which Jesus
was brought to the procurator, the paschal lamb kad not yct
been eaten, but was fo be eaten, and that consequently Jesus
was crucified on the day before the feast. This result of the
Johannean account is undoubtedly confirmed by xiii. 1, accord-
ing to which mpo 77s éopriis gives the authoritative standard

' Which, indeed (see Scholten, p. 382), is alleged to be a mistake of the
eppendix, the writer of which did not see through the (anti-Petrine) tendency of
the Gospel
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for the whole history of the passion, and that in such wise
that the Jewish Passover feast was necessarily still future
when Jesus held His last meal with the disciples, with which
latter, then, the seizure, condemnation, and execution stood
in unbroken connection; further, by xiii. 29, according to
which the Johannean last supper cannot have been the paschal
meal ; finally, by xix. 14 and 31 (see on those passages), as,
moreover, the view that the murdered Jesus was the antitype
of the slaughtered paschal lamb (xix. 36), is appropriate only
to that day as the day of His death, on which the paschal
lamb was slaughtered, 7e. on the 14th Nisan! Since, how-
ever, as according to the Synoptics, so also according to John
(xix. 31), Jesus died on the Friday, after He had, on the
evening preceding, held His last meal, John xiii,, there results
the variation that, according to the Synoptics, the feast begins
on Thursday evening, and Jesus holds the actual Jewish
paschal meal, but is crucified on the first feast-day (Friday) ;
in opposition to which, according to John, the feast begins on
Friday evening, the last supper of Jesus (Thursday evening)
is an ordinary meal (see Winer, Progr.: Setmvov, de quo Joh.
xiii.,, ete., Leips. 1847), and His death follows on the day
before the feast (Friday). According to the Synoptics, the
Friday of the death of Jesus was thus the 15th Nisan; but
according to John, the 14th Nisan. We can scarcely conceive
a more indubitable result of exegesis, recognised also by Liicke,
ed. 2 and 3, Neander, Krabbe, Theile, Sieffert, Usteri, Ideler,
Bleek, De Wette, Briickner, Ebrard, K7it. d. Evang. Gesch.,
ed. 2 (not in Olshausen, Leidensgesch., p. 43 £), Ewald, Baur,
Hilgenfeld, Hase, Weisse, Riickert, Abendm. p. 28 ff, Steitz,
J. Miiller, Koessing (Catholic), de suprema Chr. coena, 1858,
p. 57 ff, Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 417, Pressensé, Keim, and
several others. Nevertheless, harmonistic attempts have been
made as far as possible to prove the agreement, either of the
Synoptics with John (so mostly the older harmonists, see
Weitzel, Passahfeier, p. 305 f.; recently, especially Movers in
the Zeitschrift f. Phil. u. Kathol. Theol.,, 1833, vii. p. 58 ff,
viil. p. 62 ff,, Maier, dechth. d. Ev. Joh, 1854, p. 429 ff,

! Tertullian, adv. Jud. 8: ¢ Passio perfecta est die ezymorum, quo agnum
occiderent ad vesperam a Mose fuerat praeceptum.”
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Weitzel, Isenberg, d. Todestag des Herrn, 1868, p. 31 ff, and
several others), or of John with the Synoptics (so most later
harmonists).! Attempts of the first kind break down at once
before this consideration, that in the Synoptics the last meal
is the regular?® and legal one of the 14th Nisan, with the
Passover lamb, slaughtered of necessity on the selfsame day
between the two evenings in the forecourt (comp. Lightfoot,
p. 470 £, 651), but not a paschal meal anticipated by Jesus
contrary to the law (abrogating, in fact, the legal appointment,
see Weitzel), as Grotius, Hammond, Clericus, and several

! Chrysostom gives a choice between the two attempts at reconciliation. Either
John means by = adoya : «hv kspeaw T aZcar ; or, Christ anticipated the cele-
bration on the day before the Passover of the Jews, enpiv oiv iavros r@ayny =5
wapzoxevs, on which the O. T. paschal meal was solemnized. In this way
Chrysostom already writes the programme for the whole of the later investiga.
tions on this point down to the present day. For the history of the controversy,
see in Wichelhaus, Kommentar iber d. Leidensgesch. p. 191 ff.

2 The view which became current at the time of the Reformation and after-
wards among the older theologians, especially through Casaubon’s and Scaliger's
influence, that the Jews had postponed the Passover for a day, was entirely
baseless, but found 21l the more ready acceptance because there remained thereby
time in full accordance with the law for the observance of the paschal meal on
the part of Jesns. According to this view, which has again been recently sup-
ported by Philippi (Glaubensl. 1. p. 266 f., ed. 2), the Jews, in order not to be
bound for two days running to the strictness of the Sabbath observance, trans-
ferred the first feast-day, which at that time fell on the Friday, to the Sablath ;
whereas Christ abode faithfully by the legal term ; the synoptical account goes
by this legal determination, but the Johaunean by the former arbitrary one.
From 3, Luke xxii 7, no inference whatever can be drawn in favour of this
harmonistic expedient, which is without any historical support. Serno (d. Tag.
d. letzien Passakmalls, Berl 1859) has sought, in a peculiar way, to confirm
the correctness of both accounts by the doubling of the feast-days during the
diaspora. According to this, it may have come about that for the Galileans in
Jerusalem that was already the first day of the Passover, which for the Jerusa-
lemites was but the day before the feast. In this way the twofold representation
was stamped or the page of history. Against this it is at once decisive that the
Galileans did not belong to the diaspora. See, moreover, Weiss, in the Lit. Bl
d. ally. K. Z. 1860, Nr. 42; Wieseler and Reuter's Rcpert. 1860, p. 132 1. ;
Ewald, Jakrb. XL p. 253 f.  On the above doubling of the feast-days, see Ideler,
Handbuch d. Chronol. 1. p. 513 fl. According to Isenberg, lec., ‘ many
thousand strangers,” in order not to break in upen the Sabbath with the pre-
paration for the Passover meal, held this meal already on the 13th Nisan. So
also did Jesus, in order to institute the Lord’s Supper as the fulfiiment of the
Passover feast, and to die as the Antitype of the Passover lamb. The above pre-
supposition, however, is unhistorical. A paschal lamb on the 13th Nisan is to
the Jewish cousciousness an impossibility.
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others thought, also Kahnis, Abendm. p. 14, Krafft, p. 130,
Godet, p. 629 ff, who appeals specially again to Matt. xxvi.
17, 18, Mircker, Ucbercinst. d. Matth. und Joh. p. 20 ff, who
thinks the non-legal character of the meal is passed over in
silence by the Synoptics. Those attempts, however, according to
which John’s account is made to be the same as that of the
Synoptics (Bynaeus, de morte J. Ch. I11. p. 13 ff,, Lightfoot, p.
1121 ff, Reland, Bengel, and several others ; latterly, especially
Tholuck, Guericke, Olshausen, B. Crusius, Hengstenberg ©n loc.,
and in the Evang. K.-Zeit. 1838, Nr. 98 ff,, Wieseler, Synopse, p.
333 ff, and in Herzog's Encyklop. XXI. p. 550 ff,, Luthardt,
Wichelhaus, Hofmann in the Zeitschr. f. Prot. w. Kirche, 1853,
p- 260 ff,, Lichtenstein and Friedlieb, Gesch. d. Lebens J. Chr.
p- 140 ff,, Lange, Riggenbach, von Gumpach, Rope, d. Makl.
d. Fusswaschens, Hamb. 1856, Ebrard on Olshausen, Baeum-
lein, Langen, Leizte Lebenstoge Jesu, 1864, p. 136), are rendered
void by the correct explanation of xiii. 1, 29, xix. 14, 31,
and, in respect of the present passage, by the following obser-
vations : (a) 70 wdoya cannot be understood of the sacrificial
food of the feast to the exclusion of the lamb, particularly
not of the Chagiga (P3N, the freewill passover offerings, con-
sisting of small cattle and oxen, according to Deut. xvi. 2, on
which sacrificial meals were held ; see Lightfoot), as is here
essumed by the current harmonists,' since rather &y ¢ayeiv
is the Passover lamb constantly designated (comp. generally
Gesenius, Thes. II. p. 1115), also in Josephus and in the
Talmud (noen o), and consequently mo reader could attach
any other meaning to it;? in Deut. xvi 2, 3, however, nod

' Although the eating of the Chagigah was not necessarily restricted to the 15th
Nisan, but might take place well enough on any of the following Passover feast-
days ; hence a religious obligation as regards the 15th Nisan by no means lay
in the way of their entering the Gentile house, so that they might be able to eat
the Chagigah. But the partaking of the paschal lamb was restricted to its definite
day, the 14th Nisan.

2 Paul also, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1866, p. 367 fI., and 1867, p. 535 fI., ex-
plains it of the eating of the Passover lamb, but thinks that they had not been
able to accomplish the eating on the evening that preceded the «sei, and now
‘“at the first grey of morning " desired to make up for that which was omitted
in the urgency of their haste. What an irregularity against the law (Lov. xxiii. 5,
Deut. xvi. 7 ; Sualschiitz, M. R. p. 407 {.) and usage is thus imagined, without
the slightest indication in the text! And the thought of such a completely
sxceptional early enting could not be entertained by the Jews, moreover, for this

VOL. I, X
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does not mean “ as a passover” (Hengstenberg, comp. Schultz
on Deut. p. 471), but likewise nothing else than agnus
paschalis, from which, then, "3 iXY are distinguished as other
sacrifices and sacrificial animals (comp. vv. 6, 7), whereby
with 15p, ver. 3, we are referred back to the whole of the
eating at the feast. 2 Chron. xxxv. 7-9 also (comp. rather
vv. 11 and 13) contributes as little to prove the assumed
reference of wdaya to the Passover sacrifices generally, as Ex.
xii. 48 for the view that to eat the Passover signifies the cele-
bration of the feast in general ; since, certainly, in the passage
in question, the general wowjoar 70 7. (prepare) is by no means
equivalent to the special &erac dn' alrod! (b) The objec-
tion, that entering the Gentile house would only have produced
pollution for the same day (B %20)? which might have been
removed by washing before evening, and therefore before the
beginning of the new day, and that consequently the Jews
would have still been able to eat the Passover lamb, which
was to be first partaken of in the evening (see especially
Hengstenberg, Wieseler, and Wichelhaus, following Bynaeus
and Lightfoot), cannot be proved from Maimonides (Pesach.
iiL 1, vi 1), must rather, in view of the great sacredness of
the Passover feast (comp. xi 55), be regarded as quite un-
supported by the present passage (at all events in r¢ference
to the time of Jesus), irrespective also of this, that such a pol-
lution would have been a hindrance to the personal slaughtcr-
ing of the lamb, and certainly was, most of all, avoided precisely
by the hierarchs, 2 Chron. xxx. 17, 18. (¢) On the whole of

reason, {liat they must indeed stand by, and did stand by their delinquent, conld
not leave him as he was, and go thence, in order to eat the neglected Passover.
—Aberle, in the Tith. Quartalschr. 1863, p. 537 ff., admits indeed the difference
of John's representation from that of the Synoptics, but thinks the Johannean
day of death of Jesus appears through their account (in itself correct), end that
they intentionally expressed themselves in an ambiguous manner (incorrect).
See against Aberle, Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1865, p. 94 ff.

! 9 Chron. xxx. 22, where the cating of the feast sacrifices generally (3N07)
is spoken of, proves nothing whatever for the special expression : *‘ eat the Pass-
over,” rather is distinguished from it.

? Judith xii. 7-9 proves nothing in this respect for our passage (against
Hengstenberg), where the evening bath of Judith falls at most (comp. Grotius)
under the point of view of Mark vii. 4, where there is no question of any eating
of a holy, festal characier. '
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the inadmissible plea, which has been raised from the history
of the Easter controversies against this, that John places the
death of Jesus on the 14th Nisan, see Introd. § 2. (d) It has
even been asserted, in order to make the account of John apply
to the synoptic determination of time, that the time of the
Pagsover meal was not the evening of the 14th Nisan at all,
but the evening of the 13th Nisan (consequently the beginning
of the 14th); so, after Frisch, recently Rauch in the Stud. w.
Krit. 1832, p. 537 ff, according to which our ¢ayeiv 7.
mdoya was understood of the eating of the &fvua. But the
evening of the 14th (consequently the beginning of the 15th)
stands so unassailably firm on the foundation of the law,
according to Jewish tradition, and according to Josephus (see
De Wette in the Stud. w. Krit. 1834, 4 ; Liicke, IL p. 727 ff),
that the above attempt is simply to be noted as a piece of
history, as also that of Schneckenburger (Beitr. p. 4 ff)), which
is based on the error that xix. 14 is the mwapaowevr} for the
Feast of Sheaves. (¢) Had John conceived the last Supper to
be the Passover meal, there would certainly not have been
wanting in the farewell discourses significant references to the
Passover ;' they are, however, entirely wanting, and, moreover,
the general designation of the Supper itself, Seimvov quvouévov,
xxii. 2 (comp. xii. 2), agrees therewith, to remove from the
mind of the unprejudiced reader the thought of the festival
meal.—Is, however, the difference between John and the
Synoptics incapable of being adjusted, the question then
arises, On which side historical accuracy lies? Those who dis-
pute the authenticity of the Gospel could not be in doubt on
this point. But it is otherwise from the standpoint of this
authenticity, and that not of mediate authenticity at second
hand (assuming which, Weizsicker gives the preference to the
synoptic account), but of that which is immediate and apos-
tolical. If, that is to say, in the case of irreconcilable de-
partures from the synoptic tradition, the first rank is im
general, & priors, to be conoeded to John, as the sole direct

! This circumstance is also decisive against the invention of am anticipated
Passover. For precisely at a Passover feast of so exceptional a character the
Passover idens which furnished its motive would not have been kept at a distance
by John, but would have been brought by him into the foreground.
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witness, whose writing has been preserved unaltered ; if, further,
the representation also by the Apostle Paul of Christ as the
Passover Lamb applies only to the Johannean determination
of the day of His death (see on 1 Cor. v. 7); and if, along with
this, Paul's account of the institution of the Lord's Supper
does not run counter (in answer to Keim) to this Johannean
determination ; if, further, even the statement of the Judaism,
which was outside the church, that Jesus was executed wespera
paschatis (NoBN 2}), 2.e. on the 14th Nisan, supports the account
of John (see Sankedr. 6. 2 f.,, 43. 1, in Lightfoot, ad Act. i. 3),
where the fabulous element in the Talmudic quotation of the
circumstances attending the execution does mnot affect the
simple date of #ime; if the conducting of a criminal trial'
and execution on the first feast-day, even after the most recent
attempts to show their admissibility (see especially Wieseler,
p- 361 ff), is at least highly improbable (see Bleek, p. 139 ff.;
Ewald, Alterth. p. 415), and is opposed by Acts xii. 31 ff,
and in the case before us would be regarded as an exception
from the rule? in fact, imprudent and irreconcilable with
the great danger which was well known to the Sanhedrin
(Matt. xxvi 5); if, generally, the 15th Nisan, with its Sab-
batic character, and as the legal day of the festive gathering
in the temple, is altogether unsuitable to all the undertakings,
processions, and parades which were set on foot by the hier-
archs and by the people on the day of Jesus' death, as well as
to the taking down from the cross and the burial; if, on
the other hand, the custom of setting at liberty a prisoner
(ver. 39) most naturally corresponds to the idea, and therewith
to the day of the paschal lamb, to the idea and to the day
of forgivcacss; if, finally, even in the Synoptics themselves,
traces still exist of the true historical relation, according to
which the day of Jesus’ death must have been mo first day

1 This difficulty drives Hilgenfeld (Paschastr. d. alten Kircke, p. 154, also in
his Zeitschr. 1863, p. 338 1), alter 1be precedent of Jost, Gesch. d. Judenth.
1. p. 407 ., to the desperate assumption that no sctual criminal proceeu.iings
took place at all. Neither in Matt. xxvi 3, ror xxvi. 57, and xxvii. 1, is an
actual Synedrium iatended, but enly councils summoned by the high priest.

% Amongthe Greeks also, an cxecution cn a feast day was regarded asnprofapﬂ-
tion and pollution, aud was, if it exceptionally took place, as in the case of Phocion
(Plutarch, Phoc. 37), a great scandal ; see Hermann, Goftesd. Alterth. § 43.12.
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of the feast, but a day of traffic and labour (Matt. xxvi.
59, 60 ; Mark xv. 21, 42, 46; Luke xxiii. 26, 54, 56), as,
moreover, the opinion of the Sanhedrin, Matt. xxvi. 5, Mark
Xiv. 1: un év 75 éoprs ! corresponds to the Johannean account,
and to the haste with which, according to the latter, the affair
was despatched, actually still before the feast,—then all these
moments are just so many reasons, the collective weight of
which is decisive in favowr of Jokn!' without the further
necessity of making an uncertain appeal to the present calendar
of the feast, according to which the 15th Nisan may not fall
on a Friday (see against his application to zkat period, Wieseler,
p- 437 £), and to the prohibition, Ex. xii. 22, against quitting
house and town after the Passover meal (see on Matt. xxvi. 30,
and Wetstein on Mark xiv. 26).—The question kow the correct
relation of time in the synoptic tradition cowld be altered by
a day, withdraws itself from any solution that is demon-
strable from Aistory. Most naturally, however, the institution
of the Lord’s Supper suggests the point of connection, both by
the references, which Jesus Himself in His discourses con-
nected therewith gave to the Supper in its bearing on the
Passover meal, by the idea of which He was moved (Luke
xxil. 15), as also by the view of the Supper as the anti-
typical Passover meal, which view must necessarily have been
developed from the apostolic apprehension of Christ as the
Paschal Lamb (xix. 36; 1 Cor. v. 7), so far as He in the
Supper had given Himself to be partaken of, Himself the
perfected Passover Lamb, which He, simply by His death,
was on the point of becoming. Thus the day of institution of
the Supper became, in the anti-typical mode of regarding it,
an 4deal 14th Nisan, and in the tradition, in virtue of the
reflective operation of the idea upon it, gradually became an
actual one, and consequently the mapaarevr, which was firmly
established as the day of death, became, instead of the prepara-
tion of the Passover (14th Nisan), as John has again fixed it, the

! Here the appeal urged by Movers to Tr. Sanhedr. f. 63. 1, is by no means
required, according to which the members of the Sanhedrin might not eat any-
thing on the day ou which they had pronounced a sentence of death. On
this showing, they absolutely could not bave had the design of eating the
Chagiyah,
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preparation of the Sabbath,' this Sabbath, however, regarded,
not as the first day of the feast, as in John, consequently not as
the 15th Nisan, but @s the second day of the feast (16th
Nisan).—Further, the deviation of John from the Synoptics is
the less to be employed as a reason for doubting the genuine-
ness of the former, the more improbable it is in itself that a
later inventor, who nevertheless sought apostolic authority,
would have run the risk of entering into conflict with the
prevailing tradition in so extremely important a determination,
and, in subservience to the idea of Christ as the perfected
Passover Lamb (see especially Baur, p. 272 ff, and in the
Theol. Jakrb. 1854, p. 267 {.; Hilgenfeld, Pascha streit d. alten
K. p. 221 ff.; Schenkel, p. 362 f.; Keim, Gesch. J. I. p. 132;
Scholten, p. 282 ff), to date back by a day the execution of
Christ. 'Were the Johannean history, in so far substantially
unhistorical, a production resulting from the idea of the Pass-
over lamb, then certainly this idea would itself stand forth
with far more of purpose and expression than it does (especially,
for instance, in the farewell discourses), and would have been
indicated, not merely on the occasion of the wound in the side,
xix. 36, in the light of a single token; in that case one might
believe oneself justified, with Weisse, Evangelienfrage, p. 130,
in laying to the charge of the writer of the Gospel that he had,
in conformity with certain presuppositions, put together the
sequence of events for himself partly in an accidental and
partly in an arbitrary manner.

Vv. 29, 30. In the prudent concessive spirit of Roman
policy towards the Jews in the matter of religion, Pilate’

! Moreover, the Passover meal, on the Friday evening, could by no means
heve been deranged by the dawning of the Sabbath, For the slaying and roast-
ing of the lamb took place before the dawn of the Sabbath, and the pilgrims were
wont to arrive early enough in Jerusalem (comp. xi. 65). The burning of the
remains of the lamb was not, however, prevented by the Sabbath (Schoettgen,
Hor. 1. p. 121), and generally the rule held good : **Si guis unum praeceptum
observat, ille ab observatione alterius praecepti liber est,” Sohar, Deut. princ.
f. 107, c. 427. This also in answer to Isenberg, le. Besides, the paschal
lamb was a sacrifice, the arrangements connected with which the Sabbaih con-
sequently did not prevent, even if the 14th Nisan itself was a Sabbath.

% The whole behaviour of Pilate in all the following proceedings is depicted
with such psychological truth, that the opinion that his interest im Jesus wad
ascribed to him only by the evangelist (Strauss, Baur, Schenkel), can appear
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comes forth to them, and demands first of all, in accordunce
with regular procedure, a definite accusation, although he knew
it, ver. 33; “sed se scire dissimulabat,” Ruperti. The de-
fiance of the hierarchy, however, uttered in an evil conscience,
demands of him, contrary to all forms of legal procedure, that
lie should assume the delivering-up of the prisoner wself as a
warrant of crime. Hvm who is not a mis-doer, they reply,
they would not have delivered wp to the procurator. They had
in truth themselves sufficient power to punish, although not
extending to execution. If, therefore, the offence exceeds this
power of theirs to punish, so that the surrender to the pro-
curator takes place, this surrender is sufficient proof that the
person is a criminal. The kind and manner of the crime
(Tholuck : criminal offence against the citizens) is mnot yet
defined by their words. The idea: “one hand washes the
other” (Lange), lies entirely remote. —xa7a 700 avfp. Tov-
tov] is, further, uttered with a feeling of indifference, not:
“against such a pious and renowned a man,” Luther.

Ver. 31. Since they bring forward no definite charge, Pilate
refers them to their own tribunal (the Sanhedrim). As he,
without such an accusation, from which his competency to act
must first arise, could take no other course than at once refer
the matter to the regular Jewish authority, he also incurred
no danger in taking that course ; because if the xpive, 7.e. the
judicial procedure against Jesus, should terminate in assigning
the punishment of death, they must nevertheless come back
to him, while it was at the same time a prudent course (¢p6ovor
okd vorjoas, Nonnus) ; because if they did not wish to with-
draw with their business unfinished, they would, it might be
presumed, be under the necessity of laying aside their in-
solence, and of still coming out with an accusation. If kpivew,
which, according to this view, is by no means of doubtful

only as the consequence of presuppositions, which lie quite outside the history.
Note particularly how just his suspicion against the Jews, owing to their per-
sonal behaviour, must Lhave been from the first; and how,-ou the other hand,
owing to Jesus' personal bearing, his sympathy for Him must have developed
and increased, so that in the mind of the procurator strength of character and
of conscience alone was wanting, to prevent him, after perverted measures and
concessions, from yielding ignominiously at last. See also Steinmeyer, Leidens-
gesch. p. 143 A,
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signification (Hengstenberg), be understood as meaning to
condemn, or even to execute (Liicke, de Wette, who, as already
Calvin and several others, finds therein a sneer), which, how-
ever, it does not in itself denote, and which sense it cannot
acquire by means of the following amoxTeivas, something of a
very anticipatory and relatively impertinent character is put in
the procurator's mouth. — dueis] With emphasis, — The
answer of the Jews rests on the thought that this xpivew was,
on their part, already an accomplished fact, and led up to the
‘sentence for execution, which they, however, were not com-
“petent to carry out. They therefore understood the rpiverr
not as equtvalent to dwoxteivat, but regarded the latter as the
established result of the former. Any limitation, however, of
nuiv odk &fearw, kT A (to the punishment of the cross, as
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, Calovius, and
several others think; or to the feast day, as Semler and
Kuinoel suppose ; or to political crimes, so Krebs), is imported
into the words; the Jews had, since the domination of the
Romans (according to the Talmud, forty years before the
destruction of Jerusalem ; see Lightfoot, p. 455,1133 ff.), lost
the jus vitae et mecis generally; they could, indeed, sentence
to death, but the confirmation and execution belonged to the
superior Roman authority. See generally Iken, Diss. IL
p. 517 fi.; Friedlieb, Archdol. p. 96 f The stoning of
Stephen, as also at a later period that of James, the Lord’s
brother (Josephus, 4nét. xx. 9. 1), was a tumultuary act
Comp. also Keil, Archdol. IL. p. 259.

Ver. 32. The aim ordained in the divine purpose, why the
Jews, in consequence of having lost the right of life and
death, were obliged to answer “julv odx &feoTw, wTA”
Otherwise, Jesus, as a false prophet and blasphemer of God,
would have been stomed (like Stephen, and comp. viii. 59,
z. 31), but would not have been visited with the Roman
punishment of crucifizion, namely, as one guilty of high
treason, as He, with His pretensions as Messiah, could not but
appear to be before the Roman courts; and the word of
Jesus, xii. 32, would have remained unfulfilled.

Vv. 33, 34. Pilate does not, indeed, enter at present into
further discussion with the Jews, but, because he quite per-
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ceived that they had set their minds on the punishment of death,
he returns into the praetorium, into which Jesus, ver. 28, was
led, and causes Him to be summoned before him, in order
personally to examine him; taking a sufficiently inconsistent
course, instead of simply persisting in his refusal on account
of the want of a definite ground of accusation, and waiting
first for some further step on the part of the Jews. His
question: Thow art the king of the Jews? which, moreover,
carries with it a contemptuous sound of unbelief (he does not
ask, for example, o¥ Aéyes, k.7, or the like), is explained,
even without a xatnyopia on the part of the Jews, from the
fact that the arrest, because made with the help of the omeipa,
ver..3, could not have taken place without previous intimation
to and approval by Pilate, who therefore must also have been
acquainted with its reason,—hence all the less, with Ewald, is
the presentment of a written accusation to be presumed, or,
as is ordinarily done, need it be suggested that the Jews,
even after ver. 31, had come forward with the xarpyopia.
This agrees with Luke xxiii. 2, but is not indicated by a
single word in John, who could not have passed over so
essential a point as a matter of course, and how easily and
briefly could he have done so! By his counter-question,
ver. 34, Jesus does not desire, as Olshausen, Neander, Godet,
Ewald, and several others suppose, to gather the more exact
sense of the question,—whether, namely, it is intended in a
Jewish and theocratic or in a Roman and political sense (for
such a separation of the ideas comcerning the Messiah was.
neither to be presumed in Pilate, nor to be suggested by this
question of Jesus),—but He simply claims the right to know
the author of the accusation, which was contained in the words
of Pilate ; to know, therefore, whether Pilate put to Him the
above question at his own instance, and without foreign
prompting ; or, on the other hand, at the prompting of others.
That the latter was the case, He indeed knew; the &\\o:
stood, in fact, before the door; but Pilate ought to speak out
and set forth clearly the status causae. It was that which
Jesus could demand, and with all the intrepidity of innocence
did demand, without exactly intending to evoke a movement of
conscience (Hengstenberg), which He could not at this point
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expect in the cold man of the world; or to call his attention
to the suspicious sowrce of the accusation (Luthardt, Tholuck,
Briickner), to which the &\loi, which is altogether without
bias, is not appropriate.

Vv. 35, 36. The answer of the procurator, irritated and
haughty, gives in w77e . . . eiwe an indirect denial of the first
question, and therewith also an affirmation of the second. —
prTe éyod "Tovdalos eipt] 'Eyd, with proud emphasis: you
do not surely suppose that I, I your procurator, am a Jew ?
How should I of myself think of trying thee as a Jew and as
king of the Jews? The emphasis of éya, Nonnus denotes by :
un yap 'Tovdaios sxdyew méhov ;— the opposite of that: Thine
own nation (1o &0vos 7o aov), and especially (kal) the high
priests, have delivered thee to me; what hast thou done? No
further ceremony ! — Jesus now confesses His kingship,! but,
in the first instance, only negatively (positively: ver. 37):
“ The kingdom which is mine does not arise (like other king-
doms) out of this world (which endures only until the estab-
lishment of my kingdom); if the kingdom which is mine
proceeded out of this world, the servants whom I (oi éuoi)
have would assuredly fight that I should not be delivered
(which is done, xix. 16) to the Jews (the hierarchical opposi-
tion) ; butas it is (since they do not fight for me), my kingdom
is not from thence” (évretfev=éx Tob wbou. TovTov). — Note
in this Demonstratio ad oculos the solemn repetition of éx Tod
xbéauov 7. and of % Bacikela 7 éur, as well as that évreiley,
from here, hence, is expressed deictically, as a vivid opposition
to that which is coelifus, and, finally, that in éx 7ol xoguov
TovTov, not TovTov, which might also have been omitted, but
xéouov bears the emphasis. The dmnpéras oi éuol are
not the servants whom He would have in the case supposed
(Liicke, Tholuck, Hengstenberg, and several others), but He
Juws His servants, they are His disciples and adherents (not the
angels, as Luthardt thinks), xii. 26; 1 Cor. iv. 1; 2 Cor.
vi. 4, xi. 23; 1 Tim. iv. 6; but even not from this world
(xvii 16), they also do not fight, etc. Note how also, in the

1 This confession must, according to Schenkel, have probably been spoken on

enother occasion. Groundless supposition, Comp. 1 Tim. vi. 13, and Huther
i loc.
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designation of His own by dmppéras, the kingly consciousness
expresses itself.

Ver. 37. A Baoikeia Jesus had actually ascribed to Him-
self in ver. 36, which Pilate certainly did not expect; hence
he asks, in surprise and not without a flash of haughty scorn :
Nonne igitur rex tu es ? since thou, that is, speakest of thy
Baciiela. On odxody, not elsewhere found in the N. T., see
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. Exc. II1. p. 517 ff.; Baeumlein, Partik.
p- 198. The sentence is an inference, but asking (is <¢
not then true, that thow art a king?) whether the ques-
tioned person agrees.— é7¢] Confirmation of the assertion
expressed by oV Aéyers (comp. Matt. xxvi 25). — éyd] Cor-
responding to the contemptuously emphasized ov at the end
of Pilate’s question, emphasized with noble self-consciousness,
and still more eémphatically brought into prominence by the
éyd, which immediately begins the next sentence (“ potens
anadiplosis,” Bengel); the repetition of eis Toi7o twice
also adds weight.—yeyévy. and éxd\. els 7. koo p.] must,
according to Grotius, Liicke, and De Wette, designate the birth
and the official appearance; a separation which is not justified
by the Johannean épyesbat els 7. kdop., in which the birth is
substantially included (iii 17, ix. 39, xi. 27, xii. 47, xvi 28,
i. 9). The érnfA. eis 7. xoou. sets forth the birth once
again, but in relation to its specific higher nature, as the
entrance of the sent of God into the world, so that the divine
amocTé\hew eis Tov xoopoy (il 17, x. 36, xvii. 18) is corre-
lative! The coming into the world is related to the conception
of being born, as the leaving of the world (xvi. 28) and going
to the Father to the conception of dying. — iva paprvp. T3
axn0.] He was to bear testimony on behalf of the divine
truth, for He had seen and heard it with God. Comp. iii. 11,
32, i. 17, 18.—o &v éx 7. aAnl] Genetic designation
(comp. on Gal. iii. 7) of the adherents of His kingdom ; their
origin is the divine truth, 4e. their entire spiritual nature is
so constituted, that divine truth exercises its formative in-

! Calovius aptly says: Christ was so born, ‘“ut quum antea fuerit apud
patrem, in tempore nascendo in mundum venerit, & patre in mundum missus.”
Contrary to the words and the context is Scholten’s view, that yiyér. denotes
the premundane procession from God.
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fluence upon them. These are the souls drawn by the Father
(vi. 44 ff), and given to Christ as His own. Comp. viii. 47,
DBengel correctly observes: “ Esse ex veritate praecedit, audire
sequitur.” — dxober pov 7. Pwvis] kears from me the voice,
t.c. (otherwise, xii. 47), he gives ear to that which I speak,
follows my call, command, ete. With this Jesus has declared
Himself regarding His kingdom, to the effect partly that He
is a king, and with what definition He is so, partly as to
what subjects He has; and thus He has completely answered
the question ; in no sense, however, as Hengstenberg thinks,
has He omatted to answer it as too difficult for Pilate’s com-
prehension, and expressed Himself instead concerning His
prophetic office.  The mas ¢ dv, .7\ belongs essentially to
the characteristic of His kingdom ; a special design, however,
entertained in this point, with reference to Pilate (an appeal
to his religious consciousness, Chrysostom, Olshausen, Neander ;
justification as to why Jesns has not more adherents, Calvin ;
a reminder for Pilate, how he would have to lay hold upon
salvation), lies entirely remote from the sense, equally remote
with an appeal “a caecitate Pilati ad captum jfidelium,”
Bengel, or from the judge to the man (Hengstenberg).

Ver. 38. Pilate, now fully convinced that he has before
him an innocent and harmless enthusiast, asks, with that air
of contemptuous deprecation which is peculiar to the material
understanding in regard to the abstract and supersensual
sphere, What is truth? A non ens, a phantom, he thus con-
ceives it to be, with which He would found a kingdom ; and
weary of the matter, and abruptly breaking it off, he goes
straightway forth to the Jews, and declares to them that he
finds no guilt in Jesus,' from which definite declaration it is
seen that by the above question he does not mean at all to
designate the matter merely as not coming within his jurisdic-
tion (Steinmeyer). Something of good-nature lies in this
conduct, but it is the weak and shallow good-nature of the

1 Here we are to think of the sending away of Jesus to Herodes Antipas, See
on Luke, note after xxiii. 12, But how could the fourth evangelist have omitted
1Lis episode, had he been a Gentile Christian, and had desigued to concentrate
the guilt of the death of Jesus as much as possible on the 'tevdaios? This in
answer to Baur and Schenkel.
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man of the world who is indifferent towards higher things ;
nothing of the disconsolate tone of the searcher for truth
(Olshausen) is to be imported. Against the view of Chrysostom,
Theodorus Heracl, Euth. Zigabenus, Aretius, and several
others, however, that Pilate had actually become desirous to be
acquasnted with the truth (Nonnus even thinks: xai Ilikaros
OdufBnoe); it is at once decisive that he immediately tuins
his back and goes out. — Whence did John learn of this con-
versation of Pilate with Jesus? He can hardly have been
himself an ear-witness of it.' But whether the fact be that it
was communicated by Pilate in his own circles, and that hence
it reached John, or whether it be that some ear-witness of the
interview himself brought the information to John, the matter
is not inconceivable (in answer to Scholten), and in no case
have we the right to ascribe the account merely to the com-
position of John (Strauss), as Baur especially finds impressed
on the declarations of Pilate that he “finds no guilt in Jesus,”
only the tendency of the evangelist to roll the guilt as far as
possible off Pilate’s shoulders, and place it on those of the
Jews, which purpose also the question, What is truth? is
intended to serve, in which Baur suggests the sense : how can
one make a crime out of truth ?

Vv. 39, 40. Instead of stedfastly protecting the innocence
of Jesus, he seeks, unwisely enough, in order mnot to be
unpopular, a circuitous way, by which he practically surrenders
the innocent one. — {va, x.7.\.] A custom exists amongst you:
I ought to release to you, etc. On the thing itself, see on Matt.
xxvil, 15. —év 7@ mwdoya] Pilate could thus express himself
as well on the 14th (against Hengstenberg), as also on the
15th Nisan, but the releasing itself corresponds most naturally
to the sacred significance of the 14th. Comp. on ver. 28.
Moreover, it is in itself more probable that the statement of
the time of this customary release as one that was legally
stationary is expressed even in the strict sense of T6 wdoya
(Lev. xxiii. 5; Num. xxviii. 16). — BovAecbe...dmorvow)
Do you wish that I should release? Deliberative conjunctive.
Comp. on Matt. xiii. 28 ; Kithner, IL. § 464.— rov Bac:\.
7. 'Iovd] Unwise and scornful bitterness. Hengstenberg

' So Steinmeyer, Leidensgesch. p. 143.



334 THE GOSPEL OF JOHUN.

imports a serious view of the idea of Messias, which certainly
Pilate was not equal to.— wd\¢v] presupposes a general
clamour already raised in vv. 30 and 31.—BapaBB.] See
on Matt. xxvii. 16.— v 8¢ o B. Apo9js] Tragical addition,
The designation by Apemis does not exclude the statement
in Mark xv. 7; Luke xxiii. 19; Aporai ¢ovedovor, Soph.
0. R.719. According to Matt. xxvii. 17, Pilate offered a choice
between Barabbas and Jesus; Mark, and also Luke, agree with
Joha,
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CHAPTER XIX

VER. 3. xal iaeyov] B. L. U. X. A. 1. 8. Curss., most Verss.
Cyr. Nom. Aug. : xal dpyovro «pds abrds xal ireyor. Rightly
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta originated in a
mechanical way, just as readily through an erroneous transition
from the first «irév to the second, as through the apparently
unnecessary, indeed unsuitable, character which #py. =p. «irm
might possess, — #878ouv] Lachm. and Tisch. : é3/desav. But see
on xv. 22.— Ver. 4. Elz. Scholz: 5n6ev ov. Lachm.: xal
iZ7irdev. The witnesses are very much divided, but there is
preponderant testimony in favour of x«i é£7rd. (A. B. K. L. X,
1. Curss, Syr. Aeth. Cyr.). Nevertheless, considering the
frequency of such insertions, the omission of the particle
(Griesb. Tisch.) is sufficiently justified by D. I. 8. Curss. Verss.
—év alr obd. air. ¢bp.] Very many variations, amongst which
the simple air. oy elp.. would, with Tisch., be preferable, if it
were not that it has only ®.* in its favour. — Ver. 6. airéi] is
omitted after the second oralp. in Elz. Tisch., but has the pre-
ponderance of testimony in its favour, for amongst the Uncials
ouly B. L. omit it. Nevertheless, the addition was so easily
suggested of itself, and through Luke xxiii. 21, Mark xv., 13,
John xix. 15, that it is to be regarded as a supplement. —
Ver. 7. spdv] is wanting in B. D, L. A, 8 Vulg. It. Or. Hil.
Aug. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. But how easily might
its omission have been caused, partly by the preceding syllable
MON, partly by its being apparently superfluous!— Ver. 10.
After Aéye, Elz. Lachm. have oby, which, indeed, is wanting only
in A. 8, Curss. Syr. Perss. Copt. Arm. Slav. Cyr. (deleted by
Tisch.); considering, however, the appropriateness of the connec-
tion which it expresses, it would hardly have been omitted had
it been genuine. The copyists can scarcely have felt that there
was anything cumbrous (in answer to Liicke, De Wette) in the
expression. — Ver. 11. elxe¢] A. D. L. X, Y. A. 1. N, Curss.:
ixers. Defended by Buttmann in the Stud. w. Krit. 1858, p.
485 ff, adopted by Tisch. An old copyist's mistake, which is
supported by none of the Verss. except Copt., and by none of
the Fathers, which, however, crept in readily enough after the
shortly preceding #xw.— Ver. 12. §xpafov] Lachm, Tisch.:
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expalyaloy, according to important witnesses, indeed, but derived
from vv. 6, 18, 40, whence B. D. Curss. have directly repeated
sxpadyugav. — Ver. 13. solrov rdy Aéyov] The genit. plur,, and
that either soirwv s@v Aéywv, or, more strongly still, rév Adyws
rovrwy, 1s so decisively attested, that the latter, with Lachm. and
Tisch,, is to be adopted. The ERecepta is derived from ver. 8. —
Ver. 14. Instead of é¢ after dpw, Lachm. and Tisch. have %y, on
decisive testimony ; 8¢ is a stylistic correction. —&xry] D. L.
X. a. &** Curss. Chronic. alex. (the latter appealing to the
axpiB% avriypapa, DAYy, even to the /diyepov of John f) Nonn. Sev.
ant. (appealing to Euseb.) Ammon. Theophyl.: spirs. An old
harmomnustic alteration in conformity with Mark xv. 25 (comp.
Matt. xxvii. 45; Mark xv. 33; Luke xxiii. 44). — Vv, 16, 17.
Instead of #yayos, Elz. has d=jyayor, against decisive testimony.
But B. L. X. Curss. Codd. N. Copt. Cyr. entirely omit xa/
7yayor. So Lachm. and Tisch. But if the continuation had
here been supplied from the parallel passages, not #yayer, but
éwiyayov (comp. Matt. xxvii. 31 ; Luke xxiii. 26), would have
the preponderance of testimony. Kai #yayos, however, might
easily have disappeared in the course of transcription, owing
to a transition having been at once made from the first xa/
to the second. — viv sravp. abroi| Lachm.: airg 7 or. (B. X.);
Tisch.: éavra = or. (L. & Or.). The latter, in favour of which
D. also testifies with iavro, is to be preferred The reflexive
pronoun was frequently neglected. The Fecepla is an altera-
tion in conformity with the most current mode of expression.
— Ver. 20. The order of the words 'EBp., 'Pwu., "ExA. (so Tisch,
according to B. L. X. K. Curss. Copt. Sah. Aeth. Cyr.) has pro-
bability, considering the standpoint of Pilate, in its favour. —
Vv. 26, 27. Instead of ids, we should, in conformity with
important testimony, read both times with Lachm. and Tisch.
73, frequent in John (he has il only in iv. 35, xvi. 32, and
from the LXX. xii. 15), though we are not to assume any differ-
ence of meaning between the two forms, — Ver. 29. oly] is
wanting in A. B. L. X Codd. It., whilst a few other witnesses
(including &.) have 8¢ Rightly deleted by Lachm. Tisch. —
oi 8¢ wrie. eméyy. 8E aai] Lachm.: ewmiyy. obv weordy roi 55ove,
according to B. L. X K. Curss. Verss. Cyr. Hilar. So also
Tisch., but without =of, which X. ®. do not contain. The
Becepta is shaped in conformity with Matt. xxvii. 48, Mark xv.
36, where oi 8 was readily suggested as an insertion on account
of the change of persons. — Ver. 31. Instead of ixeivou, Elz. has
éxivn, against decisive testimony. — Ver. 36. xai jps7s] Elz. ha3
merely tuez. But xai is so strongly attested, and m}ghb be so
readily omitted as being without reference, that it must be
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preserved. — Ver. 40. ¢y 400v.] The mere #dov. (Elz. Lachm)) is
very strongly attested (B. K. L X.Y. 1. &), but the super-
fluous ¢ might readily be passed over, comp. xii. 44, especially as
the preponderance of parallel passages present the mere dative.

Vv. 1-3. Odv] After the miscarriage of this attempt at
deliverance, Pilate will at least make this further venture
to see whether the compassion of the Jews is not to be
awakened. Hence he causes the scourging to be carried out
on Jesus’ person, to which punishment He in any case, if He
were to be crucified, must be subjected; and hopes, in the
folly of his moral vacillation, by means of such maltreatment,
although inflicted without sentence and legality, to satisfy the
Jews, and avert something worse. Comp. on Matt. xxvii. 26.
With a like purpose in view, he also gives Him up to the
contumelious treatment of the soldiers, who deck Him out as
king (xviii. 39) with a crown of thorns (see on Matt. xxvii. 29)
and a purple mantle (comp. on Matt. xxvii. 28; Mark xv. 17).
— éraBev] shows the simple style of the narrative. — «.
7px. mp. avT.] See the critical notes. It is a pictorial trait.
He stands arrayed before them; they go up to Him and do
obeisance to Him!— pawiouara] As in xviii. 22. Codd
of It. add <n faciem.

Vv. 4, 5. IId\ev] For, according to xviii. 40, Pilate has
returned into the praetorium, and has caused Jesus to be
scourged, ver. 1. The scourging was certainly carried out so
that the Jews could see it. The prisoner, scourged and arrayed
like the caricature of a king, he causes to be led forth in his
train, — duiv] Vobis; what follows gives the more exact
explanation of this reference. — {va yvaTe, x.7\] For had he
found Him guilty, he would certainly not make the repeated
attempt, implied in this leading forth and presentation of
Jesus to them, to change the mind of the Jews, but would
dispose of the matter by ordering execution. — Ver. 5. ééqrfev

. ipdTov i3 not a parenthesis, but the narrative, according
to which Jesus comes forth in the train of Pilate, proceeds
without interruption, in such a manner, however, that with
Aéyes (Pilate) the subject suddenly changes; see Heindorf, ad
Plat. Euthyd. p. 275 B; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 8. —
Popdv] Not dpépwr ; for the kingly attire is now to the close

VOL. 1L b 4
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of the proccedings His permanent garb (Lobeck, ad Phryn,
p- 585). — The short significant ecce %omo ! behold the man,
whose case we are condemning ! has its eloquent commentary
in the entire manifestation of suffering in which the ill-treated
and derided one was set forth. This suffering form cannot be
the usurper of a throne! The words are gently and com-
passionately spoken, and ought to excite compassion (comp.
already Chrysostom); it is in ver. 14 that he first says with
bitterness: ¢ ¢ Bacideds vudv.

Vv. 6=8. Of the presence of the people (who perhaps kept
silence, Licke thinks; comp. Luthardt, according to whom
the high priests desired to forestall any possible expressions of
compassion on the part of the people) the text says nothing;
the ’Jovdaios, xviii. 31, 38, were just pre-eminently the
dpyepets of the present passage.— 87e odv eldov] The spec-
tacle, instead of calming their bitterness, goads them on.—
AdBete adTov Vuels, xTA] A paradoxr, amounting to a
peevish and irritated refusal, since the Jews did not possess the
right of execution, and crucifixion was certainly not a Jewish
capital punishment. Crucify him yourselves, if you will have
him crucified '—Now, however, they introduce the authority
of their law, according to which Jesus (as being a blasphemer,
namely, of God, Lev. xxiv. 16 ; Matt. xxvi. 63, 64) must die.
They thus prudently give to their demand another legal basis,
to be respected by the procurator in conformity with Roman
policy, and to the accusation the corresponding religious
sanction. An admission, however, that their political suspicion
of Jesus had only been a pretext (Steinmeyer), is not con-
tained in this; it is only another turn given to the charge. —
#uets] With haughty emphasis, opposed to the preceding
éyw . ..alrlav. On 87¢ viow, k7.\., comp. v. 18, x. 33. —
paihov &époB] His fear only became the greater (u@AM., see
v. 18), namely, of suffering Jesus to be executed. To the
previous fear of conscience was now, in truth, added the fear
of the vengeance of @ God, namely, of Jehovah, the God of the
Jews, in case the assertion mentioned should turn out to be
true. He explained to himself the vids feod after the analogy
of pagan heroes, like the centurion, Matt. xxvii. 54. That he
was moved by the idea of the unity of God (Hengstenberg)
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has nothing to support it; nay, viewed in the light of the
wanton words, xviii. 38, very improbable.

Vv. 9, 10. He therefore took Jesus again away with hm
into the praetorium for a private audience.— 6 8ev] asks
after His origin, but not in the sense of the place of birth
(Paulus), but in the sense occasioned by wiov feod, ver. 7, in
order to obtain a declaration from Jesus on this point, whether
He were of human or divine origin. Comp. on viii. 14 ; Matt.
xxi. 25.— damwbep. odx é8wx. alrd) Both this observation, as
well as the peculiarity of Pilate’s question, betraying a certain
timidity, wofev € ov (how entirely different is his question,
xviii. 33 ; while here he shrinks from asking directly), has the
stamp of originality. Jesus is silent; for what He would
have had to say would only have been misunderstood by
Pilate, or not understood at all (xvii. 25; Matt. vii. 6).
Moreover, He had already in truth sufficiently indicated His
heavenly origin, xviii. 36, 37, had Pilate only possessed
susceptibility for the truth. But as it was, he was unworthy
of further discussion, and in the silence of Jesus it is precisely
the self-assurance and greatness of the Son of God which are
implied. Luthardt explains it from the assumption that Jesus
will not give Pilate occasion to release Him from motives of
fear, and thereby to interfere with the will of God. But on
that supposition He must also have withheld the great and
bold words, ver. 11. A resolute opposition on the part of the
sceptical man of the world to the desire of the Jews, Jesus
assuredly meither hoped nor feared. — Ver. 10. Kai ¢oBeiTas
xal ¢oBet, Euth. Zigabenus, — éuol 0¥ Aaleis;] éuor bears
the emphasis of mortified power, which then also attempts
alike to terrify and to entice. To mention at first the oravpaoal
ge, and then, not before, the dmordoal e, corresponded to the
state of the procedure. But A. B. E. 8. Lachm. Tisch. have
the converse order, which would, however, more readily
suggest itself to the mechanical copyist. The repetition of
ékovo, éyw is solemn.

Ver. 11. With a clear and holy defiance, to defend against
this expression of personal power at least, the supremacy of
the Father, Jesus now speaks His /last word to Pilate. Ha
points the latter, with his éfoveia which he has put forward,
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by the reference oravpdoal oe, to the highest authority which'
has invested him with that éfoveia, but at the same time, with
conciliatory mildness, deduces from it a standard to diminish
the guilt of the judge. The saying breathes ¢ruth and grace.
— otk elyes] Thow wouldst not have! “ Indicativus imper-
fecti sine av h. 1 in firmissima asseveratione longe est
aptissimus,” Kiihner, ad Xen. .4nab. vil. 6. 21. See also
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Sympos. p. 190 C; Bremi, ad Lys. Ezxc.
IV. p. 438 ff.; Winer, p. 286 [E. T. p. 383]. — 8eSopuévov]
Namely, the éfovodletr kav' éuod. See Kiihner, IT. sec. 421 ;
Bernhardy, p. 335. Not: the definite act of condemnation
(Steinmeyer). — dvwfev] de. from God, iii. 3, 31. That even
the heathen could understand. Had Jesus said éx Tod warpos
pov, he would not have understood it. Pilate stands before
Jesus with the éfoveila to destroy Him; but he has this
power from God, and he would not possess it if God had not
appointed him for the fulfilment of His destiny concerning
Jesus. For this reason, however (8:a Teod7o), that is, because
he here acts not in independent self-determination, but as the
divinely-ordained organ of the procedure which is pending
against Him, he is not indeed free from sin, since he con-
demns Jesus contrary to his own conviction of His innocence ;
but greater is the guilt of him who delivered Jesus into
Pilate’s hands, since that divinely-bestowed éfovoia is wanting
to the latter. The logical connection of the 8d ToiTo rests
on the fact that the wapadibois pé coc is the high priest, to
whom, consequently, 7o power is given by God over Him,
the Messiah, who in truth is higher than the high priest; to
Pilate, on the other hand, the Roman potentate, this power is
lent, because, as bearer of the highest magisterial authority, he
derives his warrant from God (comp. Rom. xiii. 1), to decide

' Buttmann, on account of the absence of &, would interpret the reading
Ixts as follows: * Thou hadst, i.e. when thou didst receive the accusation
against me . . . no power over me, unless it was given to thee by God for that
purpose.” See Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 501. But irrespective of the dragging
in, in this necessitons manner, of this exacter dcfinition of time in ¢Jyss, it is in
truth precisely the vadoubted possession of the ifousiz which forms the presup-
position of the 3i& 7oore x.7. . that follows. With the reading 7 ¢s¢, which Butt-
mann prefers, he explains : *“ thou hast no power over me, if it had not been given
thee from above,” p. 494. DBut why in that case should the pluperf. fy didspivor
stand ?  Instead of 7, i/ must have becn used, in conformity with the scuse.
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concerning every one who is brought before his court, and
therefore also concerning the Messiah, who has been accused
and delivered up as a pretender to a crown. This power Pilate
possessed simply as a Roman potentate; hence this point of
view does mnot confuse the matter (Luthardt), but makes it
clear. As 8edop. is not to be transmuted into the notion of
permission (Chrysostom), so also there is nothing to be found
in 8¢ TodTo which is not yielded by the immediate context.
Hence we are not to understand with Euth. Zigabenus (comp.
Theophylact) : 8ucte éfovaiav Exes kai odk dmorders pe, 50
that the lesser degree of guilt rests on the weakness and
timidity of Pilate (comp. Luther); nor with Grotius (comp.
Dengel, Baeumlein, and already Ruperti): because thou canst
not know so well as the Jews (to whom o mapad. is referred)
who I am; nor even with Lampe: because the Jews have
received no such power from God, have rather assumed it to
themselves (Luthardt); but solely in harmony with the con-
text : because-thow hast the disposal of me, not from thy proper
sovereignty, but from having been divinely empowered thereto. —
0 mapadidois) he who delivers me wup to thee; the affair is
still 4n actw, those who deliver Him up stand without; hence
the pres. The expression itself, however, cannot, as elsewhere
in John (xviii. 2, xiil. 2, xi. 21, xii. 4, vi. 64, 71; comp.
Mark xiv. 21), mean Judas, who here lies entirely remote
from the comparison, especially since go¢ is used with it, nor
even (so most interpreters) be understood collectively of the
Jews. It is rather the chief of the Jews, the high priest
Caiaphas, who is meant (so also Bengel, and now Ewald;
comp. Luthardt, Baumgarten, p. 388, Hengstenberg), who
ought to have recognised the Messiah, and not to have
assumed to himself any power over Him. — ueifova] com-
pares the sin of the wapadidols with that of Pilate, not with
itself, so that its guilt is designated as aggravafed by the
misuse of the éfovaia of Pilate (Calvin, Wetstein, Godet, also
Baur)! The guilt which belonged to the wapadidovs in and

' Baur in the Theol. Jalhrb. 1854, p. 283 : “Since thou hast in my case the
magisterial power over life and death, those who surrender me to thee, incur by
their action, in itself immoral, all the greater guilt, if they abuse the magisterial
authority given to theo for their own objccts,”
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by himself, was in truth not aggravated by the delivering over
wlo the hands of the reqular magistracy, which was rather the
orderly mode of procedure.!

Ver. 12. 'Ex vovtov] Not: from this time forward (so
usually) ; for éfyrer, k..M, is a particular act, which is im-
mediately auswered by the Jews with loud outeries ; but: on
this ground, as vi. 66, occasioned by this speech of Jesus (so
also Luthardt and Lange). — é&rjrer, 7.\, ke sought to release
Him (x. 30; Luke v. 18, xiii. 24, xix. 3; Aects xxvii. 30,
et al). In what this attempt, which, though meade, yet re-
mained unaccomplished (hence imperf.), may more definitely
have consisted, John does not say, and therefore it was,
probably, only in renewed representations which he made.
That which is usually supplied, as though p@\iov, as in v. 18,
were expressed therewith: he sought still more, he sought
most earnestly (“ previously he appears to John rather to have
played with the matter,” Liicke), and the like, is capriciously
imported, as also the rendering : now ke demanded peremptorily,
etc. (Steinmeyer). — With éav TodTov, x.7.\., the Jews cunningly
enough again return to and fasten upon the political side of
the accusation, @s ob maporréovr 76 IIhdre Sia Tov dmwo Tob
Kaioapos ¢oBov, Euth. Zigabenus. How greatly must he,
who in so many features of his administration had anything
but clean hands (Josephus, Ant. xviii 3. 1 ff.; Philo, de legat.
ad Caj. p. 1033), have desired to see avoided an accusation
before Tiberius, so suspicious and jealous of his authority!
(Suetonius, 740. 58 ; Tacitus, Ann. iii. 38.) Comp. Hausrath,
Christl. Zeitgesch. 1. p. 312 ff. — ¢piros Tod Kala.] Not in
the titular sense of amicus Cacsaris, 83 high officials bore this
title (see Wetstein ; Grimm on 1 Mace. ii. 18), in which,
however, the sense of confidunt (counsellor) of Caesar exists ;
but faithful to the emperor, friendly to him, and readily devoted
to his interests (Xen. Anab. 1ii. 2. 5). — He who makes him-
self a Ling, by the fact, that is, of dcclaring himself to be such

! According to Steinmeyer, p. 156, Jesus would say: *Thy power, on the
other hand, to relcase me, is already as good as wrested from thee on the part of
the wapadid. wé oo ; but on that very account thy sin is the less.” But this
juterpretation of 3z regre is in truth altogether untextual, as the entire concep-
tion to which it would refer is first imported.
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(comp. x. 33), thereby declures himself (dvrinéyel) against the
emperor.  Accordingly, dvrinéye is not generally : he opposes
(Grotius, De Wette, Maier) ; but the emphasis lies upon the
correlates Baciréa and Kaigap:.

Ver. 13. These speeches penetrate the mind of Pilate, dis-
mayed at the thought of Rome and the emperor. He will
now, formally and solemnly, deliver the final sentence, which
must be done, not in the praetorium, but outside in the open
air (see Josephus, Bell. ii. 9. 3, ii. 14. 8) ; he therefore causes
Jesus to be brought out, and seats himself, taking his place on
the judicial seat, at the place which s called Lithostroton, but
in Hebrew, Gabbatha. — émi Tot BrpaTos] Modal definition
of érdf. eis Témov. — Since Tomos here denotes a definite and
distinguished place, the article is as little required as with
moMs, dypés, and the like in such cases. Comp. Matt. xxvii.
33 ; Kiihner, II. p. 129. — The place where the tribunal
stood, before the praetorinm in Jerusalem, bore the Greek
name, derived from its Mosaic floor (see Wetstein and Krebs,
p- 158 f) of AiboorpwTov, ie stonejoining, but in the
Aramaic dialect that of RN33, arising from its elevated position ;
two different names, therefore, derived from different properties®
of the same place. Further, this place is mentioned neither
in Josephus nor in the Rabbins. The name I'aB8. is not to
be derived from ™33, hill (Hengstenberg), against which would
be the double B (comp. I'aBaba, Josephus, Antt. v. 1. 29, vi.
4. 2), but from 33, ridge, hAump. See generally Fritzsche,
Verdienste Tholuck's, p. 102 ; Tholuck, Beitr. p. 119 ff.

Ver. 14. Day and hour of the decisive moment, after which
the narrative then proceeds with xat Aéyer, x.7.\, without the
necessity of placing #v 8¢ ... érn in a parenthesis (rather,
with Lachm. and Tisch, between two points).— wapac«.
roD wdoya] That the mapaokers may not be understood of
the weekly one, referable to the Sabbath (vv. 31, 42 ; Luke
xxiil. 54 ; Mark xv. 42 ; Matt. xxvil. 62; Josephus, Antt.
xvi. 6. 2, et al.)), but may be referred to the Passover feast-day,

' Ewald attempts to refer T2pBadz also back to the signification of Awirrpwras
by assuming a root 333, but in the signification of y3p (Aram. : insert). Too
bold an hypothesis. In the LXX. aserrp. (Cant. iii. 10; 2 Chron. vil 3;
Lsth. i. 7) corresponds to the Hebr. 5y,
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of whick it was the preparation-day, John expressly subjoing
Tob waoya. It was certainly a Friday, consequently also a
preparation-day before the Sabbath ; but it is not #his reference
which is here to be remarked, but the reference to the paschal
Jeast beginning on the evening of the day, the first feast-day
of which fell, according to John, on the Sabbath. The ex-
pression corresponds to the Hebr. APBT 37, not indeed verbally
(for mapasrevy) = NNMY), but as to the thing. Those expositors
who do not recognise the deviation of John from the Synoptics
‘in respect of the day of Jesus’ death (see on xviii. 28), explain
it as : the Friday in the Passover week (see especially Wieseler,
p. 336 f.: Wichelhaus, p. 209 f, and Hengstenberg in loc.,
also Riggenbach). But it is in the later ecclesiastical language
that mapaox. first denotes directly Friday (see Suicer, Z%esaur.),
as frequently also in the Constitt. ap., and that in virtue of
the reference to be therewith supplied to the Sabbath; which,
however, cannot be here supplied, since another genitival
reference is expressly given. An appeal is erroneounsly made
to the analogy of Igmat. Phil. 13. interpol., where it is said
that one should not fast on the Sunday or Sabbath, #Agv évos
cafBBdrov 100 waocya; for (1) cdBBarov in and of itself
is a complete designation of a day; (2) 6dBB. Tod mdoya here
denotes by no means the Sabbath in the Easter-tide, but the
Sabbath of the Easter-day, i.e. the Saturday which precedes
Easter-day, Easter Saturday. All the more decidedly, how-
ever, is this harmonistic and forced solution to be rejected,
since, further, all the remaining statements of time in John
place the death of Jesus before the first feast-day (see on
xiii. 1, xviii. 28); and since John, if he had had the first
feast-day before him as the day of death, would not have
designated the latter (subtle evasions in Hengstenberg), with
such a want of distinctness and definiteness, as “ the Friday
in Passover” (which in truth might have also been any other
of the seven feast-days), especially here, where he wishes to
proceed with such precision that he states even the hour.
Comp. further Bleek, Beitr. p. 114 f.; Rickert, Abendm. p.
31 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Paschastr. p. 149 f, and in his Zeutschr.
1867, p. 190. Against Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 1 ff., who,
by referring mapacr. to the feast of harvest, likewise brings
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out the 15th Nisan as the day of death, but makes it a
Wednesday, see Wieseler, p. 338 £ — &x77] According to the
Jewish reckoning of hours, therefore twelve o'clock at noon,—
again a deviation from the Synoptics, according to whom (see
Mark xv. 25, with which also Matt. xxvii. 45, Luke xxiii. 44
agree) Jesus is crucified as early as nine o’clock in the morning,
which variation in the determination of this great point of
time includes much too large a space of time to allow us to
resolve it into a mere indefiniteness in the statement of the
hour, and, with Godet, following Lange, to say lightly: “the
apostles had no watch in hand,” especially as according to
Matt. and Luke the darkening of the earth is already expressly
ascribed to the sixth hour. Since, however, with Hofmann,!
with whom Lichtenstein agrees, we cannot divide the words:
7v 8¢ mapackevr), Tod wdaya dpa fv os Ty, but it was prepara-
tion-day, it was about the sixth hour of the paschal feast (reckoned,
namely, from midnight forwards), which forced and artificial
explanation would absolutely set aside mapackevy, in spite of
Tob mdoya therewith expressed, and would yield an unex-
ampled mode of computation of hours, namely, of the feast,
not of the day (against 1. 40, iv. 6, 52); since, further, the
reading in our present passage is, both externally and inter-
nally, certain, and the already ancient assumption of a copyist’s
nistake (Eusebius, Beza, ed. 5, Bengel ; according to Ammonius,
Severinus, Tiwés in Theophylact, Petavius: an interchange of
the numeral signs y and s).is purely arbitrary ; since, further,
as generally in John (comp. on i. 40, iv. 6, 52), the assumption
is groundless, that he is reckoning according to the Roman
enumeration of hours (Rettig, Tholuck, Olshausen, Krabbe,
Hug, Maier, Ewald, Isenberg; substantially so Wieseler, p.
414, who calls to his aid the first feast-day, Ex. xii. 29, which

'In the Zcitschr. f. Prot. w. Kirche, 1853, Oct. p. 260 ff., and Schriftbew.
11. 2, p. 204 £,

? In fact, it is precisely in the present passage that the inadmissibility of the
Roman enumeration of hours is shown. For if Jesus was brought apai, xviii.
28, to the practorinm, it is impossiblo that after 211 the {ransactions which here
took place, including the scourging, mocking, and also the sending to Herod
(who questioned Him iv Adyais ixareis, Luke xxiii. 9, and derided Him), the case
can have been matured for sentence as early as six o’clock in the morning, that
i3, at the end of about two, or at most thrce hours,
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begins precisely at midnight) ; since, finally, the quarter of a
day beginning with this hour cannot be made out of the third
hour of Mark (Calvin, Grotius, Jansen, Wetstein, and others,
comp. Krafft, p. 147 ; see in opposition, Mark xv. 33, 34),
and just as little (Hengstenberg, comp. Godet) can the sixth
hour of John (comp. iv. 6) be taken into consideration only
as the ¢ime of day in question ;'—the variation must thus be
left as it is, and the preference must be given to the disciple
who stood under the cross. The Johannean statement of the
hour is not, however, in itself improbable, since the various
proceedings in and near the praetorium, in which also the
sending to Herod, Luke xxiii. 7 ff, is to be included (see on
xviii. 38), may probably have extended from 7rpwi, xviii. 28,
until noon (in answer to Briickner); while the execution, on
the adjacent place of execution, quickly followed the judicial
sentence, and without any intermediate occurrence, and the
death of Jesus must have taken place unusually early, not
to take into account the space which @oei leaves open.
Comp. Marcus Gnost. in Irenaeus, Haer. i. 14. 6 : miv &ty
&pav, év % wpoomwln 76 Evre. For the way, however, in
which even this statement of time is deduced from the repre-
sentation of the paschal lamb (the writer desired to bring out
the o*awn 3, Ex xii 6; Lev. xxiii. 5; Num. ix. 3), see in
Weisse, Evangelienfrage, p. 131. —i8e 0 Bacih Vudv!]
Pilate is indeed determined, on ascending his judicial seat, to
overcome his sentiment of right ; but, notwithstanding, in this
decisive moment, with his moral weakness between the two-
fold fear of the Son of God and of the Caesar, he still, before
actually yielding, makes the bifter remark against the Jews:
see, there is your king ! imprudently, without effect, but at
least satisfying in some degree the irony of the situation, into
the pinch of which he sees himself brought.

Vv. 15, 16. The bitterness is still further embittered To

1 On this theory Hengstenberg forms the certainly. very simple example : the
combination of the statements of Mark and John yields the result, that the
sentence of condemnation and the leading away falls in the middle, between the
third and sixth hour, therefore about 10.30 o'clock. Were this correct, the
statements of both evangelists would be incorrect, and we should avoid Scylla to

fall into Charybdis. —Godet only renews the idle subterfuge that in Mark xv. 25
tlie crucifixion is reckoned from the scourging forwards.
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the impetuous clamour which demands crucifixion, the ques-
tion of Pilate: your king shall I crucify ? is only the feeble
echo of i8¢ 0 Bac. Uu., whereupon, with the decisive olx &yo-
pev Baginéa, k.7, although it perfidiously denied the sense
of the hierarchy, the again awakened fear of the emperor
at last completely disarms the procurator, so that now then
(réte olv) the tragic and ignominious final result of his
judicial action comes out: XpioTor éxov dévwy d8ikw mwapé-
Swkev oMéfpy, Nonnus, — adTols] to the chief priests. ver. 15.
To these Jesxs was given over, and that, as a matter of fact,
not merely by the sentence of itself (Hengstenberg), that He
might be crucified under their direction by Roman soldiers
(ver. 23, comp. Matt. xxvii. 26, 27). Comp. viii. 28; Acts
ii. 23, ili. 15. wapéd. does not signify to yield to their desire
(Grotius, B. Crusius, Baeumlein).—On crucifixion in general,
see on Matt. xxvii. 35.

Vv. 17, 18. The subject of wapéraBov, which is corre-
lative to wapébwxev, ver. 16, and of #yayow, is necessarily,
according to ver. 16, the apytepeis, not the soldiers (De Wette,
B. Crusius, Hengstenberg, Baeumlein, and older expositors).
The former are the persons' who act, which does not exclnde
the service and co-operation of the soldiers (ver. 23). — Baor.
éavrd TOV oTavp. (see critical notes): Himself bearing the
cross®  See on Matt. xxvi, 82, and Charit. iv. 2; and on Gol-
gotha, on Matt. xxvii. 33. — évredl. x. évrevf.] Comp. LXX.
Dan. xii. 5; évfev xal évbev, Herod. iv. 175 ; Soph. 4;. 725;
Xen. Cyr. vi. 3. 3; 1 Mace. vi. 3§, ix. 45; 3 Macc. ii. 22, not
Rev. xxii. 2. On the thing itself, comp. Luke xxiil. 33. John
gives peculiar prominence to the circumstance, adding further,
uéaop 8¢ 1. 'Ina. Whether, and how far, the Jews thus acted
intentionally, is undetermined. That, perhaps, they scornfully
assign to their “king” the place of honour! That Pilate
desired thereby to deride them, in allusion to 1 Kings xxii. 19
(B. Crusius, Briickner, Lange), we are not to suppose, since the

'V By which elso the fact is confirmed that John had not in his mind the first
feast-day, which certainly possessed the authority of the Sabbath.

2 The assistance of Simon in this, John, who here gives only a compendious
account, hes passed over as a subordinate circumstance, not, as Scholten thinks,
in conformity with the idea that the Son of God needed no human help.
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subject of éoravp. is the Jews, under whose direction the
crucifixion of the principal person takes place, and, at the same
time, the two subordinate individuals are put to death along
with Him. Pilate first appears, ver. 19. Of special divine
conceptions in the intermediate position assigned to the cross
of Christ (see Steinmeyer, p. 176), John gives no indication,

Vv. 19, 20. "Evypa+re] Not a supplemental statement : ke
had written (De Wette, Tholuck), but: ke wrote (caused to be
written), whilst the crucifixion took place without; and when
it had taken place, he caused the TiéThos (solemn Roman ex-
pression for a public inscription, particularly for the tablets,
naming the criminal and his offence, see Lipsius, de cruce, p.
101, and Wetstein) to be placed on the cross. He himself was
not, present at the crucifixion, Mark xv. 43, 44.—6 Baagi\.
7ov 'Tovd.] Consistent bitterness in the designation of Jesus.
Ver. 20. 7dv 'Tovdaiwv] of the hierarchic party. — éyyds
fv, k.TA] See on Matt. xxvii. 33. — kal v yeypapp., k.TA]
No longer dependent on &7, since 7év 'Iovdaiwy, ver. 20,
unlike ver. 19, is not to be taken in a general sense. It
rather attaches to the first circumstance, on account of which
the apyiepeis made their proposal, ver. 21, to Pilate (rovroy

. 'Tovdaiwv, ver. 20), a second assigning a reason therefor,
namely : 4¢ (that which ran on the Tirhos) was written in three
languages, so that it could be read by everybody, including
foreigners. For an inscription, even in jfour languages, on
the tomb of Gordian, see in Jul. Capitolin. 24.

Vv. 21, 22. The Jewish opponents of Christ have, with
hierarchic tact, deciphered the resentful bitterness in the
T(Thos, hence the chief pnests among them suggest to Pilate,
etc. The expression ol dpyiep. 7. 'Tovd. does not stand in
contrast to the Bagikets 7. 'Iovd. (Hengstenberg, Godet), but
the high elerus of the opposition desired not to see the ancient
eacred designation of Messiah profaned. — p7 rypa¢>e] The
writing, because still capable of being altered, is conceived
as not yet concluded. — & yéypada, yéypada] Formal way
of designating that with what is written the matter is unalter-
ably to rest. Analogous formulae from the Rabbins, see in
Lightfoot. Comp. also 1 Macc. xiii. 38 ; éca éamijrapey .
éotnee.  Now, too late, he who was prevxously so weak in
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character stands firm. In this subordinate point at least he
will have his own opinion, and not expose his weak side !

Vv. 23, 24. Ovv] again connects the history, after the
intermediate narrative respecting the superscription, with
ver. 18. — éoravpwaar] For they were the executioners of
the crucifixion. — 7a ipdr. adrod] His garments, with the
exception, however, of the yiray, which is afterwards specially
mentioned, the shirt-like under-garment. The account of John
is more exact and complete than that of the Synoptics (Matt.
xxvil. 35; Mark xv. 24 ; Luke xxiiiL 34).— 1éooapa] There
were accordingly four soldiers, the ordinary Terpadiov o7Tpa-
TiwTdy (Acts xil. 4). — éx 1dv dvwler Udavros 8. Grov)
From the top (where the button-hole was, a7’ abyévos, Nonnus)
woven quite through, throughout, so that thus the garment was
a single texture, woven from above entirely throughout, with-
out seam, similar to the priestly vestment in Joseph. 4ntt.
iii. 7. 4. See Braun, de vestitu Hebr. p. 342 ff. ; Rosenmiiller,
Morgenl. V. p. 273 On the adverbial 8¢ 6\ov, comp. Asclep.
16; Nicand. 1; Plut. Mor. p. 695£.; Bernhardy, p. 235,
elso &/ éAwy, Plat. Soph. p. 253 C.— va 7 ypadn, x.T\]
This casting of lots for the xrdw, after the division of the
{udTia, was not an accidental occurrence, but was in connec-
tion with the divine determination for the fulfilment of Serip-
ture, which says, etc. The passage is Ps. xxii 19, closely
following the LXX. The suffering of the theocratic sufferer,
in this psalm, is the prophetic type of the suffering of the
Messiah.  “ They have divided my garments amongst one anothcr
(éauT. = @AMMjrovs, comp. Luke xxii. 17), and cast lots over my
rainent,”~—this complaint of the Psalmist, who sees himself as
being already subjected to the death of a criminal, and the
division of his garments among his executioners therewith con-
nected, has found its Messianic fulfilment in the corresponding
treatment of Christ, in so far as lofs have also been cast over
His raiment (in reality, over His under-garment). In this
fulfilment the yerdv was that portion of His clothing on which
the éml Tov {uaTiopov pov EBakov kNjjpous was historically car-
ried out; but we are not, for this reason, to say that John
took Tov ipatiopév as equivalent to . yer@va (Liicke, De
Wette. — oi pév odv a7part. 7. éwoi] Simple (reminding one
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of Herod., Xen., and others) concluding formula for this scene
of the soldiers’ proceedings. On mev odw, see on Luke iii. 18,
— 7ad7a] That related in vv. 23, 24. A sccret allusion,! in
these closing words (Hengstenberg, Godet), is arbitrarily forced
upon them.

Vv. 25-27. Another narrative, selected by John, and
peculiar to him, as elevated and striking in its contents as it
is simple and tender in form, and all the more unjustly
relegated to the inventions made (Strauss, Baur, Schenkel) in
the interest of Johnm, although in the Synoptics (Matt. xxvii.
56 ; Mark xv. 40) the women mentioned stand afar of),
which standing afar off is to be placed after the present scene,
not before, as Liicke and Olshausen, in opposition to the
synoptical account, are of opinion. — 1 priT9p adTod...
May8aXnvs) Are only three women here named (usual
opinion), so that Mapla 5 700 KAwwd@ is in apposition to
7 a8y, k.7 ; or are there four (Wieseler in the Stud. w.
Krit. 1840, p. 648 ff, Liicke, Lange, Ewald, Laurent, Newt.
Stud. p. 170 f.), so that Mapia 7 o0 KAwwa is to be taken by
itself, and the women are brought forward in two pairs? The
Syr. already interpreted in the latter mode, and hence inserted
a xa(l before Mapia (as also Aeth. and Pers); so also have
Lachm. (ed. min., not in the large edition) and Tisch. inter-
punctuated (without a comma after KAwmd). As it is highly
improbable of itself, and established by no instance, that two
sisters bore the same name,—as, further, it is in keeping with
the peculiarity of John not to mention his own name, if he
also does not mention his mother,? or even his brother James,

! Hengstenberg: *Buat the occupation itself stands under a secret direction,
and sacred irony passes over irony to the side of profane irony.” Here Scholten
coincides with Hengstenberg, supplying: *‘ who knew nothing of the O. T.,
etc.” .

2 He does, indeed, name in xxi, 2 his father. But the latter appears so with-
ocut participation in the evangelical history, that he might appear to Jo_l{n's
mind in his Christian relation, especially in the late period of the composition
of the appendix, chap. xxi., more foreign and remote, and that consequently
o hesitation might not exist in reference to naming him, as there did in the
case of the mother, founded on 2 delicate and more spiritual consideration. —
Scholten changes the mother into an allegorical person, in whom the Church i3
represented, to care for which was to be incumbent on John, not on Peter. So
substantially also Spith in Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. 1868, p. 187.
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by name (see on i. 42), and as, according to Matt. xxvii. 56,
Mark xv. 40, Salome was also amongst the above-named
women, Wieseler's view, which is not throughout opposed by
any well-founded doubts,' is to be deemed not “ a mere learned
refinement” (Hengstenberg), but correct, so that thus the
unnamed 7 dbeA¢n Tijs pnTpds adrod is Salome, the mother of
John. — % 700 Khwmwa) The wife of Klopas, according to
Matt. xxvii. 56, Mark xv. 40, Luke xxiv. 10, mother of the
younger James, hence Klopas is to be taken as Alphaeus, 1850,
Matt. x. 3. According to Ewald, on the other hand, the
mother of Kleopas, Luke xxiv. 18, and according to Beza: the
wife of this Kleopas. — Mary8aX.] See on Matt. xxvii. 56. —
That Jesus enjoins on JoAn to care for Mary, although the
latter had several sons of her own, is not sufficiently explained
by the unbelief of the brothers (vil 5), for His speedy
triumph over this (Acts i. 14) could not be hidden from Him
(ii. 24, 25); but it presupposes the certainty in His mind
that generally to no other’s hand could this dear legacy® be so
well entrusted. That Mary had no other sons (see in opposi-
tion to this vii. 3, and on Matt. i. 25) is, indeed, still inferred
by Hengstenberg. For yvvat, comp. on ii. 4. — The words to
the disciple, behold thy mother, meet no stumbling-block in the
fact that he had his own actual mother, nay, that she herself
was also present (see on ver. 25), but leave his relation to the
latter untouched, and form with the i8¢ o vios oov a parallelism,
which expresses the filial care and protection which Mary, on
the one hand, was to expect from John; which John, on the
other hand, was to exercise towards Mary. — xai am éxelvys
Tijs dpas, k1] Not to be regarded as a parenthesis; to be
taken with strict literality, that John forthwith, after Jesus
had accomplished His end upon the cross, entered on his

! Insufficient objections in Luthardt, Briickner, Baeumlein, Weizsiicker, and
others. According to Euth. Zigabenus, Ebrard, Hengstenberg, and several
others, £¥:aps would signify sister-in-law.

2 This noblest blossom of dying piety is violently removed into a sphere
foreign to it, if it is transported into dogmatic ground, as Steinmeyer, p. 200,
does. According to him, the death of the Atoner for all men, as such, has com-
pletely cut asunder the tie that hitherto existed ; by this death Jesus departed
out of every naturnlly-conditioned individual fellowship, and like Melchizedek
must also appear a8 audrwp.  Of such a meaning, John gives not the slightest
mdication,
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charge. 'Whether and where he possessed a property of his own
1s matter of conjecture. If he received Mary into his duwell-
ang, into his family circle, formed by Salome, and perhaps by
his brother, then els 7a {8z (comp. xvi. 32) was a correct
expression. Ewald well remarks on such traits of individual
significance in the Gospel of John: “it was for him at a late
period of life a sweet reward to call up reminiscences of all
that was most vivid, but for the readers it is also, without his
will, a token that only he could have written all this” If,
iudeed, the designation of the disciple beloved Ly Jesus as a
sclf-designation were a vanity (Scholten), nay, an arrogant and
scornful self-cxaltation (Weisse), then it could noz have been
he who wrote all this. But the consciousness of pre-eminent
love on the part of the Lord, true, clear, and still glowing
with all intensity and strength, in the heart of the old man, is
inconceivable without the deepest humility, and this humility,
which has long since ceased to have anything in common with
the feeling evinced in Mark x. 35 ff,, Luke ix. 54, has pre-
cisely in that most simple of all expressions, &v 7ydma, its
most correspondent expression and its necessary and sacred
justification, which is as little to be passed over in silence, or
to be denied, as is the consciousness of Paul, 1 Cor. xv. 10.
Ver. 28. MeTa Toito] Not indefinitely later, but after this
scene with Mary and John. — el8ws, k7] as He was aware
(xiii. 1) ¢hat His death was already at hand, that consequently
all was already accomplished, in order to bring the Scripture to
Sulftlment, in tespect of the accomplishment of its predictions
concerning His earthly work, He now still desires, at this goal
of accomplishment, a refreshment, and says : I thirst. Accord-
inaly, Tva TeN. 7 ypddn is to be referred to wavra 78 TeTéN,
as Cyril (?), Bengel, Michaelis, Semler, Thalem., van Hengel
(Annot. p. 62 ff), Paulus, Tholuck, Hofmann! Luthardt,
Lange, Baeumlein, Scholten, Steinmeyer, have connected it.
This is the correct construction, because wdvra #n TeTé\.
leaves us no room tn think of a fulfilment of Scripture still
remaining behind, and consequently ezcludes the connection of
a Ten. 7 qp. with Méyer; because, further, Tehewwbn is sclected

' Weissay. u. Erf. 1L p. 146. On the other hand, Hofmann, in the Schriftbew.
1L 1, p. 314, hasaltercd his views, aud connects fva mir. # gp. With Aigm.
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simply for the snke of its reference to Teré\. (it is the M-
pwaots of Scripture, to which now nothing more is wanting), and
because John never makes the statement of purpose, “ that the
Scripture might be fulfilled,” precede the moment of fulfilment,
and even where a single definite fact is the fulfilling element,
always actually adduces the passage of Scripture in question
(xvii. 12 is a retrospective indication of a passage already
before adduced). Hence the ordinary interpretation must be
given up (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, Ruperti,
and many others, including Liicke, De Wette, Briickner,
Strauss, B. Crusius, Baur, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Godet), that
va e\, kTN refers to Néyer Syrd, so that it contains the
scriptural ground of the therst, to which Jesus gave expression,
and of the drinking of the vinegar which was given to Him,
and Ps, 1xix. 22 is the passage intended ; where, however, the
drinking of vinegar is the work of scorn and of malice, which
would not be at all appropriate kere, since it is simply the
quenching of thirst immediately before death that is in question,
without other and further background. — wdvra 78n TeTé\.]
ToutéoTiy 87i oU8év Neimes T oikovopig, Chrysostom ; 787
(already) points to the very early occurrence of His death
(Nonnus: Gods).

Vv. 29, 30. "Exetto] as in ii 6, The vessel was in
readiness for the purpose of quenching the thirst of those
crucified (who had always to suffer much therefrom), with
sponge and stalk of hyssop, which were to serve for hand-
ing it up.— 8Eovs] vinegar, v.e. small sour wine (from the
skins of grapes already pressed), which served as a drink
for labourers and soldiers; Wetstein on Matt. xxvii 34;
Hermann, Privatalterth. § 26. 10. Of the bitter stupifying
drink, which Jesus had disdained to receive (Matt. xxvii.
34, 35; Mark xv. 23, 24), John says nothing. On the
drink tendered to him, Luke xxiii. 36, see tn loc. — The sub-
ject of amoryyov, .7\ is not named ; yet there can be no doubt
about who are meant, the soldiers. — doowmd] More exactly
than in Matt. xxvil. 48, and since the hyssop grows stalks
from 1 to 1) feet high (Bochart, Hieroz. I 2. 50; Celsius,
Hierobot, 1. p. 407 £), such an one was fully sufficient to
reach to the mouth of Jesus op the not lofty (Salmasius, de

VOL. IL b4
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eruce, p. 284) cross) —adTob T arduari] to His mouth,
That the stalk was precisely of hyssop, is accidental; as
hyssop of scorning, in opposition to the hyssop of reconciliation,
Ps. li. (Hengstenberg), it is not to be thought of, since the
tender of the drink in the present passage s certainly not an
act of scorn. Moreover, it is precisely such non-essential
special statements as these which have flowed from the most
vivid recollection of an eye-witness. — TeTéleaTac] Quite as
in ver. 28, to be referred to the work of Jesus. Comp. xvii. 4.
It is by Him brought to completion with this act of the last
death-suffering. Further, Bengel aptly remarks: “ hoc verbum
in corde Jesu erat, ver. 28, nunc ore profertur.” — mwapéd. to
mv.] He gave over (to God) His spirit, characteristic designa-
tion of dying, in conformity with that which dying wes in
Jesus’ case. It is the actual surrender of His self-conscious
Ego on the decease of the body; the wverbal surrender, Luke
xxiii 46, appears, since John has, instead of it, the simply
grand concluding word Teré\ecrat, to belong to the enlarging
representations of tradition, but, after the bowing of the head,
would be no longer suitable, and hence must be assumed as
taking place after Teré\eorai. — Note further, that the elvas
els T. kO\moy Tol matpos meant in i 18 did not now take place,
but first by means of the ascension (zx. 17).

Ver. 31. Odv] Therefore, since Jesus was already dead.
Their object was already attained; so now the Sabbath also
should still have its rights. *“ Magnifici honoratores Dei, cum
in conscientia mala reposuissent sanguinem justi,” Ruperti —
{va p# peivy, x1A] Contrary to the Roman custom, of
leaving the corpse to putrefy on the cross (comp. on Matt.
xxviL 58), on the part of the Jews, the injunction has to be
applied respecting the removal of the hanged person, Deut.
xxi, 22, 23 (comp. Joseph Bell. iv. 5. 2), especially in the

1 Least of all with a dogmatic background, although Steinmeyer assumes that
dé is a request to His enemies, and thereby illustirates the love, which com-
eted the act of atonemens. This request, he thinks, only the dying Mediator
eould have made.

2 Of the seven words on the cross, only Matt. xxvii. 46, according to Schenkel's
too rash conclusion, is to be considered as altogether beyond doubt. Mark also
has only this one (xv. 34), Luke has three (xxiii 34, 43, 46), and John like
wise three (xix. 26, 27, 28, 30).



CHAP. XIX. 31, 355

present case where with sunset the Sabbath began, and this
8 great Sabbath, and therewith a wish was expressed to see
the crucified ones removed and interred in the interval before
the beginning of the holy day. — wapacxevn] Because it
was the day of preparation, namely, Tob gafBBdrov, for the
Sabbath.  This reference of mapack. necessarily follows from
€v 7o cafSBare. But the parenthesis §v yap peydrn, xr
indicates why they wished not to have the Sabbath, especially
on that occasion, desecrated by the bodies remaining on the
cross; because greaf, i.e. pre-eminently holy (comp. vii 37;
Isa. 1. 13), was the day of that Sabbath, because, that is, it
was (not merely generally a Sabbath in the Passover feast
time, but) at the same time the first day of Passover, the 15th
Nisan. It was thus a Sabbath with twofold authority, since
the first feast-day also had the character of a Sabbath (Lev.
xxiil. 7-15). With a Quartodeciman usage of speech (Hil-
genfeld) the designation of the Sabbath in the present passage
has nothing to do. See Steitz in the Jakrb. f. Deutsche Theol.
1861, p. 113 ff. As the second feast-day, however, which is
the day that results from the attempts at harmonizing (see on
xviii. 28), it could only be termed ueyahsn, for the reason that
on this day, 4e the 16th Nisan, the feast of Sheaves took
place, Lev. xxiii. 10 ff. (see especially Wieseler, p. 385 f., 344).
But how could John have presupposed, in his readers, without
any indication, a reference to this? These could explain to
themselves the weyalorns of that Sabbath only from ver. 14,
from the fact, namely, that the mapagrevyy Tob gaBBdTov of
which John speaks was at the same time, according to ver. 14,
mapackevy Tod wdoxa. — {va kaTeaydoww k.1N] For two
were, indeed, still living, and also with respect to Jesus they
had at least no certainty that He was actually dead. On the
apparent contradiction with Mark xv. 44, see on ver. 38. The
crushing of the legs with clubs (crucifragium, cxelokoria) was
to accelerate death (as John also manifestly views it, comp.
ver. 33), and that in a barbarous manner, in order to take
nothing from the severity of the punishment. See Lactantius,
Instit. div. iv. 26 ; Lipsius, d¢ cruce, il. 14. It also appears
as a punishment by itself, Suetonius, Aug. 6'7; Senecs, dz ira,
iil. 32; and see generally Wetstein, also Lipsius, ad Plaud,
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Asin. il 4. 68, The addition of a jfinishing blow, by which
(therefore not by the crucifragium in itself) death was brought
about, cannot be shown, least of all, from ver. 34, against
Michaelis, Semler, Kuinoel, Hug. On the aorist form with
syllabic augment from xaTdyvvus, see Winer, p. 68 [E. T.
p. 85]

Vv. 32, 33. To assume, on account of Mark xv. 39 (comp.
Matt. xxvii. 54), that these soldiers were others (sent out by
Pilate) than those who had crucified Jesus (Storr, Kuinoel,
Olshausen, Maier, Lange), is indicated by nothing in the text,
where rather ol orpatudTar are those already %nown. The
#Xbov is only pictorial, and the centurion does mot come into
consideration with John. — Since they came to Jesus last, we
must suppose that two each began on the two sides of the
three crosses.

Ver. 34. The soldiers, when they saw, etc. The death of
Jesus, in keeping with their attitude of indifference in the
matter, had therefore been unobserved by them (in answer to
Hengstenberg) ; they now omitted the leg-breaking in His
case, as aimless in the case of one already dead. But one
pierced Him with a lance in the side. Wherefore? Not in
order to ascertain whether He was actually dead ; for, according
to the context, the thrust took the place of breaking the legs.
Hence it must be assumed, according to the analogy of the
latter, that the object of the thrust was fo make quite sure of
the death of Jesus, .. in case He should not yet be altogether
dead, to put Him completely to death. —ad70od 7. mAevpdv]
His side. Which ! is not clear; but the left, if he who dealt
the thrust stood before the cross, was most naturally at hand.
— &vvEe] Neither the word itself (since viooew ordinarily
denotes wiolent thrusting or stabbing; especially frequent in
Homer, see Duncan, ed. Rost, p. 796), nor the person of the
rude soldier, nor the weapon (lance, belonging to the heavy
armour, Eph. vi. 11), nor the purpose of the thrust, mor the
palpable nature of the opening of the wound, to be assumed,
according to xx. 27, nor éfexévrnoay, ver. 37, admit the inter-
pretation, which is implied in the interest of an apparent
death, of a superficial serateh (Paulus).— alpa x. J8wp]
is, considering the difference - and siguificance of the two
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substances, certainly not to be taken as a hendiadys (“a
reddish lymph,” Paulus’). Whether the blood and water
issued forth contemporancously or after one amother, does
not appear from the words. In the natural® mode of re-
garding this twofold issue, it is thought either (1) that Jesus
was not yet dead, but simply died in consequence of the
thrust, which pierced the pericardium with its watery lymph,
and at the same time the chamber of the heart, from which
the blood welled (so the two physicians Gruner in the Com-
mentat. de Jesu Chr. morte vera non simulata, etc., Halle 1805),
to which, however, the mode of contemplation of the entire
apostolical church is opposed, which was certain, and had the
personal testimonies of Christ Himself to the fact that in His
erucifizion 4tself the putting to death was accomplished. O
(2) it is assumed that the blood had been decomposed in the
corpse (Hase, Krabbe, and several others), so that serum,
bloody water, and placenta, clots of blood, separately issued
forth; which separate outflow, however, of the constituent

! To this conclusion Hofmann also (Weissag. u. Erfull. 11. p. 148 {.) again
involuntarily returned, understanding undecomposed, still flowing blood, as a
sign that the body of Jesus was exempt from corruption. See, in opposition,
also Luthardt. But Hofmenn, in his Schriftbew. 11. 1, p. 490, has renounced
the above interpretation, and now has represented the matter thus : the bleeding
away of the dead one had been so complete, that at last not blood, but water
flowed, and this was to the apostle a proof that Jesus' corpse remained exempt
from corruption, which begins with the decomposition of the blood. Comp.
also Baumgarten, p. 423 f., and Godet. But so physiological an observation
and conclusion is not to be adopted without some more precise indication ; and
of the complete bleeding away on which, finally, water flowed, the text says
nothing, but speaks simply and solely of blood and water, which issued forth.

% In a patural way, but in a higher sense, Lange, II. p. 1614 f., explains the
phenomenon from the process of change through which the body of Christ was
passing. A precarious expedient, in which not only is the possibility of a clear
representation wanting, but also the essential and necessary point of the reality
of the death, as of the condition of separation from the body, is endangered, and
instead of the death, the beginning of another modality of corporeal life is con-
ceived ; while, generally also, the process of this assumed change must have been
passed through in a very material way. Besides, the body of the Risen One had
not yet been transformed (He still eats, still drinks, etc.), though altered snd
become more spiritual, but the transformation first begins at the ascension
¢comp. 1 Cor, xv. 51-53). A possible preparation for this transformation from
the moment of death onwards is beyond the scope of any more exact representa-
tion, and very precipitate is the conclusion that this preparation must also have
announced itself by some sign in the wounded body.
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parts of blood cannot, in the case of a fresh body that had
been healthy, be anatomically established. Or (3) the heart
is considered, just as the Gruners suppose, as having been
pierced through, though the death of Jesus is assumed to
have already previously taken place (Beza, Calvin, Grotius,
Wetstein, and several others), as also Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p.
584 (the death of Jesus was a sudden breaking of the heart),
holds to be most probable. Not substantially different is the
view of the English physician William Stroud, 4 Treatise on
the physical cause of the death of Christ, London 1847, comp.
Tholuck, who, besides the cavity of the heart, brings into
consideration also the two bags of the diaphragm, with the
fact of their fluidity in corpses. This mode of regarding the
matter renders unnecessary the entirely arbitrary theory of
Ebrard, p. 563 ff,, of extravasations and sugillations which the
thrust occasioned,' and would be quite satisfactory if John
had desired to give an account generally of a natural, physio-
logical effect of the lance-thrust. But irrespective of the fact
that he adduces nothing which would allow us to think in
#8wp not of actual water, but of lymph (ixdp), he desires to
set forth the phenomenon manifestly as something entirely
unexpected (mote also the evfis), extraordinary, marvellous.
Only thus is his solemn asseveration in ver. 35, and the
power of conviction for the Messiahship of Jesus, which he
finds in the truth of the é£fjrfev, x.T.\., to be comprehended.
To him it was not a subsidiary circumstance (Ebrard, comp.
Liicke on ver. 35, and Baeumlein), which convinced the soldier
who gave the thrust of the death of the Crucified One, but a
maraculous omueioy, which further set forth that the corpse
was that of the divine Messiak (Tpavds &ubdaxov, om¢ Umép
dvBpwmov o vryels, Euth. Zigabenus), of whose specific calling
and work, blood and water are the speaking symbols, in so far,
that is, as He has by blood brought the redemptive work to
completion, and by means of water (i.e. by means of the birth
from above, which takes place through baptism, iii. 5) has

! They originated, he thinks, through the distension of the muscles, and from
them the water issued ; but in penetrating deeper the lance also touched places
of fluid blood. — But in this way not eixa xai idwp, but $dwp xai afua would have
issued forth,
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appropriated it; a significance which Tholuck also esteems
probable in the gense of the Gospel. Comp. also Steinmeyer,
who, however, ascribes to the water only the subordinate
purpose, to place the blood under the point of view of the
definite (purifying) operation. TLuther: “our redemption is
concealed in the miraculous work” Comp. 1 John v. 6,
where, however, 70 U8wp, agreeably to the standard of the
listorical point of view (éAOdv), stands first. See also Weiss,
Lelrbegr. p. 255. We must abide by this exegetical con-
clusion? (comp. Hengstenberg on ver. 37), and must renounce
tlie demonstration of natural connection not less than in
other miraculous appearances of the evangelical history.?
The figurative interpretation or explaining away of the fact
itself (Baur, p. 217 ff.: by reference to vii 38, 39: it
is the representation, contemplated by the writer in a
spiritual manner, of the idea that with the death of Jesus
there immediately begins the fulness of gpiritual life, which
was to proceed from Him on behalf of the world) is only
possible on the assumption that neitker Join nor He gave an
historical account, as further Baur (see p. 272 ff)), whom
Scholten follows, refers the entire narrative of the omission to
break the legs, and of the side-thrust, simply to the dogmatic
interest of representing Jesus as the true Paschal lamb, and

! Fathers and artists have decked it out in monstrous colours, e.g. Nonnus,
3:30uass Mfiddeeon, first blood, then dirxerer U3ap flowed ; Prudentius, Enchir.
42 : both sides were pierced ; from ore blood, from the other water flowed. See
also Thilo, ad Cod. Apocr. p. 587 f. In the two substances the two sacraments
were symbolically seen, as Augustine, Chrysostom, gnd many others ; Tertullian,
Euth. Zigabenus, and several others saw therein the baptism of water and the
baptism of blood. Comp. Cornelius a Lapide in loc. Baptism and the Lord’s
Supper have also recently been found set forth in several ways in water and
blood. See particularly Weisse, II. p. 326 f. In this way historic truth is of
conrse given up. Hilgenleld, Evang. p. 317 : ‘' The redemptive decath is the
condition of the Christinn sacrament generally, which here in its twofold form
fisuratively flows forth from the body of the crucified One.” This, he thinks,
naturally sngaested itself to John, since according to his representation Jesus
was the true paschal sacrifice, the recognition of which in the Gentile world is
brought into view by the lance-thrust of the Roman soldier. Other arbitrary
explanations in Strauss,

* The symbolic signification in regard to the true expiatio, and the true
lavacrum, is also assumed by Calvin ; but he disputes the supernatural element
in the fect: *“ naturale enim est, dum coagulatur sanguis, omisso rubore fieri
aguae similem,”
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thereby the turning-point at which the O. T. economy of
religion ceased to exist, and the new began, the essence of
which is contemplated in the blood and water that flowed out.
See in opposition to Baur: Grimm in the Stud. u. Krit, 1847,
p- 181 fI, and 1849, p. 285 fI.

Ver. 35. After paprupia a comma only should be placed,
and nothing should be put within a parenthesis, neither xal
axpluwy . . . Néyer (van Hengel), nor x. arnfuws) . . . oldev
(Schulz), since the discourse progresses simply and without
interruption by xal— o éwpax.] placed first with great
emphasis ; the correlate xdreivos has subsequently the like
emphasis. He who has seen 4f, not heard only from others, but
himself has been an eye-witness, has testified +t (herewith, ver.
34), namely, this outflow of blood and water. Z/is was indeed
the apparently so incredible thing, not also the omission of
the leg-breaking. When in the third person, in which John
here speaks of himsclf while passing over His name, commen-
tators have found the diversity of the writer and the witness
betrayed (Weisse, Schweizer, Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Tobler,
Weizsicker), this was simply a misapprehension, running
counter to xaxewos oidev, x.T.\., of the circumstantially solemn
style which fully corresponds to the quite extraordinary im-
portance which John attributes to the phenomenon. The
éxetvos, that is to say, is the speaking subject himself presented
objectively, identical therefore with the éwpaxds, which clearly
appears from the context by the pres. Aéye:, and the final
clause fva k. Up. meor., especially also by the correlation of
xai Dpeis with the subject. Comp. on ix. 37. Hence we are
by no means to assume that the sceretary of the apostle speaks
of him by éxeivos as of a third person (Ewald, JaA#b. 10, p.
88), but the apostle hiinsclf presents himself objectively as the
ille, like a third person; he may at the same time have
employed another as amanuensis (which does not follow even
from chap. xxi.) or not; comp. xxi. 24. — @Anf.v7j] placed
with emphasis at the head of the clause (adroi has then the
next emphasis); not, however, equivalent to dAnfis, as is
usually assumed, contrary to the constant usage of John (and
the moment of dAjfea first follows afterwards), but: a frue
testimony is Ais witness, which corresponds in reality to the
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idea of a paprupla—namely, for the very reason that he him-
self has seen what he testifies,. Comp. on viii. 16. — {va]
Neither to be taken as dependent on o éwp. pepapr. (Liicke),
nor as independently : “ and therefore should,” etc. (De Wette),
but, as the position of the words requires, stating the purpose
of Aéyer: he knows that he says true, says that you also (his
readers) may believe, as he himself has believed through means
of that miraculous appearance, namely, on Jesus the Son of God.
As frequently in John (comp. on ii. 11), miarederv is also here
not first the entrance into faith, but a higher and stronger
degree of faith, which one experiences, the miorelew in a new
and exalted potency. Comp. xxi. 31. Others, as Baeumlein,
still have incorrectly referred 7rurr. merely to what was last
mentioned as object, whereby in truth the comparison with
John himself, which lies in xal uels, would not be at all
appropriate, because John has seen (not merely believed) what
took place. The solemn absolute mioTevew, with its destination
of purpose, makes the assumption of special designs in view,
which have been ascribed to John in his testimony of the
outflow of blood and water, appear unwarranted, namely, that
he desired to prove the actual death of Jesus (Beza, Grotius,
and many others), especially in opposition to docetic error,
Hammond, Paulus, Olshausen, Ammonius, Maier, and severa’
others. Doubts of a naturalistic and docetic kind might
rather have derived support than have been precluded by the
enigmatic outflow, which excited the derision of Celsus, in
Or. ii. 36. The Valentinians maintained : éfexérrnoar 3¢ 1o
datvopevor, b v aapf Tob Yruyixod, Exc. ex Theod. 62.

Vv. 36, 37. Not without scriptural ground do I say: {va
K. ucis miotebonte; for that 1is accomplished, which I have
just testified, vv. 33, 34, concerning the lance-thrust, which
took the place of the omitted leg-breaking, in the connection
of the divine determination jfor the fulfilment of the scriptural
saying (ypadn as in xiii. 18): a bone of Him shall mot be
broken (Ex. xii. 46 ; Num. ix. 12)! To John as to Paul

1 As regards its essential substance quite undestroyed, not like a profane dish
of roast meat with bones broken in pieces, was the paschal lamb to be preparcd
as a sacrifice to God (Ewald, Alterth. p. 467 f.; Knobel on Lev. L 7). Any
peculiar symbolical destination in this prescription (Bihr and Keil : to set forth
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(1 Cor. v. 7) Christ is the antitype of the paschal lamd
intended in the historical sense of that passage, in which Baur
and Hilgenfeld of course find the formative factor of the
history. Ps. xxxiv. 21 (Grotius, Briickner), because the pas-
sage speaks of the protection of life, cannot here be thought of.
—The second passage of Scripture, to which, moreover, the
reader himself is left to supply the same telic connection,
which was previously expressed by iva 4 qp. mAnp., contains the
O. T. prediction of the lance-thrust which has been narrated,
so far as it concerned precisely the Messiah : they will look on
Him whom they have pierced,—an expression of the future,
repentant, believing recognition of and longing for Him who
previously was so hostilely murdered. The subject of both
verbs is the Jews (not the Gentiles), whose work the entire
crucifixion generally (comp. Acts ii. 23, 36), and consequently
mediately, the éxkérrnaes also is. The passage is Zech. xii. 10,
where the langnage is used of a martyr, who at a later time
is repentantly mourned for. The citation is freely made from
the original (so also Rev. i 7), not from the LXX., who
take Y7 improperly : xatwpyrioavro, have insulted (Aquinas,
Theodotus, and Symmachus have also éfexévrnaar, and
richily). John also follows the reading von,! which Ewald
also prefers. — els 8v] Attraction = els éxeivor &y, comp.
vi 29. To make eis 6» dependent on éfexévr. (Luther, after
the Vulgate: “they will see wnto whom they have pierced ;"
Baur: “ that they have, namely, pierced into fim from whose
side blood and water flowed”) corresponds neither to the
original, nor to the Greek construction, according to which
not ’kxevreiv els Tiwa, but éxx. Teva is said (Rev. i 7; Judg.
ix. 54; 1 Chron. x. 4; Isa. xiv. 19; 2 Macc. xii. 6 ; Polyb.
v. 56. 12, xv. 33. 4, xxv. 8. 6). It always denotes pierce,

the unity of those who eat) cannot be established, not even by a retrospective
conclusion from 1 Cor. x. 17,

1 Not *b% s Umbreit’s observation in 1he Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 104, that the
passage of Zech. has a Johannian clement for the idea of the Messiah, because
God identifies Himself with the Messiah, applies only to the reading +b, which
further Hofinann, Weissag. u. Erf. 1L p. 152 f., bas sought, in a very tortuous
way, to unite with the following accus, ﬂwt_g NN ; he is followed by Luthardt :

““ They will longingly look up to me, after Him (i.e. expect, entreat of me Him)
whom they," cte.
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stab. So also here Jesus was not indeed first killed by the
lance-thrust, but this thrust formed, as its conclusion, a part
of the whole act of putting to death, and formed, therefore,
the Messianic fulfilment of the prophetic word. On 6pdw
els, look wpon, in the sense of regard, desire, hope, ete., comp.
Xen. Cyr. iv. 1. 20; Soph. El 913 ; Stanley, ad. Aesch. Sept.
109. Just so amoBN\émew els or mpés: Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem.
iv. 2. 2. The LXX. have émiBAéfrovrar mpés. The time of
the fulfilment of this prophetic &yrovrar, .7\, is, as also in
the original, that of the. beginning of repentance and conver-
sion ; comp. viil 28, xii. 32 ; not the day of judgment (Euth.
Zigabenus, Grotius, and several others, comp. already Barnab.
7), to which &yrovras, with the mere accus., as in Rev. i 7,
not with efs, would be appropriate. — A word of Scripture,
speaking specially of the outflow of blood and water, does not,
indeed, stand at the command of John; but if the facts them-
selves, with which this outflow was connected, namely, the
negative one of the non-breaking of the legs (ver. 36), and
the positive one of the lance-thrust (ver. 37), are predicted, so
also in the miraculous onuetov, by which the thrust was
accompanied, is justly, and on the ground of Scripture (yap,
ver. 36), a special awakening of faith (ver. 35) to be found.
—Schweizer, without reason, considers vv. 35—37 as spurious.

Vv. 38, 39. Mera tadra) Vv. 32-34. The request of
Joseph of Arimathaea (see on Matt. xxvii. 57), that he might
take away (dpp) the corpse, does not conflict with ver. 31.
For let it be noted that the expression in ver. 31 is passive,
not stating the subject who takes away. The Jews, who
make the request, presume that it would be the soldiers.
Pilate had granted the request in ver. 31, and had charged
the soldiers with its execution, consequently with the breaking
of the legs, and removal. The breaking of the legs they have
in fact executed on the two who were crucified with Him,
and omit it in the case of Jesus; and as Joseph requests
from the procurator that he may take away the body of
Jesus, and obtains permission, the order for removal given
to the soldiers was now recalled in reference to Jesus, and
they had to remove only the other two. It is, however, very
conceivable that Joseph had still ¢ime, after vv. 32, 34, for
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his request, since the soldiers after the crucifragium must cer-
tainly first await the complete decease of the shattered bodies,
because it was permitted to remove only bodies actually dead
from the cross. Thus there is neither here, and in ver. 31, a
contradiction with Mark xv. 44 (Strauss); nor does perd
ravra form, as De Wette finds, “a great and hitherto unnoticed
difficulty ;” nor are we, with Liicke, to understand &pp.and
npe of the fetching away of the bodies (which the soldiers had
removed), with which a groundless departure is made from the
definition of the semse given in ver. 31, and a variation is
made in an unauthorized way from Luke xxiii. 58; Mark
xv. 46.— 1o mpdTov] The first time, iii. 2. Comp. x. 40.
It does not exactly presuppose a subsequent still more
frequent coming (in vii. 50 also there is only a retrospective
reference to what is related in chap. iii.), but may also be said
simply with reference to the present public coming to the dead
person, so that only the death of Jesus had overcome the
previous fear of men on the part of Nicodemus. Myrrh-resin
and aloe-wood, these fragrant materials (Ps. xlv. 9) were placed
in a pulverized condition between the bandages (ver. 40); but
the surprising quantity (comp. xii. 3) is here explained from
the fact that superabundant reverence in its sorrowful excite-
ment does not easily satisfy itself; we may also assume that
a portion of the spices was to be designed for the couch of the
body in the grave, 2 Chron. xvi. 14.

Vv. 40—42. 'Ev é6oviois] In bandages, so that He was
enveloped therein, Plato, Legg. ix. p. 882 B; Pol. viii. p.
567 C; Judith xvi 8.— xafos &fos, k7.\.] The custom of
the Egyptians (Herod. ii. 86 ff), eg., was different; amongst
them the practice was to take out the brain and the intestines,
or at least to deposit the body in nitre for seventy days. — év
r6 Témwe] in the district, in the place. On éréf, used of
the interment of bodies, comp. Stallbaum, ad Plaf. Eep. p-
469 B.— The garden with the new grave, which as yet had
been used for mo other burial (and thereby worthy of the
Messiah, comp. Luke xxiii. 53, xix. 30; Mark xi 2), must
have belonged to a proprietor, who permitted, or himself put
it to this use. According to Matt. xxvii. 60, it belonged to
Joseph himself; but see in loc. — 8:& T9v wapasx] On
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account of the haste, then, which the nearness of the com-
mencing Sabbath enjoined. Retrospect of ver. 31. — On the
relation of the Johannean account of the évradiacuds of Jesus
to Matt. xxvii. §9, and parallel ' passages, see on Matt.

! According to Krenkel, in Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. 1865, p. 438 ff., implying a
denial of the apostolical origin of our Gospel, Nicodemus is said to be identical
with Joseph of Arimathaea, and the ivrapiaeués in the present passage to be
unhistorical.
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CHAPTER XX

VER 11. ¢ uvnpe/w, instead of the Recepta v uvmusivy, is de-
cisively attested. — é£w] standsin B. O. X. A. ®** 1, 33, Verss.
Fathers before xhaiovse, but is wanting in A. N.* Verss. Lachm.
It is to be placed before xraiuvsx; so also Tisch. Being
unnecessary in itself, it came to be readily passed over, con-
sidering the like final vowel of r& wmusiw #fw, and partially
again restored in the wrong place. — Ver. 14. raira] Elz.: xal
raira, against decisive witnesses (of which L. has raica &). —
Ver. 16. "Efpaievi] wanting in Elz, and is bracketed by
Lachm, but so strongly attested, that it was far more probably
passed over as superfluous and self-intelligible, than added to
the text.— Ver. 17. wov) after the first waripa is wanting in
B. D. &, Codd. It. Or. (twice as against thrice) Chrys. Epiph.
Deleted by Tisch., bracketed by Lachm. Was more readily
added from the surrounding context than omitted, hence the
omitting witnesses are strong enough for its deletion. — Ver. 18.
érayyérrovea] Lachm. and Tisch.: ayyérrovsa, according to
A B.J. X & Codd. It. Since other important witnesses have
arayyéirn, and copyists were not conversant with the simple
form (it is not elsewhere found in the N. T.), ayyérn is to be
preferred. — Ver. 19. suvnyuévos] after wad. is by Lachm. and
Tisch. deleted, on decisive testimonies. A more exactly de-
fining gloss. — Ver. 21. ¢ 'Inooi¢] is omitted by Tisch., and, con-
sidering the frequency of the addition on sufficient testimonies,
justly. — Ver. 23. &pievrar] Lachm.: dpéwrar. The weight
of testimony is very much divided; dpéwvras, however, was the
more readily introduced for the sake of uniformity with xexpdr.,
the more familiar it was to copyists from the Synoptics. —
Ver. 25. Instead of the second siwes, Lachm. and Tisch. bave
sizor. S0 A. J. Curss. Vulg. Codd. It. Syr. Pers. Or. Hil. Ambr.
Aug. Correctly; rimov came to be mechanically repeated, whilst
the design of the different words was left unnoticed. — Vv. 28,
29. Before amexp., Elz. has za/, before @wudc: ¢, and before wemiar.:
©wui. Merely additions contrary to decisive witnesses, as also
abrob also after wadsr., ver. 30, is, on important testimonies, to

be, with Lachm. and Tisch., deleted.
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Vv. 1, 2. On the designation of the first day of the week by
wla Tdv ocaBB, as well as on the irreconcilable deviation of
John,' who (“for brevity's sake !” Hengstenberg, indeed, thinks)
malces only Mary Magdalene go to the grave, from the Synop-
tics, see on Matt. xxviii. 1. Of a hastening beforehand on
the part of Mary, in advance of the remaining women
(Luthardt, Lange, Ewald), there is no trace in the text. But
when Luthardt even is of opinion that John, from the point
of view of placing over against the consummation of Jesus
Himself the perfecting of the disciples’ faith, could not well
have mentioned the other women (why not ?), this would be a
very doubtful consideration in reference to the historical truth
of the apostle; just as doubtful, if he left other women
without mention only for the reason that he heard the first
intelligence from the mouth of the Magdalene (Tholuck). The
reason, borrowed from oi8apuev, for the supposed plurality of the
women is abundantly outweighed by oida, ver. 13. — axotias
ére obans] Consequently not first after sunrise, Mark xvi. 2.
See in loc. “ Ostenditur mulieris sedulitas,” Grotius. — eis 7.
uvnu.] to the grave; comp. xi. 31, 38. — éx 7o wvnpu.] The
stone had filled the opening of the grave outwards.— xai
mwpos, «.7.\] From the repetition of mpés, Bengel infers: “ non
una fuisse utrumque discipulum.” But comp. ver. 3, and see,
generally, Buttmann, Neut. G». p. 293 f [E. T. p. 340 ff]];
comp. also Kulner, ad Xen. Mem. i 2. 52, 1 3. 3. —b»
épired] Comp. xi. 3, of Lazarus. Elsewhere of John: &v
pydma, xix. 26, xxi 7, 20. With épire. the recollection
speaks with more feeling. — oi8apev] The plur. does not
presuppose that Mary had gone not alone to the grave, which
is opposed to the account of John, but in her excitement she
includes also the disciples, with whom she was speaking, and
generally those also who stood nearer to the Crucified One, along
with herself, although they as yet knew nothing of the removal
itself. She speaks with a certain self-forgetfulness, from the

! In no scetion of the evangelical history have harmonists, with their artificial
mosaic work, been compelled to expend more labour, and with less success, than
in the section on the resurrection. The adjustment of the differences between
John and the Synoptics, as also between the latter amongst themsclves, is

fmpossible, but the grand fact itself and the chief traits of the history stand all
the more firmly.
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consciousness of fellowship, in opposition to the parties- to
whom she attributes the #pav. Note, further, how the possi-
bility of having arisen remains as yet entirely remote from
her mind. Not a word of any angelic communication (Matt,
xxviil. 2; Mark xvi. 5; Luke xxiv. 4 ff, xxiv. 23), ete,
which some, of course, seek prudently to cover by an inten-
tion on John’s part to be concise (see especially Hengstenberg).
— The harmonists, who make Mary to have only hastened on
before the rest of the women, must lead them to Peter and
John by another way than that which she followed. But
surely it would have been most natural for her, in the first
instance, to run to meet her companions who were following
her, with the marvellous news, which, however, with Ewald,
who makes the plur. oldauev indicate this, could only be read
between the lines.

Vv. 3, 4. Note the change of the aorists and pictorial
imperfects; comp. iv. 30.— Luke xxiv. 12 mentions only
Peter; but comp. also Luke xxiv. 23. See in loc. The more
rapid running of John, and then, again, the greater boldness
of Peter, vv. 5, 6, are individual traits so characteristically
original, that here (comp. on =xviii. 15) it is highly inappro-
priate to charge the writer with an intention to place John
before Peter (Strauss), or with the endeavour not to allow
John, as opposed to Peter, to stand at least in the background
(Baur).! — 7dycov Tod II] Love impelled both, and gave
wings to their steps; but the youthful John ran more quickly
Jforwards (wpoédp., comp. Xen. Anab. iv. 7. 10) than Peter,
whose consciousness of guilt (Lampe, Luthardt), especially after
his bitter repentance, hardly restrained his running, as little
as it withheld him, ver. 6, from stepping before John. Euth.
Zigabenus is simply correct: ds dxuaioTepos To¥ mwévoy ToU
cwuaTos.

Vv. 5-8. Jokn is withheld by natural terror (not dread of
pollution, as Wetstein, Ammon, and several others think)
from going in at once; the bolder and older Pefer, however,
goes in, and then, encouraged by his example and presence,
John also enters, — Note how earnestly the fourth Gospel also
states the fact of the empty grave, which is by no means

' This also in answer to Spith in Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. 1868, p. 189 f.
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veiled in the darkness of an experience made in twilight, and
of the reports of the women (Weizsiicker). — BM\émes, he sees;
on the other hand, ver. 6, Oecwpei, he contemplates. See Titt-
mann, Synon. p. 111 f, 120 f — 74 é6ovia] The handker-
chief (ver. 7) must consequently have so lain, that it did not
meet the eye of John, when he, standing before the grave,
bent down (mapaxinfras), 1.e. bowed his head forwards through
the low entrance in order to see within (Luke xxiv. 12; Sir.
xxi. 23, xiv. 23 ; Lucian, Paras. 42, ¢ al., Aristoph., Theocr.,,
Plutarch, etc.). Observe, further, that 7a 66o». here in ver. 6
is placed first (otherwise in ver. 5) in opposition to 76 oov-
8dpiov. — 16 covdap.] xi. 44; Luke xix. 20. — ywpis] used
adverbially (separatim) only here in the N. T., very frequently
in the Greek writers. — els éva T6mov] belongs to évreTvAiyp. :
wrapped wp (Aristoph, Plut. 692; Nub. 983) in one place
apart, so that it was not, therefore, lying along with the
bandages, but apart in a particular place, and was not spread
out, but folded together. In so orderly a manner, not in pre-
cipitate confusion, did that take place which had been here
done. In éva is implied that the éfovia and the handkerchief
occupied fwo places. How thoroughly does this whole pictorial
representation, comp. with Luke xxiv. 12, reveal the eye-
witness ! — eide] Namely, the state of matters in the grave
just related. — éwigTevoer] that Jesus was risen. Comp.
ver. 25. This, the grand object of the history, taken as a
matter of course, and, from these unmistakeable indicia, now
bringing conviction to the disciples, and see ver. 9. Hence
neither generally : he believed on Jesus as the Christ, as in
xix. 35 (Hengstenberg, Godet), nor merely: he believed that
which Mary, ver. 2, had said (Erasmus, Luther, Aretius, Jansen,
Clarius, Grotius, Bengel, Ebrard, Baeumlein, and several others,
following Augustine and Theophylact). The articles left
behind in the grave and laid aside, as related, in so orderly a
manner, testified, in truth, precisely against a removal of the
corpse. See already Chrysostom, Euth. Zigabenus, Nonnus.
The singular only satisfies the never-to-be-forgotten personal
experience of that moment, but does not exclude the contem-
poraneous faith of Peter also (in answer to Hilgenfeld and
others), as is, moreover, unmistakeable from the following plur.
YOL. IL 2A
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n8eciaav, although even Hengstenberg makes Peter, in con-
formity with Luke xxiv. 12, remain standing only in amaze-
ment (in which Godet also substantially follows him), but of
which John says never a word.

Vv. 9, 10. I'ap] Had they already possessed this under-
standing of Scripture at that time, the inspection made in the
empty grave would not have been first needed, that there
might be faith in the accomplishment of the resurrection. —
67¢] els éxeivo, 7e. See on iL 18,ix. 17, xL 51, xvi. 9. —
8ei] Divine necessity. Comp. Luke xxiv. 26, 44, ix. 22
This knowledge of Scripture (comp. 1 Cor. xv. 4) first arose
in their minds by means of the Risen One Himself (Luke
xxiv. 27, 46 ff.; Acts L 3), and subsequently in completeness
through the outpouring of the Spirit (Acts ii. 24 ff.). More-
over, the personal previous declarations of Christ concerning
His resurrection first became clear to them ex eventu (il 21, 22),
hence they are not indeed to be called in question, but they
(comp. x. 17, 18) cannot have been so definite in their pur-
port as in the Synoptics (see on Matt. xvi 21). — od»] Since
they had now convinced themselves of the fact of the resurrec-
tion, they must now await further events.— mpos éavTovs]
home, mpos Ty éavrdv rataywyijv, Euth. Zigabenus. Comp.
Luke xxiv. 12 and Kypke thereon, also Wetstein on the pre-
sent passage.

Vv. 11-13. Mary has followed to the grave the two dis-
ciples who ran before, but does not again meet them (they
must have gone back another way), and now stands weeping
at the grave, and that &w, for further she dares not go. Yet
she bends down in the midst of her weeping, involuntarily
impelled by ber grief, forward into the grave (see on ver. 5),
and beholds two angels, etc. On the question of these: 7/
xhaiers, Ammonius correctly observes: épwrdot 3¢, oly va
pdbwoe, AN lva mdvontat. — Appearances ¢f angels, whom
Schleiermacher indeed was here able to regard as persons com-
missioned by Joseph of Arimathaea (L. J. p. 471), are certainly,
according to Scripture, not to be relegated into the mere sub-
jective sphere ; but they communicate with and render them-
selves visible and audible simply and solely o im for whom
they are real, whilst they are not perceptible by others (comp-
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xii. 29); wherefore we are not even to ask where the angels
may have been in the grave during the presence of Peter and
John (Griesbach thought : in the side passages of the grave).
— év Mevrois]) Neut.: ¢n white. That judria are meant is a
matter of course. See Winer, p. 550 [E. T. p. 739]. Wet-
stein ¢n loc. Clothed in white, the pure heavenly appearances,
in keeping with their nature of light, represent themselves to
mortal gaze. Comp. Ewald, ad Apoc. p. 126 £ —87¢ Bpav]
Because they, ete. As yet the deep feeling of grief allows no
place for any other thought. Of a message from angels,
already received before this, there is no trace in John. The
refrain of her deeply sorrowful feeling: they have taken away
my Lord, ete,, ag in ver. 2, was still unaltered and the same.
—On the number and position of these angels the text offers
no indications, which, accordingly, only run out into arbitrary
invention and poetry, as eg. in Luthardt: there were fwo in
antithesis to the two joint-crucified ones ; they had scated them-
selves because they had no occasion to contend ; seated them-
selves at the head and at the feet, because the body from head to
feet was under the protection of the Father and His servants.
Vv. 14, 15. Her conversation with the angels is inter-
rupted, as she turns round and—sees Jesus standing by, but
unrecognised by her. — éoTpadn els T. émicw] Whether
accidentally only, or as seeking after her Lord, or because she
heard the rustle of some one present, is not clear. Unautho-
rized, however, is the view of the scene adopted by Chrysostom,
Theophylact, and Euth. Zigabenus, that the angels, on the
sudden appearance of Jesus, had expressed their astonishment
by their mien and gestures, by which Mary's attention had
been aroused. — xai ovx 78es, kv \.] The unfamiliar clothing,
her own troubled and weeping glance, and, along with this,
the entire remoteness from her mind of the thought of the
accomplished resurrection—all this may have contributed to
the non-recognition. The essential cause, however, is to be
found in the mysterious alteration of the corporeity and of the
appearance of Jesus, which manifests itself from His resurrec-
tion onwards, so that He comes and disappears in a marvellous
way, the identity of His person is doubted and again recog-
nised, etc. See on Matt. xxviii. 17. That John imagined &
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withholding of her vision, as in Luke xxiv. 16 (Calvin, Grotius,
comp. already Ammonius), is in nowise indicated. Again, the
év érépa popdy, Mark xvi. 12, does not apply here.—o
xknmovpos] Naturally, since this unknown individual was in
the garden, and already so early. Quite unnecessary, however,
1s the trivial assumption that He had on the clothing of the
gardencr (Kuinoel, Paulus, Olshausen, and several others), or:
He was clothed with the loin-cloth, a piece of raiment used for
field and garden labour, in which He had been crucified (alto-
gether without evidence, comp. on xxi. 18) (Hug's invention
in the Freid. Zeitschr. VIL p. 162 ff,, followed by Tholuck). —
xvpie] Address arising from her deeply prostrate, helpless
grief. — ¢¥] With emphasis, in retrospect of ver. 13. —
avTov] She presumes that the supposed gardemer has heard
her words just spoken to the angels. —xédyw adT. 2pd] in
order to inter Him elsewhere. Her overflowing love, in the
midst of her grief, does not weigh her strength. “ She forgets
everything, her feminine habits and person,” etc., Luther.

Ver. 16. Jesus mow calls her by nmame. Nothing more.
By the woice, and by this voice, which utters aloud her name,
she was to recognise Him. — orpadeiaa] She had therefore,
after ver. 14, again turned towards the grave.— paBBovvi]
See on Mark x. 51. — The ‘EBpaio7( is, indeed, matter of
course, and in itself is superfluous; but in this circumstan-
tiality there lies a certain solemnity in the delineation of the
impressive moment. Note how, on the mention of her name,
there follows nothing further on her side also, except that
she utters the expressive Rabboni! More she cannot in all
the throng of joyful surprise. Thus took place the épary
wpwrov Mapia h Mayd., Mark xvi. 9.

Vv. 17, 18. Mary sees: it is the Lord.  But affected and
transported in the highest degree by His miraculous appear-
ance, she knows not: is it He bodily, actually come forth out
of the grave,—again become corporeally alive and risen ? Or
is it, on the other hand, His glorified spirit, which has been
already radsed up to God, and which again has descended to
appear to her, so that He has only the bodily form, not the
corporeal substance ? Therefore, to have the certainty which
her love-filled heart needed in this moment of sudden, pro-
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foundest emotion, she would take lold of, handle Him, in
order by feeling to obtain the conviction which the eye alone,
in presence of this marvellous happiness, could not give her.
This, however, Jesus prevents: touck me not ! and gazing into
her soul, gives her, by His own assurance, the certainty which
she seeks, adding, as a reason for that repulse: for I am not
yet ascended to the Father, therefore, as yet, no ¢lorified spirit
who has again come down from heaven whither he had
ascended.! She would touch the Lord, as Thomas did sub-
sequently, not, however, from unbelief, but because her faith
strives after a definiteness with which her love cannot dis-
pense. Only this interpretation, which is followed also by
Baeumlein, strictly corresponds to the words generally, espe-
cially also to the ydp, which assigns a reason, and imports no
scenic accompaniments into the incident which are not in the
passage ; for dwrov leaves the reader to suppose nothing else
that Mary desired to do, save simply the mere awresfa,
therefore no embracing and the like. But scenic accompani-
ments are imported, and go far beyond the simple amroy,
if it is assumed that Mary clasped the knees of Jesus (comp. the
frequent @mresfar yovvwy in Homer, Od. . 512, 0. 76, ¢. 65,
w. 357, et al), and desired, as supplex, to manifest her wpoo-
xbvnais to Him, as to a Being already glorified and returned
from God (my first edition), or as wvenaradunda (so Liicke,
Maier, Lange, Hilgenfeld, comp. Ewald). This could not be
expected to be gathered by the reader from the mere nolt me
tangere; John must, in that case, have said, un dmrov pov
yovdTwy, OT U1} YOVUTETEL pe, O u7 mwPockUynoov pot, or the
like, or have previously related what Mary desired,” to which

! In odww yap, x.7.2., is expressed, therefore, not ‘* the dread of permitting a
contact, and that which was thereby intended, before the ascension to the Father
should be acecomplished " (Briickner) ; but Jesus means thereby to say that Mary
with her &xrsodas already presupposed in Him e condition which had not yet
commenced, because it must have been preceded by His ascension to the Father.

2 This also in answer to Baur, who thinks that Jesus was precisely on the
point of ascending (se¢ on ver. 18), and therefore did not wish to allow Himself
to be detained by Mary falling at His feet. Comp. Kostlin, p. 190 ; Kinkel in
the Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 697 ff.—Among the ancient interpreters I find the
strict verbal rendering of &xvirfas most fully preserved in Nonnus, who even
vefers it only to the clothing: Mary had approached her right hand to His gus-
ment ; then Jesus says : iusy ph Yait yirdrar,
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it may be added, that Jesus elsewhere does not refuse the
wpoakvrnos ; comp. especially Matt. xxviii. 9. He does not,
indeed, according to Luke xxiv. 39, repel even the handling,
but invites thereto; but in that instance, irrespective of the
doubtfulness of the account, in a historical point of view, it
should be noted (1) that Jesus, in Luke, loc. ¢it. (comp. John
xx. 24 ff), has to do with the direct doubt of His disciples in
the reality of His bodily appearance, which doubt he must
expressly censure; (2) that in the present passage, a woman,
and one belonging to the narrower circle of His loving fellow-
shap, 1s alone with Him, to whom He might be disposed, from
considerations of sacred decorum, not to permit the dwresfas
desired in the midst of overflowing excitement. How entirely
different was the situation with the sinning woman, Luke
vil. 37 (in answer to Briickner's objection)! Along with the
correct interpretation of ¢wreofac, in itself, others have missed
the further determination of the sense of the expression, either
in this way : Jesus forbade the handling, because His wounds
still pained Him (Paulus)! or: because His new, even cor-
poreally glorified life was still so delicate, that He was bouund
to keep at a distance from anything that would disturb it-(so
Olshausen, following Schleiermacher, Festpred. V. p. 303);
or: because He was still bodiless, and first after His return to
the Father was again to obtain a body (Weisse). There is
thus imported what is certainly not contained in the words
(Paulus), what is a thoroughly arbitrary presupposition (Paulus,
Olshausen), and what is in complete contradiction to the N.T.
idea of the risen Christ (Weisse). Others take the saying as
an urging fo hasten on with that which vs immediately necessary ;t
she is not to detain herself with the dwrecfa:, since she can

1 At this conclusion Hefmann aleo arrives, Schriftbew. 11. 1, p. 524 : Mory is
not, in her joy at again having Jesus, to appreach and kang upon Him, as if
He had appeared in order to remain, but was to carry to the disciples the joyful
Tueséage, ete. But even with this turn the words do not apply, and the thought,
especially that He had appeared not to remain, would Le so enigmatically ex-
pressed by ofxw 9ap, x.7.2., that it could cnly be discovered by the way, 1n
nowise indicated, of an indirect conclusion. That &aricdai mny denote altach
oneself, fusten onesclf on (comp. Godet : *‘ g'attacher 3”), is well known; but
just as frequently, and in the N. T. throuyhout, it meaus take hold of, touch,
handle, also in 1 Cor, vil. 1; 1 John v. 18,
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geo and touch Him still at a later period (so, with a different
explanation in other respects of dwrecfac itself, Beza, Vatablus,
Calovius, Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, and several others); by
which, however, an arbitrarily adopted sense, and one not in
keeping with the subsequent avaBalvw, x.7.\., would be intro-
duced into the confirmatory clause, nay, the prospect opened
up, in reference to the future fangere, would be inappropriate.
Others, that Jesus demands a greater proffer of honour; for as
His body has already become divine, the ordinary touching
of feet and mode of intercourse is no longer applicable (Chry-
sostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus,
Erasmus, Jansen, and several others). How inept in itself,
and illogical in reference to the following oime wap, x.TA.!
Others : it was a refusal of the enjoyment now sought in His
appearance, which as yet is untimely, and is to take place not
“ terrestri contactu,” but spiritualt (Melanchthon, Calvin,
Aretius, Grotius, and several others; substantially also, but
under various modifications, Neander, De Wette, Tholuck,
Luthardt, Lange, Baumgarten, Hengstenberg, Godet),! by which,
however, the proper contents, constituting the essence of the
supposed sense, is arbitrarily read between the lines. Others
still differently, as eg. Ammon: Jesus desired to spare Mary
the touch of one levitically unclean! and Hilgenfeld, Evang.
P. 318: the refusal of the reverential touch was made by

1 Melanchthon : ¢ Reprehenditur mulier, quod desiderio humano expetit com-
plexum Christi et somniat eum revixisse ut rursus inter amicos vivat ut antea

. ; nondum scit, fide praesentiam invisibilis Christi deinceps agnoscendam
esse.” So substantially also Luther. According to Luthardt, Mary would
grasp, seize, hold Jesus fast, in order to enjoy His fellowship aud satisfy her
love. This Jesus denies to her, because at present it was not yet time for that ;
abiding fellowship as hitherto will first again commence when He shall have
ascended, consequently shall have returned in the Paraclete ; it will not then be
brought about corporeally, but the fellowship will be in the Spirit. According
to Baumgarten, s renewed bodily fellowship is promised to Mary, but com.
pletely freed from sin, and senctified by Christ’s blood. According to Heng-
stenberg, Mary would embrace Jesus in the opinion that mow the wall of
geparation between Him end her has fallen; but the Lord repels her, for
as yet His glorification is not completed, the wall of separation still in part
subsists, ete. Godet: ‘It is not yet the moment for thee ¢o attach thysclf to
me, as if I were already restored to you. ForIem not as yet arrived at the
state in which I shall be able to contract with my disciples the superior relation
which I have promised to you ;" thus substantially like Luthardt.
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Jesus, for the reason that He was not yet the man again
united with the Logos, but at present only the Man raised
again from His grave! Both interpretations are entirely
foreign to the meaning. Scholten’s view (p. 172) is also an
impossibility, as if Jesus had said oldww pév qdp, kT, as
one already glorified. Conjectures even have been attempted ;
Vogel: un ov wroou, Gersdorf and Schulthess: wov &mrov, or
oY pov dwrv.— wpos Tovs adehd. mov] This designation’ of
the disciples as His beloved associates in the filial relation to
God, through His now fulfilled earthly work (comp. mpés 7.
7atépa, k.TX), is not at all intended to serve the purpose of
tranquillizing them on account of their flight (Bengel, Luthardt,
comp. Luther). Of this the text contains no indication, all
the less that the expression is found only in the address to
Mary, but not as o be communicated to the disciples. Rather
has the designation its reference to Mary herself, who is to
gather from it, that the loving fellowship of the Lord with
His own, far removed from being dissolved by the new con-
ditions of this miraculous manifestation, rather continues,
indeed, now first (comp. xv. 15) has its completion. Note
the like expression in Matt. xxvii. 10, where, however (see
i loc.), the pointing o Galilce is an essential variation in the
tradition; against which Luthardt, without reason, objects
that Matt. xxviil. 10 1efers 1o the promise, xxvi. 32. Cer-
tainly ; but this promise already has, as its historical presup-
position, the appearance of the Lord before the disciples, which
was to be expected in Gelilce, as the same also, xxviii. 16 ff,
is actually set forth as the first and only one in Matthew. —
avaBaive, k1t \] The »car and certain future. To announce
this consequence of His reswiection to the disciples, must be
all the more on His heart, since He so frequently designates
His death as His departure to the Father, and had associated
with it the personal hope of the disciples. That should not
be different through His resmrection ; it was only the passage

1 In his Zeitschr. 1868, p. 436, Hilgenfcld medifies bis interpretation to the
extent that Jesus, as the Risen One, did not as yet desiic to be the object of the
reverence which bclonged to Him as Lord of the Church (Phil. ii. 10). This was
then first to Legin, when, after His ascension, He should appear before His

belicving ones as Dispenser of the Spirit (vi. 62, 63). But even thus the points
1o be understood are imported from a distance.
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froin death to the heavenly glory. As to the mode and way
of the ascension dvaf. contains nothing. The added «. matépa
vudy and « Oeov Oudv was, however, intended to confirm
the hope of the disciples in respect of their own owwéofasivar,
since in truth, in virtue of their fellowship with Christ, the
Father of Christ was also become their Father, the God of
Christ (to whom Christ solely -belongs and serves, comp.
Matt. xxvii. 47, and see, in detail, on Eph. i. 17) also their
God (comp. on Rom. i. 8); that is now, after the execution
of the redemptive work, entirely accomplished, and will one
day have also the fellowship in 8éfa as its final result, comp.
Rom. viii. 17, 29. Note in 7pos 7ov matépa, .7, that
the article does not recur, but embraces all in the unity of
the Person. To understand the pres. avapB., however, of that
which ensues forthwith and vmmediately, and in the following
way (Baur, p. 222 ff,, and Neutest. Theol. p. 381, Hilgenfeld,
and others), that already the appearance that follows is to be
placed after the ascension (comp. Ewald, who understands
the pres. of the ascension as already vmpending), is decisively
opposed by the fact of the later appearance, vv. 26, 27, if this
is not given up as actual history, or if the extravagant notion
of many ascensions is not, with Kinkel, laid hold of.

Vv. 19, 20. Comp. Luke xxiv. 36 ff., where, however, the
handling and the eating is already added from tradition. The
account in Mark xvi. 14 is different. Schweizer's reasons
against the Johannean origin of vv. 19-29 amount to this,
that, according to John, the resurrection of Jesus was no
external one on this side of the grave, and that consequently
the appearances could only be visionary. Against this ii. 21,
22, x. 17, 18 are already decisive, as well as the faith and
the testimony of the entire apostolic Church. — . fvpdv
kexherap.] can all the less be without essential significance,
sinee it is repeated in ver. 26 also, and that without &ia Tov
¢6Bov 7. 'Iovd. It points to a miraculous appearance, which
did not require open doors, and which took place while they
were closed. The Aow does not and cannot appear; in any
case, however, the ddavros éyévero, Luke xxiv. 31, is the
correlate of this immediate appearance in the closed place;
and the constitution of His body, changed, brought nearer to
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the glorified state, although not immaterial, is the condition for
such a liberation of the Risen One from the limitations of
space that apply to ordinary corporeity. Euth. Zigabenus:
@5 NewTod 781 Kai xoUpov Kai aknpdTov yevouévov Tob cwuaTos
avtod. More minute information concerning this change
withdraws itself from more definite judgment; hence, also,
the passage can offer no proof of the Lutheran doctrine of
ubiquity, especially as the body of Jesus is not yet that which
is glorified in &ofa. According to B. Crusius, and already
Beza and several others (comp. also Thenius, Evangel. der
EBvangclien, p. 43), the doors must have suddenly opened of
themselves. But in this way precisely the essential point
would be passed over in silence. According to Baeumlein,
nothing further is expressed than that the disciples were
assembled in a closed room! But how easily would John
have known how actually to express this! As he has expressed
himself, 7. fvpay kexhewop. is the definite relation, under which
the A fev, .7\ took place, although it is not said that He
passed 8ca 7. Bup. xew)., as many Fathers, Calovius and others,
represent the matter. — eis 70 péoov] into the midst, after
éory, as in Herod. iil. 130, and frequently. Comp. on ver. 7,
xxl. 3. — eipnivy duiv] The wusual greeting on entrance:
Pcace to you! This first greeting of the risen Lord in the
circle of disciples still resounded deeply and vividly enough
in the heart of the aged John to lead him to relate it (in
answer to Tholuck); there is therefore no reason for import-
ing the wish for the peace of reconciliation (comp. eiprvm 7
éur, xiv. 27). —é&detfev adTols, k1] In proof of the
corporeal identity of His Person; for on the hands and on the
side they must see the wounds. This was sufficient; it was
not also required to exhibit the jfeet. Varialion from Luke
xxiv. 40, when the feet are shown instead of the side, the
piercing of which is not related by the Synoptics. All the

t Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 474, does not make the room at all, but only the
house to be closed, and says there ¢ may also have been somebody who had been
appointed to open.” Schenkel, to whom the Risen One is ‘‘the Spirit of the
Claureh,” can, of course, only allow the entrance through closed doors to pass as
an emblem. Scholten, who considers the appearances of the Risen One to be
ecstatic contemplations of the glorified One, employs the closed doors also for this
purpose.
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more groundlessly is the present passage employed against the
nailing of the feet (see generally on Matt. xxvii. 35); the
more groundless also is the opinion that the gdpf of Christ
was only the already laid-aside earthly envelope of the Logos
(Baur). Comp. on i 14.— o?v] In consequence of this
evidence of identity. Terror and doubt, certainly the first
impression of miraculous appearance, now gave way to joy.
And from out their joyful thoughts comes the utterance of
John: i8ovres Tov xipiov.

Vv. 21, 22. O9v] For now, after the joyful recognition,
He could carry out that which He had in view in this His
appearance. Hence He began once again, repeated His greet-
ing, and then pursued His further address. The repetition of
elprivn vuiv is not a taking leave, as Kuinoel, Liicke, B.
Crusius, and several others, without any indication in the text,
still think, which brings out a strange and sudden change from
greeting to departure, but emphatic and elevated repetition of
the greeting, after the preliminary act of self-demonstration,
ver. 20, had intervened. Hengstenbers makes an arbitrary
separation : the first elp. Juiv refers to the disciples, the second
to the apostles as such. —xafws dmwéorarke, x7.N.] Comp.
xvil.'18. Now, however, and in fact designated a second
time, according to its connection with the proper divine dele-
gation, the mission of the disciples is formally and solemnly
ratified, and how significantly at the very first meeting
after the resurrection, to be witnesses of which was the funda-
mental task of the apostles! (Acts L 22,il 32,iv. 2, et al)
évedivanae] To interpret it merely as a symbol of the imparta-
tion of the Holy Spirit, according to the relationship of breath
and spirit (comp. Ezek. xxxvii. 5 ff.; Gen. ii. 7) (Augustine,
De trin. 1iv. 29, and many others: “ demonstratio per congruam
significationem "), neither satisfies the preceding wéume vuas,
nor the following AdBere, .7\ ; for, in connection with both,
the breathing on the disciples could only be taken as medians
of the vmpartation of the Spirit, 1.e. as vehicle for the Teception,
which was to take place by means of the breathing, especially
a3 MdBeTe (let the imperat. and the aor. be noted) cannot at
all promise the reception which is first in the future (Chry-
sostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Grotius, Kuinoel, Neander,
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Taeumlein, and several others), but expresses the present actual
reception. So substantially Origen, Cyril, Melanchthon, Calvin,
Calovius, and several others, including Tholuck, Lange, Briick-
ner (in answer to De Wette's symbolical interpretation),
Hengstenberg, Godet, Ewald, and several others; whilst Baur
considers the whole occurrence as being already the fulfilment
of the promise of the Paraclete,' which is an anticipation, and
inapplicable to the idea of the mission of the Paraclete. The
later and full outpouring of the Spirit on the day of Pente-
cost, by which Christ returned in the Paraclete, remains
untouched thereby; moreover, we are not to understand
merely the in-breathing of a ydpts SexTinr for the later
reception of the Spirit (Euth. Zigabenus). Anactual d7apy7
of the Holy Spirit is imparted to the disciples on account of
a special aim belonging to their mission. Bengel well says:
‘“arrha pentecostes.” It belongs to the peculiarities of the
miraculous intermediate condition, in which Jesus at that time
was, that He, the Bearer of the Spirit (iii. 34), could already
impart such a special dwapy, whilst the full and proper out-
pouring, the fulfilment of the Messianic baptism of the Spirit,
remained attached to His exaltation, vii. 39, xvi. 7. The
article needed as little to stand with wvelua d&y. as in i 33,
vii. 39; Acts 1 2, 5, and many other passages. This in
answer to Luthardt, who lays the emphasis on dywov; it was a
koly spirit which the disciples received, something, that is,
different from the Spirit of God, which dwells in man by
nature ; the breath of Jesus’ mouth was now holy spirit
{comp. also Hofmann, Schriftbew. IL 1, p. 522 f.; Gess, Pers.
Chr. p. 251 ; Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 289), but this is not yet the
spirit of the world-mighty Jesus; it is not as yet To mvelua
dywy, but nevertheless already the basis of it, and stands
intermediately between the word of Jesus on earth and the
Spirit of Pentecost. Such a sacred intermediate thing, which
is holy spirit and yet not the Holy Spirit, the new living
breath of the Lord, but yet only of like kind to the Spirit of

) Comp. Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1868, p. 438, according to whom here, as
in ver. 17 the ascension, the feast of Pentecost should be taken up into the
history of the Resurrection. The originally apostolic idca of apostles is, s0
#00n as Paul is called by the Risen One, ** adjusted " according to the Pauline,
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God (Hofmann), cannot be established from the N. T, in
which rather mvebue dyiov with and without the article is
ever the Holy Spirit in the ordinary Biblical dogmatic sense.
Comp. on Rom. viii. 4; Gal. v. 16. The conceivableness of
the above intermediate Spirit may therefore remain undeter-
mined ; it lies outside of Scripture. — adTois] belongs to
érmpivanage.  Comp. Job iv. 21,

Ver. 23. The peculiar authority of the apostolical office,
for the exercise of which they were fitted and empowered by
this impartation of the Spirit. It was therefore an individual
and specific charismatic endowment, the bestowal of which the
Lord knew must be still connected with His personal presence,
and was not to be deferred until after His ascension,! namely,
that of the valid remission of sing, and of the opposite, that of
the moral disciplinary authority, consisting not merely in the
authorization to receive into the Church and to expel therefrom,’?
but also in the authorization of pardoning or of inflicting
penal discipline on their fellow-members. The apostles exer-
cised both authorizations, and it is without reason to under-
stand only the former, since both essentially belonged to the
mission (mwéumw, ver. 21) of the apostles. The promise, Matt.
xvi. 19, xviil. 18, is similar, but not equivalent. The apostolic
power of the keys in the sense of the Church is contained
direetly in the present passage, in Matt. only indirectly. It
had its rcgulator in the Holy Spirit, who separated its exercise
from all human arbitraviness, so that the apostles were therein
organs of the Spirit. That was the divine guarantee, as the
consecration of moral certainty through the illumination and
sanctification of the judgment in the performance of its acts.

! Hence the objection: ‘‘they required at present no such impartation ” (Hof-
mann), is precipitate. They made use of it first at a future time, but the destowal
was still to take place face to face, in this last sacred fellowship, in which a
quite peculiar distinction and consecration was given for this gift.

9 This in answer to De Wette and scveral others, including Ahrens (Am¢ d.
Schliissel, 1864, p. 31), who explains it of the reception or non-reception to
baptism, and to the forgiveness of sins therewith connected. So also Steitz in
the Stud. u. Krit, 1866, p. 480. But baptism is here, without any indication of
the text, imported from the institution, which is non-relevant here, in Matt.
xxviii. 18 . On the apostolic penal discipline, in virtue of the xpariiv ra¢
dpapriag, on church members, comp. the apostolic handing over toSatan, and ses
on 1 Cor. v. §,
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—On dv instead of édv, see Hermann, ad Viger. pp. 812,
822; frequently also in the Greek prose writers. — d¢levrac]
They are remitted, that is, by God. — xparfTe] He abides by
the figure ; opposite of loosing: kold fast (Polyb. viii, 20. 8;
Acts ii. 24) —KexpdT] ley are held fast, by God. Here
the pert.; for the xpareiv is on the part of God no commencing
act (such is the adiévar). — That to Thomas, who was at thag
time absent (ver. 24), the same full authority under the
impartation of the Spirit was further particularly and supple-
mentarily (after ver. 29) bestowed, is, indeed, not related, but
must be assumed, in accordance with the relation of the
necessity contained in the equality of his position. — The
objections of Luthardt against our interpretation of this verse
are unimportant, since in reality the eleven are thought of as
assembled together (vv. 19, 24); and since the assertion, that
all charismatic endowments first date from Pentecost onwards,
is devoid of proof, and is overthrown precisely by the present
passage ; comp. also already Luke ix. 55. Calovius well says:
“ut antea jam acceperant Spiritum ratione sanctificationis, ita
nunc accipiunt ratione ministerit evangelici” The full out-
pouring with its miraculous gifts, but on behalf of the collec-
tive church, then follows Pentecost.

Vv. 24, 25. Owpas ... d8vpuos] See on xi. 16. —ovx
v per alTéy, elkos tyap, atTov pera 10 Swagxopmigfivar
Tovs pabnrds . . . pime ovvebetv adrols, Euth. Zigabenus.
There may also have been another reason, and conjectures
(Luthardt: melancholy led him to be solitary, similarly Lange)
are fruitless. — Thomas shows himself, ver. 25 (comp. on xiv.
5), in a critical tendency of mind, in which he does not recog-
nise the statement of eye-witnesses as a sufficient ground of
faith. From this, however, we perceive how completely
remote from his mind lay the expectation of the resurrection.
In the fact that he wished to feel only the wounds of the
hands and of the side, some have found a reason against the
nailing of the feet to the cross (so still Liicke and De Wette).
Erroneously ; the above demand was sufficient for him; in
feeling the wounds on the feet, he would have required some-
thing “which would have been too much, and not consistent
w1th decorum. Comp. on Matt. xxvii. 35, — TUmov is then
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interchanged with Tomov (see critical notes), as correlative to
seeing and fecling. Comp. Grotius: “ Tdmos videtur, Témos
impletur"—BdAw THv yelpd pov, x7)] i3 regarded as a
proof of the peculiar greatness of the wounds. But he would
lay his hand in truth not in the wounds, but in the side, in
order, that is, there to touch with his fingers the wound on
the mere skin, which, at the same time, must also have been
in so far considerable enough.— Note, further, the ecircum-
stantiality in the words of Thomas, on which an almost defiant
reliance in his unbelief, not melancholy dejection (Ebrard), is
stamped.

Vv. 26, 27. “ Interjectis ergo diebus nulla fuerat apparitio,”
Bengel This appearance is contained only in John. — maXey
foav ésw] points back to the same locality as in ver. 19.
Wetstein, Olshausen erroneously transfer the appearance to
Galilee. They were again within, namely, in the house known
from ver. 19 (comp. Kypke, I. p. 412), and again from a like
self-intelligible reason as in ver. 19, with closed doors. But
that they were gathered together for the celebration of the
resurrestion-day (Luthardt, Lange), and that Jesus desired by
His appearance to sanction this solemnity (Hengstenberg), is
without any indication. — The invitation, ver. 27, presupposes
an tmmediate knowledge of what is related in ver. 25, which
precisely in John least of all required an indication (in answer
to Liicke, who, as also Schleiermacher, supposes a communi-
cation of the disciples to Jesus). — Bengel, moreover, well
remarks : “Si Pharisaeus ita dixisset: nist wvidero, ete., nil
impetrasset ; sed discipulo pridem probato nil non datur.” —
dépe . .. kal {8¢] The wounds in the hands he is to feel and
see; the wound in the side, under the garments, only to feel.
Observe the similarity in circumstantiality and mode of ex-
pression of the words of Jesus with the expression of the
disciple in ver. 25. — kal p7) yivov dmioTos, dANE TioT.]
Not : be, but : beccome not unbelieving, ete. Through his doubt
of the actual occurrence of the resurrection Thomas was in
danger of becoming an unbeliever (in Jesus generally), and in
contradistinction to this his vacillating faith he was, through
having convinced himself of the resurrection, fo become a
believer,
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Vv. 28, 29, The doubts of Thomas, whose faith did not
now require actual contact (hence also merely édpaxas, ver.
29), are converted into a straightforward and devoted con-
fession ; comp. xi. 16.— 0 xVUpeds pov k. ¢ Oebs pov] is
taken by Theodore of Mopsuestia (“ quasi pro miraculo facto
Deum collaudat,” ed. Fritzsche, p. 41) as an exclamation of
astonishment directed f0 God. So recently, in accordance
with the Socinians (see against these Calovius), especially
Paulus. Decisively opposed to this view is elmev adrg, as
well as the necessary reference of o xUp. wov to Christ. It is
a confessionary invocation of Christ in the highest joyful
surprise, in which Thomas gives the fullest expression of
profound emotion to his faith, which had been mightily
elevated by the conviction of the reality of the resurrection,
in the divine nature of his Lord. The powerful emotion
certainly appears in and of itself little fitted to qualify this
sxclamation, which Ewald even terms exaggerated for the
dogmatic conception ; but this is outweighed (1) by the account
of John himself, who could find in this exclamation only an
echo of his own feos % 6 Aovos, and of the self-testimonies of
Jesus concerning His divine mnature; (2) and chiefly by the
approval of the Lord which follows. Erasmus aptly says:
“ Agnovit Christus utique 7epulsurus, si falso dictus fuisset
Deus.” Note further (1) the climax of the two expressions; (2)
how the amazed disciple keeps them apart from one anotber
with a solemn emphasis by repeating the article® and the uov.
This wov, again, is the outflow “ex vivo et serio fidei sensu,”
Calvin. — Ver. 29. The ¢ «Upuds . x. o Oeds pov was the
complete and highest confession of Messianic faith, by the ren-
dering of which, therefore, the above u# wivov . . . maris was
already fulfilled. ~But it was the consequence of the having
seen the Risen One, which he should not have required to do,
considering the sufficient ground of conviction which lay in
the assurance of his fellow-disciples as eye-witnesses. Hence
the loving reproof (not eulogy, which Paulus devises, but also
not a confirmation of the contents of faith as conferred by
Thomas, as Luthardt assumes, which is first implied in paxd-
prot, x7\) for him who has attained in this scnsuous way to

! See Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 374,
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decisive faith, and the ascription of blesscdness to those who,
without such a sensuous conviction, have become believers,
this is to be left as a gencral truth, and not to be referred to
the other disciples, since it is expressed in a general way, and,
in accordance with the supersensuous and ethical nature of
faith, is universally valid. In detail, note further : (1) to read
wemloTevras interrogatively (with Griesbach, Scholz, Lachmann,
Ewald) makes the element of reproof in the words, indicated
by the emphatic (comp. i 51) precedence of 87¢ éwp. ue,
appear with more vivid prominence; (2) the perf is: thou
hast become believing and believest now ; the aor. participles
i8ovres and mioTevo. do not denote wont (Liicke), which usage
is never found in the N. T, and would here yield no suitable
meaning, but those who, regarded from the point of time of
the waxapiorns predicated of them, Zave not seen, and yet
have believed ; they have become believers without kaving first
seen. (3) The point of time of the waxapiéTns is, in corre-
spondence with the general proposition, the universal present,
and the pakapiorns itself is the happiness which they enjoy
through the already present, and one day the eternal, possession
of the Messianic {wj. (4) The paxapiotns is not denied to
Thowas, but for his warning the »ule is adduced, to which
he also ought to have subjected himself, and the danger is
pointed out to him in which one is placed if one demands
sight as a way to faith, as he has done. (5) The antithesis
to the present passage is, therefore, not that of faith on
account of that which has externally taken place, and of faith
certain n itself of its contents (Baur, comp. Scholten), but of
faith (in a thing that has taken place) with and without a
personal and peculiar perception of it by the senses. (6)
How significant is the declaration paxapioi, k1N, standing at
the close of the Johannean Gospel! The entire historical
further development of the church rests in truth upon the
faith which has not seen. Comp. 1 Pet. 1. 8.

Vv. 30, 31, Conelusion of the entire book (not merely of
the main portion of it, as Hengstenberg maintains); for chap.
xxi. is a supplement. — moANG pév odv] Multa quidem tgitur.

1 It serves as a concluding summary, so as to allow a moment thercby pre-
pared to follow by 3. Comp. Baeumlein, Par#ik. p. 178.
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See Klotz, ad Dcrar. p. 663. — kai dAXxa] On the well.
known wai after moANd (et quidem alia), see Baeumlein,
Partik. p. 146. Comp. Acts xxv. 7.— opuela) miraculous
signs, by which He has proved Himself to be the Messiah, the
Son of God (ver. 31). Comp. xil. 37. To this corresponds
in general also the conclusion of the appendix, xxi. 25.
Correctly so, by way of proposition, Euth. Zigabenus, further
Calvin, Jansen, Wolf, Bengel, Lampe, Tholuck, De Wette,
Frommann, Maier, B. Crusius, Luthardt, Hilgenfeld, Hengsten-
berg, Godet, Baeumlein, Scholten, and several others. Justly
might John, looking back upon his now finished B¢Biloy,
adduce as its contents from the beginning of his history down
to this conclusion, @ potiori, the onueta which Christ had
wrought, since these form the distinguishing characteristic in
the working of Jesus (comp. x. 41), and the historical basis,
with which the rest of the contents (particularly the dis-
courses) are connected. Others have taken onueie in ex-
clusive, or at least, like Schleiermacher, pre-eminent reference
to the resurrection : documenta resurrectionis (comp. Acts i 3).
So Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, Ruperti, Luther,
Beza, Calovius, Maldonatus, Semler, and several others, includ-
ing Kuinoel, Liicke, Olshausen, Lange, Baur, Ewald, and several
others. But to this corresponds neither the general and
absolute onueia in itself, nor the predicate mwoAla x. &\ha,
since Christ, after His resurrection, both in accordance with
the accounts in the Gospels, and also with that of 1 Cor. xv,
certainly appeared only a few times; nor, finally, émoinoer and
év & BuBN. Tovre, which latter shows that John (for évem. .
pabnr., moreover, does not point to another writer, against
Weizsicker) has in view the contents of Ais entire Gospel. —
¢vaom. 7. pab.] So that accordingly still many more onpucia
wight have been related, as by an eye-witness, by John, who,
in truth, belonged to the pafsjrac; hence this addition is
not to be employed as a ground for the interpretation by
Chrysostom, etc., of onueia, because, that is to say, Jesus per-
formed the signs before His death in the sight of the people,
etc. (comp, xii. 37). — radra &€] sc. ¢ arueia, namely, those
recorded in this book, this selection which composes its con-
tents. — {va wioTelo.] refers to the readers, for whom the
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Gospel was designed.  “ Scopus evangelii,” Bengel. Comp.
Introd. § 6. See also, as regards mioredo.,, on xix. 35, Of
the conversion of the Gentiles (Hilgenfeld) to the faith, there
is no mention.— ¢ vios 7. feod] in the Johannean sense.
Without being this, He would not be the promised Messiah. —
wiaTevovTes) in your believing. Thus, then, the Cwiw Eyew
18 conceived of as a possession already beginning with faith;
faith, however, as a subjective principle of life, quite as with
Paul, although the latter more sharply separates from one
another, as conceptions, justification, and life.! — év 76 dvop.
avTod] belongs to fwijy &. In the name of Jesus, as the
object of faith (i. 12), the possession of life is causally
founded. — Baur, in accordance with false presuppositiong,
holds vv. 30, 31 to be spurieus, because the previously-related
appearances (which, according to Baur, took place from out of
heaven) should in themselves so bring to a close the appear-
ance of the Risen One, that we cannot think of further
appearances of this kind (moA\d «. &\\a).

3 Comp. Schmid, Bibl. Theol. II. p. 39L.



CHAPTER XXIL

VER. 3. Instead of {viBnouy, Elz. has &véBroar, against decisive
testimony. — After =ciov, Elz. Griesb. Scholz have: ¢4d¢, which
1s condemned by decisive testimony. — Ver. 4. yevou.] Tisch.:
ynew., which is to be preferred, since to the witnesses C.* E. L,
A. B. with yemou. are to be added; though with the copyists
yevow. Was more current. — ¢i¢] Lachm. Tisch.: #z7. The Codd.
are very much divided; é=/ came to be more readily added as a
closs than ¢/z.  Comp. Matt. xiii. 2, 48; Acts xxi. 5. — Ver. 6.
ieyvoav] Tisch.: 7ryuov, according to preponderant testimonies.
The aorist form was involuntarily suggested from the surround-
ing context (:Bunov, irxlows). — Ver. 11. éaxl r5¢ 9#¢] Lachm.
Tisch. : &g =iv iy, according to A. B. C. L. &, etc. Nevertheless,
the Recepta is to be retained. ‘E=i 74v 5. (so D. Curss.) was
written as a gloss in some instances,—in otlers, after ver. 9, ¢/g
= 7. was witten. —In vv. 15, 16, 17, as in i. 43, instead of
‘Twvd, we are to read: "Iwdwos, — Ver. 17. spéBara] A. B. C. v
mpo3dre.  Rightly adopted by Tisch. The Recepta is a repeti-
tion from ver. 16. Tisch has, indeed, even already in ver. 16,
=poBdria, but only according to B. C,, so that the testimony of
A. appears first for ver. 17.— Ver. 22. Read with Lachm.
Tisch., por &zorobdss. — Ver. 25 is wanting in R.®, is explained
in Scholia as an addition, and has in detail the variations &
(Lachm. Tisch.) instead of dea; Xpse7ds "Incoig (D.), in one
Cod. of It. with the addition: quae non scripta in hoc libro;
28 (Lachm. Tisch.) instead of odi; swpfoesv (Tisch. according
to B. C.* X.** Or.); at the conclusion ¢u#v (Elz.).

Chap. xx. 30, 31, bears so obviously the stamp of a formal
conclusion worthy of an apostle, while chap. xxi,, moreover,
begins in a manner so completely unexpected, that this chap.
can appear only as a supplement. The question is, however,}
whether this supplement proceeds from Jokn or not. This ques-
tion first became a subject of investigation from the time of
Grotius, who saw in the chapter a supplement of the Ephcsian

1 See generally Hoelemanu, der Epilog des Evang. Joh., in his Bibelstudien,
1L p. 61 fi. ‘
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church, composed after the apostle’s death by the bishop (per-
haps by John the Presbyter). Since all witnesses contain the
chapter, & judgment can only be pronounced from snternal
grounds. These, however, decide only against ver. 25, which
contains an exaggeration so surprising, unapostolical, and in
such absolute contradiction to the Johannean simplicity,
intelligence, and delicacy, that it is impossible that it can have
proceeded from the pen of the apostle, but must appear probably
as a later, although very ancient, form of conclusion, an apoc-
rvphal and inharmonious echo of xx. 30. The omission! of
ver. 25 in N*, and its suspicious character in the Scholia, rests
upon a correct critical feeling. On such feeling, however, also
rests the fact that this omission and suspicion have not like-
wise affected ver. 24, which throughout contains nothing that
John could not have written, but rather forms a worthy con-
clusion to the entire supplement of chap. xxi., and does not by
oidauey betray the work of a strange hand (see the exegetical
notes). The grounds, moreover, brought forward against the
authenticity of vv. 1-23 are untenable. For (1) it by no means
follows from ver. 23, that at the time of the composition the
apostle was already dead (Weizsiacker, Keim, and others), since
the speech there mentioned required the correct historical
explanation precisely for the eventuality of his death, which was
still future. Comp. Ewald, Jakrd. I1L p. 172. (2) The advent
of Christ, mentioned in vv. 22, 23, i1s without any reason
declared to be non-Johannean. See on xiv. 3. Just as little is
(3) the self-designation, ver. 20, un-Johannean; it corresponds
rather just as well to the importance which the recollection,
therein expressed, of the never-to-be-forgotten moment must
have had for John, in and of itself, as also to the connection
into which it is infterwoven. See on ver. 20. Further, (4) the
individual expressions? which are designated as non-Johannean
(as eg. ver. 3, fpysafes ol instead of dxonevésiv; ver. 4, mpuicg

t According to the usual statement, ver. 25 should also be wanting in Cod. 63.
This, however, Tisch. (Wann wurden unsere Evangelien verf. p. 127, ed. 4)
declares to be an error. On ver. 25 in N. Tisch. passes this judgmeut : the
copyist of this Cod. did not find the verse in his copy, and therefore did not add
it ; but the words are supplied, *‘ ab eo qui eadem aetate totum librum recensebat
ac passim ex alio exemplari corrigebat atque augebat,” Cod. N. ed. Lips. p.
LIX.

7 For a minute discussion of the peculiarities of language in chap. xxi., and
thoir variation from the Gospel, see in Tiele, Annotatio in locos nonnull. ev. Joh.
ad vindicand. huj. ev. authent., Amst. 1853, p. 115 fl. In answer to Scholten,
who believes he has found most linguistie deviations, see Hilgenfeld in his
Zeitschr. 1868, p. 441 fl.
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ywow. Inslead of @pwf; ver. 12, roruwav and Eerdl e ; ver. 18,
gipen instead of &yen) are, taken together, phenomena so
unessential, nay, having for the most part in the sense of the
context so natural a foundation, that they, especially in con-
sideration of the later time of the composition of the supple-
ment, do not leave at all any serious difficulty behind them,
and are far outweighed by the otherwise completely Johannean
stamp, which the composition bears in itself, in the language,
in the mode of presentation, and in the individual features
which betray the eye-witness (how entirely different is the
section concerning the adulteress!). For, in particular, (5) the
alleged want of Johannean clearness and demonstrativeness is
removed partly by correct exposition, partly in the question as
to the genuineness, rendered ineffective by the fact that John,
cven in the earlier part of the Gospel, does not always narrate
with equal clearness and demonstrativeness. (6) It is not correct
to say that with the spurious conclusion the entire chapter also
falls to the ground,! since the non-Johannean conclusion may
have been added to the Johannean chapter, especially as, on
the assumption to be made of the genuineness of ver. 24, the
appendix itself did not proceed without a conclusion from the
Land of the apostle. In accordance with all that has been
advanced, the view is justified, that John by way of authentic
historical explonation of the legend in wer. 23, some time after
Jinishing his Gospel, which le had closed with xx. 31, wrote chap.
xxi. 1-24% as a complement of the book, and that this appendiz,
simply because its Johannean origin was immediately certain and
recognised, already at a very early period, whilst the Gospel had
nat yet issued forth from the narrower circle of its first readers
(Einl. sec. 5), had become an inseparable part of the Gospel ; but
that simply owing to the fact that now the entire book was without
a principal conclusion, the apocryphal conclusion, ver. 25, exag-
gerating the original conclusion, xx. 31, came to be added. This
addition of ver. 25 must have been made at a very early date,
because only a few isolated traces of the spuriousness of ver. 25
have been preserved, which, however, by the evidence of X.* go
back to a very ancient time; while, on the other hand, in refer-
ence to vv. 1-24, not the faintest echo of a critical tradition
is found which would have testified against the genuineness.
Tisch. also designates only ver. 25 as spurious. — The apostolic

1 Mach more correct would it be to say : the chap. partially betrays, in so
striking a manner, the Johannean delicacy and originality (pre-eminently vv.
15-17), that the whole stands along with it as a production of the apostle.

2 V. 1-14 hardly have an object unknown to us (Briickner), since they are in
eimple objective historical connection with what follows.



CITAP. XXL 291

origin of the chapter was controverted, amid the setting forth of
very different theories, especially its derivation from the author
of the Gospel, after Grotius, by Clericus, Hammond, Semler,
Paulus, Gurlitt (Lection. im N. T. Spec. 111, Hamb. 1805),
Bertholdt, Seyffarth (Beitr. zur Specialcharalt. der Joh. Schriften,
Lpz. 1823, p. 271 ff);, Liicke, Schott, De Wette, Credner,
Wieseler (Diss. 1839 : John the Presbyter wrote the chap. after
the death of the apostle), Schweizer, Bleek, Schwegler, Zeller,
Baur (because it is not in keeping with the main idea of the
whole), Kostlin, Keim, Scholten, and several others; Briickner
lhias doubts. In opposition to Baur’s school, according to which
it is said to be designed, along with the entire chap., for the
purpose of exalting the apostle of Asia Minor over Peter, see
especially Bleek.— The Johannean origin, or at least the
derivation from the writer of the Gospel, is defended, but in
such a way that recently vv. 24, 25 have been for the most
part rejected by Calovius, Rich. Simon, Mill, Wetstein, Lampe,
Michaelis, Krause (Duss. Viteb. 1793), Beck (Lips. 1795),
Eichhorn, Kuinoel, Hug, Wegscheider (Zenl. in d. Ev. Joh.),
Handschke (de abdevrig c. 21 ev. Joh. e sola orat. indole dijud.,
Lips. 1818), Erdmann (Bemerk. ib. Jok., Rostock 1821), Weber
(authentia . .. argumentor. intern. usu vindic., Hal. 1825), Guerike,
Redding (Disput. Groning. 1833), Frommann, Tholuck, Olshau-
sen, Klee, Maier, B. Crusius (not decidedly)! in the Stud. w.
Krit. 1849, p. 601 ff, Luthardt, Lange, Laurillard (Dsp. L. B.
1853), Ebrard (on Olshausen), Hengstenberg, Godet, Hoelemann,
Schleiermacher (at least in respect of the contents). According
to Ewald (/.c, comp. also Jahrb. X. p. 87), a friend of the apostle
(probably a presbyter at Ephesus), of whose hand, probably also
of whose art, John availed himself in the composition of the
Gospel, wrote the appendix for himself alone at a later date,
without desiring in the slightest degree to conceal that it was
by a different individual. In his Jokann. Schriften, 1. p. 54 ff.,
Ewald ascribes the composition to the same circle of friends, in
which the Gospel may have remained perhaps for ten years
before its publication ; that the apostle himself, however, per-
mitted the publication with this appendix (inclusive also of
vv. 24, 25) before his death. Similarly Baeumlein. — Very
superficially and peremptorily does Hengstenberg designate the
entire view that chap. xxi. is a supplement, as leading to a
view of the accidental nature of the authorship, which is
unworthy of the apostle, and in contlict with the character of

1 He, 08 also Lange, Hengstenberg, Hoelemann, ascribes also vv. 24, 25 to
the apostle, in opposition to which Luthardt regards 24, 25 as a testimony added
from the Ephesinn church.
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the Gospel. Hilgenfeld assigns the chap., with snclusion of v,
24, 25, to the evangelist, who, however, was not the apostle.
Comp. also Bretschneider, p. 182.

Vv. 1, 2. Meta radra] Referring, in conformity with the
nature of a supplement, to the last narrative before the con-
clusion in xx. 30, 31.— é¢avépwaer éavrév] Comp. the
passive expression, Mark xvi. 12, 14; it is, however, precisely
the reflexive expression which is Johannean, see vii. 4. It
presupposes a stale of concealment, from which He now again
(mdXev points back to ver. 14, to the two preceding appear-
ances, xx. 19, 26) came forth and made Himself manifest to
His disciples, brought Himself into view,~—not a spiritual
existence (De Wette), not “a sphere of invisthility, in which
He moves by Himself” (Luthardt, comp. Tholuck), but rather
a wonderfully altered existence, no longer belonging to ordinary
intercourse, brought nearer to a state of glorification, yet still
material, 8@ 70 Aocwov dpfapTov elvar 70 cdua xal dxripatoy,
Chrysostom. — émi t7s €al.] on the lake, because the shore
is over the lake. Comp. on Matt. xiv. 25; Xen. Anabd. iv.
3. 28: émi Tov morapod, and passages from Herodotus in
Schweighduser's Lex. p. 245. It belongs to épav.— épavé-
pwae 8¢ oUTws] sc. €éavrov, not, as Hengstenberg imports from
ii. 11, v 8ékav adroi.  Further, an iteration of this kind, in
simple, continuous narration, is not elsewhere found in John.
But he may here have purposely written in so diffuse 8 man-
ner as a set-off to the distortions of actual fact in tradition
(comp. ver. 23). — Of the seven disciples, ver. 2, the last two
remain unpamed. Hence they are probably (vi 60, vii. 3,
viii. 31, xviil. 19) to be deemed disciples in the wider sense,
with which ver. 1 does not conflict (in answer to Hengsten-
berg, who conjectures Andrew and Philip), since the two
unnamed are simply subordinate persons. That of the dis-
ciples in the narrower sense the sons of Zebedee are men-
tioned last, is in harmony with the composition of the
parrative by John himself All the less is any deeper or
emblematic significance to be sought as lying behind the
succession of the names, or even behind the number seven.
Another composer would probably have placed the soms of
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Zebedeo immediately after Peter.—o dro Kava 7. I'a))
added, without any special design, in this supplement of
late composition.  According to Hengstenberg, the repre-
sentative of the first miracle (chap. ii) could not but be indi-
cated, which is pure invention.—o: 100 ZeBe8aior] does
not occur elsewhere in John; but, at the same time, it is only
heve that the occasion presents itself to him to mention in a
series of names himself ! and his brother along with others. —
On the tradition which Luke sets forth, which is altogether
irreconcilable ‘with Galilean appearances of the Risen One,
useless upon arbitrary harmonistic presuppositions (such as
even Luthardt entertains), see on Luke xxiv. 50. Actsi 4
does not, however, necessarily presuppose, in reference to the
appearances, that none took place in Galilee. Matthew, on the
other hand, excludes the appearances which took place before
the disciples at Jerusalem, which are related by John xx.
See on Matt. xxviii. 10. Harmonistic expedients also in
Hengstenberg and Godet.

Vv. 3, 4. "Epxdp. «. fpels adv goi] John has not em-
ployed drolovfeiv, nor said dywper x. 7uels (xi. 16), because
he has thought just what was said.—The circumstantiality is
not un-Johannean (Liicke), but comp. eg. i. 39, 40, ix. 1-12.
In particular, moreover, the dmdyw dXcevewr is only the
simple language of familiar association, in which neither a
“Dbrusgue tome,” mor “an internal impulse, a presentiment”
(Godet), is to be recognised. The disciples desire again to
pursue their earthly employments, “ quod privatos homines
decebat,” Calvin. — €§fAfov] from the place indicated in
ver. 2, probably Capernaum, out to the lake, ver. 1.— By
night the fishing was productive. Comp. on Luke v. 5;
Aristot. H. 4. viii. 19. But they caught nothing. How entirely
different was it afterwards, when they cast out at the bidding
of the Lord! — éorn] Expressing the sudden appearance.
Comp. xx. 19, 26. —eis 7. aly.] Comp. xx. 19, 26. — od
pévrocr, k1N] To be explained from the entirely altered
condition and appearance of the Risen One. Chrysostom
assigns the reason to the will of Jesus: olx edféws éavrow
Selwvvaw, comp. also Luthardt and Hengstenberg, of which

! Hence Nathanael cannot be John (Spith) : cowp. on i. 46
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John, however, gives no indication. Comp. rather on
xx. 14,

Vv. 5, 6. ITa:8i{a] Not un-Johannean (1 John ii. 14, 18),
although in xiii. 33 rexvia is used. — pu7 ¢ mpoopdy. éxere]
The emphasis lies, as frequently, on the concluding word:
you are not, I suppose, (already) in possession of something to eat ?
The question presupposes the opinion of the questioner, that
they had probably as yet taken nothing, as well as the thought
that in the opposite case He need not step in.  That, however,
He designates fishes exactly by wpooddyeoy, is grounded on
the fact that He intends to take a breakfast with the disciples
on the fishes, after which He inquires. On wpoaddy. itself,
which is, like the Attic éyrov, used especially of fishes (comp.
wposdaynua, Moeris, p. 204. 24; mpoooynua, Athen. iv.
p- 162 C, vii. p. 276 E), see Sturz, Dial. 4l. p. 191 ; Fischer,
de vitits, Lex. p. 697 f—The disciples simply answer: no;
they have therefore taken Him for an entire stranger, who
perhaps wishes to buy fishes for breakfast. The wa:dia,
intended by Jesus in the sense of fatherly love, they may have
regarded, in the mouth of the unknown, as a friendly designa-
tion of the state of service (Nonnus: maides dhos Spnoripes;
Euth. Zigabenus: vods épyaTicoss). Comp.onvi. 6. —eis 7d
defia ] They had the net then in the lake, on quite another
side of the boat. — odxéTc] mo more, as previously, when it
was empty and light. Observe the pictorial imperf. Ioyvov
(see the critical notes). — éAxdoas] dmw, draw up the sub-
merged net. Oun the other hand, avpovTes, ver. 8: tugging,
dragging forth. See Tittmann, Synon. p. 57f — dwd] on
account of. See Bernhardy, p. 224.—To regard the above
fruitless toils (on the lef?, it is thought), and this abundant
take on the right, as a figure of the apostolic activity, in rela-
tion first to the Jews and then to the Gentiles (Grotius, Weitzel,
Hengstenberg, Godet, Hilgenfeld, and several others) is too
specml and not even conformable to history (Gal. il 9; Acts
xxii. 20, ¢ al, comp. Luthardt), without prejudice, moreover
to the symbolism of the draught of fishes in itself; see note
after ver. 14.

Ver. 7. Hd\w Ta a&wpa-ra rov olkelwov émdelxvvyrar Tpb-
wov of pabyrai Iérpos kai "Iwdvvys. ‘0 pév yap OepubTepos,
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o 8¢ 6\,’/7/)»676,00? W kal o pév 651576,00? Ny, 6 8¢ Ecopa-ruca'rrepm.
413 Toito o plv 'Twdvms mportws éméyve Tov 'Incoiv 6 8é
Ilérpos mpiyros A0 mpos adréy, Chrysostom. Comp. xx. 3 ff.
—7ov émevdvrnr Sie{doaro] He had laid aside the émev-
801ms, and was in so far naked, which, however, does not pre-
vent his having on the shirt, yerwvioros, according to the
well-known usage of yuuvés,! nudus, and DY (see Perizonius,
ad Ael. V. H. vi. 11 ; Cuper. Obss. 1. 7, p. 39, Interpp. zu Jes.
xxx. 2; Grotins ¢n loc). In order, however, not to appear
unbecomingly in his mere shirt before Jesus, he girded around
him the émevéirys, i.e. he drew it on, so that he gathered it
together by means of a girdle on his body. Hengstenberg
says incorrectly: he had the émevdiT. on, and only girded
himself ¢n the same (accus. of closer definition), in order to be
able to swim the better. The middle with accus. of a garment
always denotes to gird oneself therewith (Lucian, Somm. 6, de
conserth. hist. 3). Comp. mepclwvvvobar, Rev. i. 13. The
émrev8UTn¢ is not equivalent to yer@v (Fischer, Kuinoel, Bret-
schneider), but an overwrap, an overcoat. Any garment drawn
over may be so called (see the LXX. in Schleusner, Thes. II.
p. 436 ; Soph. fragm. in Pollux, vii. 45; Dind. 391, comp.
émévdupa in Plut. Alex. 32); it was, however, according to
Nonnus and Theophylact, in the case of fishermen, and accord-
ing to the Talmud, which has even appropriated to itself the
word NPIMBN, in the case of workmen generally, a linen article
of clothing (possibly a short frock or &louse) which, according
to the Talmud, was worn, provided with pockets, over the shirt
(according to Theophylact, also over other articles of clothing).
See especially Drusius in loc. According to Euth. Zigabenus,
it reached to the knees, and was without sleeves. — yvpuvés]
He had, in point of fact, no other clothing on except the mere
shirt (comp. Dem. 583. 21: ywuvov & 76 xeTwviory); for
precisely 8:a 79y yiproaw (Theodoret, Heracleus) he quickly
put on the émevdvrns, which had been laid aside during his
work. — He reached the land swimming, not walking on the
water (Grotius and several others), which is an imported

1 This also in opposition to Godet, according to whom Peter was quite nalked.
This would have been disgraceful even amongst barbarians. See Kriiger on
Thue. i. 6. 4. .
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addition. The éBalev éavrov graphically represents the
rapid self-decision.

Vv. 8,9. To mhotap.] tn the little boat, on board of which
they remained ; local dative. Comp. Herod. v. 99: dmixéaro
€iwogy vnuai.  See generally Becker, Homer. Blatter, p. 208 f.
— The ydp inthe parenthesis states the reason why they did
not quit the vessel; they could in this way also quickly
enough reach the shore, which was very near (200 cubits =
stadium 300 feet, see Wurm, de ponder, etc., p. 195; Her-
mann, Privatalterth. § 46. 7). — On the form 79y &y instead
of the Attic mnyéwy, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 245 f. On
amé, see on xi. 18.— 76 8ikTvov Tdv Ix0.] the net, which
was filled with the fishes (ver. 6). Comp. on this genit,
Nigelsbach, z. Jlias, p. 31, ed. 3. — Ver. 6. Srémovowy, k7.
John relates simply what they saw on landing, namely, a
fire of coals lying there, and food lying thereon (ie. & mess of
Jish, see on vil 9; the singul. not of a single fish, as Beza,
Hengstenberg, Godet, and others think, but collectively, as also
dprov, comp. Polyb. xxxiv. 8. 6: 70 fahdrrior Svrov), and
bread. That this preparation for the breakfast to be given
was made by Jesus, would be understood by the reader as
matter of course (see vv. 12, 13). But how He brought
together the materials, and who kindled the fire, cannot be
determined ; He might, before He called to the disciples, have
Himself, or by other hands, made the preparations. Hence
the narrative yields no miracle (bringing forth out of nothing,
thought Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euth. Zigabenus, Grotius,
Calovius, Maldonatus, and several others; but Nicephorus,
Jansen, Luthardt: the angels had provided Him therewith;
finally, Hengstenberg, Godet : without more precise definition
of the marvellous How), nor even the appearance of such
(Liicke). But wherefore did Jesus make this preparation ?
Decause the disciples were to eat with Him the early meal,
with which He designed to connect so significant a transac-
tion as that related in vv. 15 ff.; He willed to be the giver
of the meal. Much that is irrelevant in the older expositors
According to Luthardt, the design is to depict how Jesus,
without requiring their aid, knows how to feed the disciples
from His own resources. But to what purpose any such
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further representation, since He had long ago miraculously fed
thousands before the eyes of the disciples ?

Vv. 10, 11. 'Evéyxare, k7] for the completion, con-
formably to their needs, of the dish of fish already found upon
the fire of coals. That the eating of Jesus and of the disciples
was no material, but a spiritual one (the enjoyment which
Jesus has from the activity of His apostles), is a fiction of
Hengstenberg's. — According to ver. 11, Peter alone draws
the full net to land, which, of course, since it hung on the
vessel, which lay on the shore, was easier than to draw it up
out of the water into the boat, ver. 6. According to Heng-
stenberg, he is, indeed, named only as being the chief person,
because he was the middle point of the spiritual fishing. The
statement of the number of the fishes is as little an apocryphal
trait as the statement of the number of those who were
miraculously fed, vi. 10, and all the less, since it is not a
round number which is named. The peydAwy heightens the
miraculous effect. — xail TocodTwy SvTwy, x.TN.] Regarded
by John as incomprehensible, and as effected by Christ; by
Strauss, as manifestly legendary, as well as the number of the
fishes, which, however, might, notwithstanding, be to the
minds of the disciples, in relation to this miraculous experi-
ence, important enough, and sufficiently so not to be forgotten.
On the allegorical interpretations of the number 153, see note
after ver. 14.

Vv. 12, 13. "Apearor is, as little as in Matt. xxii. 4,
Luke xi. 38, the principal meal, which, in spite of ver. 4,
Hengstenberg suggests in the interest of allegorical interpreta-
tion, but breakfast. — éroApa) dared, presumed. Although,
that is, it had been possible for them, in respect of the
external appearance, to doubt whether He was the Lord, they
were nevertheless convinced of His identity, and hence dared
not to ask Him: Who art thou? Reverential awe (comp.
already iv. 27), in presence of the marvellous appearance of
the Risen One, deprived them of the courage to do so
According to Augustine, Beda, Jansen, and several others, they
dared not doubt, which however, is not expressed. Chrysostom
aptly remarks : obxére ydp v adriy wagpnoiav elyov: .. . Tiv
8¢ popdmy dAhowoTépay opdvTes kal woANTs enmAnEews yéuov-
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gav, cpddpa sjcav xatamemhpypévos, xal éBobNovro’ Ti repl
alms époTar A& To Séos xal 7o eldévar abrovs, dm oy
érepos Tus Ty, GAN' abTos, émelxov THY €pwTnow. — éferdaad]
to explore (Matt. ii. 8, x. 11; Sir. xi. 7, xiii. 11, frequently
in the classics), sciscitariy strong expression from the point
of view from which the respectful timidity of the disciples
regarded the daring nature of the question. —ei8éres] Con-
structio xara ovvesw. See Kiihner, II. § 419a; Kriiger,
§ 58. 4. 5.— Ver. 13. épyerai] The dcire, ver. 12, has
summoned the disciples to the place of the meal where the
fire of coals was; Jesus Himself, who had therefore stood at
some distance therefrom, now steps forward, in order to dis-
tribute the breakfast.— ro» dpTov] points back to ver. 9,
but 76 éyrapeov to vv. 9 and 10: the bread lying there, etc.
Both are again collective. It is not merely one loaf and one
fish which Jesus distributes, as Hengstenberg, for the purpose
of symbolically interpreting it of a heavenly reward of toil,
assumes ; see ver. 10. — A thanksgiving before the 8l8warw is
not related, not as though Jesus omitted 7é¢ dv6pwmrwa (Euth.
Zigabenus); nor as though He did not desire positively to
offer Himself to their recognition (Lange, in opposition to
ver. 12); nor, again, as though the meal was to be a silent!
one (Luthardt, who adds: “for such is the table fellowship of
Jesus and His own in the present aeon”); nor, again, because
the meal represented future blessings (Hengstenberg),—but be-
cause here it is not a question of any proper meal, as in Luke
xxiv. 20, but rather only of a breakfast, of a morning meal,
partaken of only while standing (there is mo mention, more-
over, of a lying down), which also was not to have, like that
early meal of Paul, Acts xxvil 35, a character of solemnity.
It was not this breakfast in itself, which Christ prepared for
the disciples, but that which preceded (the draught of fishes)
and succeeded (vv. 15 ff.), which was the object for which the
Risen One here appeared.

1 That the meal passed generally in entire silence, as also Hengstenberg sug-
gests, as little appears from the text as that Jesus did not Himselt partake of it
(Hengstenberg). In favour of a symbolical interpretation of details, a dismal
and extravagant character is given to the incident. But the text breaks off with
the distribution of the bread and of the mess of fish, and it says nothing of the
progress of the breakfast.
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Ver. 14. Toidto 7187 vplrov] This time already for the
third time. See on 2 Cor. xiii. 1, — 7875 presupposes, on the
one hand, that, according to John, #ntil now any other appear-
ances before the disciples had mof taken place, with the
exception of the three related (xx. 19 ff,, 26 ff, xxi. 1 ff.); but,
on the other hand, that at a later date several other appear-
ances occurred. Since he, moreover, refers his Tplrov only to
the appearances that were made to the circle of disciples (not
to individual persons), a- wider scope is thereby given to har-
monists ; in no case, however, can they succeed in reconciling
the three appearances with the statements of Paul, 1 Cor. xv.
5 ff, especially as there elra and émesra (in opposition to
Wieseler) denote chronological sequence. The Apostle Paul
is charged, on the supposition that his account is to be under-
stood in an internal way, with a great arbitrariness, when it is
asserted that the three appearances related by John are com-
prized in elta Tois 8wdeka in Paul (Luthardt, Lange). Not
even can &¢pfn Knéa in Paul be reconciled with John. To
John, however, must be accorded the preference over the
tradition followed by Paul, so far as the latter does not agree
with the former.

NoTe.—To the draught of fishes, to contest the historical truth
of which, in a manner which evinced arbitrariness, and in part
even malice, the similarity of the earlier history, Luke v. 2 ff,
afforded a welcome opportunity (Strauss, Weisse, Schenkel, and
several others), a symbolical destination has, since the most
ancient times (Chrysostom and his followers, Cyril, Augustine,
and many others), been ascribed, and in general justly, since the
word of Jesus, Matt. iv. 19, parall, gives, naturally enough, the
psychological solution why He, as the Risen One, performs,
precisely in this fashion, a miraculous work in the presence of
His disciples, The tradition in which, from the above word,
the draught of fishes, Luke v., took shape (see on Luke v. 1 f),
has, although pushing forward the later occurrence, nevertheless
apprehended with right feeling the idea which it contained.
The disciples themselves could not but find in the words of
that first call, Matt. loc. ¢it., the key to the symbolical signifi-
cance of the miraculous fact, in which that word, which Jesus
had spoken at the beginning, was now, on the boundary of
their earthly intercourse with Him, and before the restoration



400 THE GOSPEL OF JOIN.

(a renewed calling, as it were) of Peter, set forth and sealed ns
a fact with the highest appropriateness. Only in respect of the
interpretation of this symbolism, we have no right to go beyond
Matt. iv. 14, and read more therein than the rich blessing of the
apostolical office, of which the men fishers of Jesus were to be the
possessors. To go further, and, with Augustine, to expound all
the individual features of the history allegorically (so recently,
especially Weitzel in the Stud. w. Krit. 1849, p. 618 f,
Luthardt, Lange, Hengstenberg), is groundless and arbitrary, and
without any definable limits. Especially is an interpretation
of the fish meal, which refers it to the heavenly supper,! “ which
the Lord prepares for His own with Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob in the kingdom of God” (Olshausen, after Augustine),
all the less authorized, since this supper of the kingdom does
not concern the apostles as such, and consequently something
that is remote would be mixed up with the reference. It is
certainly in the present passage only an é&poror, a breakfast,
which was merely to serve as a handle for the appearance, and
for the draught of fishes, as well as for the further scene with
Peter. In a manner which serves as a special warning have
the allegorical tendencies of the Fathers, in respect of the
number of fishes, displayed themselves, as, e.g., Severus, Ammo-
nius, Theophylact (also rné: in Euth. Zigabenus) see depicted
in the 100 fishes the Gentiles, in the 50 the Jews, and in
the 3 the Trinity; whilst Jerome, who is followed by Kastlin
in the Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 195, and Hilgenfeld recognises in
the 153 fishes, in spite of the fact that they were large ones
only, all genera pisciwm, and thereby the wundversality of the
apostolic activity,” which Ruperti derives from the text even by
an arithmetical analysis® of the number; whilst Hengstenberg,
on the other hand (after Grotius), thinks to find the key in the
153,600 strangers, 2 Chron. ii. 17, so that John counts a fish

1 Even the Lord's Supper was found by Augustine to be signified, and he went
so far as to say: *piscis assus Christus est passns.”

2 Hilgenfeld in bis Zeitschr. 1868, p. 446: * The copions take. .., i.e. the
spiritual harvest from the Genlile wworld, is now added to the provision of fish and
bread already lying ready, I think, for the feeding of the Jewisk people (comp.
Johin vi 12).” The fundamental thonght is, he thinks, in x. 16.

3 Recently crigmatic numeration has been attempted in the case of {hese fishes,
go that according Lo the Hebrew numerical letters, 118+ 35=710y 0w is = Sipwr
‘Lz, See Tleol. Jahrb. 1854, p. 135 ; on the other band : Ewald, Jakrd. vi.
p. 161, Volkmar also (Mos. Prophstie, p. 61 f.) gives the enigmatie solution of
the number as *“ Simeon Bar Jona Kepha.” — Calvin already correctly observes :
* quantum ad piscium numerarm spectat, non est sublime aliquod in eo quao-
reudun mysterimmn.”
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for every thousand (with which the surplus of 600 falls away)
~—That John says nothing regarding the symbolical determina-
tion of the draught ot fishes, is sufficiently explained from the
fact that Jesus Himself does not expressly declare it, but allows
the thing to speak its silent symbolic language for itself, as He
also has not Himself interpreted the symbolism of the withered
fig-tree (Matt. xxi. 21).

Vv. 15-17. The thrice-repeated question: “ut illi occa-
sionem praeberet, triplicis abnegationis maculam triplici pro-
fessione eluendi,” Wetstein, which Hengstenberg arbitrarily
denies.— 3 {pwv 'Iwdvvov] Thrice the same complete mention
of the name with a certain solemnily of deeply-moved affection.
In the use of the name Simon Joh. in itself, we are not to
recognise—since certainly it is not at all susceptible of proof,
that Jesus elsewhere addressed the apostle by the name Peter
or Cephas—another and special purpose as in view, neither a
reminiscence of the lost confidence (De Wette), nor of the
human presupposition of the apostolical calling (Luthardt), nor
a replacement into the natural condition for the purpose of an
exaltation to the new dignity (Hengstenberg). The name ot
Peter is not refused to him (Hoelemann). — éyam.] He does
not ask after his faith ; for this had not become wavering, but
the love proceeding from the faith had not been sufficiently
strong. — ToVTwy] % odro, than these my other disciples.
They are still present; comp. on ver. 20. Peter had given
expression, in his whole behaviour down to his fall, to so pre-
eminent a love for Jesus (let vi. 68, let the washing of the
feet, the sword-stroke, and xiii. 37 be borne in mind), and in
virtue of the distinction, of which Jesus had deemed him
worthy (i. 43), as well as by his post at the head of the
apostles (comp. on Matt. xvi. 18), into which he was not now
for the first time to be introduced (Hengstenberg), so pre-
eminent a love was to be expected from him, that there is
sufficient occasion for the wAelov TolTwy without requiring a
special reference to Matt. xxvi. 33 (from which, in comparison
with John xiii. 37, a conclusion has been drawn adverse to the
Johannean authorship). — Peter in his answer places, instead
of the ayam. (diligis) of the question, the expression of personal
heart emotion, ¢piA®d, amo (comp. xi. 3, 5, xx. 2), by which he

VOL. IL 2G
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gives the most direct satisfaction to his inmost feeling ; appeals,
m so doing, in the consciousness of the want of personal
warranty, to the Lord’s knowledge of the heart, but leaves the
TAetor TovTwy unanswered, because his fall has made him
humble, for which reason Jesus also, in tender forbearance, is
silent as to that m\elov Todrwr in the questions that follow—
vivid originality of the narrative, marked by such delicacy of
feeling. — Booxe Ta dpvia pov] Restoration to the previous
standing, which the rest of the apostles did not require, there-
fore containing the primacy of Peter only in so far as it
already previously existed; see on Matt. xvi. 18.— épwvia]
Expression of tender emotion : little lambs, without obliteration
of the diminutive signification also in Rev. v. 6 ; Isa. xl. 11,
Aq. The discourse becomes firmer in ver. 16, where mwpofara,
and again, more touched with emotion in ver. 17, where wpo-
Batia, litle sheep (see the critical notes), is found. By all
three words, the dpyimoiuny' means His believing ones in
general (1 Pet. v. 4), without making a separation between
beginners and those who are matured (Euth. Zigabenus, Wet-
stein, Lange, and several others), or even between laity and
clergy (Eusebius, Emiss, Bellarmine). Maldonatus aptly re-
marks: the distinction is non in re, sed in voce, where, not-
withstanding, he, with other Catholic expositors, erroneously
lays emphasis on the fact that precisely to Peter was the
whole flock entrusted ; the latter shared, in truth, with af/ the
apostles, the same office of tending the entire flock. — 7waXiv
detTepor] See on Matt. xxvi. 42.—mroipasve] More universal
and more expressive of carefully ruling activity in general
(Acts xx. 28 ; 1 Pet. v. 2; Rev.ii. 27, vii. 17, and see Dissen,
«d Pind. Ol x. 9) than Bocke, in which rather the special
reference of nourishing protective activity is brought out
(Hom. Od. p. 97, E 102, ¢t al.; comp. Booxr and Bécrnua,
victus, and the compounds like qmpoBookeiv, et al.; see also

1 To apply the sense of the thrice-uttered behest so differently : duty of indi-
viduals ; care for the whole ; leading in of individuals for the whole (Luthardt),
—is a separation of the idea which cannot be proved by the change of the words,
and is entirely out of keeping with the mood of emotional feeling. In each of
the three expressions lies the whole duty of the shepherd. *‘Quam vocum vim
optime se intellexisse Petrus demonstrat, 1 Pet, v. 2,” Grotius.
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Philo, deter. insid. pot. 1. p. 197; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p.
312 f). The latter, therefore, corresponds to the diminutive
designations. — In His third question, ver. 17, Jesus takes up
the ¢p«A@ oe of Peter, and cuts, by means of the thus altered
question, still more deeply into his heart. DPeter was troubled
about this, that Jesus in this third question appeared to throw
doubt even upon his ¢eretv. Hence now his more earnest
answer, with an appeal to his Lord’s unlimited Lnowledge of
the heart: ov wdvra olbas, k7)., which popular and deeply
emotional expression is not to be interpreted of absolute
omniscience (Baur), but according to the standard of xvi. 30,
i 25,iv. 19, vi. 64, 1. 49 f.

Ver. 18. With the thrice-uttered Booxe Ta mwpoBdrid pov
Peter is again installed in his vocation, and with solemn
earnestness (auny, duyv, £.7.\.) Jesus now immediately connects
the prediction of what ke will one day have to endure in this
vocation. The prediction is clothed in a symbolic form. Comp.
Acts xxi. 11.—87e 75 vedTepos| than now. Peter, who
had been already for a considerable time married (Matt. viii.
14), was at that time of middle age. In the antithesis of
past youth and coming old age (y7pdaps) the present condition
certainly remains without being characterized ; but this, in the
vivid delineation of the prophetic picture, must not be pressed.
Every expression of prophetic mould is otherwise subject to
its “ obliquity ” (against De Wette). But the objection of the
want of a simplicity worthy of Jesus (De Wette) is, consider-
ing the entire concrete and illustrative form of the prophecy,
perfectly unjust. Note, moreover, that éve 7js vewrepos . . .
#1fehes is not designed with the rest for symbolical intcrpre-
tation (refers perhaps to his self-willedness before his con-
version, Euth. Zigabenus, Luthardt, or in the earlier time of
youth, Lange ; to the autonomic energy in his calling, Heng-
stenberg), but serves only as a plastic preparation for the
prediction beginning with 8rav 3¢ ynpdoys, as a further back-
ground, from which the predictive figure the more vividly
stands out in relief. — éxTeveis Tas xeip. cov] Feebly
stretching them out to the power of strangers, and therewith
surrendering thyself to it. Then will anotler (undefined
subject of the hostile power) giird thee, i.e. surround thee with
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Jetters as with a girdle, bind thy body around with bonds, and
conrey thee away, whither thow wilt not, namely, to the place of
exccution (comp. Mark xv. 22); for with 8wov o0 @élecs:
Tiis puoews Méyer 70 cuumabés Kai TS aapxos TV dvdyxn,
xal 6 &rovom amoppiyrvtar Tob adparos 3 Yruyij, Chrysostom.
Note further, that as with the three clauses of the first half of
the verse there is a complete correspondence formed by means
of the three clauses of the second, uamely (1) by 8rav 8¢ ymp. ;
(2) by &\hos o é‘wa’ec ; and (3) by oloer dmov ob Oéess, the
words éxtevels Tas yelpds gov form no independent point,
but only serve for the illustration of the second, graphically
describing the surrender into the power of the d&A\os, who
will perform the {woes (not the joy at being bound with
fetters, Weitzel). All the less were the Fathers, and most of
the later expositors (including Tholuck, Maier, De Wette,
Briickner, Hilgenfeld, Hengstenberg, Baeumlein), justified in
making €xrev. T. yetp. o. precisely the characteristic point of
the prediction, and in interpreting it of the stretching out on
the transverse beam of the cross, in which case we must then, if
aN\os o€ {oe is not, as designating passivity, to be volatilized
into a general expression (Hengstenberg), refer the fdaee to
the dinding to the cross before the nailing thereto (so already
Tertullian, Scorp. 13), or again, to the girding round with the
loin cloth (which, however, can by no means be historically
proved by Ev. Nicod. 10, see Thilo, ad Cod. Apocr. 1. p. 582 £),
as also Briickner and Ewald bave done. It is decisive against
the entire explanation, referring it to the crucifixion, that olaet
Smwov ob @érers would be quite incongruous not before but after
the stretching out of the hands and girding,' and it must in
that case be understood of the bearing to the cross by the
executioner’s assistants (Ewald, comp. Bengel), according to
which, however, in spite of this very special interpretation,
the reference of the stretclhing out of the hands to the crucifixion

1 A rcsource has indeed been sought with Casaubon by referring-ixr. v xiip. o
to the circmnstance that before the crucifixion took place the cruciarii were
carried about “‘ collo furcae inserto et manibus dispessis et ad furcee cormua
deligatis,” Wetstein. But the girding, as it necessarily points to binding round
the body, would be an inappropriate figure of the attaching the hands. —Logical
subtletics cannot succced in putiing nuht the incongrnity above alluded 1o,
altliough Briickner has made tle attempt.
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must bo again given up, and there would remain ouly the
above doubtful binding on of the girdle round the loins as a
specific mark of crucifixion. Others (so especially Gurlitt and
P’aulus) have found nothing more than the prediction of actual
weakness of old age, and therewith made of the saying intro-
duced in so weighty a manner something that says nothing.
Olshausen refers to youth and old age in the spiritual life ;!
Peter, that is to say, will in his old ace be in manifold ways
hindered, persecuted, and compelled against his will to be
active ‘then and there, of which experiences his cross is the
culminating point. In a similar manner Tholuck: the apostle
is given to understand how he, who had been still governed in
the earlier period of his life more by self-will, will come more
and more under a higher power, and will submit himself at
last even with resignation to the martyr-death destined by
God. Comp. Lange, and even Bleek, p. 235 £, who by the
d\\os actually understands Jesus; a mistaken view also in
Mayerhoff, Petr. Schr. p. 87. All snch spiritual allusions fall
to the ground in virtue of ver. 19, as, moreover, émwov oo fékers
also is not appropriate, the supposed representation of complete
surrender, and instead of it probably émov &p7t 0 Oéhers must
have been expected. Unsuitable also would be érav ynpdoys,
since in truth that spiritual maturity of the apostle could not
first be a subject of expectation in his old age. Beza is
correct: “ Christus in genere praedicat Petri mortem ciolentam
fore” Nonnus: 'Oyré 8¢ wnpderwy Tavices aéo yelpas
avdyry | xal o€ wepiopiybovoy dpedées dvépes dMho, | els
Twa Ydpoy &yovTes, ov ol oéo Buuos dvdryer. And beyond that
point we cannot g without arbitrariness. Comp. alse Luthards
and Godet.

Ver. 19. A comment, quite of Johannean stamp, on the
remarkable saying. Comp. xviii. 32, also xii. 33. — wolp
GavdTo] te by what manner of death, namely, by the death
of martyrdom, for which Peter, bound round with feiters, was
conveyed to the place of execution. John, who wrote long
after the death of Peter, presupposes the details as well known,

1 Comp. Euth. Zigabenus : to the life of Peter under the law, in which he has
acted with self-will, the full matwity of the axizis svevuacd is opposed, in
which he will stretch out his hands for crucifixion, ete.
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as also Clem. Cor. 1. 5. DPeter was crucified, as tradition, from
the time of Tertullian, Scorp. 15,' de praeser. 35, and Origen
in Eusebius, credibly relates; the reader had therefore to
take this special element of the mwoworns of the execution from
liistory, as the fulfilment of the less definite word of prophecy,
in addition to, but not to derive it from, the words of Christ
therselves. — 8o€daer 7. fedv] For such a death tended to
the glorifying of God, in whose service he suffered for the
revelation of His counsel and for the victory of His work
(comp. xvii. 4, 6) ; hence 8ofalew 7. feov became “ magnificus
martyTii titulus,” Grotius. See Suicer, Thes. I. p. 949, Comp.
also Phil. 1. 20; 1 Pet. iv. 16; Acts v. 41. — dxorovfe.
wot] On the announcement of the martyrdom which is destined
for Peter in his old age, there now follows, after a pause, the
summons thereto, and that in the significant form : follow me !
Comp. xiii. 36 ; Matt. x. 38, xvi. 24. This, then, refers,
according to the context, to the following of Christ in the like
death that He had died, 7.. in the death of martyrdom, which
Peter is to wundergo. Luther: “give thyself willingly to
death.” Too special is the interpretation which refers it to
the death of the cross, since this was not expressly characterized
in ver. 18 (against Euth. Zigabenus and many others). Quite
in opposition to the context, however (see also ver. 22), others,
after Chrysostom and Theophylact, have referred it to the
appointment to be oecumenical bishop. The reference to the
guidance of the church is by no means to be connected with
that to the death of martyrdom (Ewald, Jahsd. IIL p. 171),
since dxo. is the opposite of wévew, ver. 22. Others, again,
have divested the words of all significance : Jesus had some-
thing particular to speak of with Peter, and hence summoned
him o go with Him. In this way Kuinoel, Paulus, and even
Tholuck and Schleiermacher, whilst Grotius, Bengel, Luthardt,
Lange, Hengstenberg, Briickner, Baeumlein, Godet attempt to
melt away the proper and symbolical meaning.

Vv. 20, 21. From &xorovboivra — which here, as be-
longing to the marrative, is, as a matter of course, not to ba
taken in the significant sense of the dxohovfer belonging to
the language of Jesus, ver. 19—it results that Jesus, during

1 ¢ Tunc Petrus ab altero cingitur, cum cruci adstringitur.”



CIIAP. XXI 20, 21. 407

the preceding conversation with Peter (not now first, in accord-
ance with axolovfer pos, ver, 19, as Luthardt assumes; for
this awoh. wmo¢ is to be left purely in its higher sense), has
gone away with him a little distance from the disciples.
Peter, engaged in walking with Jesus, turns round (émoTpa-
deis, comp, Matt. ix. 22) and sees that John is following them.
— by fydma o 'Inaois] Not to be connected with drorovf.
(“ he knew that Jesus loved his company,” Ewald, loc. cit.),
but comp. xiii. 23. — b¢ xal dvémeaev, x.TA.] Retrospect of
the special circumstance, xiii. 25 ; hence, however, not : who
also lay at table, etc. (Hengstenberg and others), but: who
also laid himself down (with the head) at the well-known
Supper (év 76 Seimve) on the breast of Jesus. “Os. .. wapad. ae
is not to be placed within a parenthesis, since with ver. 21 a
new sentence begins, The subjoining of this observation is
not intended to state the reason for John, as the confidant of
Jesus, following Him (Bengel, Luthardt, Lange, Godet); but
to prepare the way for the following question of petty jealousy,
in which the point of the further narrative lies, while it
indicates the consideration which determines Peter to put this
question, whether possibly a destiny of suffering might not in
like manner be contemplated for the disciple so pre-eminently
beloved and distingwished by Jesus, this émiornBios of the Lord.
According to Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Euth. Zigabenus
(similarly Olshausen), the intention is to make the reader
sensible of how far bolder than at the Last Supper Peter has
now become after his restoration. But the subsequent question
neither presupposes any special boldness (comp. on ver. 22),
nor, considering the peculiar situation of the Last Supper, was
a want of boldness the reason why Peter did not himself put
the question, xiii. 25. The «a after &s expresses the relation
corresponding to 6v 7ydma ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 152. —
obTtos 8¢ 7(] sc. éorar. See Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 338
[E. T. p. 394] Nonnus: «al 7{ Tehécoel obros éuds cuvdehos;
but what will become of this man if the result is to be such for
me 2 Will the issue be otherwise with him ? odx drolovfiae:
oov; oU Ty abTiv fuly odov Tod Oavdrov Padieirar; Euth.
Zicabenus. The rendering: but what shall this man ?  Shall
he then now be with us (Paulus and several others), a part of
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the false explanation of dxolovfer por, ver. 19. On the neut,
i, comp. Aets xii. 18 ; Xen. Hell. ii. 3. 17: &ooito 4 mohrela;
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 332 E.

Ver. 22. Jesus gives, in virtue of His personal sovereignty
over the life and death of His own (comp. Rom. xiv. 9), to
the wnwarranted question, put by Peter, too, not merely out
of curlosity, but even from a eertain jealousy (Chrysostom,
Erasmus, Wetstein, and several others import: out of par-
ticular love to Johm)! the answer: that it does not at all
concern him, if He have possibly allotted to John a more
distant and happier goal, and leads him, who had again so
soon turned away his gaze from himself, immediately back to
the task of dxolovfer poc imposed upon him, ver. 19. —
pévewv] Opposite of the dxorovbeiv, to be fulfilled by the
death of martyrdom; hence: be preserved in life. Comp.
xil. 34; Phil i. 25; 1 Cor xv. 6; Kypke, I. p. 415 f.
Olshausen (and so substantially even Ewald) arbitrarily adds,
after Augustine, the sense: “to tarry in quiet and peaceful
life” * — éws épyopar] By this Jesus means, as the solemn
and absolute é€pyouat itself renders undoubted, His final
historical Parousia, which He, aecording te the apprehension
of all evangelists and apostles, has promised will take place
even before the passing away of the generation (see note 3
after Matt. xxiv.), not the destruction of Jerusalem, which,
moreover, John far outlived (rwés in Theophylact, Wetstein,
Lange, and several others, including Luthardt, who sees in this
destruction the beginning of the Parousia, in opposition to the

! Comp. Luthardt: “‘only loving interest for his comrade,” to which, how-
ever, the reproving =i zpis oi, ver. 22, does not apply.

2 Comp. Godet, who, strangely enough, finds here an allusion fo the fact that
John remained at rest in the boat, and with his comrades (except Peter) towed
the full net to land, where Jesus was. This allusion again includes the other,
that John, in the history ef the development of the founding of the church,
received ““a calm and collec’ed part.” And with this Godet finally conmnects :
At the great gospel draught of fishes in the Gentile world, where Peter at the
Leginning stood foremost, *“ John assisted thereat until the end of the first cen-
tury, a type of the whole history of the church, and here begins the mystery—
yrerhaps he is therewith associated in an incomprehensible manner until the end
of the present economy, until the vessel touches the shore of eternity.” Thus, if
we depart from the clear and certain sense of the words, we fall into the habit of
picantasy, so thet we no longer expound, but invent and create.
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view of the N. T. generally, and to ver. 23); not the world
lListorical conflict between Christ and Rome, which began
under Domitian (Hengstenberg) ; not the carrying away by a
gentle death (Olshausen, Lange, Ewald, after the older exposi-
tors, as Ruperti, Clarius, Zeger, Grotius, and several others);
not the leading out from Galilee (where John in the mean-
while was to remain) to the sceme of apostolic activity
(Theophylact) ; not the apocalyptic coming in the visions of
John's revelation (Ebrard); not the coming at any place,
where John was to wait (Paulus)! See rather xiv. 3;
1 John ii.-28, il 2. On éws épyopac (as 1 Tim. iv. 13), as
long asuntil I come, see Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 199 [E. T. p.
231]. In &¥ poe droX., oV bears the emphasis, in opposition
to the other disciples.

Ver. 23. Hence there went forth (comp. Matt. ix. 26), in
consequence of this answer of Jesus, the following legend '
among the brethren (Christians): that disciple dies not (but
remains in life until the Parousia, whereupon he experiences,
not death, but change, 1 Thess. iv. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 51, 52).
—The legend, which correctly took €pyouac in the solemn
gense of Maranatha (1 Cor. xvi. 22), would with reason have
inferred its ovx dmofvijoxer from the word of Christ, had the
latter run categorically: 0érw adrov péverw &ws &py. TFrom
the manner, however, in which Jesus expressed Himself, a
categorical judgment was derived from the conditional sentence,
and consequently the case supposed by Jesus, the occurrence
of which is to be left to the judgment of experience (édv, not
€t), was proclaimed as an actually existing relation. This
John exposes as an overstepping of the words of Jesus, and
hence his observation intimates, that it was straightway
asserted, but without reason, on the ground of that saying:
this disciple dies not,—that rather the possible occurrence of
the case supposed by éav @érw must be lelt over to the experi-
ence of the future, without asserting by way of anticipation
either the odx dmofvijoxec or the opposite. Considering the
expected nearness of the Parousia, it is conceivable enough
how John himself does not in a general way declare the say-
ing, which was in circulation about him, to be incorrect, and

+ Which therefore did not originate from the Apocolypse (Baur, Hilgenfeld).
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does not refute it (it might in truth be verified through the
impending Parousia), but only refers to its conditional charac-
ter (“leaves it therefore to hang in doubt,” Luther), and
Places it merely in its historical light, with verbally exact
repetition of its source. According to others (see especially
Heumann, B. Crusius, Hengstenberg), John would indicate
that there is yet another coming of Jesus than that which is
to take place at the close of history. But this other the
expositors have here first invented, see on ver. 22.—After
the death of the apostle, the legend was further expanded, to
the effect that he slumbered in the grave, and by his breath
moved the earth. See Introd. § 1, and generally Ittig, scl.
capita hist. ecd. see. I. p. 441 ff.

Ver. 24. Conclusion by John to this his supplement,
vv. 1-23, which he makes known as his work, and the con-
tents of which he maintains to be ¢rue. To his dook he had
civen the conclusion, xx. 31 ; all the less should the apostolic
legitimation be wanting to the appendiz added by him at a
later time. — arepi ToVTwy and TadTa refer to the supple-
mentary narrative in vv. 1-23. — Observe the change of
participles, pres. papTupdy (for his witness, t.e. his eye- and
ear-witness, still continued a living one in an oral form) and
aor. qpdyras! — ol8auev] Not oida uév (Chrysostom, Theo-
phylact) ; but John, as he has avoided throughout in the
Gospel, in accordance with his delicate peculiarity, the self-
designation by I, here speaks out of the. consciousness of fellow-
ship with kis rcaders at that time, none of whom the aged
apostle justly presupposed would doubt the trath of his
testimony. 'With this good apostolical confidence he utters his
oidapev. He might have written, as in xix. 35, oldev (Beza
so conjectured). But his book up to this appendix, chap. xxi,
had belonged in truth already for a considerable time to the
narrower circle of his first readers; they could not therefore
but know from it how truly he had testified concerning all
that he had written; all the more could he now, when by

1 Note also how the witness is identical with the ypéays, 8o that John him.
8cll expressly anpounces himself as the composer of the appendix, and con-
s:quently also of the whole Gospel, with which the assumption that the Gospel
proceeds from the apostle through a second hand, stands in contradiction,
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way of supplement he further added the appendix, conceive
what wag to be said concerning the truth of the contents in the
above form of fellowship, and as he concetved it, so he says it ;
as he is in so doing certain of the concuirence of his readers
(comp. 3 John 12) with his own consciousness, so he wrifes
it. According to this, no satisfactory reason is apparent for
recognising in oidauev a composer diferent from the ypdyras
(Bleek, Bacumlein), and conceiving of the Eplesion presbylers
or friends of the apostle as the subject, whether the chapter be
now ascribed to them (or to an individual among them)
(Grotius, Licke, Ewald, Bleek, and several others), or only
vv. 24, 25 (Tholuck, Luthardt, Godet, and several others), or
again merely ver. 24, ver. 25 being rejected (Tischendorf).
Ver. 25. Apocryphal conclusion to the entire Gospel (see the
critical notes) after the Johannean appendix, vv. 1-24, had
been added. — 8oa] & which Lachmann, Tischendorf, after
B. C.* X. n. Or. read, would give the relative definition simply
as to matter (quae fecit); but éoa gives it quantitatively (quot-
quot fecit), as, frequently also in the classics, oos follows after
wohvs (Hom. 7l xxii. 380 ; Xen. Hell. iii. 4. 3). The éwoin-
oev (without onueia, xx. 31) designates the working of Jesus
in its entire universality, but as that which took place on euith,
not also the Logos activity from the beginning of the world,
as, in spite of the name o ’Iznoois, comp. xx. 30, Hoelemann,
p- 79 ff., assumes, who sees in ver. 25 the completion of the
symmetry of the gospel in keeping with the prologue. The
pre-human activity of the Logos might be an object of
speculation, as i. 1 ff,, but not the contents of the histories,
which were still to be written xa@ év, not the task of a
gospel.  Hence the composer of ver. 25, moreover, has
throughout indicated nothing which points back further than
to the activity of the Incarnate One! and not even has he
written 6 XpioTos, or 6 xipios, or 6 viss Tod Ocod, but ¢ "Inools.
— d7wva] quippe quae, utpote quae. The relative is likewise
qualitative (Kiihner, IL. § 781, 4, 5, and ad Xen. Mem. il
1. 30), namely, in respect of the great multitude; hence not
the simple & —«xa8’ €v] one by ome, point by point. See

V For that x4’ ¥ should point back to i. 8, and v xéowor to i, 10, is without
eny internal justification, and could be discovered by no reader.
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Ternhardy, p. 240; Ast, Zex. Plat. 1. p. 639 £ — 098¢ adrdv
™. koo p.] ne ipsum quidem mundum, much less a space in it.
— oipad] Placed in John’s mouth by the composer of the
concluding verse. — ywpioat] to contain (comp. ii. 6; Mark
it 2). The infin. aor. after olua: without dv, a pure Greek
idiom (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 751 ff.), expresses what is believed
with certainty and decision. See Bernhardy, p. 383, and on
the distinction of the infin. pres. (Pflugk, ad Eur. Hee. 283)
and future, Kithner, IL. p. 80 f. —7& ypaddpeva] the
books, which, if the supposed case occurs, shall be writicn.
The world is too small, then thinks the writer, to include
these books within it, not, as Luthardt suggests, to embrace
the fulness of such testimonies, to which he inaptly adds, since
in truth it is books that are spoken of: “ for only an absolutely
external circumference is in keeping with the absolute contents
of the Person and of the life of Christ.” Hengstenberg also
applies the expression of external dimension to the “ internal
overflowing greatness ;” comp. Godet ; the object of the history is
greater than the world, etc.; Ebrard’s remark is singular: there
would be no room in literature for the books. In a manner
opposed to the context, Jerome, Augustine, Ruperti (who says:
the world is “ et ad quaerendum fastidiosus est ad intelligen-
dum obtusus”), Calovius, Bengel, and several others have ex-
plained it of the capacitas non loci, sed untcllectus (comp. on
Matt. xix. 11). — Not only is the inharmonious and unspiritual
eraggeration in ver. 25 un-Johanncan (unsuccessfully defended
by Weitzel, loc. cit. p. 632 ff,, and softened down by Ewald,
with a reference also to Coh. xii 12), it is also apocryphal
in character (comp. eimilar hyperboles in Fabricius, ad Cod.
Apocr. L p. 321 £, and Wetstein 4n loc.), but also the periodic
mwode of expression, which does not agree with the Johannean
simplicity, as well as the first person (olzas), in which John
in the Gospel never speaks; moleover, nowhere else does he
use ofecfasr, which, however, is found in Paul also only once
(Phil. i. 17). The variations are (see the critical notes) of no
importance for a critical judgment.





