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COMMENTARY ON THE GOSPEL OF 

ST. JOHN. 

FIRST CYCLE. 

I. 19-II. 11 

T H I RD SE O T I O N. 

II. 1-11, THE FIRST MIRACLE.-STRENGTHENING OF FAITH. 

JESUS, after being pointed out by John as the Messiah, 
had manifested Himself to His first disciples ; a word of 

miraculous knowledge in particular had revealed the intimate 
relation which united Him to God. He now displays His 
glory before their eyes in a first act of omnipotence ; and 
their faith, embracing this fact of an entirely new order, begins 
;o rise to the height of its object. Such is the meaning of 
this passage (ver. 11). 

This first miracle takes place in the family circle. It is, 
as it were, the point of union between the obscurity of private 
life within which Jesus had kept till now, and the public 
activity which He is about to begin. .All the sweet and 
amiable qualities with which He had adorned the domestic 
hearth are displayed once more, but with a new glory. .As 
He quits this domain He leaves on it the impress of divinity. 
It is His royal adieu to the relations which He bore as son, 
brother, kinsman. 

Ver. 1. ".And the third day there was a marriage in Cana 
of Galilee; and the mother of JeS'llS was there."-A dista11ce 
of twenty odd leagues in a straight line separates the scene 
of John's baptism from Nazareth, to which Jesus probably 

GODET II. A. JOHN, 



2 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

repaired. The journey requires three days' walking. Th(i 
first was, according to the natural interpretation of the text, 
that which is indicated, i. 43, as the day of departure. The 
second is understood ; it was probably that on which the 
meeting with Nathanael took place. On the third, the 
travellers might arrive at an early hour in the region of Cana 
and Nazareth. Thus the date is very simply explained: the 
third day, ver. 1. It was the sixth since that on which John 
had borne his first witness before the Sanhedrim, i. 19.-We 
are told in the present day of two places in Galilee bearing 
the name of Cana. One is said to be called Kana-el-Jelil 
(Oana of Galilee), and to be situated two hours and a half to 
the north of Nazareth; the other is called Kefr-Kenna (village 
(Jana); it is situated a league and a half east from Nazareth. 
Since Robinson brought the first into vogue, the choice is 
usually in its favour (Ritter, Meyer); such is M. Renan's 
opinion (Vie de Jesus, p. 75). Hengstenberg, however, has 
decided for the second, because the first, he says, is only a 
ruin, and possesses no stable population capable of preserving 
a sure tradition regarding the name of the place. What if 
the name even were not a reality '? 1 Anyhow, the situation 
of Kr/1·-Kenna agrees better with our narrative. This date : 

1 Robinson (Biblical Researches, ii. p. 3 40 et seq.) relates that he was guided 
by a Christian Arab, called Abu Nasir, to the height of the Wely Ismail, 
whence there is a magnificent view over all the surrounding regions, and that 
this Arab pointed out to him, three leagues to the N.-W., a place called Kana 
el Jelil, in the name of which he recognised the Oana of Galilee of our Gospel. 
-On the other hand, here are the contents of a note I took at Nazareth itself 
on the 26th of Sept. 1872, immediately after a conversation with a competent 
European, who accompanied us to the W ely Ismail. He affimed that the real 
name of the place pointed out to Robinson is Khurbet-Oana, and that it was 
only from Arabian politeness ( aus Arabisclter Hojlichkeit) that Robinson's guide, 
yielding at last to the importunate questions of the celebrated traveller, pro
:'l.ouuced the desired name of Kana el Jelil, which has no existence whatever in 
the country.-Such is also the result of the work published in Palestine Ex
ploration Fund, No. iii., 1869, by J. Zeller, missionary at Nazareth, who gives 
a very exact description of the two localities in dispute. He shows how Chris
tian tradition has always attached itself to Kefr-Kenna, where there are found 
considerable rni~s, which are wholly wanting at Khurbet-Cana ; next, how a 
statement of the chronicler Srewulf (1103), and finally the whole ar,count of 
Josephus (Vita, 15 and 16), agree only with Kefr-Kenna.-On the other hand, 
Robinson quotes Quaresmius, and Raumer some other chroniclers, in favour of 
the new hypothesis. The certainty is that the name Kana el Jelil has no exist• 
llllce at the present day. 
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"the third day," covers in reality the whole of the following 
passage to ver. 11; it is consequently on the very day of the 
arrival that the miracle must have taken place. Now, even if 
He did not arrive at Nazareth till about the evening 'of the third 
day, Jesus might yet have repaired before night to the very 
near town of Kefr-Kenna,-that would have been impossible 
with the Cana of Robinson,-or even what is more probable, 
He arrived at Kefr-Kenna without having passed through 
Nazareth. If Nathanael was actually on the way from Cana 
(xxi. 2) at the time when Philip met him, he might inform 
Jesus of the marriage which was being celebrated, and of the 
presence of His family there, a fact which led Jesus to repair 
thither direutly. Besides, the addition of Galilee, which re
appears iv. 46 and xxi. 2, must have been a regular designa
tion intended to distinguish this Cana from another place of 
the same name, situated beyond Galilee (no doubt that of 
which mention is made Josh. xix. 28, on the borders of 
Phrenicia). There is therefore room to doubt seriously thie; 
e:ristence of two towns of the name of Cana, in· Galilee pro
·perly so called, in the time of Jesus. 

The name of the mother of Jesus is not indicated, not 
exactly because John supposes the name known by tradition, 
-it might have been added notwithstanding,-but because it 
is as the mother of Jesus that Mary is about to play the im
portant part which she does in the following narrative.-Mary 
was there only with a view to the marriage. This appears 
from the connection of the clauses : there was a marriage, and : 
Mary was there. Mary had therefore not dwelt at Cana pre
viously, as is supposed by Ewald, and as M. Renan also thinks 
(pp. 7 4 and 7 5). The latter even goes the length of saying 
that "probably part of the youth of Jesus was passed at 
Cana;" as if in that case He could have been unknown to 
Nathanael, who was of Cana, and to whom Philip introduced 
Him as unknown to him, and coming from Nazareth. 

Ver. 2. "And both Jesus was called, and His disciples, to the 
marriage."-There is a contrast between the imper£ was, used 
in speaking of Mary, and the aor. was called, applied to Jesus 
and His disciples. Jesus was only invited on His arrival, 
whereas Mary was already there.-From all these particulars 
it appears that the family in question was very closely related 
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to tha.t of our Lord,-a fact which is likewise proved by the 
position of authority taken by Mary in the following scene.-
The sing. was called is used because the disciples were invited 
only in honour, and as it were in the person of their Master. 
M. Rilliet, with some commentators, translates : had been 
called. But when? Before proceeding to His baptism 
(Schleiermacher), or later by a messenger? Two very impro
bable suppositions. Besides, the appendix : as well as His 
disciples, is incompatible with this meaning. 

Ver. 3. ".And when they wanted wine,1 the motlier of Jefms 
saith unto Him, They have no wine."-Marriages sometimes 
lasted several days, or even a whole week (Gen. xxix. 2 7 ; 
,Judg. xiv. 15 ; Tob. ix. 12, x. 1 ). This circumstance is usually 
taken to explain the want of wine. But it is in every way 
more probable that this resulted from the arrival of those six 
or seven unexpected guests, Jesus and His disciples. As to 
the reading of the Sinait. : " And they had no more wine ; for 
the wine of the feast was wholly consumed," is it not obvi
ously a diluted paraphrase of the original text ? What does 
Mary mean by saying to Jesus : " They have no wine".? 
Bengel and Paulus have thought that she meant to induce 
Jesus to withdraw, and so to give the whole company the 
signal for leaving. The answer of Jesus would signify: 
"What right hast thou to prescribe to me ? My hour for 
leaving is not yet come." Such an explanation needs no 
refutation. The expression "mine liour," always used in our 
Gospel in a grave and solemn sense, would suffice to show its 
impossibility. It is the same with that of Calvin, according 
to which Mary meant "to admonish Jesus to address to them 
some pious exhortation, lest the company should grow weary, 
and also to cover honourably the shame of the bridegroom!" 
The saying : " They have no wine," has some analogy to the 
message of the sisters of Lazarus : " He whom Thou lovest is 
sick." It is a tacit request for assistance. But how comes 
Mary to think of having recourse to Jesus to ask His assist
ance in a case of this kind ? Does she think of a miracle 1 

1 f1C adds between .,..u and >.,,-,, the words ,>.,,rd~ • ,,.,; .-,u ,,,,,,,..u """""'· The 
original reading of this MS. was: """' •m• ,.,,. "X•• ,,,., .. u,,n>.,,,.d~ • mo; ,,.,u '>'"f'•• 
.,,,.,. >.,,,.,, a reading w11ich is found in some documents of the ltala (a bf f2). 
~!ld in the marginal notes of SyrP ; supported by Tfachendorf in his 8th ed. 
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Meyer thinks not; for, according to ver. 11, ,Jesus had not yet 
wrought one. Mary therefore only thought, according to him, 
of natural help; and the answer of Jesus, very far from 
lowering His claims, signified : "Leave me to act ! There are 
in me resources which thou knowest not, and the greatness of 
which thou shalt see as soon as the hour marked by my 
Father shall strike." Thereafter, the saying of Mary to the 
servants : " Whatsoever He saith unto you, do," offers no more 
difficulty. But this explanation, which supposes that Mary 
asks less than Jesus is disposed to do, contradicts the natural 
meaning of the words: What have I to do with thee? which 
rather leads us to suppose an encroachment on Mary's part 
into a domain exclusively reserved for Jesus, an indiscreet 
interference with His work as Messiah. Besides, by what 
other means than a miracle could Jesus have rescued the 
bridegroom from his embarrassment? Meyer gives no ex
planation on this point. And if Mary had thought of natural 
means, would she have addressed herself to Jesus? Certainly, 
therefore, she desires miraculous assistance. Whence has she 
such an idea 1 Hase and Tholuck suppose that Jesus had 
already performed miracles in His family circle. Ver. 11 
excludes this hypothesis. Liicke improves on it, by saying 
that He had at least shown in the perplexities of domestic 
life peculiar gifts and prudence: one of those convenient ex
pedients which occur so frequently in this commentator, and 
which have cost him such sharp criticisms from the pen of Baur. 
In reality, it amounts to too much or too little. Let us bear 
in mind (1) that the cause of the want of wine was the unex
pected presence of our Lord and His disciples; it was natural, 
then, that Jesus should be informed of it. But above all, (2) 
we ought to have regard to the state of exaltation in which the 
whole of this company, and especially Mary, must have been 
at this time. The disciples related all that had just passed in 
Judea-the solemn declarations of the Baptist, the miraculous 
baptism scene which John had at last disclosed, the proof or 
supernatural knowledge which Jesus had given on meeting 
with Nathanael, and, finally, the amazing promise made by 
Jesus of a heaven henceforth open, with angels ascending and 
descending . . . . ; the expectation of the marvellous (tlmt 
u111ie'ia alT€'iv which St. Paul points out, 1 Cor. i. 22, as the 
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characteristic trait of Jewish piety) must have been excited 
in all to the highest degree. The single fact that Jesus 
arrived surrounded by His disciples would have sufficed to 
give peculiar eclat to the new phase on which He had just 
entered. How must the long pent-up memory of the mar
vellous circumstances which had accompanied her son's birth 
have been powerfully awakened at that moment in Mary's 
heart ! The impatiently-expected hour of His Messianic 
manifestation, His avaoetEt~ wpo~ TdV 'Iapa~>.. (Luke i. 80), 
had then struck ! Is it not to Mary that it belongs, as the 
one who received the first revelations of His future greatness, 
to give the signal for the decisive act 1 She is accustomed 
to obedience from her son. She seizes the first opportunity 
presented to her to realize her desire. If the saying of Mary 
be reset in this general situation, it will be understood that 
what she asks of Him is less His assistance on behalf of the 
bridegroom than a glorious act inaugurating His Messianic 
royalty. In the occasion created by this want of wine, she 
already sees heaven opening, and the angel ascending and 
descending. Any other difficulty in life would have served 
her as a pretext for seeking to gain the same result : " Thou 
art the Messiah ; Thou must show Thyself!" As to Jesus, 
we see reproduced here already the third form of His tempta
tion in the wilderness (Luke iv. 9). He is invited to make a 
use of His miraculous power which passes beyond the measure 
indicated by the call of providence. From this point of view, 
His answer is natural : 

Ver. 4. "Jesus saith unto her, Woman, what have I to do with 
thee? mine hour is not yet come."-This answer of Jesus 
reminds Mary of her incompetency in the domain into which 
she intrudes, and explains the partial refusal with which 
Jesus is obliged to meet her request. In the career upon 
which He has now entered, Jesus depends only on His 
Father ; His motto is henceforth : My Father and I. ,Mary 
must learn to know Him only as the servant of Jehovah, and 
as soon as His Messianic work is in question, cease to see in 
Him her son. The phrase : " Wliat is there between me and 
thee ? " is a freq_uent expression in the 0. T., and sometimes 
oecurs even in profane Greek Comp. Judg. xi 12; 2 Sam. 
x.vi 10 ; 1 Kings xvii. 18 ; 2 Kings iii. 13. There is 
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quoted the reply of a Stoic to a jester who asked him, at 
the moment when their vessel was about to founder, whether 
shipwreck was an evil or not: " What is there between us 
and thee, 0 man ? Vv e perish, and thou allowest thyself 
to play the wit!" This formula always signifies, as Heng
stenberg says, that the relation, benevolent or hostile, which 
one of the interlocutors seeks to form, is rejected by the 
other. Mary had, indeed, undel'Stood the change which was 
passing over the life of her son ; but, as is often the case 
with our religious knowledge, she had not drawn from the 
fact the practical consequence which concerned her per
sonally. Jesus is obliged to rebut the influence which she 
would assume over Him (Baumlein). The address ,y6vat, 
woman, is thereby explained. In the language in which 
Jesus was speaking, as well as in Greek, this term contains 
nothing at variance with respect and affection. In Dion 
Cassius, a queen is accosted by Augustus with this expression. 
Jesus employs it in addressing His mother at a moment of 
unutterable tenderness, when from the cross He speaks to her 
for the last time, xix. 26. But Mary must learn that, in the 
sphere on which Jesus has entered, she is nothing more· to 
Him than a simple woman. "Here for Mary," as Luthardt 
well observes, "is the beginning of a painful education." The 
middle point of this education is ma1·ked by the question 
of Jesus : " Who is my mothe1· ? and who are my brethren ? " 
(Matt. xii 46 et seq.) The close will be this second address: 
Woman (xix. 26), which will finally close the earthly relation 
between the mother and the son. At Cana, Mary feels for 
the first time the edge of the sword which at the foot of the 
cross shall pierce her heart.-After having shown her incom
petency, Jesus gives a reason for His refusal. The words: 
"Mine hour is not yet come," have been understood by Euthy
mius, Meyer, Hengstenberg,' Lange, Riggenbach (Leben des 
Henn Jesu, p. 3 7 4 ), in a very restricted sense : " The hour 
for working the wished-for miracle." To explain Mary's 
subsequent words, those commentators suppose two things : 
(1) that Jesus received later from His Father an inward 
sign which allowed Him to comply with His mother's 
wish; (2) that He let her know by a gesture or word this 
new circumstance. This is to add very much to the text. 
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Besides, if Jesus had not received up to the present moment 
any sign of His ]father's will,. how could He say : "not yet" 1 
Does He know beforehand that permission will be granted to 
Him later ! Finally, this so narrow sense given to the phrase 
" mine hour " does not correspond to the grave and solemn 
signification which attaches to the term throughout our 
Gospel. But if it is desired to depart from this meaning, it 
would be better to explain thus, with Gregory Nazianzen: 
" Is not the hour of my emancipation, my autonomy, come 1" 
But all those weakened meanings of the phrase " mine hour " 
are the more impossible here, because it stands in connection 
with the verb is come, as in all the other passages in John : 
"His hour was not yet come" (viii. 20); "The hour is come" 
(xii. 23, xvii 1). His hour, in all those passages, is in
variably that of His Messianic m.anifestation. This manifesta
tion might have for its result either His acknowledgment or 
His rejection by Israel. Mary, impatient to see Him climb 
the steps of the throne, is simply made to understand that 
the hour for inaugurating His Messianic ministry has not yet 
struck. It is in His capital, J erusafom, in His palace, the 
temple, and not in the circle of His family, that the Messiah 
must show Himself (Mal. iii. 1 : "And then shall He come 
to His temple"). Such was the theatre divinely prepared 
for this holy revelation. This meaning of the phrase : mine 
hour, must have been familiar to Mary's mind. How often, 
doubtless, in her confidential conversations with Jesus, had 
she made use herself of that expression to denote the time 
towards which her desire as an Israelite and as a mother 
went forth! Jesus refuses the request of Mary, but only in 
so far as it savours of ambition. As is often the case in His 
conversations, He replies less to the question which is addressed 
to Him than to the spirit .:n which it is addressed (comp. ii 
19, iii. 3, vi. 2 6). He thus lays hold of His interlocutor in 
His whole being, and to the inmost sanctuary of His mind. 
Mary desires a miracle as a startling signal of His Messianic 
advent; Jesus penetrates to her thought, and sets a limit to 
it which she shall not attempt to pass over. But that does 
not prevent Him at the same time from understanding that 
there remains for Him something to do iu view of the presen~ 
difficulty. 
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Ver. 5. "Hi,s mothe1· saith itnto the servants, Whatsoever 
He saith 1 unto you, do it."-Mary has been able to discern 
in the tone and expression of Jesus, that His refusal leaves 
room for a more moderate answer to the desire which she has 
expressed. Or perhaps we have here an abridged style of 
na.:ration, such as that of which xi. 28 gives an example: 
the voluntary omission of a detail which the reader will 
supply of himself from the sequel of the narrative. Evi
dently, in the passage quoted, Martha had received from Jesus 
a. message for Mary of which there is no mention, and which 
only comes to the reader's knowledge through the words of 
Martha addressed to her sister. So, at Cana, Jesus may have 
addressed a sentence to Mary the contents of which are 
revealed to us only through her order to the servants: " Do 
whatever He tells yo1L" How, at this hour of heavenly joy, 
when Jesus was Himself receiving His spouse, the church, 
from His Father's hands, could He be deaf to such a wish ? 
How, above all, could He wholly reject the prn,yer of her 
who for thirty years had been taking the tenderest care of 
Him, and from whom He was about to separate for ever 1 
Jesus needs no other sign to understand the will of His 
:Father; He grants an answer to His mother's faith simi
lar to that which at a later date He did not refuse to a 
stranger, a Gentile (Matt. xv. 2 5).-I: criticism found in 
the obscurities of this dialogue an argument against the 
truth of the narrative, the inference was clumsy. This 
singular conciseness is, on the contrary, an irrefutable seal 
of authenticity. By the expression: Whatsoever He saith 
unto you, Mary respectfully reserves full liberty of action 
for her son. 

Ver. 6. "And there were set 2 there six waterpots of stone, 
after the manner of the purifying of the Jews, containing two 
or three jfrkins apiece."-'EKrii, there, denotes, according to 
Meyer, the banqueting chamber itself. Is it not more natural 
to conceive of those waterpots as placed in the court or in 
the vestibule at the entrance of the hall ? Ver. 9 seems to 
prove that all this passed out of the bridegroom's sight.-

1 The Mss. are divided between ;.,1-~ and ;_,yu. 
2 K,,µiva,, put by T. R. after,;, following the most of the Mss. and Vss., i~ 

foun\l in BC l, after r,u~,.,.,,, anq i.~ altogetl1er wanting in K, 
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Those vessels were used for the purification both of persons 
and utensils, such as was customary among pious ,Tews, 
especially before or after meals (Matt. xv. 2 ; Luke xi. 3 8 ; 
especially Mark vii. 1-4).-KaTa, not, with a view to, but 
according to its natural sense : in conformity with. This 
prep. is related to the complement ToJV 'Iovoa{wv : conform
ably to the mode of purification practised by the Jews.-'Ava 
has evidently here, considering the precise number 6, the 
distributive meaning (singulm), not the approximative signifi
cation (about).-The measure indicated was very considerable: 
it amounted to 27 litres (Rilliet), or even to 39 (Arnaud). 
The entire contents might therefore amount to about 500 
litres.1 This quantity has appeared too great, and has even 
scandalised certain critics (Strauss, Schweizer), who have 
found herein another proof of the falsehood of the narrative. 
Liicke replies that all the water was not necessarily changed 
into wine. This supposition is contrary to the natural mean
ing of the text ; and the exact indication of the quantity 
contained in the vessels implies the contrary. Let us rather 
say that, as soon as Jesus gives in to His mother's desire, He 
gives way to it with His whole heart as son, as friend, and 
as man, with an inward joy. It is His first miraculous sign: 
it must give high testimony of His riches, His munificence, 
and the happiness which it gives Him to relieve, or even 
to gladden; it must become the type of the fulness of grace 
and joy and strength which the only-begotten Son brings to 
the earth. There is nothing, besides, in the text obliging us 
to suppose that all this wine was consumed at this feast. 
It was the rich wedding present wherewith our Lord honoured 
the house into which He had been hospitably received along 
with His followers. Why the number 6 expressly men
tioned, if not because it corresponded exactly to the number 
of the persons who accompanied Him ? This gift was at 
once the testimony of the disciples' gratitude to their host, 
and the durable monument of the Master's benediction on 
the new household formed under His auspices. How comes 
it that criticism can assail everything that is most truly 
hurnan in the Gospel ? .And further, what a feeling of lively 

1 The above numbers correspond respectively to 28, 41, aucl. ;530 quart, 
English rneasure.-TR, 
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r,1easure is expressed in the words which follow! Jesus 
anticipates the joyful surprise of His host. 

Vv. 7, 8. "Jesus saith unto them, Fill the waterpots with 
water. And they filled them up to the brim. And He 
saith unto them, JJraw out now, and bear unto the governor 
of the feasC And they bare it." 1-W e need not understand 
r1eµ,{uaTe, fill, in the sense of to fill up, nor allege in favour 
of this meaning the words lro,; ll,vro, up to the brim; the state
ment thus understood has something repugnant about it. 
Either the vessels were empty, in consequence of the ablutions 
which had taken place before the feast, or they began with 
emptying them, to fill them afterwards anew. The : up to 
the brim, serves to bring out the eagerness with which the 
work was done. The moment of the miracle ought to be 
placed between vv. 7, 8; for the transformation is supposed 
by the word now of ver. 8. This now, as well as the words : 
bear to the governor of the feast, breathe a spirit of overflowing 
joy, and even of gaiety.-The personage here called governor 
of the feast was not one of the guests ; he was the chief of 
the servants ; it belonged to his office to taste the meats and 
drinks before ordering them to be placed on the table. 

Vv. 9, 10. " When the ruler of the feast had tasted the 
water that was made wine, and knew not whence it was (but the 
servants which drew the water knew); the governor of the feast 
called the bridegroom, and saith unto him, Eve1-y man at 
the beginning doth set forth good wine; and when men are 
drunk, then 2 that which is worse : but thmb 3 hast kept the good 
wine until now."-The words t8rop o!vov "ff."/€VrJµf.vov, the 
water that was made wine, do not admit of any other mean
ing than that of a miraculous transformation. The natural 
process by which the watery sap is transformed year by 
year into the fruit of the vine (Augustine), or that by which 
mineral waters are formed (N eander), offer, indeed, a distant 
analogy, but not at all a means of explanation.-The paren
thesis, which embrac'es the words ,cal, ov,c . . . iJorop, presents 
a construction perfectly analogous to those of i. 10 and vi. 
21-23. The object of the parenthesis is to exhibit the 

1 Instead of ""'' m•Y""''• ~ B K L, some Mnn. Cop. read •• ;, rt",...,,, 
• et B L, some Mnn. omit .,,.,.,. 
3 ~ G A, some Mnn. and Vas. read,.?, instead of a11, 
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reality of the miracle by reminding us, on the one liand, that 
the domestics knew not that it was wine that they ,rnre 
bearing; and, on the other, that the governor of the feast was 
not present when the event transpired.-He calls the bride
groom ; the latter was in the feast-chamber. It has been 
sought perforce to give a religious import to the pleasantry of 
the governor of the feast, by ascribing to it a symbolical mean
ing; the world, as some would explain it, which begins with 
offering to man the best it has, to abandon him afterwards to 
despair; or, according to others, God, ever surpassing Himself 
in His gifts, and after the austere law, offering the delicious 
wine of the gospel Certainly nothing of the kind was 
present to the mind of. the speaker, and there is nothing to 
show that the evangelist attached any such meaning to the 
saying. The word is simply reported to prove how fully 
Jesus abandoned Himself to the common joy, by not only 
giving abundantly, but excellently. Here also was one of 
the rays of His 86ga (glory). :For the rest, it is not neces
sary to attenuate the meaning of µ,e0va-0wui, to be drunk, in 
order to remove from the guests at the marriage feast every 
suspicion of intemperance. For the saying is used in a 

proverbial sense, and does not apply to the actual company. 
Ver. 11. " This beginning 1 of miracles did Jesus in Gana oj 

Galuee,2 and manifested forth His glory; and His disciples 
believed on Him."-J ohn characterizes the miracle just related 
in different aspects, important from the point of view of his 
narrative : 1st. It was the first, not only of the miracles 
wrought at Cana, but of all our Lord's miracles. As it was 
a decisive moment in the revelation of Jesus, and in the 
faith of His disciples, John puts emphasis on the fact. The 
Alex. have rejected the art. 'T1JV before apx~v, doubtless as 
superfluous because of 'Tav'T'TJv. But, as often happens, in 
affecting to correct, they spoil. Without the art. our atten
tion is rather drawn to the nature of the miracle : "It was 
by a prodigy of this kind that Jesus began to work miracles." 
By the art. the notion of a commencement is identified with 
the event itself: "It was that fact, accomplished at Cana 

1 T. R. reads, with the majority of the Mjj., among t4el:!l ~ and the Mnn. 1 ,.., 

before apx.~•. A B L Th A and Or. reject the article, 
' ~ adds <rp,_,,..,, 11fter ra:.,,.,.,,.,. 
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of Galilee, which was the commencement . . . The second 
idea, as we shall see, is as essential, as the first is foreign, to 
the context.-2d. John repeats a second ti.me at the close 
the place where the event transpired. The interest of this 
repetitio,_n cannot be geographical. We shall see, iii. 24 and 
iv. 54, how concerned John was to distinguish between the 
two returns of Jesus to Galilee, which had been confounded 
by tradition ; and it can be with no other view that he 
expressly indicates how each of those returns was signalized 
by a miracle wrought at Cana, and that at the very time 
of our Lord's arrival. According to Hengstenberg, the com
plement of Galilee was meant as a reference to the prophecy, 
Isa. ix. 1, 2, according to which the glory of the Messiah 
must be manifested in Galilee. This aim would be admissible 
in Matthew; it appears foreign to John's narrative.-3d. John 
declares the olyject of the miracle. He uses here for the first 
time the term sign (u'T}µ,e'iov), which is related to the following 
expression : " He manifested forth Hw glory." The miracles 
of Jesus are not mere prodigies (Tepa-ra,), intended to strike 
the imagination. There exists a close relation between tl1ose 
marvellous works and the person of Him who performs them. 
They are visible emblems of what He is and of what He 
comes to do, and, as M. Reuss so well says, "images raying 
forth from the permanent miracle of the manifestation of 
Christ." Christ's glory is above all His honour as the Son, 
and the eternal love which His Father has to Him. Now 
this honour is by its very nature concealed from the view of 
the inhabitants of the world; but miracles are the brilliant 
signs of it. By manifesting the unbounded freedom with 
which the Son disposes of all things, they demonstrate the 
Father's perfect love to Him : " The Father loveth the Son, and 
hath given all things into Hi8 hand" (iii. 35). The phrase 
"Hi8 glory" distinguishes profoundly between Jesus and all 
the divine messengers who had wrought similar wonders 
before Him. There was seen in their miracles the glory of 
Jehovah (Ex. xvi. 7) ; those of Jesus reveal .His own, by 
testifying, in concert with the revelation contained in His 
sayings, to His filial relation. The expression, His glory, 
contains, moreover, all that Jesus puts of His own into the 
act which He has just finished, the love full of tenderness 
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with which He uses divine omnipotence in the service of His 
own.-4th. John finally declares the result of this miracle. 
Called forth by testimony, faith was first strengthened by 
personal contact with its object. And now, in this personal 
relation, it is given to it to make such experiences of the 
power and goodness of the being to whom it is attached, that 
it finds itself thereby immoveably confirmed. No doubt it 
will grow in proportion as such experiences multiply; but 
from that time it has passed through the three essential 
phases of its formation. This is what John expresses in the 
words : " A.nd His disciples believed on Him." Those glorious 
irradiations from the person of Jesus, which are called miracles, 
are therefore intended, not merely, as is often taken for 
granted in apologetics, to arrest the attention of the yet un
believing multitude, and to quicken the tardy, but above all 
to illuminate the hearts of believers by revealing to them in 
this world of suffering all the riches belonging to the glorious 
object of their faith. Such is the force of ver. 11. 

What passed in the minds of the other witnesses of this 
scene? John's silence leads us to suppose that the impres
sion produced was neither profound nor lasting. .And this 
because the miracle, in order to act efficaciously, must be 
understood as a sign (vi. 26), and because to this end certain 
moral predispositions are necessary. The impression of 
amazement which the guests experienced, not connecting 
itself with any spiritual need or any struggle of conscience, 
was soon effaced by the distractions of life. 

On tlie Miracle of Oana . 

.Against the reality of this event two sorts of objections are 
raised : the one bearing on miracles in general; the others, on 
this in particular. We do not concern ourselves with the first,. 
We think there is nothing more opposed to sound method, to 
the method called experimental, than to begin with declaring 
as a principle that a miracle is impossible. To say that there 
never has been a miracle up till now, be it so ! That is a matter 
to be examined. But to say there cannot be one, that is to 
make metaphysics, not history; it is to cast oneself into the 
a priori, which is repudiated.1 

1 On miracles in general, comp. Introd. I. p. 129 et SO'.{,, and the author's 
(!onj'erenceB s1,r les Miracles de Jesus-Christ, et sur le Surnaturet. 
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The objections which refer specially to the miracle of Cana 
are,-

lst. Its magical character (Schweizer). -The difference 
between magic and miracles is, that the former works in 
vacuo, dispeµsing with already existing nature; while the true 
supernatural bears itself respectfully toward the first creation, 
and always connects its operation with a material furnished by 
it. Now, in this case, Jesus does not use His power to create, 
as Mary imagined ; He contents Himself with transforming 
and glorifying what is. He remains, therefore, within the 
bounds of the biblical supernatural. 

2d. Objection is taken to the iiselessness of the miracle. It 
is a" miracle of luxury," according to Strauss.-Let us rather 
say, with Tholuck: "a miracle of love." We think we have 
demonstrated this. It might even be regarded as the payment 
of a double debt: to the bridegroom, to whom our Lord's arrival 
had caused this embarrassment; and to Mary, to whom Jesus 
before leaving her was paying His debt of gratitude. The 
miracle of Cana is one of filial piety. The symbolical interpre
tations by which it has been sought to give an aim to this 
miracle appear to us artificial : to contrast the joy of the gospel 
with the ascetic rigour of John the Baptist (Olshausen); to 
represent the miraculous transformation of legal life into 
spiritual (Luthar<lt). Would not such intentions betray them
selves in some word of the text? 

3d. This miracle has even been accused of immorality. Jesus 
,ncouraged intemperance in the guests.-" With the same right," 
answers Hengstenberg, "we might ask God not to grant good 
vintages because of drunkards." Would not the presence of 
Jesus, and afterwards the grateful memory of His hosts, 
guarantee the holy use of the gift? 

4th. The omission of the account in the Synoptics is 
regarded by adversaries as the strongest argument against the 
reality of the event-But, as we have seen, this miracle belongs 
to a period in the ministry of Jesus which, through the con
fusion of the first two returns to Galilee, had disappeared from 
tradition. And John's very aim in restoring this forgotten 
fact to the light was to re-establish this effaced distinction. 
Moreover, the narration of this fact entered directly into John's 
plan: to remind the church of the principal stages through which 
the development of the apostolic faith passed (comp. ver. 11). 

A host of evidences demonstrate the fragmentary character 
of that oral tradition which passed into the Synoptics. How are 
we to explain the omission of the appearance of the l'isen Jesus 
to the five hundred in our four Gospels ?-And yet this fact 
is one of the most solidly attested (1 Cor. xv. 6). 

If we reject the reality of the miracle as it is simply related 
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by the evangelist, what remains to us? . Three suppositions: 
1. The natural explanation of Paulus or Gfrorer: Jesus had 
agreed with a merchant to have wine brought secretly during 
the feast, which He ordered to be served to the guests 'mixed 
with water. By His reply to Mary, ver. 4, He binds her not to 
let the entertainment which He has prepared, and the hour of 
which is not vet eome, fail through her indiscretion; the glory 
of Jesus, ver. 11, is His exquisite humanity (Paulus). Or, again, 
it is to Mary herself that the honour of this amiable attention 
accrues. She has had the wine prepared to offer as a wedding 
present, and at the propitious moment she makes a signal to 
Jesus to get it served (Gfrorer). M. Renan does not seem far 
from holding the one or the other of those explanations. He 
says in vague terms : "Jesus went gladly to marriage entertain
ments. One of His miracles was performed, it is said, to 
enliven a village wedding" (p. 195). The gravity of the gospel 
history protests against those parodies which convert Jesus 
into a village charlatan. - 2. The mythical explanation of 
Strauss : Legend invented this miracle after the analogy of 
some incidents related in the Old Testament, e.g. Ex. xv. 23 
et seq., where Moses purifies bitter waters by means of a 
certain kind of wood ; 2 Kings ii. 19, where Elisha does some
thing similar. But between those facts and ours there is not 
the faintest real analogy. Besides, the perfect sobriety of the 
narrative, and its very obscurities, are incompatible with such 
an origin. "Nothing in the whole tenor of the narrative," says 
Baur himself (quoting the judgment of de Wette), "authorizes 
us to hold its mythical character."-3. The ideal explanation 
of Baur, Keim, etc. .According to the first, the pseudo-John 
composed this narrative to set forth the relation between the 
two baptisms, that of John (water) and that of Jesus (wine). 
According to the second, the evangelist invented this miracle 
on the ground of this saying of Jesus: '' Can the friends of the 
bridegroom fast while the bridegroom is with them ? ••• New 
wine is put into new bottles" ... (Matt. ix. 15, 17). The water 
in the vessels represented the insufficient purifications provided 
by Judaism and John's baptism. The worse wine, wherewith 
the feast ordinarily begins, was also Judaism, destined to give 
place to the better wine of the gospel The delay of Jesus 
represented His coming as later than that of John. His hour 
was that of His death, which substitutes for the previous 
unperfect purifications the true purification by the blood of 
Christ, in consequence of which is given the glad wine of the 
Holy Spirit, etc .... Indeed, if it were wished to demonstrate 
the reality of the fact as it is simply related by John, we could 
not do so more convincingly than by adducing such explana
tions, which seem to be the parody of criticism. What! this 
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refined idealism, which was the basis and source of the narrative 
betray itself nowhere, even in the smallest word of the account i 
It wrapped itself up in a narrative of the most simple, prosaic, 
and sober character, which carries conciseness even to obscurity! 
In what, we may ask, is "the tenor of the narrati·ve,". as we find 
it at every word, more compatible with the explanation of Baur 
or of Keim, than with that of Strauss? The apostolical nar
rative, by its incomparable verisimilitude, will always be the 
most irresistible defence of the reality of the fact thus rclated.1 

Before leaving this first cycle of narratives, we ought to 
take up a judgment pronounced by M. Renan on the begin
ni;'.!g of our Gospel (p. 109): "The first pages of the fourth 
Gospel are dissimilar notes pieced together. The rigorous 
chronological order which they proclaim arises from the 
author's taste for apparent precision." If, on the contrary, 
there is a passage in our Gospels where everything is 0011-

nected and rigorously consecutive, not only in regard to time, 
but also matter and idea, it is precisely this. The days 
are counted, the hours even mentioned; it is the description 
of a consecutive week, corresponding to the Passion-Week. 
But there is more,-the intrinsic connection of the events is 
so close, that Baur could persuade himself that he had to do 
with an ideal and systematic conception, presented in a 
historical form. The further the narrative proceeds, the 
more is M. Renan himself forced to render homage at every 
page to its chronological accuracy. He finishes by taking 
it almost exclusively as the guide of his narrative. A.nd the 
beginning of such a history, the homogeneousness of which 
is, besides, a fact recognised by criticism, is nothing more than 
an accidental gathering of " notes pieced together l " This is 
far from probable. 

S E C O ND C Y C L E. 

II. 12-IV. 54. 

This second cycle falls naturally into three sections : 1st. The 
ministry of Jesus in Judea, ii. 12-iii. 36; 2d. The return 

1 We abstain from replying here to Schweizer, who had attacked the anthen• 
licity of the piece, but wl10 has withdrawn his hyrothesis (see Introd. I. p. 25). 

GODET II, D JOIIN 
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thrungh Samaria, iv. 1-42; 3d. The settling in Galilee, 
iv. 43-54. We shall see that to those three geographical 
domains there correspond three very different moral situations. 
And hence the varied manner in which Jesus reveals Himself, 
and the different receptions which He meet:.8. 

F I R S T S EC TI O N. 

II. 12-III. 86.-JESUS IN JUDEA-

Here again, as in the preceding account, the narrative is 
steadily progressive, and the historical development nicely 
graduated. Jesus appears first in the temple (ii. 12-22) ; 
afterwards He teaches in the capital (ii. 23-iii. 21); finally, 
He exercises His ministry in the country of Judea (iii. 22-36). 

I. Jesus in the Temple.-ii. 12-22. 

Ver. 12. "After this He went down to Oapernaum,1 He, and 
His mother, and His brethren,2 and His disciples :3 and they con
tinued4 there not many days."-From Cana, Jesus undoubtedly 
returned to Nazareth. For the complete removal indicated at 
ver. 12 can only have been carried out from His usual 
dwelling-place. The stay at Nazareth, thus assumed in ver. 12, 
cannot be that mentioned by Luke iv. 16-30, for the latter 
was posterior to the beginning of our Lord's public ministry 
in Galilee ; comp. Luke vv. 14, 15. Nothing, on the contrary, is 
opposed to the supposition that this emigration from Nazareth 
to Capernaum should be identified with that mentioned Matt. 
iv. 13 : " And leaving Nazareth, He came and dwelt in Oaper
nauni," holding, however, that Matthew, in consequence of his 
confounding the first two returns to Galilee, ascribes here to 
our Lord's settling at Capernaum a definitive character which 
it had not till later. The mother and brethren of Jesus 

1 ~ B Tb X ltP1"·: K«qJr,,p,a.••1<, instead of K"""'P'"'••I', which T. R. reads. witlz 
Ute 19 other :Mjj. 

" B L Tb {tali<I, Or. omit a.u.-ou after .. ~,;.,p.,. 
4 ~ JtP1••· omit ,.,,_, " ft"-d11-.-u., ,..,,. •• ( confusion of the two ........ J. 
• Instead of 'I'"""• A F G A, Cop. read ,,...,.,,. 
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accompanied Him. They were under the impression of the 
miracle at Cana, and probably also of the memory of the 
circumstances of His birth. His brethren were curious to see 
how the drama which had begun in a manner so amazing 
would unfold. This detail of John's narrative is confirmed by 
Mark vi. 3, which supposes that the sisters of Jesus, probably 
married, had alone remained at Nazareth; and by Mark 
iii. 21-31, which is more naturaily explained if the brothers 
of Jesus remained with Mary at Capernaum. As to Jesus, 
He had not in the meantime the intention of making a pro
longed sojourn in this city; it was later, when He was obliged 
to leave Judea, that Capernaum became His usual dwelling
place, His own city (Matt. ix. 1). May there not be in Luke 
iv. 23 an evidence of this earlier sojourn which preceded the 
definitive return of Jesus to Galilee, the only one mentioned 
in our Synoptics ? Thus there would be solved a considerable 
difficulty in Luke's account, and at the same time the accuracy 
of his sources would be verified.-Capernaum was a. city of 
considerable commerce. It was situated on the route of the 
caravans which passed from the interior, and from Damascus 
to the Mediterranean. A custom-house stood there (Luke · 
v. 2 7 et seq.). Capernaum was, in a way, the Jewish capital 
of Galilee, as Tiberias was its Gentile or Roman capital 
Jesus must have met with less of narrow prejudice there than 
at Nazareth, and many more opportunities of propagating the 
gospel.-It was natural that, before calling His disciples to 
follow Him definitively, He should allow them the satisfaction 
of enjoying, like Himself, once more, for the last time, the 
family circle. The term ,caTSfJ'TJ, went drYWn, is explained by 
the fact that Cana and Nazareth are situated on the plateau, 
and Capernaum on the sea-shore.1 The silence observed about 

1 Less than e-ver does there appear to be a readiness to agree about the situa
tion of Capernaum. The old opinion pointed to Tell-Hum, at the northern end 
of the lake. There are ruins there, no doubt, but by no means so abundant a 
3pring of water as that mentioned by Josephus, and to which he even gives the 
name of Capernaum. K,fep,,:,f<'I/ (Bell. Jud. iii. 10. 8). Keim pleads ener
getically in favour of Khan-Minyeh, about a league to the south-west of Tell
Hum. But neither are there ancient ruins there nor an abundant spring; for 
the little neighbouring fountain, Ain-et-Tin, which issues from the rock some 
paces from the sea, cannot answer to the description of Josephus, and cannot 
have served to irrigate the country. Caspari and Quandt have therefore ground 
(or proposing the site of the Ain-Mudawarah, a. magnificent b11Sui of water in the 
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,T oseph leads us to suppose that he was dead before this 
period. 

What is the true meaning of the phrase : the brethren oj 
Jesus? This question, as is known, is one of the most com
plicated belonging to the Gospel history. Are we. to under
stand thereby brethren in the proper sense of the word, the 
issue of Joseph and Mary, and younger than Jesus 1 Or sons 
of Joseph, the issue of a marriage anterior to his union with 
Mary ? Or, finally, are we to hold that they are the sons 
neither of Joseph nor Mary, and that the word brother should 
be taken in the wide sense which it sometimes has, that of 
cousin? }'rom the exegetical point of view solely, two reasons 
lead us to adopt the first of these three opinions: 1st. The two 
passages, Matt. i. 25: "He knew her not till she had brought 
forth her first-born son" ( or, according to the Alexandrine 
reading, "her son") ; and Luke ii. 7: "She brought forth her first
born son." 2d. The strict meaning of the word brothe1· is the 
only natural one in the phrase: His mother and His brethren. 
We shall give in the following appendix a general statement 
of the question. 

The Brethren of Jesm. 

The oldest traditions, if we are not mistaken, unanimously 
ascribe brothers to.Jesus, and not merely cousins. They differ 
only in this point, that those brothers are, accnrding to some, 
sons of Joseph and Mary, younger brothers of Jesus; accord
ing to others, children of Joseph, the issue of a first marriage. 

centre of the plain of Gennesaret, half a league to the west of Khan-Minyeh. M. 
Renan objects that Capernaum must have been situated on the sea-shore ( w,x;pu.f-.. 
,.,.,,.,,.;,,, Matt. iv. 13). But this epithet does not exclude the possibility of thti 
distance of a quarter of a league between the shore and the city. (Comp. Mark 
v. 21; Matt. ix. 9.) Only there are no ruins in this district. Must we then 
think of Ain-'l'abigah, between Tell-Hum and Khan-Minyeh? This is the 
opinion expressed in the Viertel:jalwschrift of Heydenheim, 1871, pp. 533-544. 
There, there is a powerful spring which may have been raised to irrigate the 
country by aqueducts, such as there are at the present day to feed the mill 
establisheu on the spot, But here, too, no ruins have been discovered down to 
the present houi:.-As to Bethsaida, there is the same uncertainty. Some think 
of Ain-Tabigah, others of Et-Tm. Quandt even pronounces for El·Megdu (the 
Tower), which is ordinarily regarded as the Magdala of the Gospel. In this 
case we must, with this writer, place Magdala, along with the district of Dal• 
marmtha, to the south of Tiberias.-Comp. my Comment. m St, Lt1J:e.'s Gospel, 
i. i:~ 241 et .11t14., Eng. tranr, 
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The idea of taking the brethren of J('sus in tbe N. T. al'! 
cousins does not seem to go further back than Jerome and 
Augustine, though Keim (i. p. 423) affects to find it as early as 
Hegesippus and Clement of Alexandria. Comp. on this ques
tion, the excellent dissertation of Ph. Schaff, JJas Verhaltniss 
des Jacobus, Bruders des Herrn, zu Jacobus Alphai, 1843. Let 
us begin with studying the principal testimonies :-

Hegesippus, whom Eusebius (ii. 23) places in the first rank 
in the apostolical succession, writes about 160 : ''James, our 
Lord's brother, called the Just from the times of Christ down 
to our day, then undertakes the administration of the church 
with the apostles (r.wru. 'T'wv &,;rca:r.)." It follows from these words: 
with the apostles, that Hegesippus positively distinguishes the 
James our Lord's brother from the two apostles of that name, 
James the son of Zebedee, and James (the less or flu little) 
designated as the son of Alpheus. Now, if the name of Alpheus 
is the Greek form of the Aramaic name Oleopas (1£l~n = KAw-;ra,), 
a name which, according to Hegesippns, was borne by Joseph's 
brother, it follows thence that one of the two Jameses being 
already our Lord's cousin, the other could only be His brother 
in the strict sense. 

The distinction which Hegesippus established between the 
three J ameses is confirmed by a saying of his quoted in the same 
chapter of Eusebius: "For there were several persons called 
James ('1t'o1,.1,.oi 'Iaxw/3oi)." The term several can only be explained 
if he held more than two J ameses. 

Eusebius relates (iii. 11) that after the martyrdom of James 
the Just, the first bishop of Jerusalem, "there was elected as 
his successor Simeon the son of Oleopas, who was our Lord's 
cousin (&v,-4,,6,)." For, adds Eusebius, "Hegesippus relates that 
Cleopas was Joseph's brother." It is evident that the epithet 
son of Oleopas distinguishes the parentage of Simeon from that 
of James; otherwise how should Eusebius not have said: who 
was also the son of Cleopas, or at least: who was the brother 
of James ? Hegesippus therefore did not at all regard James 
himself as the son of Cleopas, nor, consequently, as our Lord's 
cousin, but His brother . 
. Eusebius (iii. 32) quotes th~ following words from Hege

s1ppus : " Some of those heretws denounced Simeon the son 
of Cleopas .... In the time of Trajan, the latter, born of the 
Lord's uncle (rl ix deiou 'T'oii Kupfou) ••• was condemned to the 
cross." This second bishop of Jerusalem was then in his 120th 
year. Why designate him thus: son of the Lord's uncle, while 
James is always simply called the Lord's brother, if they had been 
related to Jesus in the same degree (His cousins, brothers to 
one another) 1 The main passage of Hegesippus is quoted by 
Eusebius, i.v. 22: "After James harl suffered martyrdom lih 
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our Lord, Simeon, born of His uncle (111Io11 avroi:i), son of Cleopas, 
was appointed bishop, having been chosen by all as the Lord's 
second cousin (omz av,+,lw roi:i Kupfov o,ur,pov)." If the pron. 
aurou (His uncle) refers to James, the question is decided: 
Simeon being the son of James' uncle, the latter is his cousin, 
and not his brother; he is consequently the brother of Jesus. 
If the aurou is referred to the Lord, it follows, as we know, that 
Simeon was the son of the uncle of Jesus, His cousin. But the 
last words lead us further: Simeon is there called the second 
cousin of Jesus (the connection of 9,ur,pov with &v,+16v is the 
only admissible one). Who was the first? Keim answers: 
James the Just. But why, in that case, should the term cousin, 
ava+160, not be applied to him in a single instance ? Why 
should this epithet always be applied to Simeon, and that 
of brother reserved for James? In the view of Hegesippus, 
the first cousin (the eldest son of Cleopas) was therefore 
simply the Apostle James, the son of Alpheus (Cleopas). 
He, as an apostle, could not be called to the post of bishop of 
Jerusalem. Thus everything harmonizes in the account of 
Hegesippus. 

This result receives full confirmation from the way in which 
this Father expresses himself regarding Jude, known as the 
brother of James (Jude 1). "There existed also at that time," 
says he. (Eus. iii. 20), "grandsons of Jude, called the Lord's 
brother (aJroi:i) according to the flesh." This expression: brother 
according to the flesh, thoroughly distinguishes the position C'f 
Jude and James from that of Simeon.1 

The opinion of Clement of Alexandria may appear doubtfui. 
This Father seems (Eus. ii. 1) to know only two Jameses: I. The 
son of Zebedee; 2. The Lord's brother, James the Just, who 
would thus be at once the son of Alpheus and the cousin of 
Jesus. "For there were," says he, "two J ameses: one, the Just, 
who was thrown down from the pinnacle of the temple, ... 
the other who was beheaded" (Acts xii. 2). But Clement may 
here be passing over in silence James the son of Alpheus, whose 
name is not once mentioned in the Acts, and who played no 
part in the history of the church of wliich this Father is here 
treating. And besides, Clement seems to draw his information 
about James from Hegesippus himself (Schaff, p. 69). Now 
we have just stated the opinion of the latter. Finally, is it 
quite certain that those last words are Clement's, and not those 
of Eusebius 11 

1 In view of these facts, the assertion of Keim, i. p. 423, falls to the gronnd '. 
"Hegesippus makes James and Simeon ... to be imJ,,a; of Jesus." Comp. 
the same assertions, Bibellexic. of Schenkel, i. p. 482. 

• As to Eusebius himself, he certainly distinguishes James the Lord's brothei 
from James the son of Alpheus; for in his Oommenta771 on Isa. xvii. 5 (Mont• 
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Tradition thus recognises the existence of brotliers of Jesus, 
and expressly of these two: James and Jude. But are they 
Joseph's children, the issue of a former marriage, or the sons of 
Joseph and Mary ? 

The first opinion is that of the author of an apocryphal 
treatise, belonging to the first part of the second century, the 
Protevangelium of James. .At chap. ix. Joseph says to the priest 
who confides Mary to him: "I have sons, and am old." At 
chap. xvii.: "I have come to Bethlehem to register my sons," etc. 
Origen accepted this view. In his homily on Luke vii., trans
lated by Jerome, he says: "For those sons, called sons of 
Joseph, were not born of Mary" (see the other passages in 
Schaff, p. 81 et seq.). Yet it follows from his own explanations 
that this opinion did not rest on a historical tradition, but on a 
twofold dogmatical prejudice : that of the moral superiority of 
celibacy to marriage ; and that of the exceptional holiness of 
the mother of Jesus ( comp. especially the passage ad Matt h. 
xiii. 55). Several apocryphal Gospels-those of Peter, Thomas, 
etc., as well as some Fathers, Gregory of Nyssa, Epiphanius, 
etc.-spread this opinion. But Jerome charges it as bein~ 
deliramentum apocryphorum. 

The other view is found in the following authorities: Ter
tullian evidently admits brethren of Jesus in the strict and full 
sense of the word. For he says, de Monog. c. 8 : "The virgin 
did not marry till after having given birth to the Christ." 
.According to Jerome (adv. Helvid.), some very old writers spok3 
of the sons of Joseph and Mary, and had already been com
bated by Justin; which proves to what high antiquity this 
opinion goes back.1 

Whatever preference may deserve to be given to the one or 
the other of those two kinds of relationship, the differenoo 
between the brothers and the cousins of Jesus is a settled matter 
from the historical point of view. 

See now the difficulty which it raises: The names of the 
brothers of Jesus, indicated Matt. xiii. 55, Mark vi. 3, are 
James, Joses (according to two various readings, Joseph or 
John), Simon, and Jude. Now, according to John xix. 25, 
comp. with Matt. xxvii. 56 and Mark xv. 40, Mary the wife of 

faucon's Golt. nova patr. ii. p. 422) he reckons fourteen apostles : the first 
twelve, ... then Paul, ... finally, James the Lord's brother, and first 
bishop of Jerusalem. But as to the relationship between the latter and om 
Lord, the passage ii. 1 leaves us in doubt (see the various reading). Eusebius 
does not seem to me to be clear on this subject. 

1 We do not here allege testimonies of so advanced a date as that of the letter 
nf the pseudo-Ignatius to the Apostle John, or tli&t of the .Apostolical Oonsti· 
tutions, viii. 35 (see Schaff). 
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Cleopas and aunt of Jesus had two sons, the one named James 
(in Mark, James the less), the other Joses. They were conse
quently two cousins of Jesus. Moreover, Hegesippus makes 
Simeon, the second bishop of Jerusalem, a son of Cleopas; he 
was therefore also a cousin of Jesus. Finally, Luke vi. 14-16 
speaks of an .Apostle Judas, (son or brother) of James, who is 
given as son of Alpheu,s (or Cleopas). He would thus be a 
fourth cousin of Jesus, and the two lists would coincide ! Four 
brothers and four cousins of the same name! •.. Is this ad
missible ? But, 1st. As to the Apostle Judas, the natural ellipsis 
in the passage of Luke is not brother, but son, of James ; conse
quently, of some James or other unknown to us. This desig
nation is merely intended to distinguish this apostle from the 
other Judas, the Iscariot, whose name follows. Jesus, then, 
had a brother called Judas, but not a cousin. 2d. The refer
ences of Hegesippus certainly force us to admit a cousin of 
Jesus of the name of Simon.1 3d. If, for the second brother of 
Jesus, we admit the reading Joseph, the identity of name with 
the third cousin falls of itself to the ground. 4th. As to the 
name of James, it stands undoubtedly in the two lists.-The 
real result is therefore this : In those two lists, the one of the 
brothers, the other of the cousins of J esns, there are two names 
common, those of James and of Simon. Is that enough to 
prove the identity of those two categories ot persons ? Does 
it not happen at the present day, especially in country places, 
that we find families related to one another, in which, among 
several children, one or two bear certain very usual names in 
common? 

The following are two positive exegetical reasons in favour 
of the distinction between the brothers and cousins of J esns : 
1st. No doubt, assuming the premature death of Cleopas, we 
could understand his widow and sons being taken home by 
Joseph and Mary, and the latter being ream! along with Jesus; 
and thus might be understood their name as brothers of Jesus. 
But would it be conceivable that, with their mother still living 
(Matt. xxvii. 56 and parallels), such an expression would have 
been used as is found in our Gospels in speaking of Mary and 
her nephews : " Hi,s mother and His brethren" (Matt. xii. 46 ; 
Mark iii. 31 ; Luke viii. 19)? 2d. The surname, the less, 
given to James the cousin of Jesus (Mark xv. 40), must 
have served to distinguish him from some other member of 
his family bearing the same name. Is it not probable that 
this James was no other than his cousin James, the brother 
of Jesus? We conclude, therefore, that Jesus had four 

1 But why is Mary the wife of Cleopas called the mother of James and Josefii 
1tnd not of Simon I This is a matter not easy to i,xplaiu. 
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brothers, strictly so called: James, surnamed the Just ; Joseph, 
Simon, and Judas; and three cousins: Simon, James the less, 
and Joses. 

None of His brothers were apostles; a fact which harmonizes 
with vii. 5 : " Neither did His brethren believe in Him." 
Converted later, after His resurrection (1 Cor. xv. 5), they be
came: the one (,James), the first bishop of Jerusalem (Gal. i. 19, 
ii 9; Acts xv., xxi. 18 et seq.); the others, zealous mission
aries (1 Cor. ix. 5). James and Jude are no doubt the authors 
of our two canonical Epistles. As to the cousins of Jesus : one 
only was an apostle, James (the less); the second, Simon, was 
the second bishop of Jerusalem. We know nothing of J oses, 
the third. 

It is by no means impossible to find a place in this first 
sojourn at Capernaum for some of the events related by the 
Synoptics as belonging to the first times of the Galilean 
ministry. In particular, the calling of the disciples, following 
on the miraculous draught of fishes, naturally takes its place 
here. At the time of His setting out for Jerusalem, Jesus 
called them to follow Him for ever. He was going to inau
gurate His work, and He must have desired to be surrounded 
at that time by those whom He designed to associate in it.
Ver. 12, therefore, forms the transition from the private life 
of Jesus to His public ministry. Like His disciples, it is 
from the bosom of His family that He enters on His Mes
sianic career. Furthermore, this account is so summary, 
that if the life of Jesus as a whole were not assumed to be 
known by the readers, it would resemble an enigma. 

We have to consider, in the following event:-
lst. The act of our Lord, vv. 13-16 ; 2d. The effect pro

duced, vv. 17-22. 
Vv. 13-16. It was at Jerusalem, and in the temple, that 

the Messiah's ministry must open. "The Lord whom ye 
seek," Malachi had said (iii. 1-3), "shall come to His temple 
... He shall purify the sons of Levi." . . . That was to 
say at once, that He would announce Himself to Israel not 
by a miracle of power, but by an act of holiness. 

The time for this inauguration was obviously indicated. 
The feast of Passover, more than any other, gathered together 
the entire people in the holy city and the temple courts. 
This, then, was the hour of Jesus (ver. 4). If the people had 
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entered into the reforming movement which He sougllt at that 
time to impress on them, this entrance of the Messiah into Hit:i 
temple would have become the signal of the Messianic advent. 

The temple had three courts, properly so called : that of 
the priests, which surrounded the edifice (vao<;) ; more to the 
east, that of the men; and lastly, that of the women. Adjacent 
to those courts a vast open space had been provided, enclosed on 
its four sides with colonnades, and which was called the court 
of the Gentiles, because it was the only part of the sacred place 
(lepov) which proselytes were permitted to enter. In this 
outermost court there were established, with the tacit consent 
of the temple authorities, a market and an exchange. There 
were sold there the different kinds of animals appropriated for 
sacrifice ; and Greek or Roman money brought from abroad 
was exchanged there for the sacred money with which was 
paid the capitation tax fixed by Ex. xxx. 13 for the support 
of the temple (the half shekel or double drachma = 1 sb. and 
3 pence). 

Up to that day, Jesus had not risen against this abuee. 
Present in the temple as a simple Jew, He had not to judge 
the conduct of the authorities, still less to put Himself in 
their room. Now, it is as the Son of Him to whom this 
house is consecrated that He enters into the sanctuary. He 
brings to it not only new rites, but new duties. To keep 
silence in view of the profanation of which religion is the 
pretext, and which is resented by His conscience as a Jew 
and His heart as the Son, would be from the outset to belie 
His position as the Messiah. The saying of Malachi just 
quoted marks out His course of action. Vv. 19-21 prove 
that Jesus takes account of the full bearing of His action ; it 
is an appeal to the conscience of Israel, a challenge once for 
all to its chiefs. If the appeal is heard, there shall succeed 
to this first act of purification the complete reform of the 
theocracy as the condition of the Messianic kingdom. If the 
people remain deaf and indifferent, Jesus estimates beforehand 
the consequences of their conduct : all is over with the theo
cracy. The rejection of the Messiah, and even His death, are 
implied in this result. Comp. an analogous situation in the 
account given of His preaching at Nazareth, Luke iv. 23-27. 
The Messianic meaning of this proceeding explains why Jesus 
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had done nothing of the kind previously, and Jili not renew 
the act at subsequent feasts. It has often been thought that 
the power in virtue of which Jesus acted on this occasion 
arose from the right of the zealots, which was recognised in 
Israel, .. and of which the act of Phinehas (N um. xxv. ; Ps. 
cvi. 3 0) was the type. This is a mistake. It is not as a 
zealous theocrat, it is as Messiah, or rather as Son, that He 
acts here: "my Father's house," says He Himself, ver. 16. 

Ver. 13. "And 1 the Jews' Passover was at hand, and Jcs1ts 
went up to Jerusalem."-John says: the Jews, on account of 
his Gentile readers, with whom he identifies himself in Chris
tian communion. 

Ver. 14. '' And foiind in the tmnple those that sold oxen and 
sheep 2 and doves, and the changers of money sitting."-The art. 
the before the terms denoting the sellers and money-changers, 
omitted by Ostervald and other translators, presents this office 
as one known : they are the sellers and money-changers who 
are habitually there, and, as it were, patented. The three 
kinds of animals mentioned were those most commonly used 
for sacrifice.-Kepµancn~~, money-changer, from 1cepµa, a piece 
of money. 

Ver. 15. ".And when He had made 3 a scourge of small cords, 
He drove them all out of the temple, and the sheep, and the oxen; 
and poured out the changers' money,4 and overthrew 5 the tables."
This scourge was not an instrument, but an emblem. It was 
the sign of authority and judgment. If it had been a matter 
of physical action, the means would have been disproportioned 
to the end, and the effect would be still more so to the cause. 
The material use of the scourge was unnecessary. The 
simple gesture was enough.-Ila'.vrn~, all, is taken by many 
(comp. Baumlein) to include only the two following accusa
tives connected by 'TE «al, "and the sheep, and the oxen" (the 
mas. 'lraV'Ta~ on account of {3oa~)- But it is more natural to 
connect 7ravTa~ with Tov~ 7rr,,-;\ovvTa~, the sellers, which pre
cedes, and to regard the terms which follow as a simple 

1 N alone reads ~, instead of ,.,.,, 
• ~ alone reatls '"'' ,,.,,. wp•/3. ""' f,,.,,. 
8 N a.lone reads 1,;r~uJO"O • •• x..u.J. 

' B L Tb X Or. read "" "'PP.""'" instead of T, "'PP."'· 
t Instead of "'" .. .-p,,J,o, BX: ,,,..,,i,J,"; ~: """'"'"'P',J,,~. 
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apposition : " He drove them all out, witli tlieir sheep a·nd oxen." 
The object of Te Ka{, as well as, is in this case to express the 
sort of fracas with which men and animals made off at His 
command, and the gesture which accompanied it. He pou1·ed 
out, with His own hand.-Ko,\i\uplt<TT~r;;, vwrwy-changer, from 
Koi\i\u/3or;;, nummu,s minutus. 

Ver. 16. "And said unto them that sold doves, Take these 
things hence; make not my Father's house an house of mer
chandise."-In regard to the sellers of doves, Jesus confines 
Himself to words. He cannot drive forth the doves · as sheep 
or oxen are driven; and He will not overturn thr cages as 
He has overturned the tables of the money-changers. He is 
perfectly master of Himself. If He had really str1wk the 
dealers in oxen and sheep, it is impossible to see why He 
should have stood on ceremony with the vendors of doves. 
-The order " take hence" is addressed to the last only ; the 
words which follow, "make not" ... , to all the traffickers. 
The complem. "my Fathe1·'s," contains the explanation of the 
act of Jesus. He is a son who is avenging the honour 
of the paternal house. When He was in the temple at 
the age of twelve, He was already animated with the same 
filial sentiment; but now He is sustained by the distinct con
sciousness of His dignity as Son, and of His duty as Messiah. 
Then, it was a spark; now, it is a flame. It is very remark
able that both in the Synoptics (baptism scene) and in John, 
the purely moral feeling of His relation to God takes the first 
place in Jesus before the consciousness of His Messianic 
office. In His own view, He is not Son because He is 
Christ; He is Christ because He is Son (comp. my Comment. 
on the Gospel of Luke, Eng. trans. i. p. 189). How opposed 
".13 this testimony to M. Renan's opinion, who represents Jesus 
a.s exalting Himself by degrees, and raising Himself from His 
Messianic consciousness to the feeling of His divinity ! 

The success of this disciplinary act is explained by the 
majesty of Jesus' appearance, by the irresistible ascendency 
which was given Him, by the consciousness of that super
natural force which He could put forth in case of need, by 
the feeling of His sovereignty in that place, as it is betrayed 
in the word "my Father; " finally, by the bad conscienc~ of 
those who were exposed to such a judgment. 
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The effect produced is described in vv. 17-22. We here 
meet with a fact which will be reproduced in the fourth 
Gospel at every manifestation of our Lord's glory : a twofold 
effect is produced according to the moral predisposition of the 
witnesses. Some find in the act of Jesus, food for their faith ; 
to others, the same act becomes a ground of offence. Moral 
sympathy or antipathy to the Lord is decisive of the imptession. 

Ver. 1 7. " His disciples remembe1·ed 1 that it was written, 
The zeal of thine house shall eat me up." 2- This recollection took 
place immediately; comp. ver. 22, where the opposite is 
expressly mentioned. Ps. lxix., of which ver. 9 is brought at 
this moment to the memory of the disciples, is only indirectly 
Messianic,-that is to say, the object contemplated by the 
Psalmist is not the person of the Messiah ( comp. ver. 5 : 
" Thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins are not kid from 
Thee"), but the just man of the theocracy suffering for the 
cause of God. The highest realization of this ideal is the 
Messiah.-The unanimity of the Mjj. decides, against the 
r. R, in favour of the reading Ka-racf>a"fETat. This verb is a 
future; the evangelist substitutes it for the past, Ka-rJcpa,ye, 
/lath eaten up, of the LXX., which agrees with the Hebrew 
text. The disciples are not thinking of the final sufferings of 
Jesus, which were then beyond the range of their thoughts, but 
of the consuming power of His zeal, of that living holocaust 
whose beginning they see before their eyes. This is also the 
meaning of the term, hath eaten up, in the Psalm. 

While the disciples compare the Scriptures, and their 
recollection strengthens their faith, the Jews reason and 
object, exactly as the inhabitants of Nazareth do, Luke iv. 22. 
Instead of letting the act of Jesus speak to their conscience 
as a sign of divine holiness, they demand the external sign 
which should warrant this act, as if the act itself were not its 
own warrant ! 

Ver. 18. " The Jews therefore answered and said unto Him, 
What sign showest Thou unto us, seeing that Thou doest these 
things ?"-The particle therefore joins on to ver. 16 after the 
interruption of ver. 1 7 .-The expression "the Jews" specially 

1 ~ B L Tb X, Cop. Or. omit 01 after ,p,,n,dn,,.,. 
2 T. R. reads """"'<P":1'', with several Mnn. It., instead of *""'"<P"'Y'"""'• which 

i.q read by all the 1.t..n-
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denotes here the authorities charged with the guardianslfri:, 
of the temple, with that shade of hostility which attaches to 
the term in our Gospel (see i. 19). Riggenbach (Leben des 
Herrn Jesu, p. 382) observes that" it is the method of Phari
saism to ask a u1Jµe'iov, an external sign, to warrant an act 
which of itself is commended to the conscience, because once 
on this way it is possible to quibble about the nature and 
value of the sign, to advance indefinitely from demand to 
demand, and to ask at the end, after a multiplication of loaves : 
' What sign showest Thou then?'" 'A.1r0Kpfveu8at does not 
signify here, any more than elsewhere, to take the word (Oster
vald, Rilliet, Arnaud). This word always includes the idea of 
reply; only the answer is sometimes addressed to the conduct 
or feeling of the interlDcutor. Here the question of the Jews 
is an answer to the act of Jesus ; Jesus had just been 
addressing an appeal to the religious sentiment of the people. 
-The attitude of Israel, thus summoned to declare itself, 
decided its entire future. Its reply was significant. Ver. 19 
will show us that Jesus profoundly penetrated its meaning.
"On: "What sign showest thou [to explain] that thou art 
doing " . . . Meyer : el,; lKe'ivo 5n 

Ver. 19. "Jesus answered and said unto them, Destroy this 
temple, and in three days I will raise it up."-This reply of 
Jesus is sudden as a flash of lightning. It springs from an 
immeasurable depth ; it illumines domains then completely 
unexplored by any other consciousness than His own. The 
words, Destroy this temple, chamcterize the present and future 
conduct of the Jews in its inner meaning; and the saying : 
In three days I will mise it up, unveils the full grandeur of 
our Lord's person and work. The difficulty of this mysterious 
utterance lies here : on the one hand, the preceding context 
would lead us to refer the words, this temple, to the temple 
strictly so called which Jesus had just purified; on the other, 
the evangelist's interpretation (ver. 21) obliges us to apply 
them, in opposition to the context, to the body of Jesus. 
Many, like Lucke and M. Reuss, cut the Gordian knot by 
acknowledging a conflict between scientific exegesis and the 
apostle's explanation, and asserting an advance of the first 
upon the second. Baur administers a severe lecture to Lucke 
for his irreverence to the apostolical exegesis of which this 
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view is a proof; lie declares himself in favour of the sense 
given by the evangelist. That is natural. The saying being 
partly, according to Baur, the creation of the evangelist, he 
must know the meaning of it better than any one whatsoever 
-better than Liicke himself. 

The historical truth of this saying of Jesus is attested-lst. 
By the declaration of the false witnesses (Matt. xxvi 61 ; 
Mark xiv. 57, 58), which proves that though the remem
brance of the circumstances in which it had been uttered was 
effaced, the word itself had remained indelibly impressed on 
the memory not only of the disciples, but of the Jews. 2d. 
By Acts vi. 14, where Stephen's accusers say: " We have 
heard him say that this Jesus of Nazareth shall destroy this 
place, and shall change the customs which Moses delivered its." 
Stephen could not have spoken thus except on the foundation 
pf a positive declaration made by Jesus. 3d. By the origin
ality, the conciseness, the very obscurity of the saying. 

The first proposition cannot contain an invitation to the 
Jews directly to destroy the temple, not even in de W ette's 
hypothetical sense: "If you should destroy." This supposi
tion would be absurd; no Israelite would have put his band 
oo the sacred edifice. The word destroy ought therefore to 
be taken in an indirect sense : " to bring on, by continuing 
in the way which you are following, the destruction of the 
theocracy, and thereby of the temple." The first of those 
destructions must terminate in the second.-But what was 
the crime by ~ hich Israel could provoke this final chastise
ment ? Modern interpretation, or, as Lucke calls it, " scientific 
exegesis," answers : by ever-increasing moral profanations, 
like that against which Jesus had just protested. This 
answer is insufficient. Simple sins of this kind might pave 
the way for, but not determine, that catastrophe. The 0. T. 
assigns a more positive cause for Israel's final ruin; it 
is the rejection and murder of the Messiah. Thus Zecha
riah, chap. xi., describes Jehovah's last endeavour to save the 
flock already destined to slaughter, and the rejection of the 
Shepherd whom He sends to them with this view, as the 
cause of the catastrophe announced, vv. 1-3. The same 
prophet, xii. 10, points to Israel mourning at the end of the 
days for Jehovah whom they have pierced. And Daniel, ix, 2 G, 
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says more precisely: "The Messiah sliall be cut off .•• ancl 
the people of a prince who shall come shall destroy tlie city and 
the sanctuary." Matt. xxiv. 15, 16 proves that Jesus 
applied this prophecy to the circumstances of His time. The 
true way to destroy the temple, in the eyes of Jesus, wi11 
therefore be to slay the Messiah. Was not tl10 appearing of 
the Messiah in reality the final aim of the theocratic institu
tion ? The Messiah once cut off, there is no more Israel. 
The priesthood, the temple, may indeed exist still for a little ; 
but all is nothing more than the carcase to which gather the 
eagles of divine judgment (Matt. xxiv. 28). Why, at the 
moment when Jesus expires, is the vail of the temple rent 1 
It is because there is no more a most holy place, therefore 
no more holy place, no more court, no more sacrifice, no 
more priesthood; the temple, as Jehovah's temple, exists no . 
more. 

When He said, "Destroy this temple," it was therefore, no 
doubt, the temple properly so called that Jesus was pointing 
to; but He knew well, as John indicates, that it would be in 
His person itself that this destruction would take place ; on 
His body that the fatal blow struck by the hand of the Jews 
would fall, which would lay the sanctuary in ruins. The 
imper. Xv<TaTe is therefore not simply concessive : "If you 
should destroy." It is of the same kind as that other 
imperative: "That thou doest, do quickly" (xiii. 27). When 
the fruit of perverseness, whether collective or individual, 
is ripe, it should fall. Comp. also the 'lrATJpm<Tare, Matt. 
xxiii. 32. 

The meaning of the second proposition follows from that 
of the first. The mode of restoration must correspond to 
the mode of destruction. If it is in the person of the 
Messiah that the temple is laid in ruins, it is in His person 
also that it shall be raised again. Jesus once said:" In this 
place is one greater ::han the temple " (Matt. xii. 6). His body 
was the living and truly holy abode of Jehovah in Israel; 
the visible sanctuary was only the emblem of that real 
temple. Comp. the E<rK1vwaw of i. 14. The thought of 
Jesus may therefore be expressed thus: "As it is by my 
death that the destruction of the temple will be consum
mated, so it is by my resurrection that its restoration will be 
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effected." It is in His person that this great drama will 
be enacted. The Messiah perishes : the temple falls. The 
Messiah lives again : the true temple rises on the ruins of 
the symbolical temple. For there is no simple restoration in 
the kingdom of God. Every revival is at the same time an 
advance.-The term f.ryelpew, to 1·aise up, is here in perfect 
keeping. For it may be applied at once to the two notions 
of resurrection and construction (see Meyer). The expres
sion : in three days, the authenticity of which is vouched for 
in a quite special way by the report of the false witnesses (oui 
Tptwv ~µepwv, Matt. xxvi. 61; Mark xiv. 5 8), receives thereby 
also its natural meaning ; for in a historical situation like 
this, it is impossible to regard it as merely a poetical or 
proverbial form to signify generally: "in a very short time," 
as in Hos. vi. 2, or Luke xiii. 32. There has been asked of 
Jesus a demonstrative miracle, as a sign of His competency. 
We know from the Synoptics that Jesus always refused such 
demands, which were the renewal of the third temptation in 
the wilderness (in Luke). But there was a miracle, one only 
which He could grant and promise without condemning 
Himself to the part of a thaumaturge, because this miracle 
belonged to the very plan and work of man's salvation: that 
was His resurrection. It is to this sign also that He appeals 
in similar cases in the Synoptics (Matt. xii. 38-40, xvi. 4). 
Here again we come upon one of those profound analogies 
which, under difference of form, constitute into one whole 
the description of the Synoptics and that of John. It is by 
the power of reparation, whieh He will display when the 
kingdom of God on the earth shall have gone down as it wer~ 
to the lowest depths, that Jesus will prove the competency 
for the work of reformation which He has just been claim
ing for Himself.-This explanation thus corresponds both to 
the natural meaning of all the expressions of the text, to 
the evangelist's interpretation, and to the demands of the 
context. 

The following is the meaning to which modern exegesis 
has come, by following what Liicke calls " the laws of philo
logical art." It is expounded to most advantage, it seems to 
us, by Ewald (Gesch. Christi, p. 230): "All your religion, 
resting on this temple, is corrupt and perverted; but He has 
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already come who, when it shall have perished as it deserves, 
will restore it easily in a more glorious form, and will thus 
work not one of those common miracles which you ask, but 
the greatest of miracles." On this explanation, the temple 
destroyed is Judaism; .the temple raised again is Chris
tianity; the aot of restoration is Pentecost, not the resurrec
tion. We shall not say that this meaning is absolutely 
false ; it is so only in so far as it is given as the exact 
expression of the mind of Jesus at the time. What con
demns it is-lst. That the transformation of the economy of 
the letter into that of the spirit is not a sign, but the 
work itself. 2d. The fact indicated by Jesus must have an 
external character to correspond to the demand which was 
addressed to Him. 3d. From this point of view it is im
possible to explain naturally the words: In three days. 
Neither Hos. vi. 2 nor Luke xiii. 32 justify the figurative 
sense which would need to be given them in our passage. 

It is objected to our view, that the Jews could not have 
understood a reply so mysterious. .Assuredly they did not 
see in the temple, of which Jesus spoke, anything else than 
the material edifice, and represented to themselves the pro
mised sign as the magical apparition of a new and super
natural temple. But we shall see that with perversely
minded people the method of Jesus is to throw out enigmas, 
and to reveal the truth only while veiling it; comp. the 
explanation of Jesus about the use of parables, Matt. xiii. 
11-16. Here is a secret of the profoundest pedagogics. 

It is also objected, that Jesus could not know so long 
beforehand of His death and resurrection. But in the 
Synoptics, too, He announces very early the tragical end of 
His Messianic ministry. It is in the first days of His 
activity in Galilee that He speaks of the time "when the 
bridegroom shall be taken away, and the disciples shall fast" 
(Mark ii. 19, 20). .And then had He never read Isa. liii.; 
Dan. ix.; Zech. xii., etc. 1 Now, if He foresaw His death, 
He must have been assured also of His resurrection. He 
could not believe that the bridegroom would be taken away 
for ever. 

:Finally, it is objected, that according to Scripture it is not 
Jesus who raises Himself. But the receptivity of Jeaus in 
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the act of His resurrection is not mere passivity. He says 
Himself, x. 1 7, 18 : " I lay down my life that I might take it 
again. . . . I have power to lay it ,Lown, and I have power to 
take it again." He lays hold, as in all His miracles, of the 
divine omnipotence which becomes operative in Him. 

M. Renan has seen in this so original and profound saying 
only a whim: "One day," says he," His bad humour against 
the temple drew from Him an imprudent word." He adds: 
"It is not known what sense Jesus attached to this word, in 
which His disciples sought forced allegories" (Vie de Jesus, 
p. 367). In the saying where M. Renan sees a proof of the 
bad humour of Jesus with the temple, the immediate wit
nesses found a proof of the zeal for God's house which 
devoured their Master. Which has best understood Jesus ? 
As to the explanation given by John (ver. 21), we hope that 
every serious reader will find something else in it than a 
"forced allegory." What is more difficult to explain, is the 
capital importance which Jesus attaches to the apparently 
innocent demand of the Jews. How does Jesus discover in 
the question: " What sign slwwest thou?" the prelude to the 
catastrophe which shall put an end to His life and to the 
theocracy? We have already seen (ii. 4) with what deep 
penetration Jesus sees the moral bearing of the words which 
were addressed to Him. We have also quoted Luke iv. 22, 
where the critical reflection of the inhabitants of Nazareth 
after hearing Him preach: "Is not this Joseph's son?" is 
enough to lead Jesus to proclaim His rejection not only 
by them (ver. 23), but by the whole people (vv. · 24-27). 
In a fugitive impression the eye of Jesus discerned the 
principle of the final decision. Of human speech, His 
delicate ear apprehended not only the sound but the cha
racter (timbre). Again, by this characteristic touch we find 
in the Jesus of the Synoptics and in that of John one and 
the same Jesus. 

Ver. 2 0.. " Then said the Jews, Forty and six yea1·s was this 
temple in building, and wilt thou rear it up in three days?"
With the reply of Jesus before them, the sympathy of the 
one party collects itself and meditates; the antipathy of the 
other turns to raillery. The answer of the Jews is not free 
from irony, They twist more or les$ wilfully the saying of 
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Him whom they already reject morally.-The restoration of 
the temple by Herod had begun in the eighteenth year of his 
reign, according to Josephus (Antiq. xv. 11. 1). In the Wars 
of the Jews, the same historian names by mistake the fifteenth. 
The first year of that prince's reign was from the 1st Nisan 
717 to the 1st Nisan 718; the eighteenth was consequently 
the year embraced between the firsts of Nisan 734 and 735: 
it was about the autumn of this year that the work began 
(Joseph. Antiq. xv. 11. 1 ). The time mentioned of forty-six 
full years (p1wooµ~6r;) thus brings us to the autumn of the 
year 780. And the present Passover must have been that 
of the year 7 81. As it was separated from the year of Jesus' 
death only by that 'of vi. 4, it follows that Jesus died in 
783,-a fact which seems to us probable for many other 
reasons. He was thus born in 750 or 751 (Luke iii. 23). 

Ver. 21. " But He spake of the temple of His body."-By 
bceivor;, ille vero, "He and He only," John strongly contrasts 
his Master's thought, of which He-that is, J csus-alone had 
the secret, with the interpretation of the Jews and the ignor
ance of the apostles at that time. 

Ver. 22. " When, therefore, He was risen from the dead, 
His disciples remembered that He had said this ;1 and they 
believed the scriptiire, and the word which Jesus had said."-In 
docile hearts light appears, though somewhat tardily. The 
event explained the saying, as in its turn the saying con
tributed to unveil the profound meaning of the event.-It is 
surprising to find here the complement -rfi rypacpfj, the scrip
ture; for the scripture had not been quoted by Jesus. But 
the evangelist wishes it to be understood that the first point 
on which light fell in the heart of the apostles after the 
resurrection, was the prophecies of the 0. T. announcing that 
event (Ps. xvi.; Isa. liii.; Hos. vi.; the prophet Jonah), and 
that it was by this means they were guided to the under
standing of the saying of Jesus which he has just related, 
and which was itself taken from the heart of the 0. T. 
When that divine book presented itself to the view of the 
disciples in its totality, then at length they penetrated the 
full sense of that mysterious saying of Jesus. This littlo 
touch belongs to the apostle's inner biography. Remal'ks 

1 T. R. mistakenly adds ,w .. .,r, with Kand some Mnn. 
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such as these, by which the author exhibits the difference 
between the time when the disciples heard a saying of Jesus 
and a time when they understood it (comp. iv. 32, 33, vii. 
39, xi. 12, xii. 16, 33, xiii. 28, etc.), impress not only on 
this, but on the entire narrative, the seal of historical reality. 
Let the reader represent to himself, according to Baur's hypo
thesis, a pseudo-John imagining in the second century this 
ignorance of the apostle in regard to a saying which he had 
invented himself! Criticism here dashes itself against a 
moral impossibility. 

The Synoptics relate an act of Jesus similar to this; but 
they place it at the end of our Lord's ministry: Matthew 
(xxi.) and Luke (xix.), on Palm Day; Mark (xi. 12-15), more 
exactly, on the morrow after. It might be thought that those 
three evangelists, having wholly omitted the first year of our 
Lord's ministry, were led thereby, though unconsciously, to 
displace the fact which has been occupying us, and to 
transfer it to the only stay at Jerusalem which they record 
This is the opinion of Liicke, de W ette, Ewald, etc. Keim 
goes further: he holds that it would have been on Jesus' 
part the most flagrant want of tact, thus at the beginning to 
advertise His Messiahship and to break with the old Judaism. 
-But what gives to the event its meaning and character, is the 
words with which Jesus accompanies· it. Now these words, 
which constitute the soul of the account, are very different in 
the Synoptics and in John, so that it would be impossible to 
unite them in a consecutive discourse. In the Synoptics, 
Jesus claims, on the ground of Isa. lvi. 7 (" Mine house shall 
be called an house of prayer for all peoples "), the sacred right 
of the Gentiles to the place which from the beginning had 
been reserved for them in the temple (1 Kings viii. 41-43). 
In John, there is not a trace of this intention; Jesus has 
nothing in view except Israel and His relations to it. This 
difference, as well as the characteristic answer (John ii. 19), 
prove~ two distinct events. If, as cannot be doubted, the 
abuse checked by Jesus was really established at the time 
when He presented Himself for the first time as Messiah and 
Son of God in tlw temple, it was impossible that He should 
tolerate it. It would have been in the same act to declare 
Himself the Messiah and to renounce the part of Messiah. 
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Thus John's narrative is its own justification. But if, after 
this fruitless attempt, Jesus, as we shall see, renounced this 
royal and Messianic attitude to come down to the simple 
activity of a prophet, and not to resume His part as Messiah
king till Palm Day, is it surprising if on that day, when 
He linked His ministry with its beginnings, He repeated the 
act with which He entered upon His career? The first 
time, He invited the people to the general reform which He 
had in view. The second, He protested against the spirit of 
profanation which He had not been able to overcome. Thus 
the two accounts are justified. This contrast in the situa
tions harmonizes with that of the sayings. In John, seeing 
His appeal repulsed, He thinks of His death, which shall be 
the goal of that rejection; in the Synoptics, beholding the fall 
of Israel consummated, He proclaims the right of the Gentiles, 
who are soon to be substituted for the Jews. As to Keim's 
objection, this author forgets that, instead of breaking with 
Judaism, Jesus in thus acting appealed to what was deepest 
in the conscience of every true member of the theocracy
respect for the temple. And it is not without ground that 
Beyschlag has called this procedure of Jesus "of Jewish acts 
the most profoundly conservative." "It was," says Baumlein, 
"a symbol, like so many ancient prophetic acts, of the com
plete purification which Jesus proposed to effect." 

II. Jesits at Jerusalem.-ii. 2 3-iii. 21. 

Jesus, not having been welcomed in the temple, does not 
force matters. The use of violence, had it been even by 
divine means, would have led Him to the career, not of a 
Messiah, but of a Mahomet. In presence of the cold reserve 
which He meets, He retreats; and this retrograde movement 
characterizes for a time the course of His work. The palace 
has just closed against Him ; the capital remains open. It is 
there that He acts, but no longer in the fulness of that 
Messianic sovereignty with which He had presented Himself 
in the temple. He confines Himself to teaching and miracles, 
the prophetic instruments. Such is the admirable elasticity 
of the divine work in the midst of the world : it adyances 
only so far as faith permits and invites it; it yields to resist. 
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ance, and retires to its last entrenchment ; that reached, iii 
suddenly resumes the offensive, and, engaging in the final 
struggle, succumbs externally to conquer morally. 

Vv. 23-25 are a preface. They give the general descrip
tion of our Lord's work at Jerusalem, following His experi
ment in the temple. The subsequent passage (iii. 1-21) will 
give a remarkable sketch of His teaching and His Messianic 
testimony during those first times, among those whom He 
found disposed to faith. 

Ver. 23. "Now, when He was in Jerusalem at the Passover, 
in the fe(J,St, many believed in His name, when they saw the 
miracles which He did."-The first proposition of the verse 
contains three particulars. The first is that of the place : 
at Jerusalem, in opposition to the temple (ver. 14). The 
second is that of time: at the Passover; during the Passover 
week, in opposition to the days which preceded the feast 
properly so called. The pilgrims went up to Jerusalem before 
the feast to purify themselves (xi. 5 5), and on the 13th 
Nisan, the eve of the feast, this purification was completed 
by removing leaven from every dwelling. The day on which 
every Israelite purified his house, may have been that on 
which Jesus purified His Father's. The third particular is 
that of the rrwde: at the feast. Hereby John would show 
that Jesus gave to His Messianic manifestation the greatest 
possible publicity. For the purpose, He chose not a time 
when Jerusalem was reduced to its own inhabitants, but the 
period at which the city was the theatre on which the whole 
nation assembled. The expression 7ro}..),,,o{, a great number, is 
thus directly connected with this third particular. Those 
numerous believers were doubtless for the most part non
J udaean, especially Galileans (iv. 45). There is a mournful 
contrast between this pronoun (7roAAot), which denotes only 
individuals, and the nation as a whole (the Jews, ver. 18), 
which has rejected the appeal of its King. This contrast 
recalls that between the 01 fowi and the 81Tot, i. 11, 12. But 
what was sadder still to Jesus, was that even this faith, in 
many, was not really of the essence of faitl1 ; it had for its 
object only His title (" believed in His name") of Christ. 
'.rhis title, in the eyes of those men, was nothing more than 
one of ceremony, an external designation. 1'his is easily 
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seen from the alone foundation on which their faith rested. 
miracles. There is a close relation between the words 
" believed " and " seeing." The relation between the aor. and 
the participle present characterizes their faith as having little 
more duration than the sight. And this because it had 
nothing internal and moral; it resulted solely from the feeling 
of astonishment produced in them by those prodigies. Signs 
may indeed strengthen and develope true faith where it is 
already formed, by unveiling to it completely the riches of 
its object (ii. 11). They may even sometimes provoke faith, 
but not produce it. Faith is a moral act which fastens on 
the moral being in J esus.-The last words : wkick He did, 
depict the nature of this faith : it was the material operation 
which impressed them. - The miracles were undoubtedly 
numerous (comp. iv. 45). John does not relate a single one 
of them, so much did his aim differ from that of the 
Synoptics. His purpose here was to characterize the situa
tion, not to give facts in detail 

Vv. 24, 25. "But Jesus did not commit Himself unto 
them, because He knew them all, and needed not that any 
should testify of man : for He knew what was in man."
J esus is no more dazzled by this apparent success than He 
was discouraged by the reverse which He experienced in the 
temple. He discerns the insufficient nature of their faith. 
There is a sort of word-play in the relation between the 
e7r£<rTevev, He comrnitted Himself, and the E'lri<TTEV<rav, they 
believed, ver. 2 3. While they regarded only the external, the 
miracles, He ( auTo~ o~) did not stop short at appearances. 
He had no faith in their faith. He did not recognise in it 
a true work of God. Consequently He was as far as ever 
from treating them as believers. How did this attitude of 
distrust show itself? It is difficult to determine. Probably 
John has in view rather a certain reserve of a purely moral 
nature than any positive external acts, such as reticence 
about His doctrine, or a solitude in which He shut Himself 
up. Luthardt: "As they did not give themselves morally 
to Him, He did not give Himself morally to them." He 
who seized and brought out in the conduct of Jesus this 
delicate touch, is an observer profoundly initiated into His 
feelings. If he was himself one of the disciples whose call 
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is related in chap. i., he must certainly have perceived the 
difference between the conduct of Jesus toward those peopie, 
and the manner in which He acted toward him and his 
fellow-disciples. Nothing in the text obliges us to identify 
this superior knowledge of Jesus with divine omniscience; 
the evangelist would thus be guilty of contradicting himself 
and the Synoptics. Comp. vol. i. p. 3 9 7. He knew by ex
perience that clear and penetrating look (Jµ,fn,hmv) which 
read the depths of the heart like an open book. This higher 
knowledge of Jesus is the highest degree of the gift of the 
discernment of spirits (1 Cor. xii. 10; 1 John iv. 1). 

The proposition : and because, • . • etc., generalizes the 
statement of ver. 2 4. It means that, in any case, Jesus had 
no need to have recourse to information to know what He 
had to think of this or that man. This faculty of discern
ment was inherent in His person (for He Himself), and con
sequently permanent (imperf. knew habitnally).-''lva, in orde1· 
that, is neither here nor elsewhere a mere periphrasis for the 
infinitive. The idea of aim, which always attaches to the 
word, is explained by the tendency natural to the need of 
knowledge to seek satisfaction.-The art. TOU before av0pw'TT'OV, 
"(the) man," may be explained either in the generic sense: 
man in general, or, what is perhaps more accurate, in the 
wholly individual sense: the man with whom He had to do 
in any given case (Meyer). Even with this last explanation 
the generic meaning might be applied to the Jv T<p av0pw7rrp, 
in man, which closes the verse. The for would mean that 
He thus knew every representative of the type, because He 
knew radically the type itself. Yet it is simpler to give the 
expression: in the man, the same individual meaning as in 
the preceding proposition, and to explain the for by the word : 
Himself. He needed not, . . . for of Himself He knew . . . 

On the ground of this general situation there rises, as a 
particular delineation, the scene of the conversation with Nico
demus. Is this sketch referred to as an example of that 
Jewish faith which is nothing better than unbelief, ii. 2 3 
(comp. iii. 2), as Baur thinks; or, on the contrary, as an excep
tion to the full attitude of reserve taken up by Jesus and 
described vv. 24, 25 (Ewald)? Baur's opinion fa1ls to the 
ground before the fact that Nicodemus afterwards became a 
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believer (vii. and xix.), so that the example would have been 
very badly chosen. On the other hand, the text as little 
indicates that the following incident is related as a deviation 
from the line of conduct marked out, ii. 24; and ver. 2 even 
includes Nicodemus in the class of persons described, vv. 
23-25. To see in this account, with Lucke, only an example 
of the supernatural know ledge of Jesus, does not correspond to 
the grandeur of the conversation which follows. 

If the author has inserted this account here, it is rather 
because he saw in it the most memorable example of the Lord's 
revelation of His person and work in the situation indicated. 
The part of this conversation in our Gospel may be compared 
with that of the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew's Gospel: 
the two passages have an inaugural character. As to Nico
demus, he is at once an example and an exception: an example, 
since miracles have been the occasion of his faith; an excep
tion, since the manner in which Jesus treats him proves that 
He does not despair of the normal development of his faith. 
The faith characterized, vv. 23-25, as Luthardt observes, ii! 
undoubtedly not real faith ; but neither is it unbelief. From 
this point there may be retrogression or progress.-How did 
the evangelist get the knowledge of this conversation? Jesus 
or Nicodemus may have related it to him. The first alterna
tive, to which Meyer inclines, has something improbable about 
it. In the second, the question rises, whether Nicodemus 
understood it sufficiently to retain it so well. Might not John 
himself have been present at the interview 1 Ver. 11 might 
contain an evidence to the presence of some other person 
belonging to the party of Jesus. 

But this question is subordinate to another: Can we trnst 
the following account either in whole or in its details 1 Is 
not this conversation, as we have it before us, a free composi
tion, in which the author has united different elements of his 
Master's ordinary teaching, or even put into His mouth his 
own conception of the Gospel ? May it not be thought at 
least that the author's subjectivity has, without his suspecting 
it, more or less influenced this exposition, especially towards 
the end of the conversation ? This is what we shall have to 
examine. In this examination, the following shall be our 
touchstone : If the direct and natural application of the say-
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inga of J esue to Nicodemus the Pharisee is supported to the 
end, we shall thereby recognise their authenticity. If, on the 
contrary, the discourse loses itself as it proceeds in vague 

· generalities, without appropriateness to the given situation, we 
shall find in this fact the evidence of a composition more or 
less artificial. 

iii. 1. " The1·e 1vas a man of the Pha·risees named Nicodemus, 
a ruler of the Jews."-The name Nicodemus, though of Greek 
origin, was not unusual among the Jews. The Talmud men
tions again and again a person of this name (Nalcedimon), 
called also Bounat, reckoned to the number of Jesus' disciples. 
But he must have been present at the destruction of J eru
salem ; and this circumstance, taken in connection with the 
advanced age of Nicodemus in the time of Jesus, renders it 
improbable that the two are identical.-The word &v0pomoc;, a 
man, alludes, as Stier has observed, to ii. 25. Otherwise John 
would simply have said Ttc;. John reminds us thereby that 
Nicodemus was a specimen of that human race which Jesus 
knew so well.-The spirit of the narrowest and the most 
exalted national particularism had found its organ in the Pha
risaic party. From the standpoint of this sect, every Jew 
possessing the legal virtues and qualities was fit to enter the 
Messianic kingdom by right. The Messiah Himself was only 
a Jew more perfect and powerful than any other. Raised by 
His miracles to the summit of glory, He would annihilate 
Gentile powers, and place Israel at the head of humanity. 
Such, in its main features, was the Messianic programme which 
had been drawn from the prophecies by the imagination of 
the Pharisaic doctors.-" Apxrov, ruler, undoubtedly denotes 
one of the members of the Sanhedrim (vii. 50). 

Ver. 2. " The same came to Him 1 by night, and said unto 
Him, Master, we know that Thou art a teacher come from God ; 
for no man can do these miracles that Tlwu doest, wcept God be 
with kim."-What is the object of this visit ? The saying of 
Nicodemus is merely an introduction, and it would be useless 
to seek in it the indication of the object of his coming. It 
has been supposed (Koppe) that he came to act tbe spy on 
Dur Lord. But Jesus treats him as an honourable man, and 

1 Ii Byz. Syr"'h read -rr•s n• I~.-••• instead of ., ,,, ,..,,.., (a correction for th• 
ilake of public reading). · 
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Nicodemus shows himself sincere throughout the wl10Ie course 
of the conversation. It is probable that, having discerned in 
Jesus an extraordinary being, and heard the report which had 
been made to the Sanhedrim by the members of tlie deputation 
sent to John the Baptist, he asked himself whether Jesus 
might not be really the Messiah. This point was of such 
importance to him that he felt himself constrained to have it 
cleared up. No doubt he desired also, this first question once 
resolved, to sound Jesus about the course of His work, and 
about the impending revolution which His coming announced. 
The plur. oZoaµ,ev, we know, proves that he did not take this step 
solely in his own name, but that he had behind him a certain 
number of members of the Sanhedrim who shared the same 
impressions. He came by night. This circumstance, expressly 
mentioned xix. 3 9, and perhaps also vii. 5 0, must be ascribed 
to his fear of compromising himself with his unbelieving 
colleagues. Perhaps also he feared, by a step taken in the 
light of day, to give more authority to the young teacher than 
he yet possessed.-Nicodemus gives Him the title of pa/3/3t, 
master; it is a great deal on his part, for Jesus had not passed 
through the different degrees of rabbinical studies which gave 
a right to the title. vii 15. "1'he Jews marvelled, saying, 
How knowetk tMs man the Scriptures, having never studied?" 
It is exactly this exceptional course in the development of 
Jesus which Nicodemus characterizes by saying: a teacher come 
from God.-'A1ro 8eou, from God, is placed first as the prin
cipal idea opposed to that of a regular doctorate. The same 
contrast, vii. 16, in the mouth of Jesus Himself. This defining 
clause: from God, depends neither on the verb come, nor on 
the word teacher, separately, but on the complex phrase : come 
as teacher. The argument is agreeable to theocratic precedents 
(Ex. iv.). Miracles prove divine assistance, and this, a divine 
m1ss10n. But this formal demonstration, intended to prove to 
Jesus a truth of which He has no doubt, is somewhat pedantic, 
and must have offended the ear of Him to whom it was 
addressed. So Jesus cuts short the discourse thus begun. 

Ver. 3. "Jesus answered, and said unto him, Verily, verily, I 
say unto thee, Except a man be born again, he cannot see the king
dom of God."-The relation of this answer to the words of 
Nicodemus has been variously understood. for this very reason, 
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that the latter was not able fully tc express his thought. 
Meyer supposes that Nicodemus intended to ask Jesus, like 
the rich young man, what he must do to enter the Messiah's 
kingdom, and that Jesus, divining his thought, answered him : 
" Every particular work would be insufficient; there must be 
a radical regeneration." But could Nicodemus the Pharisee 
have conceived a doubt as to his participation in the divine king
dom 1 He speaks, besides, in the name of several. Baumgarten
Crnsius thinks that Jesus, correcting the title of teacher given 
to Him by His interlocutor, means to say: " I come not only 
to teach, but to regenerate." But in the sequel the work 
of regeneration is ascribed not to Jesus, but to the Spirit. 
Liicke, following Lightfoot, thinks that regeneration is opposed 
to external miracles (ii. 23): "The kingdom of God is not in 
those miracles which I work ; it is a state of things into which 
none can enter save by regeneration." This is ingenious, but 
far from natural. According to Luthardt, Nicodemus regarded 
the teaching and miracles of Jesus as the dawn of the Mes
sianic kingdom. And Jesus, he thinks, answered by reminding 
him of the inward nature of that kingdom, and the spiritual 
-:ondition necessary for entering it. In reality, in the view of 
Nicodemus and his colleagues, the kingdom of God was only 
this earthly life glorified, and its appearing an external and 
political matter. The miracles of Jesus were already thought 
to be the signal of the great crisis. He was about to scatter 
the legions, to desti·oy the capitol ! On that first saying of 
Nicodemus, the whole Pharisaic programme of the kingdom of 
God unfolds before the eye of Jesus, and He confronts it 
with His own conception. We have in Luke xvii. 20, 21 a 
parallel which offers the best commentary on our passage. 
" When corneth the kingdom of God 1 " ask the Pharisees of 
Jesus. " The kingdom of God cometh not with observation," 
answers Jesus; " it is within you." It might be thought, 
indeed, that the synoptical tradition has in these words only 
generalized the beginning of the conversation now befo1·~ us. 
Nicodemus evidently came to ask Jesus: Art thou the Mes
siah, and is the kingdom of God near, as thy miracles seem to 
indicate 1 Jesus answered him : This kingdom does not con
sist of a social renovation, such as men see coming (pe-ra wapa
'rf/p11a-e@,;) ; it is a spiritual state, into which no one enters 
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without an inward transformation.-The doubt assumed to 
exist in the auditor's mind by the formula, amen, amen (see i 51), 
is here that which arises from the Pharisaic prejudices ot 
Nicodemus. "The pious Jew, the honoured Pharisee, the 
powerful ruler, Nicodemus in his entire being, falls prostrate," 
says Hengstenberg, "before the shock of this verily."-The 
sqlemn expression : I say unto thee, or, " I declare unto thee," 
refers to the dignity of a divine teacher which Nicodemus has 
just acknowledged in Him.-By the entirely general formula: 
except a man, Jesus avoids the harshness which the direct 
application to such an old man would have had.-Does livCoJ0ev 
signify, as in the other passages where John uses it (ver. 31, 
xix. 11, 23): from above, that is to say here: from heaven, from 
God? Comp. i. 13, e." Beoii "fEVV1J0~vat. These parallels have 
led a large number of commentators (Origen, Erasmus, Lucke, 
de W ette, Meyer, Bii.umlein, etc.) to adopt this meaning. But 
how are we to explain the answer of Nicodemus, and particu
larly the expression: "to be born again," by which he seeks 
to reproduce the meaning of the word in ver. 4 ? Besides, if 
livCoJ0ev had this meaning, the accent would evidently lie on 
this word, for Jesus would have in view the antithesis between 
earthly birth and birth from above. A.nd so this adverb would 
require to precede the verb. 

Placed as it is after "(Evvq07J, it serves only to strengthen 
the idea of birth, which well suits the meaning : again. This 
meaning is easily deduced, whatever Meyer may say, from the 
etymological signification : from above. Indeed, from above 
may signify: f1·om the oi·igin of the event. We have four 
striking examples of this meaning of liv"'0ev. Josephus says 
(Antiq. i. 18. 3): f1)1.,{av livCoJ0ev 7TOteZTat (he forms a friendship 
with him altogether anew, or as it were for the first time). 
Tholuck, following W etstein, quotes a passage still more 
remarkable as an analogy. A.rtemidorus (Onefro01·iticon, i 14) 
says of a father dreaming, that his wife gives birth to a child 
exactly like him : " that he would think himself &v"'0ei, 
"levvaa-0a,," that is to say evidently, whatever Meyer may say, 
to be born anew himself. In Gal. iv. 9, the &v"'0ev, to which 
7raXtv is added, is taken in the same sense. The bondage 
into which the Galatians are returning is denoted by waAtv as 
the second (numerically), by &vw0ev as the moral reproduction 
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of the first. !n the A.cta Pauli (according to Origen), Jesus 
says to Peter, who wishes to escape martyrdom, that He is 
going to be crucified anew (in his place), and He expresses 
Himself thus: &vw0Ev µt°ll.?,.w awupw0iJvai (Hilgenfeld, N. 1'. 
ext. Canonmn rec. iv. 72). 

All, then, that J csus means for the present is, that a new 
beginning of life must be laid even within this natural exist
ence. He will say afterwards (ver. 5) on what condition 
(water) and by what agent (the Spirit) this new beginning can 
be realized.-'ISe'iv, to see, is in connection with to be born again. 
A new power of seeing supposes a new life. Sight is here 
the symbol of enjoyment, as at viii. 51 it is that of suffering. 
In the old dispensation, the kingdom of God was realized in a 
political form. From this temporary wrapping Jesus dis
entangled the principle which is at the foundation of that state 
of things, viz. holiness, and showed this spiritual principle 
realized first in the individua~ then effecting the renewal of 
human society, and finally, of nature itself. For it is absolutely 
false to exclude, as M. Reuss does (Hist. de la theol. chret. t. ii. 
p. 5 5 5 et seq.), those social and final consequences of the 
notion of the kingdom of God in our Gospel. The eschatologi
cal hopes attached to this term in the Old and New Testaments 
are found in full, v. 28, 29, vi. 39, 40, 44, 54. - Meyer 
remarks that the term kingdom of God appears nowhere else 
in John, and justly finds in this fact a proof of the historic 
character of our narrative. Besides, it is evident that this 
notion of the kingdom of God must be the natural starting
point of a confidential conversation between a Pharisee and the 
Messiah. 

If, as M. Renan thinks, Jesus had been only a young 
enthusiast, full of the mission which He had assigned to Him
self, would He not have been intoxicated by the prospect of 
seeing a man of such consideration taki.ng his place among 
His adherents, along with the colleagu..:-s in whose name 
he was speaking ? and is it credible that this feeling would not 
have carried Him away into wholly different language ? The 
assured feeling of the divinity and holiness of His mission 
could alone have saved Him at this point from taking a false 
step. 

Ver. 4. " Nicodemus saith unto Him, How can q man ud 
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born when he is old? He cannot surely enter into his mother'i 
womb and be born the second time ?"-This answer is in the 
eyes of many modern critics a masterpiece of improbability. 
M. Reuss thinks that " all the attempts which have been 
made to save the good sense of Nicodemus break down 
utterly before the patent absurdity of this objection." In the 
view of Strauss, there is here a proof of the fictitious cha
racter of the narrative. Schleiermacher proposes the explana
tion : " It is impossible at my age to recommence a new 1noral 
life." Tholuck, Baumlein, and Hengstenberg, nearly the same : 
" What Thou askest of me is as impossible as " . . . These 
explanations evidently alter the meaning of the text. Meyer 
thinks that the confusion into which the words of Jesus 
plunge Nicodemus, makes him say what is absurd. Lange 
rather finds a certain irritation in his answer ; he would lead 
into a rabbinical discussion to show Jesus the exaggeration 
of His demands. Both suppositions are far from probable. 
Would Jesus speak as He does in the sequel to a man so 
narrow or so irritable ? Li.icke explains : " Thou canst never 
mean that ... ?" This explanation is philologically accurate; 
it faithfully renders the meaning of the negation µ.~(comp.our 
translation). .And it is also the only one which appears to us 
exegetically admissible. Nicodemus regarded the kingdom of 
God as this earthly existence glorified. If, then, a new birth 
was needed to enter it, this birth must be of the same nature 
as the first, which, in the eyes of Nicodemus himself, was 
absurd. It seems to me even that the figure of which 
Nicodemus makes use to express this impossibility, is not 
altogether free from irony. For, as Luthardt says, he does not 
understand that a new beginning of moral life must be made 
within our natural existence.-The words, when he is old, 
prove that Nicodemus wisely applied to himself the a man 
of ver. 3. This word had no doubt been accompanied with 
one of those looks of our Lord which were more penetrating 
than a two-edged sword. The OEVTEpov, a second time, does 
not reproduce completely the notion of the &vw0w, from the 
beginning, anew, of ver. 3. Nicodemus does not understand 
the difference between a second beginning and a different 
beginning. .And this is exactly what produces the embar
rassment which he feels in dealing with our Lord's saying. 
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And so the explanation which Jesus gives him in the follow
ing verse, bears on the different nature of that new birth 
which he dP-mands. 

Ver. 5. "JeS'lM answered, Verily, vei·ily, I say unto thee, 
Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter 
into the kingdom of God." 1-The words : of water and of the 
Spirit, substituted for &vro0ev (from above, or anew), are intended 
to resolve the question which embarrasses Nicodemus. They 
indicate the factors of that birth of a higher order which Jesus 
demands.-Water certainly agrees better with the notion of a 
new birth than with that of a heavenly birth.--Exaggerated 
spiritualism has always been embarrassed by this first term, 
water, and has sought to identify it with the second. Calvin 
himself understands by water the Holy Spirit as the purifying 
water in the spiritual sense (aq1uw spiritales). This explana
tion is grammatically inadmissible. Calvin supports his view 
by the expression : "baptism of the Spirit and of fire." But 
this phrase was not exposed to any ambiguity. It was quite 
otherwise with the word " wate1·," in the circle in which 
Jesus was speaking, and in the context of our Gospel John's 
baptism was at that very moment producing so profound a 
sensation in Israel, that the first thought of Nicodemus on 
hearing the phrase, born of wate1·, could not fail to turn to 
that ceremony which was then being celebrated in the form 
of a total or partial immersion, and thus represented a death 
and a being born again. Jesus Himself, at the very time 
when He was thus speaking, was in a manner ascending from 
the water of baptism ; and it was at the close of this rite that 
He bad been baptized with the Spirit. In such circum
stances, how could the words : born of water and of the Spirit, 
denote anything else than baptism 1 Thus is explained, also, 
the negative and almost threatening form : except a man • . . 
Nicodemus was a Pharisee, and the Pharisees had refused to 
submit to John's baptism. It is expressly said, Luke vii. 30: 
" But the Pharisees a-nd lawye1·s rejected the counsel of God 
against themselves, being not baptized of him" (John). Nicode
mus needed to learn that the acceptance of John's work was 
the normal condition of faith in that of Jesus. This word 

1 ~ reads ,;.,, .-~, 13,,,,.,..,,., .,..,, '"P"''"''• a reading which is admitted by Tischen• 
dorf (8th edition). 

GODET II. I) .20HN, 
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was thereiore an energetic call to him to break with the line, 
of conduct adopted by his party. 

But what is the relation between the purely spiritual fact 
of the new birth and baptism with water 1 Lticke makes 
baptism represent forcibly the element of repentance (µ,1:r&.
voca), and thinks that water was only the symbol of that moral 
disposition, as if Jesus meant to say : First, on man's side, 
repentance, of which baptism is the emblem ; thereafter, on 
God's side, the gift of the Spirit. But the Spirit is an objec
tive factor; and it ought to be the same with water,-for the 
two terms are parallel, and depend as a single object on the 
same preposition. Water has an objective value; for it is 
the visible promise of pardon. As Strauss says: "If on man's 
part baptism is the declaration of his renunciation of sin, on 
God's part it is the declaration of the pardon of sin." Peter 
says, on the day of Pentecost, A.cts ii. 3 8 : "Be baptized every 
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, 
and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost." Pardon is 
here represented as the immediate result of baptism, and the 
gift of the Spirit as the consequence of that pardon: "And 
once pardoned, ye shall receive ... " Let it be observed that 
Peter says : the remission of sins, and not of their sins, so 
much is it the idea of baptism in itself, and not only its 
individual efficacy that he wishes to characterize. Such was 
already the meaning of the symbolical purifications of the Old 
Testament, of which the ceremony of baptism is the climax. 
Ps. Ii. 2, 7: " Wash me from mine iniquity . •.. Purge me with 
hyssop from my sin; wash me, and I shall be whiter than 
snow." Ezek. xxxvi. 2 5 : " J will sprinkle clean water 1tpon 
you, and ye shall be clean." Zech. xiii. 1: "In that day then 
shall be a fountain opened to the hmcse of IJavid, and to the 
inhabitants of Jerusalem, for sin and Jo,· itncleanness." This 
virtue was not possessed by water in itself ; it belonged to it 
only as an emblem of the blood of expiation, the only effica
cious means of pardon. So John, in a famous passage 
(1 John v. 6), connects water, blood, and Spirit as co-operat
ing in salvation; and that, doubtless, in the sense that water 
is the symbol of the blood which reconciles, and the pledge of 
the Spirit which regenerates (see Peter's words above). To 
accept baptism with water, is to become a partaker of the 
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Messianic pardon. Condemnation being thus removed, the 
baptized one is replaced before God in his normal position
that of a man who had never sinned; and he is fit to receive 
the gift of the Spirit. John's baptism does not differ in this 
respect from Christian baptism. Only, the first haa regard to 
the blood which was to be shed; the second rests upon the 
finished sacrifice. But the pardon which is represented by 
water-baptism is only the negative condition, the sine qua non 
of the new birth. The positive principle of this inner fact is 
the Spirit, whom God gives to the soul which has been washed 
from its sin. As really, then, as salvation comprehends the 
two facts : pardon and regeneration, so really did Jesus sum 
up in the two words: water and Spirit, the whole of salvation, 
and consequently man's entrance into the kingdom of God. 

In the verses which follow there is no further mention of 
water, for the very reason that in the matter of the new birth 
it has only a negative virtue ; it removes the hindrance. 
The creative virtue belongs to the Spirit.-Meyer remarks the 
absence of the article before the two substantives. It is the 
kind of factors operating which Jesus wishes to indicate, and 
not the working of those factors in a definite case.-J esus 
substitutes the word elue),,,0e'iv, to enter, for the term loeiv, to 
see, of ver. 3. The new form : to enter into, is relative to the 
figure : to be born of The two things mentioned are the 
double element into which the soul must be plunged to come 
forth as a member of the kingdom. The prepositions eE and 
el~ are correlative.-The reading of the Sinaiticus: "kingdom 
of the heavens," was found likewise among the Docetre of the 
second century, according to Hippolytus ; it is found in a 
recently discovered fragment of Irenreus, in the Apostolical 
Constitutions, and in Origen (trans.). These authorities are 
not sufficient, certainly, to authorize us to substitute it for the 
Received reading, as Tischendorf does. But they dissipate the 
objection founded on this form against the reality of the 
quotation of our passage in Justin, Apol. i. 61. (See Introd. 
i p. 213). The various reading must be extremely ancient. 

While speaking thus to Nicodemus, who might so easily 
have appropriated• pardon to himself under the form of 
baptism, Jesus had no thought of binding divine liberty 
generally, and in all cases, to the material sign. Tlie example 
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of the tl1ief on the cross proves that pardon may be granted 
without water-baptism. And as to the regenerating Spirit, 
He bloweth where He listeth. His field of action is only 
limited by that of pardon itself, which may be granted inde
pendently of every visible sign. By the two following 
sentences, Jesus demonstrates the necessity (ver. 6) and the 
possibility (6b) of the new birth. 

Ver. 6. " That which is born of tlie flesh is flesh ; and that 
which is born of the Spirit is spirit."-The argument rests 
on this understood premiss : The kingdom of God is of a 
spiritual nature, like God Himself Hence it follows, on the 
one hand, that it cannot be possessed and enjoyed by man in 
his carnal state; on the other, that it shall infallibly be so by 
every man who is transformed into a spiritual being.-On the 
meaning of the word flesh, see vol. i. p. 3 6 0. Taken by itself, 
this word does not involve the notion of sin. But when it is 
applied, as here, to the entire human person, it describes it as 
ruled by natural sensibility to pleasure and pain, and conse
quently as incapable of subjection to the law of God (Rom. 
viii. 7). The expression : that which is b01-n of the flesh, there
fore denotes fallen humanity. It implies that the carnal 
state is transmitted from generation to generation, so that it 
is impossible for any natural man by his own powers to 
escape from the fatal circle : hence the necessity for regenera
tion. It is not enough to wash and adorn the flesh morally; 
there must be substiticted for it the Spirit. This fact was 
already attested by the 0. T. Gen. v. 3 : '' Adam begat a son 
in his own likeness, after his image." Ps. li. 5, 10 : "I was 
shapen in iniquity . .•. Create in me a clean heart, 0 God." 
How does this transmission of the carnal state harmonize 
with individual responsibility 1 The last words of this con
versation will throw some light on this difficult question.
If Jesus really spoke those words, it is impossible to believe 
that He regarded Himself as born in the same way as other 
men.-The subst. flesh, as a predicate (is flesh), has a much 
more forcible meaning than that of the adjective (carnal). The 
state has in a manner become a nature. And hence it follows 
that a mere improvement of the natural man does not suffice, 
and that a new nature miist really be substituted for the old. 

We might also see in the second proposition a proof of the 
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tMcessity of the new birth ; in that case we must explain it in 
the sense : "Nothing except that which is born of the Spirit is 
spirit, and can enjoy the spiritual world." But it is better 
to give to this proposition an expressly affirmative meaning : 
That which is born of the Spirit is spirit truly and infallibly 
(consequently fit to enjoy the kingdom of God). Here is the 
possibility of the new birth ; this wonder cannot fail to be 
realized from the moment that the Spirit begins to work. It 
is the true answer to the " Can a man '?" of Nicodemus.
The word Spirit, in the subject, denotes the Divine Spirit, and 
in the predicate the new man. Here again the substantive 
(Spirit) is employed in the predicate instead of the adjective 
(spiritual), to describe the new essence. The word Spirit 
embraces in the context not only the new principle of 
spiritual life, but also the spiritualized soul and body.-The 
neuter To ryeryevv71µevov, that which is bom, is substituted in 
both propositions for the masculine, he who is born, to denote 
the nature of the product abstractly from the individual, thus 
bringing more into relief the universality of the law.-Hilgen
feld here finds the Gnostic distinction between two kinds of 
men. Meyer well answers : "There is a distinction, not 
between two classes of men, but between two phases of the 
same individual life." 

Jesus is aware that the astonishment of Nicodemus, instead 
of diminishing, goes on increasing ; and He discerns the 
cause: Nicodemus, in his conception of divine things, has not 
allowed for the action of the Holy Spirit, and therefore seeks 
to represent to himself the new birth of which Jesus speaks, 
as a matter subject to the senses. Jesus has recognised his 
sincerity, and wishes to take this stone of stumbling out of 
his way. The matter in question, says He, is not one which 
can be imagined. Real though it is, it cannot be discerned 
except when it is accomplished. 

Vv. 7, 8. "Marvel not that I said unto thee, Ye must be 
born again. The wind bloweth where it listeth, and thou 
hearest the sound thereof, but canst not tell whence it cometh or 1 

whither it goeth. So is every one that is born of the Spirit." 2 

-By the expression: Ye must be born, Jesus excludes Him-
1 The Mjj. Mnn. and Vss. read,.,,, <rou and not,, ,rou (A, It. Vg.), 
1 It alone reads ,.,. ,,. •• .,;".,.•• ,.., r,., _.""I-'" .. ••• 
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self from this general condition. He required, no ~oubt, to 
grow spiritually (Luke ii. 40, 52); but He had no need to 
be born again. The gift of the Holy Spirit at His baptism 
was not a regeneration, but the completion of a previous 
development, which was perfectly normal under the constant 
influence of the Spirit. - Jesus states as an example to 
Nicodemus a fact which, like the new birth, escapes the 
observation of the senses, but is proved by its effects.-IIvevµa 
has, as well as n,,, the double meaning of wind and spirit. 
The end of the verse (so ... ) proving that there is a com
parison here, it is certain that the word ought to be taken in 
the strict sense of wind. Tholuck (first editions) supposed 
that at that very moment the wind was heard blowing in the 
streets of Jerusalem. This supposition gives more reality to 
the words : and thou hearest the sound thereof-When He 
says : Thou canst not tell ... , Jesus is not speaking of the 
explanation of the wind in itself. He indicates merely that 
in every particular case it is impossible to determine exactly 
the point at which the phenomenon is formed, and that at 
which it terminates. The development of every natural life 
starts from an organic germ which falls under the senses. 
But the wind appears and disappears like a free inbreaking of 
the infinite into the finite. There is therefore no more strik
ing example in nature of the action of the Spirit. The 
operation of the regenerating principle is not apparently 
bound to any rule ; it is revealed only by its divine effects 
in the human soul. The latter neither understands that 
which impels it, nor whither it is borne. It is conscious only 
of a profound work which takes place within it and renews it 
radically. The ad verb of rest, ?roii, with the verb of motion 
v?ra!'/ft, is a not infrequent form. It, as it were, anticipates 
the rest which follows the motion.-The application of the 
comparison, in the second part of the verse, is not expressed 
quite accurately. It would have been necessary to say : 
Thus take place the changes in every man who is born ... 
But it is not in the genius of the Greek language to square 
the comparison and its application symmetrically; comp. in 
the N. T., Matt. xiii. 19 et seq., xxv. 1, etc. The participle 
perf. 7e1evv'l)µivo,; denotes the event as :finished : The eye has 
seen nothing ; the ear heard nothing. And yet, lo, a man 
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has been born anew, and has passed into the eternal kingdom. 
All has been done, and nothing has been seen. What a con
trast to the noisy and pompous appearance of the kingdom in 
the Pharisaic programme l 

Vv. 9, 10. "Nicodemus answe1·ed and said unto Him, 
How can these things be? Jesus answered and said unto him, 
J.'hou art the master of Israel, and knowest not these things ! " 
-Nicodemus does not deny, but acknowledges himself an 
entire stranger to the knowledge and experience of the Spirit's 
operation. It is Jesus' turn to express astonishment. He 
discovers with surprise such spiritual ignorance in one who 
at the time represents in his presence the teaching of the Old 
Testament. Some have discovered a measure of bitterness in 
this reply; it expresses nothing more than legitimate astonish• 
ment. Should not passages such as J er. xxxi. 3 3, Ezek 
xxxvi 26-28, have prepared Nicodemus for the idea of 
regeneration ? But the Pharisees fixed their minds only on 
the glory of the kingdom, not on its holiness.-The art. o before 
8,oaa-,ca)..o~, " the teacher," has been explained in the sense : 
"the well-known illustrious teacher" (Winer). But it is 
really in this sense that the words of Jesus would not be free 
from sarcasm. The article rather designates Nicodemus as 
the representative of the Israelitish doctorate, their official 
8,8aa-,ca)..{a personified. 

Ver. 10 forms the transition to the second part of the con
versation. What characterizes this part externally is the 
silence of Nicodemus. As Hengstenberg observes, he seems 
to say like Job before Jehovah: "J am vile; what shall I 
answer ? I will lay mine hand, upon my mouth. Once have I 
spoken." Jesus, on His part, treats him with touching kind
ness and condescension. He has found him humble and 
docile, and now He opens His mind to him without reserve. 
Nicodemus came to ask Him about His mission and the 
establishment of the Messianic kingdom, and he forgot the 
conditions on which he himself might enter into that state 
of things. A faithful Jew, a pious Pharisee, a saintly San
hedrist, he thought them all fulfilled by the very fact of his 
being such. Jesus, as a perfect educator, began by reminding 
him of what he forgot : the practical question. He taught 
him what he did not ask1 and what it concerned him most to 
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know. And now He reveals to him in His goouness all that 
he desired to know-what He is (vv. 11-13); what He 
comes to do (vv. 14-17); and what will result to humanity 
from His coming (vv. 18-21). 

The first part of the conversation amounted to this : " What 
will take place ?-Nothing whatever in the sense in which 
thou understandest things." The second signifies : " And yet 
there will come to pass something, and that, too, most unheard 
of: the final revelation, perfect redemption, universal judg
ment. The plan of God is about to be completed, the true 
Messianic kingdom to be realized." Such is the view opened 
before the eyes of Nicodemus by the second part of the con
versation. There is here an entire contrast to what was said 
ii. 24. Jesus commits Himself to him, because He knows what 
is in him, his perfect uprightness (ver. 21). 

The positive teaching does not, strictly speaking, begin till 
ver. 13. Vv. 11 and 12 are the preface to it. 

This passage, vv. 11-13, evidently joins on to ver. 2, 
demonstrating the reality of the relation which we have just 
established between the first words of Nicodemus (ver. 2) and 
the second part of the conversation. Nicodemus had saluted 
Jesus with the title of teacher; Jesus describes His mode of 
teaching, ver. 1 la. Nicodemus had made a certain profession 
of faith ; Jesus complains of the want of real faith in him 
and his colleagues, ver. l lb. Nicodemus had spoken in the 
name of several : " We know . . . ; " Jesus addresses those 
absent interlocutors also: "Ye receive not ... (ver. 11); if 
I have told you . • ." (ver. 12). Nicodemus had called 
Jesus a teacher "come from God;" Jesus shows him that he 
has spoken more truly than he thinks, and reveals Himself to 
him as the Son of man, come down from heaven to testify of 
heavenly things. This obvious relation gives to the first part 
of the conversation, vv. 3-10, the character of a simple episode. 

Vv. 11-13. In opposition to the doctorate of the letter, 
destitute of all spiritual intuition, which Nicodemus represents, 
Jesus announces to him the advent of a wholly new teachincr • o• 
resting on an immediate experience of the truth (ver. 11). 
That Nicodemus may profit by this higher teaching, Jesus 
invites him to faith (ver. 12). Finally, He discovers to hhu 
in His own person the perfect revealer (ver. 18). 
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Ver. 1.1. " Verily, verily, I say unto thee, We speak that we 
do know, and testify that we have seen; and ye receive not oiir 

witness." -The formula, amen, amen (in truth), as it does 
always, announces a truth which Jesus has fetched from the 
inmost depths of His consciousness, and which should present 
itself as a revelation to the mind of His interlocutor, and 
overturn his prejudices or doubts.-Rabbinical teaching started 
from the letter of Scripture, but did not put itself in contact with 
the essential truth contained in the letter (ver. 39). Jesus 
proclaims with deep satisfaction the advent of a different 
teaching of holy things. He describes-lst. Its character : 
certainty: "that we do know;" 2d. Its source: immediate 
intuition : "that we have seen." The two verbs, " we speak," 
and "we testify," are related to the two fundamental charac
teristics: one speaks (declares) what he knows; he testifies of 
that which he has seen. There is, at the same time, a marked 
progression between the two parallel propositions of this verse : 
as in this new teac~ing knowledge rises to the clearness of 
vision, so speaking reaches the solemnity of testimony. The 
contrast indicated by Jesus between rabbinical teaching 
and His own, impressed even the people ; comp. Matt. 
vii. 28, 29. 

But of whom, then, is Jesus speaking when He says "we" J 
What body of new teachers is this which He contrasts with 
the caste of scribes and wise men of this world who pass 
away (1 Cor. i. 20) 1 These plurals, "we say ..• we testify," 
have been explained variously. Beza and Tholuck understand 
by we: "I and the prophets." Bengel: "I and the Holy Spirit." 
Ohrysostom and Euthymius: " I and God." It is obvious that 
these explanations cannot be accepted. De W ette, Lucke, 
and Meyer see in the we a plural of majesty. Meyer: 
" Teachers like me." This explanation is less untenable. But 
the first person plural to designate Himself is without example 
in the mouth of Jesus. And why revert afterwards to the 
singular (vv. 12 and 13): "I tell thee ... if I have told 
you . . . if I tell you . . ." ? If the you is addressed to 
other persons besides Nicodemus (ver. 2 : we know), the wa 
should apply not only to Jesus, but to a plurality of indi
viduals which he contrasts with that of which Nicodemus is 
the representative. It must therefore be admitted, with Lange 
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and Hengstenberg, that Jesus here announces to Nicodemus 
the existence of a certain number of individuals already 
representing the new mode of teachmg. These are Jesus 
Himself, as the principal personage; then His forerunner, who 
had been associated with Him m the revelation at His 
baptism; and His disciples, whom He was already preparing 
to become the organs of this new doctorate. 

In the person of Jesus the heavens were already opened to 
them; their view penetrates to the essence of things : "He 
who hath seen me, hath seen the Father." What liveliness, what 
freshness, in the declarations of John and Andrew, i. 41 ; in 
that of Philip, i. 46; in the exclamation of Nathanael, i. 49; 
in the profession of Peter, vi. 68, 69 ! This direct knowing 
was really a seeing, and this speaking a witnessing. .Already 
Jesus feels Himself not alone ; hence the feeling of profound 
joy which breathes in the plurals : we say, we know, etc., 
and which betrays itself even in the form of expression. 
Luthardt rightly remarks, that here we discover that 
parallelism of propositions which constitutes the poetical 
rhythm of the Hebrew language. This form always betrays 
emotion, and characterizes times of peculiar elevation (v. 3 7, 
vi. 35, 55, 56, xii. 44, 45). The language becomes a 
sort of chant.-Nicodemus has to learn that the course of 
things is more advanced than he thinks l This passage 
reminds us of that in the Synoptics in which Jesus proclaims 
the substitution of little children, His humble and ignorant 
disciples, for the wise and prudent Rabbins of Jerusalem 
(Matt. xi. ; Luke x.). It is therefore natural to hold that 
Jesus was not alone when He spoke thus, and that one or 
more of His disciples were present at the interview.-Meyer, 
.Astie, and others refer the expression : " we have seen," to the 
knowledge of Christ in His pre-existent state. If the ex
planation which we have just given of the we is well founded, 
this opinion falls to the ground. Besides, it does not har
monize either with the words: "wkick is in heaven" (ver. 13), 
or with the parallelism of the two propositions, viii. 38. 

Before unveiling to Nicodemus what He knows and sees of 
things above, Jesus mournfully reverts to the manner in which 
His testimony and that of John the Baptist had been received 
by the leaders of the theocracy : ".And ve receive not our testi-
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mony." Kal, and, in the sense of: and yet (i. 10). This 
copula brings out better than would be done by the particle 
Kafroi, yet (which John never uses), the contradiction between 
two facts which should be mutually exclusive, and which yet 
exist together (hearing and rejecting testirnony).-This reproach 
from the lips of Jesus was already justified by the attitude of the 
rulers and of a great part of the people towards John (i. 19 
et seq.) and Jesus Himself (ii. 12 et seq.). This antecedent 
unbelief will render it more difficult for them to accept the 
still loftier revelations which Jesus brings to the world. 

Ver. 12. " If I lwve told you ea1·thly things, and ye believe 1 

not, how shall ye believe if I tell you 2 of heavenly things ? "
When a master answers : " If thou understandest me not on 
this point, how shalt thou understand me on that 1 " the 
natural supposition is that he has been questioned by his 
pupil about the latter. We may therefore conclude from these 
words of Jesus, that He regards heavenly things as the subject 
about which His interlocutor meant to question Him. Now 
the questions which filled the mind of Nicodemus were those 
of the person of the Messiah, the nature of His work, the mode 
of the foundation and development of His kingdom. And 
these are exactly the questions which are treated in the sequel. 
-The contrast between the past : " if I have told you," and the 
present : " if I tell you," proves that Jesus had not yet spoken 
publicly about what He calls heavenly things. Perhaps He 
had conversed about them with His disciples. But however 
that may be, this conversation was the first communication of 
Jesus regarding the nature of the Messianic kingdom and the 
mode of human salvation, beyond the most intimate circle. 
And hence the reason why John has preserved it to us. The 
occasion was a marked one in the development of his faith. 
-On what subjects had His public teaching turned up till 
then 1 On those which He calls earthly things. These 
earthly things cannot mean those which refer to worldly 
interests ; Jesus does not concern Himself with this domain. 
If heavenly things are the divine plans for the salvation of 
humanity, earthly things must be those which belong to man's 
moral nature; and so all that Jesus has just been decla,ring 

1 EH, 10 Mnn.: oua ,.,,.,,.,,.,,,,.,,_,,, instead oi ou ""'"""'"'"" .. 
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aliout tlie carnal state of the natural man, and the necessity of a 
radical transformation. But Jesus does not say : " if I have 
told thee," but : " if I have told you." He has in view, there
fore, His general teaching up to the present time; those first 
instructions, the summary of which is thus stated by Mark 
i. 15 : "Repent ye, and believe the gospel,· for the kingdom oj 
God is at hand," and the most remarkable sketch of which we 
possess in the Sermon on the Mount. How different is the 
instruction given in what follows to Nicodemus! Those first 
preachings only continued those of the Baptist (hence the we, 
v. 11). The conversation with Nicodemus is the first step 
in a domain infinitely exalted above that elementary and 
essentially moral teaching. 

According to Liicke's explanation, which seems to be shared 
by M. Reuss, earthly things are those easy to understand, and 
heavenly things, "the most elevated ideas of the gospel less 
patent to an understanding which has not yet been enlightened 
by it." This meaning, which is true as an inference, is inad
missible as an explanation. There is no example to prove 
that heavenly can mean difficult, and earthly, easy.-Ewald 
has tried to make of el1ro-p a third person plur., assigning as 
its subject the prophets: "If they spoke to you of earthly 
things, and ye believed them not" (the reading E7rW7evua7e). 
This meaning is inadmissible, because the subject would require 
to be expressed, and an e7w could not be wanting in the 
following proposition (Meyer, Baurnlein). In this remarkable 
saying Jesus contrasts the events which transpire on the 
theatre of human consciousness, and which man can test by 
self-observation with divine counsels and plans which can only 
be known by means of a revelation. The reasoning is to this 
effect: "If, when I declared matters to you, the truth of 
which you can yourselves appreciate, you did not believe, 
how will you believe when I shall reveal to you the secrets 
of heaven, which must be received solely on my word?" In 
the former case the testimony of the inner sense is the support 
of faith ; but here everything rests on the confidence reposed 
in the revealer's testimony. Let his word be rejected, and 
the ladder on which man might rise to the knowledge of 
heavenly things is broken, and access to the secrets of God is 
closed against him. 
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This saying of Jesus should teach us in our apologetics to 
place the resting-point of faith in those declarations of Scrip
ture which are most immediately connected with the facts of 
consciousnesa and the moral wants of the soul. If the truth 
of the gospel ba once established in this domain, where it can 
be checked by every one, it is thereby half demonstrated in 
relation to those evangelical declarations which belong to the 
purely divine region. It will be completely so as soon as it 
shall be recognised that those two, the human and the divine, 
parts of the gospel are adapted to one another as the two parts 
of one whole; that the wants discovered by the one find 
their full satisfaction in the supreme counsels revealed by the 
other. The moral truth of the gospel is the first guarantee 
of its religious truth.-Let it also be remarked, that the dis
tinction here made by Jesus Himself between two different 
regions of doctrine, the one human, the other divine, corre
sponds in some measure to the difference of our Lord's teach
ing in our synoptical Gospels and in that of John. This 
remarkable saying of Jesus is the key to the contrast, which 
has so often been declared insoluble, between the Christ of 
the fourth Gospel and that of the other three (Introd. i. 
p. 152 et seq.). 

Ver. 13. "And no man hath ascended up to heaven, but He that 
came down frorn heaven, the Son of man which is in heaven." 1 

-The intermediate idea between vv. 12 and 13 is this: 
"Without faith in my testimony there is no access to those 
heavenly things which thou desirest to know." The question : 
"How will ye believe" (ver. 12) 1 implied the necessity of 
faith. Ver. 13 justifies this necessity. Ka{: and yet. "How 
will ye believe . . . 1 and yet belief is indispensable if a 
man would know what is in heaven, since he cannot ascend 
thither himself."-Olshausen, de W ette, Lucke, Luthardt, and 
Meyer find in ver. 13 the proof of the necessity not of faith, but 
of a revelation. But this thesis is too theoretical to be directly 
connected with ver. 12. Hengstenberg thinks that Jesus 
wishes here to reveal His divinity as the first of the heavenly 
things which Nicodemus has to learn. Meyer rightly answers, 
that the negative form of the proposition is not in keeping 
with this intention. Besides, Jesus would in thii: case 

1 ~ B L Tb Or. (once) omit the wordB • "'' o ,,.,. ••P'"•· 
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have used the expression: Son of God, rather than Son of 
man. 

The general meaning of this profou11d saying is as follows : 
"No one has ascended to heaven so as to be able to tell you 
of it de visu, except Him who has come down from it to live 
with you as a man, and who, even here below, remains there 
always." 

In the first proposition, Meyer thinks that, in relation to 
Jesus Himself, he can abstract the special idea of ascending, 
to preserve merely the general idea of living in. The ex
pression, he thinks, arises from the fact that for every other, 
except Jesus, to live in heaven, supposes that a beginning has 
been made by ascending thither. See a similar use of el µ~, 
Matt. xii. 4; Luke iv. 26, 27, etc. Nevertheless, the natural 
meaning is certainly to apply the idea of ascending to Jesus 
Himself. Only we must not think here of the ascension, as is 
done by Augustine, Theophylact, Bengel, etc. : "No one has 
ascended to heaven (nor will ascend to it) except" . . . For 
this meaning the aor. would have been required. Neither is 
it necessary to hold, with the Socinians, a removal of Jesus to 
heaven, by which He was initiated during His lifetime into 
the divine mysteries. It is enough to call to mind, not only 
that the whole development of Jesus was only a gradual 
initiation into the divine plan, but especially that at His 
baptism the heavens were opened to Him; He recovered the 
consciousness of His dignity as the Eternal Son. Heaven is 
a state before being a place; it is essentially communion with 
God, the vision of God, and of all things in God, the view of 
the spiritual essence of things, and the possession of the 
supreme virtues which flow from that knowledge. As Gess 
says : " to be in the Father is to be in heaven." Secondarily, 
no doubt, the word heaven takes also a local sense; for this 
spiritual state of things is realized in the most perfect way in 
some sphere or other of the universe, which is resplendent 
with all the glory of the manifestation of God. The moral 
sense of the word heaven prevails in the first and third pro
positions ; the local sense must be added to it in the secon'l. 
"No man hath ascended" ... therefore signifies: No one hath 
attained to communion with God and to the immediate know .. 
le<lge of divine things, nor can reveal them• to othura 
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But how was Jesus, and Jesus alone, admitted to such a 
privilege 1 Because heaven is His true native place. Only 
He ascended thither, because He only descended thence. The 
expression : came down, implies His consciousness of having 
lived personally in heaven (Gess). This word, therefore, 
denotes more than a divine mission ; it implies the incarna
tion ; for it includes the notion of pre-existence. It is an 
evident advance on the profession of faith made by Nicodemus 
(ver. 2).-The words : He who came down, explain the others : 
hath ascended. The filial intimacy to which Jesus was exalted 
here below rests on His essential Sonship (i. 18 ; Matt. xi. 2 7 ; 
Luke x. 22).-The term: Son of man, gives prominence to the 
reality of this heavenly Revealer's abasement and love. To 
be able to communicate with men, and to instruct them in 
heavenly things, He has made Himself fully their fellow. It 
is as the Son of man that, having reascended after having 
descended, He speaks of God to men. 

The last words : which is in heaven, are preserved in the 
text by Meyer, in spite of the Alex., and undoubtedly with 
reason. The rejection may have been the result either of an 
accidental omission, or of the difficulty of reconciling them 
with the preceding proposition ; it would be more difficult to 
explain them by arbitrary addition. In substance, the idea 
which they express, that of the actual presence of Christ in 
heaven, was already involved in the perfect ava(3Jf3TJKEv, hath 
ascended, rightly understood. This tense, indeed, does not 
signify: has performed the act of ascending (that would be the 
aor.), but "exists presently in the state of a being (who has) 
ascended." The presence of Jesus in heaven is purely spiritual, 
not at all local; it serves to resolve the contrast between hath 
ascended and came down. It is the synthesis of the preceding 
antithesis. Jesus lives now in heaven (in perfect communion 
with the Father), but as one who has returned after having 
left it to become the Son of man (xvi. 28). It may therefore 
be said that our Lord led two lives in parallel lines,-an 
earthly life and a heavenly life. He lived continually in His 
Father: this was His heavenly life. And while living thus 
in the Father, He gave Himself unceasingly to men in a life 
which was truly human. His teaching by parables, in whicl1 
heavenly things ar': clothed in an ea1thly dress, is the striking 
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expression of tl10se two simultaneous lives which completely 
interpenetrate one another. 

Some commentators have understood o &Sv, " who is in 
heaven," as signifying who was (before the incarnation), or wlu;, 
shall be (after the ascension). Both meanings are grammati
cally inadmissible. In the case of the second this is obvious. 
The first is excluded by the perfect (avaf3efh7,cEv), which is 
really a present. To express this idea, there would have been 
needed the periphrasis i),- ~v (who was). Lticke sees in the 
o &>v a perpetual present. This idea may be applied to i. 18, 
but not to our passage, where the subject in question is the 
Son of m,an.-Here, again, Meyer alleges that Jesus explains 
the knowledge which He has of divine things by His pre
existence. The notion is irreconcilable with this saying, 
except by denying that the idea of ascending applies to J csus 
(see above), which is unnatural. The higher knowledge pos
sessed by Jesus is, on the contrary, represented here as the 
result of an initiation (hath ascended) which took place during 
the course of His human existence, and in virtue of which He 
lived in the immediate and constant, though truly human, 
intuition of divine things. And, in point of fact, is not this 
the impression produced by every saying of Jesus: a man who 
sees the divine as we see the terrestrial? Jesus, therefore, 
who came down from heaven, and ascended again to heaven, 
is the revealer of heavenly things ; such is the first of the 
divine secrets which Jesus communicf.l.tes to Nicodemus. The 
second is the foundation laid for salvation in the elevation of 
this man, not on a throne, but on a cross, the miracle of 
divine love to the world: vv. 14-16. This plan of redemp
tion forms the essential contents of the revelation announced 
in ver. 13. 

Vv. 14, 15. "And as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilder
ness, even so mitst the Son of man be lifted up : that whosoever 
believeth in Him1 should have eternal life." - Commentators 
give more or less forced explanations of ,ea[, and. Liicke : 
"vv. 11-13: I can reveal; vv. 14-16: And I must do so." 

1 Instead of 11; «v.,..,, which is read by T. R.. with 14 Mjj. (and among them 
~), almost all the Mnn. JtP1••· Yg. Chrys., there is read in A, '"'' av.-a,, in L, ,.,• 
... ,,..,, in B Tb, " ... ,,. ... -~ B L Tb some Mnn. Syr•ur It•liq. omit the words ,.~ 
.a-roA'JtrlJt.1 t.tAA'. 
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Olshausen : " I do not give my word only, but my pe·rson:' 
De W ette : " Jesus passes from the theoretical to the prac
tical." Meyer, Luthardt: " He has spoken of the necessity of 
faith; He speaks now of its sweetness." All this appears some
what artificial. From our point of view the connection is 
quite simple : the instant it is admitted that Nicodemus 
wished to know the secrets of the kingdom, and that Jesus 
is here responding to his desire, it is understood that He is 
expounding divine things to him in succession. He has made 
Himself known to him as the revealer of things celestial. 
He now unveils to him the di vine plan of redemption. Here 
is one divine mystery added to another (Kal, and also). 

The central idea of the verse is that of the Messiah's 
elevation. There have been three leading explanations given 
of the word v,Jn,,0fjvai, to be lifted up. It has been applied 
either to the spiritual glory gained by Jesus in the hearts of 
men by the moral perfection which He reveals in His suffer• 
ings (Paulus), or to His elevation to His heavenly glory by 
the pathway of His death (Bleek), or to His suspension on the 
cross; this is the generally received meaning. In the first 
sense, Jesus would rather have used the term Sogau0fjvat, to 
be glorified. In the second, this term would also have suited 
better. The comparison with the raising of the serpent, which 
certainly had nothing glorious about it, the obviously material 
sense of the word in[rw0fjvai, and its relation to the correspond
ing Aramaic term l:Ji'T, which is applied to the suspension of 
malefactors, decide in favour of the third meaning. Only, if 
regard is had to the relation between this expression and the 
ideas of the interlocutor, there will be found in it unmistake
ably a certain amphibology, with a stroke of irony at the 
glorious Messianic programme elaborated by the Pharisees. 
To perceive this shade, we must strongly emphasize ouTwi; : 

thus it is that. " As Moses lifted up the serpent ... , thus it 
is-and not, as you imagine, like a second Solomon-that the 
Son of man shall be lifted ifp." Moreover, this word : lifted 

• up, implies that this cross shall really be the step of the Son 
of man to His throne, and not David's throne only, but that of 
God. Such is the full meaning of the word : to be lifted up. 
We must not, like Meyer, refuse to follow the thought of 
Jesus in this rapid process which combines instantaneously 

GOflET II. E JOHN. 
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the greatest contrasts, if we would understand· the foil depth 
and richness of His saying. Here we again find the same 
enigmatical character as at ii. 19.-The fact related, Num. 
xxi. 9, is one of the most astonishing in sacred history. Three 
features distinguish this mode of deliverance from all other 
similar miracles-lst. It is the plague itself which, represented 
as vanquished by its exposure at the top of the pole, becomes 
the means of its own defeat. 2d. This exposure takes place 
not in a real serpent,-the suspension wonld have proclaimed 
only the defeat of that individual,-but in a typical model, 
which has the property of representing the whole species. 
3d. This instrument works only by the intervention of a moral 
act, the look of the wounded. It may be added, that the 
plague was represented in this single case in the form of the 
serpent, the permanent emblem of evil in its origin. What is 
needed, therefore, is-lst. That sin be publicly exposed as van
quished, and henceforth powerless ; 2d. That it be so not in 
an actual sinner,-such a spectacle would represent only the 
condemnation of that particular sinner,-but in a living image 
representing the sin of the world (without being himself a 
sinner); and finally, 3d. That the look of faith to this Son 
of man, made sin (2 Cor. v. 21) for all, be the means of saving 
believers. Thus will the kingdom be founded : such is the 
second e1rovpaviov (heavenly decree). What a complete re
versal of the Messianic programme held by Nicodemus! And 
what appropriateness in the use of an 0. T. type to rectify the 
ideas of a former teacher of the law ! 

"Must," says Jesus; and first to fulfil the prophecies; next, 
to fulfil the divine decree, of which the prophecies were only 
an emanation (Hengstenberg) ; let us add, finally, and to 
satisfy the moral necessities known only to God, of which this 
decree itself is the result.-The designation Son of man is 
chosen here, as at ver. 13, with a well-marked intention. It 
is on the complete homogeneousness of His nature with ours 
that the mysterious substitution proclaimed in this verse rests, 
precisely like the heavenly revelation which was announced 
m the previous saying. 

Faith in the Crucified One (ver. 15) corresponds to the 
look of the dying Israelite ; eternal life, to the health restored 
to the wounded.-lla_., whosoever, extends the a,pplication of 
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the Israelitish type to the whole of humanity, while emphati
cally individualizing the act of faith (o).-The reading of the 
T. R., eli; ahov, to or upon Him, is that which agrees best with 
the context ; it is naturally connected with the type of the 
brazen serpent: faith looks to its object. It is likewise the 
reading which may be regarded as best supported, if it be con
sidered how the Alex. contradict one another. To establish 
the gradual alteration, it is enough to arrange the three read
ings as we have done in the note.-Even if, with the Alex., 
we reject the words ov1t, a7roX'T}Tat a).X', should not perish, but, 
which may have been imported here from ver. 18, we must 
be struck with the rhythmical relation between the last words 
of the two verses ; the sign this of excitement of feeling and 
elevation of thought (Introd. i. p. 192). It was no doubt a 
consequence of this prophecy that the hour in which Nicode
mus saw Jesus suspended on the cross, instead of being to 
him, as to others, the hour of unbelief and despair, became 
that of the triumph of his faith (xix. 39). This fact is a 
sufficient answer to de W ette's question, when he asks 
whether this anticipatory revelation of the Messiah's death 
was not contrary to the pedagogical wisdom of Jesus. Jesus 
rises step by step (o{m,J<; ••• oih6:J<;, thus ..• so) to the very 
heights of heaven. 

Ver. 16. "For God so loved the world, that He gave His only 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish, 
but have everlasting life."-Here is the E7Tovpavcov, the heavenly 
mystery, by way of eminence ; Jesus rises to the highest 
source of the work described vv. 14 and 15 : divine love. 
The world, that fallen humanity the greater part of which God 
had left during the 0. T. outside of His theocratic govern
ment, and which the Pharisees devoted to wrath and judg
ment, Jesus presents to the eyes of Nicodemus as the object 
of the most boundless love : " God so loved the world " . • . The 
gift of this love is the Son, not now the Son of man, as the 
term was, vv. 13 and 14, but the only-begotten Son. The 
object here, indeed, is no longer to express the homogeneous
ness of this person with the human race, but to exalt the 
immensity of divine love to the world. The title used should 
therefore express what the Saviour is, not to men His brethren, 
but to the heart Qf God Himself; In the 0. T. man had once 
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offered to God his only son ; God could not, in a manner, 
remain behind His creature. The word give certainly contains 
in this context more than the idea of sending ; it expresses 
entire surrender, the gift, carried if need be-and there will 
be need (o€i, ver. 14)-to the utmost limits of sacrifice. The 
closing words of ver. 15, repeated here almost word for word, 
have the effect of a refrain. It is the triumphal shout of the 
conqueror of sin and death and of the giver of life. The 
universality of salvation (whosoever); the easiness of the means 
(believeth); the greatness of the evil prevented (should not 
perish); the infinity, both in excellence and duration, of the 
blessing bestowed (everlasting lije): all these heavenly con
ceptions, entirely new to Nicodemus, are compressed within 
this period, which magnificently sums up the exposition of the 
true Messianic salvation. According to this passage of John, 
redemption is ascribed to divine love as its first cause, even as 
it is by Paul (2 Cor. v. 18): "All things are of God, who 
hath reconciled us to Himself by Jesus Christ." Pardon is not 
wrung from the Father by the Son. It is from the Father's 
love that salvation flows. But this love of God to our sinful 
world does not form a contradiction to that wrath which sus
pends judgment over it. It is not in reality the love of 
communion with which God embraces the pardoned sinner; 
it is a love of compassion like that which is felt for the 
unhappy or for enemies, a love the intensity of which arises 
from the very greatness of the punishment which awaits the 
obdurate sinner. Thus the two ideas which form the be
ginning and end of the verse : divine love and threatening 
perdition, are closely joined together. 

Several theologians, with Erasmus (N eander, Tholuck, 
Olshausen, Baumlein), have supposed that the conversation 
between .Jesus and Nicodemus closes with ver. 15, and that 
from ver. 16 it is the evangelist who speaks, commenting by 
his own reflections on his Master's sayings. This opinion 
may be supported by the past tenses: loved and were (ver. 19), 
which seem to denote a later time than that when Jesus 
conversed with Nicodemus; by the expression: µ,ovorye.v~,;, only
begotten Son, which is peculiar to John's style; finally, by the 
fact that from this point the dialogue form entirely ceases. 
On this view, the for of ver. 16 might be reiarded as intended 
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to introduce John's explanations; and the repetition of the 
words of ver. 15 in that same verse would be like the 
disciple's amen to the Master's utterance. On the other 
hand, would the for, ver. 16, indicate sufficiently a transition 
from the teaching of Jesus to the disciple's commentary? 
Would not the author have required to mark this important 
transition more distinctly ? Then, how can we imagine that 
the feeling which bears the discourse along from ver. 13 is 
exhausted so quickly as in ver. 15 ? The growing transport 
with which Jesus successively presents to Nicodemus the 
wonders of divine love, the incarnation (ver. 13) and redemp
tion (vv. 14, 15), cannot have stopped short in this way all 
at once; it must rise to the highest principle from which 
those unheard of gifts flow, the infinite love of the Father. 
To give glory to God is the goal to which the heart of Jesus 
ever tends, and at which alone it rests. Finally, who can 
believe that He dismissed Nicodemus dryly after the words of 
ver. 15, without affording him a glimpse of the effects of the 
work announced, and the consequences of the unbelief with 
which He had just charged the Israelitish people, without at 
least addressing to him a word of personal encouragement ? 
Would this be the affectionate sympathy of a truly human 
heart ? In that case, would not Jesus act the part of a 
cold catechist, rather than that of the friend and Saviout 
of men? 

The difficulties which have given rise to the opinion which 
we are combating are not so hard to reso]ve. The pasts of 
ver. 19 are justified by the cold and even hostile attitude 
already taken by the nation, as represented by its chiefs 
toward John and Jesus Himself. Comp. ii. 19 : " Destroy 
this temple," and ver. 11 : "And ye 1·eceive not our witness." 
From the fact that the word µ,ovoryev1,;;, only-begotten Son, is 
found twice in th.:.. prologue and once in John's first Epistle, 
but never in the other discourses of our Lord, it would be 
very hazardous to conclude that it does not belong to the 
language of Jesus. We have proved that the term is justified 
and, so to speak, demanded by the context. Neither do the 
terms : new bfrth, being born of water, and being born of the 
Spirit, occur in the other discourses of Jesus ; must we, on 
that account, doubt thiµ; they are ms? In speech so original 
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as His, did not the matter at every turn create the form ? 
When it is remembered that the lf:rraE 11,ry/Jµeva (words used 
only once) are reckoned by hundreds in St. Paul's Epistles 
(230 in the first Epistle to the Corinthians, 14:3 in the 
Epistles to the Colossians and Ephesians taken together, 118 
in the Epistle to the Hebrews), how can it be concluded, from 
the fact that a word is found only once in the discourses of 
Jesus which have been preserved to us, that it did not really 
belong to His language ! As to the ceasing of the conversa
tional form, we have already given the explanation. It 
arises simply from the growing surprise and humble docility 
with which Nicodemus from this point onwards receives the 
revelation of heavenly things. Notwithstanding this silence, 
the dialogue does nevertheless continue in reality. For, aS' 
we shall see, every word that Jesus utters is in direct relation 
to the ideas and wants of His interlocutor, and that on to 
ver. 21, where we at last find the word of encouragement 
which naturally closes the conversation, and which forms the 
indispensable corrective of the severe warning with which it 
had opened.-There is another opinion, that of de W ette and 
Lticke, according to which John, while meaning to make 
Jesus speak to the very close, yet mixed his own reflections 
more and more with the sayings of his Master, without being 
himself conscious of it. We shall see if the want of point 
or any break in the texture of the discourse really gives a 
handle to such a supposition. 

Love is the principle of the Son's mission, and salvation 
is its aim. But from this salvation there must necessarily 
result a judgment, by the separation of men into believers and 
unbelievers. And this spontaneous choice is the true judg
ment of the world; for faith or unbelief, in respect to the 
light which has appeared, manifests the moral state of every 
human being. Such is the substance of the remarkable 
passage, vv. 1 7-21, which forms the conclusion of the inter
view. It is, after the revelation of the true salvation, that 
of the triw jndgment. The Jews expected two things from 
the Messiah : kingdom and judgment; the kingdom for 
Israel, judgment for the Gentiles. Jesus has just been re
vealing the salvation destined for all (the world), and now 
He also establishes the judgment which passes upon all: so 
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tl1at tfai line of demarcation which separates saved and un
saved, instead of passing between Jews and Gentiles, passes 
between believers and unbelievers, to whatever national cate
gory they belong. 

Ver. 17. "For God sent not His 1 Son into the world to 
judge the world; but that the world through Him might be 
saved."-For: the proof that the Son's mission proceeds from 
the love of God appears from the object of His mission, an 
object which is not the judgment of the guilty world, as the 
Pharisees thought, but universal salvation. The word w01·ld, 
thrice repeated, reveals to Nicodemus the idea of a divine 
benevolence which embraces all humanity. Paul's universal
ism is contained in germ in vv. 16 and 1 7. Our versions 
translate : to condemn. Meyer defends this so generally 
received meaning of tep!vew. He explains it thus: "Jesus 
came not to exercise a judgment of condemnation on the sins 
of the world." But why in that case would not Jesus have 
said ,r,aTa1tplvew, to condemn ? He means that His presence 
meantime in the world has for its object not judgment, but 
salvation. Hence M. Reuss concludes that " the idea of a 

future and universal judgment is repudiated" in our Gospel. 
But this is to exaggerate the scope of our verse ; comp. v. 
2 7, 2 8 : " The Father hath given Hirn authority · to exercise 
judgment also, because He is the Son of man. Marvel not at 
this : for the hour is coming, in which all that are in the 
graves shall hear His voice, and shall com,e, forth,· they that 
have done good, unto the resurrection of life ; and they that 
have done evil, unto the resurrection of fudgment," and xii. 48. 
Here, certainly, the future and universal judgment is duly 
proclaimed. Only it is deferred to another epoch. What 
Jesus sets aside in this saying is solely the idea which was 
current in Israel: that the great external scene presented by 
the judgment of the nations must take place at the advent of 
the Messiah. J udgment, so far as it is His personal act, is 
yet to come. But if in one sense salvation, the object of His 
coming, excludes judgrnent for the present, in another sense it 
prepares for it ; it even challenges it. 

Ver. 18. "He that believeth on Him is not judged: l,ut 1 

1 tt B L Tb and some Mnn. omit av.-,u. 
1 tc 13 It•li~. Ir. : • ,...,, for , il, ,..., in all the othel'II. 
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he that belieretk not is judged already, because he hatli not 
believed in the name of the only-begotten Son of God."-An 
eminent jurist (H. Jacottet, of revered memory) ~bus anno
tated this verse~ "Here we have justification by faith, and 
condemnation by unbelief." Such, in effect, is the true 
judgment substituted for that which was expected by Israel. 

The first proposition confirms the thought of ver. I 7 : not 
only does Jesus not come to judge, but the believer is even 
set free by Him from judgment (the final judgment). Our 
translators, Meyer as well as Hengstenberg, etc., again under
stand the word teplvew, in this place, not in the sense of 
fudging, but in that of condemning. But can it really be so 
in face of the words v. 24? To judge, is to prove a man's 
moral state by a detailed examination of his acts. Now this 
inquiry, which shall be one of the features of the future and 
final judgment (Rev. xx.), will not extend to the true, the 
sanctified believer. "He shall not come into judgment," says 
Jesus. He shall appear, indeed (according to Rom. xiv. 10; 
2 Cor. v. 10), but to be owned and declared holy. And if 
faith withdraws man from judgment, there is herein nothing 
arbitrary. This arises from the fact that it introduces him, 
by means of the inward judgment of repentance, into the 
sphere of Christian sanctification, which is that of a continual 
judgi:nent, the free anticipation of the final judgment (1 Cor. 
xi. 31).-The pres. ou "plvemt, is not judged, is the present 
of the idea. The subject in question is the external final 
judgrnent. The second proposition is an antithesis called 
forth by the former : " If the believer is not judged, the 
unbeliever shall certainly be so, and indeed is, so to speak, 
already judged by the fact of his unbelief." The word 'f707/, 
already, and the substitution of the perfect ,dteptTat for the 
present tepiveTat, show that Jesus is here thinking of the 
moral judgment which passes here below on him who rejects 
the salvation offered in Christ. By his very unbelief he 
pronounces a clear enough sentence on his moral tendency. 
The judge will only have to confirm it. To turn away from 
the light is to declare himself thereby a lover of darkness. The 
subjective negation µ~, instead of ou, is due, according to 
Baumlein, to the decline of the language. According to Meyer, 
it has its regular meaning here : " in not believing," o:r 
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" because he believes not." - By the title only-begotten Son, 
Jesus exhibits the guiltiness of those who reject His person 
and work. The more glorious the Saviour is, the more 
criminal is it to turn away from Him. His name, that of 
Son, is the normal expression of His essence (see i. 12).
The perf. we,rl<rrev,cev, hath not believed, refers not to the act, 
but to the state resulting from the act of not believing : 
"Because he does not stand in the privileged position which 
would be his as a consequence of his confiding himself to such 
a being." The second proposition of ver. 18 is explained in 
the verse which foiiows. 

Ver. 19. "And this is the ju<lgment, that light is come 
into the world, and men loved darkness rather than light, 
because their deeds were evil."-By becoming an unbeliever, 
man judges himself; for he proves his moral state. The 
most rigorous inquiry would demonstrate nothing more re
garding him than the fact of bis unbelief. This judgment 
differs no less from that which the Jews imagined, than the 
salvation descrihed vv. 14 and 15 from that which they 
expected. " This is the ju<lgment (in its very essence)." 
These words are the title, as it were, of the following sayings, 
including ver. 21. Only the order which Jesus had followed 
in ver. 18 is reversed: unbelievers are placed first (vv. 19, 
20); believers last (ver. 21). Why so 1 Because the last 
word must be addressed to Nicodemus as an adieu. Kp{uti, 
fudgment, not condemnation. The moral state of men is 
declared for good, as for evil, by the attitude which they take 
toward Jesus. Why eo 1 Because Jesus is the light. This 
word signifies here, as throughout the whole Gospel, holiness 
clearly revealed to the human conscience. Hence it follows 
that the free relation which we contract to this being is an 
infallible evidence of our inmost moral tendency. The 
result of this experiment in the world is already obvious to 
the eyes of Jesus : " Men loved rather " . . . Jesus says : 
men; strictly speaking, the experiment is made only on the 
mass of the Jewish people ( ver. 11) ; but Israel is the repre
sentative of fallen humanity. The expression : loved rather, 
is not intended, as Liicke thinks, to extenuate the guilt of 
unbelievers, by insinuating that in them there is still an 
attraction towards the truth. On the contrary, it aggravates 
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their responsibility, by showing the free preference with 
which, when confronted with the light, they decide for the 
darkness.~And what is the motive for this guilty preference ? 
Their works are evil; so they wish to withdraw them from the 
light because they are determined to persevere in them. The 
light, by revealing and condemning those works, would have 
forced their authors to abandon them. Men do not sin in the 
full light of day. While the aor. ~"fU'liTJUa11, loved, refers to 
the act of unbelief, the imperfect ~11, were, denotes the per
manent state of sin anterior to the appearance of the light.
" Ep,ya, works, denotes the entire moral activity, tendency, and 
acts. The following verse explains by a figure this psycho
logical relation between immorality and unbelief. 

Ver. 20. "For every one that doeth, evil hateth, the light, 
neither C()meth to the light, 1 lest his deeds should be re
proved. "-Night was reigning at that very moment. How 
many evil-doers were wandering in the darkness, pursuing 
their guilty aims ! .And it was not from accident that they 
had chosen this hour. Such is the image of what is passing 
in the moral world. The holy appearing of Jesus is like the 
rising of the sun; it causes all human actions to appear in 
their true light. Hence it follows that, when any one does 
evil and wishes to persevere in it, he keeps at a distance from 
Jesus and His holiness. This brightness would briug to 
the full light of his conscience the inner perversity of his 
conduct, and force him to renounce it, which he is unwilling 
to do. He therefore denies; unbelief is the night into 
which he plunges in order to continue sinning. Such is the 
genesis of unbelief. The words tpa11Xa ,rpauurov, he that 
doeth evil, denote not merely the tendency to which the doer 
has yielded previously, but that in which he is determined 
to persevere. This is expressed by the participle present, 
7rpauurov (not the past, 7rpafa~ ). The word <f>au>,.a, (tkings 
of nought) is substituted for '1T"011TJpa (perverse things) of 
ver. 19 : the latter expressed the estimate of Jesus ; the 
former refers to the intrinsic nature of the acts, their 
radaicl depravity. This shade agrees with the context: in 
ver. 19 it was Jesus who was judging; in ver. 20 it is the 

1 ~ alone omits the words""' ov" 'PX'""' M .-, ~.,r (evidentlyfromaconfusio11 
of the two ,.,i on the part of the copyist). 
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sinner who judges himself by seeking the night.. There is a 
corresponding difference between the two verbs ,rpaTTeiv and 
71·oiei11 : the former indicates labour, the works in question 
being works of vanity; the second implies effective realiza
tion, in good-doing the product remains. But it is not to 
be thought that the phrase doing ei,il applies merely to what 
we call an immoral life. .Jesus has undoubtedly in view 
also a life which is outwardly honourable, but devoid of all 
serious moral reality, like that of the greater number of 
the rulers of Israel, and especially of the Pharisees : the 
exaltation of the Ego and the pursuit of human glory belong 
also to the cpav">.a 7rparretv, "doing things of nought," in 
the sense in which Jesus understands it.-Mure,, he hateth, 
expresses the instinctive and immediate antipathy to the 
light manifested in Jesus, which results from the man's evil 
tendency ; ou1' lpxe-rai, cometh not, denotes the deliberate 
resolution to reject.-'E">-eryxew: to bring to the light the 
erroneous or evil nature of an idea or a deed. 

The principle of unbelief, then, is not intellectual but moral. 
The proof which Jesus gives of this so grave fact is perfectly 
clear. All that Pascal has written most profoundly on t11e 
relation between the will and the understanding, the heart 
and the faith, is by anticipation contained in this and the 
following verse.1 It is not otherwise with faith. It also 
strikes its roots in the moral life. 

Ver. 21. "But he that doeth tritth cometh to the light, that 
his deeds may be made manifest2 that they are wrought in God." 

1 The following are the reflections which this admirable- passage suggests to 
M. Colani (Revue de theol. t. ii. p. 49) : "The evangelist does not even perceive 
the contradiction between his terms • • . he does not get beyond a circle. 
Light is come into the world, and men loved darkness rather than light. Why! 
Because their deeds are evil, and because to do evil is to hate the light." Then 
M. Colani gravely concludes from this alleged petitio principii, and from the 
dualistic error which he also finds in this passage, that when the apostle wrote, 
" religious speculation was yet in its cradle." M. Colani has not dis&rned the 
two entirely different connections expressed by the two/ors, vv. 19, 20. The first 
denotes a historical relation: "They have been unbelieving in crmsequence of 
their being immoral." The second is of a logical nature: it explains the relation 
of causality established by the first: "In fact, immorality shuns the light, and 
produces unbelief." The absurdity which the critic finds here is all his own. 

2 t,t omits nearly the whole of this verse as far as ,.,, (confusion of the two "" 
'Fl'" aoT,u, vv. 20, 21, part of the authorities placing in ver. 21 .u .. •• after 
IP)'"I 
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--Faith in Christ flows from the sincere love and the (relative) 
practice of moral good. There are found among mankind, 
even before the appearing of Christ, men who, though tainted 
like others with inborn evil, resist wicked tendencies, and 
pursue with noble ardour the realization of the moral ideal 
which shines before them. .Jesus here calls them tkose wha 
do the truth. St. Paul, on this point also at one with St. John, 
describes them as those who, by patient continuance in well-doing_ 
seelc /01· glory and honour and immortality (Rom. ii. 7). This 
serious devotion to virtue, which in Israel was stimulated 
and protected by the theocratic discipline, forms a contrast to 
the mummeries of Pharisaic righteousness. Comp. the ex
pressions : to be of God, to be of the fruth ( viii. 4 7, xvi ii. 3 7). 
'A~10eta, the truth, the knowledge of the true essence of 
things, moral good perceived by the conscience. This earnest 
pursuit of holiness, which may be found as well in a peni
tent publican as in an irreproachable Pharisee, produces an 
immediate sympathy in the heart when Christ is seen. The 
soul recognises in Him its ideal realized, and feels drawn to 
Him as to one in whom it too shall succeed in realizing it. 
Does not the figurative expression: coming to the light, con
tain a delicate allusion to the course taken by Nicodemus? 
Night reigned without; it waEI the symbol of the unbelief 
in which the lovers of sin wrap themselves. But the light 
round which the interlocutors were seated was like the 
emblem of that which Nicodemus came seekiug for his soul. 
Thou desirest virtue, Jesus seenis to say to him by this figure. 
Take courage ; thou shalt reach it ! 

This drawing of upright souls to the light arises from a 
profound need of manifestation or approbation: " That his 
deeds may be made manifest that they are wrought in God." 
It is usually translated: "That his deeds may be made mani
fest, because they are wroitght in God." Our somewhat different 
translation is, we think, more agreeable to the genius of the 
Greek construction (comp. iv. 35). Every truly upright man 
rejoices to come into close contact with Christ the living 
embodiment of holiness, because the deepest impulse under 
which he acts can thus come to the light of day. This 
impulse, indeed, is divine; such a man seeks to do God's 
will; he has therefore no interest in withdrawing his heart 
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from the brightness of the light whiek manifests everything 
(Eph. v. 12). On the contrary, in the approbation of Jesus, 
he will find, like Nathanael, a confirmation, a stimulus, and a 
powerful means of victory over the evil which he feels cleav
ing to him. The lp"fa, works, here spoken of, are the sighs of 
the contrite publican and of the penitent thief, as well as the 
noble aspirations of a John or a Nathanael. If the expres
sion : " wrought in God," seems very strong to characterize the 
moral tendency of the sincere man before his conversion, let 
us not forget that, whether in Israel or beyond the theo
cratic sphere, it is from a divine impulse that all good in 
human life proceeds. It is the Father who draws souls to 
the Son, and who gives them to Him (vi. 37, 44). It is God 
who causes the signal for the struggle to sound within the 
sincere soul, even when that struggle is powerless against 
inborn evil (Rom. vii.). Wherever there is docility on man's 
part toward this divine initiative, the phrase is applicable, 
works wrought in God. Here there opens up the vast domain 
reserved for human liberty ; placed as it is at every instant 
between inborn corruption and divine impulse, it adheres 
to the latter and resists the former (ver. 21), or it resists 
the divine attraction, and surrenders itself to that of evil (vv. 
19, 20). The first way terminates in faith; the second, in 
unbelief. Luthardt seems to us to have completely mistaken 
the sense of this verse, and to have lost the profound doctrine 
which it contains, by explaining it thus: "He who practises 
the moral truth manifested in Ghrist becomes quickly attached 
to Christ by the religious bond of faith." How could a man 
set himself to practise the holiness revealed in Christ, without 
already having some sort of faith in Him 1 

"Among mankind before Christ," Lucke justly observes, 
"there mingle two kinds of men. With the appearing of 
Jesus their separation begins ; " aih11 ;, K,p{ui,;. On the trees 
of the same forest, observes Lange, all kinds of birds take 
shelter together during the night. But in the morning, as 
soon as the sun shoots his rays thither, some close their eyes 
and seek the darkest retreat, while others shake their wings 
and salute the sun with their songs. So the appearing of 
Christ separates the lovers of the day from the lovers of the 
night, mingled till then in the mass of mankind. This ider. 
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must not, however, be understood in the sense which the 
Ttibingen school ascribes to the evangelist: that there are 
two kinds of men, opposite in their nature. All the expres
sions used by John : " they loved rather," " doing evil things;' 
"doing the truth," are, on the contrary, borrowed from the do
main of free choice and deliberate action (comp. Introd. i. p. 
181 et seq.). 

It is with this word of hope that Jesus takes leave of Nico
denrns. It is true that he is not yet born again. But never
theless he is, and Jesus has recognised him to be, one of those 
upright souls who shall one day believe, and who shall be led 
by their faith to the baptism of water, and thereby to the 
baptism of the Spirit. Henceforth Jesus waits for him. M. 
Reuss is surprised at John's silence about his departure. "We 
have seen him come, indeed, but we do not see him go away 
We are completely ignorant of the result of this intervi.ew." 
And hence he draws an argument against the historical reality 
of the account. Is this objection serious? The evangelist 
should then have told us expressly ~hat Nicodemus, on leaving 
Jesus, returned to his own house ! And does not the effect 
produced appear plainly from the after history (vii. 50, 51, 
xix. 39) 1 John respects the mystery of the inward work 
which has just begun, and leaves facts to speak. It is the 
revelation of Jesus which is the subject of this narrative, and 
not the biography of Nicodemus. From the fact that Matthew 
does not mention the return of the Twelve after their mission 
(chap. x.), would it follow that the fact is not historical? No, 
our Gospels are essentially religious writings. From their 
view-point the moral result alone is important, and it is only 
produced gradually. 

We are now in circumstances to pass judgment on the 
historical character of this conversation. 

1. That Nicodemus is a real personage has been denied, 
because the Synoptics do not mention him ; as if in so rich a 
garden as the ministry of Jesus there remained only artificial 
flowers after those which were gathered by the first passers
by ! The part taken by Nicodemus in the sitting of the 
Sanhedrim (chap. vii.), and the part which he took in the last 
honours paid to the body of Jesus (chap. xix.), are circumstances 
the truth of which there lll no valid reason to suspect. A 
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perfect and obvious psychological harmony prevails between 
those different details in the conduct of Nicodemus, and gives 
to his person the character of a concrete and living being 
(comp. Luthardt, i. p. 106). 

2. The historical truth of the conversation follows from the 
perfect appropriateness of all the sayings of Jesus in the given 
situation. First, an episode in which Jesus has regard to the 
practical wants of the soul approaching Him. He unveils to 
this member of the Sanhedrim, this irreproachable Pharisee, the 
truth elsewhere proclaimed in the words : " Exeept your right
eousness shall exeeed the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees, 
ye shn,ll in no ease enter into the kingdom of heaven." Then, 
after having thus made a void in his heart, He seeks to fill it 
in the positive part of the conversation wherein He answers 
the questions which Nicodemus had proposed to put to Him. 
In this answer He confronts the Jewish programme with 
the divine: Messiah with Messiah, salvation with salvation, 
judgment with judgment, so that every word is a home-thrust 
to the very heart of His intel'locutor; and the fact of ver. 1 : 
" A man of the Pharisees," is the key of the whole passage. 
The direct application, constant suitableness, and continuous 
current of the conversation, guarantee its reality. A composi
tion dating from the second century would not have been so 
perfectly adapted to the historical situation. In any case, 
the coherence of all the parts is too close to admit the idea of 
a distinction between the part belonging to Jesus and that 
due to the evangelist. Either the whole is an artificial com
position, or the whole also should be regarded as the summary 
of a real conversation. We say: the summary, for we cer
tainly do not possess the complete report. The visit of 
Nicodemus lasted, of course, longer than the few minutes 
necessary to read the account of it. John has transmitted 
to us in a few salient utterances the quintessence of the com
munications made by Jesus in the case before us. So much 
is indicated by the vague transitions expressed by the simple 
and, JCaL We behold a few peaks, but not the entire chain 
(comp. Introd. i. p. 135). 
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III. Jesus in the Omtntry of Judea.-iii. 22-36. 

The testimonies of John the Baptist, which had begun to 
make Jesus known to the world, had a declarative character ; 
they were appeals to faith. In the passage which follows, 
there is reported a last discourse uttered by the forerunner, 
which, by its grave and threatening tone, takes the character 
of a solemn protest against the moral attitude of Israel and 
its growing unbelief. Here, therefore, was one of the salient 
points in the history of the revelation of ,Jesus, as well as in 
the history of Jewish unbelief. 

The forerunner uttered these words, probably the last of 
his public ministry, in the country of Judea, where Jesus was 
then prosecuting His, not far from him. It thus appears 
that our Lord did not return to Galilee after His stay at 
Jerusalem during the feast of Passover. He went from 
the capital to the country districts of the Holy Land, where 
He set Himself to preach and baptize almost as John was 
doing. 

How are we to explain the form of activity which His 
ministry assumes at this point ? .After the temple was closed 
to Him, He had traversed the holy city to find within it only 
one man of mark who was disposed really to prefer light to 
darkness. Then He removes still further from the centre, and 
establishes Himself in the province ; and to this local retreat 
there corresponds a modification in His mode of operation. 
He had presented Himself in the temple with authority, like 
a sovereign making his entry into his palace. The holiness 
of His summons not being understood, Jesus cannot rise to 
Messianic action. He therefore descends again to the work of 
prophetic preparation; thus in a way becoming His own fore
runner, and by this retrograde step finding Himself at this period 
of His ministry standing at the same point as John the Baptist, 
who had reached the climax of his. Hence the simultaneous
ness and the sort of rivalry which appeared between the two 
ministries and the two baptisms. .After His return to Galilee, 
Jesus will Himself renounce this rite. .As the only element 
for carrying out a Messianic organization, He will preserve 
the apostolate. Besides, Hi,. future work will lie only in 
awakening faith, and He will defer the fo1mdation of the 
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church, with which the re-establishment of baptism is con
nected, to that more remote epoch when His death and resur
rection shall have completely broken the bond between Him 
and the unbelieving nation. 

These changes in the ministry of Jesus have not escaped 
the eyes of rationalists; but they have regarded them only as 
the result of a growing miscalculation. Yet Jesus had pro
claimed the whole from the first day : " Destrny this temple; " 
and the final success of His work should have shown them 
that there was something better here than the result of a 
mistake. Faith, on the contra1y, admires in this step the 
elasticity of the divine plan in its relations to human liberty, 
and the perfect docility with which the Son can bow to the 
daily instructions of the Father. Hence the absence of plan 
becomes the wisest and most wonderful of plans ; and the 
divine purpose, accepting the free play of human liberty, can 
take advantage of the very opposition which men make to its 
designs, to realize them with the greater certainty. 

This survey affords a key to the principal difficulties of the 
following narrative, and explains the momentary contempo
raneousness of those two ministries, the one of which, as it 
appeared, should terminate in the other. 

This passage contains-1. A general view of the situation, 
vv. 22-26; 2. The discourse of John the Baptist, vv. 27-36. 

1. Vv. 22-26. 

Ver. 22. ".After these things came ,Iesus and His disciples 
into the land of Judea; and there He tarried with theni, and 
baptized."-MET(J, mfrra, after these things, connects this pas
sage in a general way with ii. 23-25: "Following up those 
doings of Jesus at Jerusalem."-' Iouoa{a ryry, the land of Judea, 
denotes the counfry, as opposed to the capital.-The imperfects : 
He was tarrying, and He was baptizing, indicate that this stay 
was of some dur_{ttion. The phrase : He baptized, is defined 
more exactly, iv. 2: "Though Jesus Himself baptized not, but 
His disciples." The moral act alone belonged to Jesus ; the 
material operation was done by His disciples. If those two 
passages were found in two different Gospels, criticism would 
certainly find in them a contradiction. The only concern of 

GODET II. P JOHN, 
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the narrator in this context is to place this baptism under the 
responsibility of Jesus Himself. 

Ver. 23. "And John also was baptizing in ./Enon, near to 
Salim, because there was much water there: and they came, and 
were bapti.zed."-1Enon (from rv) denotes a fountain. Meyer 
derives the termination on from l'\\ dove. The meaning of the 
word would thus be : the fountain of the dove. This locality 
was in the vicinity of a town called Salim. The situation of 
the two places is unknown. Eusebius, and Jerome in the 
Onomasticon, place 1Enon eight thousand paces to the south 
of Bethsean or Scythopolis, in the valley of the Jordan, and 
Salim further to the west. Hence it would follow that the 
two localities lay in Samaria. But the phrase : in the country 
of Judea (ver. 22), is not favourable to this meaning. And 
how should John have settled among the Samaritans 1 How 
would the multitudes have followed him to the midst of this 
hostile people ? Ewald, Wieseler, and Hengstenberg are 
induced by these reasons to think of a wholly different 
locality. In Josh. xv. 3 2, three towns are spoken of: Shilhim, 
Ain, and Rimmon, situated towards the southern frontier of the 
tribe of Judah, on the confines of Edom (comp. xv. 21). In 
Josh. xix. 7 and 1 Ohron. iv. 32, .Ain and Rimmon reappear 
together. Finally, in N eh. xi. 2 9, the two names are com
bined in one, En-rimmon. Might not 1Enon be the contrac
tion completed 1 This supposition would remove the difficulty 
of a baptism in Samaria, and would give a very suitable sense 
to the reason assigned: because there was much water there. 
Certainly, as applied to a country for the most part destitute 
of water and almost desert, like the southern extremity of 
Judah, the reason has more force than if the country in 
question were rich in water, like Samaria. 

Jesus would thus have followed in the footsteps of the 
Baptist, visiting from north to south the whole territory of 
the tribe of Judah, and seeing, at least once in His life, 
Bethlehem, the city of His birth, Hebron, the city of .Abraham 
and David, and all southern Judea even to Beersheba. In 
the Synoptics we find Him making a similar excursion to the 
northern confines of the Holy Land, and staying at Oresarea 
Philippi, in the vicinity of the ancient Dan, at the foot of 
Hermon. Dan 1md Beersheba are the two extreme points of 
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the inheritance giV'On to Israel. All the 1·egions of the theo
cratic domain would thus have been visited once at least by 
our Lord.-Hengstenberg, taking advantage of this sojourn of 
Jesus in the neighbourhood of the desert, places the tempta
tion here. This opinion is chronologically untenable. 

Ver. 24. "For John was not yet cast into prison."-There 
is nothing in the preceding statements to account for this 
remark. The evangelist has not said a word which could 
lead any one to suppose that John was imprisoned at the time 
in question. It is somewhere else, therefore, than in our 
Gospel that the cause of the misunderstanding, which John 
rectifies in this verse, mu,;t be sought. It is easily discovered 
in our first Synoptics. Matt. iv. 12 : "Now when Jesus had 
heard that John was cast into prison, He departed into Galilee." 
Mark i. 14 : " After that John was put in prison, Jesus came 
into Galilee." Those words, which immediately follow the 
account of the baptism and temptation, would lead us to 
think that the imprisonment of the Baptist followed very 
closely on the baptism of Jesus, and preceded, or rather 
occasioned, His first return to Galilee (the account Luke iii. 
19, 2 0 is different ; there, the imprisonment of John is men
tioned only by anticipation). Hence we must conclude: 
either, with Hengstenberg, that the first two Synoptics omit 
the first return to Galilee, that which is mentioned in our 
Gospel i. 44, and begin their account of the Galilean ministry 
with the return mentioned iv. 3, which would thus be iden
tical with that related Matt. iv. 12. Hengstenberg supports 
this view by the use of the term av€xwp'l/a-Ev, withdrew, in 
Matthew, which, according to him, indicates a retreat caused 
by some danger with which Jesus found Himself threatened 
in Judea, and thus assumes an activity on the part of Jesus 
previous to His return. Or we must hold that, in the 
account of the first two Synoptics, those first two returns 
from Judea to Galilee were confounded. This identification 
necessarily caused the suppression of the entire interval 
between the two returns, that is to say, of nearly a whole 
year of the ministry of J esus,-exactly the time occupied by 
the events related John i 44-iv. 54. To recover the space 
during which the facts now related occurred, John was thus 
obliged expressly to restore the distinction between the two 
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returns. Especially was he forced to do. so on account of 
those two baptisms of John and Jesus, whose contemporan
eousness would have been impossible from the viewpoint of 
the first two Synoptics. Such is doubtless the design of the 
observation which he interjects at ver. 24. Even Hilgenfeld 
says, when speaking of this passage : "Involuntarily the 
fourth evangelist here testifies to his acquaintance with tlrn 
synoptical narrative." The only thing objectionable in this 
rerrrnrk is the word involuntarily. For the intentional cha
racter of the parenthesis, ver. 24, is obvious at a glance. The 
confirmation which Hengstenberg seeks in the term with
drew is insufficient. We established in John the marked 
intention to distinguish the two returns to Galilee, from the 
manner in which he speaks of the miracle of Cana, ii. 11, and 
we shall have occasion to make a similar remark, iv. 54. As 
to the way in which this confusion was produced in the 
synoptical tradition, let it be remembered that not till after 
His second return to Galilee did Jesus begin that continuous 
ministry which is called that of the prophet of Galilee, which 
is very particularly described to us by the first three Gospels, 
and which was the beginning of the foundation of the church. 
The fruitless attempts made by Him in Judea up to that 
time had no doubt great importance in the description of 
Jewish unbelief (consequently in St. John's Gospel), but they 
had no bearing on the real establishment of the kingdom of 
God and of the church, which was the result of the Galilean 
ministry. 

We derive from this 24th verse an important inference as 
to the place of the author of the fourth Gospel within the 
primitive church. Who but an apostle, and an apostle of 
the first rank, could have taken ,this sovereign attitude in 
regard to the tradition received in the church emanating 
from the Twelve, and consigned to Gospels anterior to his 
own ? By a stroke of the pen to introduce a modification so 
important into so authoritative a narrative, he must have felt 
himself in possession of an authority perfectly indisputable. 

Ver. 25. "Then there arose a question on the part of John's 
disciples and the Jews 1 about purifying."-After having indi-

1 T. R. reads 14•~"'"''• with I( G Mnn. It. Sy1-• Cop. Or. All the others 
read 1,.3,., • .,, 
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cated the time and place of the discourse following, John 
states the occasion of it. It was a discussion called forth by 
the competition of the two neighbouring baptisms. Ovv, then, 
indicates this relation.-The expression : on the part of the 
disciples, shows that John's disciples were the challengers. 
The reading of the majority of the Mjj. 'Iovoa{ov, a Jew, 
instead of 'Iovoa{wv, of the Jews, is now generally received. 
But would not -rwo<;' be necessary 1 Then, could so solemn a 
testimony have been called forth by so insignificant a circum
stance as an altercation with an unknown individual? The 
testimony of the oldest Vss. in favour of the plural, Jews, is 
not without importance; and the Sina'it. has come to confirm 
the antiquity of this reading, which is in itself the most 
probable. It seems to us that the termination ov is a very 
ancient mistake, arising from a confusion with the two like 
terminations: 'Iwavvov and Ka0apiuµ,ou.-The subject of dis
cussion was the mode of true purification. This purification 
was evidently that which ought to serve as a preparation for 
entering into the kingdom of the Messiah. Meyer· thinks 
that the Jew ascribed greater efficacy to the baptism of Jesus 
than to that of John. Luthardt supposes that he belonged to 
the Pharisaic party, hostile to Jesus and to John, and that he 
malignantly related to the disciples of the latter the successes 
of the former. It is possible, indeed, that Jews had come 
from Jerusalem to watch, on the part of the Sanhedrim, this 
double baptism, which was celebrated without official authori
zation (comp. the report to which allusion is made, iv. 1). 
Drawn into conversation with them, John's disciples claimed 
for their master the honour of priority and superiority, as to 
that preparatory purification with which John had been 
divinely chargecl.. The Jews, on their side, described to them 
the multitude of pilgrims who flocked to the baptism of Jesus, 
and appealed to John's own testimonies to give Jesus the 
preference. The question was embarrassing. John's disciples 
determined to submit it to him. 

Ver. 26. "And they came 'ttnto John, and said unto him, 
Rabbi, He that was with thee beyond Jordan, to whom thm. 
barest witness, behold, the same baptizeth, and all men come to 
him."-There is something of bitterness in these words. The 
clause : " to whom thou ba1·est witness," expresses the generosity 



86 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

which John showed toward Jesus : "See there how thou didst 
act, thou (u-6); and see here how he is acting, He (oVTOr;)." 
'We, behold, brings into prominence the unexpected nature of 
such a procedure: " He baptizeth, and thereby not content 
with asserting himself, he seeks to eclipse thee." Baptism 
was a special rite introduced by John, and distinguishing his 
ministry from every other. By appropriating it to Himself, Jesus 
seemed to be usurping the peculiar place of John.-A.nd what 
is more vexatious is, that He is succeeding : " All me'4 come to 
Mm." This exaggeration, all, is due to spite. Matt. ix. 14 
shows us the disciples of John in Galilee, after the imprison
ment of their master, still animated with the same hostile 
disposition, and more or less in league with the adversaries of 
Jesus. 

2. Vv. 27-36. 

John does not in his answer directly resolve the particular 
difficulty submitted to him. He goes to the root of the 
matter. He describes the entire relation between the two 
persons w horn men are making rivals, and shows that all 
opposition, or even comparison between them, is misplaced. 
The solution of the question in dispute is given by this 
general explanation. The discourse has two parts, which ·are 
defined by the given situation: "I" and "He;" or, to use 4.is own 
expressions, the friend of the bridegroom (vv. 27-30) and the 
bridegroom (31-36). John's object is to quiet his disciples, 
by showing that what grieves them is exactly that which fills 
him with joy. From the earliest times a singular analogy 
has been remarked between this discourse of the Baptist and 
the conversation of Jesus with Nicodemus; and from the fact, 
inferences have been drawn unfavourable to the authenticity 
of both. Besides, many expressions and ideas seem to belong 
to a somewhat advanced Christianity. " Such preaching," 
says M. Colani, "might follow, but not precede the work of 
Jesus" (Revue de tMol. t. ii p. 39). Further, it is very 
generally held that from ver. 31 it is the evangelist who is 
adding his own reflections to those of the forerunner, or even 
that the entire discourse must be set down to the account of 
the former. According to M. Reuss, the dogmatic idea which 
be wishes to express is here put by him into the Baptist's 
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mouth, as elsewhere into the mouth of Jesus. First of all, 
let us own that the historical situation is precisely and well 
defined. Our business shall be to determine whether in its 
essential features the discourse answers faithfully to it, and 
whether we can find a natural way of explaining the analogy 
which really exists between the terms used by the forerunner 
and those which are employed by Jesus. in His conversation 
with Nicodemus. 

Vv. 27-30. "I." 
Ver. 2 7. " John answered and said, A man can receive 

nothing, (!X(Jept it be given him fr·om heaven."-Up to ver. 30, 
which is the centre of the discourse, the ruling idea is that 
of the forerunner's person and mission. Accordingly it 
seems natural to apply the general statement of ver. 27 
specially to John the Baptist. He is challenged to defend 
himself against Jesus, who is despoiling him. "I can only 
take, he answers, what God has given me ; " in other words, 
"I cannot assign myself my part ; that is, make myself the 
bridegroom, when I am only the friend of the bridegroom." 
So Bengel, Liicke, Reuss, Hengstenberg, myself (1st ed.). I 
have abandoned this application in my 2nd ed. for that of 
Olshausen, de Wette, Meyer, Weiss, according to which this 
maxim applies to Jesus: "He would not obtain such success 
if God did not grant it to Him." In this sense the saying 
should be regarded as the summary of the two parts of the 
discourse (I and He), and not only of the former. Yet I am 
at a loss to say whether it is not right, as I did originally, 
to apply this maxim rather to the rnission conferred than 
to the success obtained; comp. Heb. v. 4. Then the asyn
deton between vv. 26 and 27 is more in keeping with the 
application to John only, since it shows the following verse 
to be as it were a forcible reaffirmation of the thought of 
ver. 26. 

Ver. 28. " Ye yourselves bear me 1 witness, that I said, I am 
not the (Jh,rist, but that I am sent before Him."-The asyndeton 
between this verse and the preceding expresses the vividly 
felt contrast between what is granted to Jesus and the part 
assigned to John.-The latter reminds his disciples that the 

1 The Mjj. ~ E F H }I: V t1,t1d 60 .Mnn. omit I""• 
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thing of which they complain is only the consequence of n 
fact of which he has warned them from the beginning. He 
appeals to their memory, and thus frees himself from all 
responsibility for their jealousy. In vv. 2 8-3 0 he contrasts 
with that which is granted to Jesus and refused to him, the 
very inferior part which is assigned to himself, but which 
perfectly satisfies him. Then, from ver. 31, he returns to the 
idea of ver. 27, and describes the office of Jesus. 

Ver. 2 9. " He that hath the bride is the bridegroom : but the 
friend of the bridegroom, which standeth and heareth him,1 
rejoieeth greatly because of the bridegroom's voice: this my joy 
therefore is julfilled."-J ohn uses a figure to represent the 
nature of his position, and shows that if it is inferior to that 
of Jesus, it also has its privileges, in virtue of which it satis
fies him completely. N6µrf:,TJ, the bride, is the Messianic 
community which the Baptist was to form in Israel and to 
bring to Jesus ; v6µcpior;, the bridegroom, denotes the Messiah, 
and if one may so speak, the intended of that spiritual bride. 
The name Jehovah signifies exactly : Him who is to come. 
According to the 0. T., indeed, the Lord would not confide 
this excellent part to any other than Himself, and the coming 
of the Messiah is the highest manifestation of Jehovah Him
self (i. p. 372).-John's intention in the first proposition 
might be to prove, from the fact that Jesus has the bride (" all 
come to Him," ver. 26), that He is really the bridegroom; but 
it is much more natural to think that he means to contrast 
the privileges of Him who has the happiness of being the 
bridegroom with his own : " The advantage of possessing the 
bride belongs to him who has been chosen to be the bride
groom, and this part is not mine; but under this privileged 
position there is another which is still excellent enough to 
fill him with joy who is called to it; and that is mine." The 
functions of the marriage friend were first to ask the hand of 
the young woman, then to act as the instrument of communi
cation between them during the time of their betrothal, and 
finally to preside at the marriage feast: an admirable figure 
of the Baptist's office. 'O €UT'IJKwr;: he who stan~. The word 
expresses, as Hengstenberg says, the happy passivity of one 
who contemplates, listens, and rejoices. While he is doing 

1 tt J>laces «u.-•u after ,., .. lt".,F· 
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the part of a servant in presence of the betrothed, the marriage 
friend hears the joyful and noble accents of the bridegroom, 
which transport him with joy. John speaks only of hearing, 
not of seeing. 'Why ? Is it because he is himself at a 
distance from Jesus ? But then, how can he speak of hear
ing ? If these words have any meaning as applied to the 
Baptist, they assume that certain sayings of Jesus, uttered by 
Him in public or private, had been reported to John, and had 
filled his heart with joy and admiration. And if we reflect 
a little, could it be otherwise? Can we suppose that Andrew, 
Simon Peter, and especially John, those former disciples of 
the Baptist, did not return once at least to their old master, 
to tell him of the things which they heard from the lips of 
Jesus'? How could they have failed to do so, especially now 
when they again found themselves so near to him? This fact 
throws all the light which is desirable upon the resemblance 
between certain sayings of the Baptist in our discourse, and 
those of Jesus in His conversation with Nicodemus. This 
conversation had been reported to John; and it is precisely 
this voice of the bridegroom which makes the heart of His 
friend leap with joy.-The phrase : xap~ xa{peiv, to refoice with 
joy, corresponds to a Hebrew construction (the verbal idea 
strengthened by the verb in the infinitive being placed before 
the finite verb); comp. l!l"~~ ~,w (Isa. lxi. 10), which the 
LXX. translate by a construction similar to that of John ; 
Luke xxii 15. This expression describes the joy of John as 
one which has reached its height, and which excludes every 
opposite sentiment, such as that which the disciples were 
attempting to awake in him. The words: this my joy, con
trast the joy of the marriage friend with that of the bride
groom, and define it as his portion.-IlmA-'l]pw-rai, not: was 
fulfilled (Rilliet),-this would require the aor., not the perfect, 
-but: is, at this very moment, raised to its height: "What 
calls forth your vexation, is the very thing which fulfils my 
joy." 

Ver. 30. "He must increase, and I must decrease."-This 
verse is the central word of the whole disc:ourse; it forms 
the transition from the first to the second part.-The friend 
of the bridegroom at the beginning of their connection had 
the principal part to play; it was he who appeareu. But ui 
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proportion as their relation became developed, his part dimin. 
ished; he had now to disappear, and to leave the bridegroom 
to stand alone. A.11 the Baptist is in this admirable saying, 
which no other would have invented. It ought to become 
the motto of every servant of Christ. 

It is here that Bengel, Tholuck, Olshausen, and others 
make the discourse of the Baptist close, and the reflections of 
the evangelist begin. They rest their view chiefly on the 
J ohannine character of the style in what follows, and on its 
numerous connections with the preceding conversation (see 
especially vv. 31 and 32). But the Baptist himself has just 
been explaining to us those connections; and as to the style, 
it must be remembered that Jesus and the Baptist spoke 
Aramaic, and the same evangelist translated their words. How 
could discourses thus reproduced fail to exhibit a uniform 
colouring ? If the author had passed at this point from the 
Baptist's discourse to his own reflections, he would in some 
way have marked the transition. Besides, the presents : he, 

SJ)eaketh, testifath, receiveth not (vv. 31, 32, 34), clearly prove 
that he aimed and claimed to make the forerunner speak. 
The only question is, whether this claim is well founded. We 
shall not be able to pronounce until we have studied the dis
course to the end. 

Vv. 31-36. "He." 
A.nd first, the origin of Jesus (ver. 31); next, the divine 

perfection of His teaching (vv. 32-34); :finally, His filial 
dignity and His absolute sovereignty (ver. 3 5). The discourse 
closes with a practical application (ver. 36). 

Ver. 31. " He that cometh from above is above all : 1 he that 
is of the earth 2 is earthly, and SJ)eaketh of the earth : He that 
cometh from heaven is above all." 3-J ohn contrasts the celestial 
origin of Jesus with his own terrestrial nature. "AvroOev, 
from above, applies here not to the mission,-for John's is also 
from ahove,-but to the ori,gin of the person. The all in 
above all refers to servants of God. A.11 are destined, like 
John himself (ver. 30), to he eclipsed by the Messiah. The 
thrice repeated words : of the earth, forcibly express the sphere 
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to which John belongs, and above which he cannot rise. The 
first time they indicate origin (lJJv e,c): a mere man; the 
second time, his mode of existence ( icn{) : he is and remains 
earthly in his whole manner of being, feeling, and thinking 
(comp. the antithesis, vcr. 13); the third time, they refer to 
his teaching (XaXei) : seeing the things of heaven only from 
beneath, from his earthly dwelling-place, at certain isolated 
moments, and, as it were, through partial openings, he speaks 
even in his times of ecstasy only as an earthly being. He can 
only call to repentance, without bringing into the kingdom. 
This estimate which John gives of himself agrees with the 
judgment of Jesus, Matt. xi. 11 : " The least in the kingdom 
of heaven is greater than he." And the shaking of his faith, 
which followed so closely, was not long in demonstrating how 
just it was. After having thus put all heaven's servants in 
their place relatively to Jesus, John returns to his principal 
theme: He. If, with the Alex., we reject the last words of 
this verse: is above all (as well as the and of the following 
verse), we must take the words: He that cometh from heaven, 
as the subject of the verb testifieth, ver. 32. But the fullest 
and richest reading is also the most in keeping with the spirit 
of the text. 

Ver. 32. ".And/ what He hath seen and heard, that 2 He 
testifieth ; and no man receiveth His testi1nony."-The 1Cal, and, 
omitted by the Alex., is unnecessary. .Asyndeta are frequent 
in this discourse. From the heavenly origin of Jesus there 
follows the perfection of His teaching. He is in filial com
munion with the Father. When He speaks of divine things, 
He speaks of them as an immediate witness. This saying is 
the echo of what Jesus said ver. 11. By reproducing it, the 
forerunner declares that Jesus has affirmed nothing regarding 
Himself which is not perfect truth. In the last words he 
confirms the severe judgment which Jesus had passed on the 
conduct of the people and their rulers (ver. 11). Yet, while 
asserting, as Jesus had done, the general unbelief of Israel, 
John does not deny individual exception8; he brings them out 
in ver. 33. But what he means here by the expression: no 
man, is that those exceptions, which appear to be all in the 
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eyes of his disciples (" all," ver. 26), are in his estimation but 
an imperceptible minority. Over against the exaggeration of 
envy, he sets that of zeal : " Where ye say : all, I for my 
part say: no man." He would not be satisfied unless he saw 
the Sanhedrim as a body, followed by the whole people, 
coming to pay homage to the bridegroom of the Messianic 
community. Then he could himself also go to sit at His 
feet. 

V v. 3 3, 3 4. " He that receiveth His testimony hath set 
to his seal that God is true. For He whom God hath .sent 
rpeaketh the words of God: for the Spirit giveth 1 

[ Him J not 
with measure."-Nevertheless there are some believers, and 
what a grandeur and beauty are in the part they act ! 
~<pparytl;eiv, to seal, to legalize an act by putting to it one's 
seal. This is what is done by the believer in relation to the 
divine testimony; by taking his place among those who 
accept it, he has the honour of associating his personal 
responsibility once for all with that of the God who speaks 
by His envoy. Indeed, this certificate of truth, adjudged to 
Jesus by the believer, ascends even to God Himself· This is 
what is explained by ver. 34 (for). The sayings of Jesus 
are in such a sense those of God, that to certify the truth of 
the former is to attest the veracity of God Himself. Some 
think that the idea of divine veracity refers to the fulfilment 
of the prophecies attested by faith. But this idea is unre
lated to the context. According to others, John means that 
to believe in Jesus is to attest the truth of God's declara
tion at the time of His baptism. This meaning, natural 
enough in itself, does not harmonize with ver. 34. The pro
found thought contained in this expression of John is as 
follows: in receiving the sayings of Jesus with faith in their 
divine character, man boldly declares that what is divine can
not be false, and thus proclaims the incorruptible veracity of 
God. The aor. should be remarked, lu<f>pa,yiuev, sealed: it is 
an accomplished act. And what an act! His private seal, 
henceforth appended to the divine document, has rendered 
the believer for evermore a partner of God Himself. There 
is an evident elevation in this paradoxical form, whereby 
John expresses the greatness of the act of faith. Thi11 
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sa.ying, and still more those which follow, are, as it were, the 
paroxysm of his affirmation.-The expression: whom He hath 
sent (which recalls ver. 17), should be taken in the most absolute 
sense. Other messengers of God deserve this name only in a 
secondary meaning : in reality they are merely raised up ; to 
be sent, in the strict sense of the wmd, the messenger must 
be from above (ver. 31).-The same absolute force must be 
given to the phrase : the words of God. He alone possesses 
the complete and absolute revelation of God; all others, and 
even the Baptist himself, have but fragments of it.-And 
whence arises this character ? From the fact that the com
munication made to him unceasingly by the Spirit is withoiit 
measu1·e. T. R. reads o 13€0<;- after olo(,:unv: " God giveth the 
Spirit" • . . But the Alex. unanimously reject this subject : 
God; and probably it is a gloss taken from the first proposi
tion of the verse. Even while suppressing it, it might be 
understood; which would come to the same thing in sense. 
But it is possible also to take the Spirit as the subject: the 
Spirit does not give J esns revelation, or anything whatever, 
according to a certain measure, as to other divine messengers. 
Thus understood, the saying expresses what John had beheld 
in the vision of the baptism: the Spirit in the form of a 

dove, that is to say, in His totality, descending and abiding 
on Him-Meyer, disliking the ellipsis of the pron. aimp, to 
Him, has tried to convert this saying into a general maxim, 
with the meaning: "God is not under obligation to observe 
a certain measure in giving the Spirit ; " and hence the 
understood application : He may therefore, if He pleases, give 
Him without measure to the Son. But thus the very thing 
would be understood which ought to be expressed, and 
expressed which might very well have been understood 
Meyer appeals to the present: giveth, which cannot apply to 
the gift of the Holy Spirit at the baptism, since this gift is a 
thing of the past. But this objection does not affect the 
explanation which we now give (differing from that of the 
first edition); for the matter in question is not the gift which 
God made of the Holy Spirit, but the gift of the words of God. 
The ellipsis of the pron. airr<f>, to Him, is easily explained : 
" the Spirit [ in this case] giveth not with measure [ as in all 
others]." 
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Ver. 3 5. " The Father lovetk the Son, and hath given all 
things into His lwnd."-The asyndeton between this verse and 
the preceding might be rnndered· emphatically : "Because also 
the Father loveth" . . . This absolute communication of the 
Father has for its principle His unspeakable love to the Son. 
Here is the culminating point of the Messianic hymn. These 
words are like the echo of that divine utterance which had 
sounded in the ears of the Baptist: " This is my beloved Son." 
-The term lvyaTr~, loveth, is taken absolutely, like the ex
pressions: sent and words.-Jesus had made use of the term 
Son, vv. 16-18 ; Ps. ii. applied it to the Messiah (vv. 7, 12 ; 
every other explanation seems to us untenable); Isaiah and 
Micah had expressed themselves similarly (Isa. ix. 6; Mic. 
v. 2, 3). It is not surprising, therefore, that the term should 
be used by John the Baptist.-From this love of the Father 
flows the gift of all things. Some commentators, founding on 
ver. 34, have limited this expression to spiritual gifts, to the 
powers of the Holy Spirit. But the phrase : into His hand, 
does not accord with this meaning. Rather, it forms a climax 
to ver. 34: "Not only the Spirit, but all things." By the 
Spirit, the Son reigns in the heart of believers; but this is 
not enough; the Father has, moreover, given Him universal 
sovereignty, that He may be able to make all things work for 
the good of His own. This is precisely the thought ivhich 
Paul expresses, Eph. i. 22, in the untranslatable form: avT6v 
""" ..,_ -. ' ' ' ' ~ ' -. ' Th z._ d . t' eoruKev Ke'f'al\,'TJV VTrep 7ravTa T'[I EKICJ\,'TJ<rUf.- e 1w,n IS ne 
symbol of free disposing power. -Thereby John meant to 
say: " Grieve over my being )espoiled by Him ! Nay, He 
has right to everything, and tan take everything without 
encroaching." A.nd hence there follows the impressive appli
cation, which he makes in the following verse to the whole 
world, of the truth which he has just proclaimed. 

Ver. 36. "He tlwt believeth on the Son hath everlasting life: 
but he that disobeyeth the Son slwll not see 1 life; but the wrath 
of God abideth on him."-Such is the practical consequence 
which every one must draw from the supreme greatness of the 
Son. These last words present a remarkable analogy to the 
end of Ps. ii. : " Kiss the Son, lest He be angry, and ye perish 
fr<Ym, the v:ay, when His wrath is kindled but a little, Blessed 
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a1·e all they that put their trust in Him." Only the Baptist 
begins with believers and ends with the unbelieving : it is a 
final warning which he would leave with his disciples and the 
whole nation. John declares, as Jesus had done to Nicodemus, 
that in the case of each man everything depends on faith 
and unbelief, and that the absolute value of those two moral 
facts arises from the supreme dignity of Him who is their 
object: the Son. This name explains why faith gives life, 
why unbelief brings wrath.-The term o a:rm0wv, he wlw dis
obeyeth, expresses the voluntary side of unbelief, revolt. The 
Son is lawful sovereign; unbelief is a refusal of submission. 
-The words : wrath abideth, have often been understood 
thus : The natural condemnation abides, because the act which 
alone could have removed it, that of faith, has not taken 
place. But this meaning seems to us weak and forced, and 
has a very imperfect connection with the preceding context. 
The subject in question is rather the wrath provoked by the 
refusal of obedience, and falling on the unbeliever as such. 
Is it not just that God should be angTy ? If faith seals the 
veracity of God (ver. 33), unbelief makes God a liar (1 John 
v. 10).-The fut. shall see is contrasted with the pres. hath. 
Not only has he not life now, but when it shall be externally 
displayed in its perfect form, that of glory, he shall not behold 
it ; it shall be to him as though it were not. Another saying 
which implies the whole evangelic eschatology.-The verb 
fJ,€VE£, abide,th, in spite of its correlation with the future G,fre-rai, 
shall see, is a present, and should be written µ,eve,. The 
present, abideth, expresses the notion of permanence much 
better than the fut., shall abide. Every other wrath is 
revocable ; that which falls upon unbelief is without recall. 
Thus the epithet eternal, of the first clause, is re-echoed in the 
second. 

The following is M. Renan's judgment on the fact which we 
have just been studying: "Ver. 22 et seq. to ver. 2 of chap. iv. 
transport us unmistakeably into the region of history. . . . This 
is extremely remarkable. The Synoptics have no parallel to it. 
For my part, I think this episode very probable" (p. 491). As 
to the discourse, it may be called: the last word of the Old 
Testament. It recalls the threat of Malachi, which closes the 
Old Testament : "Lest I come and smite the earth with a curse." 
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It is therefore in keeping with the given situation which sum
moned the forerunner to close his preceding calls to faith with 
a solemn warning against incipient unbelief. A.s to its contents, 
it finds a complete explanation in the mouth of the Baptist
lst. In the vision on occasion of the baptism of Jesus (vv. 34b, 
35a); 2d. In the sayings of the conversation with Nicodemus 
which had been reported to John (vv. 31, 32, 36); 3d. In Old 
Testament reminiscences (vv. 29, 36; comp. Ps. ii. 7-12; Mal. 
iv. 6); 4th. In the Baptist's personal experiences (vv. 27, 28, 30, 
33, 34a). As to the form, account must be taken of bvo facts
lst. That the style of the evangelist, translating, has necessarily 
a colouring similar to that of the evangelist as an aidhor (first 
Epistle); 2d. That certain forms of language used by Jesus 
had impressed themselves on the language of His reporter, as 
well as that of the Baptist (Introd. i. p. 160 et seq.). 

Besides, each of the two parts of the discourse has its peculiar 
signs of authenticity: the first, in the inimitable sayings of 
vv. 27, 29, 30; the second, in the two particulars pointed out 
by Beyschlag, and which nowhere occur again in any of the 
discourses of Jesus (in this Gospel), nor in John's Epistle: the 
idea of the Holy Spirit inspiring Jesus with the sayings of 
God according to His mode of acting upon the prophets (ver. 34), 
and the wmth of God (ver. 36). The witness of the baptisni 
scene betrays himself, finally, in the expressions of ver. 35, with
out the least design on the author's part, since he has not even 
reported the saying of God at the baptism, of which the words 
of the Baptist are an exact reproduction : " Thou art my 
belmied Son."-Even Weizsacker himself says (p. 268 ): "There 
are particular elements in this discourse which distinctly 
characterize the Baptist's peculiar standpoint (vv. 27, 34, 35, 
and 36). Whatever liberty is taken in the reproduction, . . . 
it is clear that this liberty does not go the length of dissolving 
the historically assigned basis."-But an objection is raised from 
the silence of the Synoptics regarding this alleged baptism, 
which Jesus, according to John, must have practised at the 
beginning (Keim, i. p. 612).-John seems to have anticipated 
this objection in ver. 24. The blending of the first two returns 
to Galilee had forced this omission into the synoptical tradi
tion, along with that of the whole period to which this fact 
belonged. 

It is asked how the forerunner, if he recognised Jesus so 
positively as the Messiah, could continue to baptize by His side, 
or why, at least, he did not set himself to baptize in His name. 
- It is forgotten that a prophet has no right himself to change 
his commission. John's personal conviction made no change 
iu the part officially marked out for him. Called to lead all 
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Israel to faith in the Messiah, he was like the sliip captain, who 
is the last to leave his sinking vessel, and who does so only 
when his whole crew are in safety. As to baptizing in the name 
of Jesus, it was his part to leave this care to Jesus Himself, who 
discharged the task by means of His disciples. John continued 
to baptize with that baptism of repentance which was the normal 
preparation of every sincere Israelite for the Messianic kingdom. 

But again it is asked, how, if the Baptist had spoken thus of 
Jesus, his disciples could have constituted themselves afterwards 
into an antichristian sect 1-A small number only of the innumer
able multitudes baptized by John were present at this scene. The 
rest were dispersed in all countries (comp. Acts xix. 1 et seq.). 
And even among these witnesses how many were there who, 
not having entire docility, converted the work and person of the 
Baptist into a standard, which they chose to raise in opposition 
to the work and person of Jesus Christ ? It would be to 
expect very much from a discourse, to suppose that so deep a 
feeling of jealousy as that which animated them, and of which 
we find traces in the Synoptics (Matt. ix. 14 and parallels), 
could have been radically extirpated by such means. The 
vacillation of the Baptist (his 11xwilaAf~sO'~cu, being offended, 
Matt. xi. 5) arose probably from the influence which his dis
ciples exercised over him before, and still more during, his 
imprisonment (Matt. xi. 2). 

It is difficult to believe that this account was written without 
some allusion to the disciples of John, pretty numerous, as it 
seems, who moved about in Asia Minor. It certainly should 
not be concluded from this, as some critics do, that the whole 
of the fourth Gospel owes its existence to this polemical inten
tion. But we need not exclude it entirely (comp. Introd. i. 
pp. 293, 294), to avoid holding, with Holtzmann, that this whole 
account is merely an " ideal picture" drawn from Acts xix. 
1 et seq., and intended to represent t.he normal entrance of 
the whole school of the Baptist into the church of Christ (l). 
Comp. the article" Johannes Jiinger" in Schenkel's Bibellexicon,, 
II. p. 328. 

The evangelist does not speak of the Baptist's imprison
ment. But the saying of Jesus, v. 3 5, assumes the sudden 
disappearance of the forerunner. It took place, therefore, 
very shortly after this last testim0ny uttered by him in 
Judea (see at iv. 1). The evangelist has omitted this parti
cular, like so many others, which he knows to be familiar to 
his readers, and the mention of which is not required by bis 
plan : the representation of the development of faith. 

GODF.T ll. G JOHN. 
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SECOND SECTION. 

IV. 1-42.-JESUS IN SAMARIA. 

Jesus, not wishing to hasten the catastrophe which would 
put an end to His earthly ministry, abandons Judea to His 
enemies, as He had abandoned, first the temple, then 
Jerusalem. The disturbance which He sees among His 
adversaries on occasion of His success, is the signal for His 
retreat. He returns to Galilee, and henceforth makes this 
remote province the ordinary theatre of His activity. 

The natural way from Judea to Galilee passed through 
Samaria. It was the one also usually followed by Galilean 
caravans going to Jerusalem (Joseph . .Antiq. xx. 6.1); and Jesus 
could have no fear of conforming to this usage (Luke ix. 51 
et seq.). It has been alleged that this course was in contra
diction to Matt. x. 5, 6, where Jesus says to the apostles, when 
sending them to preach : " Go not into the way of the Gentiles, 
and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye not : lntt go rather 
to the lost sheep of the house of Israel." But between passing 
through Samaria ('at€pxeu0ai, ver. 4), and making the Samaritan 
people the express object of a mission, there is an obvious 
difference. Much rather we ought to find, with Hengsten
berg, a moral congruity with the example which Jesus some
times gave during His earthly life,-the example, viz., of a 
largeness of heart, which became, after Pentecost, the character 
of the Christian mission. 

If it is so, the fact about to be related has a typical value. 
Jesus Himself feels this deeply (ver. 38). This Samaritan 
woman and those inhabitants of Sychar, by the readiness and 
eagerness of their faith, and by the contrast of their conduct 
to that of the Israelitish people, are in His eye, as it were, 
the first-fruits of the conversion of the Gentile world. There 
is here an indication to Him of the future progress of the 
kingdom of God over the earth. Must we therefore conclude, 
with Baur, that the whole narrative is merely an idea pre
sented in action by the author of our Gospel ? Assuredly 
not ! If the Samaritan woman was a mere impersonation of 
the Gentile world, l:iow would the authw have put into her 
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month (ver. 20 et seq.) a strictly monotheistic profession of 
faith, as well as the hope of the near advent of the Messiah 
(ver. 2 5 ; comp. ver. 42) ? Happily, real history has its 
ideal side. Otherwise it would only be an accumulation of 
facts without significance. From the circumstance that a 
fact has a prophetic value, it does not follow that it is a mere 
fiction. If there is a narrative of the life of our Saviour, 
which in the liveliness and freshness of the whole and parts 
bears the seal of historical truth, it is this. M. Renan him
self says : " The most of the circumstances of the narrative 
bear a striking stamp of truth" (Vie de Jesus, p. 243). 

As an example of faith, this incident connects itself with 
two previous descriptions : that of the faith of the apostles 
(i. 38 et seq.), and that of the visit of Nicodemus (iii. 1-21). 
These are the luminous parts of the record which alternate 
with its sombre parts, representing the beginnings of unbelief 
(i 19 et seq., ii. 12 et seq., iii. 2 5 et seq.). 

We distinguish in this narrative the three following 
phases :-1. Jesus and the Samaritan woman, vv. 1-26 i 
2. Jesus and the disciples, vv. 27-38; 3. Jesus and the 
Samaritans, vv. 3 9-42. 

I. Jesits and the Samaritan Woman.-vv. 1-26. 

In this first phase we see how Jesus succeeded in awaken
ing faith in a soul which was a stranger to all spiritual life.
The historical situation is described in vv. 1-6. 

Vv. 1-3. " When thm·efore the L01·d 1 knew how the Pharisees 
had heard that Jesus made and baptized more disciples 
than 2 John (though Jesus Himself baptized not, but Hi,.~ 
disciples), He left Judea, and departed again 3 into Galilee." 
- Ver. 1 explains the motive which leads Jesus to quit 
Judea : the Pharisees begin to take serious account of Him. 
A report has reached them regarding Jesus, according to 
which this new personage may become more formidable than 
John himself.-Ovv, therefore, in consequence of this great 

1 ~ D A, some Mnn. Jtplerique V g. Syr. Cop. read , In,ovs instead of • "u;,,s. 
: A BG L r reject"· 
3 II,.,_,. is found in ~GD L MT b, some Mnn, Itpl•rique Vg. Cop. Syr"h. It iF 

omitted by all the other documeut.s. 



100 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

!loncourse of people mentioned ni. 23-26.-The title: tlzt 
Lord (in the majority of the Mss.), is very rarely applied to 
Jesus during His earthly life (vi. 23, xi. 2). It assumes that 
the habit has been formed of regarding Jesus as raised to 
glory; and hence it is so frequent in the Epistles. If it is 
authentic in this passage (see the various readings of 3 Mjj., 
which read: Jesus), it is occasioned either by an apprehension 
of the divine greatness of Jesus which prevails in the pre
vious passage, or, more simply, by the desire to avoid repeat
ing the name of Jesus which recurs a few words further on. 
-The expression : had heard, does not denote a supernatural 
knowledge. What proves this is, that the tenor of the report 
made to the Pharisees is textually reproduced (comp. the 
name of Jesus instead of the pron. He, and the presents : '1T'ote'Z 

and /3a7rr/sei, makes and baptizes). Jesus must have appeared 
more dangerous than John-first, because of the Messianic 
testimony which John had rendered to Him; and next, because 
of His much greater independence of legal and Pharisaic 
forms.-The reading of the 5 Mjj. which reject if, than, can 
only have this meaning: "that Jesus made more disciples, 
and that (on his side) John baptized." This meaning is 
strange, and almost absurd. 

The practical conclusion which Jesus draws from this 
report naturally leads to the supposition that the imprison
ment of John was now an accomplished fact. Hengstenberg 
even concludes from the resolution taken by Jesus to with
draw from before the Pharisees, that this sect had played the 
chief part in the imprisonment of the forerunner; and he 
explains in this sense the term '1T'apeo68"7, was gii,en up, Matt. 
iv. 12 : it was, he says, by the perfidious hands of the 
Pharisees that John was delivered into the hands of Herod. 
-But it will be asked why Jesus retires to Galilee, the 
domain of Herod; was not this to run in the face of danger ? 
No ; for this prince's hatred to John was a personal matter. 
Jesus might find Herod less to be feared than the dominant 
party in Judea. 

The remark of ver. 2 is meant to define the vague expres
sion used by the evangelist himself, iii. 22 ; nothing is 
indifferent in the Lord's mode of acting, and John will not 
let a false idea l;)e fomied about one of His acts.-Why did 
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uot Jesus baptize Himself? Just because He was the Lord, 
and as such reserved to Himself the baptism of the Spirit. 
By leaving the baptism of water to the apostles, He rendered 
this rite independent of His personal presence, and so pro
vided for the maintenance of it in His church after His 
departure. There is therefore no identity between the course 
here followed by Jesus and that of Paul (1 Cor. i. 17) and 
Peter (Acts x. 48). This baptism cannot have continued in 
Galilee. For there is no mention of it. The cessation of 
this rite was undoubtedly connected, on the part of Jesus, 
with that of His position as Messiah. He gave up trans
forming Israel by baptism into a Messianic community, in 
proportion as its unbelief came to emphatic expression, and 
as He saw Himself forced to cease from acting as the national 
Messiah. There are thus three degrees in the institution of 
baptism: John's baptism, which was a general consecration to 
the Messianic kingdom by repentance ; the baptism of Jesus 
at the beginning of His ministry, which on the part of the 
baptized was an act of attachment to His person as a disciple; 
finally, baptism as it was reinstituted by Jesus after His 
resurrection, as a consecration to the possession of salvation 
thenceforth acquired by Him for the whole world. We do 
not find that those who had received the first baptism (the 
apostles, for example) were afterwards subjected to the second 
or third. It was they, on the contrary, who were charged 
with administering the two last (ver. 2 ; Acts ii.).-It 
is not without ground that Beck has compared infant 
baptism in the Christian church with the second of these three 
baptisms. 

The departure from Judea is indicated, ver. 3, as a distinct 
act from the return to Galilee ; and that because, according to 
ver. 1, the real object of Jesus was much less to go to the 
one than to depart from the other. The word 7raXtv, again, 
read by 6 Mjj., evidently alludes to the first return, men
tioned i. 43. It is those two earliest returns from Judea to 
Galilee which had been identified by the synoptical tradition, 
and which John has carefully distinguished, for the reason 
explained iii. 24. This term: again, therefore appears to be 
authentic, notwithstanding the numerous Mss. in which it is 
omitted. 



102 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

Vv. 4, 5. "And He must needs go throitgh Samaria. Then 
iometh He to a city of Samaria, which is crilled Sychai·,1 

near to the pa1·cel of ground that Jacob gave to his son Joseph." 
--:'Eoei, He must needs, if at least the direct route were 
followed. The very strict Jews preferred to make a detour, 
and pass through Perea. But Jesus did not share this 
particularistic spirit.-The name Sychar is remarkable ; for 
the only well-known city in this locality is that which bore 
the name of Shechem, and which is very often mentioned in 
the 0. T. Can it be that the evangelist has fallen into an 
error here, as a stranger to Palestine 1 Such is the allegation 
of those who impugn the authenticity of our Gospel. We 
think the solutions have little probability which regard the 
name Sychar as a voluntary, and in Israel popular, alteration 
from that of Shechem ; so those who derive Sychar from '1J:le' 

(sheker), falsehood, to designate this city as a seat of heathen
ism ; or from i!l~ (shechar), liquor, to stigmatize it as the city 
of drunkards (Isa. xxviii 1, the drimkards of Ephraim). We 
should prefer to hold that there had been an involuntary 
transformation through the interchange which is so common 
of the liquids, as that of Ben and Bar (son, in Hebrew and 
Chaldaic). . But a more natural solution is presented by the 
passages of Eusebius and Jerome, which positively distinguish 
two neighbouring localities bearing the two names ; as where 
Eusebius says (Onomastieon): "Sychar, before Neapolis" (Nab
lous, or the New City, the new name of Shechem re.stored). 
The Talmud likewise speaks of a locality called Soukar, of a 
spring Soukar, and of the plain of Soukar ( could this name 
come from ,m, (sougar), sepulchral cave J), a town or hamlet 
which cannot be confounded with Shechem. At the present 
day even, a hamlet very near Jacob's well, and situated at the 
foot of Mount Ebal, at the entrance of the valley, bears the 
name of ,::ii:,3t, Aschar, a name which very much resembles 
that which we read in John and in the Talmud. In any 
case, it appears certain that the ancient Shechem was situated 
somewhat more to the east than the modern (Nablous). This 
is proved by the ruins discovered everywhere between 
Nablous and Jacob's well (see Felix Bovet, Voyage en Terre-

1 All the Mss. with the exception of some Mnn., and all the ancient Vss., reaJ 
1.u;,;"f and not :z,X"f· 
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Sainte, p. 363). Petermann (art. "Samaria" in Herzog's 
Encyclop. XIII. p. 3 6 2) also says : " The Emperor V espasian 
enlarged the city considerably on the west side." Possibly 
the part of the ancient city situated most to the east bore 
specially the name Sychar, in the sense of little Shechern, 
or suburb of Shechem. This situation would at the same 
time explain how the woman could come to seek water at 
this well considerably distant from Shechem, and that at mid
day. Her house would be near the well.-In any case, to 
see in this, as Furrer does, an evidence of the purely ideal 
character of the narrative, one must have his mind thoroughly 
filled with a preconceived theory (Bibellex. III. p. 3 7 5).-It 
is at Nablous that the remnant of the Samaritan people live 
o.t the present day. 

According to de Wette, Meyer, and others, Jacob's alleged 
gift to Joseph, mentioned in ver. 5, is only a false tradition 
resting on a misunderstanding of the LXX. In Gen. 
xlviii. 22, Jacob says to Joseph: "I have given to thee one 
portion (Shechem) above thy brethren, which I took out of the 
hand of the Arnorite with my sword and with my bow." He 
has just adopted Joseph's two sons as his own, and hence the 
reason why he assigns to this son one portion above his 
brethren. The word which signifies portion, is in Hebrew 
c:i~, Shechem (strictly, the shoulder, as a portion of the victim, 
and hence portion in general). The LXX., it is said, took 
this word in a geographical sense, and translated it wrongly 
by ~{1Ctµa,, Shechem; and from this false translation arose the 
popular legend reproduced here by the evangelist. But it is 
indisputable that when Jacob says: " The portion which I took 
out of the hand of the Amorite with iny sword and with my 
bow," he is alluding to the violence perpetrated by his sons 
Simeon and Levi upon the city of Shechem (Gen. xxxiv.): 
" took each man his sword, and came upon the city, and slew 
all the males, and spoiled it" (vv. 25-2 7). This is the only 
military exploit mentioned in the patriarch's life. Jacob 
appropriates to himself the glorious and valiant side of the 
deed, and regards it as a confirmation of the purchase which 
he had formerly made (Gen. xxxiii. 19) of a domain in the 
district of Shechem, and at the same time as a pledge of the 
future conquest of the whole country by his descendants. 
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Consequently, when using the word shechem to denote the 
portion which he gives to Joseph, he himself makes a play 
upon words such as is to be found constantly in the 0. T. ; 
he leaves to hirn the best portion (shecher,i), which is precisely 
Shechem. His sons understood his meaning so well, that 
when their descendants returned to Canaan, their first care 
was to lay the bones of Joseph in the field of Jacob near 
Shechem ; and they afterwards assigned as a portion to the 
tribe of Ephraim, the largest of the two tribes which sprang 
from Joseph, that region of Canaan in which Shechem was 
'iituated. The LXX., unable to render the play on words in 
Greek, have translated shechem in the geographical sense, which 
,qas the most important. There is here, therefore, neither 
a false translation on the part of the LXX., nor a false tradi
tion to be charged against the evangelist. 

Ver. 6. "Now Jacob's well was there. Jesus therefore, being 
wearied with His jonrney, sat 1 thus on the well: it was about 
the sixth hour."-This well exists still; for "it was probably 
the same which is now called Bir-Jakoub" (Renan, Vie de 
Jdsus, p. 243). It is situated 35 minutes to the east of 
Nablous, exactly at the place where the road which follows 
the principal valley, that of Mokhna, from S. to N., turns 
abruptly to the west to enter the narrow valley of Shechem, 
between Ebal on the north-east to Gerizim on the south-west. 
It is hollowed out in the rock, and is 9 feet in diameter. 
Two centuries ago Maundrell found it 10 5 feet deep. In 
1843, according to Wilson, it was only 75 feet, no doubt 
in consequence of the crumbling of the rock Maundrell 
found in it 15 feet of water. Robinson and M. Bovet 
found it dry. Schubert, in the month of April, could drink 
its water. It is blocked up with large stones, from 5 to 6 
feet below the entrance; but the real opening is found some 
feet deeper. A little further to the north, towards the hamlet 
of Aschar, Joseph's tomb is pointed out.-Robinson has asked 
for what object this gigantic work could have been under
taken, in a country so abounding in springs 1 The only 
answer to be given is that of Hengstenberg: The work is that 
of a man who, a stranger in the country, wished to live inde
pendently of the inhabitants to whom the springs belonged, 

1 Ov"'"'' is omitted by some Mnn. I tollq and Syr. 
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and to leave a monument of his right of property in this 
soil and in the whole country. Thus the very nature of this 
work confirms the origin ascribed to it by tradition. 

As soon as the caravan had quitted the great plain of 
l\fokhna, and taken some steps to the left in the valley of 
Shechem, Jesus seated Himself beside the well, leaving His 
disciples to continue their journey to Sychar, where they 
were to obtain provisions. For He was overpowered with 
fatigue (1Ce1Co1T'ia1Cw,;). The Tiibingen school ascribes to John 
the opinion of the Docetae, according to which the body of 
Jesus was a mere appearance. How is the assertion to be 
reconciled with this detail of the narrative 1-0ihw,;, thus, is 
almost untranslatable; and doubtless this is the reason why it 
is omitted in the Latin and Syriac versions as well as in ours.1 

We have sought to render it by the word la, there ; this 
adverb may designate the attitude of a man who is there. 
awaiting what God will send; or it reproduces the notion ,A 
fatigue : thoroughly worn out, as He was; or perhaps it 
signifies : without any preparation ; taking things as He found 
them.-The imperfect e1Ca0J,eTo does not mean : He seated 
Himself, but : He was sitting. The tense is descriptive. It 
points to what follows, not to what precedes. John does not 
mean : "He arrived and sat down," but: " He was seated there 
when a woman came" ... -The sixth hour must denote mid
day, according to the generally received mode of reckoning 
in the East (see at i. 39). The hour of the day serves to 
explain the ,ce1Coma1Cw,; : overpowered with the heat and the 
journey. 

The first part of the conversation extends to ver. 15 ; it is 
immediately connected with the situation described. 

Vv. 7-9. "There cometh a woman of Samaria to draw 
water: : Jesus saith unto her, Give 1ne to drink. (For His 
disciples were gone away unto the city to buy meat.) Then 
saith the woman of Samaria unto Hi1n, How is it that thou, 
being a Jew, askest d1·ink of me, which am, a woman oj 
Sa-maria? (For the Jews have no dealings with the Samaritans.)" 2 

-How came this woman to seek water from such a distance, 
and at this hour ? Sychar, and even, as we have seen, 

1 That is, the French ; it is expressed in the English.-TB
a This whole parenthesis is omitted by N, 
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Shechem, being situated to the east of the present town of 
N ablous, her dwelling might be very near the well. She ha.d 
no doubt been working in the fields, and was coming to draw 
water on her way home at the hour of dinner (see at ver. 
15). The regimen: of Samaria, depends on the word woman, 
and not on the verb cometh; for in the latter case, Samaria 
would denote the city of that name, which is impossible, as it 
is three leagues farther to the north. The request of Jesus 
must be taken in the simplest sense, and regarded as earnest. 
There is no allegory about it; He is really thirsty. This 
follows from the word wearied. But the fact does not preclude 
the view that, in opening a conversation with the woman, He 
was obeying another impulse than His thirst, the desire of 
saving (vv. 32 and 34). He knows well that the way to 
gain a soul is often to ask a service from it; there is thus 
conceded to it a sort of superiority which flatters it. "The 
effect of this little word was great ; it began to overturn the 
wall which had stood for ages between the two peoples," says 
Lange.-The remark of ver. 8 is intended to explain that if 
the disciples had been present they would have had a vessel, 
an &VT°'ATJµa, to let down into the well (see ver. 11). This 
observation of the evangelist likewise proves his belief in the 
perfect reality of the want which called forth the request of 
Jesus; assuredly neither is there here the slightest Docetism.
Does the phrase: His disciples, denote all the disciples, without 
exception 1 Is it not improbable that they would leave Jesus 
there absolutely alone ? One of them, John for example, may 
very possibly have remained with Him, though, as usual, he 
makes no mention of himself in his narrative. Meyer's 
prudery retires before so simple a supposition !-No doubt the 
Jewish doctors said: "He who eats a Samaritan's bread is as 
one who eats swine's flesh." But this prohibition did not 
apply either to fruits or vegetables. Whether to meal and 
wine, is not known. Uncooked eggs were allowed ; whether 
cooked, was a question (Hausrath, Neutestam. Zeitgesch. i. p. 22). 

How did the Samaritan woman recognise Jesus to be a 
Jew ? By his dress or accent. Stier has observed that in 
the few words which Jesus had just uttered, there occurred 
the very letter I!' which, according to Judg. xii. 6, distinguished 
the Jewish (sch) and Samaritan (s): nni,S ~~n (teni lischekoth; 
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Samaritan: lisekoth). The last words (ov ryap UV"fxpwvmi) are 
a remark made by the evangelist, for the sake of his Gentile 
readers who might not know the origin of the Samaritan 
people (see 2 Kings xvii. 24 et seq.). It was a mixture of 
five nations transported from the East by Esarhaddon to 
re-people the kingdom of Samaria, whose inhabitants had been 
removed by Shalmaneser. To the worship of their national 
gods they joined that of the divinity of the country, Jehovah. 
After the return from the Babylonish captivity, they offered 
their services to the ,Tews in the rebuilding of the temple. 
Being rejected, they used all their influence with the kings of 
Persia to hinder· the re-establishment of the Jewish people. 
They built a temple on Mount Gerizim. Their first priest 
was Manasseh, a Jew who had married a Persian. They were 
more abhorred by the Jews than the Gentiles were. No 
Samaritans were received as proselytes.-It has been thought 
that the woman in waggishness somewhat exaggerated the 
consequences of the hostility between the two peoples, and 
that, in subjecting Jesus to this little cross-examination, she 
wished for a moment to enjoy the superiority which her 
position gave her. This shade does not appear in the text. 
The Samaritan woman simply expresses her astonishment. 

Ver. 10. "Jesus answered and said 1mto her, If thou knewest 
the gift of God, and who it is that saith to thee, Give me to drink; 
thou wouldest have asked of Him, and He would have given thee 
living water."-To this remark of the woman, Jesus replies, 
not by renewing His request, but by making her an offer by 
means of which He resumes His position of superiority. To 
this end it is enough for Him to raise this woman's thoughts 
to the higher sphere, where all on His side is giving, and on 
hers receiving. The expression : the gift of God, may be 
regarded as an abstract notion, the concrete reality of which 
is indicated by the following words : who it is that saith to 
thee (so in our 1st ed.). The saying of Jesus, iii. 16: "God 
so loved the world that He gave His only-begotten Son," favours 
this meaning, according to which Jesus was Himself the gift 
of God. But perhaps it is better to understand by this 
expression, the living water spoken of in the end of the verse, 
and to take the words: He that saith to thee, as denoting the 
agent through whom God makes this gift to the human soul 
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God gives Jesus to the world; and Jesus must be asked for 
the living water.-Living water, literally understood, denotes 
spring water, in opposition to the water of a cistern, or stagnant 
water. Gen. xxvi. 19 : "Isaac's servants digged in the valley, 
and found there a well of living water"-that is to say, a sub
terranean spring of which they made a well. Comp. Lev. 
xiv. 5. In the figurative sense, living water is therefore a 
blessing which has the property of perpetually reproducing 
itself like a springing fountain, or like life itself, and which 
consequently is never exhausted. What does Jesus mean 
thereby ? According to Justin and Cyprian, He means baptism; 
according to Lucke, faith ; according to Olshausen, Jesus 
Himself; according to Luthardt, the Holy Spirit; according 
to Grotius, the evangelical doctrine ; according to Meyer, the 
truth. According to Jesus Himself (vv. 13 and 14), it is 
eternal life, that is to say, the full satisfaction of all the heart's 
wants, and the possession of all the powers of which the soul 
is capable. Such a state can only result from the indwelling 
of Jesus Himself in the heart by the Holy Spirit (xiv.-xvi.). 
This explanation therefore embraces up to a certain point all 
the others. 

Vv. 11, 12. "The woman1 saith unto Him, Sir, thou hast 
nothing to draw with, and the well is deep : from whence then 2 

hast thou that living water J Art thou greater than our father 
Jacob, which gave us the well, and drank thereof hirnselj, and 
his children, and his cattle ?"-The woman takes the expres
sion : living water, in its strict sense. She means to say : 
"Thou canst neither (oiJTe) draw the living water which thou 
offerest me from the well,-for thou hast no vessel to draw 
with,-nor (,cai), because of its depth, canst thou reach 
with the hand to the source which feeds it."-She calls 
Jacob our father, because the Samaritans affected to be de
scendants of Ephraim and Manasseh (Joseph. Antiq. ix. 14. 3). 
-8peµp,aTa: servants and flocks, everything requiring to be 
supported. 

Vv. 13, 14. "Jes1is answered and said unto her, Whoso
ever drinlceth of this water shall thirst again : but whoso
ever drinketh 3 of the water that I shall give him shall never 

1 B rejects 11 ,yu,~. tot reads """ij· 2 t,tDSyr. omit,,,.. 
• 1M D read • 11 ,..,..,, instead of•• :i' ,., ,..,.. 
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thhst, but the water that I 1 shall give him shall 'be in hirn 1 a 
well of water springing up into evm·lasting life."-It is not 
enough that the water of the well is spring water ; it is not 
living water, as Jesus understands it: it has not the power of 
reproducing itself in him who drinks it; nay, after a certain 
time, the need revives, and the torment of thirst makes itself 
felt. "A beautiful inscription," says Stier, "to put on foun
tains." Such water appears to the mind of Jesus an emblem 
of all earthly satisfactions, after which emptiness reappears in 
the soul, and again makes it dependent on external objects 
needed to satisfy it. 

In ver. 14 Jesus defines the nature of the true living 
water: it is that which, reproducing itself within by its own 
peculiar virtue, quenches the thirst of the soul as it awakes, 
so that the heart cannot suffer a moment of inward torment. 
Man possesses in himself a satisfaction independent of every 
earthly object.-'E,yw: yes,.I (in opposition to Jacob).-While 
fl<; T6V alruva, for ever, refers to the time, el<; tan)v alrovwv, to 
life eternal, expresses the mode. It is for ever, and in the 
form of eternal life, that this water springs up. The fountain 
itself is Jesus glorified in the heart by the Holy Spirit. 

Ver. 15. " '1.'he woman saith unto Him, Sir, give m-e this 
water, that I thirst not, neither pass 2 this way to draw."-The 
woman's request has certainly a serious side. This is proved 
by t.er respectful address, Sir. It appears also from the grave 
character of the following words of Jesus. She is arrested, 
though she does not understand. Only the expression of the 
desire felt by her to have her life made more comfortable has 
something naive about it, and almost humorous. The reading 
of the two oldest Mss. : " neither pa1JS this way," instead of : 
" neither come hither," ought to be admitted. No copyist 
would have displaced the Received reading. It confirms the 
idea which we have expressed, that the woman was merely 
passing on her return to her dwelling. 

The first phase of the conversation has closed. But Jesus 
has raised a sublime ideal in the woman's imagination, that of 

1 ~ D M, some Mnn. and the It. read ,,.,., before 3., .. .,, ~ rejects «v..-.,, which. 
follows this same word. 

• Instead of 'PX'."'"'' or 'PX"',""'• between which the other Mjj. &re divided, 
M reads ),op X"'fA "'• B ~"fX"i<"-•• 
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eternal life. Could He let her go before having taught her 
more on the subject, one who till now has showed herself so 
teachable 1 

Vv. 16-18. "Jesus saith 1mto he1·, Go, call thy husband, and 
come hither. The woman answered and said, I have no 
husband. Jesus said unto her, Thou hast well said, I have1 no 
husband : for thou , hast had five 2 husbands; and he whom 
thuu now hast is not thy husband : in that saidst thoit truly." 8 

-After bringing her to the point where profounder teaching 
must begin, Jesus suddenly bids her go in quest of her hus
band. Must we seek the object of this call in the effect which 
it was meant to produce in the woman, either by affording 
Jesus the occasion of proving to her His prophetic knowledge 
(Meyer and others), or by awaking her to the conviction of 
her sins (Tholuck, Luthardt, Bonnet) 1 No; for, to be 
thoroughly true and natural, the call must be its own justifi
cation, taken apart from the salutary effects which may result 
from it. Jesus did not wi~h to influence a dependent person 
without the participation of the man to whom she was united. 
This was perhaps the reason why He was not accustomed to 
speak alone with a woman (ver. 2 7). At the point, then, 
when He is penetrating more deeply into this soul, He feels 
the need of asimciating in the conversation him whose life she 
shares. Chrysostom and Liicke remark, besides, that the 
husband was also to be made a partaker of the gift of God. 
We learn from the sequel that Jesus was aiming at the evan
gelizing of this whole population. The arrival of the woman 
at so extraordinary an hour had been His Father's signal to 
Him. Now might not this family become the nucleus of the 
kingdom of God in this country 1 Compare the direction 
which He gives to His apostles for the evangelization of 
Galilee, to choose a house in every place, and there remain 
till their departure (Luke x. 7). The saying finds a perfectly 
natural explanation in those different reasons between which 
it would be difficult to decide. It need not be held that, 
when addressing this call to the woman, Jesus already knew 
all her antecedents. The term : thy husband, would not be 
explained quite naturally according to this view. His pro-

1 t,t D nauq Heracleon : 'X"' instead of ,,t".,, 
• Heracleon : ,; instead of ,..,..,., . 

. 8 i,t E : aA"'"'• instead of "A"lu, 
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phetic insight may not liave been awakened till He heard the 
answer which struck Him: "I have no husband."-She had been 
married five times; and now, after those five lawful unions, 
she was living in an illicit relation. The fact that she herself 
does not venture to call the man with whom she is living her 
hnsblind, proves that she has a certain amount of sincerity. 

The answer of Jesus is not free from irony. The partial 
assent which He gives to the woman's answer has something 
caustic about it. The same appears in the contrast which 
Jesus expresses between the number five and the: "I have 
no /"-The position of the pron. a-ov before av1p seems to 
imply . an understood antithesis : " not thine, but the husband 
of another." Hence it would follow that she even lived in 
adultery. But it is not necessary to press the meaning of 
the pronoun so far.-Modern criticism, since the time of 
Strauss (see particularly Keim and Hausrath), associates this 
part of the conversation with the fact that the Samaritan 
nation was formed of five Eastern tribes who had each brought 
their god, and adopted besides, Jehovah, the God of the 
country (2 Kings xvii. 30, 31). The woman with her five 
husbands and the man with whom she was now living as the 
sixth, is, it is said, the symbol of the entire Samaritan people, 
and we have here a proof of the purely ideal character of the 
whole narrative. This view is supported especially by the 
words of Josephus (..Antiq. ix. 14. 3) : "Five nations having 
each brought their own god into Samaria." But, 1st. In the 
0. T. passage, 2 Kings xvii. 30, 31, we read, it is true, of 
five peoples, but of seven gods, two nations having brought two 
gods. 2d. These seven gods were worshipped simultaneously 
and not in succession, up to the time when they gave place to 
Jehovah. 3d. Is it conceivable that Jehovah would be com
pared to the sixth husband, who was evidently the worst of 
all in the woman's life ?-Further, Heracleon's reading: six, 
cannot be explained by the addition of Jehovah to the five 
other gods, but rather by 2 Kings xvii. 30, where mention is 
made of six or seven gods introduced by the Eastern Gentiles. 

Vv. 19, 20. "The woman saith unto Him, Sir, I perceive 
that thou art a prophet. Our fathers worshipped in this 
mountain ; 1 and ye say that in Jerusalem is the place 2 where 

1 All the Mjj. : " ,,.,,, 'P" <rdv.-,,, instead of " ,,.,.,.., ,ro, 'P", which is the reading 
of 'l'. R. with Mnn. 1 ~ omits • ,,,.,.,. 
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men ought to worship."-Some see in the woman's question 
nothing more than an endeavour to parry the stroke at her 
conscience, "a woman's ruse" (de Wette), with the view of 
escaping from a painful subject. "She diverts attention from 
her own case by proposing to Him a point of controversy " 
(A.stie). But would Jesus reply as He does to a question put 
in such a spirit? Besser and Luthardt fall into the opposite 
extreme ; this question is in their eyes the evidence of a con
science on the rack, which, sighing after pardon, wishes to 
know the true sanctuary where it can go to expiate its faults. 
This is more forced still. Reuss, with an irony which touches 
the evangelist himself: " If she puts such a question, it 
is only to introduce our Lord's declaration which we are 
about to read." Westcott rightly says: "Here we have 
the perfectly natural question of a soul which finds itself 
face to face with an interpreter of the divine will." The 
woman has recognised a prophet in Jesus ; she has found 
in Him large-heartedness. The two answers, vv. 1 7 and 
19, have proved that despite her faults she does not lack 
straightforwardness. Ver. 25 proves that religious thoughts 
are not strange to her, that she is awaiting the Messiah, and 
that she longs to receive from Him the explanation of those 
questions which embarrass her. The fact of a Jewish prophet 
present before her eyes inspires her with doubts as to the 
religious rightfulness of her nation. Is it not natural in her 
present situation, after her conscience has been solemnly 
awakened, that her thoughts should turn to the great religious 
question which divided the two nations, and that she should 
ask its solution ? It is an anticipation of the more complete 
teaching which she expects from the Messiah. By th11 
term : our fathers, she probably understanc1 J the Israelites ot 
the time of Joshua, who, according to the reading of the 
Samaritan Pentateuch (Deut. xxvii. 4), raised their altar on 
Gerizim, and not on Ebal; anyhow, she understands by this 
term her Samaritan ancestors, who worshipped on Gerizim from 
the time of Nehemiah, when a temple was built there. This 
temple had been destroyed, 129 B.C., by John Hyrcanus. 
But even after that event the place remained holy (Deut. 
xi. 29), as it is to this day. It is there that the Samaritans 
still celebrate the feast of Passover every year. Jerusalem 
not being named anywhere in the law, the preference of th'e 
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Samaritans for Gerizim found plausible reasons in the patri
archal history. The superiority of the Jewish sanctuary could 
be justified only from the standpoint of the later books of the 
0. T. But it is well known that the Samaritans admitted 
only the Pentateuch and the Mosaic institutions. As she 
said: on this mountain, she pointed to it no doubt with 
her finger; for Jacob's well is situated immediately at the 
foot of Gerizim. She confines herself to stating the antithesis, 
assured that Jesus will understand the question which it 
contains. 

Ver. 21. " Jesus saith unto her, Woman, believe me,1 the lwitr 
cometh when ye shall neither in this moitntain, nor yet at Jeru
salem, worship the Father." -The position of Jesus is a delicate 
one. He cannot deny the truth, and He must not repel this 
woman. His answer is admirable. He has just been called 
a prophet, and He does a prophet's part. He promises a 
higher economy in which the contrast shall be done away, 
without the Samaritans being obliged to go to Jerusalem to 
worship, or even to make pilgrimage to Gerizim. Men shall 
worship God as a Father ; and this filial character of the new 
worship will emancipate it from every limit of place and time 
which bounded all the ancient national worships : " The privi
lege of Gerizim shall pass away, it is true, but not that it may 
be conferred on Jerusalem. You will not bring the Jewa 
here, any more than they shall force you to go to them. Y 011 

shall be raised as well as they into the great family of the 
Father's worshippers." What a treasure cast to such a soul ! 
What other desire than that of doing His Father's will could 
inspire Jesus with such condescension 1 The aor. 7r{rrrEvuov 

in the T. R. signifies: "Perform an act of faith to apprehend 
what I am going to tell thee." We can understand the pre
fixing of the apostrophe: wornan, in this reading, which makeB 
an energetic appeal to her will. The pres. 7r/aTwe in the 
Alex. simply signifies : "Believe from this time and for the 
future." The two readings may be supported.-This appeal 
to faith corresponded to the profession of the woman : "Thou 
art a prophet."-Ye, the subject of shall worship, might denote 
Samaritans and Jews (Hilgenfeld), or men in general (so in my 
2nd ed.), in contrast to Jesus Himself, or to Jesus with His 

1 T. R. reads yu,,., .,-,.-.-w.-., f'", with 14 Mjj. Jt•H~ Syr., while ~ B CD L, a 
Unn. b. Or. read .,...,.,,., f'-" 'Y"''"' (D : .,,, .. .,.w.-.,). 
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disciples. But this woman could not regard herself either as 
the representative of humanity in general, or of the Samaritans 
and Jews united. The subject of ye sliall worship, should 
rather be taken from the words of her question in ver. 2 0 : 
" Ou1· fathers worshipped." It is the Samaritans only. 

Ver. 2 2. " Ye worship ye know not what : we know what we 
worship: for salvation is of the Jews." -The strongly marked 
antithesis between ye and we indicates that we have here a con
trast between ye, the subject of the verb shall worship, ver. 21 
(ye, Samaritans), and a new subject: we Jews. After putting 
His impartiality beyond suspicion by revealing the great 
future announced, ver. 21, Jesus closes with the question put 
to Him more directly as to the past, and decides it in favour 
of the Jews : " It is at Jerusalem that the living God has 
made Himself known ; and that because it is by means of 
the Jews that He will save the world." God is not known 
except in so far as He gives Himself to be known. The seat 
of His knowledge is therefore the place of His revelation, and 
this place is Jerusalem. By breaking with the comse of the 
theocratic development after Moses, and rejecting the pro
phetic revelations, the Samaritans have separated themselves 
from the living God. They have preserved only the abstract 
notion of God, a purely rational monotheism. Now the idea of 
God, when it is taken for God Himself, is nothing better than 
a chimera. Even when worshipping, therefore, they know not 
what they worship. The Jews, on the contrary, developed 
in unbroken contact with divine manifestations; they have 
remained in the school of the God of revelation, and in this 
living relation they have had the principle of true knowledge. 
And whence comes this peculiar relation between this people 
and God? :From the fact that, according to the divine plan, 
the history of this people must issue in the salvation of the 
world. It is salvation which, retroactively, as it were, has 
produced all the theocratic revelations; just as the fruit which, 
though appearing last, is nevertheless the real cause of the 
yearly vegetation. The true cause of things is their aim. 
Thus is explained the oTt, jor. 

This passage has embarrassed rationalistic criticism, which, 
making the Jesus of our Gospel an adversary of Judaism, does 
not admit that He could have proclaimed Himself a Jew, and 
have joined together in this we His own worship and that of 
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the Israelitish people. And indeed, if, as is alleged by M. 
D'Eichthal (Les Evangiles, i. p. xxviii.), the Jesus of the fourth 
Gospel, "from one end to the other of His preaching seems to 
make sport of the Jews,"- and cannot consequently be one of 
them," there is a contradiction between our passage and the 
entire Gospel. Hilgenfeld thinks that in ver. 21 Jesus is 
addressing Jews and Samaritans in general by a sort of proso
popreia: "Ye shall worship in the future neither at ... nor 
at ... ; " then that in ver. 22, when He says: we know what 
we worship, He is contrasting Himself, and all Christians along 
with Him, with those Jews and Samaritans taken together: ye 
worship ye know not what. But this explanation is untenable. 
How, in ver. 21, could He address the Jews, who are not at all 
represented in this scene ? Or could the Samaritan woman 
represent them? Certainly the part would have greatly 
astonished her. And does not the explanation in ver. 22 : 
" for salvation is of the Jews," prove plainly that the subject of 
the preceding assertion: "we know what we worship," can only 
be the Jews? M. D'Eichthal and M. Renan use another 
expedient. The enigma is explained, says the first, when we 
observe that this saying (ver. 22) is only "the annotation, or 
rather the protestation, which a Jew of the old school had 
inscribed on the margin of the text, and which by mistake the 
copyist has converted into a saying of Jesus" (p. xxix., note). 
And the critic is fresh from an ecstasy over the services which 
criticism can render to the explanation of the sacred writings ! 
M. Renan has a similar hypothesis: "Ver. 22, which expresses 
a thought opposed to vv. 21 and 23, seems an awkward addi
tion made by the evangelist, who is alarmed at the boldness of 
the saying which he reports" (p. 244, note). Arbitrariness 
could not be carried further. Men begin with decreeing what 
the fourth Gospel must be: an anti-Jewish book. And when 
they meet with a word which contradicts this alleged character, 
they reject it with a stroke of the pen. Thus there is obtained, 
not the Gospel which is, but that which they woidd have. Does 
M. D'Eichthal imagine that the first old Jew who turned up 
was in possession of the original copy of our Gospel, to modify 
it according to his fancy ; or that it was an easy thing, once 
the writing was spread, to get an interpolation inserted into 
all the copies which were in circulation 1 And can M. Renan 
admit so easily that the evangelist allowed himself to correct 
at his own hand the sayings of the Master whom he adored ? 
Besides, the alleged incompatibility of this saying, either with 
vv. 21 and 23, or with the Gospel in general, is an error which 
a sound exegesis utterly condemns. 

At ver. 21 Jesus transferred the question into the future, 
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in which the localized worship of earlier times will no longer 
exist. In ver. 22 He has, historically speaking, justified the 
position of the Jews. In ver. 2 3 He returns to the future 
announced in ver. 21, and describes it in all its greatness. 

Vv. 23, 24. "But the hour cometh, and now is, when the 
true worshippers shall worship the Father in spirit and in 
truth : /01· the Father seeketh such to worship Him. God is 
a Spirit : and they that worship Him 1 must worship Him in 
spirit and in truth. " 2-J esus developes in a positive way the 
thought which He indicated negatively in ver. 21. But, in 
opposition to the past period of lsraelitish prerogative, the 
words, " and now is," which He adds here, serve to excite 
the already awakened attention of the woman more power
fnlly. It is as if the first breath of the new era were now 
refreshing this soul. Perhaps Jesus sees in the distance His 
disciples returning, the representatives of this nation of new 
worshippers.-He declares the two characteristics of the new 
worship which is henceforth to unite Samaritans and Jews 
and all true worshippers : spirituality and truth. Spirit hera 
denotes that deepest element of the human soul by which it 
can hold communion with the divine world. It is the seat of 
self-collectedness, the sanctuary wherein the true worship is 
celebrated; Rom. i. 9 : " The God whom I serve in my spirit" 
(iv T<p 'TT"vevµ,art µ,ov); Eph. vi. 18: praying in spirit (iv 
'TT"VEVµ,an). But this spirit in man, the 'ffV€Vf-la av0pr/Jmvov, 
remains simply a virtual power until it is penetrated by the 
Divine Spirit. It is by this union that it becomes capable of 
realizing the true worship of which Jesus speaks. This first 
feature characterizes the intensity of the new cultus. The 
second, fruth, is the corollary of the first. The worship 
rendered in the inner sanctuary of the spirit is the only true 
one, because it alone corresponds to the nature of God-its 
object: "God is a spirit." The idea of sincerity does not cover 
the word truth ; for a Jewish or a Samaritan prayer may evi
dently be sincere. Truth is opposed here, not to hypocritical 
demonstrations, but to the shadows of the Jewish, and to the 
errors of the Samaritan and Gentile worships.-Though these 
words exclude all subjection of Christian worship to the limits 
of place or time, yet because of its very freedom this worship 

1 ~ D d, Heracleon, Or. omit .. ., .. ., after .,,.,,,.,.,,.,v,.-.. ,. 
2 N reads " ,,..,.u,,_,,,,,., « ,.,~1.,«s. 
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may accept conditions of this kind spontaneously. But in 
that case, as Mme. Guyon says, the external adoration is "only 
a jet thrown up from the worship of the spirit" (quoted by 
M. Astic). The two determinations : in spirit and in truth, 
are formal ; the concrete character of the new cultus is 
expressed by the word the Father. The cult1~s of which Jesus 
speaks is the continual communing of a son with his father. 
We know from what source Jesus drew this definition of 
spiritual and true worship. "Abba (Father)," such was the 
constant expression of the inmost consciousness of Jesus.-By 
adding that the Father at that very time is seeking such 
worshipppers, Jesus gives the woman to understand that He 
who speaks to her is the sent of the Father to form this 
new people, that He is in Samaria for the purpose, and that 
Re invites her to become one of them. 

Ver. 24 explains from the essence of God the nature of the 
worship henceforth sought by God Himself (for indeed). 
Jesus does not give the maxim, " God is a Spirit," as a new 
truth; it is an axiom from which He starts, a premiss admitted 
between Him and His interlocutor. The 0. T. taught the 
spirituality of God in all its sublimity (1 Kings viii. 27), and 
the Samaritans certainly held it as well as the Jews (see 
Gesenius, de Samarit. theol. p. 12, and Lucke). But what is abso~ 
lutely new in this saying is the consequence which Jesus draws 
from this axiom in relation to worship. He sees springing up 
from this ancient notion, converted into reality by the Holy 
Spirit, a new people, who, in virtue of the filial spirit with 
which they shall be animated, will celebrate an unceasing and 
universal worship. Thus it is that Jesus reveals to a guilty 
woman, probably an adulteress, the highest truths of the new 
economy,-truths which He had probably never unveiled to 
His own disciples. The reading of the Sina}lt. EV 7T've6µa-ri 
ah1110e{a,;, in the spirit of truth, is taken from xiv. 1 7, xv. 2 6, 
etc., and arises from the false application of the word 'IT'vevµa 
to the Holy Spirit. 

Ver. 2 5. " J.'he woman saith unto Him, I know 1 that Messias 
cometh, which is called Christ; when He is corne, He will tell 2 

us all things." 3-The woman's answer shows extreme docility. 

1 G L A, some Mnn. Syr. read .,;"!'-"· 
~ ~ D (but not d) read "'"'Y'Y"-1." instead of "'"'.l''.l'•l.11, 
3 NBC, Or. (4 times) read,.,..,.,,,.., insLead of ,..,., .. 111;. 
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Her spirit longs for the full light to be brought by the Mes
siah. According to modern accounts, the Samaritans really 
expect a Messiah, to whom they give the name Assaef (from 
.:J.\~, to retitrn); the word, according to Gesenius, signifies: he 
who brings back, who converts; according to Sacy and Hengsten
berg : he who returns ; because the waiting of the Samaritans 
being founded on Deut. xviii. 18 : " God will raise them up a 
prophet from among their brethren, like imto thee," the Messiah 
is in their view a Moses who returns. At the present day 
they call him El-Muhdy. There is a remarkable contrast 
between the notion of the Messiah as expressed by the mouth 
of this woman, and the worldly and political notions which 
Jesus met with in Israel on the subject. The Samaritan idea 
was doubtless incomplete; the Messiah was a prophet, not a 
king. But it did not contain anything false; and hence Jesus 
can appropriate it to Himself,and here declare Himself the Christ, 
which He never did in Israel till the last moment (xvii. 3; Matt. 
xxvi. 64). The translation 6 Aery6µevor:; Xptrn6r:;, called Christ, 
belongs to the evangelist. He repeats the explanation already 
given, i. 41, no doubt because of the entire strangeness of the 
word M1::(J'a[ar:; to Greek readers. It has been alleged that the 
Jewish term Messiah was put by John into the mouth of the 
Samaritan woman. But this popular name might easily have 
passed from the Jews to the Samaritans, especially in the 
region of Shechem, which was inhabited by Jewish fugitives 
(Jos. Antiq. xi. 8. 6). Perhaps even the absence of the article 
before the word M1::(J'a-[ar:;, Jl,fessiah, indicates that the woman 
uses the word as a proper name, as is commonly done with 
foreign words (comp. i. 41).-The word epxemi (cometh) is an 
echo of the two llpx1::mt of vv. 21 and 23; she yields to the 
impulse which her soul receives from Jesus toward the new 
era.-The pronoun eKetvor;, He, is here, as always, exclusive; it 
serves to contrast this revealer with every other,-such, for 
example, as Him whom she has before her. The preposition 
in the verb avarteAet denotes the perfect clearness, and the 
object, r.avTa or &:n-avTa, the complete character of the revela
tion of the Messiah. 

Ver. 26. "Jesus saith unto her, I that speak itnto thee am 
He."-J esus, not having, as we have jnst seen, to fear that 
He would call forth in this woman a whole world of dangerous 
illusions, like those which in the case of the J ew3 attached to 
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the name of Messiah, reveals Himself fully to her. His con
duct is not at all, therefore, as de ·w ette asserts, in contradic. 
tion to sayings such as these : Matt. viii. 4, xvi. 2 0, etc. The 
difference of soils explains the difference of the seeds which 
the hand of Jesus drops into them. 

How are we to depict the astonishment which such a 
declaration must have produced in this woman? It shows 
itself better than by words, in her silence and her conduct in 
ver. 28. She arrived a few minutes before, heedless and 
given up to earthly thoughts ; and, lo, in a few moments she 
is brought to a new faith, and even transformed into an eager 
missionary of that faith. How has the Lord thus raised and 
elevated this soul 1 With Nicodemus, He started from the 
idea which filled every Pharisee's heart, that of the kingdom 
of God, and deduced therefrom the most rigorous practical 
consequences; He knew that He had to do with a man accus
tomed to the discipline of the law. Then, He unveiled to 
him the most elevated truths of the kingdom of heaven, by 
connecting them with a striking 0. T. type, and contrasting 
them with the corresponding features of the Pharisaic pro
gramme. Here, on the contrary, with a woman destitute of 
all scriptural training, He takes His point of departure from 
the commonest thing imaginable, the water of the well. He 
suddenly exalts it by a bold antithesis, to the idea of that 
eternal life which quenches for ever the thirst of the human 
heart. Spiritual aspiration thus awakened in her becomes 
the internal prophecy to which He attaches His new revela
tions, and thus reaches that teaching on true worship which 
corresponds as directly to the peculiar prepossessions of the 
woman, as the revelation of heavenly things corresponded to the 
inmost thoughts of Nicodemus. Before the latter He unveils 
Himself as the only-begotten Son, but this while avoiding the 
title of Christ. With the woman, He boldly uses this term; 
but He does not dream of initiating into the mysteries of 
incarnation and redemption a soul which is yet only at the 
first elements of religious life and know ledge. Certain 
analogies have been remarked in the outward course of those 
two conversations, and from these an argument has been 
drawn against the truth of the two narratives. But this 
resemblance rests on the analogy which prevailed between the 
two meetings : on both sides a soul wholly of the earth 
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Rtanding in contact with a heavenly minJ, which labours to 
raise it to its own level. This likeness in the situations 
sufficiently explains the relations between the two dialogues, 
the diversity of which is, besides, quite as remarkable as the 
resemblance. 

II. JesitS and the IJisciples.-vv. 27-38. 

Ver. 2 7. " Upon this 1 came His disciples, and marvelled 2 

that He talked with the woman : yet no man said,3 What 
seekest Thou ? or, Of what talkest Thou with her ? "-A Rab
binical prejudice prevailed, to the effect that woman is not 
capable of profound religious instruction : "Do not prolong 
conversation with a woman ; let no one converse with a 
woman in the street, not even with his own wife; rather burn 
the sayings of the law than teach them to women" (see Light
foot on this verse). Probably the apostles had not yet seen 
their Master set Himself above this prejudice.-There is 
room for hesitation between the two readings : marvelled ( e0a6-
µ,auav) and kept marvelling (e0atiµasov). The first gives to 
their astonishment the character of a momentary act; the 
second converts it into a state.-MEVTot: "yet astonishment 
did not go so far in any of them as to lead them to ask an 
explanation."-Z7Jn!iv, to seek, to ask, refers to a service 
requested, like that of ver. 10; )..a)..e',,v, to talk, to some given 
instruction. 

Vv. 28, 29. "The woman then left her waterpot, and 
went her way into the city, end saith to the men, Come, see 
a man, which told me all things that • ever I did : this cannot 
be the Christ, can he ? " - She leaves her waterpot : this 
circumstance, apparently insignificant, is not without import
ance. It is a pledge of her speedy return, the proof that she 
goes to seek some one. She thus constitutes herself the 
messenger, and missionary, as it were, of Jesus. What a 
contrast between the vivacity of this woman and the silent 

1 t,: D read " .,..u.,.,., instead of '"'' ,,-.,,.;-.,, 
• T. R. reads ,Ju.ufl-"'""'• with E S U V A A, the most of the Mnn. Sah, et<a. 

But t.: A B C D G K L M, It. V g. Cop. Or. read ,d""I'-"'/;••• 
a ~ D add ,..,;-., after .,,...,, 

• J:!.IStead of"'"'""" .,,.,,., t,: n C, It•liq Cop. read "'"''""' "· 
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.md contemplative departure of Nicodemus ! And what truth 
there is in the smallest details of the narrative l-To;;~ 
av0pdJ7roir;, to the men: to the first w horn she meets in the 
public square.-There is great naivete in the expression: all 
things that evm· I did. She does not fear awakening memories 
which are far from flattering to herself.-She expresses her 
question in a way which seems to anticipate a negative 
answer (µ,1n, not however ?'). The proper meaning therefore is: 
" Re is not however, is he, the Christ ? " She believes more 
than she says, but she does not venture to express so great 
a piece of news even as probable. Nothing more natural 
than this little touch. 

Ver. 3 0. " They went out 1 of the city, and came unto Him." 
-The Samaritans gathered by her arrive in crowds. The 
imperf. they came (were coming), opposed to the aor. they 
went out, is intended to form a picture : the eye sees them 
flocking across the fields which separate Sychar from J acob's 
well. This historical detail gives the key to the sayings of 
Jesus which are about to follow. The particle ovv (then) is 
to be rejected from the text, and that because the writer's 
attention is wholly turned to the: they were coming, which 
follows. 

Vv. 31, 32. "In the meanwhile His disciples p1·ayed 
Him, saying, Master, eat. But He said unto them, I have 
meat to eat that ye know not oj."-Ver. 31 is connected with 
ver. 2 7 .-The words EV D€ TP · µ,emgu, in the meanwhile, 
denote the time which elapsed between the departure of the 
woman and the arrival of the Samaritans.-'Epoo'T~v signifies 
in classic Greek, to ask: here, as often in the N. T., and like 
:i~t:1 in the 0. T., it takes the meaning to pTay, without, 
however, wholly losing its strict meaning (to ask if He will eat). 

Since the beginning of His ministry, Jesus had probably 
not experienced such joy as that which He had just felt. It 
had revived Him even physically. "You say to me: Eat! 
But I am satisfied; in your absence I have had a feast of 
which you have no conception."-' Eryw, I, has the emphasis 
in opposition to vµ€'i<;, you,: they have their meat; He has 
His.-Bpwaw, strictly the aet of eating, but including the 

1 T. R. reads ov, after ,;n:!.A.,, with ~ A, several Mnn, I taliq Sah. This particle 
i3 rejected by all the other Mjj. Vss. Or. 
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food which is its condition. The abstract word suits the 
spiritual meaning of the saying better than the concrete 
(3pwµa, the food. 

Vv. 33, 34. "Therefore said the di'.sciples one to another, 
Hath any rnan b1·ought Him oitght to eat J Jesus saitk 
unto tkeni, My meat is to do 1 the will of my Father, and to 
finish His work."-The question of the disciples is, strictly 
speaking, negative (µ.1n~): "No one surely has brought ... ? " 
-Jesus explains the profound meaning of His answer. R ere 
He uses (3pwµa, . and that in connection with the gross 
interpretation of the disciples.-The conjunction Z'va, that I 
may do, is not a simple periphrasis for the infinitive. What 
sustains the strength of Jesus is His proposing continually, as 
an end, the doing ... , the finishing ... -The present wouo 
(reading of T. R.) refers to the accomplishment of the divine 
will at every instant ; and the aor. T€Aetroa-ro, to the final 
consummation of the task, which shall not take place till the 
close of this unceasing obedience. The reading of the Alex. 
and of Origen (wot~a-ro) spoils this beautiful relation; it is 
rejected by Meyer and Tischendorf, who well understand in 
this case the inferiority of the Alexandrine text. II ot1a-ro has 
arisen from an assimilation to T€Aetooa-ro. - The relation 
between BlX'l]µ,a, will, and ep7ov, work, corresponds exactly 
to that of the two verbs. That the work of God may be 
finished at the last moment (xvii. 4), without anything failing, 
His will respecting every moment must have been constantly 
carried out. Hereby Jesus shows the disciples that in their 
absence He has been engaged in the Father's work, and that 
this labour has revived Him. This is the idea which He 
developes, by means of an image which is furnished Him by 
the present situation in vv. 3 5-3 8. 

V v. 3 5, 3 6. " Say not y11, There are yet 2 four months 3 

unto the harvest J Belwld, I say unto you, Lift up your 
eyes, and look on the fields ; for they are white to harvest. 
Already even 4 he that reapeth receiveth wages, and gathereth 

1 Instead of ,...,.,, which T. R. reads with 11 Mjj. (including~) Mnn. Vss., 
there is found in B DK L Tb Or. (three times) ,...,..,.,, 

2 ET, is wanting in D L II 60 Mnn. Syr"u' Or. (sometimes). 
3 T. R.: "''"'f"f'~•., with rr c,nly instead of "''""r"f<""'· 
4 T. R, reads ""' before • t,,,r.,,, with 13 Mjj.; omitted by ~ 11 CD LT' 

aa11q Or. 
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Jrilit unto life eternal : that both 1 he that soweth and he that 
reapeth may rejoice together."-The following verses (3 5-3 8) 
have presented such difficulties to commentators, that some 
have thought of transposing them by placing vv. 37 and 38 
before ver. 36 (B.-Crusius). Weisse has supposed that ver. 
3 5 belonged originally to another context. It must be con
fessed that the interpretations proposed by Liicke, de W ette, 
Meyer, Tholuck, are not fitted to remove the difficulties. 
Some see in them a prophecy of the conversion of the 
Samaritan people, related Acts viii. ; others apply them even 
to the conversion of the whole Gentile world and the aposto
late of St. Paul In such circumstances it is not surprising 
that the authenticity of the verses should be suspected ! 
And if the sayings of ver. 3 6 et seq. have no direct rela, 
tion to the actual case, how are we to connect them with 
those of ver. 35, which, however, according to Lucke and 
Meyer themselves, refer to the arrival of the inhabitants of 
Sychar in the presence of Jesus ? From a saying stamped 
with the most perfect appropriateness, Jesus, according to this 
view, suddenly passes to general considerations about the 
propagation of the gospel l De W ette was more thorough
going; contrary to the evidence, he resolutely denied the 
reference of ver. 35 to the arrival of the inhabitants of 
Sychar. This general embarrassment seems to us to arise 
from the fact that the application of the sayings of J esm, to 
the actual case has not been sufficiently kept in view. They 
have thus been deprived of their point of support, and de
spoiled of their appropriateness and partly of their charm. 
It is a pleasant and familiar conversation which has been 
converted into a sermon. 

Ver. 3 5 is linked with ver. 30 exactly as ver. 31 was 
joined with ver. 27. John would make us aware that at 
this moment two scenes were passing simultaneously of which 
Jesus was, as it were, the point of junction: the one, between 
Him and the woman, which was entirely unknown to the 
disciples, and which was about to issue in the arrival of the 
Samaritans; the other, between Jesus and the disciples, who 
had no other thought than of a meal to be taken. This 
relation between two simultaneous facts, the one of which is 
till now strange to the thought of those who are playing a 

1 The '"'' after,.,,, is rejected by B C L Tb U Or. (four times). 
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part in the other, is that which gives piquancy to this passage. 
-Lightfoot, Tholuck, Liicke, and de Wette see in the first 
words of ver. 35 a proverb: If a man has once sown, he 
must wait four months for the time when he can reap ; that is 
to say, that the fruits of any labour whatsoever are only 
gathered after long waiting (2 Tim. ii. 6). But in Palestine 
it is not four months, but six, which separates sowing time 
(end of October) from harvest (mid-April). Besides, the adv. 
ert, yet, is too intimately connected with the present case to 
belong to a proverb. Then why put this proverb specially 
in the apostles' mouth (ye), rather than make it a general 
saying 1 There is therefore here a reflection which Jesus 
ascribes to His disciples, and which He knows or supposes 
has been suggested to them by the sight of the springing 
verdure on the newly sown soil of the fields of Samaria. 
Between J acob's well, at the foot of Gerizim, and the village 
of Aschar, at the foot of Ebal, far on into the plain of 
Mokhna, there extend vast fields of wheat. .As they beheld 
the smiling spectacle, the disciples said to one another: "Yet 
four months till this wheat be ripe !" As harvest takes place 
about the end of .April, this particular assumes that it was 
then about the middle of December, and that Jesus had con
sequently remained in Judea from the feast of Passover till 
the end of the year, that is to say, eight whole months. 

The words: Ye say, contrast the domain of nature, to which 
the reflection of the disciples applies, with the sphere of the 
Spirit in which the thought of Jesus is moving. In this 
higher sphere, the seed is not necessarily subject to so slow a 
development. It may germinate and ripen as in an instant. 
There is a striking proof of it at the very moment: 'loov, 
behold! The word draws the disciples' attention to a wholly 
unexpected and to them incomprehensible spectacle, but one 
of which Jesus Himself has the secret, as He gives them to 
understand by the words: I say unto you.-The act of lifting 
up the eyes and looking, to which He invites them, is, according 
to de Wette, purely spiritual : Jesus would lead them to 
imagine beforehand by faith the future conversion of this 
population. But the imper. 0€auau0€, look, must refer to a 
definite and visible object. Then the four months being 
named as a very long interval, in comparison with that which 
is passing in the domain of the Spirit ( comp. the yet and the 
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already), this contrast excludes the supposition that the 
matter in question is a spiritual harvest which shall not take 
place for years, such as the conversion of the Samaritans, 
related .Acts viii. The fact to whi:ch these words refer can 
therefore be no other than that mentioned above-the arrival 
of the people of Sychar. Thus the imperfect receives ex
planation, they were coming ( ver. 3 0 ), which left the act 
unfinished and formed a picture. Such is the spectacle to 
which Jesus here calls the attention of the disciples. Those 
eager souls, who run to them ready to believe, Jesus repre
sents under the figure of a yellowing harvest, ready even now 
to be gathered. .And while thinking of the little time which 
He required to prepare such a harvest in this place, till 
now a stranger to the kingdom of God, He is Himself im
pressed by the contrast between the very long time (five to 
six months) which is demanded by the law of natural vegeta
tion, and the so rapid development of seed in the spiritual 
world ; and as an encouragement to His disciples in their 
future calling, He points out to them this difference.-The ijo171 

a/,reruly, might be taken as closing ver. 35: "They are white 
to harvest alreruly." The word would thus form the counter
part of ln, yet, in the beginning of the verse. Lutbardt rightly 
observes that in 1 John iv. 3, ijo'TJ is placed in the same way at 
the end of the clause. But the word has a much more definite 
sense, if, as we have given it in our translation, it be placed at 
the beginning of the following verse : ijo'TJ ,ea{, already even. 

Ver. 3 6, indeed, stands to ver. 3 5 in the way of climax, 
betraying an increasing elevation and joyousness in the heart 
of Jesus. " It is so true," He says, " that already the harvest 
is ripe, that at this very hour the reaper has only to take his 
sickle and cut down, that both the sower and the reaper may 
in this case celebrate together the harvest home."-In the 
context, thus understood, the authenticity of the ,ea{, and 
(after ijo'TJ), is manifest. Here again Origen has been an 
unfortunate corrector. With many others before and after 
him, he connected ~O'TJ, already, with the preceding clause; 
then he rejected the 1Ca{ (and, or even), in order that he 
might be able to give to ver. 36 the character of a general 
rnaxim. Hence the false reading of the Alex., who omit ,ea(. 

-The reaper, according to ver. 38, must denote the apostles. 
The expression : µtu0ov )l.aµdavetv, to receive wages, describes 
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the joy with which they are filled, when 1t 1s given them t-'> 
gather souls into the kingdom of heaven. This expression 1s 
explained by the uvvcvyeiv ,cap1rov, to gather fruit, which 
immediately follows. Perhaps the matter referred to is the 
act of baptism (ver. 2) by which those new brethren, the 
Samaritans, are about to be received by them into the 
Messianic community and brought to life eternal. 

Jesus invites the reaper (the disciples) to put himself to 
the work immediately. Why 1 That there may now happen 
a thing which is not usually seen: that both the sower and the 
reaper may rejoice together. Those who apply the image of 
the harvest to the future conversion of the Samaritans by the 
apostles, or to that of the Gentile world by St. Paul, are 
forced to refer the common joy of the sower (Jesus) and ol 
the reaper (the apostles) to the heavenly triumph, in which 
the Lord and His servants shall rejoice together over the 
fruit of their labour. But first, this interpretation does not 
admit of any natural connection between vv. 35 and 36. 
Then the present xatpy, may 1·ejoice, refers more naturally to 
a joy of the present (contrary to Meyer). Luthardt seeks to 
escape from the difficulty by giving to oµov, together, a purely 
logical sense : the one as really as the other. This is to sup
press by a forced interpretation of oµov, together, the very 
idea which forms the charm and appropriateness of the 
passage. Jesus sees this day an unexpected feast which the 
Father has prepared for Him, and which He proceeds to enjoy 
with His disciples. In Israel Jesus is sowing, but He has 
never the joy of being present Himself at a harvest. When 
the ingathering shall take place (at Pentecost), He will not be 
there. Here, on the contrary, by His providential meeting 
with this woman, by the docility and eagerness of this popula
tion which flocks to Him, Jesus beholds a rich harvest rise 
and ripen in the twinkling of an eye, which before the very 
view of Him, the sower, may be even now gathered by the 
reaper, so that for once at least in His life the sower may 
share the joy of the harvest. This wholly exceptional simul
taneousness of joy is strongly brought out by the oµov, 
together, as well as by the two Kai (" both the sower and the 
reaper"), so that here again the reading of Origen and the 
A.lex., which rejects the first of the two Ka{, has spoiled all 
Fully to understand the meaning of this beautiful saying, we 
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must remember the contrast established by the 0. T. between 
the function of the sower (united with that of the labourer) 
and the office of the reaper. The first was regarded as a 
painful toil. Ps. cxxvi. 5, 6 : "They that sow in tears .. . 
He that goeth forth and weepeth, bearing seed " . . . The 
reaper's office, on the contrary, was regarded as a festival: 
"They shall reap in joy . . • He shall come again with 
rqjoicing, bringing his sheaves." But on this day, because of 
the rapidity with which the seed has germinated and ripened, 
the sower finds Himself taking part in the joyous c=ies of the 
reaper. Hence is explained the construction by which the 
verb xafpv is much more closely connected in the Greek 
clause with the first subject: o <nrelpoov, the sowei·, than with 
the second : o 8eptl;oov, the reaper : " That the sowm· may rejoice 
at the same time as the reaper." 

Vv. 37, 38. ".And herein is that saying 1 triw, One soweth, 
and another reapeth. I sent 2 you to reap that whereon ye 
bestowed no labour : other men iaboitred, and ye are ente1·ed 1'.nto 
thei?- labours."-A.ccording to Tholuck, Jesus is grieved at the 
thought that He will not be personally present at the con
version of the Gentiles, after having paved the way for it ; 
and to this, according to him, the proverb refers. M. A.stie 
seems to be of the pame opinion. Westcott thinks that Jesus 
is preparing the apostles for the future disappointments of the 
apostolate. In that case they would be the sowers who do not 
reap, whereas the whole context proves that this can only be 
Jesus. Weiss: In this domain of spiritual harvesting it is not 
as in ordinary harvests, where the sower is often the same as 
the reaper. But then the origin of the common maxim which 
Jesus cites finds no explanation, £or it expresses exactly the 
contrary of what is said to be most frequently the case in life. 
Besides, this meaning of Ev 'Tour~, "in the spiritual domain," 
is far from natural. The phrase has rather a logical meaning : 
" Herein," that is to say, " in the fact that you were reaping 
to-day what was sown in your absence and without your 
knowledge" (ver. 36): thus is verified the common dictum. 
For if this proverb is false in the sense ordinarily given to 
it, to wit, that he who does the most of the work is rarely he 

1 The article • before ,,;..,,,p,.., is rejected by B C K L :., some llfnn. Herac!eon, 
Or 

2 tC D re:id a::q"'iO'-Ta.Aua; instead of l-'-;;"Gd'--ruAa;. 
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who reaps the fruit of it (an accusation charged against 
Providence), it is nevertheless true in this respect that there 
is a distinction of persons between him who is charged with 
sowing and him who is charged with reaping. This dis
tinction was the ground (for) of the saying of ver. 36, for the 
community of joy expressed in this verse rests on the duality 
of persons and offices affirmed by the proverb ver. 3 7 : '' one 
... another."-'A"Jvr101voc;, not in the sense of a"'l11r101c;, true, 
which speaks truth, but in its ordinary Johannine sense: 
which corresponds to the idea of the thing; thus: the or 
(without the o) a, saying which is the true maxim to be ex
pressed. The distinction, the proof of which they have this 
day between him who sows and him who reaps . . . , it is on 
it that the whole apostolical activity to which Jesus has called 
them will rest; such is the idea of ver. 38. 

Ver. 38. As preachers, the apostles will do nothing else 
than reap what has been painfully sown by others. The latter 
are undoubtedly John the Baptist and Jesus Himself, those 
two servants who, after having painfully drawn the furrow, 
watered with their blood the seed which they had sown. 
Only commentators usually overlook the allusion made by 
Jesus to the particular fact which gave rise to these sayings, 
and which is a sort of illustration of them. "What is passing 
to-day will happen to you throughout your whole career." I 
have sent you to 1·eap: Jesus had done so by calling them 
to the apostleship (vi. 70; Luke vi. 13).-Tliat whereon ye 
bestowed no labour; as to this harvest in Samaria, it was not 
they who prepared it, no more have they prepared that which 
they will afterwards reap in preaching the gospel. Others 
laboured: in the present case, Jesus and the Samaritan 
woman, the one by His words, the other by her zealous haste. 
What an enigma to the disciples was this population flocking 
to Jesus to give themselves up to His divine influence; and 
these, too, Samaritans ! What has happened in their absence? 
who has paved the way for such a result 1 sown this ungrate
ful soil 1 Jesus seems to enjoy their surprise. And it is 
doubtless with a kindly smile that He throws out the mys
terious word : Others have labound. Let them see there a 
specimen of what they will afterwards experience; nothing 
different will happen to them throughout, their whole ministry. 
Commentators discuss the question whether by the word 
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otlie1·s Jesus denotes Himself only (Liicke, Tholuck, de W ette 
Meyer, Weiss), taking others as the plural of category, 0 ; 

Himself and the prophets, including John the Baptist (Keil);
or all those personages Jesus excepted (Olshausen). Westcott 
applies the word others to all the servants of God in the Old 
Testament (perhaps with an allusion to Josh. xxiv. 13). The 
disciples entered into the labour of those predecessors by their 
fruitful ministry in Judea (ver. 2). But what purpose would 
it serve to say all this to them precisely in Samaria ? The 
two most curious explanations are certainly those of Baur and 
Hilgenfeld. Accordiug to the first, by the term others Jesus 
meant Philip the evangelist, and by the reapers, the apostles 
Peter and John in the narrative of .Acts viii. 15. In the 
view of the second, the term others denoted St. Paul, and the 
reapers were the Twelve, who sought to appropriate the fruit 
of His labours among the Gentiles. On such conditions, 
there is nothing which might not be found in any text 
whatever. .All those forced meanings, and the grave critical 
consequences which men think they can draw from them, 
proceed mostly from the fact that, both on the orthodox and 
rationalistic side, the admirable appropriateness of all these 
sayings of Jesus, in strict keeping as they are with the given 
situation, has not been apprehended. 

Jesus is undoubtedly thinking of His own work and that 
of John, and the perfect: ye have entered, is indeed what is 
ordinarily made of it, a prophetical anticipation; but this 
form does not find its explanation except by means of a 
present fact which inspires it. Let us here remark, with 
Gess, the contrast between the way in which Jesus regarded 
His work and the idea of it formed beforehand by the fore
runner. "In the view of the latter, the time of the Messiah 
was the harvest ; Jesus, on the contrary, here regards the 
days of His flesh as a simple sowing time." It is easy to see 
how it must have been more and more difficult for John to 
harmonize his thought with the work of Jesus. 

The heavenly joy which fills the heart of Jesus throughout 
this whole piece has no analogy except in the magnificent 
passage, Luke x. 17-24. Here, we venture to say, it takes 
even the character of gaiety. (Comp. vi. 5, 6.) Is it John's 
fault if M. Renan finds in the Jesus of the fourth Gospel 
only a dull metaphysician? 

GODET II, l JOIUT. 
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III. Jesus and the Samaritans.-vv. 39-42. 

Vv. 39-42. "Now many of the Sa1naritans of that city 
believed on Him 1 for the saying of the woman, which testifad, 
He told me all that ever 2 I did. So, when the Samaritans 
were come unto Him, they besought Him that He would tarry 
with them : and He abode 8 there two days. And many more 
believed because of His own word; and said unto the woman, 
Now we believe, not because of thy saying : 4 for we have heard 6 

Hirn ourselves, and know that this is indeed the Saviour of 
the w01·ld." c-Here we have the harvest-home announced 
ver. 36. The sower rejoices with the reapers. This time 
passed at Sychar left an indelible impression on the heart of 
the apostles. The sweetness of this memory finds expression 
in the repetition of the words: two days, in vv. 40 and 43. 
-.d6, now, resumes the course of the narrative after the 
digrc;;;sion of vv. 31-38.-What a difference between the 
Samaritans and the Jews! Here one miracle of knowledge, 
without anything striking, suffices to dispose their hearts to 
come to Jesus, while in Judea eight months' labour has not 
procured for Him one such hour of refreshing. 

Ver. 3 9 shows us the first degree of faith : the coming to 
Jesiis, as the result of testimony. Vv. 40 and 41 present 
to us the higher degree, the development of faith by personal 
contact with Jesus. Finally, the req_uest of the Samaritans 
is the first-fruit of this confirmed faith. 

Ver. 41 indicates a twofold progress: one in the number of 
believers, the other in the nature of their faith. The latter 
is expressed in the words : because of His own word, con
trasted with these: for the saying of the woman (ver. 39); 
it is formulated reflectively in the declaration of ver. 42.
The Samaritans reserve the more weighty term "Ji.6-yoc; for the 
sayings of Jesus; they apply to the words of the woman the 

1 ~ It•liq Origen omit s,; ""'""· 
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term '1.a>..ta, which certainly has nothing contemptuous about 
it (viii. 43, where Jesus applies it to His own discourses), 
but which denotes something more external, a bare report, a 
piece of news.-The verb aFC7JK,oaµ,€v, we have heard, has no 
object in the Greek; the idea is concentrated in the subject 
av-rot: " We have ou1·selves become hearers ; " and hence the 
sequel: "And, as such, we know." The reading of the Sina'it.: 
"We have heard from Him (from His mouth), and we know 
that . . . ," would give their profession the character of an 
external and slavish repetition, opposed to the spirit of the 
nanative.--The expression: Saviour of the world, seems to 
indicate progress among the Samaritans in the conception of 
the Messiah. The question is now one of salvation, and not 
merely of teaching (ver, 25). This designation is perhaps 
connected with the word of Jesus to the woman (ver. 22), 
which Jesus had developed to them : " Salvation is of the 
Jews." Tholuck and Lucke suspect the historical truth of 
this term: Saviour of the world, as too universalistic in the 
mouth of those Samaritans. With what right? Did not 
these people possess in their Pentateuch God's promise to 
Abraham : "In thy seed shall all the families of the em·th be 
blessed," to which Jesus might have called their attention; 
and had they not just been, during these two days, in direct 
contact with the love of the true Christ, so opposed to the 
particularistic pride of Jewish Messianism ? The A.lex. 
reject the words o Xpun6-,, the Ghrist. In their favour, it 
may be alleged that the double title serves to seal the union 
announced by Jesus (vv. 23, 24) between the Samaritans 
(Saviour of the world) and the Jews (the Christ). But, on 
the other hand, it is easier to account for the addition of the 
term than for its rejection. 

The eager welcome which Jesus found among the 
Samaritans is an example of the effect which should have 
been produced by the advent of the Christ among His own. 
The faith of those strangers was the condemnation of Israel's 
unbelief; and no doubt it was under this impression that, 
Jesus, after those two exceptional days iu His earthly history, 
resumed His journey to Galilee. 
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THIRD SECTION. 

lV. 43-54,-JESUS IN GALILEE. 

In Judea, unbelief had prevailed In Samaria, faith had 
just burst forth. Galilee takes an intermediate position. 
Jesus is welcomed there, because of the miracles He had 
wrought at Jerusalem, and on condition of immediately re
sponding to that welcome by new prodigies. The following 
narrative (comp. ver. 48) proves this. Oh. vi. will soon show 
the result in which a faith like this terminates. Such is the 
bearing of this narrative in the Gospel taken as a whole. 

Vv. 43-45 describe, like ii. 23-25, the general situation. 
And on this basis there rises (like the conversation with 
Nicodemus previously) the following sketch (vv. 46-54). 

1. Vv. 43-45. 

Vv. 43-45. "A.fter those two days He departed thence, and 
went 1 into Galilee. For Jesus Himself testified, that a prophet 
hath no hono11,r in his own country. Then, when 2 He was come 
into Galilee, the Galileans received Him, having seen all the 
things that 3 He did at Jerusalem at the feast : for they also 
went 4 unto the feast."-This passage has been from the first a 
cross to commentators.-How can John explain (for, ver. 44) 
the return of Jesus to Galilee by our Lord's declaration that 
" a prophet bath no honour in his own country" ? And how 
can he connect with this adage, as a consequence (then, 
ver. 45), the fact that the Galileans gave Him a hearty 
welcome ? 1. Bruckner and Luthardt think that Jesus soiight 
either the struggle (Bruckner) or solitude (Luthardt). This 
would explain the for of ver. 44. But in that case it must 
be admitted that the foresight of Jesus was greatly deceived 
(ver. 45), which is absolutely opposed to the particle ovv 
(then), connecting this verse with the preceding. .::U, or even 

I ~BCD Tb ltPlerique syrcur Cop. Or. omit the words""' ""'~Ad" after '""'"· 
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a:X:,\a (ou,t), would have been necessary. It would be more 
simple in this sense to say that He returned to Galilee, because 
that country had more need of His presence. But for this 
notion of a greater spiritual need there is not reason enough 
assigned by the declaration of ver. 44. 2. According to 
Liicke, de Wette, and Tholuck, the for refon, not to what pre
cedes, but to the fact which is about to be mentioned. The 
sense, as they would have it, is : " Jesus came into Galilee and 
there found faith; but merely faith on account of His miracles, 
and not, as in Samaria, on account of His sayings (ver. 45). 
For He had Himself declared that . . . ; as was confirmed; 
for . . ." But this use of the for is scarcely known in the 
N. T. (ix. 30 is quoted), and this interpretation is hardly less 
forced than that of Kuinoel, who gives to for the meaning of 
although, as Osterwald also translates. 3. Origen, Wieseler, 
Ebrard, and Baur understand by lola µ,a-rpl,; (His own country), 
Judea as the place of Jesus' birth. Thus the two difficulties 
of the for and the therefore would disappear at once. But 
common sense suggests that in the maxim quoted by Jesus 
the word country should designate the place where the prophet 
bas lived and where he has been known from infancy, and not 
that where he has merely been born. It is therefore quite 
evident that, in John's view, His own country is Galilee. 
4. Calvin, Hengstenberg, and Biiumlein understand by His 
own country, Nazareth, in opposition to the rest of Galilee, and 
to Capernaum in particular. He came not to Nazareth, as He 
might have been expected to do, but to Capernaum (comp. 
Mark vi. 1; Matt. xiii 54-57; Luke iv. 16, 24). Lange 
even applies the term country to the whole of Lower Galilee, 
in which Nazareth was included, in opposition to Upper 
Galilee, where Jesus from this time fixed His residence. But 
bow could Nazareth, or the district of Nazareth, be thus 
without explanation put down beyond Galilee, and even in 
opposition to that province ? This would still be intelligible 
if, in the following narrative, John described Jesus as settling 
at Capernaum; but it is to Cana that He repairs, and this 
town was in the immediate neighbourhood of Nazareth. 
5. Meyer seems to us very near the truth when he explain~ 
thus: Jesus, knowing well that a prophet has no honour in 
his own country, began by gaining honour for Himself beyond 
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it, at Jerusalem (ver. 45); and so it was that He now returned 
to Galilee with the reputation of a prophet, which gave Him 
access to hearts in His own country. 

The complete explanation of this obscure passage flows, as 
in so many other cases, from the relation of the fourth Gospel 
to the Synoptics. The latter made the Galilean ministry 
begin immediately after the baptism. But John here calls 
attention, at the time of Jesus' settlement in Galilee, to the 
fact that Jesus had really followed an entirely different method 
from that which appeared to be assigned to Him by the 
earlier traditions. Our Lord knew better than act thus, for 
He was aware that the place where a prophet has lived is 
that where, as a rule, he has the greatest difficulty in securing 
recognition. It was not, therefore, till after He had laboured 
at Jerusalem and in Judea for a considerable time (nearly a 
whole year, ver. 35), that He at length returned to begin the 
Galilean ministry, the subject of the other Gospels: "It was 
then, only then, and not immediately after His baptism, as 
would be concluded from the other evangelic writings, that 
He at length began His ministry in Galilee." Thus in this 
passage, rightly understood, we find the confirmation of our 
observations on iii. 24.-If the for of ver. 44 indicates the 
reason of our Lord's mode of acting, the then of ver. 45 joy
fully expresses the result, and serves, by the success obtained, 
to justify the wisdom of the course followed. The Galileans, 
who had seen Him at work on the great theatre of the capital, 
made no scruple about welcoming Him. The words Kd 
a7rijA0Ev, and went away, rejected by the Alex., take up the 
thread of ver. 3. The account of the return to Galilee, which 
was interrupted by the stay in Samaria, is resumed The 
words ought therefore to be retained. 

AvTo<;-, Himself, the same who acted as He was now doing. 
The solution of this apparent contradiction is given in ver. 45. 
-'Eµ,apT6p'T}aw, testified, can have no other meaning here, 
whatever Meyer may say, than that of a pluperfect (as the 
aor. so often has). Luthardt understands: "on some other 
occasion." This likewise supposes the pluperfect. The idea 
of the proverb quoted is, that we are less disposed to recognise 
a superior being in a compatriot very near us, than in a stranger 
clothed, to our view, in the veil of mystery. nut when this 
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same man has drawn attention to himself abroad on a large 
theatre, this glory reflected on his compatriots opens up his 
way to their hearts. This moment had come in the life of 
Jesus; and hence He at length endeavours to surmount the 
vulgar prejudice which He had Himself pointed out, and an 
example of which we have seen in the answer of Nathanael, 
i. 46. The words: 7r&vTa ewpa,c6r€'>, having seen ... , explain 
the JSetavTO, they 1·eceived; there is an allusion here to 
ii. 23-25. This verse finds its commentary in Luke iv. 14, 
15: "And Jesus returned in the power of the Spirit into 
Galilee : and there went out a fame of Him through all the 
region 1·ound about. And He taiight in their synago91tes, being 
glorified of all." 

2. Vv. 46-54. 

V v. 46, 4 7. "So Jesus came 1 again into (Jana of Galilee, 
where He made 1 the water wine. And 2 there was a certain 
royal officer, whose son was sick at (Japernaum.3 When he heard 
that Jesus was come oitt of Judea into Galilee, he went unto Him, 
and besought Him 4 that He wonld come down and heal his son : 
for he was at the point of death." -Jesus directed His steps to 
Cana, doubtless because it was there He hoped to find the field 
best prepare~ for Him by His previous sojourn. Perhaps this 
is what John means to insinuate by the reflection: "where He 
made the water wine." His arrival made a noise, and the news 
quickly spread to Capernaum, situated seven or eight leagues 
to the east of Cana.-The term {3aut'AtK6i; denotes, in Josephus, 
a public functionary, either civil or military, sometimes also 
an employe of the royal house. The last sense is the most 
natural here.-Herod A.ntipas, who reigned in Galilee, ha<l 
officially only the title of tetrarch. But that of king, which 
his father had borne, was given to him also in popular 
language. It is not impossible that this gentleman of the 
king's household may have been either Chuza, "Herod's 
steward" (Luke viii. 3), or Manaen, his "foster-brother" '\. 
(Acts xiii. 1).-By its place at the end of the clause, the 

1 ~ reads ~,.gr,,,: "They came, they had changed!" 
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regimen, at Oapernau:rn (which belongs not to, was sick, but to, 
there was), gives strong emphasis to the speedy notoriety which 
the return of Jesus had acquired in Galilee. 

Ver. 48. " Then sa,id Jesus unto him, Except ye see signs and 
wonders, ye will not believe."-This answer of Jesus is perplex
ing, for it seems to assume that the man aBked a miracle with 
the view of believing, which is certainly not the case. But 
the difficulty is explained by the plurals : ye see, ye will believe, 
which prove that this saying is not an answer to the father's 
request, but a reflection of Jesus occasioned by it. He 
addresses the words to this man undoubtedly (7rpo~ avTov), but 
at the same time He addresses them in his person to the 
whole population of Galilee, which at the moment he repre
sents before Jesus. The disposition which Jesus meets the 
moment He sets foot again on Israelitish soil, is the wish to 
make Him a thaumaturge (worker of miracles); and He feels 
this the more painfully, that He has just been passing two 
days in Samaria, in contact with an entirely different spirit. 
There, it was as the Saviour of souls that He was welcomed. 
Here, it is for bodily cures that His presence is sought. And 
Jesus is obliged to confess,-such is the true meaning of His 
words,-that unless He consent to play this part, it is to be 
feared that no one will believe, or rather, according to the 
slightly ironical turn which He gives it (ov µ,IJ), "it is not to 
be feared that any one will believe."-There is likewise some 
bitterness in the accumulation of the two terms: <r7Jµe'ia and 
Tepam, signs and wonders. The first describes miracles in 
relation to the facts of the invisible world which they mani
fest; the second characterizes them in relation to external 
nature, whose laws they defy. The latter term thus brings 
out forcibly the external character of the supernatural mani
festation. The meaning, therefore, is : "You must have signs ; 
and, moreover, you are not satisfied unless those signs have 
the character of wonders." Some have found in ro7JTe, ye see, 
an allusion to the request addressed to Him to go personally 
to the presence of the sick one, which proves, they say, that 
the father wished to see the cure with his own eyes. But in 
this case U57JT€ would require to stand first; and the meaning 
is forced. 

Vv, 49, 50. "The officer saitli unto Him, Sir, come down ers 
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my child 1 die. Jesus saith unto him, Go thy way; thy son 
liveth. A.nd 2 the man believed the word that Jesus had spoken 
unto him,3 and he went his way." -The father has quite under
stood that the words of Jesus are not an answer, and conse
quently not a refusal He renews his petition, using the 
term of endearment: TD 'lrmolov µ,ov, my little one, which 
renders his request more touching. Jesus yields to the faith 
which breathes in his prayer, but so as to raise this faith 
immediately to a higher degree. There are at once a partial 
granting and refusing which form a trial in the answer: " Go 
thy way, thy son liveth." The cure is granted, but without 
Jesus leaving Cana ; He wishes now to be believed on His 
word. Hitherto the father had believed on the testimony of 
others. Henceforth his faith is to rest on a better foundation, 
on the personal contact which he has had with the Lord Him
self. For the term 7raiofov, Jesus substitutes that of v[6c;, son; 
it is the term of dignity ; it expresses the worth of the child, 
as representing the family. The father with faith lays hold 
of the promise of Jesus-that is to say, of Jesus Himself in 
His word ; the trial is successfully met. 

Vv. 51-53. "And as he was now going down, his servants 
met 4 him, and told 5 him, saying,6 Thy son liveth. 1 Then 
inquired he of them the hour when he began to amend. A. nd 
they said unto him, Yeste1·day,8 at the seventh hour the fever lift 
him. So the father knew that it was at the same hour 9 in the 
which Jesus said unto him,10 Thy son liveth; and himself 
believed, ani{ his whole house."-Tbe servants, in their report, 
use neither the term of endearment (7ratolov), which would be 
too familiar, nor that of dignity (v[6-;), which would not be 
familiar enough, but that of family life: 7rai'<;, the child; which 
is rightly kept by the T. R. The term chosen, Koµ,,Jr6TEpov, 
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suits well the mouth of a man of rank. It is the expiession 
of well-being, as we sometimes say: excellently. The sevenin 
hour denotes an hour after mid-day (see on i. 39). But if it 
was at this hour that Jesus gave answer to the father, bow 
had he not returned to his house the same day ? :Five or six 
leagues only separated him from his dwelling. On the sup
position that x0J,;, yesterday, proves that it was really the day 
following, we may explain the delay either by the necessity 
of letting his horses rest and the fear of travelling by night, 
or by the peace with which his faith inspired him, and the 
desire of staying a little longer beside Jesus; But the term 
yesterday does not oblige us to suppose that a night had 
elapsed since the cure of the child. For the day among the 
Hebrews closing at sunset, some hours thereafter the servants 
might speak of yesterday. 

His faith rises, finally, to the highest degree, that which it 
rnaches only in virtue of personal experience. Hence the 
repetition of the word : and he believed ( comp. ii. 11 ). The 
whole house is carried along with the father. 

Ver. 5 4. " This is again the second niiracle that Jesus did 
when He was come out of Jitdea into Galilee."-There is some
thing strange in this mode of expression, and particularly in 
the apparent pleonasm, second and again. These peculiarities 
betray one of those disguised intentions of which we have 
already seen so many instances in this Gospel. A second 
miracle took place; second, in relation to that of Cana (ii. 1 
et seq.). But had not a great number of miracles taken place 
since that one ? . True ; and so John adds, to explain the 
word second, that the miracle took place again at the time 
when Jesus was come out of Judea into Galilee. It was in 
this particular respect only that it was the second. The mean
ing is, that each of those two returns was distinguished by a 
particular miracle, and that the miracle here related was the 
second of the two. Critics like Meyer will find it vain to 
repel this view. It is evident that, to the very end, John 
shows his anxiety to distinguish the two returns which the 
synoptical tradition had confounded, and of which those two 
notable miracles were the monuments. 

Irenaeus, Semler, de Wette, Baur, and Ewald identify tllis 
miracle wit,h the healing of the Roman cf:nturion's servant 
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(Matt. viii. 5; Luke vii. 3); and as to difference of detail, 
prefer, some, the account of the Synoptics; others, that of John. 
In both cases the cure is wrought at a distance ; that is all 
the two events have in common. Why should not this form 
of miracle have been repeated several timfls '? .As to the rest, 
everything is different, even opposed. IL:,re, a father and his 
son ; there, a master and his servant : here, a Jew ; there, 
a Gentile: here, it is at Cana; there, at Capernaum, that the 
event takes place. .And what is more essential still than 
the external details : here, the father wishes Jesus to come to 
his house ; there, the centurion deprecates it absolutely: here, 
Jesus utters a censure on the disordered tendency of Galilean 
faith; there, He celebrates the faith of the Gentile centurion as 
an incomparable example to the people of Israel. How is it 
possible to identify two such accounts, which are not only 
different in details, but wholly opposed in substance? 

This 54th verse closes the cycle begun at ii. 12, as its 
counterpart ii. 11 concluded the cycle opened at i. 19. Let us, 
in closing, cast a glance at the path we have traversed: Of the 
two cycles embraced in this first part of our Gospel (i. 19-ii. 11, 
and ii. 12-iv. 54), the first describes the transition from the 
private life of Jesus to His public ministry; the second, the 
beginnings of His work after His public appearance. 

The first contains three narratives,-lst. The testimonies of 
the Baptist; 2d. The coming to Jesus of His first disciples; 
3d. The marriage feast of Cana. The course of events is here 
a directly ascending one, whether we consider the revelation 
of Jesus (testimony, personal manifestation, and miraculous 
manifestation), or if we consider faith ( see i. 3 7, i. 51, ii. 11 ). 

The second cycle contains five narratives,-lst. The purifi
cation of the temple ; 2d. The interview with Nicodemus ; 
3d. The forerunner's last testimony; 4th. The sojourn in 
Samaria; 5th. The healing of the nobleman's son,-each pre
ceded by a short preface, in which the general situation 
is sketched (ii. 12, 13, ii. 23-25, iii. 22-24, iv. 1-3, 
iv. 45). The course of things is no longer simply progressive, 
as in the first cycle, for from this time forward the abnormal 
fact of unbelief intervenes and fetters the development of faith, 

The course of the revelation of Jesus is as follows :-His 
Messianic experiment in the temple is met with national 
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unbelief. But if Israel can reject Jesus. as its Messiah, it 
cannot hinder Him from being the gift of the Father for the 
salvation of the world. It is in this character that Jesus 
reveals Himself to Nicodemus. The Baptist's final discourse 
confirms this supreme dignity of Jesus, and for the last time 
calls the attention of Israel to the danger to which it is 
exposed by refusing as its Messiah the highest messenger, the 
Son. In Samaria, Jesus reveals Himself boldly as the Ghrist, 
because He knows that this title is not exposed to the same 
misunderstandings among the Samaritans. And what proves 
thoroughly that He is understood is, that the new believers 
celebrate Him here as the Saviour of the world (ver. 42) . 
. Finally, on setting foot again on Israelitish soil, He opens 
with a second miracle that Galilean ministry, rather of a pro
phetic than royal character, by which He proceeds henceforth 
to prepare for His new Messianic manifestation, that of His 
royal entry into Jerusalem on Palm Day. The phases of the 
revelation of Jesus are therefore the following :-He presents 
Himself as the national Messiah ; then He disappears as such, 
here to show Himself to the eyes of faith as the Son of God 
and Saviour of the world, there to put on for a while the 
humble form of the prophet of Galilee. 

The attitude of men face to face with this revelation is 
twofold: faith reigns in the first cycle ; in the second, un
belief appears at its side. It is the latter which gives answer 
to Jesus in the temple; it is to it that the forerunner's severe 
warning is addressed. On the other hand, faith continues to 
show itself in the conduct of Nicodemus and in that of 
the Samaritans. Thus an alternation begins of dark and 
bright pictures. The last narrative, finally, shows us among 
the Galileans an attitude which it is difficult to classify: it is 
faith; but a faith which, from the external nature of its prin
ciple, viz. miracles, may change either into living faith or into 
declared unbelief. 

We stand, therefore, in this first part of the Gospel, at the 
dawn of the revelation of Jesus as the Messiah and as the 
Son of God (comp. xx. 30, 31), and at the same time at the 
birth of faith as well as at that of unbelief, those two results 
which ever move side by side with divine revelations. 



8 E CON D PAR 'r. 
V. 1-XII. 50. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF UNBELIEF IN ISRAEL. 

Up to this point, decided faith and unbelief have been only 
exceptional phenomena; the masses have remained in a 

state of passive indifference or of purely outward admiration. 
From this time the situation takes a more definite character. 
Jesus continues to make known the Father, to manifest what 
He Himself is to humanity. This revelation meets with grow
ing resistance, and, by becoming more pronounced, contributes 
even to strengthen it. The development of this abnormal 
fact, unbelief, becomes the prevailing feature of the history 
(v.-xii.). Faith shows itself still; but compared with the 
powerful and rapid current which bears the nation along, it is 
like a weak and imperceptible eddy. 

It is in Judea especially that the development of unbelief 
takes place. Elsewhere, no doubt, antipathy appears ; but 
Jerusalem is the centre of resistance. The reason of this is easy 
to understand. In the capital, as well as in the whole province 
of Judea which depends on it, there is found a well-disciplined 
population, whose fanaticism is ready to support its rulers in 
the most violent course which their hatred shall pursue. 
Jesus Himself depicts this state of things in the Synoptics by 
the keen words : " It cannot be that a prophet perish out of 
Jerw;alem" (Luke xiii. 33). And if the Baptist was sacrificed 
by the sword of Herod, we have seen, iv. 1, that very pro
bably it was the Pharisees and scribes who had delivered up 
to him his victim. 

This observation explains the relatively considerable place 
which is occupied with the journeys to Jerusalem in our 
Gospel. General tradition, which forms the basis of the three 
synoptical narratives, was moulded to suit thu wants of 

141 
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popular evangelization, the gospel mission : it consequently 
set in relief those events which had really contributed to the 
establishment of faith. What had not issued in this result 
was of small importance in the popular narrative. Now it 
was in Galilee, the province comparatively independent of the 
centre, that the ministry of Jesus exercised its creative power 
and produced positive results. In this generally well-disposed 
sphere, where Jesus was no longer face to face with an 
organized resistance, He was able to speak as a simple mis
sionary, to give free scope to those discourses inspired by 
some scene of nature, to those happy and most fitting words, 
to those graceful parables, to those lessons related to the 
immediate wants of human consciousness, and, in fine, to all 
those forms of discourse which easily become the matter of 
tradition. There was little of a polemical nature in this 
region except with emissaries who came from Judea (Matt. 
xv. 1-12; Mark iii. 22, vii. 1; Luke v. 17, and vi. 1-7). 

At Jerusalem, on the contrary, the hostile element with 
which Jesus found Himself surrounded, obliged Him to keep 
up an incessant controversy. In this situation, undoubtedly, 
the testimony which He bore to Himself took more salient 
forms and more ample proportic,ns. But the apologetic 
standpoint of those discourses rendered them less popular; 
and the infinitesimal result of all this activity in Judea 
prevented it from taking its place in the description traced 
by primitive narratives. Hence, undoubtedly, it is that the 
sojourns at Jerusalem have almost entirely disappeared, not 
only from apostolical tradition, but also from the writings 
which contain it, our Synoptics. The Apostle John, who 
related the evangelic history, not from the standpoint of its 
practical result in the foundation of the church, but from 
that of the revelation of Jesus Himself, as well as of the 
unbelief and faith of which this revelation had been the 
object, naturally required to draw the journeys to Jerusalem 
from the background where they had been left. Those 
sojourns in the capital had paved the way for the final 
catastrophe, that great event the memory of which alone the 
traditional narrative had preserved. According to the plan 
which the evangelist had marked out, he required to relate 
them with the greatest care. It was then that Jesus had 
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manifested His glory most brilliantly, when face to face with 
His incensed adversaries. Each of those journeys had marked 
a new stage in the hardening of Israel. These sojourns, 
destined to form the bond between the Messianic bride and 
bridegroom, had served in reality only to hasten that long 
and complete divorce between Jehovah and His people which 
lasts still. It is clear that from the standpoint of the fourth 
Gospel the journeys to Jerusalem could not but occupy a 
preponderating place in the narrative. 

Let us cast a glance at the general course of the history 
in this part. The successive points of departure are three 
miracles wrought in Judea: the healing of the impotent man 
at Bethesda, eh. v. ; that of the man born blind, ix. ; and 
the resurrection of Lazarus, xi. Each of those facts, instead 
of gaining for Jesus the faith of the witnesses, becomes in 
them the signal for a more violent outbreak of hatred and 
unbelief. Jesus has characterized this tragical result in that 
rebuke of His which is full at once of sweetness and bitter
ness (x. 32): "Many good works have I showed you from my 
Father; for which of those works do ye stone me?" These, 
indeed, are the connecting links of the narrative. Each time 
the miraculous deed is followed by a series of conversations 
and discourses related to the sign which has given rise tc 
them ; and the discussion recommences in the following 
:mjourn. Thus the strife begun eh. v., on occasion of the 
healing of the impotent man, recommences with the sojourn 
of Jesus at the feast of Tabernacles (vii., comp. 19-24, and 
viii.) ; thus also the discourses which relate to the healing of 
the man born blind are partly repeated at the feast of Dedi
cation, eh. x. (second part). This arises from the fact that 
Jesus takes care each time to leave Jerusalem before matters 
have come to the last extremity; consequently, the sound of 
the conflict which arose during one stay, re-echoes in the 
following one. 

The arrangement of the narrative thus appears to us to be 
as follows :-In eh. v., the struggle, vaguely announced iv. 
1, 2, breaks out in Judea in consequence of the healing of 
the impotent man. Jesus, to 1n·c17ent a threatening cata
strophe, retires to Galilee, and gives time for the hatred of the 
Jews to cool <lown. But in Galilee He finds unbelief also, 
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only in a different form (eh. vi). In Judea, He is hated, 
men desire His death; in Galilee, they are content with 
abandoning Him. Here there was no jealousy, the stimulant 
of an active hatred: unbelief proceeded only from the carnal 
spirit of the people, whose aspirations were disappointed in 
Jesus. With the journey to the feast of Tabernacles (eh. vii.) 
the struggle formerly opened recommences in Judea; in 
eh. viii. it attains the highest degree of intensity. This is 
the first phase, eh. v.-viii.-Ch. ix. opens the second. The 
healing of the man born blind furnishes new food to the 
hatred of His adversaries ; nevertheless, in spite of their 
growing fury, the conflict all\2,ady loses some of its violence, 
because Jesus begins to retire voluntarily from the battle-field. 
Till then He had sought to act upon the hostile element; 
henceforth He gives it over to itself; only in proportion as 
He breaks with the ancient flock, He labours to recruit the 
new one. The discourses which refer to this second phase go 
to the end of eh. x.-The third is indicated by the resur
rection of Lazarus; this event puts the copestone on the fury 
of the Jews, and drives them to an extreme measure ; they 
formally decree the death of Jesus ; and soon afterwards, 
His royal entry into Jerusalem at the head of His adherents 
(xii.) hastens the execution of the sentence. This last phase 
comprehends eh. xi-xii. 36. This is the point of time 
at which Jesus wholly abandons Israel to its blindness and 
retires from the conflict: "A.nd departing, He hid Himself 
from them." This, therefore, is the close of our Lord's public 
ministry. The evangelist takes advantage of this tragical 
moment to cast a retrospective look at this mysterious fact of 
Jewish unbelief, now morally consummated; he shows that 
the result had nothing unexpected in it, and unveils its pro
found causes, xii. 37-50. 

Thus the idea of this part and the three perfectly graduated 
cycles of the history unfold precisely as follows:

lst. v.-viii. The outbreak of the conflict. 
2d. ix., x. The growing exasperation of the Jews. 
3d. xi., xii. The ripe fruit of this hatred, a fruit already 

visible from the outset (v. 16-18): the sentence of death on 
Jesus. 

The concatenation of those three cycles is purely historical. 
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l'he often-renewed attempt, one made even by Luthardt, to 
arrange this part systematically according to certain ideas, 
such as those of life, light, and love, is defeated by the fol
lowing fact :-The idea of life, which prevails in eh. v. and 
vi., appears anew with brilliance in eh. x. and xi., and that 
after the idea of light has been specially conspicuous in eh. 
viii. and ix. That of love is not put prominently forward till 
eh. xiii., in another part of the Gospel, which is connected 
with the history as a whole by an entirely different organic 
bond. Such divisions proceed from the laboratory of theo
logians, but they clash with the simplicity of apostolic testi
mony, which is the pure reflection of history. The teaching 
of Jesus corresponds at every point with the given circum
stances which are in His view the signal of the Father. In 
eh. v., He represents Himself as the quickener who can 
restore humanity spiritually and physically, because He has 
just been restoring to life the members of an impotent man ; 
in eh. vi., He offers Himself as the bread of life, because He 
is speaking on occasion of the multiplication of the loaves; 
in eh. vii. and viii., He. presents Himself as the living 
water and as the light of the world, because the feast of 
Tabernacles recalled the water brought from the rock, and the 
pillar of fire in the wilderness. Unless we choose to go the 
length of Baur, and hold that the facts are invented to illus
trate ideas, we must renounce the attempt to find a logical 
arrangement in the discourses which have these facts for their 
occasion and text. 

FIRST CYCLE. 

V.-VIII. 

This cycle em braces three sections,-
1 st. Oh. v. The beginning of the conflict in Judea. 
2d. Oh. vi. The crisis of faith in Galilee. 
3d. Oh. vii. viii. The renewal and continuation of the 

conflict in Judea. 
If, as we shall see, the event related eh. v. passed at the 

feast of Purim in March, those of eh. vi. and vii. trans-
GODET II. K JOHN. 
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porting us, the first to the feast of Passover in April, the 
second to that of Tabernacles in October, it follows that this 
first cycle covers a space of from seven to eight months which 
passed without interruption in Galilee. If to this very con
siderable period we add the months which had passed since 
December of the previous year (iv. 3 5), we thus arrive at a 
continuous stay in Galilee of nearly ten months (December to 
October), which was only broken by the short journey to 
Jerusalem of eh. v. Of this ten months' Galilean activity, 
John mentions only a single incident : the multiplication of 
the loaves (eh. vi.). It is therefore into this space of time, 
left blank by him, that it is natural to insert the greater part 
of the Galilean ministry described by the Synoptics. 

FIRST SECTION. 

V, 1-47.-FIRST OUTBREAK OF HATRED IN JUDEA. 

1. The miracle which is the occasion of the conflict, vv. 
1-16; 2. The discourse of Jesus, forming a commentary and 
defence of the miracle, vv. 17-47. 

I. The Miracle.-vv. 1-16, 

Ver. 1. " After these things there was a feast 1 of the Jews, 
and Jesus went up to Jerusalem."-The connection µeTa 
Tavm, after these things, does not seem to us, notwithstand
ing the examples quoted by Meyer, to indicate a succession 
so immediate as would be done by µe'Ta TovTo, after that.
To whatever feast the following event relates, it must have 
been separated from the preceding return by a pretty long 
interval. The Jewish feast which came next after the 
month of December, excepting that of the Dedication (end 
of December), which cannot be thought of here, was that of 
Purim in March. If we read the art. ,;, before eopT~, " the 
feast," the meaning is not doubtful; it is the feast of Pass-

i T. R. reads "P .. ,, (a feast), with A B D G K S UY r A Mnn. Jr. Or. Ch1·ys. 
and Tisch. (ed. 1859) ; the art. " before "P"" (the feast) is found in N C E F H 
L MA n, 50 Mnn. Cop. Sa.h. some Fathers, Tisch. (8th ed.}, 
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ove1·, the ptincipal of the Jewish feasts, and the best known 
to Greek readers (vi. 4). But the question must be asked, 
whether the very thing that has been done has not been to 
substitute for the vague expression "a feast" the definite 
one " the feast," according to ii. 13 and vi. 4, under the con
viction that the Passover was the feast in question. Why 
would so great a number of documents have rejected the 
article? It is much easier to understand why it has been 
added by the others. If the art. the is rejected, not only is 
there no other argument in favour of the Passover, but this 
feast is even positively excluded. Why should John not 
name it as well as in eh. ii., vi., and xii. ? Moreover, im
mediately afterwards, in vi. 4, mention is made of a Passover 
during which Jesus remains in Galilee. We should thus 
require to assume a whole year's space between eh. v. and 
vi. of which John says not a word,-a very improbable sup
position. Finally, eh. vii. (vv. 19-24), Jesus still labours to 
justify Himself for healing the impotent man related eh. v.: 
Would He return to this event after the lapse of a year 
and a half? Oh. iv. (ver. 35) placed us in the month of 
December; eh. vi. (ver. 4) indicates the month of April. 
Between those two dates, what more natural than to think of 
the feast of Purim, which was celebrated in March? This 
feast referred to the deliverance of the Jews by Queen Esther. 
It was not of divine institution like the three great feasts, 
and was not put in the same rank ; the expression : a feast, 
finds a very sufficient explanation in this fact. As it was 
much less known than the others outside of the Jewish 
people, and as on account of its political nature it had lost 
its importance for the church, it was needless to name it. 
Against a journey of Jesus to this feast two things are 
alleged: 1st. The absence of divine institution. But in 
eh. x. Jesus repairs to the feast of Dedication, which was 
no Mosaic ordinance either. 2d. The noisy and mundane 
character of the rejoicings with which it was accompanied, 
which would have rendered this stay at Jerusalem useless. 
But Jesus had doubtless the intention of remaining in Judea 
till the feast of Passover, which must be celebrated soon after. 
It was the conflict which arose on occasion of His healing 
the impotent man which forced Him to return immediately to 
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Galilee. The mundane character of the feast was not opposed 
to this plan : it was worthier of Jesus, the true Patriot, to 
sanctify the great national and political feast than to flea 
from it. Although, therefore, de W ette pronounces his 
verdict by averring "that there is not a single good reason 
to give for the feast of Purim," it seems to me, on the 
contrary, that everything speaks in favour of this view, which 
is that of Hug, Olshausen, Wieseler, Meyer, Lange, Gess, etc. 
-Irenaeus, Luther, Grotius, Lampe, Neander, Hengstenberg, 
etc., decide in favour of the Passover. Chrysostom, Calvin, 
Bengel, Hilgenfeld, etc., prefer Pentecost. But the absence 
of the article does not find a natural explanation if the 
feast in question is one of the three best known. If we 
decide for Pentecost, the saying, vi. 4 : the Pa.~sover was nigh, 
would suppose between v. 1 and vi. 1 a lapse of more than 
ten months about which John kept complete silence. Ebrard, 
Ewald, Lichtenstein, and Riggenbach (doubtfully) pronounce 
for the feast of Tabernacles. Of all the suppositions this is 
the most improbable, for this feast is expressly named vii. 
2 : 'iJ EopTh -rwv 'Iouoa{rov, 'iJ <Ttc'TJ1I07r?J'"t{a. Why should not 
John have named it here as well as there? Liicke, de 
W ette, and Luthardt regard the determination of the question 
as impossible. 

This question has more importance than appears at first 
sight. If we apply v. 1 to the feast of Purim, as we think 
should be done, the framework of the history of Jesus is 
contracted : two years and a half suffice to include all its 
dates: iv. 3 5, December (first year); v. 1, March; vi. 4, 
April; vii. 1, October; x. 22, December (second year); xii. 1, 
April (third Passover). If, on the contrary, v. 1 denotes 
a Passover feast, or one of those which followed it in the 
Jewish year, we are forced to fix on three years and a half 
as the duration of our Lord's ministry.-Gess places this 
journey of Jesus to Jerusalem during ths period of the 
mission of the Twelve in Galilee (Matt. xi 1; Mark vi. 12). 
Jesus, he thinks, went to Judea alone. This combination has 
nothing improbable in it (see ver. 13). John's absence would 
explain the want of details in the following narrative.-Is 
not Beyschlag well entitled to allege in favour of John's 
narrative the naturally articulated course w hie h it follows 
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(Judea, eh. i.; Galilee, ii.; Judea, iii.; Samaria, iv.a; Galilee, 
iv.b; Judea, v.; Galilee, vi.; Judea, x., etc.), in opposition to 
the contrast presented so stiffly and without transition in 
the Synoptics : Galilee, Judea 1 

Ver. 2. " Now there is at Jerusalem by 1 the sheep-gate 2 a 
pool, which is called 3 in the Hebrew tongue Bethesda;" having 
five porches." -The SinaU. rejects the words f7Tt Tfj, by the, and 
thus makes the adj. 7rpo/3aT£JCT}, pertaining to sheep, the epithet 
of ,co?l,vµ,f3ry0pa, the sheep-pool. This reading is too weakly 
supported to be admitted even in the view of Tischendorf. 
We must therefore understand as the substantive of the adj. 
7rpo/3aT£JCfj, pertaining to sheep, one of the substantives, 7TUX'{l, 
gate, or a7op~, market. The passages of Neh. iii. 1-32, xii. 
39, where mention is made of a sheep-gate, favour the first 
supposition. In Neh. iii. 3, mention is also made of a fish• 
gate, as near the preceding; it is probable that the two gates 
took their names from the adjoining markets. The sheep• 
gate must have been situated on the side of the valley of 
Jehoshaphat, on the east of the city. .As M. Bovet says, 
" the small cattle which entered Jerusalem certainly came in 
by the east; for it is on this side that the immense pastures 
of the wilderness of Judea lie." This gate, as Hengstenberg 
observes, according to Neh. xii. 39, 40, must have been very 
near the temple ; for it is from the sheep-gate that the pro
cession of the priests, in the ceremony of inaugurating the 
walls, passed immediately into the sacred enclosure. The 
gate, called at the present day St. Stephen's, at the north-east 
angle of the Haram, answers to all these demands. M. de 
Saulcy ( Voyage autour de la mm· Marte, t ii. pp. 3 6 7 and 
3 6 8) holds, from some passages of St. Jerome and authors 
of the Middle Ages, that there were in this place two pools 
near one another; and understanding JCo?l,vµ,/3ry0pq,, he explains: 
" Near the sheep-pool, there is the pool called Bethesda." In 
spite of the triumphant 5 tone with which this explanation 

1 Instead of ,..-,, A D G L read "· 
2 N V g81iq, SU1lle Mnn. reject ,,.., .-,i. Sy1 cur Syr""h Cyr. omit ,,.., 'l",i rrp,{3a..-,,. •• 
3 Instead of ,i ,,..,,,_,,_,..,.,., K reads ,,., ,,_,,,,,.,,,,, D V Mnn. "-'"'"""''· 
4 Instead of Bah.-~«, K L, 1 Mn. read B,il~txd.,; Eus. Ba~a&a:; B Y g. B,i/,-,.,:;.,; 

D, Il•"-~•da:. 
6 Here are 11is expressions: "It is very curious to see the incredible efforts 

which commentators have made to understand this verse. • • • They have beeu 
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is given forth, it is inadmissible. The expression of the 
evangelist, thus understood, would suppose that his Greek 
readers knew this alleged sheep-pool, which is not once named 
in the O. T.1 Meyer, accepting the reading of the SinaU. TO 
).e,y6µvov e/3pauTTl B1J0s&0a, explains: "There is near the 
sheep-pool the place called in Hebrew Bethzatha." But once 
again, how can we suppose that a place so unknown as the 
sheep-pool could be indicated as the guiding point to Greek 
readers ? The feminine lxour:;a which follows is, besides, far 
from being in keeping with this reading, which is only au 
awkward correction, like so many others met with in this 
manuscript. - Bengel and Lange have concluded from the 
pres. €(TTt, there is, that the Gospel was written before the 
destruction of Jerusalem. But this present may be inspired 
by the vividness of recollection; and besides, a pool is a per
manent thing belonging to the nature of the place, and may 
survive a catastrophe. Tobler (Denkblatte1·, p. 53 et seq.) has 
proved that the porches mentioned here were still shown in 
the fifth century.-Hengstenberg concludes from the €7T{, 
super, in the word e7ri"J,...e,yoµ,lll'1}, "surnamed," that the pool bore 
another name besides. But it is perfectly easy to suppose 
that John regards the word pool as the name, and Bethesda 
as the surname.-The words: in Hebrew, denote the Aramaic, 
which became the popular language after the return from the 
captivity.-The most natural etymology of the word Bethesda 
is certainly Nion n1:i, house of mercy, whether the name 
alludes to the munificence of some pious Jew who had con
structed those porches as a shelter for the sick, or whether 
it relates to the goodness of God from which this healing 
spring proceeded. Delitzsch supposed that the etymology 
was Betl1restdw (l1t!ON), peristyle. Others have taken it to be 
Beth-Aschada (NiC'N), place of outpouring (perhaps of the 
blood of victims). The Alexandrine variants seem only to 
be gross corruptions. (See those of B and D.)-It might 
be supposed that the porches were five isolated buildings 

all alike happy in their conjectures ; it was the word "•:;,.•l'f3•Ppa which needed 
to be understood, and all became clear. ''-M. de Saulcy holds that, according 
to Brocardus, the second. pool was situated west from the £rst. The passage 
quoted would rather prove that it must have been to the north. 

1 If this explanation be persisted in, it would be better to take "'""f'fo'1df" wi 

,. dative, and to derive from it the nominative, the subject of.,.,,.,. 
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arranged in a circle round the pool. But it is more natural 
to consider it one single edifice forming a pentagonal peristyle, 
in the centre of which was the reservoir.-Some springs of 
mineral water are known at the present day at the east of the 
city of Jerusalem ; among others, west from the enclosure of 
the temple in the Mahometan quarter, the baths of Ain-es
Schefa (Ritter, vol. iv. p. 157, T. & T. Clark, Edin.). Tobler 
has proved that this spring is fed by the large chamber of 
water situated under the mosque which has replaced the 
temple. Another better known spring is found at the foot 
of the south-eastern slope of Moriah ; it is called the Virgin 
Spring. About this pond we have two principal accounts, 
those of Tobler and Robinson. The spring is very inter
mittent. The basin is sometimes quite dry; then the water 
is seen springing up among the stones. On the 21st of 
January 1845, Tobler saw the water rise 4½ inches, with a 
gentle undulation. On the 14th of March it rose for more 
than twenty-two minutes to the height of 6 or 7 inches, and 
came down again in two minutes to its previous level 
Robinson saw the water rise a foot in five minutes. A. 
woman assured him that this movement is repeated at 
certain times twice or thrice a day, but that in summer it 
is seldom observed more than once in two or three days. 
These phenomena present a certain analogy to what is related 
of the Bethesda spring. Eusebius speaks also of springs 
existing in this locality, the water of which was reddish. 
This colour, which is evidently due to mineral elements, was 
owing, according to him, to the filtering of the blood of 
victims into it. Tradition places the pool of Bethesda in a 
great square hollow surrounded by walls and situated to the 
north of the Haram, south from the street which leads from 
the St. Stephen's Gate. It is called Birket-Isra'il; it is about 
23 yards in depth, 44 yards in breadth, and more than double 
in length. The bottom is dry, filled with grass and shrubs. 
Robinson supposed that it was a fosse, formerly belonging to 
the fortifications of the castle Antonia. This supposition is 
rejected by several competent authorities. However this may -
be, Bethesda must have stood in the immediate vicinity of 
thi.s locality, for here the sheep-gate (see above) was situated. 
As it is impossible to identify the pool of Bethesda wit.h any 
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one of the thermal springs of which we have been speaking, 
it must have been covered with debris, or have disappeared, as 
so often happens in the case of intermittent springs. Those 
which are found at the present day prove only how favourable 
the soil is to this sort of phenomena.1 

Vv. 3, 4. "In these lay a great multitude of impotent folk, 
of blind, halt, withered,2 [ waiting for tlie moving of the water.8 

For an angel went down at a certain season into the pool, and 
troubled the water: whosoever then first, after the troubling of 
the water, stepped in, was made whole of whatsoever dise,ase he 
had.]" 4-The spectacle presented by this portico surrounding 
the pool is reproduced almost de visu by M. Bovet, when he 
describes the baths of Ibrahim, near Tiberias: "The hall in 
which the spring is found is surrounded by several porticos, 
in which we see a multitude of people crowded one above 
another, laid on couches or rolled in blankets, with lamentable 
expressions of misery and suffering .... The pool is of white 
marble, of a circular form, and covered by a cupola supported 
by pillars; the interior of the basin is surrounded by a bench 
on which persons may sit." 'S.'TJpot properly designates those 
who have some limb affected with atrophy, or, according to 
the common expression, wasting away ( decroU). The end of 
vv. 3 and 4, which are wanting in most of the Alex. Mss., are 
rejected by Tischendorf, Lucke, Tholuck, Olshausen, and Meyer. 
The great number of variations, and the marks of doubt with 
which the passage is found in several Mss., speak in favour of 
its rejection. The defenders of the authenticity of the passage, 
e.,q. Reuss, explain its omission in the Alex. by a dogmatic 
antipathy which they say betrayed itself in a similar omission, 

1 Joseph. Bell. }ud. (not Antiq. as Meyer says, by mistake) x. 5. 4, speaks of 
two pools named Strouthion and Amygdalon; the former near the castle Antonia, 
at the north-west of the temple; the latter, at the north of the temple. Bethesda 
must have been situated not far from this, towards the north-east comer. 

2 Dab add to ~~p.,,: orapa:;.,.o,,.,.,.,,, · 
3 t( A B C L Syr••• Sah. some l\Inn. omit the end of ver. 3 from ,.,?,x•I'""'' 

(waiting) inclusive. It is found in D I r A A rr, and 9 other llfjj. Mnn. It. 
Syrsoh. 

4 The whole of vcr. 4 is rejected by M B C D It•U~ Syr""' Sah. some llfnn. 
Besides, the text in the other llfas. presents an exceptional number of varia• 
tions : instead of ,yap : ,.,,,, (L Jtaliq), instead of ay,y,:;.,.•; : «:,,:,,. ,..,,.. (A K L 
It•1lt V g. 30 Mun.) ; instead of ,..,..,f!.~m•: 1l.011,.,., (A K n); instead of ,,,-,,p«u•: 
.,,,,,,.,,,..,.. (several :Mjj.), etc. 
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Luke xxii. 43, 44 (the appearance of the angel in Geth
semane). In no case would this supposition apply to the 
Sina'lt., which has the passage of Luke complete, nor to the 
Alexandrine, which in our passage reads ver. 4. The Vat. 
alone presents the two omissions together, which evidently 
does not suffice to justify the suspicion expressed above. 
I held, with Ewald, in the two former editions, that the 
true reading is that given by the Oantabrig. and numerous 
Mss. of the Itala, and which preserves the end of ver. 3, 
while omitting ver. 4. The words: waiting for the moving 
of the water (ver. 3), if they are authentic, might in reality 
have easily given rise to the gloss of ver. 4. And ver. 7 
seems to demand, in what precedes, something similar to 
the last words of ver. 3. Yet it seems to me difficult to 
understand what could have led to the rejection of those 
words in so great a number of documents, if they had 
originally formed part of the text. I am rather, therefore, 
inclined to hold, with Weiss, Keil, etc., that they have been 
added as well as ver. 4. The whole was at first written on 
the margin by a copyist; then this marginal remark was 
introduced into the text as is so often the case. The inter
polation must be very ancient, for it occurs in one of the 
Syriac Vss. (Syr8ch), and Tertullian seems to allude to it (de 
Bapt. c. 5). It expressed the popular opinion about the 
periodical moving of the water.-According to the authentic 
text, there is nothing supernatural in the phenomenon of 
Bethesda. The whole is reduced to the intermitting action 
so frequently observed in thermal waters. It is known that 
such waters have the greatest efficacy at the moment when 
they spring up, put in ebullition by the increased action of 
the gas, and this was the moment when every diseased person 
sought to be the first to experience their influence. Heng
stenberg holds the intervention of the angel, and does not 
scruple to apply the same explanation to all thermal waters. 
But in this case we must hold a singular exaggeration in the 
terms of ver. 4. For no mineral water instantaneously cures 
the sick and all the kinds of sicknesses mentioned there. 

V v. 5-7. "And a certain man was there,1 wh,o luul his 2 

1 ~ alone omits ""'· 
2 ~ B C D L lt,Plerlque, some Mnn. read (after ,.,lm,r,o) «u.-ou, which is omitted 

by T. R. with A I r 4 A rr, and 9 other Jlfjj. . 
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infirmity thirty and eight years. When Jesus saw him 
lie,1 and knew that he had been now a long time in that case, 
He saith unto him, Wilt thou be made whole ? The impotent 
man answered Him, Sir,2 1 have no man, when the water is 
troubled, to put 8 me into the pool: bid while I am, coming, 
another steppeth down before me."-The duration of the illness 
is mentioned, either to show how inveterate and difficult to 
heal it was, or rather, according to ver. 6, to explain the deep 
compassion with which Jesus was affected on beholding the 
unhappy man.-"Exruv might be taken in the intransitive 
sense (aa-0evwr; lxew); but the construction is so like that 
of ver. 6, where xpovov is evidently the object of exet, that 
it is preferable to make €T'I/ the object of ixruv: "Having 
a thirty-eight years' illness." A man has what he has 
suffered. 

Jesus appears here suddenly, and as it were stepping out 
of a sort of incognito. What a difference between this 
unobtrusive arrival and His entry into the temple at the 
first Passover, ii. 13 et seq.! It is no more as the Messiah 
that He comes ; He is a simple pilgrim.-Meyer translates 
ryvo6r; : having learned, as if Jesus had received information. 
This meaning is contrary to the spirit of the text. I'vovr; 
indicates one of those instantaneous perceptions by which the 
truth became known to Jesus according as the task of the 
moment demanded. Ver. 14 will show that the whole life 
of the sufferer is present to the eye of Jesus, as that of 
the Samaritan woman was in eh. iv.-The long time might 
be that of his waiting at Bethesda; for the man no doubt 
had himself carried there daily for a considerable time past 
(ver. 7). But it is more probable that the expression relates 
to the duration of the illness, and refers to the thirty-eight 
years of ver. 5 : thus is explained the sameness of the con
struction.-The feast of Purim was celebrated among the 
Jews by works of beneficence and presents. It was the day 
of largesses. On Purim day, said a Jew, children are refused 
nothing. Jesus enters into the spirit of the feast, as we 
shall see Hirn doing, eh. vi. and vii., in regard to the rites 

1 llt alone reads """'""!&',., ( !). 
I E F G H Syr"'h, some llfnn. read ,,., (yea) before ""P"• 
• T. R. reads /3d),.,n with some llfnn. only; all the Mjj. read ~""•· 
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observed at the feasts of Passover and of Tabernacles. His 
compassion, awakened by the sight of this man lying there 
and abandoned (KamJCe{µevov), and by the contemplation of 
the life of suffering which had preceded this time (~017), 
impels Him to dispense a largess also, and to work on him 
spontaneously a work of mercy. His question : " Wilt thoii 
be made whole J" is an implied promise. Jesus says to the 
man, not f3o{i>.et : " Dost thou desire ? " but 0t>.ei,;; : "Art 
thou really determined to . . • ? " For the desire is not 
doubtful, but energy of will seems to be wanting. It can 
only be restored by means of faith. On the one hand, by 
questioning him thus, Jesus draws the sufferer, as Lange says, 
from the dark ,despondency into which his long and useless 
waiting had plunged him, and revives his hope ; on the other, 
it withdraws his mind from the source of cure to which it 
was exclusively attached, and impresses him with the 
thought of a new one. The sufferer is thus put into moral 
connection with the person of Jesus, who is to become his 
true Bethesda. Comp. the similar saying of Peter to the 
lame man, Acts iii. 4 : "Look on 1is."-The man's answer 
by no means supposes the authenticity of ver. 4, and is suffi
ciently explained by the intermittent ebullition of the spring. 

Vv. 8, 9. "Jesus saith unto him, Rise,1 take i1p thy bed,2 

and walk. .And immediately 3 the man was made whole,4 and 
took up his bed, and walked : and on the same day was the 
Sabbath."-The word Kpa/3f3a-ro,;; comes from the Macedonian 
dialect (Passow).-The imperfect he walked, paints dramati
cally the joy afforded by the recovered power. 

Vv. 10-13. "The Jews theref01·e said to him that was mred, 
It is the Sabbath day ; it is not lawful for thee to carry thy 
bed. He answered them,° He that made me whole, the same 
said unto me, Take up thy bed, and walk.6 Then asked they 

1 T. R. reads ''Y"P"', with U V r .. Mnn. ; the others : ''Y"P'· 
~ T. R. with V and several Mnn.: '"f"'PP""'"; 17 llfjj.: '"P"f;,.,,,,,,.,; N: ,.,,,. 

P""T•• ; E: "'f"'P""'"'· 
3 ~ D alone omit ,vdu,ir, 

• ~ Italiq read here ""' n,yspdn (and arose). 
6 Instead of ... ,..,.p,d~, A B : o; i,, and C G K L A: • c,, ., ... ,.,p,~n ; ~ : • 2, 

a:-.YSX-fi-,~'t'O. 

6 Instead of "P"' and ..-,p,<r•n·u, ~ reads in this verse and the following one 
.. ,,,,and,..,,,,...,,,,.,,.-~ BC L omit,-., ,.,x{!,_13,...-o, ,.,,,, 
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hini, What man is tliat whicli said unto thee, Take up thy bed, 
and walk l But he tliat was healed 1 wist not who it was : for 
Jesus had conveyed Hiniself away,2 a multitude being in that 
place." 3-The deed of Jesus might seem to contravene the 
letter of the law: for it was a Sabbath day. The Rabbins 
distinguished thirty kinds of work forbidden by the fourth 
commandment. The act of bearing a piece of furniture, and 
that of healing, except in cases of pressing danger, were 
expressly excluded by their tradition. Hence the rebuke 
addressed to the man by the Jews, who, though wrongly, 
identify the rabbinical explanation of the Mosaic command
ment with its real meaning.-The impotent man very logically 
shelters his action under the authority of Him who miracu
lously gave him the power to do it.-The question of the 
Jews is reported with minute accuracy. They do not ask: 
"Who made thee whole ? " The fact of the miracle, sur
prising as it was, affects them very little. But the contra
vention of their sabbatical statute, that is what deserves 
attention! We recognise the spirit of the 'Iovoafot (ver. 10). 
-The aor. la0dr; forcibly expresses the time when the 
sufferer acquired the consciousness of his cure, and looked 
about for his benefactor; while the perfect -rE0epa7TEvµfro~ 
(ver. 10) simply denoted the fact of the cnre which had been 
wrought, as it presented itself to the eyes of the Jews at the 
time wlien they were speaking to the man. The reading 
adopted by Tischendorf (o lu,0Evwv) has no intrinsic value, 
and is not sufficiently supported.-The object of Jesus in 
withdrawing so quickly, was to escape the noise and flocking 
together of crowds ; He feared the carnal enthusiasm which 
was excited by His miracles. But it does not follow that the 
last words : "a multitude being in that place," are intended to 
express this motive. They rather show, as Hengstenberg 
thinks, the possibility of escape. Jesus easily disappeared in 
the midst of the throng who were pressing on one another in 
the place. Such, no doubt, is the meaning which the reading 
of the Sina'it. would express : Jv µforp, in the midst of. 
Nevertheless it is inadmissible, as well as the other variation 

1 Instead of ud"r, Tisch. reads ,udm,,,, with D It. 2 only, 
• N D read ,.,,,,.,. instead of ,l;mv.-o, 
1 ~ alone : I", .. ., instead of ,,.,er.,, 
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of the same Ms. in this verse (tfvevaw).-'EKvevw, strictly: to 
rrw,ke a motion of the head so as to avoid a blew, and hence: 
to escape. How can Meyer deny that the aor. here has the 
meaning of the pluperfect ?-From this slight remark it may 
be concluded that Jesus was not accompanied by His disciples, 
which would confirm the idea of Gess (p. 383). 

Vv. 14, 15. "Afterward Jesus fondeth him 1 in the temple, 
and said unto him, Behold, thoii art made whole : sin no more, 
lest a worse thing come unto thee. The man depa1·ted, and 
told~ the Jews that it was Jesus which had made him whole." 
-The impotent man had probably come to the temple to pre
sent a thank offering. The warning which Jesus addresses to 
him certainly assumes that his disease had been either the 
effect or punishment of sin; but we must beware of con
cluding from the words, as has been often done, that sickness 
always results from the sin of the individual; in many cases 
it may be caused by the deterioration of the collective life of 
humanity by sin (see on ix. 3).-By a worse thing than 
thirty-eight years' suffering, Jesus can only understand dam
nation. 

In the discovery which the impotent man makes to the 
Jews, we need not see either a communication dictated by 
gratitude and a desire to bring the Jews to the faith (Chrysos
tom, Grotius, etc.), or a malicious denunciation (Schleiermacher, 
Lange), or an act of obedience to the authorities (Liicke, de 
W ette, Luthardt), or finally, the bold proclamation of a power 
superior to theirs (Meyer). It is simply the answer which he 
could not give ver. 13, and which he now gives to discharge 
his responsibility ; for he himself remained under the accusa
tion so long as he could not refer it to the author of the deed, 
and this violation of the Sabbath might draw down on him 
the punishment of death, vv. 16, 18. Comp. Num. xv. 35. 

Ver. 16. " Therefore did the Jews persecute Jesus,3 becaiise He 
had done these things on the Sabbath day."-.d ui -roiho, there
fore, resumes what precedes, and at the same time is explained 

1 ~ Syr••r: ,,.., ,,.,G,p,v,rw,,,.,.,, instead of •'""''· 
2 Instead of "''~'.l'Y""-', D K U A, 20 Mnn. read "'"ijY'l'''"'' ; ~ C L Syr. Cop.: 

1.,~o. 
3 T. R. adds here: ""'' •~n,,.,u, ,..,,,.., ,..,...,.,,...,,.,, with 12 Mjj. the most of the 

Mnn. It.2 Syr00b. These worda are omitte,d in !IC BCD L ItJ>1••ique Vg. Syr""' 
Cop, 
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by the phrase which closes the verse: because •.. -The word 
'otwKHv, to persecute, denotes the seeking of the means to injure. 
-In favour of the authenticity of the following words in the 
T. R. : and sought to slay Him, the µa"A.Xov, the more, of ver. 
18, may be alleged. But it may be said, and with still more 
probability, that it is this word of ver. 18 which has sug
ge~ed the gloss.-The imperfect hrol€l, He did, malignantly 
expresses the idea that the violation of the Sabbath has 
become with Him a sort of maxim : He is in the habit of it. 
This idea is wholly lost in the inaccurate translation of Oster
vald and of Rilliet: "because He had done that." The plural 
mum, these things, refers to the double violation of the Sab
bath by healing and by the burden-bearing. 

Let us here remark two analogies between John and the 
Synoptics,-lst. In the latter also Jesus is often obliged to 
perform His miracles as it were by stealth, and even to 
impose silence on those whom He has cured. 2d. It is also 
on occasion of the Sabbatic cures, according to them, that the 
conflict breaks out in Galilee (Luke vi. 1-11). 

II. The 1Jiscou1·se of Jesus.-vv. 17-47. 

In this essentially apologetic discourse the three following 
thoughts are developed :-

I st. Jesus justifies His work by the relation of dependence 
which exists between His. acting and that of His Father, 
vv. 17-30. 

2d. The reality of this relation does not rest solely on the 
personal affirmation of Jesus; it is established by the testi
mony of God Himsl'lf, vv. 31-40. 

3d. Supported by this testimony of the Father, Jesus 
passes from defence to attack, and unveils to the Jews the 
moral cause of their unbelief, the absence of the true Mosaic 
spirit, vv. 41-4 7. 

1. 2'he Son the Fathei1s Worl.:man.-vv. 17-30. 

Ver. 1 7. "Jesus answered them, My Father worketh hitherto, 
and I work."-These words virtually contain the whole of 
the following discourse. It is drawn from the profoundest 
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depths of Christ's consciousness, and ascends as it were to the 
very point of mysterious union between His Father's working 
and His own. It is one of those bright rays which resemble 
the declaration of Luke ii. 4 9 : " Wist ye not that I must be in 
1ny Father's?" or this: "Destroy this temple . .. " (John ii. 
19), These sudden and immeasurably profound utterances 
distinguish the language of Jesus from all others. 

The words are usually explained in this sense : " My 
Father worketh without disturbing Himself about the Sabbath, 
since the creation up to the moment when I speak to you; 
and I do the same." They are applied in this sense either to 
the preservation of the world as a continuous creation (M. 
Reuss), or to the work of human salvation, which admits of 
no interruption (Meyer). Jesus, in that case, would assert 
that His working is elevated above the Sabbatic rest as much 
as that of God Himself. But if this were the thought of 
Jesus, He would have expressed it more clearly: instead of 
hitherto, He would have said always. And He could not 
have avoided repeating this word in the second member of 
the clause : " My Father . . ., and I also work unceasingly." 
But, moreover, this meaning, applied to the Sabbath law, 
falsifies the relation of Jesus to that law. " Born under the 
law," says Paul of Jesus, Gal. iv. 4. For the same reason he 
calls Him a minister of the circumcision (Rom. xv. 8). Thi~ 
subjection of Jesus to the law ceased only with His death. 
It is absolutely impossible to prove that He, in a single case, 
contravened a really legal prescription : He cast off the yoke 
of human traditions and Pharisaic commentaries, never that 
of the law.-Luthardt, to apply the hitherto, contrasts it, not 
with the Sabbath of the past, but with the final Sabbath yet 
to come : "So long as the hour of the future Sabbath or of 
the consummation of salvation has not sounded, I work with 
the Father." But, as Meyer remarks, the antithesis here intro
duced by Luthardt between the present time and the future 
Sabbath, however true, is indicated by nothing either in the 
words of Jesus or in the context. 

To apprehend the meaning of this saying, let us explain it, 
first c,f all, apart from the hitherto. " My Father worketh, 
and I work." The connection between the two propositions 
thus formulated is obvious at a ~lance. It is enough to corn-
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bine logically what is in grammatical juxtaposition. It is m, 
if it ran : " Since my Father worketh, I, His Son, work also. 
My Father is at work ; I, His Son, cannot remain idle." 
Here again we find the same paratactic construction as we 
have already again and again observed in John, which is 
agreeable to the genius of the Hebrew language, and which 
consists in expressing simply by the copula and a logical 
relation which the genius of the Greek expresses by a con
junction. It is therefore the law of His filial heart which 
Jesus expresses by this saying: "My rule is my Father's 
work. So long as He works, I work." This relation, so full of 
tenderness, is precisely that which is described and developed 
in vv. 19 and 20. By this relation of dependence, Jesus 
admirably places His work under the shelter of His Father's. 
But it was not His work in itself which was found fault with; 
it was the time when He did it; and hence the reason why 
He introduces into His reply the determination of time: 
lro, &pn, hitherto. "My Father worketh up to this very 
moment . . . : I work also." The work of the Son cannot 
cease at this hour, since at this very hour the Father is work
ing. When He speaks thus, Jesus alludes neither to the 
weekly Sabbath nor to the final Sabbath. This proposition 
expresses the absolute, immediate, and permanent :fidelity with 
which the Son enters every instant into the Father's work. 
It is the profoundest law of His being which Jesus here 
reveals in this concise and original form. This description is 
the opposite of that which characterizes the life of sinful man, 
acting from his own initiative (acf,' eavTov, ver. 19). 

Does Jesus hereby declare Himself independent of the 
Sabbatic law ? He appears to do so ; and M. Reuss seems to 
be right in asserting it. But the question practically is, 
whether it will ever please the Father to give the Son an 
indication to work contrary to the Sabbatic commandment. 
Now this is-it can be demonstrated-what never took place, 
and what could not happen during the course of the earthly 
life of Jesus. For His condition as a Jew, and His office as 
Jewish Messiah, made it His sacred duty to observe the law; 
and n0ver could the Father's initiative put Him in the 
dilemma of violating the Mosaic form. or of breaking with 
His divine model Hilgenfeld sees the lie given direct in 
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this saying to the idea of the rest of God in Genesis. But 
this rest refers to the sphere of nature, while the subject in 
question here is the work of salvation and the moral educa
tion of the human race. This divine w01·k has for its basis 
the very cessation of God from His creative work in nature. 
(See Introd. i. p. 171.) 

The genius of Socrates stopped him at the moment when 
he was about to act contrary to the will of the gods ; its 
action was purely negative. The relation here described has 
some slight analogy to that, but surpasses it infinitely. What 
Jesus feels is a positive impulse to act, springing from the 
view which He hag of God's acting. What an Apology! It 
was to say to His adversaries in the humblest form: In 
accusing me, it is my Father whom you accuse. It is the 
Legislator whom you reproach with the transgression of His 
law; for my acting is only an obeying of His. 

Ver. 18. " Therefore1 the Jews sought the more to kill Him, 
because He not only broke the Sabbath, but said also that God was 
His Father, making Himself equal with God."-The 8,a -rouTo, 
therefore, is explained by the on, because, which follows.
According to the true reading in ver. 16, the notion of killing 
was not yet expressed in that verse ; it was only contained 
implicitly in eUro,cov, they persecuted. But it suffices fully to 
explain the p,aXXov, the more, of ver. 18. Let us here take up 
the singular exaggerations of M. Reuss : " Let the discourse," 
says he, "ver. 18 et seq., be read, interrupted again and again by 
the phrase : They persecute Him, They seek to kill Him. Accord
ing to the common and purely historical exegesis, we get at 
the notion of the Jews running after Jesus in the streets, and 
pursuing Him with showers of stones" (t. ii p. 416). A truly 
historical exegesis reduces those numerous interruptions to 
the two graduated notices: " They persecuted Him," ver. 16, 
" They sought to kill Him," ver. 18, and finds in the two ex
pressions only the indication of some hostile conventicles in 
which the rulers preposed the question even thus early, how 
they might get rid of so dangerous a man. The Synoptics 
trace back to the very same epoch the murderous projects of 
the adversaries of Jesus (Luke vi. 7, 11 ; Mark iii. 6 ; Matt. 
xii 14). The anxious look of John could discern the fruit in 

1 lit D It.; ~,,. .-, • .,, •••; the others omit •••• 
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the germ.-"E:>.,ve, not: He had brolcen (Ostervald), but imp.: 
He was destroying, strictly : was dissolving. His example and 
principles seemed to be annulling the Sabbath.-Besides this 
first charge, the declaration of Jesus, ver. 1 7, had just furnished 
them with a second, that of blaspheming. It was, first of all, 
this word µ,ou, my Father, which shocked them, because of the 
peculiar and exclusive sense of the expression. If Jesus had 
said our Father, the Jews would have accepted His words 
without scruple (viii. 41). And finally, it was the practical 
consequences which He seemed to draw from the term, acknow
ledging no other rule for His work than the action of God 
Himself: "Making Himself equal with God." 

Ver. 17 contains the idea which is the germ of the whole 
following discourse: the relation between the Father's working 
and the Son's. Vv. 19 and 20 set forth this idea in a more 
detailed way; in ver. 19 we have the relation of the Son's 
working to that of the Father; in ver. 2 0, the relation of the 
:Father's working to that of the Son. We might say: the 
Son who sets Himself with fidelity to serve the Father (ver. 
19), and the Father who consents with tenderness to serve as 
model to the Son (ver. 20). 

Ver. 19. "Then answered Jesus,1 and said unto them, Verily, 
•verily,2 I say unto you, The Son can do nothing of Himself, 7;,ut 
what He seeth the Father do : for what things soeiier He doeth, 
these also doeth the Son likewise."-The middle awe"ptvaTo, 
which occurs elsewhere in John only in v. 17 and xii. 23, 
al ways announces, if we mistake not, a saying accompanied on 
the part of Jesus with a profound turning in upon Himself.
The critics who find in ver. 1 7 a speculative idea like that 
of continuous creation, see in vv. 19 and 2 0 the speculative 
unfolding of the metaphysical relation between the Father and 
the Logos. But if there be given, as we have done, to ver. 1 7 
a sense appropriate to the context, vv. 19 and 2 0 have not 
this more or less abstract theological character; they have, as 
well as ver. 17, a practical application to the given case. 
Jesus means to say, not: I am this or that to my Father; I 
maintain toward Him such or such a relation, but : "What-

1 ~ begins the verse thus: 1.l.171> •u• a.u"'••s , 1,, .. ,us,-B L: •'-•ro instead ,:;I 

a ~ alone omits <ine i;f the tw<i "16"" 
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ever work you see me do, even though it should give you 
offence, like that for which I am now accused, be well assured 
that, as a submissive son, I have only done it because I saw 
my Father act in the same direction at the same time." This 
is not metaphysics; it is the explanation of the work for 
which He was accused, and of all His activity in general. 
Jesus gives forth this justification from an unparalleled depth, 
from the most intimate law of His moral life, from His filial 
dependence on the Father. His reply resembles Luther's : 
" I cannot otherwise," at Worms; or, to take a nearer example, 
Jesus puts His work under the guarantee of the Father's, as 
the impotent man had just put his under the shelter of that 
of Jesus. 

The first proposition of ver. 19 presents this apology in a 
negative form: Nothing of myself; the second, in an affirma
tive form : Everything in imitation of the Father.-The 
formula, amen, amen, shows that He draws this revelation 
from the depths of His moral consciousness.-The expression 
cannot does not denote a metaphysical impossibility, or one of 
essence. Does not the Bon possess the divine privilege of 
having life in Himself (ver. 26), and consequently that of 
being able to communicate it at will ? His powerlessness is 
therefore purely moral This appears from the very term 
Son, which Jesus substitutes of design for the pronoun I of 
ver. 17. It is because of His filial, that is to say, perfectly 
obedient character, that Jesus is inwardly prevented from 
acting of Himself at any time whatever. But He might have 
the power of acting otherwise if He chose ; and this is the 
idea which allows us to give to the expression acp' eavwu, of 
Himself, a real and serious meaning. In all the phases of 
His existence, the Son has a treasure of life peculiar to Him
self, which He might use independently of the Father. As 
Logos He has, according to ver. 26, the power of creating: 
He might at His own hand bring worlds out of nothing, and 
make Himself their God, elvai la-a Be<jj, to be equal with God, 
Phil ii. 6.1 But He is wholly for God (John i. 1); and, 
rather than wish to be, like Satan, God of a world for Him
self, He prefers to remain in His position as Son, and to use 
His creative power only for God. This law of His divine 

1 We do uot give this pari.llel here u the expbna.tion of the paaw.~. 
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life is also that of His human life on tLe earth. Although 
deprived of His divine state (His form of God), as man He 
possesses first the faculties of man, and then from His baptism 
the powers of Messiah. Therewith He might create, in the 
sense in which every man of talent creates, create by and for 
Himself, or found a kingdom here below which should be His 
own, like any genius or conqueror. Was it not to this very 
real power that the various suggestions of Satan in the wil
derness appealed ? But He constantly declined every such 
use of His human and Messianic power, and uniformly con
necting His work with His Father's, He thus freely maintained 
and confirmed His character as the Son. Everything in this 
relation is moral. The cannot referred to here is only the 
negative side of filial love.-The proposition eav µ,~ Tt •.. , 
b1tt what He seeth the Father do, or rather : " if He see not the 
Father doing it," does not restrict the idea : doing of Himself. 
It is merely the epexegesis of the drp' eavTOv, of Himself: 
"Of Himself, that is to say unless He sees ... "-The pres. 
participle 'Tf'OtovvTa, doing, corresponds to the &pn, now, of 
ver. 1 7 : The Son seeth the Father acting, and associates 
Himself at the same instant with His action. 

Filial love does not only prevent the Son from acting of 
Himself, but it leads Him to enter positively into the Father's 
work This is the idea contained in the second part of ver. 
19. It is connected by for with the preceding. The truth 
is, if every work of His own is impossible to the Son, it is 
becaitse He devotes Himself wholly to the Father's work. 
As He bestows all His time and all His strength to repro
duce this model faithfully, it becomes impossible for Him to 
work of Himselj.-Does it not seem that Jesus is borrowing 
these familiar images from His work of other days, when, in 
the carpenter's shop of Nazareth, He took part in the work of 
him who filled the place of father to Him here below ? The 
law of His work then was to adapt it constantly to that 
of Joseph, and to co-operate in it according to the measure of 
His understanding and strength, as long as the day lasted and 
Joseph himself worked ; so that there remained to Him 
neither strength nor leisure for work of His own. And this 
community of action evidently covered the responsibility of 
the child in every work thus carried out. Now Jesus puta 
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Himself under the privilege of an entirely similar position, 
though in a work of an infinitely superior nature. He lives 
in the invisible workshop of His Father, as formerly in that 
of Nazareth. Heaven has been opened to Him. He discerns 
at every instant the point to which the work of God on the 
earth has come, and all His faculties as man and His prero
gatives as Messiah are employed to aid in it.~'A ryap &v, the 
thi111]s whatsoever they may be. The word includes eventu
alities without number, and perhaps many more violations of 
the Pharisaic statutes than those which they have just seen, 
and which scandalize them so much ! But He will not volun
tarily leave one of them unperformed. It is under the 
impulse of this divine initiative that He has wrought the 
work in question ; and they may expect His working many 
more which shall bear the same character. In these words it 
is hard to say which is the more astonishing, the simplicity of 
the form, or the sublimity of the idea. Jesus speaks of this 
intimate relation to the Being of beings as if it were the most. 
ordinary thing in the world. It is the saying of the child of 
twelve: "Mnst I not be in my Father's?" raised to a higher 
power. But this perfect correlation between the Son's work 
and that of the Father can only exist on one condition : that 
the Father consent to initiate the Son perpetually into the 
course and wants of His work. And this is what He dejgns 
to do: 

Ver. 20. "For the Father loveth the Son, and showeth Him 
all things that Himself doeth ; and He will show Him greater 
works than these, that ye may marvel." -This indispensable 
initiation of the Son into the divine work is assured to Him 
by the infinite love of the Father (for). The term q,iXE'iv 
expresses the feeling of tenderness (cherishing), and accords 
perfectly with the intimacy of the relation here described. 
It was otherwise iii. 35, where the word arya7r~v, indicating 
the love of approbation, and, to some extent, of admiration 
(&ryaµai), was more in place, because the matter in question 
there was the communication of omnipotence. The Father's 
showing corresponds to the Son's seeing (ver. 19), and is at 
once its condition and consequence ; its condition, for th•J 
Father unveils His work to the Son, that the latter may 
co-operate in it ; its consequence, for to this constant and 
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faithful co-operation of the Son the continuity of the Father's 
revelation is due. 

But the Son's initiation into the work of the Father, 
though destined to be complete, takes effect gradually, as suits 
the truly human state of the former. Such is the meaning of 
the end of the verse: And He will show Him g1·eater worlcs 
than these. The expression : what things soever, in ver. 19, 
already hinted at this progressive extension of the domain of 
"divine realities" (Gess), which is open to the view of the 
Son. TouT(J)V, than these, refers to the cure of the impotent 
man, and to all the miracles of the same sort which the Jews 
had already witnessed. But in proportion as Jesus grows in 
understanding and strength, the part which He can take in 
the Father's work becomes more considerable. He under
stands the work better, and can take it in hand more com
pletely. .At His baptism this initiation and co-operation 
began. But that was only a starting-point. This develop
ment will reach its goal when, the Son having obtained as 
ma11 the form of existence which He possessed eternally as 
the Logos, His glory (xvii. 5) shall possess divine knowledge 
and omnipotence. Then the work of God will be in its 
entirety both shown and committed to Him ; so J oLn says in 
Rev. i 1, in perfect harmony with our passage: "The revela
tion of Jesus Christ, which God gave unto Him." This is the 
commentary on our Sdge,, shall show. The Father's work 
for the salvation of the world shall then pass into His hands 
in its fulness, according to the words of Isaiah regarding the 
glorified Servant of Jehovah: "And the pleasure of the Lord 
shall prosper in His hand" (Isa. liii. 10). 

There is only one way in which we can form an idea, how
ever inadequate, of the relation of the work of Jesus and 
that of the Father as described in those two verses : that is, 
ourselves to enter into a similar relation to Jesus. The more 
the believer devotes himself faithfully to the work of Jesus 
Christ, the more does the latter take pleasure in giving him 
the knowledge of it, both in its whole and in its parts; and 
the better the believer understands it, the more does he take 
part in it faithfully at every moment of his life, and the more 
does he realize it in his sphere in every one of his acts. It 
is al<.o a gradual progress which takes place in him. Every 
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step taken in his spiritual development enlarges his sphere of 
action and the part which he takes in his Master's work, and 
this faithful work makes him in return grow himself. This 
parallel seems to us the best commentary which can be given 
on the passage which we are explaining. We are guided to 
it, besides, by another saying of Jesus which presents, even in 
the form of expression, a striking analogy to our passage : 
" Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that believeth on me, the works 
that I do shall he do also ; and greater works than these (µ,€['sova 
'Tovroiv) shall he do; because I go iinto my Father" (xiv. 12) .. 
Once in possession of the divine work in its totality, Jesus 
from the midst of His glory makes His own partners in it. 
And by them He does still greater works than the earthly 
miracles which the Father wrought by Him. 

The words which close the verse : that ye rnay marvel, may 
be paraphrased thus : " And then there shall be for you, my 
adversaries, ground for the deepest amazement." The Jews 
opened their eyes wide at the healing of an impotent man. 
What will it be when, at the voice of this same Jesus, man~ 
kind will recover life spiritually, and even one day physically ! 
A poor healing amazes them ; what will a Pentecost do, and a 
resurrection from the dead! This somewhat disdainful manner 
of speaking about miracles would be very strange in the 
mouth of an evangelist who was to play the part of an in
ventor of miracles.-''Iva, in order that, expresses not only a 
result (&a-TE), but an end. This astonishment is purposed by 
God ; for it is from this that the conversion of Israel will 
proceed in the end of time. Seeing the miracles produced 
by the gospel among mankind, Israel will close with rendering 
to the Son that homage equal to the homage rendered to the 
Father, of which ver. 2 3 speaks. The beginning of the fulfil
ment of this prophecy is found Acts iv. 13 : "Now, when they 
saw the boldness of Peter and John, they marvelled; and took 
knowledge of them, that they had been with Jesus;" and v. 24: 
" When they heard these sayings (Peter's), they doubted of them 
whereunto this would grow." 

These two verses form one of the most remarkable passagei
of the N. T. from the Christological point of view. De Wette 
finds in the expression: of Himself (ver. 19), an exclusive and 
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somewhat dark reference to the human side in the person of 
Jesus; for if Jesus is the Logos, His will is as divine as that 
of the Father, and there can be no contrast between the one 
and the other, a:, would be implied by the word: of Himself. 
De Wette mus~ cf course extend this defect of logic to the 
passage xvi. 13, where this same expression is applied hypo
thetically to the Holy Spirit. Liicke sees in it only a popular 
manner of presenting the human appearance of Jesus abstract
ing from the divine element. M. Reuss (t. ii. p. 438 et seq.) 
brings out of this passage heresy on heresy, if we take as the 
standard of J ohannine thought the theory of the Logos. Accord
ing to him, indeed, God is conceived in the prologue as a purely 
abstract being, acting in space and time only through the Logos ; 
and the latter (" the essence of God reproduced, so to speak, a 
second time of itself") is perfectly equal to the Father; while, 
according to our passage, the Father does a work of Himself 
(& a:uro, '!rofo), which He reveals to the Son, and in which He 
associates Him gradually, which is entirely contradictory. 
For, according to this latter theory, the Father acts directly in 
the world otherwise than by the Logos, and the Son is related 
to the Father in a condition of subordination incompatible with 
"the equality of the two divine persons," taught in the prologue. 

The judgment of Liicke and de Wette undoubtedly assails 
the so-called orthodox conception of the person of Jesus, but 
by no means that of the N. T. and of John in particular. 
John does not know this Jesus, now di vine, now human, to 
which traditional exegesis has recourse. He knows a Logos who, 
once emptied of the divine state, entered fully into the human 
state ; and after having been revealed to Himself at His baptism 
as a divine subject, re-entered at the close of His human de
velopment upon the divine state. By His human existence and 
earthly activity He realized, in the form of becoming, the same 
filial relation which He realized in His divine existence in the 
form of being. And hence all the terms used by Jesus, the 
showing of the Father, the seeing of the Son, the expressions 
" cannot" and " of Himself," apply to the different phases of 
His existence, to each according to its nature and measure. 
To understand the" of Himself" in our passage and xvi. 13, all 
we require is to take in earnest, as Scripture does, the distinc
tion of persons in the Divine Being; if each of them has His 
own life, from which He may draw at pleasure, there is no in
consequence between the passages quoted . 

.As to the criticism of M. Reuss, the idea which 110 finds in 
the prologue of an abstract divinity, purely transcendental and 
without possible relation to the world, is not that of John, but 
solely that of Philo. God is, on the contrary, in the prologue, 
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a Father full of love both to the Son (ver. 18) and to the chil
dren whom He Himself begets by communicating to them His 
own life (eit. 0eov irevv~~l'Jo'oev, were born of God, ver. 13). He can 
therefore act directly in the world, and associate His Son, made 
man, in His work. Vv. 19, 20 are in contradiction, we acknow
ledge, to the theory of Philo, but by no means to the concep
tion of the evangelist.-It is exactly the same with respect to 
the subordination of the Son. The true view of the prologue 
is that of the dependence, and the free dependence, of the Son 
(~v ,;rpl,,; rliv 0s6v, ver. 1). It is exactly that of v. 19, 20. This 
conception, it is true, also contradicts that of Philo; but that 
proves only one thing: that it is a mistake to make our evan
gelist the disciple of this strange philosopher, while he is simply 
the disciple of Jesus Christ (Introd. i. p. 175 et seq.). 

Jesus has just been speaking of works greater than His 
actual miracles, which He shall one day accomplish at the 
will of His Father. He now explains what those works are: 
the resnrrectwn and the jitdgment of humanity, vv. 21-29. 
This difficult passage has been very differently understood. 
Several Fathers : Tertullian, Chrysostom ; later, Erasmus, 
Grotius, Bengel; finally, in modern times, Schott, Kuinoel, 
Hengstenberg, etc.,-have applied the whole passage ( except 
ver. 24) to the resurrection of the dead in the literal sens/3 
and to the last judgment. A diametrically opposite inter
pretation was already held by the Gnostics, then among 
modems by Ammon, Schweizer, B.-Crusius: it is that which 
refers the whole passage, even vv. 2 8 and 2 9, to the spiritual 
resurrection and the moral judgment which the Gospel effects. 
Finally, a third group of commentators find a gradation in 
this piece, and connect vv. 21-27 with the moral action of 
the gospel, and vv. 28 and 29 with the resurrection from 
the dead in the literal sense. These are, for example, Calvin, 
Lampe, and most of the modems, Lucke, Tholuck, Meyer, de 
Wette, etc. Taking the most exact account of the shades 
of expression, we shall discern the true course of our Lord's 
thought. We see first the two ideas of quickening and 
iudging appear in an alwgether general and indefinite way 
in vv. 21-23. This fOTms a first cycle, which ver. 23 
separates with precision from the sayings which follow. 

Ver. 21. " For as the Father raiseth 1tp the dead, and 
quickeneth them; even so the Son quiekeneth 'Whom He will."-
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To raise the dead is a greater work than to heal an impotent 
man; hence the for. This work, as well as miracles, is the 
reproduction of the Father's work. The great difficulty here 
is to determine whether, as most interpreters seem to think 
(for they do not explain themselves sufficiently on this head), 
the work of resurrection ascribed to the Father is to be 
identified with that accomplished by the Son, or whether it 
is specifically different from it, or finally, whether they com
bine with one another in a process for which the formula 
needs to ·be sought.1 On the first explanation, the two1rote'iv, 
to quicken, ascribed to the Father, would remain in a purely 
ideal state until the Son, obeying the divine initiative, made 
the design of the :Father pass into the terrestrial reality. 
Thus Luthardt says: " The work belongs to God, as proceed
ing from Him; to the Son, as wrought by Him in the world " 
(p. 444). Gess: " It is not that the resurrection of the dead 
was till now the work of the Father, to become henceforth 
that of the Son ; the resurrection of the dead is not yet 
accomplished. Neither is it that one part of the dead is raised 
by the Father, another by the Son. . . . But the Son is 
regarded as the organ whereby the Father raises from the 
dead" (p. 31). Baumlein: "The Son is the bearer and 
mediator of the Father's working." This meaning is very 
good in itself; but does it really harmonize with the expres
sion : lilce as l Was this the proper term to denote a 
simple divine impulse, an initiative of a purely moral nature 1 
Jesus, in expressing Himself thus, seems rather to have in 
view a real work which is wrought by the Father, and which 
serves as a model for His.-The second of the meanings just 
indicated is the one adopted by M. Reuss. The bodily resur
rection, according to him, should be ascribed to the Father ; 
and to the Son, resurrection in the spiritual sense, salvation. 
M. Reuss finds the proof of this distinction in the ofi~ 

0€lei, whom He will, which indicates a selection. This last 
solution is untenable. How could vv. 28, 29, which describe 

1 As if (to return to the comparison of the common work of Jesus aud Joseph) 
we had to decide for one of these three forms : either Jesus executing the 
plans traced by Joseph ; or each of them having a distinct part in the work ; 
or, finally, Jesus seconding Joseph more and more, in proportion as He grew, 
and ending with charging Himself with the entire work. 
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Urn consummation of the Son's work, be applied to the 
spiritual resurrection 1 Comp. likewise vi. 40, 44, etc., where 
Jesus expressly attributes to Himself by an eryw, I, repeated 
again and again, the resurrection of the body,-a fact which 
obliterates the line of demarcation marked out by M. Reuss. 
-Does not Jesus rather mean to speak here of that universal 
action, at once creative and restorative, which God has exer~ 
cised from the beginning of things in the sphere of nature 
and in the theocratic domain 1 Comp. Dent. xxxii. 3 9 : " I 
kill and make alive, I wound and I heal." 1 Sam. ii. 6 : 
" The Lord killeth and maketh alive, He bringeth down to the 
grave and bringeth up." Isa. :xxvi. 19 : "Thy dead men shall 
live; my dead body shall rise again.." This work of moral 
and physical restoration, carried on hitherto by God, passes 
henceforth into the hands of Jesus, but gradually, and 
according to the measure of His growing capacity. Till His 
baptism He had wrought only human works. From that 
time He begins to work isolated miracles of bodily and 
spiritual resurrection, specimens of His great future wol'k. 
From the time of His elevation to glory He realizes by 
Pentecost the moral resurrection of humanity, and finally by 
His return on the day of His advent, and by His victory 
over the last enemy death, which shall be its consequence 
(1 Cor. xv. 26), He will work in the physical domain the 
universal resurrection. Then only will the work of the 
Father have passed wholly into His hands. The resurrection 
wrought by the Son is not therefore a different resurrection 
from that accomplished by the Father. Only the Son, 
made man, becomes the agent of it by degrees:-The pres. 
q_uiekenetk, in the second clause, is a present of competency. 
Comp. vv. 25 and 28 (" the hour is coming that ... "), 
which show that the reality is yet to come. Yet even now 
the word of Jesus possesses a quickening power (the hour 
even now is, ver. 25).-We have already, in our translation, 
connected the regimen : the dead, with the first verb only 
(raiseth np); such is the construction apparently indicated 
by the position of the words. The second verb two,rotet, 
q_uickeneth, thus takes an absolute sense. It fOl'ms the transi
tion to the Son's work in the second clause. 'Eryelprn1, 

strictly to awake, refers to the very moment of passing from 
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death to life; two,roieiv, to quicken, to the full communication 
of life, whether spiritual or bodily, to man once awakened. 
Nothing obliges us t:::> follow M. Reuss in restricting the 
application of this word, to quieken, in the second clause, to 
spiritual life. The restriction : whom He will, undoubtedly 
indicates a selection. But in the bodily resurrection also, will 
there not be selection ? In ver. 2 9, Jesus distinguishes two 
bodily resurrections, the one to life, the other to judgment. 
The first alone, therefore, is a true quickening ; it is the resur
rection to glory, which is the consummation of spiritual life. 

When He says: whom He will, Jesus does not contrast 
His will as Son with His Father's,-it must have run: ot~ 
avTO~ 0t"-et. He contrasts those whom He feels Himself 
constrained to quicken (believers), with those in whose favour 
it is morally impossible for Him to work this miracle. ThePe 
words are therefore the transition to ver. 22, where it is 
said that judgment, that is to say, division, is committed to 
Him. In effecting the division, which decides on the eternal 
death or eternal life of individuals, Jesus does not cease for 
a moment to have His eyes fixed on the Father, and to con
form to His plan. According to vi. 38 and 40, He discerns 
those who fulfil the divinely fixed condition: every on, which 
believeth; and immediately He applies to them the quicken
ing power which the Father has given Him, awl which 
depends henceforth upon His personal will. Might there 
not be in this oti~ 0t}l,,ei, u·hom He will, an allusion to the 
spontaneity with which Jesus offered healing to the impotent 
man without being at all solicited by him, choosing him 
freely among all the other sufferers who surrounded the pool ? 
-M. Reuss nevertheless finds in the words : whom He will, a 
contradiction to the idea of the Son's work being dependent on 
that of the Father. But the inner feeling which makes Jesus 
will in such or such a way, while it is formed spontaneously 
within Him, is nevertheless in harmony with that of God. 
His love is undoubtedly distinct from the Father's; it is 
really His love ; but it works in harmony with the divine 
love, and with a common end in view. Comp. the formula 
in the address borne by the apostolic Epistles : " Grace and 
peace from God and the Lord Jesus Christ." No more in 
Jesus than in God is liberty arbitrariness. Comp. for the 
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i'ree-will of the Spirit, iii. 8 and 1 Cor. xiii 11 ; and for that 
of God in the sphere of nature, 1 Cor. xv. 3 8.-It is from 
not having distinguished between liberty and caprice that M. 
Reuss has again found here the idea of absolute predestina
tion. What Jesus meant to express is the glorious sufficiency 
which God is pleased to grant Him in accomplishing the 
common work. He is a source of life like the Father, 
morally at first, and one day corporeally. Under the veil of 
absolute dependence, Jesus gives us a glimpse of the magni
ficent prerogative of His filial liberty. 

Vv. 22, 23. "For also the Fathm· fudgeth no man, but 
hath committed all fudgment unto the Son: that all men 
should honmir the Son, even as they honour the Father. He 
that honoureth not the Son, honoureth not the Father which 
hath sent Him."-Two particles connect this verse with the 
preceding: ,yap, for, and ovol, which must here be translated 
by also, but which literally signifies: and neither. The 
second lays down the committing of Jitrlgment to the Son 
mentioned in ver. 22, as a new fact, and one co-ordinate with 
that of quickening by the Son (ver. 21); and the first presents 
the second of those facts as the explanation of the first. If 
God delegates to the Son the power of quickening whom He 
will, it is because He has transferred to Him the function 
of judge. To quicken is to absolve (ver. 24); to refuse to 
quicken is to condemn. The power of quickening or not 
quickening is therefore embraced in that of judging. Such is 
the connection between vv. 21 and 22.-Meyer persists in 
understanding judging here, as in eh. iii., in the sense of pro
nouncing a sentence of condemnation exclusively. But in 
ver. 21 it is quickening which is in question as well as the 
contrary ; and the expression T~v "piuw 1rauav, fudgment in 
all its forms (ver. 22), is pot favourable to this restricted 
sense, and shows that the term judging should be taken here 
in its most general sense. M. H. Meyer (Discourses on the 
Fourth GofiJJel, p. 36) is shocked to find that this term is 
taken in ver. 22 in a spiritual sense (moral judgment now 
passing on men), in ver. 29 in an external sense (the final 
judgment), lastly, in ver. 30, in a purely subjective sense (the 
judgment of Jesus individually) ; and hence he concludes 
that the tenor of the discourse has not been in this case 
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exactly reproduced. But in ver. 22 the subject in question 
is judgment in the most general sense, and without any 
definite application (all judgment), exactly as in ver. 21 there 
is presented the idea of rnising up in the most comprehensive 
and indefinite sense. It is not till the following cycle, vv. 
24-29, that the meaning of these words becomes definite, 
first in the spiritual sense (vv. 24-26), and finally in the 
external sense (vv. 27-29). All is therefore perfectly correct 
in the progress of the thought.-And what is the object of 
the Father in transferring to Jesus the two supreme attri
butes of deity, quiekening and judging? He wishes, according 
to ver. 23, that the homage of adoration rendered to Him by 
mankind should extend to the Son Himself. " The Father 
loveth the Son" (iii 35); and hence He would see the world 
at the feet of the Son, even as at His own. The word 
-rtµfjv, to honour, certainly does not express directly the act of 
adoration, the 7rpouKvvE'iv, as M. Reuss well remarks. But 
it evidently denotes in the context the sentiment of religious 
respect which the act of adoration expresses. And in 
demanding this sentiment boldly for His person in the same 
sense in which it is due to the Father (Ka0wr;, even as), Jesus 
certainly authorizes worship, properly so called, to be paid to 
Him. Comp. xx. 28; Phil. ii. 10: "That at the name of 
Jesus every knee should bow;" and the Apocalypse through
out.-The Father is not jealous of such homage. For it is 
He whom the creature honours when honouring the Son 
because of His divine character; as it is also to God that 
honour is refused when it is refused to the Son.-Tbere is a 
terrible warning to the accusers of Jesus in these last words 
of the verse. Jesus throws back on them the accusation of 
blasphemy: these zealous defenders of God's glory must 
learn, that in accusing Him, Jesus, as they do on occasion 
of the miracle which He has wrought in the midst of them, 
it is God who is outraged in His person, and that the treat
ment to which they subject this poor weak man, touches the 
]father Himself, who is one with Him. This threatening end 
of ver. 23 is an anticipation of the severe application which 
shall close the discourse (vv. 41-4 7). 

The cycle vv. 21-23 was a still very general development 
of the abridged cycle vv. 19, 20. Jesus now shows the 
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progressive historical realization of the two works of qiticlcen
ing and judg/,ng, which He ascribed to Himself, vv. 21-23, 
in all their generality, and in the form of simple competency. 
In vv. 25, 26, He represents this double power as He will 
exercise it in the midst of humanity in the spiritual sphere; 
then vv. 2 7-2 9, as He will finally display it in the external 
and physical domain. 

Thus it is that those sublime views, presented at first in 
the most synthetic and summary form, fall successively into 
their principal elements, and conclude by appearing in the 
precise form of concrete and distinctly analysed facts (comp. 
Introd. i p. 140 et seq.). 

First phase : the spiritual resurrection and moral judgment 
of humanity by the Son, vv. 24-26. 
- Ver. 24. "Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that heareth my 
word, and believeth on Hirn that sent me, hath eve1·lasting life, 
and cometh not into condemnation ; but is passed from death 
unto life."-Divine things are present to the eye of Jesus; He 
speaks of what He sees (iii. 11) ; hence the formula : "Verily, 
verily, I say iinto you ... " (vv. 24, 25). These words show at 
the same time the grandeur of the fact here revealed. The fact 
is so unheard of, that we do not wonder to hear Jesus announce 
it so solemnly : to the man who receives His word with con
fidence, the two decisive acts of the eschatological drama
resurrection and judgment-are finished things. The simple 
word of Jesus received with faith has accomplished all. This 
fact is indeed the proof of the powers of life-giving and juag
ing which Jesus ascribed to Himself, vv. 21 and 22. 'A,cov€tv, 
to hear, denotes in this place moral hearing as well as physical, 
in the sense of Matt. xiii. 43. The words : and believeth on 
Him that sent me, are explained by the second part of the dis
course, in which Jesus appeals to the testimony rendered to 
Him by the Father. If a man surrender himself to the word 
of Jesus on the faith of the divine character of His being and 
work, he renders homage not only to the Son, but also to the 
Father. - The meaning of ix€,, "hath life," can only be 
rendered fully here by "already hath life." It is the proof 
of ver. 21 : the Son quickeneth. Is it not in reality His 
word which has wrought the miracle '?-Kai, and, signifies 
here: and in consequence, Exemption from judgment is a 
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consequence of entrance into life ; for the place of judgmcnt 
is on the threshold between life and death.-"Epxerat, cometh, 
is the present of the idea or principle. The believer's moral 
state is already fixed by the simple fact of the welcome which 
he has given to the word. By this word, received inwardly, 
the believer is constantly subject during his lifetime to that 
moral judgment to which unbelievers shall not be subjected 
till the last day. The revelation of hidden things takes place 
in the inner forum of their conscience, where everything is 
condemned which would have required to be so before the 
tribunal at the last judgment. J udgment being thus to them 
a thing finished, does not require to be repeated. If, there
fore, the word received with docility sets the believer free 
from judgment, it is simply because it anticipates it ; comp. 
xii. 48, where it is said that the judge at the last day shall 
be no other than this same word. What a conviction of the 
absolute holiness and perfection of His word do not such 
expressions suppose in the inmost consciousness of Jesus ! 
Ostervald wrongly translates Kpl,ri,; by condemnation,· and so 
Meyer : a judgnient of condemnation. The harmonizing of this 
passage with Rom. xiv. 10 and 2 Cor. v. 10 was given at 
iii. 18.-The last words: but is passed from death unto life, 
are the antithesis (but) of the preceding, in this sense, that he 
who has passed from the sphere of death into that of life has 
necessarily judgment behind him. The word life is taken in 
the fullest sense. The resurrection of the body itself will not 
be to the believer an entirely new fact ; essential death-that 
of the soul-being once conquered, the glorification of the 
body is only the triumph after victory (comp. v. 29, the 
expression: resurrection of life).-It is altogether arbitrary to 
explain the µ,eTaf)Efl711Cev, with Baumlein, in the sense of· 
"has the assurance of being able to pass from death unto life." 

Ver. 25. "Verily, verily, I say iinto you, The hour is coming, 
and now is,1 when the dead shall hea1· 2 the voice of the Son of 
God ; 3 and they that 4 hear shall live." 6-If the passage from 

1 ~ a b omit the words '""' ,,,, ,,.,,., 
1 Instead of p;,..,,.,.,.,,.,, N L, some Mnn. read ,.,.,,,.,.,,.,, and B, some }Inn. 

lt,X,OUrJ'flfJtll,. 

3 Instead of,..,,, K S and ~ome other authorities read a,dp.,.,..,,, 
' N rejects o,, 

~ T, R. with ll M,ij. 11nd v.lmost all the Mnn.: t11.-., .. .,,; N B D L : t'11.-ou,,,. 
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death to life has taken place (ver. 24), it is because there 
really is and there will be a spiritual resurrection. In ver. 24, 
Gess says, Jesus speaks as a prophet: "my word;" in ver. 
2 5, as the Son of God : " the voice which raises the dead."
The identity of the formula which begins the two verses, 24 
and 25, as well as the asyndeton, would of itself suffice to 
prove that they both refer to the same thing-the spiritual 
quickening of believers. Only, to present the matter pictori
ally, Jesus borrows from the physical resurrection images 
whereby He depicts the moral work which is to pave the way 
for it. He seems to allude to that magnificent vision of 
Ezekiel, in which the prophet, standing in the midst of a plain 
covered with dry bones, calls them to life, first by his words, 
and then by the breath of Jehovah. So Jesus sees Himself 
the only really living one in the midst of mankind, who are 
sunk in death and sin. The same conviction suggests to Him 
the saying found in the Synoptists : "Let the dead b1try their 
dead." Living, He has the task of giving life.-The expres
sion: The hour cometh, and now is, is intended ( comp. iv. 2 3) 
to open the eyes of all to the greatness of the epoch inaugu
rated by His ministry. Jesus says: the hour cometh,· He 
refers to the sending of the Holy Spirit (vii. 37-39).-But 
He adds : and now is; for His words, which are spirit and life 
(vi. 63), were even then preparing for Pentecost; comp. 
xiv. 17.-The expression: the voice of the Son of God, repro
duces the term: my word, ver. 24, but that while representing 
His word as the personal voice of Him who calls sinners from 
death. The expression : Son of God, brings out the power of 
this voice.-The art. oi, before a,courrav-rer; (those who shall 
have heard), accurately divides the spiritually dead into two 
classes: those who hear the voice without understanding it 
(comp. xii. 40); and those who, while hearing it, have ears to 
hear, or hear it inwardly. The latter alone are quickened by 
it. It is the function of judging which reappears in this form. 

If we refer this verse to the resurrection of the dead in the 
strict sense, we are obliged to apply the words : and now is, 
to the few miraculous resurrections wrought by Jesus in the 
course of His ministry, and to explain the words ol a,co6crnv-re,;; 
in this sense: and after having heard . . . But Jesus would 
not have been entitled to represent those few resurrections as 
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indicating the inauguration of the universal resurrection ; and 
all the efforts of Hengstenberg have not succeeded in justify
ing this forced sense of aKo{uravrer,. Olshausen here follows 
a path by himself. According to him, ver. 2 4 refers to the 
spiritual resurrection, and ver. 2 5 to the first bodily resurrec
tion-that of believers-at the Parousia (1 Cor. xv. 23). 
Vv. 28 and 29, lastly, denote the final and universal resurrec
tion. Comp. Luke xiv. 14: "in the resurrection of the just." 
Rev. xx. 6 : " Blessed and holy is he that hath part in the first 
resu1·rection." Li.icke himself holds that Jesus alludes to this 
notion of two resurrections received in Jewish theology while 
spiritualizing it. But nothing in the text authorizes us to 
find a resurrection indicated here different from that of ver. 24. 
A distinction of such importance would require to be more 
precisely marked.-The following verse explains the secret of 
that power which the voice of Christ will display at the hour 
which is about to strike for the earth. 

Ver. 26. "For as 1 the Father hath life in Himself, so hath 
He given to the Son to have life in Himselj."-The emphasis is 
on the words lv €aurrp, in Himself, which terminate the two 
propositions uniformly. The Son has not only a part in life, 
like the creature ; He possesses within Him a source of life, 
like the Father Himself, and hence His voice may give or 
restore life (i. 3, 4). But this divine prerogative the Son 
possesses only as a gift from the Father. Here is the boldest 
paradox uttered by the mouth of Jesus. It is given to the 
Son to live of Himself! We could not imagine the solution 
of this apparent contradiction if we had not a similar one re
solved in ourselves. We possess as a thing given-the faculty 
of selj-determination,-and that in such a way, that from this 
faculty we are every instant drawing moral decisions which 
are peculiarly our own, and for which we are seriously respon
sible. It is by gifting us with this mysterious privilege of 
free action that God has put us in the rank of beings made in 
His image. It is by giving to the Son the prerogative of 
which our verse speaks that He has made Him His equal. 
The divine faculty of self-sufficient life, an essential charac
tnistic of the Son's homoousia 2 with the Father, is to Him 
what liberty is to man. Thereby, also, the subordinatio·i of 

1 ~ D : .,, instead of .,.,,,,,,, • Equality of essence. 
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the Son to the Father becomes an act of divine love. By the 
gift of divine independence to the Son, the Father gives Him 
everything ; by His perfect and voluntary subordination, th~ 
Son renders everything to the Father. To give everything, to 
return everything, is not that love 1 God is love. Thus, not 
only does God love divinely, but He is also divinely loved.
"Eoro,ce, gave, necessarily expresses here, whatever Meyer, 
Luthardt, etc., may say, an eternal gift which belongs to the 
essence of the Son (comp. the terms: to the Son, in Himself). 
And as the spiritual resurrection of humanity is a work yet 
to come, which supposes the restoration of the Son to His 
divine state (xvii. 1, 2, 5), this saying has not its complete 
application to Jesus as the Son of man till His elevation to 
the divine state, that of the Logos. As to the earthly state 
of Jesus, comp. the entirely opposite proposition, vi. 5 7 : "As 
the living Father hath sent me, and I live by the Father; so 
he that eateth me, even he shall live by me." 

Second phase: The universal judgment and the bodily resur
rection of humanity by the Son, vv. 27-29. 

Jesus rises by degrees to the very summit of those greater 
works announced ver. 2 0 et seq., which, from the Father's hands, 
pass more and more completely into His own: ver. 27, uni
versaljudgrnent; vv. 28 and 29, the resurrection of the body. 

Ver. 27. "And hath given Him authority to e:cecute judg
ment also,1 because He is a Son of man." -Jesus had already 
said, ver. 2 2, in an indefinite manner, that all judgment is 
committed to Him. This word, all judgment, embraced both 
the moral internal judgment of the present, and the final 
external judgment. It is under this latter aspect that the 
idea is developed, ver. 27, but with this new determination, 
that the function of judge is given to Him as Son of man. 
Gess rightly says here : "The power of judging rests on His 
character as·Son of God, but not without the added character 
of Son of man."-• The ,ea{, even, or also, is certainly authentic. 
It brings out forcibly the contrast between the g11eatness of 
the power and the truly human nature of Him on whom: this 
power is conferred : even the greatest of acts, the holding of 
judgment. The function of judge, indeed, supposes perfect 
holiness, omniscience, and all the other divine perfections 
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which contrast with the state of a member of the human 
family.-The last words are variously interpreted. Lucke 
takes them to mean : Because He is the Messiah; and judging 
is a Messianic office. But in this case there would be required: 
"the Son of man." Without the art. the expression vi'o<; T. 

av0p. signifies simply: a Son of man (Meyer). Lange: Because 
as a Son of man He can sympathize with our weakness. But 
it would be false to deny to God the feeling of compassion; 
comp. indeed, Ps. ciii. 13, 14: "Like. as a father pitieth ... , 
so the Lord pitieth ... : for He knoweth our frame." Heb. 
ii. 18 cannot be quoted as a parallel, for there the matter in 
question is intercession, not judgment. De Wette: Because 
the Father, as being the invisible God, cannot judge. M. 
Reuss, almost to the same effect : "In the system, God of 
Himself does not come into contact with the world which He 
is to judge ; He is made man for the purpose." This reason 
would apply to the God of Philo, not to the God of Jesus 
Christ and St. John, for He is a Father who begets children 
among mankind (i. 13), who loves the world (iii. 16), who 
testifies by external miracles in favour of the Son, who draws 
souls to Him, etc. Such a God might also, if He wished, 
judge the world. Besides, as Luthardt observes, the opposite 
of the invisible God would not be the Son of man, but God 
revealed, the Word, the Son of God, or the Son taken abso
lutely. Meyer: Because Jesus, as man, carries out the whole 
work of salvation. But salvation is not judgment. The pre
cise point to be explained is, why the Saviour is at the same 
time the judge. _ Holtzmann : Because He can make the divine 
revelation shine forth before the eyes of men in a human 
appearance. But God can directly manifest His holiness to 
human consciousness, as is proved by the moral law inscribed 
within. The Peschito (Syr•ch), some Mjj. (E M LI), and 
Ohrysostom, have recourse to a desperate expedient ; they 
connect the words with the following verse : " Because He is 
a Son of man, marvel not." But should the thought of Jesus 
be so difficult to comprehend 1 The judgment of humanity 
is to be a homage rendered to the holiness of God, a true act 
of adoration, a worship. And therefore the act must go 
forth from the bosom of humanity itself. Reparation must 
b~ offered by the being who committed the outrage. Judg• 
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roeut is in this respect exactly on the same footing as expia
tion, of which it is in a manner the complement. J udgment 
is, in the case of all the sinful portion of humanity, the forced 
reparation due by him who has refused to appropriate by faith 
the free reparation made by the atonement, with its sanctify
ing consequences. 

Vv. 28, 29. "Marvel not at this: for the hour is cortiing, 
in the which all that are in the graves shall hear His voice, 
and shall come forth; they that have done good, unto the resur
rection of life; and they that have done evil, unto the 1·esurrection 
of jitdgrnent."-lt is impossible not to refer these two verses 
to the resurrection of the dead in the strict sense of the word. 
1st. The reference is to an event wholly future; for Jesus 
here omits the words : Kut vuv ecr-rt, and now is, of ver. 2 5. 
2d. Jesus does not merely say: the dead; He here uses the 
expression: all that are in the graves, which can only be taken 
in the strict sense. 3d. He does not say merely: they that 
hear, as at ver. 25,-an expression which implies a division; 
but : all that are in the graves shall hear, which embraces the 
entire number of the dead. 4th. Finally, He does not speak, 
as previously, of a single result---life; but He describes the 
two opposite issues which can only apply to mankind as a 
whole,-life on the one hand, judgment on the other,-which 
forces us to take the resurrection of ver. 2 8 in the strict sense, 
and to refer the judgment of ver. 2 9 to the last judgment, at 
least in the case of those who are condemned. Jesus con
tinues, therefore, to rise a minori ad majus. From the 
supreme act of authority (e~ovufa), judgment, He passes to the 
supreme act of power (Mvaµi,;), the resurrection of the body; 
and this is the manner of His reasoning : " Marvel not that I 
claim the right of judging, for behold the display of divine 
power which it shall be given me to exhibit : the resurrection 
of humanity after it has become the prey of the grave." 
Liicke gives quite another turn to the thought of Jesus : "You 
will cease to marvel that judgment is given to me, when you 
remember that, as the Son of man (that is to say, as Messiah), 
resurrection belongs to me." Jesus appeals, he holds, to an 
article of Jewish theology, according to which the Messiah 
we..s regarded as the being who was to raise humanity from 
the dead. But it is still doubtful whether in the time of 
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Jesus the work of resurrection was ascribed to the MessialL 
Later Jewish theology is greatly diYided on this point. Some 
ascribe the act to God omnipotent, others to the Messiah 
(Eisenmenger, Ent d. Jiidenth. Th. ii. pp. 8 9 7-8 9 9 ). This 
mechanical appeal to a Jewish doctrine is, besides, out of 
keeping with the uniformly original character of our Lord's 
testimony. Finally, the sense of Lucke assumes his false 
interpretation of the term Son of man, ver. 2 7.-There is 
peculiar force in the words : shall hear His voice. " This 
voice, which sounds in your ears at this moment, Hhall yet 
awake the dead from the tomb ; marvel not, then, that I claim 
to possess both authority to judge and power to give spiritual 
resurrection." 

Thus the last convulsion of the physical world will be due 
to the same will as shall have renewed the moral world, that 
of the Son of man. " Since by man came death," says St. 
Paul, exactly in the same sense, "by man come also the resur
rection of the dead" (l Cor. xv. 21 ). No doubt it might be 
said to Jesus : All these are mere assertions on thy part. 
But it must not be forgotten that behind those affirmations 
there was a fact, the " Rise and walk " followed with effect 
which was at once the text of the whole discourse and its 
immovable point of support.-Ver. 2 9 concludes this whole 
development with the idea of final judgment, which had been 
already announced ver. 27, and of which the resurrection of 
the body (ver. 2 8) is the condition. To be judged, the dead 
must live again in the fulness of their consciousness and 
personality, which supposes their entire restoration to cor
poreal existence.-Ostervald translates : " Those who shall 
have done good or evil works" [ de bonnes, de mauvaises 
reuvres]. In the Greek there is the art., giving to the two 
terms an absolute sense : " the good, the evil works (good and 
evil)." The first of these expressions includes the sincerity 
which leads to faith (iii. 21) ; and hence the act of faith 
itself, when the hour calling to it has come, and then all the 
fruits of sanctification resulting from faith. The second, evil, 
comprehends the natural inward depravity which estranges 
from faith (iii. 19, 20), the act of unbelief itself, and finally 
all its inevitable immoral consequences.-On the use of 7rou,'i,v 
with aryaGa, and of 1rpaCF(J'€W with <paiYA.a, see on iii. 20.-
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The expression : resiiri·ection of jiulgment, is explained by the 
opposite term : resurrection of life. Some rise to live in the 
full sense of the word, the rest to pass to the winnowing of 
judgment. Those who have refused to subject themselves to 
the inward judgment of the gospel shall be forced to see 
their moral state externally fixed, and that by their works. 
For " whatsoever is hidden must come to the light." The 
others, who already live by the Spirit, and whose moral state 
has been inwardly judged and transformed by Him, shall 
attain by the resurrection of their bodies to the perfection of 
life. It is easy to see how mistaken it is to translate ,cp{uw, 
with Ostervald, Arnaud, etc., by condemnation. 

M. Reuss, preoccupied with the desire to contrast John's 
eschatology with that of the rest of the N. T., alleges (ii. p. 
5 5 8) that spiritual resurrection is here declared to be "greater 
and more important than physical resurrection." For the 
first alone is placed in the number of greater works, ver. 2 8. 
As if the development of the contents of the expression : 
greater works, did not continue without interruption up to 
this culminating point of divine working, vv. 28, 29 ! He 
says also : " The idea of a future and universal judgment is 
repudiated as a superfluity" (p. 559). Thus men allow 
themselves to falsify the meaning of the most express de
clarations where they do not square with their preconceived 
system !-Scholten, feeling the powerlessness of exegesis to 
reach the end which it pursues, has recourse to critical expe
dients. He rejects vv. 2 8 and 2 9 as unauthentic without 
the least external reason : " As the activity of Jesus extends, 
according to the pseudo-John, only to men who are in this 
life .•. , vv. 28 and 29 must be interpolated." Ever the 
method of sic volo, sic jubeo . . . Critics remake the Gospel 
when they do not find it such as they would have it /
Hilgenfeld (Einl. p. 729) thinks that our passage excludes 
all J udreo-Christian eschatology, as the ideas of an external 
advent of Jesus, a first resurrection, etc. The reign of the 
Spirit on the earth terminates immediately, according to the 
evangelist, in the last day and the universal resurrection. 
But the glorious advent is implied in ver. 28; and the whole 
eschatological drama which is to be inaugurated by the Parousia 
is SlUllmed ur in ver. 27, so far as its final result is concerned, 
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which is the only thing of importance here (raising from the 
dead and judging). 

The development of the idea of ver. 1 7 : " My Father 
worketh hitherto, and I work," has reached its close. Jesus 
comes back to the starting-point : 

Ver. 30. "I can of mine own self do nothing: as I hea1·, I 
judge : and my jitdgment is just; becaitse I seek not niine own 
will, but the will of Him who sent me." 1-W e might be 
tempted to connect ver. 3 0 with the immediately preceding, 
by the thought of judgment, which is the dominant one in 
the declaration : " As I hear, I judge." But the present tense : 
I judge, would not connect itself directly with the idea of the 
future judgment, ver. 2 9 ; and the first proposition : I can do 
nothing of myself, at once impresses on the thought of this 
verse a much more general bearing. We are evidently brought 
back to the idea of ver. 19 : the infallibility of the Son's 
work attested by its complete dependence on the Father's. 
Thus this remarkable passage terminates in the same view as 
t,hat in which it originated. After having ascribed to Him
self the most marvellous operations, it seems as if Jesus felt 
the need of plunging again, relatively to the Father, into a 
sort of nothingness. He who successively accomplishes the 
greatest works, is powerless to accomplish the most unpre
tending of Himself.-'E'Yw, I: by this word He positively 
applies to the visible and definite personality which they have 
before them, the unheard-of things which He has just been 
affirming, while ascribing them to Him whom He has called 
Son of man and Son of God (vv. 25, 27).-The powerlessness 
of which Jesus speaks is of a moral nature, as in ver. 19. 
There, to depict His dependence, Jesus made use of images 
drawn from the sense of sight : the Father shows, the Son 
sees. Here, He borrows His images from the sense of hear
ing; in the case of every judgment· which He passes, it is 
not pronounced by Him till after the Father has made it in 
a manner sound in His ears. These sentences are the acts 
of absolution or condemnation which He carries out, say
ing to one : " Thy sins be forgiven thee ; " to another : " Thy 

l T. R. reads .,.,..,,,, at the end of the verse, with E G H .M S U V Mnn. 
nauq; this word is rejected by N A B D E: LA A, 12 Mnq, JtPlerlqoa Y ~- Syr. Co:p. 
Or. (thrice), 
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works are evil."-Jesus declares the perfect docility with 
which He gathers them from the Father's mouth as the 
sectirity for their infallibility. It is by refusing to know 
anything of Himself, by listening always before speaking, and 
uttering only what God on each occasion teaches Him, that 
He arrives at the result: " And my fiidgment is fust."-But, 
to listen thus, one must have no self-will (fJn,for). No doubt 
Jesus Himself also has a natural will distinct from the 
Jrather's ; His prayer in Gethsemane clearly proves this : 
"Not what I will, but what Thou wilt." In this sense, the 
Monotheletes certainly deserve to be condemned ; for, in deny
ing to Jesus a natural will, they suppressed His true human 
nature. But, in a being wholly consecrated to God like Jesus, 
this will of nature (my will) exists only to be perpetually 
sacrificed to the Father's: "I seek not mine own will, but 
the will of Him that sent me." Morally speaking, there is 
therefore really in Jesus only a single will ; the other is a 
possibility continually and freely suppressed. It is on this 
unceasing submission that the absolute holiness of His life 
rests, and on this again that the infallibility of His knowing 
and speaking depends. He declares so here Himself. 

Before quitting this first part of the discourse of Jesus, let 
us cast a glance backwards. No passage perhaps furnishes 
us so well as this with the means of penetrating into the 
inner laboratory of Christ's consciousness, and of studying the 
mode in which His thought was conceived. The miracle 
which He has wrought and the charges to which He is exposed 
appeal to His reflection. He collects Himself; and the rela
tion of His working to that of His :Father appears instantly 
to His consciousness in its unfathomable depth, so that the 
simple, comprehensive, and oracle - like thesis in which He 
formulates it from the first to the last word, contains virtually 
all the subsequent developments: this is ver. 17. Thereafter 
He draws from this treasure. In a first cycle (vv. 19, 20), 
He remains still in the highest generalities of this paternal 
and filial relation. In the following cycle (vv. 21-29), there 
are first of all specified the works which flow from this rela
tion : q_1lickening, fudging (vv. 21-23) ; afterwards, those two 
notions, which had been presented in the most indefinite 
meaning, so as still to comliine the figurative and the literal 



186 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

sense, reach their concrete application in tlrn moi·al domain 
(vv. 24-26), and in that of external realities (vv. 27-29). 
But the most characteristic feature of this incomparable pas
sage is, that it is perfectly exempt from what it has been 
thought good to call the religious metaphysics of· John. What 
we really perceive breathing in the words of Jesus from first 
to last is His filial abnegation. His Son-heart is revea!ed 
here as nowhere else. If any one can imagine that such say
ings could have been invented in cold blood by a Christian 
thinker, he must never have had even a superficial glimpse of 
the depths of religious and moral life which are here laid open. 

2. The Father's Testimony in support of that which the Son 
renders to Himselj.-vv. 31-40. 

J csus had just ascribed to Himself works of a marvellous 
kind. Such declarations might provoke an objection among 
His hearers : " All that thou affirmest of thyself has no other 
support than thy own words." Jesus acknowledges that His 
testimony has need of divine sanction (vv. 31-3 5). He pre• 
sents it to His adversaries in a threefold testimony from the 
Father,-lst. His miracles (ver. 36); 2d. The Father's oral and 
personal declaration (ver. 37); 3d. The Scriptures (vv. 38-40). 

Vv. 31, 32. "If I bear witness of myself, my witness is not 
true. There is another that beareth witness of me ; and I know 1 

that the witness which He witnesseth of me is true."-The 
words of ver. 31 may be the answer to an objection actually 
made, which has been omitted in this summary narrative. 
The marvel not at this, ver. 28, was very probably an allu
sion to a question similar to those which abound in the much 
more circumstantial accounts of the following chapters.-The 
apparent contradiction presented by ver. 21 to viii 14: 
" Thoicgh I bear record of myself, yet my record is true," might 
be solved by explaining e<yoo in the sense of "I alone." 
Indeed, this ellipsis is a natural deduction from ver. 32 : 
" There is another." But even in this sense it must be acknow
ledged that Jesus condescends here to apply to Himself the 
rrinciple of general law founded on the condition of sinful 
wan, and which asserts that no one can bear testimony in hi~ 

1 N D ltaiiq Syr<>u• read .. ~ .... , ('l/e know) in~terul of .,;"-
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own cause. In viii. 14, on the contrary, He rises to the full 
height belonging to Him, and claims precisely the exceptional 
authority which is conferre<l. on Him in virtue of His unique 
holiness. 

It is very evident from what follows that this other, whose 
testimony Jesus produces, ver. 32, is God, and not John the 
Baptist, as is still thought by de Wette. Vv. 33-35 are 
exactly fitted to prevent the application of this saying to the 
forerunner.-In the second proposition of ver. 32, the word: 
I know, signifies : I bear within myself the inner conscious
ness of the fact to which my Father gives outward testimony
my filial relation to Him. And consequently I might testify 
of it in a way perfectly veracious. The reading : ye know, 
supported by Tischendorf (8th ed.), spoils this meaning, which 
corresponds to the context, and is . not sufficiently borne out 
by the connection of this verse with the following.-M. 
Rilliet translates the expression ?r€p~ Jµov, ?r€pt JµaVTov, 
thrice repeated in these verses, by : in my f a-voitr, for me. But 
in this sense {nrep would be necessary. The simple sense is : 
regarding me.-Before saying who this other is whose testi
mony serves to support His own, Jesus removes the natural 
enough supposition that it is the forerunner of whom He 
means to speak : 

Vv. 33-35. "Ye sent unto John, and ke bare witness unto 
the truth. But I receive not testimony from man : but these 
things I say, that ye might be saved. He was the buming and 
shin,ing light ; and ye were willing for a season to rejoice in his 
light."-The testimony of the Baptist had made noise enough 
to impress Jesus with the feeling that when He said: "I 
have another witness," every one would think of the fore
runner. Jesus removes this supposition, remarking at the 
same time, however, that from His hearers' point of view the 
testimony of John ought certainly to be regarded as valid : 
for was it not they who had called it forth (allusion to the 
deputation, i. 19 et seq.) ?-The perfect µEµaprVpTJICE indicates 
that the testimony preserves its value notwithstanding the 
disappearance of the witness (ver. 35): he was, etc. 

The first proposition of ver. 34 is difficult to understand. 
Does J·esus then regard the testimony of the Baptist as purely 
human? Some critics escape from the difficulty by translat
ing ov Xaµ{aa-vw, "I do not seek" (de Wette); I am not 
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ambi.~ious of. This is to give a false meaning to the expres
sion. All becomes clear if account is taken of the article 
before the word testimony: " the testimony ; " that is to say, the 
only real, infallible, unexceptionable testimony, the only one 
which I would invoke in support of my own, "which I accept 
as proof" (Meyer). John's testimony was intended to direct 
their eyes to the light ; but once the light had appeared, he gave 
place to the direct testimony of God. If, therefore, Jesus 
does notwithstanding refer to this testimony, it is becam,e His 
hearers have showed that they had not sufficiently delicate 
perception to apprehend the divine testimony inherent in His 
very appearing ; and it is the care which He has for their sal
vation that impels Him to speak thus; in this He condescends 
to their weakness.-Observe the contrast between vµe'i,r;, ye, and 
J7ro, I.-''lva uw0~Te: "that ye may profit by it savingly." 

Ver. 35 expresses with precision the transitory chamcter of 
the Baptist's appearing. John was not a permanent sun; he was 
the torch which cannot burn without consuming itself. Critics 
have explained the art. the before the word torch in some rather 
strange ways. Meyer: "the torch par excellence." Bengel sees 
here an allusion to Sir. xlviii. 1 : " the word ( of Elias) shone lik11 
a torch." Luthardt thinks that John is compared to the well. 
known torch-bearer who usually walked before the bridegroom 
in a nuptial procession. All this is forced. The article simply 
converts the image into a definition : " He was the light which 
enlightens." There was never more than one in the house. 
The two epithets, burning and shining, ex press one and the 
same idea: that of the ephemeral brilliance of a torch which 
wastes away as it gives light. The imperfect was proves that 
this torch is now extinguished. It alludes either to the im
prisonment or recent death of John the Baptist.-In the 
second part of the verse : ye were willing . . ., the same 
image is kept up. Jesus compares the Jews to children, ·who, 
instead of taking advantage of the precious moments during 
which the torch burns to accomplish an indispensable task, 
do nothing but dance and play the fool in its light till it goes 
out. It is impossible to charncterize better the vain and 
childish Mtisfaction which the national pride l1ad found for a 
moment in the appearance of this extraordinary man, and the 
absence of the serious fruits of repentance and faith which 
it was intended to produce: "Iustead of having yourselves 
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led to faith by John, you made him an object of curiosity."
'H0E11,i}<Ya7€: you pleased yourselves with . . . For you it was 
nothing but an amusement. Comp. the discourse Luke vii. 
24 et seq., which begins with the thrice-repeated question: 
"What went ye out into the wilderness to see ? "-as if they 
had to do only with an amusing spectacle,-and which closes 
by comparing the people to a group of children playing in the 
market-place. 

Ver. 36. "But I have greater 1 witnr,Ss2 than [that of] John: 
for the works which my Father gave3 me to finish, the same works 
thcit I do;" bear witness of me, that the Father hath sent me."
These words, after the parenthesis relative to John, which was 
only an argumentum ad lwrninem, join on to ver. 32, and 
develope the thought there expressed.-' Eryw, I, in opposi
tion to the hearers of Jesus, who know of no other than 
human testimony, that of John. -The art. the is to be 
explained as in ver. 34: the absoliite testimony, which is also 
the only one that can be called greater than John's.-The 
gen. Tov 'Iroavvov, of John, is usually explained by the con
iracted form of comparison : "greater than that of John." 
Perhaps it is better to take this gen. as the gen. of compari
son: "greater than John ;" that is to say, than John testifying 
in my favour. John is identified with His testimony.-J esus 
here alludes to the healing of the impotent man, and to all the 
similar works which He had already performed. Indeed, it 
is quite evident, whatever Meyer may say, that His works are 
here specially His miracles, though undoubtedly we may 
embrace under the expression all the spiritual works described 
above. Meyer allows this explanation in the passages vii. 
3, 21, and elsewhere; the context demands it here as well as 
there. The miracles are designated, on the one hand, as gifts 
of the Father to Jesus ; on the other, as works of Jesus Him
self. And, indeed, it is because of this double character that 
they are a testimony from God. If the Son performed them 
by His own proper power, they would not be a declaration 
from God ; and if God performed them directly, without 
using ·the Son as His organ, the latter could not derive from 

1 A B E G M A rend,...,~•• (an obvious mistake). 
1 ~ omits "'~' before ,««p-rup11u. 
a ~ B L r read a,a.,,..,, 
• at A B D L, some Mnn. reject ,,,., beforn "'"'.,. 
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them any personal authentication. - The reading iow,ce is 
certainly to be preferred to the Alex. various reading D€Ow,ce. 
The aor. is demanded by the relation to the fva reXetwuw and 
by the sense.-The object of gave is : the works; God gives Him 
His miracles. This object is developed in the following pro
position : that I may finish them. For those miracles are not 
given Him in the form of works done, but of works to be done. 
This is brought out forcibly by the repetition of the subject in 
the words : the same works that I do. From the relation 
between these two characteristics of the miracles, as gifts of 
God and works of Jesus, there results the value of their 
testimony. It is thus seen how thoroughly the word eryro, I, 
rejected by the Alex., suits the meaning of the phrase. But 
even this testimony is still indirect compared with another, 
which is wholly personal : 

Ver. 3 7. " And the Father Himself,1 which hath sent me, hath 
borne witness of me. Ye have neither heard His voice at any 
time, nor seen His shape."-It is clear, notwithstanding what 
Olshausen, Baur, and others say, that Jesus is here speaking 
of a new testimony given by the Father: otherwise why 
would He substitute for the pres. beareth witnes.~, ver. 36, 
which applies to the present miracles of Jesus, the perfect, 
hath borne witness, which indicates a completed testimony ? 
The same also appears from the pron. auror;, Himself, which 
strongly emphasizes the personal character of this new testi
mony. God does not speak only by miracles, but He has 
spoken Himself. The reading avror; is therefore preferable to 
the e,ce'ivor; of the Alex., which would signify : " He, and not 
another." - What is this personal testimony ? De W ette 
understands by it the inner voice whereby God bears witness 
in the heart of man in favour of the gospel, the drawing of 
the Father to the Son. But with this view it is impossible to 
explain the perfect, hath borne witness, as well as the follow
ing expressions: His voice, His shape, which indicate a personal 
manifestatiun. Chrysostom, Grotius, Bengel (myself, in former 
editions), refer this saying to the witness of God at the 
baptism of Jesus, which corresponds well to this condition. 
But there is rightly objected to this the ov . . . 'IT'W'IT'OTe, 

neither at any time, in the following words; and this would 
be to recur to the testimony of John the Baptist, which Jesus 

1 ~ B Lam. read ,~,,,. instead of,. • .,,,; D: """'' a.u·Tas, 
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had set aside; for God's voice had been heard only by 
the forerunner, and all thus rested on his testimony. We 
must rather, therefore, adhere to the explanation given by 
Cyril, Calvin, Lucke, Meyer, Luthardt, Weiss, Keil, who 
apply ver. 3 7 to the testimony of God in the Old Testament, 
the book in which He manifests Himself and is Himself the 
speaker. Vv. 38 and 39 confirm this meaning. But how, 
from this point of view, are we to explain the following 
proposition ? It has been taken as containing a rebuke 
(Meyer, Luthardt, Keil) : "Ye are wretchedly deaf and blind, 
that is to say, incapable of apprehending this testimony; ye 
have never inwardly received the divine word." This mean
ing suits the context. But the phrase : Ye have not seen His 
face, would be a strange one to denote moral insensibility to 
Holy Scripture. Others rather see in the words a concession 
made to the hearers; for example, Tholuck: "No doubt ye 
have neither heard . . . nor seen . . . for that is impos
sible, neither is that the charge which I bring against you 
(ver. 3 7) ; but ye should at least have received the testimony 
which God has borne to me in the Scriptures" (ver. 38). 
But if this were the thought, an adversative particle could 
not possibly be wanting at the beginning of ver. 38. Now 
the phrase : and ye have not in you, continues, on the contrary, 
in the line of the previous proposition. The phrases : hearing 
the voice, seeing the shape of God, denote an immediate personal 
knowledge of God (i. 18). Jesus uses the former (vi. 46) to 
characterize the knowledge which He Himself has of God, in 
opposition to a purely human knowledge : "Not that any man 
hath seen the Father, save He which is of God; He hath seen 
the Father." This saying ought to serve as a key to the 
explanation of our verse. We shall say with Weiss: There 
is here neither a rebuke nor a concession, but the simple 
stating of a fact, to wit, the impotence of the natural man to 
rise to the intuitive knowledge of God. The thought of 
Jesus would therefore be : " This personal testimony of God 
(ver. 3 7 a) has not reached you, first, because no divine reve
lation or appearance has been granted to you personally as to 
the prophets and men of God in the Old Testament (ver. 37b); 
and next, because the word, to which those men of God 
committed their immediate communications with God, hae 
not become living and abiding in you (ver. 3 8). Couse• 
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quently, the personal testimony of God, that of which Jesus 
would speak here, has for them no existence. God has never 
spoken to them directly, and the only book in which they 
could have heard His testimony has remained for them, 
through their guilt, a sealed book. It is easy to under
stand, from this point of view, why in ver. 3 7 Jesus uses the 
term q;wv17, the personal voice, while in ver. 38 He makes use 
of the term "'Aoryor;, word, which is used. to denote divine 
revelation. The direct connection of ver. 37 with ver. 38 by 
Ka(, and, on this view presents no difficulty : 

Vv. 38-40. ".And ye haV;e not His word abiding in you: for 
whom He hath sent, Him ye believe not. Ye search the Scrip
tures ; for in them ye thinlc ye have eternal life : and they are 
they which testify of me. .And ye will not come to me, that ye 
1night have life." -And as to the other possible form of per
sonal revelation, the word of God, they have it in their hands 
indeed ; but its light does not shine within them. The proof 
which .Jesus gives of this inner fact, viz. their unbelief in the 
Sent of God, is not an argnment ; for the divinity of His 
mission was the very point in question. It is a judgment 
pronounced by Jesus, and having its point of support, like the 
whole discourse, in the miracle just performed. This for will 
be justified by vv. 39, 40, and 46, 47, where Jesus will point 
out the real cause of their unbelief in their opposition to the 
spirit of the Scriptures. 

Ver. 39 is a concession: "No doubt you study the Scrip
tures with care ; you sift them letter by letter, as if eternal 
life were to spring from this sort of study." The relation 
between the two verses plainly proves that by the word of 
God, in ver. 38, Jesus understood the Scriptures. A large 
number of critics and translators (Chrysostom, Augustine, 
Luther, Calvin, Ostervald, Stier, Hofmann, Luthardt) make 
epevvare an imperative: search. The saying would thus be 
an exhortation to the profound study of the Scriptures. But 
in this case Jesus would not say: because ye think ye have 
in them, but: because ye have in them, or at least : because ye 
you1·selves think ye have in them. And, instead of proceeding 
to say: and (yet) they are they, He would require to say, to 
form a reason for the exhortation: for they are they.-The 
verb lpcvv~v is exactly fitted to characterize the rabbinical 
study of the Scriptures, the dissection of the letter. 
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The copula and of ver. 40 brings out, as it so often does in 
John, the absurdity of making things which are irreconcilable 
by nature proceed side by side with one another. They study · 
the Scriptures which testify of Christ, and they come not to 
Christ; they seek life, and they reject Him who brings it !
'EKetva,: they (with emphasis) ; and no others (Meyer). The 
words: ye will not, describe the voluntary side of unbelief, the 
moral antipathy which is its real cause. We find in this 
passage the sad tone of the cry given by the Synoptists : 
" 0 Jerusalem, Jerusalem, how often would I ... But ye would 
not /"-Thus it is, observes Gess, that Jesus goes back in this 
discourse from His present works to His baptism, the basis of 
His public activity, and from this to the words of the 0. T. 
which prepared for His coming. It is the reverse of the 
course followed by the development of His own consciousness. 

We see from this passage how Jesus beheld Himself in 
the mirror of the 0. T. There, He recognised His own figure 
so clearly, that He thought it impossible to study the book 
sincerely and not come to Him immediately. 

3. The True Oause of Jewish Unbelief.-vv. 41-47. 

The close of the discourse only developes the last words of 
ver. 40: " Ye will not." Jesus sounds the inner nature of 
this evil will, antl unveils its real principle: they seek human 
glory instead of aspiring after that which comes from God. 
This judgment of Jesus is what we shaU find the evangelist 
reproducing as his own in the passage xii 42, 43. 

Vv. 41-44. "I receive not honour from men. But I know 
yoii, and I know that ye have not 1 the loi,e of God in you. I 
am come in my Father's name, and ye rece·ive me not : if another 
shall come in~ his own name, hi1n ye will 1·eceive. How can ye 
believe, which receive honour one of another, and seek 3 not the 
honour that cometh fro1n God 4 only ?"-On the one hand, a 
l\fessiah who has no concern about the good opinion of men 
and applause of the multitude ; on the other, men whose 
supreme interest lies in public consideration, in an immaculate 

1 ~ reads twice ,~,. ,:i;,.-, after ,.,, and dw, (a mistake of the copyist). 
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reputation for orthodoxy, in a high renown for scripk.ra] 
erudition and fidelity to legal observances (comp. the descrip
tion of the Pharisees, Matt. vi 1-18, xxii. 1-12). How 
could tendencies so opposed to one another fail to render faith 
in such a Messiah impossible to the latter ?-"EryvroKo. 
(perfect) : "I have studied you, and know you. I know what 
these fine exteriors cover." The love of God here denotes the 
aspiration which rises Godward, and which may be found in 
the sincere Jew, and even in the Gentile. Rom. ii. 7 : 
"They who seek honour, glory, and immortality." (Comp. 
ver. 44.) This divine aspiration is the principle of faith, as its 
absence is that of unbelief. Jesus here defines the thought 
expressed in an indefinite manner, iii. 19-21. 

Ver. 43 announces the inevitable result of this contrast 
between their tendency and that of Jesus. Not only will 
they reject the Messiah, whose whole appearance bears the 
seal of divine dependence, but they will be easily seduced by 
a wholly false Messiah, who, deriving his work from his own 
wisdom and his own strength, will in his person glorify the 
whole Jewish people, and, mayhap, humanity itself; the man 
covered with the glory of this world shall be the welcomed 
one by those lovers of human glory. The tMy, cometh, in its 
relation to l>.:1f>-.v0a, can only designate a pseudo-Messianic 
appearance. Accmding to the Synoptists also Jesus expected 
pseudo-Christa, Matt. xxiv. 5, 24, and parallels. History 
speaks of sixty-four false Messiahs, who all succeeded in 
forming a party among the Jewish people in this way. See 
Schudt, Judische Me1·kwu1'digkeiten (quoted by Meyer). 

This depraved tendency destroyed in them the very power 
of believing, ver. 44. -'Tµeir;, ye, such men as you. - In the 
last words the adj. µ6vov, only, may be connected with the 
idea of <9eou: God who is the only God. Jesus would then be 
characterizing the pursuit of human glory as a moral idolatry, 
and in a sense ranking His hearers with the Gentiles. This 
is far-fetched. In this context does not the word only rather 
contrast God with the other source of glory to which the 
Jews resort, viz. men ? So : j1·om God only. Comp. as to the 
moral conception upon which the whole 0f this passage is 
based, Introd. i. p. 183 et seq. -True inward fidelity to the 
spirit which permeates the books of Moses would have guided 
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them as infallibly to faith as the current of Pharisaic vanity 
necessarily estranges them from it. 

Vv. 45-47. "Do not think that I will accuse you to the. 
Father : there is one that accuseth you,1 even Moses, in whom ye 
trust. For had ye believed Moses, ye would hai,e believed me : 
for he wrote 2 of me. But if ye believe not his writings, how 
shall ye believe8 my words ? " - After having unveiled to them 
the moral cause of their unbelief, Jesus points out to His 
hearers the danger to which it exposes them, that of being 
condemned in the name of that very law on whose observance 
they found their hopes of salvation. It is not in the name 
of the true Messiah unrecognised in His person, it is in the 
name of Moses himself trampled under foot, that they shall 
be condemned. Jesus here pursues them to their own ground. 
His words take a dramatic and striking form. He calls up 
before them the great figure of the ancient liberator, on whom 
their hope hangs (El~ ;;v), and transforms this alleged advocate 
into an accuser. The words: that I will accuse you, assume 
that even then there was imputed to Jesus a feeling of enmity 
against His people. It was His severe discourses which gave 
rise to this accusation. -''Eun is very solemn: "He is there, 
he who ... " -The words: in whom ye trust, allude to the 
zeal for the law which had been manifested that very day by 
the adversaries of Jesus, and which was their ground for 
expecting the Messianic glm.y. " It will be found that this 
Moses, whose law you accuse me of transgressing, will bear 
witness for me, while he will raise his voice against you, his 
fanatical defenders." What a reversal of all their notions ! 
- Meyer holds that the term accuse cannot relate here to the 
last judgment ; for then Jesus will be Judge, not accuser. But 
Jesus says precisely that He will not acciise, without, however, 
adding a word about the personality of the Judge, which 
would have been out of place. 

The two verses, 4 6 and 4 7, prove the thesis of ver. 4 5 by 
showing, the first, the connection between faith in Moses and 
faith in Christ; the second, the connection between unbelief 
in the one and in the other. In other words, every true Jew 
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will naturally become a Christian, every bad Jew will in
stinctively reject the gospel. The two propositions are 
founded on the fact that the two covenants are the develop
ment of one and the same principle, and have the same moral 
substance. Now, when a principle has been accepted or 
rejected on its first appearance, with stronger reason will it 
be accepted or rejected in its complete manifestation. This 
is exactly the thesis developed by St. Paul, Rom. ii. There 
is a strong analogy, indeed, between the terms used by the 
apostle and those of Jesus ; Rom. ii. 2 9 : " The true Jew 
does not take his praise from 11ien, but from God" ( comp. John 
v. 41-44) ; ver. 2 3 : " Thou makest thy boast in the law " 
(comp. John v. 45). -The words: wrote of me, allude to the 
Protevangel, the patriarchal promises, the types, such as that 
of the brazen serpent, the Levitical ceremonies, which were 
the shadow of things to come (Col. ii. 1 7), and more especially 
to the promise, Deut. xviii. 18 : " I will raise them up a 
prophet like unto thee,"-a promise the fulfilment of which, 
while including the sending of all the prophets who followed 
Moses, is consummated in Jesus Christ. But especially we 
must think here of the end and spirit of the theocratic in
stitutions, which all tended to awake a conviction of sin and 
a thirsting for righteousness. For one to admit this spirit 
would have been to open his heart beforehand for the great 
quickener (comp. Gess). 

In ver. 4 7 the essential antithesis is not that of the sub
stantives, writings and words, but that of the pronouns, his 
and my. The first is merely accidental, arising from the fact 
that Jesus spoke while Moses was read. This charge of not 
believing Moses, addressed to people who were put in a fury 
by the pretended violation of one of the Mosaic command
ments, recalls those other words of Jesus, so sad and bitter 
(Matt. xxiii. 29-32): "Ye build the tombs of the prophets; 
wherefore ye be witnesses unto yourselves, that ye are the children 
of them which killed the prophets." The rejection of a sacred 
principle sometimes shelters itself under a show of the most 
punctilious respect and the most ardent zeal for the principle 
itself. From this coincidence there follow in the religious 
history of humanity those tragical situations among which 
~he catastrophe of Israel here predicted takes the first rank. 
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.As to the historical reality of this discourse, the following 
appear to us to be the results of exegesis :-

lst. The fundamental thought harmonizes perfectly with the 
qiven situation. Accused of having performed an anti-Sabbatical 
work, and even of claiming equality with God, Jesus justifies 
Himself in a way at once the most elevated and the most humble, 
by declaring, on the testimony of His consciousness, His abso
lute dependence on His Father, and by pointing to this perfect 
dependence as the cause of the supreme position which He 
occupies. 

2d. The three principal parts of the discourse have a natural 
connection with one another, and group themselves easily round 
the main idea which. we have just indicated,-1. Jesus affirms 
His entire dependence on the Father; 2. He proves this inward 
fact, which it is impossible to test, by a threefold testimony of 
the Father: the miracles,-a specimen of which is at this moment 
before their eyes,-His voice at the baptism, and the Scriptures; 
3. He closes by pointing out to them, in their secret antipathy 
to the moral tendency of His work, the reason which hinders 
them from trusting those testimonies, and with threatening 
them with condemnation in the name of that very Moses whom 
they accuse• Him of despising. 

Thus the alleged metaphysics with which the discourses of 
,T olm are charged vanish before a strict exegesis. In its stead 
there remains only the simple expression of the filial conscious
ness of Jesus. This is unfolded in views of imposing grandeur 
and sublime elevation (vv. 21-29), and in the description of a 
relation to God which bears the character of unique purity 
(vv. 19 and 20). What renders this feature the more inimi
table is the naive and almost infantine simplicity of the figures 
used to describe this communion of the Son with the Father. 
Such a relation must have been lived, otherwise it could never 
have been expressed, and that so much the more as its contents 
are completely opposed to the anti-subordination current, which 
carried away the church soon after apostolic times. 

Strauss has acknowledged those results of exegesis up to a 
certain point. "There is not," says he, "in the tenor of the 
rest of the discourse anything to cause difficulty, anything 
which Jesus might not have said Himself; for the evangelist 
relates in the best connection claims . . . which, according to 
the Synoptists also, Jesus made for Himself." 1 The objections 
of Strauss bear solely on the analogies of style between this 
discourse, that of John the Baptist ( eh. iii.), and certain passages 

1 Leben Jesu. ')he expression: "in the rest of the discourse," is not intended 
to limit this favour 1ble judgment passed on ihe discourse as a whole; it applie& 
to o.n objection of\\ hich Strauss himself had just been disposing. 
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of the first Epistle of John. Strauss concludes by saying: "If, 
then, the form of this discourse must be ascribed to the evange
list, the matter might possibly belong to Jesus." .And for us, 
we think we may conclude by saying : If a half understanding 
of the discourse wrung this avowal from such a critic, a more 
full understanding entitles us to say: Jesus really spoke thus. 
The principal theme bears the character of the most perfect 
appropriateness. The secondary ideas are logically subordinate 
to this theme. Not a detail is discordant with the whole; 
finally, the application is solemn and impressive, as it ought to 
be in such a situation ; it stamps the whole discourse with the 
seal of reality. 

M. Renan judges that the author must have drawn the sub
stance of his account from tradition ( comp. the name Bethesda, 
v. 2), which, says he, is extremely weighty, because it proves that 
a part of the Christian community actually ascribed to Jesus 
miracles performed at Jerusalem. .As to the discourse, we can 
here apply M. Renan's general theory regarding the discourses 
of the fourth Gospel (p. lxxviii.) : " The theme cannot be with
out a measure of authenticity ; but in the execution, the fancy 
of the artist allows itself full play. The factitious action, the 
rhetoric, the touching up, are all discernible." Factitious action. 
betrays itself in commonplaces without appropriateness ;-have 
we met with them 1 Rhetoric, in emphasis and inflation ;-have 
we found anything of the kind ? Touching up, in ingenious anti
theses and a searching after the piquant. In the discourse which 
we have just been studying nothing of such a nature appears. 
Matter and form, all full of reality, equally exclude the idea of 
an artificial work, a composition arising from cold reflection. 

Let us, finally, refer to an assertion of M. Reville, trenchant 
and bold, like those which so often proceed from the pen of this 
critic: "This book," says he, speaking of the fourth Gospel, 
"in which Judaism, the Jewish law, and the Jewish temple, 
are things as foreign and as indifferent as they could have been 
to a Hellenist Christian of the second century . . ." 1 .And one 
can dare to write such words, having before him the last verses 
of our chapter, in which Jesus so identifies His teaching with 
that of Moses, that to believe the one is implicitly to believe the 
other, and to reject the latter is virtually to refuse the former, 
because Jesus is in reality nothing else than Moses fulfilled. 
Such, exactly, is the meaning of the Sermon on the Mount, that 
discourse which is regarded as the most authentic thing of all 
in the synoptical tradition ! John's view respecting the rela
tion of the two economies is identical with that of Matthew. 

i Rev,u germanique, 1st December 1863, p. 110, noto. 



CHAP. VI. 1. 199 

SECOND SECTION. 

VI. 1-il.-THE GREAT MESSIANIC TESTIMONY AND THE CRISIS 

IN GALILEE. 

The thread of the narrative, apparently broken at the close 
of eh. v., is again taken up at eh. vii. on the occasion of a 
fresh journey of Jesus to Jerusalem. During the interval 
between these two sojourns in Judea, Jesus returned, as is 
evident from eh. vi., to Galilee, and remained there with a 
persistence which, as we shall perceive in eh. vii., astonished 
even His relatives. This abode in Galilee comprises the whole 
interval between the feast of Purim in March and that of 
Tabernacles in October, i.e. seven consecutive months. Hence 
it is natural to apportion to this space of time the greater part 
of the Galilean ministry related by the Synoptics, and the 
more so, that the two miracles-viz. the multiplication of the 
loaves and fishes, and the calming of the tempest-which form 
the point of union between the narratives of St. John and of 
the Synoptists are recorded by the former as occurring at pre
cisely this epoch. We are thus furnished with a prominent 
mark for settling the synchronism of the four Gospels. 

One circumstance which renders this long absence of Jesus 
from Jerusalem the more striking, is the fact that the two 
great festivals of Passover and Pentecost, at one of which, at 
the least, every Jew was bound to be present, took place 
during this portion of the year. The conduct of our Lord 
requires explanation in this respect, and this we find eh. vii. 1 
in the words : " Jesus walked in Galilee : for He would not 
walk in ,Jewry, because the Jews sought to kill Him." Hence 
eh. vi. is in effect a continuation of eh. v., inasmuch as 
this prolonged sojourn in Galilee, of which eh. vi. details 
the most striking epoch, was the result of the animosity 
kindled at Jerusalem by the miracle and the discourse reported 
in eh. v., and in a moral point of view the thread of the 
narrative is unbroken. 

But why, among the multitude of facts with which the 
Galilean ministry is crowded, does St. John select this, and 
this only 1 Undoubtedly the miracle of the loaves and fishes 
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manifested the glory of Jesus; and assuredly the testimony to 
His person by which it is followed is of capital importance. 
Still, to explain fully so remarkable an exception, we must 
recur to the governing idea of this whole portion, viz. the 
development of the national unbelief. The close of the 
chapter will show that the epoch here described was the 
decisive crisis of the faith in Galilee. We have here a parallel 
to what took place in Judea in eh. viii. and xii., with this 
difference already marked, that in Judea unbelief was violent 
and aggressive, and could only terminate in murder, while in 
Galilee it was a simple feeling that over-wrought expectation 
had been deceived. It was indifference rather than hatred ; 
there was no word of putting to death, there was merely a 
going away, vv. 66, 67. The revelation of the glory of Jesus, 
by the two miracles and the discourse recorded in this chap
ter, is indeed here, as elsewhere, the basis of the narrative ; 
but the special aim of the picture is to bring out into bold 
relief the sad result in which these great favours terminated 
We find here, as ever, a development of that saying which 
forms, as it were, the theme of this whole section : " He came 
unto His own, but His own received Him not." In that very 
province, where faith had for a moment seemed about to 
become a national act (iv. 45), His Messianic work, as such, 
failed. Ute quiet growth, however, of His true work, His 
work of salvation, continued in the midst of this great reverse, 
and even brought forth an illustrious confession (vv. 68, 6 9). 

Beyschlag well brings forward the fact that the miracle of 
the loaves and fishes, by provoking a sudden explosion of that 
popular Messianic expectation which was smouldering under 
ashes, brought to light the utter incompatibility between the 
common Messianic notions and those of Jesus, and became the 
signal of retreat to a large number of His disciples. It was 
St. John alone who grasped the historic bearing of that decisive 
moment in the ministry of Jesus ; and for that reason it was 
he alone who was capable of placing it in its true light. This 
3xplains the exception he makes in its favour, and shows us 
why, although he found it narrated by his predecessors, he 
thought fit to reproduce it, and to concentrate in this event a 
eummary of the whole Galilean ministry. 

The chapter is divided into th1·ee rarts,-lst. The two 
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miracles, vv. 1-21 ; 2d. The conversations and addresses con
nected with them, vv. 22-65; 3d. The final crisis, vv. 66-7i. 

I. The Miracles.-vv. 1-21. 

l. The Multiplication of the Loaves.-vv. 1-13. 

Vv. 1, 2. ".Aftei· these things Jesus withdrew to the other 
side of the Sea of Galilee, which is the Sea of Tiberias . 
.And 1 a great midtitude followed Him, because they saw 2 the 
miracles which He did on 3 them 4 which were diseased." 
-If the fact recorded in eh. v. really took place at the 
feast of Purim, that related in eh. vi. happened only a few 
weeks after (ver. 4), and the indefinite µ,eTa 'Tavra, after these 
things, is very suitable to this short interval. Meyer narrows 
the meaning of µ,e'Ta rnvrn, and understands "immediately after 
this sojourn in Judea;" ci1r~>..0ev, went away, would then have 
Jerusalem for its point of departure, and the multitude, men
tioned ver. 2, would be that which accompanied Jesus at His 
return from Judea. But, as Luthardt observes, how could 
such an expression be used as : to depart from Jerusalem over 
to the eastern coast of the Sea of Galilee, when there is no 
direct relation between the two places ? Besides, is it not 
evident that ver. 2 gives a description of a general state of 
things upon which to detail the scene which follows, and 
which bears thereto the same relation as ii 23-25 to iii 1-21, 
or iii. 22-24 to iii. 25-36, or iv. 43-45 to iv. 46-54? This 
is, in fact, St. John's mode of narrative; and this character of 
generality is evidenced by the employment of the imperfect 
,j,.o>..ov0Ei, was following, ewpwv, were seeing, J,rolei, was doing, 
in opposition to the aorist civ~;\0e, went vp (ver. 3), which 
introduces the account of that particular event which the writer 
has in view. St. John, then, intends to tell us that Jesus, after 
His return from Jerusalem, resumed that Galilean ministry 
which was marked by daily miracles, and during which He 

1 ~ B D L, some Mnn. ItPierique Cop. read a, instead of ""''· 
2 Instead of ,.,,.,,, A reads ,d.01p01v, and B D L ,du,ipw•. 
3 T. R. reads '"""""" """' u~f'-""'· llt A B D K L S A lI It. Syr. V g. Cop. omil 
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was constantly accompanied by considerable multitudes. Con
sequently, it was from some spot on the western shore of 
the Sea of Galilee, that He thought fit to withdraw to the 
opposite coast. And this is the exact meaning of 1repav, over. 

St. John tells us nothing of the motives which led Jesus to 
this step ; but the term a:1r~X0ev, departed, indicates a seeking 
of solitude. And indeed, according to Mark vi. 30 and Luke 
ix. 10, the apostles had just rejoined their Master, after 
accomplishing their first mission, and He was desirous of 
affording them some repose, and passing some short time alone 
with them. Besides, according to Matt. xiv. 13, He had just 
heard of the murder of John the Baptist ; and the shock of 
this news, inducing as it must have done a presentiment of 
the nearness of His own end, must have made Him feel the 
need of collecting His own thoughts, and preparing His dis
ciples for this catastrophe. Thus the four narratives are easily 
reconciled. St. Luke alone names Bethsaida as the place near 
which the miracle took place. It has been asserted that he 
means Bethsaida near Capernaum, and that he consequently 
makes this event take place on the western shore. But this 
would make St. Luke contradict not only the other evangelists, 
but himself; for be tells us that Jesus withdrew with His 
disciples to a desert place belonging to a city called Betbsaida. 
Now the mention of such a purpose on the part of Jesus forbids 
us to entertain the notion that Luke is speaking of the city of 
Bethsaida on the western shore, where our Lord was always 
surrounded by multitudes. Josephus (Antiq. xviii. 2. 1 and 
4. 6) speaks of a town bearing the name of Bethsaida Julias, 
situated at the north-eastern extremity of the Sea of Tiberias, 
and the expression Bethsaida of Galilee, by which St. John 
(xii. 21) designates the native city of Peter, .Andrew, and 
Philip, would be unmeaning unless there were another Beth
saida out of Galilee ; and it is of this that St. Luke intended 
to speak. Bethsaida Julias was in Gaulonitis, in the tetrarchy 
of Philip, upon the left b1ink of the Jordan, a little above 
where it falls into the Lake of Gennesareth. It was the place 
of Philip's death and splendid obsequies (Furrer, Schenkel's 
Bibellex. i. p. 429). Had St. John written in Galilee for 
Galileans, he would have limited himself to the ordinary 
expression: Sea of Galilee. But writing out of Palestine, and 
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for Greeks, he adds the explanation: which is of 1.liberias. 
The city of Tiberias, built by Herod A.ntipas, and thus named 
in honour of Tiberius, was well known to strangers. Thus 
the Greek geographer Pausanias calls the Sea of Galilee ).,£µ,V'T} 
Tt/3epl~, while Josephus uses indifferently the two names here 
united by St. John. The imperfect U>pwv, they were seeing, 
expresses the delight afforded them by these ever-recuning 
miracles. The reading of the T. R., €wpwv, is supported by the 
Sina'it., and even by the barbarism, J0ewpwv, of the Alexandrine. 

Vv. 3, 4. "And Jesus went up 1 to the mountain, and 
there He sat 2 with His disciples. Now the Passover, the feast 
of the Jews, was nigh."-The expression: the moimtain, denotes 
either the particular mountain of the district, or the 
mountainous part of the country in general, as opposed to 
the level of the. shore. Jesus was there conversing in some 
solitary place with His disciples. What, we ask, is the 
purport of the remark in ver. 4 1 The then of ver. 5 (comp. 
vii 3) forbids us to regard it as a mere chronological refer
ence. Is it then intended to supply an explanation of the 
great company spoken of in ver. 5 ? Such is the notion of 
Meyer, who distinguishes the multitude of ver. 5 from that 
of ver. 2. But what could have brought the caravans going 
up to the Passover, into this out of the way place? And 
does not even the identity of the expressions used ( 7roAV~ 
l:xXo~, vv. 2 and 5), show that these numerous arrivals are 
none other than the multitude of whom we have just been 
told that they followed Jesus everywhere ? The mention, 
then, of the approaching feast serves to explain, not the 
arrival of the great company, but the conduct of Jesus 
towards them. Proscribed to a certain extent, He is Himself 
prevented from celebrating the Passover at Jerusalem; and 
seeing the multitude flocking after Him in the desert, perish
ing for the bread of life, His heart is touched with pity, and 
He immediately recognises in this unexpected circumstance 
the Father's signal. Transporting Himself in thought to 
Jerusalem, He says for Himself, for His disciples, for the 
multitude: We, too, will keep a Passover [-This is the thought 
which puts the miracle and the addresses connected with it in 

1 fie D !tnliq read «..-n}..&, for "''";.d1. 
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their true light. In this fourth verse, then, St. John furnishe!l 
us with the key of the whole narrative, as he had also given 
(iii. 1) in the words: of the Pharisees, that of the whole con
versation with Nicodemus. The term 'TJ eopT1J, the feast, 
designates the Passover as the feast par wcellence.-The cir
cumstance, mentioned Luke vi. 1-5 and its parallel passages, 
confirms, from the synoptic Gospels also, the fact that our 
Lord spent one Passover season in Galilee, during the course 
of His ministry in that province. 

Vv. 5-7. " When Jesus then lifted up His eyes, and saw a 
great company come unto Him, He said unto Philip, Whence 
shall we buy 1 bread, that these may eat ? Now this He said to 
prove him : for,2 as for Himself, He knew what He would do. 
Philip answered Him,3 Two hundred pennyworth of bread is not 
sufficient for them,,4 that each of them 6 may take a little."-St. 
John does not tell us how long the private conversation, 
mentioned ver. 3, between Jesus and His disciples lasted. 
The term €Ka07JTO, there He sat, which the Sina'it. has wrongly 
changed into eKa0€l;e-ro, He seated Him,9e1j, proves that He 
remained some moments alone with His disciples. 

How, then, did this great company arrive ? Certainly not 
by boat (comp. ver. 22), and, thernfore, by going by land round 
the northern boundary of the lake; for this is the meaning of 
1retfJ, on foot, J\fark iv. 33; Matt. xiv. 13. While Jesus and 
His disciples came by water from Capernaum or its neigh
bourhood, the nearest way to Bethsaida Julias, these crowds, 
who had observed the point towards which the barque was 
steering, made the tour of the lake on foot with all possible 
speed, and thus arrived one after another upon the scene of 
action. Part of the day was, according to the Synoptists, 
devoted to teaching and healing; meanwhile the crowd 
was increasing ; comp. Mark vi. 3 3 : " They ran afoot thither 
ozit of all the citiM." It is at this juncture that the nan-ative 
of St. John begins. Jesus lifted up His eyes and beheld 
these multitudes already assembled or hastening to the spot, 

1 K U V : "''Y•pttuop,a instead of "''Y'fM"'f,<"-
2 1:-t : 'Yap instead of ii,, and afterwards ii, instead of 'Y"'P· 
3 t,t and D : "'""'"f'".-a, instead of e.,,.,,.,,o,,; and t,t ; ••• instead of «u.-.,, 
' ~ omits ""iro,;. 
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and was touched by that deep feeling of compassion described 
by Matthew and Mark. But another emotion, detected ouly 
by St. John, surpassed even His compassion. And this was 
the joy which filled His heart. Undoubtedly He had longed 
for solitude, and these numerous arrivals were thwarting His 
desire. But such anxiety, such perseverance, were to Him 
an irresistible appeal. Giving up His own purpose, He 
acquiesced in that of the Father, and, entering with delight 
into the new position thus opened to Him, He accepted the 
feast offered Him, and consented to give the feast to which 
God called Him. It would be a compensation for that at 
Jerusalem of which He and His disciples have been deprived. 
This is the meaning of the particle then, ver. 5, and the 
real relation of the participles: having lifted His eyes, having 
seen, and the verb : He said. According to St. John, it was 
Jesus who took the initiative, saying, as it were, to Philip: 
Here are our guests, they must sup ; have you thought of it ? 
According to the Synoptists, it was the disciples who were 
anxious about the multitude, and entreated Jesus to dismiss 
them. It is possible that the lack of provisions may have 
simultaneously occupied the thoughts both of. Jesus and the 
disciples, in proportion as evening drew on. But as for the 
Lord, His resolve was already taken. The account of the 
Synoptists is written from the disciples' point of view, which 
would naturally prevail in narrations emanating from the 
Twelve, and especially in those of Matthew and Peter; while 
John, who had more deeply read his Master's heart, gives the 
prominence to the other point of departure, viz. the spon
taneous impulse of Jesus. The disciples then applied to 
their Master, and imparted to Him their anxiety. Jesus, 
having already formed His own plan, said to them : "Give ye 
them to eat," and, as we have just seen, addressed Himself 
particularly to Philip. And why to him rather than another? 
Bengel thinks that he had charge of the res alimentaria; but 
it is evident from xiii. 29 that it was rather Judas who was 
accustomed to make the purchases. 

According to Luthardt, the education of Philip, who was 
of a hesitating and timid character, was the purpose of 
Jesus; but this supposition seems rather far-fetched. There 
is a tone of gaiety, almQSt of sportiveness, in the question.·· 
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" 1Vhence shall we m1,y ? " And if we suppose that na'iveti 
was the predominant feature of Philip's character, we can 
see why Jesus should prefer to address to Him this question, 
which from the point of view of natural resources it was 
impossible to answer, but to which Philip on his part replies 
with good - humoured ease and pleasantness. This slight 
touch gives a notion of the amenity which prevailed in the 
relation of Jesus to His disciples. And this is undoubtedly 
the reason why St. John has thus faithfully preserved it, 
appertaining as it does to the picture of that glory, full of 
grace, belonging to the Word made flesh. 

In such a context, it is impossible to give to the word 
"JT'etpasEiv, to pi·ove, a solemn and theological meaning. The 
very question : " Whence shall we buy ... ? " shows that there 
was no intention of putting his moral character to the test. 
And the reflection which follows: "for He Himself knew 
what He wmdd do," makes us feel that this question was, as it 
were, a trap for His disciples' naive simplicity. The expres
sion : " to prove him," simply means : to see how he would get 
out of this insoluble problem, and whether in this situation 
he would be able to find the true answer of faith. Philip, 
however, prudently set himself to calculate, and spoke with 
mere common sense. The penny was a Roman coin worth 
about eightpence halfpenny of our money, hence two hundred 
pence amounted to above seven pounds,-a tolerable sum, but 
nevertheless far below what was needed on the occasion. St. 
Mark has also preserved this circumstance of the two hundred 
pence; but, with him, it is the disciples who make and speak 
of this calculation. If the connection between the question 
of Jesus and the answer of Philip were not so close, we 
might try to interpolate the short dialogue between Jesus and 
His disciples, reported Mark vi. 3 7, between vv. 6 and 7. 
It is, however, far more probable that the reflection which 
St. Mark attributes to the disciples in general is but a re
production of the words of Philip, preserved in a historically 
exact form in St. John's Gospel. 

Vv. 8, 9. "One of His disciples, Andrew, Simon Peter's 
~rother, saith unto Him, There is a 1 lad here which 2 hath jive 

1 E, is omitted hy !IC B D L rr, 15 llfou. 1t•11q O:r, 
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barley loaves and two srnall fishes ; but what an these arnon9 
so many ? "-St. John at first says, in an indefinite manner, one 
of His disciples, as if this were all that mattered. Then 
in this disciple he sees and names .Andrew, and we almost 
seem to hear him relating, How, too, can we fail to remember 
that, according to the tradition of the Muratorian fragment, it 
was just Andrew who was present at the time of the composi
tion of this Gospel (In trod. i. p. 2 0 3) 1 The apposition, Simon 
Peter's brothe1·, is not simply explanatory, for this indication 
had · already been given i. 41. But the person of Andrew 
cannot present itself to the mind of John without his view
ing it in the illustrious light of Peter's brnther. .And yet 
it has been said that the aim of his narrative is to defame 
Peter ! .Andrew, too, falls to a certain extent into the trap 
laid for his fellow-disciple ; and it is perhaps with a touch of 
humour that the evangelist records their sayings in extenso, 
contrasting so sharply as they do with the splendid display of 
power about to be manifested. The word l!v, one, restored 
by Tischendorf in 1859, was suppressed by him in the eighth 
edition, erroneously, according to the .Alex. and Origen. It 
serves to place in stronger light the scantiness of the available 
resources. But " one " who has anything to suggest, and that 
one how little! Some petty salesman whom .Andrew had 
noticed in the crowd.-Barley bread was that used by the 
poorer classes (Judg. vii. 13). 

Ver. 10. "But 1 Jesus said, Make the men sit down. Now 
there was ,mitch 2 grass in the place. So the men sat down, in 
number about 3 ji:ve thoitsand." 4-In these scanty provisions 
Jesus found what He required-the material upon which 
Omnipotence might operate. The feast was now ready, the 
table spread : " Make the men sit down " were His words to 
His disciples. The mountainous plateaus which rise behind 
the site of Bethsaida Julias were then decked in the verdure 
of spring. St. Mark as well as St. John recalls the picture pre
sented by the grassy carpet, upon which the crowds took their 
places (e7r1 T<j, x),.wp<p xopT<p, vi. 39), and the cheerful spectacle 

1 i:,t B L Syr. and Or. omit !,. 
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offered by their regular ranks ( uuµ:1roaw uuµ7routa, ,rpautal 
7rpautai) of hundreds and fifties.-''AvcipE<; denotes men in the 
strict sense of the word ; that they alone are mentioned does 
not indicate, as Meyer supposes, that the women and children 
did not also sit down, but that, the latter keeping apart, the 
men only were counted. In the East the women and children 
always keep at a respectable distance from the husband and 
his guests. 

Ver. 11. " Then 1 Jesus took the loaves ; and when He had 
given thanks,2 He distributed 3 to those that were set down; and 
likewise of the fishes as much as they would."-At this solemn 
moment Jesus takes, in the midst of the multitude, the posi
tion of the father of the family, not at the commencement of 
an ordinary, but of the Paschal, repast. He gives thanks to 
God, as the father surrounded by his household was on that 
occasion wont to do, for His natural gifts and covenant bless
ings. This action seems to have specially struck the specta
tors. It is made almost equally prominent in each of the 
four narratives, and both the disciples and the multitude seem 
to have been impressed with the notion that it was this act of 
thanksgiving on the part of Jesus which effected the miracle, 
comp. ver. 23. After the thanksgiving, Jesus distributed 
the food, as the father was accustomed to do at the Paschal 
meal We omit from the text the words : " to the disciples, 
and the disciples." It is indeed possible that the Alex. 
may have omitted them through confusing the two 'TOt<;, 

but more probable that they are an interpolation from St. 
Matthew. 

Vv. 12, 13. "Then, when they 'were filled, He said unto His 
disciples, Gather up the fragments which remain, that nothing 
be lost. Therefore they gathered them together, and filled twelve 
baslcets with the fragments of the .fi·ve barley loaves, which 
remained over to them that had eaten."-In the synoptic 
Gospels the disciples gather up the fragments of their own 
accord. In St. John, the order to do so originates with Jesus. 

1 A n D and L : ••• instead of~,. 
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This was His triumphant answer to the calculation of Philip 
and Andrew. We feel also the close connection existing in 
the mind of Jesus between this saying : that nothing may be 
lost, and the act of thanksgiving which had produced this 
abundance. A gift so attained was not to be squandel'ed. 
Criticism has asked whence the twelve baskets were obtained. 
If they were mere travelling baskets, the apostles might each 
have been provided with one, for they had not set out on a 
sudden, like the multitude; while if, as is probable, these 
baskets were of a larger kind, they might have been borrowed 
in the neighbouring hamlets.-The term -rruv ,cpi0tvwv, of the 
five barley loaves, is intended to assert the identity of these 
fragments with their origin, the five loaves of the lad men
tioned by Andrew. 

Not only is this miracle of the multiplication of the loaves 
and fishes found in all four Gospels, but several characteristic 
details-the crowds who followed Jesus into a desert place, the 
five loaves, the two fishes, the five thousand men, the twelve 
baskets-are also common to all the narratives. Besides these, 
other features-the green grass, the two hundred pence-are 
common to two or three Gospels, pmticularly to Mark and 
John. We feel that the four accounts are really based upon a 
fact, the chief features of which were indelibly imprinted upon 
the memory of all who witnessed it, but whose details had not 
been equally observed and retained by all. The narrative of St. 
John is the one which gives us the deepest insight into the 
mind of Jesus and the spirit of the miracle. Modern criticism 
asserts that it was composed of materials furnished by the 
Synoptists, and especially by St. Mark (so Baur, Hilgt>nfeld, 
and in some degree W eizsacker himself, p. 290). But it is 
just in this Gospel that we find the sharpest outlines, the 
most exactly dl'awn features; while the synoptic account 
generalizes (the disciples, instead of Philip and Andrew, etc.), 
and gives us the impression of being a narrative, of which 
the "sharp edges" have been rubbed off by traditional repro
duction. 

According to Paulus, there is no need to regard this scene as 
miraculous. Jesus and His disciples brought forth such pro
visions as they had, and generously shared them with those 
near them, who in their turn imitated their example; and each 
furnishing what he had, every one had enough. M. Renan 
seems to adopt this explanation of the fact, if not of the text. 
"Jesus," he says, "retired to the desert, and great numbers 
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followed Him. Thanks to their extreme frugality, they were 
able to subsist there; and this was naturally regarded as a 
miracle-." What M. Renan does not explain is, how so simple 
a fact should have produced in the multitude such a state of 
exaltation, that that very night they sought to get possession of 
Jesus to proclaim Him king (vv. 14, 15). Olshausen admits 
an acceleration of the processes of nature, which multiply the 
corn in the bosom of the earth; and thus furnishes matter of 
ridicule to Strauss, who asks whether the law of natural repro
duction is to be applied to cooked fish? Lange supposes that 
it was not the very matter of the provisions, but the nutritious 
power of their molecules, which was multiplied. But we must 
either place ourselves by faith in the supernatural atmosphere 
created here below by the presence of Jesus Christ, or refuse to 
enter upon this higher sphere altogether. In the latter case, 
the only part to take is to explain this narrative as a mythic 
production. But how numberless are the difficulties which 
this hypothesis has to overcome in the perfectly simple and 
prosaic character of the four narratives, in the many little 
historical details in which they coincide,-in short, in the 
authenticity of even one of the works which contain this nar
rative! In the former case, on the contrary, we understand 
that Jesus, having discerned the will of His Father, desired to 
give to the people who so zealously followed Him a feast 
which, like the Passover itself, prefigured what He was soon 
going to do spiritually for the world, and was a prelude to 
the future glorification of matter by the power of the Spirit. 

2. Jesus walking on the Water.-vv. 14-21. 

Vv. 14, 15. " Then those men, when they had seen tht 
miracle 1 which He 2 had done, said, This is truly the prophet 
that should come into the world. Jesits therefore, perceiving that 
they were about to draw near and seize Him, to make Hi1n 
king,3 withdrew 4 again° to the mountain alone."-W e have 
here the commencement of the crisis, which is progressively 
developed throughout the rest of the chapter. A selection 
of the adherents of Jesus was necessary, that His work 
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might be purified from all political alloy. Re had re• 
ceived these multitudes with open arms ; He had made for 
them a feast, a symbol of that higher feast of which He de
signed to make them partakers. He had given them of His 
bread, thus figuring that gift of Himself which He had made 
to the human race. But instead of rising to the hope and 
desire of a spiritual banquet, these Galileans were wholly 
preoccupied with the material miracle, and in their state of 
exaltation already regarded it as the inauguration of a Mes 
sianic kingdom such as they imagined. This is expressed by 
the relation of the participle having seen, seen with their eyes, 
to the verb D.f1Yov, they said. According to i. 21, 25, the 
prophet whom the multitude recognised in Jesus was an 
individual distinct from the Messiah. But it appears from 
vv. 14, 15 that others regarded Him as the Messiah Himself. 
They probably imagined that, after being proclaimed by the 
people, He would become the Messiah. The plot spoken of 
ver. 15 supposes the highest degree of exaltation in the 
multitude. St. John does not tell us how Jesus became 
cognizant of it. It is probable that the word ryvo6,;;, having 
known, indicates a direct perception, similar to that of ver. 6. 
-The present part. o lpx6µ,wor;, he who comes, is an allusion to 
the prophecy upon which the expectation of such a personage 
was founded, Deut. xviii. 18.-The term ap7rasew, to seize, 
does not suffer us to doubt that the project formed was to get 
possession of Jesus, even against His will, in order to crown 
Him at Jerusalem. The task of Jesus at this juncture was 
by no means an easy one. If He were immediately to depart 
with His disciples, the commotion, instead of being appeased, 
was in danger of spreading in Galilee. If He remained 
together with His disciples, they might be infected by the 
contagion of that carnal enthusiasm, which would only find 
too many points of contact in their hearts. It might even be 
that one among them-Judas, for instance-was secretly 
directing the plot (vv. 70, 71). It was therefore needful to 
be on the alert. And, first of all, He was anxious to send 
away His disciples to the other side of the lake, for the pnr • 
pose of cutting off all solidarity between them and the multi
tu2'e. This is the explanation of the singular expression of 
Matt. xiv 22 and Mark vi. 45: He immediately constrained 
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His disciples to embark, and to go before Him to the other 
side, while He sent away the people. No motive br such 
constraint is furnished by the synoptic narrative, and pel'haps 
the disciples were themselves ignorant of the t.rue reason for 
so sudden a step on the part of their Master. When this 
was done, Jesus calmed and dismissed the multitudes, who 
dispersed themselves in the neighbouring districts. Matthew 
and Mark also tell us that when He had dismissed the multi
tudes, He retired into the mountain apart to pray. This 
juncture evidently coincides with the clos~ of this 15 th verse ; 
and hence only a portion of the multitude, undoubtedly the 
more enthusiastic, remained upon the s11ot (comp. ver. 22). 
-The word wa).iv, again, omitted by many Byzantine Mss., 
must be retained. It contains an allusirn to ver. 3, which 
has not been understood by copyists. Je..,.us had approached 
the shore for the repast; He now returned to the heights, to 
which He had at first betaken Himself with His disciples. 
Avro<; µ,6voc;, Himself alone, is in exact opposition to the words, 
with His disciples, of ver. 3. 

Vv. 16-18. "When evening was come, liis disciples went 
down to the sea, and having entered into the .ship, they went 
ove,• 1 the sea toward Oapemaum. .And it was "'WW dark,2 and 
Jesus was not 3 come to them. .And the sea u ,is agitated by 
a great wind that blew."-What order had J esun given to His 
disciples before leaving them? According to the Synoptists, 
that of embarking for· the other side of the foke; an order 
equally implied by the account of St. John, for ,t is impos
sible to suppose that they departed, as related ver. 17, leaving 
Jesus on the eastern shore, without knowing His wishes in this 
respect. They even hesitated, as is evident from t-he whole 
account, to comply with them, notwithstanding the order 
they had received from Him. But how, in this ca11e, are we 
to understand the end of ver. 1 7, which seems to say that 
they were expecting Jesus to rejoin them,-especially if the 
reading ovwro, not yet, of the Alex. is to be retained ? Either 
the words : He was not yet come to them, must b<i! regarded as 
written from the point of view of what subsequently took 

1 ~ : 'fX""""' instead of npxa,,,.a, 
• ~ D, I Mn. : ><a.<r,;>,.«f3ev ~, rw'Tour ,i ,,.,..,., .. instead of "· ,,.,..,,.. n~n •:v•r• 
~ B D L, 5 Mnn. ltpl•ri~•• Cop. read •• ,..., instcaci oi ,.,.. 
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place, wl1en Jesus went to them on the waters,-which is not 
very natural,-or it must be assumed that, the direction from 
Bethsaida Julias to Capernaum being nearly parallel with 
the northern shore of the lake, ,Jesus had appointed to meet 
the disciples at some point of the coast between these two 
cities where He purposed to rejoin them. This easily ex
plains the second part of ver. 1 7. And, in fact, the disciples 
seem to have stopped upon the coast at a certain distance 
from Bethsaida Julias, for the purpose of taking Jesus into 
the boat. After, however, waiting for Him in vain, they 
thought it more in conformity with His orders to re-embark .. 
notwithstanding the darkness of the night. It was then that 
the violence of the wind, and the impossibility of steering 
caused by the darkness, sent them from the coast and drove 
them southward into the open sea.-The imperfect fJpxov-ro, 
ver. 1 7, denotes the commencement of this boisterous passage. 
The pluperfects : erye'Yovei, hvrf>.v0ei, well describe the feeling of 
isolation which the disciples experienced during these hours 
of painful separation. 

V v. 19-21. " So when they had rowed about five and twenty 
or thirty stadia, they see Jesus walking on the sea, and drawing 
nigh unto the ship : and they were afraid. Bitt He saith 
iinto them, It is I; be not afraid. .And while they were 
willingly 1 receiving Him into the ship, immediately the ship 
Mrived at that point of the shore whither they were going."-If 
the explanation of vv. 16-18 just given is correct, there was 
no other means of rejoining His disciples than that which 
Jesus actually used, ver. 19. The wind had now driven, 
them southwards into the very middle of the lake, which at 
its broadest part was, according to Josephus (Bell. jud. iii. 
10. 7), forty stadia, i.e. nearly two leagues across. When St. 
Matthew tells us that the ship was in the midst of the sea, he 
gives a particular quite in agreement with the thirty or forty 
stadia mentioned by St. J ohn.-The present: they see, indi
cates the unexpectedness of Christ's appearance. The emotion 
of fear experienced by the disciples, and more fully expressed 
Ly the Synoptists, forbids our explaining the words €'/rt 'T1J'> 

0a"J,.arI<r'TJ,, on the sea, in the sense in which they are used 
x:xi 1, viz. on the sea-shore.-This saying of Jesus: It is I; be 

I ~ : 11J..la, instead of •d•"-••· 
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Mt afraid, must liave very deeply impressed the disciples, for 
it is reported in identically the same words in all the narra
tives.-The scene in which St. Peter shared for a moment in 
the miracle effected in the person of Jesus must, according to 
St. Matthew, be placed immediately after this saying. It 
would appear from the synoptic narrative that directly after 
this episode Jesus entered the barque, and the wind ceased. 
The imperfect {i0i)wv (literally: they wished), ver. 21, seems 
incompatible with this particular. Chrysostom felt obliged to 
conclude from this discrepancy that St. John was recounting 
a different event from that of which St. Matthew and St. 
Mark tell us. The close connection, however, between this 
miracle and that of the loaves and fishes in these three 
Gospels, as well as the general similarity of the three accounts, 
renders this solution inadmissible. J. D. Michaelis proposed 
to read n'A0ov for ~0e'Aov, which would solve the difficulty : 
they came, they drew near to Him to receive Him. And it is 
a singular coincidence that the Codex Sinait. presents exactly 
the reading conjectured by this scholar, though it has too 
much the appearance of a correction to deserve confidence., 
Besides, Jesus was moving too freely upon the waters to 
make it needful for the boat to approach Hirn; and this 
reading would really have no meaning unless the words : wept• 
7raTOVVTa ewl Tfj,;; 0aA.aUUT)';;, were understood in the sense of 
walking on the sea-shore. Beza, and many exegetes after him, 
think that the verb wish here simply adds to the act of recep
tion expressed by the infinitive 'Aaf3e'iv, the notion of eager
ness, as in Luke xx. 46. Tholuck gives a greater probability 
to this meaning by bringing forward the contrast presented 
between the verb: they wished, thus understood, and the erpo/3,j-
07Juav, they were afraid. At first they had feared, but now 
they received Hirn willingly. There is but one objection to 
this explanation, and that is, that St. John uses the imperfect, 
denoting an incomplete, and not the aorist, which would indi
cate a completed action (i. 44). On the other hand, St. John 
could not have meant to say, in opposition to the Synoptists, 
that Jesus did not actually enter the ship (Meyer). For, in 
this case, instead of 11:al ev0ew,;;, and immediately, in the next 
sentence we ought to have a">.).,' ev0ewr;, but immediately, since 
the sense would be that this swift arrival prevented Jesus 
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from entering the ship. The relation between the two pro
positions of ver. 21, thus placed in juxtaposition, seems to be 
of the same nature as that which we have els1:,where observed 
in St. John (v. 17), and which can only be expressed by 
means of a conjunction : At the very moment that they were 
willingly receiving Him, the barque reached the shore. Jesus 
did indeed enter it, but had not time even to take His seat, 
the arrival on shore taking place simultaneously with His 
entrance. How, in fact, can we imagine that after an act of 
power so mighty and so royal as the walking upon the waters, 
Jesus should have settled Himself in the boat, and the 
voyage have been continued by the toilsome stroke of the 
oar 1 The moment He set foot in the barque He imparted to 
it, as He had just done to St. Peter, that victorious power 
over gravity and space which had been so majestically dis• 
played in His own person. The words ,cal €iv0eror;, and imme 
diately, compared with the distance of from 10 to 15 stadia 
= from 30 to 45 minutes, which still separated them from the 
shore, allow of no other interpretation. 

Jesus thus contrasts His own real sovereignty with that 
political sovereignty with which the carnally-minded Israelites 
designed to invest Him. He manifests Himself to His 
disciples as one who reigns over a far vaster realm, over the 
forces of nature, who can free Himself, and will one day free 
them, from the burden of this mortal body. In the multi
plication of the loaves and fishes, He had foreshadowed the 
sacrifice which He would make of His flesh for the food of 
the world ; in the terrible night of darkness and separation 
which followed, He had suffered them to feel a foretaste 
of that more painful and more real separation which would 
follow His death; and now, in this unexpected and trium
phant return across the waves, He prefigured His glorious 
resurrection and even His triumphant ascension, in which His 
church was to share, by being raised with Him to heavenly 
places by the breath of His Spirit. 

The discourses which follow prove that the symbolical 
character which we have attributed to these miracles was not 
remote from the mind of St. John, nor from that of the Lord 
Himself. 

When it is remembered that eveTy voluntary movement 
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accomplished by the body is, not indeed an abolit.iou of the 
law of gravity, but a victory over this law by the intervention 
of a superior force, viz. that of the will, we understand that 
in like manner, matter, being the work of the Divine Will, is 
at all times open to this essentially supernatural power; and 
we can find no difficulty in admitting that the divine afflatus 
may at any moment free a human body, and even material 
objects, from this power of gravity. 

II. The Discourses.-vv. 22-65. 

This passage includes, after an historical introduction (vv. 
22-24), a series of conversations and discourses (vv. 25-65). 

Vv. 22-24. "The day following, the crowd which stood on 
the other side of the sea, and saw 1 that there was only one 
boat 2 there, and that Jesus had not entered 3 into this boat 4 

with His disciples, but that His disciples had gone away' 
alone (but 6 there came other boats 7 from Tibe1·ias, nigh 
unto the place where they had eaten bread,8 after the Lord had 
given thanks),-when then the m·owd saw 9 that Jesus was 
not there, neither His disciples, they 10 embarked,11 and came to 
Oapernaicm, seeking Jesus."-The carnal enthusiasm of the 
multitudes had obliged Jesus to separate His disciples from 

1 T. R. together with r A A and 9 other Mjj., most of the Mnn. Syr"'", read 
,d.,, ; A B L Itpletique Syr"'b : .,~,. ; and N D ltnliq : ud"· 

2 A B L ItPlerique omit the words '""'• u; • .,.13 • .-,., ., pa.d•r•u """'••, which I:( 
D r A A and 9 other Mjj. Mnn. Syr. read (though with many variations). 

3 N reads .-• .,,,_•"-•'" instead of .-u,wr•;,,d,. 
4 Al~,x. : ,,.,,_,,., instead of .,.;,,"''P"'· 
• N omits ,,.,..,,_,.,_ 6 D L eg omit ~,. 
r N : 1wa, .. ~o,irtuv ou, 9"'t.d11 w-A.otAIV; D b Syrcur: a:.A.A&tP "Jt'Asur,pu,uv O..d(JM't,;.J., 

• N : '" T,{3,pu,;,, ,,,,,., oua-.r •""•• ""' ,q,,,,,,., «p<rD> (from Tiberias, which is 
near the place where they had eaten bread). 

9 t,t : 1tas ,2'ovoz-H instead of o<TS ouv ie,div. 
10 T. R. together with U r and some Mnn. reads ,.,., au.,.., ; N S Jtplerique 

Syr. omit these two words ; the 13 other Mjj. and the greater part of the Mnn. 
read ~uro,. 

11 N reads '" .,., .,.,,_"•' instead of the plurals .,.,,_.,,,_ or "'""""'f'"• between which 
the other Mjj. ara divided. The translation of the whole text of N is as 
follows: The next day, the crowd which stood on the other side of the sea saw 
that there was no other boat there than that into which the disciples of Jesus 
had entered, and that Jesus went not with them in the boat, but the disciples 
only; the boats having then come from Tiberias, which was near the place 
where they had eaten bread, after the Lord had given thanks,-they, seeing that 
Jesus was not there, nor His disciples, entered the boat, and came ••• 
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them, and very hastily to part from the latter. He had now 
rejoined them, and the crowds were endeavouring to find Him. 
The long and difficult sentence (vv. 22-24) is designed to 
bring out the idea, that the sole motive of these people was 
to find Jesus (seeking Jesus, close of ver. 24). An attentive 
consideration of this complicated phrase will soon make us 
masters of its true construction. Everything starts from the 
state of the crowd next morning (the day following, the 
people which stood on the other side of the sea, ver. 2 2), and 
aims at the resolution taken by them to embark for Caper
naum (they took shipping, ver. 24). The reason of this 
resolution is expressed first by the two determinatives: lowv, 
seeing, ver. 22, and ifre ovv eloev, when they saw, and then 
indirectly by the parenthetical ver. 23, which is intended to 
explain the possibility of such a resolution by the anival of 
the boats. We find in this 23d verse a form analogous to 
what we have already met with i. 10 and ii. 9. The very 
circumlocutions which characterize this passage seem to 
portray the perplexity felt by the crowd down to the moment 
when the arrival of the boats inspired them with a sudden 
resolutioIL The first word: the day following, already bears 
upon the last verb of the sentence : they took shipping, ver. 
24. The sense of the perfect euT1JK,wc; is: who stayed there 
yesterday evening, and who were staying there still. Perhaps 
the article o before this participle serves to limit the idea of 
the substantive to that more persistent portion of the crowd 
which would not quit the scene of the event. The reading 
etoov, allowed by Tischendorf (ed. 8), is a clumsy correction, 
with a view to simplifying the general construction. The 
participle loJv, having seen (yesterday evening), does not, as 
Meyer thinks, depend on ea-T1JK,W<; (who stayed there because 
they had seen), but justifies the final act of embarkation. 
These people had, in fact, ascertained two things,-lst. That 
on the preceding evening there had been but one boat; 2d. 
That Jesus had not departed in this boat with His discipleB 
(these are the two lht of ver. 2 2). After these two dis
coveries, one thing alone detained them, viz. their doubt as 
to whether Jesus might not still be in the neighbourhood. 
Hence (ouv, then, ver. 24) a final observation was needed 
before putting their intended departure into execution, and 
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this was the fact that neither did Jesus reappear, nor did His 
disciples return to fetch Him. The Ehe ovv eloe of ver. 24 
is not then a simple recurrence to the lowv of ver. 22, but 
serves to complete it. .As to the parenthesis of ver. 23, it 
brings forward the external fact by reason of which they 
were enabled to carry out their resolution of crossing the 
lake. The arrival of boats is easily explained. Part of 
these multituues had come from the other side of the lake 
(ver. 2), and the boatmen of its western shore had crossed 
during the night, and arrived at the place of meeting for the 
purpose of conveying them back. The ~v of ver. 2 2 has not 
necessarily a pluperfect sense (had been there when ... ) ; 
the simultaneousness of action which always belongs to the 
imperfect, here relating to the embarkation of the disciples 
( was there at the moment of their departure). The words 
e,ce'i,vo • . . aiJTov, that whereinto His disciples had entered, 
are probably a gloss. The circumstance : after that the Lord 
had given thanks, so expressly brought forward, recalls the 
vivid impression made by this solemn moment upon the 
spectators, and the great importance attached by them to this 
action.-The pronoun ahot, they also, is intended to bring 
the distant subject, l>x"Ao~, again into action. The ,cat, also, 
which accompanies it (they also) refers to the notion that 
they also desired to cross, when once Jesus and His disciples 
had returned from the other side. The verb so long expected, 
e.ve/37J<Fav, embarked, well brings out the final act, which put an 
end to this long indecision.-Thus does this lengthy sentence 
describe with marvellous precision all the varying impres
sions, fluctuations, and observations of this multitude, down 
to the decision which took them to Capernaum, and gave rise 
to the addresses of the morrow. Imagine a Greek writer of 
Alexandria or Rome narrating in the second century after this 
fashion [-Nowhere, perhaps, is the defective nature of the 
Sinaitic text more plainly shown than in this passage. vV e 
have exactly reproduced its meaning, note 11, p. 216. 

Vv. 25-65. The Discourses.-Though the idea of life pre
vailing in this series of discourses appears to be identical with 
that of eh. v., there is a difference between the teaching of the 
two chapters, corresponding with that which exists between the 
two miracles of which they respectively furnish the applica-
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tion. In the cure of the impotent man, it is Jesus who acts; 
the sick man is merely receptive. In the feeding of the 
multitude (eh. vi.), Jesus simply offers the food; but if it is 
to become his nourishment, man must take an active part in 
its assimilation. Hence, while in the discourse in eh. v. the 
Person of Jesus is prominent, in those of eh. vi., on the 
1;ontrary, the ruling idea is that of the faith by which the 
heavenly food is to be appropriated. Without feeling under 
a necessity of explaining, as Baur does, the composition of 
this Gospel by a systematic process, we may admit that St. 
John, when compiling his reminiscences, was struck with the 
correlation which makes one of these testimonies the comple
ment of the other, and that he purposely placed them in 
juxtaposition, as furnishing a complete delineation of the 
relation between divine and human agency in the work of 
salvation. 

In this dialogue, four successive phases, the character of 
which is determined by the moral attitude of the auditors, 
may be discerned. The first (vv. 2 5-40) is occasioned by a 
simple question on the part of the Jews ( el1ro11 auTrj,, they said 
unto Him). The second (vv. 41-51) results from a serious 
dissatisfaction which arose among them (iryo''rtvsov, they 
murmured). The third (vv. 52-59) testifies to an altercation 
between the auditors themselves concerning the words of 
Jesus (J.1uixo11To, they sfrove among themselves). Here, strictly 
speaking, the teaching of Jesus ends, all this part of the 
scene having taken place in the synagogue of Capernaum 
(ver. 59). The last phase (vv. 60-65) was called forth by 
a declaration on the part of many former Galilean be
lievers, who now gave notice to Jesus of their rupture with 
Him. 

1. Vv. 25-40. 

'Ihe first phase is comJJOsed of short dialogues, each in
cluding a question on the part of the Jews, and an answer 
on that of Jesus. The last of these answers, in which Jesus 
describes with repressed emotion the sentiments with which 
the condition of His hearers filled His soul, is the mora 
developed. 

1st. Vv. 25-27, 
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Vv. 25, 26. "And wken they had found Him on the 
other side of the sea, they said unto Him, Rabbi, when camest 
tlwu 1 hither ? Jesus answered and said unto them, Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, ye seek me 2 not because you saw signs,3 
but because you ate of those loaves, and were filled." -We 
have already seen that the motive for the proceedings of 
the multitude was their desire to find J esus,-a fact recalled 
by the first words of this paragraph : And when they had 
found IIim. This question presents an untranslatable irregu
larity, the construction of the Greek really involving two 
questions: " When ( '7ioTe, not '7iws-, how) earnest thou?" and: 
"How happens it that thou art here (perf. ryeryovar;;)?" This 
artless form of speech vividly expresses the surprise of these 
people, on whom the presence of Jesus has the effect of a:i: 
apparition. His answer, as is frequently the case (ii. 4, iii 
3), is addressed not to the question proposed, but to the 
internal feeling which dictated it. He discloses to these Jews 
the spurious •and carnal element which was mingled in their 
seeking Him. And this being a revelation to them of those 
hidden feelings which they themselves ignored, He makes use 
of the emphatic affirmation: .Amen, amen. Jesus here con
trasts with such false and vain seeking, aiming, as it did, 
merely at the satisfaction of the natural man (ver. 26), that true 
and effectual seeking which tends to the nourishment of the 
spiritual man (ver. 27). His miracles were the visible signs 
destined to authenticate Him as the bringer of the blessings 
of salvation. They who understood them in this sense 
would not stop at the material relief which they afforded, 
but would rise thence to that higher significance ·with which 
the divine purpose had endowed them. To them the visible 
phenomenon would be the pledge of a moral operation, and 
therefore a sign. It is evident how necessary it is to refrain 
from translating U'TJµe'i,a in this place by miracles (Osterwald, 
Arnaud, Rilliet), instead of rendering it by the word which 
expresses its natural meaning, viz. signs. For it is on this 
very word that the whole force of this saying depends. 
The multitudes thought they saw in the multiplication of 

1 ~ reads ";,.&,;, and D : ,J..n'-"'«s instead of r•r••"•· 
1 ~ omits ~•·"'"' r,,,. • 
• D It•1iQ add ,.,,., ,,.,pa,,.,. (derived from iv. 2~;. 
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the loaves and fisl1es the first of a series of acts of a similar 
nature, the inauguration of an era of miracles, each more 
dazzling and satisfactory to the natural man than its pre
dece,;sor. Instead of seeing, as Lange says, " in the bread 
the sign," they had "in the sign beheld only the bread." 
This misunderstanding gave a false, an earthly, a sensual, an 
animal character, to their search for Jesus. And it was this 
tendency which Jesus pointed out to them in the very first 
words of this interview, especially in the expression, betraying, 
as it does, a certain amount of disgust : because ye d,id eat oj 
the loaves, and were filled. What a difference between these 
people, with their gross aspirations and carnal desires, and 
that spiritual Israel which was to be fashioned by the 0. T., 
and which would say to the Messiah: We hunger and thirst 
after God. Do to-day for our hearts what Thou didst yester
day for our bodies l-The plural signs refers either to the two 
miracles narrated in the first part of the chapter, or rather to 
Christ's miracles in general, which were no better under
stood by the multitudes than that of the loaves and fishes. 
-We would render the article 70w before liprnw by the 
demonstrative pronoun: those loaves. By translating simply 
the loaves, the express allusion to the loaves of the foregoing 
day is lost. 

Ver. 2 7. " Labour not for the food 1 which perisheth, but for 
the food which endu1·eth in lije eternal, that which the Son of 
man shall give you: 2 for Him hath the Father, God, sealed."
J esus here describes what it is truly to seek Him. In fact, 
the contrast between ipryater:,0e, labour, and t7J7EZ7e µe, you 
seek me (ver. 26), shows that the labour to which Jesus 
exhorts His hearers is nothing else than the spiritual seeking 
after Himself. The repast of the previous evening had sus
tained them for that day. But when the next morning came, 
were they not obliged to eat again ? This food, miraculous as 
it was, had then been only a temporary support. What would 
be the nse of renewing a similar gift to-day 1 With nourish
ment of this kind, Jesus contrasts that which abides with a 
man as a permanent principle of life and activity. - The 
expression: ep,yateCT0ai, here signifies: to obtain by one's labou1· 

1 ~ places f'~ after the first f',p01m, and with some M,ij. omits the second f',p.,m, 

t ~ D ItaJ1q read ~,o,_,,. ~f'" (gives you) instead of Uf'" i.,n,. 



222 GOSPEL OF JOHN, 

(for examples from classical Greek, see Meyer).-The words: 
in life eternal, do not designate the temporal limit (until), but, 
as M. Reuss says, "the immediate effect ; " see iv. 14.-The 
future : will give, which is certainly the correct reading, is 
designed to lift the minds of the hearers to that higher kind 
of nourishment of which the multiplied loaves of yesterday 
were but the type and promise. But is not, it may be asked, 
this notion of giving opposed to the command to labour 
(lpyasea-0e) 1 No; for man's labour, with respect to this truly 
life-giving food, consists solely in appropriating the gift 
brought for his acceptance by Him who is sent of God. 
Without this gift his labour would be in vain; as, on the other 
hand, the gift would have no efficacy without being assimilated 
by faith. The name Son of man is here employed with refer
ence to the thought subsequently expressed, that Jesus is 
Himself this divine food brought by His incarnation within 
the reach of faith (vv. 33, 38, 50, 58). If the notion of 
causality be attached to for (as was done by me in the first 
edition), the sealing must be referred to the consecration by 
God of the person of Jesus Christ, when He sent Rim into 
the world (comp. x. 36). But the term to seal applies rather 
to the manifestation than the production of a quality or condi
tion. Hence for must be taken in its logical meaning: Jesus 
has been sealed, has received a special mark through His 
miracles in general, and more particularly by that of the 
preceding evening, as He who will give to the world the 
life-giving bread. This is the authentic explanation given by 
Jesus Himself of the term sign.~, as applied to miracles.
'O 0E6~, God, is placed last, to give emphasis to the notion 
that, as the possessor of supreme authority, the right of giving 
such certificates belongs to Him. , 

This first dialogue contrasts and characterizes in a general 
manner the two ways of seeking Jesus--the carnal and the 
spiritual The short one following, vv. 28, 29, bears solely on 
the latter, and defines its nature by opposing work and faith. 
It gives the human side in the act of salvation, the true 
mode of that labouring which Jesus had enjoined. 

2d. Vv. 28, 29. 
Vv. 28, 29. "They said therefore 1 'tinto Him, What shall 

t A and Syr, omit oH, 
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we · do,1 that we might work the works of God ? Jesm 
anmJJered and said iinto them, This is the work of God, that 
ye believe 2 in Hirn whom He hath sent."-Jesus had said; 
Labour (literally, work). His hearers, entertaining the notion, 
ask : How are we to work 1 In what do the works we are to 
accomplish consist ? They call them v.:orks of God, as being 
demanded by God as the condition of the gift which Jesus 
promises them. They start quite naturally from the legal 
point of view, and distinguish, agreeably with this manner 
of looking at the subject, between the works to be done and 
the miraculous food which is to be their reward. I cannot 
possibly see anything "grotesque" or improbable in this 
answer of the Jews (Reuss), which is in accordance with many 
similar questions reported by the Synoptists.-Jesus enters 
into this idea of work to be done, but He reduces all these 
human operations to one only : the work in opposition to the 
works (ver. 28). The gift of God requires not to be deserved, 
but simply to be accepted. Faith in Him whom God has sent 
to bestow it, is the only work exacted for its attainment. It 
is evident that the gen. Tov E>eov, of God, denotes, in this 
connection, not the author of the work (Augustine), but Him in 
behalf of whom it is done: the work which God requires.
All upon which the name of Paulinism bas been bestowed is 
contained in embryo in this verse, which at the same time forms 
the point of union between St. Paul and St. James. Faith is 
the highest kind of work, for by it man gives himself; and a 
free being can do nothing greater than to give himself. It is in 
this sense that St. James opposes work to a faith which would 
be nothing but an intellectual belief; and it is in a perfectly 
analogous sense that St. Paul opposes faith, active faith, to 
works of mere observance. The faith of St. Paul is really the 
works of St. James, according to this sovereign formula of 
Jesus : " This is the work of God, that yoii believe." -This dis
cussion on the manner of appropriating the heavenly gift (the 
true kind of human labour) is succeeded by another on the 
nature of the gift itself: What is this b1·ead of heaven which is 
to be received 1 

3d. Vv. 30-33. 
1 -r {not '.I.'. R.) read with some Mnn. only.,.,,,.,,,,_,., 
v M A B L T : .-,,nu~ .. , inste&d of ,...,.,.,11,1.-0. 
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Vv. 30, 31. "Then they said unto Him, What S'ign then 
iost thou do, that we may see, and believe in thee l what dost 
thou work l Our fathers did eat manna in the desert ; and it is 
written, He gave them bread 1 from heaven to eat."-It is diffi
cult to imagine this question on the lips of the very persons 
who had been present at the miracle of the loaves and fishes. 
B. Bauer and Weisse see in it a proof of non-authenticity, 
Schweizer concludes that the preceding section is interpolated, 
while Grotius and others think that the persons who put the 
question had not been present at the scene of the preceding even
ing. Most commentators allow that our Lord's hearers were 
comparing the ordinary bread which had been given them with 
the manna from heaven which Moses had given to their fathers, 
and finding the present miracle in every respect inferior to the 
former. But exegesis should surely find a more satisfactory 
explanation. For it seems as contrary to the natural mean
ing of the narrative to regard those who put the question 
as different persons from those who witnessed the miracle, as 
it is arbitrary to found so grave an hypothesis as that of the 
non-authenticity of the whole book, or even of a particular 
section of it, upon a difficulty of this kind. Nor does the 
contrast between manna and bread suffice to explain the 
questions: What sign showest thou? What dost thou work 1 
on the part of persons who the evening before had desired to 
proclaim Him king. But had not Jesus Himself, by speaking 
of the meat which endureth, which the Son of man shall give 
yon, just treated the gift which He had yesterday bestowed on 
them as an insufficient and quite secondary matter? Had He 
not excited the hopes of His hearers, and called forth on their 
part the demand for a fresh miracle, of a kind surpassing all 
that had preceded it ? Jewish piety was as much characterized 
by magic supernaturalism as ours is by intellectual rationalism 
(1 Cor. i. 22). Hence no effort was needed on the part of 
those who were listening to Jesus to give themselves up to an 
impulse so conformable to their secret aspirations, and they 
immediately raised their claims to the level of the fresh 
promises made t,hem, merely materializing their meaning. 
They will only be too glad that the bread of yesterday should 
be superseded by something better. In fact, their des.ire when 

1 Ill omit..,.,,,,..,, 
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they tried to make Him a king was, that the imposing pro
digies which were to inaugurate the reign of the Messiah 
should at length be manifested! Their question: What dost 
thou work ? does not signify : What hast thou wrought, but 
bears upon the future. The presents : 1roie,-;, iprydsv, doest thou? 
do not speak of the past, but allude to that new gift which 
Jesus Himself promises, and which they await to proclaim the 
advent of the Messianic kingdom. This demand is addressed 
to Jesus as claiming to be the Messiah, and arises from the 
saying of Jesus Himself, ver. 2 7 : Thou demandest our belief 
in thy Messiahship, we are willing to accord it. Do thou on 
thy part perform those truly Messianic actions of which as yet 
thou hast shown us but the harbinger. These words on the 
part of the multitude correspond exactly with the demand for 
a sign from heaven, to put as it were the seal to His ordinary 
miracles, so often made upon Jesus in the synoptic Gospels. 
In this sense, it was not without reason that they brought for
ward the contrast between yesterday's miracle and that more 
magnificent display of power to the whole nation during forty 
years, of which Moses had been the instrument. Their error 
consisted solely in regarding that higher benefit promised them 
by Jesus as a material good, some reproduction of the manna, 
some kind of ambrosial food. Redemptor prior descendere fecil 
p1·0 iis manna; sic et Redemptor posterior descendere faciet manna, 
say the Rabbis (see Lightfoot, Wetstein). The words quoted 
by the Jews are from Ps. lxxviii. 25. Comp. Ex. xvi. 4. 
The expression : frmn heaven, denotes, in their mouth, the 
miraculous origin of this gift, while the answer of Jesus refers 
to its essential nafore. 

Vv. 32, 33. "Jesns then said unto them, Verily, verily, I 
say nnto you, Moses ga1;e 1 you not the bread from heaven; biit 
my Father giveth you the bread from heaven, the true : for the 
bread of God is He who cometh down from heaven, and giveth 
life unto the world."-Hitherto the minds of His auditors 
seemed to be in harmony with that of J·esus, but this was 
only due to a misunderstanding: Jesus proclaimed to them a 
bread of a transcendent kind ; and the Jews were willing 
to close with His offer on condition that this food, though 

1 Instead of ~,?.,,w, the reading of 15 Mjj. (among which is N), almost all the 
Mnn. and Or. B D and L read ,;.,.,.,. 
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226 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

miracuious as to its source, should at the same time be, like 
the manna, material as to its nature. But He now gives an 
explanation, which reveals the complete opposition existing 
between His thoughts and theirs. The formula: A.1ncn, amen, 
makes us anticipate the contrast presented by these different 
points of view. The perf. oeowK€v is here undoubtedly prefer
able to the aorist. By the former, Jesus acknowledges that 
the bread of heaven is already actually given to the Jews, but 
declares only that it was not given by the instrumentality of 
Moses. The aorist low,c€v would deny even the fact of the gift 
actually made to the J ews,-a notion which is not agreeable 
to the general construction of the sentence. For in this case it 
would be the verb and not the subject to which the negative 
should directly refer, and we should need : OU olowK€V Mw. 
instead of oiJ Mw. o~OWK€V. Besides, this sense would require 
that the regimen of the verb gave should be : your fathers, 
not you,. The aorist has been evidently derived from ver. 31, 
and the meaning of the present verse is : If you are now 
really in possession of the bread from heaven, it is not through 
Moses, for no man could have such power ; it is my Father 
who gives you the true bread from heaven. The pres. olow1n 
already gives us to understand, as Jesus forthwith declares, 
that God bestows this gift upon them in His person.-Tov 
dlvq0iv6v, the t?'ue, is added at the close of the sentence for the 
purpose of emphatically contrasting the spiritual natiire of this 
heavenly food-a nature similar to that of God Himself
with that of any gift whatever, which, however miraculous 
its origin, should be by its quality material-From heaven, 
both here and in the following verse, as well as in 
Ps. lxxviii. 24, belongs not to the verb gave, but to the 
substantive bread: the whole discussion turning on the notion 
of bread from heaven. 

Ver. 33 applies the idea of true bread from heaven to.Jesus, 
but for the present in veiled words. The difficulty of this 
verse is that the words: coming down from heaven, which 
paraphrase the term: bread of heaven, would require logi
cally to be joined to the subject which is about to be defined, 
and not to the predicate which includes the definition, It 
seems that it would require to run: ".For the true bread 
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of he/J.!/Jen is that which comes down from· God, from Gou 
Himself . . ." I had previously sought to resolve this 
difficulty by applying the participle cl «:ara/3alvrov, that which 
cometh down, not to bread, but to Jesus Himself: "He who 
cometh down." Meyer and Weiss object that in that case it 
would require to be cl «:aTa/3as, He who came down. Ver. 50 
answers this objection. Yet I confess that the ellipsis of o 
apTo~ (the b1·ead) is more natural, w bile the idea of coming 
down applies more easily to a person than to a thing (comp. 
ver. 38). Weiss himself has recourse to a far - fetched 
explanation, viz. to make o apw, TOU 0eou, the bread of God, 
the predicate of the two following participles : "The bread 
which cometh down from heaven, and which giveth life to 
the world, is that which is the true bread of God." What 
appears simpler is to understand with Keil : "For the bread 
which God Himself gives (ver. 32) is the only bread which 
truly comes down from heaven, and which can give life ... " 
Jesus thus contrasts the true heaven, that is to say, the 
glorious life of God, with the heaven of space whence the 
manna came down in the opinion of His hearers. The term 
T<f «:oap,<p, to the world, is opposed to the theocratic particu
larism which made the great national miracle, that of the 
manna, its peculiar boast. The greatness of the heavenly 
gift, such as Jesus presents it here, no longer admits of a 
national and particularistic destination. In proportion as 
Jesus sees the people refusing to follow Him in the spiritual 
sphere to which He would raise them, He is led to turn His 
eye to the human race for which He has come. The fourth 
part of the conversation (vv. 34-40) fully reveals the rupture 
which has just been produced between the mind of the people 
and that of Jesus. 

4th. Vv. 34-40. 
Vv. 34, 3 5. " They said then to Him: Lord, evermore give 

us this bread. But 1 Jesus said unto them, I am the bread of 
life : he that cometh to me sliall never hunger; 2 and he tlwi, 
cometh to me shall never thirst." 2-J esus and faith, the objective 

1 ~ D r, some Mnn. Sah. read ,v, instead of 4< ; B L T Jt•liq Syr. omit both J, 
nnd (JtJ11. 

a Various readings differ between ,...,,,.,.~ or ... ,., i,,J,n11n or -11~,. 
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and subjective sides of salvation, are found united in this last 
portion of the dialogue. The Jews, still understanding this 
bread of heaven in a material sense, declare themselves ready 
to follow Jesus, if He will continue to bestow it upon them : 
With such a gift thou mayest depend upon us; feed us there
with continually, and we are ready to follow thee to the end of 
the world. The ever1nore alludes to the giving of the manna, 
which was renewed every morning; and the term this bread, 
to that kind of bread from heaven, far superior to the manna, 
which Jesus had just promised. They have now reached the 
summit of their carnal exaltation. And it is now, too, that 
Jesus decidedly breaks with them. Hitherto the questions 
and answers had been directly connected with each other, and 
this progressive advance had been indicated by the particle ovv, 
then. The particle ol of ver. 3 5 marks a sudden change in 
the course of the dialogue, and the a)..)..a, but, of ver. 3 6 marks 
the consummation of the rupture. 

The words : I am . . . are the categorical reply to the 
give us of the Jews: Have you not then understood me 1 That 
bread of which I spa_ke needs not to be asked, to be given ; it 
is here, it is myself. You have only to feed upon it ; and the 
means of doing so is to come to me, but to come with real 
inward desire and true faith. Jesus now explains what He 
meant when He spake, ver. 27, of the meat which endureth 
unto everlasting life, and which He would give, and of the 
labour to be performed to obtain it. The meat is Himself; 
the labour is faith (ver. 29). The expression: bread of life, 
means : the bread which imparts life. In using the image of 
bread, Jesus certainly alludes to His incarnation, by means of 
which "that eternal life which was in the beginning with the 
Father" (1 John i. 2) became capable of being grasped, fed 
upon, laid hold of by us. But if this meat is to nourish us, 
action on our part is required-that of coming and believing. 
These two terms denote, the one under a figure, the other 
without, the glad and trusting eagerness with which the heart, 
famished and urged by spiritual necessities, takes possession 
of the heavenly food offered it in Christ Jesus.-The force of 
the negative ou µ~ can only be rendered by a paraphrase : 
There is no kind of fear that he should ever hunger or thirst 
again ! The 7rro1roT1:, ever, is the reply to the 7ravToT1= of the 
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Jews.-The parallelism of these two propositions manifests a 
certain amount of mental exaltation. The image of d1·inking 
is added to that of eating, undoubtedly because Jesus had in 
view the Paschal feast. In the course of the discourse we shall 
find these two figurative expressions acquiring an increasingly 
distinct meaning (vv. 53-57). For the present they only 
refer; as far as Jesus is concerned, to His appearing; as far as 
man is concerned, to faith in general. Except that thirst 
may perhaps express more particularly the S1.ifjb·ing of the 
heart, and hunger the feebleness of the will, the moral im
potence, in that deep uneasiness which drives the sinner 
to Ch1i3t. If this be so, the appeasing of his thirst refers 
more to the peace, that of his hunger to the strength, which 
the believer receives. 

Faith: this, then, is the condition. But, adds Jesus, un, 
doubtedly with a sigh, this is just what you are without. 

Ver. 36. "But I said unto you, You have seen me,1 and yet 
you believe not."-They had asked to see, that they might 
believe (ver. 30); but this condition had been long since 
fulfilled : You have seen me in all my greatness. At this 
very moment you are witnesses of my power (perf. er,,pa.llaTe). 
The sign which surpasses every other sign is before your eyes : 
that sign is myself. Nevertheless, the effect is not produced : 
"ye believe not." Jesus draws this conclusion from their 
very request. Undoubtedly they had faith enough to hope 
they should obtain through Him miraculous food, but they did 
not go so far as to recognise in Him the bread from heaven, 
the promised salvation. And this was sufficient to prove that 
they did not feel those spiritual necessities which might lead 
them to Him, and were consequently strangers to the whole 
work which He came to accomplish. This is what the prayer: 
"give us," by which they desired from Him something else 
than Himself, meant to an ear so sensitive as that of Jesus. 
This gross blunder, showing as it does that they totally mis
took the true meaning of all the preceding signs, com
pletes the revelation of their moral dulness. Comp. two 
discriminations equally decided and quick on the part of 
Jesus, one at Jerusalem (ii. 19), the other at Nazareth 
(Luke iv. 23) 
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It is a matter of some difficulty to determine to what 
former saying Jesus alluded by the expression : I said unto 
you. The words, iv. 48, have an entirely different meaning to 
these; and the assertion, ver. 38, to which de Wette and 
Liicke refer it, was made in Judea. Some expositors suppose 
that He was citing a saying unreported by St. John; but in 
this case what would have been the good of expressly alluding 
to it by this formula of quotation : I told you ? Meyer pro
poses to translate e!7rov vµ,1,11 by : dictum velim, I mean to 
say, a sense unexampled in the N. T. Bruckner thinks that 
Jesus referred to His teaching in general. But the expression 
indicates a positive quotation; and Jesus here quoted Himself, 
as He so often quoted the 0. T., rather according to the spirit 
than the letter. On the arrival of the multitude, He had said 
to them : You saw the signs, and nevertheless you do not seek 
me for myself, but solely for the material supplies which you 
expect from me. It is this reproach (ver. 26) which He here 
repeated under a slightly different form. You have seen me, 
corresponds with : you saw the signs; and : you believe not, with : 
you seek me for the sake of material supplies. In short, was 
not saying to His face: Give us this bread, equivalent to 
refusing to acknowledge in Him the true gift, and consequently 
not believing (ver. 3 6) ? The two ,ca{, which are to us 
untranslatable, bring out the striking contrast between the 
two facts which they combine. 

There is a significant asyndeton between these words of con
demnation and the calm and solemn assertion of the following 
verses (37-40). This absence of all connection denotes a 
moment of silence and profound contemplation. Jesus had 
received a signal from His Father,-with heartfelt joy He had 
given a feast to this great multitude; He had spread before 
them a miraculous Passover. And their dull hearts had failed 
to understand its meaning. They had again asked for bread,
earth still, and nothing but earth,-while He desired by this 
figurative repast to offer them life, to bestow upon them heaven! 
In presence of this failure, which was to Him the precursor 
of the great national catastrophe, of the rejection of Messiah, 
Jesus retires within Himself, and asks Himself what is to 
become of His work below. And this is the answer resound
ing in His heart : My work is that of the Father i it will be 



CHAP. VI. 37, 38. 231 

accomplished, but without you; and the fact of your exclu
sion cannot be laid to my charge, for I have at all 
times confined myself to a docile fulfilment of my Father's 
instructions. It is thus that Jesus rises to a contemplation 
of the certain success of His work,-a success secured by 
His absolute submission to His Father's wisdom, - and 
instantly strengthens His own faith, in presence of the 
grievous check which He has just experienced. It is thus, 
too, that He lays a firm foundation for the faith of His 
people in all ages, especially in times of general defection ; 
while, by affirming His perfect acquiescence in the plan of 
the Father, He casts upon His rejecters themselves the blame 
of their incredulity, and makes His last appeal to their con
sciences in the words : 

Vv. 37, 38. "All that the Father giveth me shall reach me: 
and him that cometh to me I will in no wise cast out.1 For I 
came down from heaven,2 not to do 3 my will, but the will of 
Him that sent me." 4-In the words : All that the Fathe1· giveth 
me, Jesus emphatically contrasts believers of all ages with the 
men to whom He had just said : You believe not ! Israel 
rejects me; the gift of God, those whom the Father gives 
me remain with me. The ·neuter 'll'cw t, all that, indicates a 
definite whole, in which human incredulity will be unable to 
effect a breach,-a whole which will be found to be complete 
when the work is finished. The extent of this 'll'av, all, depends 
upon the agency of the Father, here designated by the term giv
ing, and subsequently by those of teaching and drawing (vv. 44, 
45). The first no more refers to the eternal decree of election 
than do the last two. In this case we should have had the 
perfect, has given, while the act in question is one effected 
by God in the heart of the believer at the moment when he 
decides to believe. This gift is a spiritual fact, which is here 
contrasted with that carnal attraction, those gross Messianic 
aspirations, which had that very morning brought these multi
tudes to Jesus (ver. 26). It denotes those moral wants, those 
spiritual aspirations, produced in teachable minds by the pre-

1 ~ D It•11<t Sy1'"" omit ,1;.,, 
:1 A B L T, some J\inn. read ,,.,,. • .-. oup. instead of ,.. "'· "'I'• 
~ ~ D L : ..-,.~.,., instead of .,,."""· 
" ~ C omit from ... u ,r,,.,J,. ,,,,, ver. 38, to "''" "'I'-'+'• ,.., V~l. :rn, 
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vious agency of the Father. We must take care, whatever 
Meyer may say, not to translate f]fet (shall reach) as if it 
were JXevlJ'ETat (shall come, shall advance towards). What 
Jesus means to say is not that all which the Father gives Him 
shall come towards Him,-for this would be tautology, the gift 
consisting in this very coming,-but shall actually attain. 
Such shall not, like the Jews, make shipwreck by the way. 
The reason for this is given in the second part of the verse, 
which is parallel with the first, instead of expressing, as is 
generally supposed, a gradation,-thus making the first words: 
Him that cometh to me, merely a repetition of the last words 
of the former proposition (see Meyer). But this is a mistake; 
the expression : Him that cometh, simply corresponding with : 
All that the Father giveth me. For is not to be given, to come 1 
The act of giving is realized in that of faith, and the only 
difference between these two parallel propositions is that the 
masc. TOV Jpxoµ,evov, him that cometh, individualizes, with 
regard to each particular case, the collective notion : all. On 
the other hand, the words : I will in no wise cast out, are 
parallel with shall attain, the former expressing negatively 
what the latter asserts positively. 

The result is assured by the loving welcome of Jesus, by 
the open arms which He holds out to every one who comes, 
given by the Father : he shall reach, he shall attain. The 
dissent of Meyer does not prevent our maintaining this mean
ing. In thus speaking, Jesus seems to make some reference 
to the severe manner in which He had received this crowd, so 
eager to come to Him, and whom He had repulsed with a cer
tain amount of harshness (vv. 26 and 36): I should not have 
treated them thus if I had recognised in them those whom 
my Father had instructed; never will a heart burdened with 
its spiritual necessities, and coming to me under this divine 
influence, be repelled by me. This saying recalls that in St. 
Matthew (xi. 28): "Come unto me, ye that laboitr and are heavy 
laden, and I will give you 1·est." 

The merely waiting attitude which Jesus here attributes tc 
Himself with respect to those who believe in Him, is explained, 
ver. 38, by that part of complete dependence with respect to 
God to which He submitted, when He came into tbe worlJ. 
Having renounced the accomplishment of a. wor~ of H.is own1 
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and placed Himself entirely at the disposal of His Father's 
will, all that He can do is to receive those who come to Him 
marked with the seal of the Father, and to lose none of them. 
He is not concerned with conquests in His own name, and if 
He has the pain of repelling the children of His people, it is 
just because they seek Him without being divinely qualified 
and true disciples of Moses (ver. 46).-The term 1Caw/3i/37JKa, 
I am come down, reproduces o KaTaf)a{voov, He who comes down, 
of ver. 33.-For the expression my will, see rem. on v. 30. If 
Jesus, when He came into the world, had in ever so slight a 
degree done a work of His own, distinct from that of God, His 
receptions or His refusals might have been determined, at 
least in part, by personal sympathies or repugnances, which 
would not have entirely coincided with the work of God in 
the hearts of men. We here again meet with that idea of 
perfect docility with respect to the divine work, which formed 
the basis of the address in eh. v. 

Ver. 39. ".And this is the will of Him that sent me,1 that of 
all which He hath given me I slwuld lose nothing, b1tt should 
raise it 2 up at the last day." 3 

- This verse completes the 
demonstration of the truth asserted ver. 3 7 : that no true 
believer shall fail in coming to Jesus, for He has no will of 
His own ; He is here only to do the will of the Father (ver. 
38). Now the will of the Father being that no believer 
should perish, He has invested Jesus with power to save His 
people ; and we are here told how far this work is to extend, 
ev-en to redeeming them. from death (ver. 39). To be repulsed, 
and to perish, which at this very moment was happening to the 
hearers of J esns, could never happen to them.-IIav, nomin. 
absolute ; e~ avTou: of this all which is given. Did Jesus 
take heed of the bread, that the fragments might not be lost 1 
How much more would He care, when so far more precious a 
gift of God was in question !-The perf. lw.s given, transports 
us to the moment when the gift is consummated by the act 
of faith, and when the end for which God effected it is 
accomplished. This end is twofold: first, to rescue these 
precious beings, these gifts of the Father, from a'1i<.0A.1:ta 

1 A B D LT, 10 !Inn. Jtaliq Syr. omit -.r«.-po1. 

t The Mss. are divided between"""' (tot A B c, etc.) and..,, .. ., (E G H, etc.,), 
t n .Mjj. (B C~ etc.} omti ,,, 
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(perdition), by pardon and the impartation of spiritual life ; 
then to deliver them from death at the last day, and to pre
sent them living and glorified before the Father, who desires 
thus to behold them. This is just the twofold agency which 
Jesus had attributed to Himself with regard to believing 
human nature, vv. 21-29. It exhausts the meaning of the 
expression : bread of life. M. Reuss attempts to apply the 
term last day to the moment of each believer's death. It is 
evident, however, that this term relates not to a particular 
phase of each individual existence, but to that solemn hour of 
which Jesus spoke, ver. 29, when all the dead who are in the 
graves shall hear His voice, and rise in the body. He objects 
that " mystic theology has nothing to do with such a notion." 
But this only proves that the mystic theology which M. Reuss 
attributes to St. John is very different from his actual 
theology. If this notion was so unimportant in the eyes of 
the author, how comes it that it should appear so often as fom 
times in this passage, and form, so to speak, its refrain (vv, 
39, 40, 44, 54)? It cannot be denied that the resurrection 
of the body is represented in this passage, as well as in the 
discourse in eh. v., as the glorious and necessary climax of the 
spiritual work accomplished in human nature by Jesus Christ. 
And in this respect St. John is in harmony both with the 
Synoptists and St. Paul (1 Cor. xv.). Bengel remarks: Hie 
finis est 1iltra quem periculu11i nullum; consequently there is 
no further need of being kept. On the inamissibleness of 
grace, see x. 28-30. 

Ver. 40. " For 1 this is the will of Him that sent 2 me, that 
every one which seeth the Son, and believeth on Hi-m, may have 
everlasting life, and I 8 will raise him up at the last day." 4

-

This verse, whether by way of confirmation (for, as in the 
Alex. and .Anc. versions) or of completion (now, in the Byzan
tine), repeats the thought of ver. 39, and that by substituting 
for the act of giving on the part of the Father, that of con
templating by faith, which is its subjective equivalent and 

1 Mss. are divided between 'Y"P (~ A BCD KL U II, 30 Mun. It. Syr. Cop.) 
and~. (8 Mjj. Mnn.). 

2 T. R., with A E G HK S V r A n, reads.-,. "''f'-'+'"'"''; _,., ~BCD L •r U 
It•liq Syr. Cop. read "''" ,,,,.,,.p,; f'-•~. 

a A D and some Mnu. omit ''Y"'· 
4 O .Mjj. ~ A P K J,. S U rr, 40 Mun. It01"'1q••, r!lad 1• before .,.,. ";;;• '7f'-'l"I• 
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explanation. Jesus thus indicates the sign, even faith, by 
which He recognises those whom the Father gives Him. The 
two present participles : 0Ewpwv 1'al '11"£a--rEvwv, he who conte1n
plates and believes, denote the simultaneousness of the two 
facts. He whose contemplation is instantly exchanged for 
faith. We have here the antithesis to ver. 3 6 : You have seen 
me, and believe not. A.s if He had said : The commandment 
which I have received of my Father is not to save all men 
indiscriminately. My task is to offer myself to the view of 
all, and to save those in whom this view produces faith. The 
inference which His hearers should have drawn was : We 
are not, then, under the conditions of salvation fixed by a 
divine decree.-. The Alex. reading : of my Father, accords 
better with the term Son. On the other hand, the Received 
reading : Him that sent me, agrees better with the words : He 
which seeth and believeth: He sent me from heaven to offer 
myself to this contemplation. For the term 0Ewpeiv, to con
template, denotes a more reflective act than the simple opi,v, 
to see, ver. 3 6 ; he alone contemplates who has been suffi
ciently struck by the sight of an object to pause before it.
Jesus here substitutes the masc. 7riis for the neuter '11"av (ver. 
39), because faith is an individual act. The history of His 
ministry in the synoptic Gospels is a commentary on this 
verse. For was it not by this act of faith that Jesus recog
nised those whom He received and saved ? Luke v. 2 0 : 
When He saw their faith, He said, Man, thy sins are forgiven 
thee. He Himself knows neither the individuals nor the 
number of persons composing this whole gift (-r6 7rav) of the 
Father. God, when He sent Him, said but the single word : 
Whosoever believeth.-W e have taken avaO"'T1JO"Cd, ver. 3 9, as 
a subjunctive aorist, dependent upon fva, "that I may not 
lose ... and that I may raise up." That of ver. 40, on the 
contrary, appears to be a future indicative : "And I will raise 
up." The relation between these two verbs is as follows : 
The resurrection of believers will be effected by Jesus (ver. 
40), and will be effected in conformity with the command
ment of the Father (ver. 39).-The pron. eyw, I, added in 
this verse to avaa--r~O"w, I will raise, helps to bring out more 
decidedly the personal intervention of Jesus in the resurrec
tion of His people: "As for me, I 1mdertake1 on the (loll-di-
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tion pointed out (the possession of spiritual life), to raise him 
up at the last day. 

In the sight of Jewish unbelief, Jesus at first composed 
His ;mind_ by reflecting on the certain success of His work. 
He afterwards recalled the condition, viz. faith, to which this 
success is united in each particular case. This justifies the 
severity of His conduct to the Jews. God said: He who seeth, 
and believeth; but as for them, they saw, and did not believe. 

2. Vv. 41-51. 

A whispered murmur in the assembly (vv. 41, 42) forced 
Jesus to tell the Jews plainly of their impotence in this 
matter (vv. 43-46); after which Re again, and with in
creased solemnity, affirmed Himself to be the bread of life 
( vv. 4 7-51) ; and then, in the last words of ver. 51, intro
duced in His expression of this idea a fresh particular, which 
subsequently becomes the subject of further development. 

Vv. 41, 42. "The Jews then murmured at Him, because H1J 
said, I am the bread which came down from heaven. And they 
said: Is not this Jesus, the son oj Joseph, -whose father and 
mother 1 we ourselves know ? how then 2 saith he,' I came dmvn 
from heaven ? "-By the term murmured, we must understand 
unfavourable whispers, which were now heard among the 
audience. The regimen 7repi auTov, concerning Him, is ex
plained by the following words.-The term 'Iovoa'iot, the Jews,· 
might refer to the emissaries of the Sanhedrim, who, according 
to the Synoptists, had come from Judea to watch the actions 
and words of Jesus in Galilee. But the following words : 
we know, are more easily explained in the months of the 
Galileans themselves. St. John here applies to them this 
name bestowed in his Gospel (see Introd. i p. 169) because 
of that association in unbelief which, from that time, sealed 
the tie of nationality by which they were united to the Jews 
properly so called.-The pronoun ijµeis, we, seems to indicate 
a personal acquaintance, and it might hence be inferred that 
Joseph was still alive. But the expression may simply mean, 

' N adds '"'" before .-., ,..,,,.,.,,,,,, and, with b Syr""', omits ~,,_, .-,i, f',r..-,f'f, 
= B C T Cop. read ,u, instead of • .,,. 
J 13 C l> L T a Coll· omit •u~·,e, 
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" vVe know the name of ... " Criticism has asked how these 
people could be ignorant of the miraculous birth of Jesus 
if this were a real fact, and why He did not bring forward 
this point in His answer 1 But the birth of Jesus took place 
in Judea thirty years before ; and during the long obscurity 
in which His infancy and youth were spent, all had passed 
into oblivion, even in the places where the facts had occurred; 
and how much more so in Galilee, where they had never been 
known to the mass of the people ! Certainly, neither His 
parents nor Jesus Himself would allude to them in public, 
and thus expose a most sacred domestic mystery to useless 
and profane discussion. For the miraculous origin of Jesus, 
which can only be accepted by a heart already believing on 
Him, could never be the means of producing faith.-Instead, 
therefore, of meeting them on this ground, Jesus continues in 
the moral region, and reveals to the Galileans, as He had 
done to the inhabitants of Jerusalem (eh. v.), the true cause 
of their unbelief. 

Vv. 43, 44. "Jesus therefore 1 answered and said unto thern: 
Murmur not among yourselves. No man can come to me, except 
the Father, which sent me, draw him : and I will raise him 
up at the last day." 2-In other words : .A truce to these mur
murs ; it is not that my saying is absurd, but that you are 
incapable of understanding it, and all your asking How ? will 
help you nothing, as long as you continue in your present 
moral condition. Jesus returns to the source of their objec
tions,-they are deficient in the needful preliminary instruc
tion, the teaching of God, as He had already given them 
to understand, vv. 37-40. The word ovSe[r;, no one, is the 

/ antithesis to 7rav, all, ver. 3 7. There J esns had said : .All 
that is given shall assuredly attain ; here : None that are not 
drawn will either understand or attain the end. This second 
statement has a direct application to His hearers. The draw
ing of the Father denotes the same fact as the gift (ver. 37), 
but serves to explain its mode of operation ; the gift works 
by means of an inward attraction produced in the soul. We 
shall see, ver. 45, that this attraction is no blind instinct, 

- like natural inclination, but is of its very nature light-giving, 
1 ov, is omitted in B C K L T TI, 10 Mnn. It•liq Syr. Cop. 
1 T. R., with NA a.nd several Mnn., omits"• 
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like 6-od Himself, from whom it proceeds. It is a teaching, 
and this inward teaching of God is effected by means of 
the writings of Moses (v. 46, 47), and the word-of God in 
general (v. 38). The law makes the soul feel the insufficiency 
of its own righteousness, and its impotence to realize the 
moral ideal (Rom. vii.). Prophecy describes the Person of 
Him who is to meet these moral wants, and consequently, as 
soon as Jesus appeared, His person produced, upon the hearts 
which had faithfully embraced this preliminary instruction, 
the effect of one already known, longed for, and loved. In 
such the attraction worked, and the gift, the free adhesion of 
fait~, was produced. The correlation between the subject: 
He who sent me, and the verb draw should be observed ; the 
same God who sends Jesus for souls, draws each soul to Jesus. 
Both these divine works correspond with and complete one 
another. The happy mome.nt when they meet in the heart,. 
and when the will is surrendered, is that of the gift on God's 
part, of faith on man's.-Jesus adds that, as in salvation the 
initiative belongs to the Father, so the completion is the task 
of the Son. The Father draws and commits ; the Son receives, 
keeps, and quickens, until the glorious climax, the resurrec
tion at the last day. Between these extreme terms : draw · 
and mise up, lies the whole development of the spiritual 
life. 

Vv. 45, 46. " It is written in the prophets, And they shall 
be all taught of God. Every one therefore 1 that hath heard 2 the 
Father, and learned of Hi?n, cometh to me. Not that any man 
hath seen the Father, save He which is from God,3 He hath seen 
the Father." 4-This passage offers a remarkable example of 
the manner in which Jesus cites the Old Testament Scrip
tures. It was not from them that He derived the thought 
which He is here developing,-a thought arising spontaneously 
within Him, as is shown by the perfectly original form in 
which it is expressed : the gift, 'the drawing of the Father. 
But having uttered it, He thinks well to quote the 0. T. as 

1 Ou, is omitted by l:t BCD LS T, some Mnn. ltPlerique Vg. Cop. It is sup
ported by 11 Mjj., nearly all the Mnn. Syr., etc. 

2 T. R., with NAB CK L 'l' n, most of the llfon. It•1iq Vg. Syr., reads 
&1<au~a, ; "'"'u.,, is the reading of 11 Mjj. 90 llfnn. Itplerique. 

3 t:-,: : "'" .,,.,,""P'f (of the Father) instead of .-,u duu, 
t N D Jtaliq : .-,, d ... ( God) instead of .. ,. .,,.,. .. ,,.... 
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the authority recognised by the people. It may be, that 
since He was speaking in the synagogue, He might have in 
His hands the roll containing the prophecies of Isaiah, and that 
when He uttered these words : It is written, He was reading 
the passage. Comp. the similar fact, Luke iv. 1 7 sq. This 
would well explain the retention of the copula and at the 
beginning of the quotation. The words are found Isa. liv. 3. 
The prophet there declares that the entire Messianic com
munity shall be composed of persons taiight of God. According 
to Meyer, the general expression : in the prophets, would signify : 
in the sacred volume containing the prophets. But it seems 
more natural to admit that Jesus views all the prophets as 
rising in chorus to confirm the truth which one among their 
number had proclaimed in the name of the rest. Comp. also 
Jer. xxxi. 33, 34. The second part of ver. 45 is generally 
understood to say : Whoever, after having heard the teaching 
(atcOtJO"as-), consents to receive it in his heart (tcat µ,a0wv), comes 
to me. In this case it would be necessary to distinguish be
tween the fact of the teaching which would be for all (all men, 
inasmuch as they are the objects of God's prevenient grace), and 
that of the free acceptance of this teaching (whoever = 'Ira,;), 
a word applicable only to the narrower circle of those who 
consent to profit by this universal grace. But, convenient 
as this explanation would be to get rid of the doctrine of 
predestination, we believe it to be opposed to the true mean
ing of the word all in the passage of Isaiah. In St. John, as 
well as in the prophet, all absolutely denotes only the mem
bers of the Messianic community, and therefore the same 
circle of persons as the whoever which follows. Hence the 
sense is as follows : A.s Isaiah said, I can have and receive 
those only who are tanght of the Father; but of these not one 
1shall fail. Whoever does but individualize the notion of all. 
Comp. the relation of the 7ras- of ver. 40 with the 'Trav of 
vv. 37, 39.-It is tolerably indifferent whether we retain or 
suppress ovv, then ; for if not expressed, it must be understood. 
-It seems to me easy to make choice between the readings : 
atcOtJO'aS' tcal µa0wv, who has heard and lea1·nt, and lllCOVrov «al 
µ,a0wv, who hears and has learnt. The aorist has been sub
stituted for the present, because it was thought desirable to 

- v.ccommodate the first participle to the second The pres., 
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who heareth, expresses the continuance of the relation between 
the faithful Jew and the God who teaches hirn; and the past: 
who has learned, that result produced at each moment which is 
a preparation for the act of faith. Baumlein reconciles by 
th. . th 1 J' ' ' "' 

1 
' ' ' 1s express10n e ana ogous iorm : o Tov "O"fOV a,covwv ,cai 

uvvi€lc;, of Matt. xiii. 23.-The judgment, therefore, which 
shall befall the actual hearers of Jesus will, like the reproach 
v. 38, and the threat v. 45, be aimed at a fault preceding 
their present unbelief. By their former want of docility 
under divine teaching, they have rendered themselves incap
able of believing. How infinitely exalted is the conception 
of His work and person which such a saying assumes ! As 
M. Gess observes," If an.attraction of a divine kind is needed 
for coming to Jesus, He is consequently above anything that 
the natural man can love or understand." And yet the 
attempt has been made to persuade us that such words 
are the product of some unkn0wn Christian of the second 
<:entury ! 

The true sense of this passage does not imply, but on the 
contrary discards, the notiqn of predestination (so far as it 
excludes liberty). The words of Jesus assume that it had 
depended only on the will of His hearers to let the divine 
teaching arouse within them that sense of spiritual want 
which they lacked. Their inability to believe was entirely 
their own fault. They came to Him, not as taught of God, 
but as slaves of the flesh. ✓ 

The form ovx 5n, not that, ver. 46, announces a limitation 
to the thought of ver. 45. It bears upon that expression of 
teaching which seemed. to assume direct contact between the 
hearer and the person of God. Jesus claims for Himself the 
exclusive privilege of the sight and direct possession of God, 
All indeed hear, but One alone has seen. Consequently, the 
result of the divine teaching can only be to lead men to Him 
who alone has direct knowledge of God, and can reveal Him 
to them. Comp. Matt. xi. 2 7.-This saying is certainly 
among those from which St. John derived the fundamental 
ideas of the prologue (comp. i. 1, 14, 18). If the prep. 7rapa, 
from, were not joined to the word ~v, it might apply solely to 
the mission. But this participle obliges us to rise to the idea 
of origin and essence; comp. vii. 2 9. Hence this 7rap& is 
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the pendant of the wpoc; of i. 1, and the two combined ex
press the entire relation of the Son to the Father. All in 
Him is from (wapa) the Father, and goes to (wpo,;;) the Father. 
Does then the sight of the Father, here attributed to Jesus, 
refer to His condition previous to His incarnation 1 Pos- · 
sibly ; but without, nevertheless, implying that His earthly 
teaching includes anything but what His human consciousness 
can lay hold of and appropriate from this filial relation. 
See vol. i. 3 7 9, ii. 6 4, etc. The readings of N and D doubtless 
arose from the desire of making the text more literally 
conformable with that of the prologue (i 14; wapa 'TOV 
'li"a'Tpo<;; i. 18: eeov ewpalle).-By this saying Jesus gives 
it to be understood that divine teaching must first lead to 
the Son, whose part it is to lead to the Father : "I am, 
the way, the truth, and the life ; no man cometh to the 
Father bid by me" (xiv. 6). This notion brings J'esus 
back to that which had excited the murmuring of the 
Jews, and which He now reiterates with increased solem
nity, vv. 47-51. 

Vv. 47-51. "Vm·ily, verily, I say unto you, He that be
lieveth on me 1 hath everlasting life. I am the bread of life. 
Your fathei·s did eat manna in the wilderness, and are dead. 
1.'his is the bread which cometh down from heaven, that a man 
may eat thenof, and not die. I am the living bread which came 
down from heaven. If any man eat of this bread,2 he shall live 3 

for ever: and 4 the bread that I will give is my flesh, which I 
will give 6 for the life of the world."-The words, Amen, amen, 
are pronounced with a sense of the authority which Jesus 
derives from the unique position which, according to ver. 46, 
He occupies. The gradual elevation of tone and the very 
contradiction He meets with, unite to give force and solem
nity to His statements : All your murmuring can make no. 

1 NB LT omit"• ,,u, in opposition to all other Mss., Vss., and Fathers. 
• N Jtaliq reatl "' ... ,, ,,..,, "P"'•v ( of m.y bread) instead of "" ,,-wT•v ... ,, ,r.tu•. 

3 ~ D L read '"..., instead of ~n.-,.,.,. 
4 N omits ,.,r., and, with D r, k 
5 The words"' 'Y"' ;i.,,.., are omitted by BCD LT, some Mnn. lt,P1••1'•" Vg. 

Sy1.cur Or. \twice) Tischendorf, edit. 1849. The T. R. is supported by 11 Mjj., 
most of the Mnn. Jt•liq Cop. Sy1""'h Or. (twice). N reads • "P•To; a, ,y., ;i.,,.., ""''P 
""; .,.,, ,. ... ,. •• ,.,n, " .-"P~ ,..,, ,,..,.,. (the bread which 1 will tp"e Joi· the life of the 
world is 1ny .flesh). 

GODET lT, Q JOHN. 
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difference; the bread from heaven which giveth life unto 
the world is myself, and not manna, nor anything of a like 
nature. Your fathers ate manna, which did not prevent their 
dying; but here is bread which will effectually produce the 
result you desire. '' Iva, in order that, depends on KaTa-

, f]aivwv, that cometh down, and governs the two verbs eat and 
die. To eat and not to die are conceived of as two distinct 
but inseparable acts. To perform the one (to eat) is in effect 
to realize the second (not to die). Several expositors under
stand the word die, in ver. 50, in the moral sense of perdition. 
But the antithesis preceding it, the death of the Israelites in 
the desert, forbids such an explanation. Jesus, both here 
and elsewhere, certainly denies even physical death in the 
case of the believer. Comp. viii. 51. That which properly 
constitutes death, in what we call by this name, is the total 
cessation of moral and physical existence. Now this fact 
does not take place in the case of the believer at the moment 
when his brethren see him die. Jesus is at that time both 
spiritually and physically his life, and by His personal 
communion He takes away the death of death from th<> 
believer. 

The statement of ver. 51 is not a mere repetition. For the 
epithet tow, living, no longer relates, as in the preceding 
expression, bread of life, i.e. life-giving bread, to the effe'cts 
produced by the bread, but to its own nature, by whieh 
alone its effects can be explained. The manna, as not itself 
living, could never impart life. But Jesus, because He Him
self lives, can give life. Ver. 5 7 will explain the mannel' in 
which Jesus both lives and gives life. 

The second part of this verse is united to the first by the 
particles ,cat and Se, which indicate, the one a co-ordination, 
the other a progress in the idea : And finally, to tell you all . 
. . . Jesus is now determined to let them hear the paradox to 
the end. Hitherto He had brought forward His person as a 
whole, and in an indefinite manner, as the object of faith; 
now He says more specifically : my flesh. But how can His 
flesh be offered as food for the spiritual hunger of man ? 
This Jesus explains by adding the new particular, foreign to 
all the preceding development : ~v €"f6' OOJCr@, my flesh 
,oM,,ch I wilt give. These words, suppressed by tbe Alex., 
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und':mbtedly on account of the tautology with the preceding 
and similar words : &v hydJ owuw, the bread which I will give, 
must-as Meyer, notwithstanding his usual prepossession in 
favour of the .Alex:. readings, acknowledges-be retained in 
the text, the regimen : for the life of the world, imperiously 
requiring them. .And this is indeed proved by the Sinaitic 
reading, which is nothing else than an attempt to restore the 
text after the omission of these words had rendered it in
tolerable. Ancient translations, moreover, confirm the authen
ticity of these important words. .And lastly, the context is. 
no less decisive in this respect. For if the first I will give 
may be paraphrased, the bread which I will give to be eaten, 
thus summing up the preceding dialogue, the second means : 
(my flesh) which I will give to be sacrificed, and forms a transi~ 
tion to the subsequent, my flesh and my blood; and it is in 
view of this relation and these entirely different meanings 
that the word give is repeated a second time. In fact, the 
flesh of Jesus can only be eaten as food when and so far as it 
shall be offered as a victim, for the life of the world. This last 
expression, especially in the connection in which it here 
stands with the future: I wilt give, which indicates a fact 
yet to transpire, can only refer to the sacrifice of the cross. 
Those expositors who apply this second I will give to the 
voluntary consecration of the historical person of Christ during 
His life, do violence both to the future (I will give) and to the 
preposition vwep, for the sake of, besides failing to take into 
account the utter difference of expression by which what 
follows is distinguished from what precedes. Moreover, the 
second part of ver. 51 being the text of the following para
graph, its exact meaning in our Lord's mind can only be 
determined by the interpretation of this latter passage. It is 
in this verse that we catch the first glimpse of that preoccu~ 
pation of His mind with the Paschal feast, which had existed 
from the commencement of a scene which was among the 
grandest of His life. .At the same time, the expression : of 
the world, shows that the new Passover, to which His heart 
was rising, was to be no mere repetition of the old. It was 
the human race in its entirety that He invited and saw in 
spirit hastening to it, like the multitudes of the preceding 
eveninr-, The world : Such is the guest bidden to the new 
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banquet, which, like jhe sacred repast in the thank-offerings, 
will be a sacrificial feast. 

3. Vv. 52-59. 

Ver. 52. "The Jews therefore sfrove among themselves, say• 
, ing, How r.an he give us his flesh 1 to eat ? " - The term 

lµ,axov-ro, strove, goes beyond €,YO''f'YVtov, murmured, ver. 41; 
it was a loud contention which succeeded the stifled mur
muring. - The words, among tlwmselves, seem to contradict the 
word in apposition, saying, which appears to imply that the 
saying was unanimous. But the same question might easily 
be found in all mouths, without any agreement as to its solu
tion. Some would quickly arrive at the conclusion that it 
was absurd; others, still under the impression produced by 
yesterday's miracle, and by the sacred and mysterious nature 
of our Lord's sayings, might maintain, in spite of all opposi
tion, that He was the Messiah. In face of this altercation, 
Jesus not only persists in His statement, but strengthens it 
by giving a more and more literal meaning to the expres
sions He uses. He speaks of eating His flesh and drinking 
His blood, manifestly making this act the condition of life 
(vv. 53-56): of eating Himself (ver. 57), and afterwards 
isums up the whole address in a final statement. The 
evangelist then indicates the locality of the scene (ver. 59). 

Vv. 53-55. "Jesw; then said unto them, Verily, verily, 1 
say unto yon, Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man and 
drink His blood, ye have no life in you. Whoso catefh my flesh 
and drinketh my blood hath ete1·nal life, and I will raise Him 
up at the last day.2 For rny flesh is truly3 meat, and my blood 
is truly3 drink." 4--J esus, when He spake of giving His sacri-1 
ficed flesh to be eaten (ver. 51), was already evidently allud
ing to the Paschal feast ; but by now making a distinction 
between the two terms : flesh and blood, Re renders this 
allusion still clearer. It is true that the blood of the lamb 

l B T Jtpleriqu• add ,,,,, .... after .,.~, ""P""'· 
2 The Mss. are divided between "'" and " .-.,. 
3 ~DEHM SUV r .i. A Mnn. Itplerique Vg. Syr. Or. (three times): ,.,._.,G,.,;; 

B CF• K L T rr, 30 Mnn. Cop. Or. (five times): a:'J.ndnr. 
1 N omits the words f?,p.,.-,, .•• •~.-,, and reads ,,., ... , instead <>f ,,.,,,,, (m.v fll'4h 

iii drink indeed). D omits the words ""' •••• ,~••· 
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did not appear in this feast ; but it had played a most 
important part in the deliverance which this feast com
memorated. Sprinkled upon the lintels and door-posts, the 
blood had secured the people from the stroke of the angel of 
death. In the ceremony of slaying the lamb in the temple, 
the sprinkling was made upon the horns of the altar, which 
took the place of the doors of the Israelitish houses.-The 
flesh here corresponds with the body of the lamb, which was 
the essential element of the Paschal feast. This word assumes 
an increasingly concrete signification. At first it designated 
the whole human life of Jesus, generally speaking ; now it is 
expressly the body which must be broken that the blood 
may flow and be drunk. The shed blood assures to the be
liever pardon, deliverance from condemnation ; the flesh is the 
food which positively imparts to him life; and these two acts, 
deliverance from death and the consummation of life, consti-. 
tute full salvation. 

The meaning of this saying then is: Unless by faith you 
appropriate my death (blood) and my life (flesh) you will die,
because you will possess neither reconciliation with God nor 
life in Him. Jesus does not, as we see, give a direct answe? 
to the How ? of the Jews, but supplies indirectly, as He did 
to Nicodemus, the explanation required. In the latter case, 
He exchanged the expression "born again" for "born of water 
and of the Spirit." Here He completes the expression " eat 
His flesh" by "drinl~ His blood." He gives this explanation 
first under its negative form. Nothing except this eating and 
drinking can give life. This is the divine denial opposed to, 
the Jewish protest (ver. 52). The man who has not fed upon 
the flesh and blood of Jesus carries death in his inmost being. 
In ver. 54 we have the same idea in its affirmative form: 
This eating and drinking assuredly impart life. Jesus even -
raises the view of the believer to the highest stage of this -
communication of life-the resurrection of the body. The· 
relation between these words : and I will raise him up • . .. 
and the preceding· statement, is as follows : And thus this 
man shall possess a life, in virtue of which I shall not fail to 
raise him up at the last day. The resunection of the body 
1s then neither a useless superfetation with relation to the 
~piritual life, according to the notion with which M. Reuss 
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credits St. John, nor a magical act, independent of that higher 
life, according to~e idea often formed of it; but the climax 
of the spiritual resurrection, the intended goal of the divine 
work : it is nature restored and glorified by grace victorious 
over sin. 

Ver. 5 5 justifies both the negative and the positive state
ment. If this flesh and blood are the conditions of life to 
man, it is because they are meat and drink in all reality. 
The balance of critical authority is in favour of the reading 
<i).7J0w~, "is truly," instead of d">-.ri0~~. is true meat . . . true 
drink. The Sina'it., the Oantabrig., as well as the ancient Vas., 
are, together with the Byzantine authorities, on the side of 
the first reading, which is, moreover, more in conformity with 
the usual style of St. John. As Lticke observes, St. John gene
rally makes a).7J0~~ refer to moral veracity in opposition to 
'o/EvOo~, while he freely unites a).7J0ro~ with a substantive 
(i. 48 : a).ri0w~ 'fopaTJAiTTJ~; viii. 31 : aX7J0m~ µ,a0'1)-rat). 
There is not much difference in the meaning of the two read
ings. Jesus means in any case to say that by His flesh and 
blood (ver. 54) we are really supported and nourished, and 
consequently live. The adverb or the adjective expresses 
the full reality of the vital communication effected by these 
elements._ 

Vv. 56, 57 explain their life-giving virtue, as affirmed ver. 
25. In this explanation Jesus assumes that to abide in Him 
is to live (ver. 5 6 ), and accounts for this unique fact (ver. 5 7). 

V v. 5 6, 5 7. " He that eatetk my flesh, and drinketh my blood, 
dwelleth in me, and I in him. As the living Father hath sent 
me, and I live by the Father; so He that eateth me, he shall 
also live 1 by me."-If the flesh and blood of Jesus possess the 
virtue attributed to them ver. 55, it is because they are the 
means by which the believer is united to Jesus, and, through 
Him, to the Father. The believer's dwelling in Jesus com
prises two things : the renunciation of all life of his own
that is to say, of all merit, strength, and wisdom emanating 
from his own resources, and then absolute resting in Christ as 
in Him who alone possesses the treasure capable of filling this 
void. The dwelling of Christ in the believer expresses the 
full communication on the part of Christ to the believer of all 

1 Mss. vm-y between tn.-,.-.. , (r 4, etc.), tn.-u (NB, etc.), and {n (CD). 
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that He has, and even of all that He is, of His entire person
ality (he that eateth rne, ver. 5 7). From this mutual relation 
the believer has life. But how 1 This is explained by ver. 57. 

If communion with Jesus gives life, it is because Jes·.i.s has 
Himself access to the source of life. His vital principle is the 
Living One in the perfect sense of the word; and that certainty 
of life which Jesus derives from this communion with the 
Father, naturally extends to the man who feeds upon Him, 
and makes Him the principle of his own life. This applies to 
Jesus, not in His condition of Logos (comp. ver. 26), but in 
His state of renunciation (hath sent me, ver. 57), and as Son 
of man. The question is to explain how a man can become 
the vital principle of other men in a sense so real and exclu
sive, that to feed upon him is to live. Hence it is the 
mystery of His own life which Jesus reveals in the first part 
of the verse, to deduce from it, in the second, the explanation 
of the life of the believer. This first part includes two cor
relative propositions: what God is to Jesus, and what Jesus is 
to God. To understand this double relation, is to penetrate 
the secret of the inmost life of Jesus. The living Father hath 
sent Him; hence the responsibility of the mission and work of 
Jesus rests entirely upon the Father. And the Father being 
in an absolute sense the Living One, this condition of being 
sent by the Father involves an absolute guarantee to Jesus of 
victory over death in all its forms. But, on the other hand, 
this result assumes on the part of Jesus a continuous depend
ence with respect to the Father, and an entire consecration 
to His mission. He is incessantly to live by the Father. 

The word too, I live, denotes not merely the fact of exist
ence, it here signifies life acting in its various physical and 
moral manifestations. It is not quite correct to render oui 
(with the accusative), as we have done, by the preposition by. 
But it would be pedantic, and even inaccurate, to translate it: 
on account of. Jesus would say that in virtue of this mission 
of the Father, of which He is conscious, He is incessantly 
deriving light, strength, everything from Him. Hence it is 
in the Father that He finds both the law and the source of 
His activity-in other words, His vital principle. The Father 
by sending the Son secured to Him this relation ; and the Son, 
on His part, continues scrupulousiy faithful thereto (ver, 1 7'), 
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And what is the result ? That the life of the Father is 
perfectly reproduced on earth in a human life-that Jesus is 
God lived by a man. And thence results the second part of 
the verse : that he who feeds on Jesus incorporates into him
self the living God, and consequently lives. This second part 
of the verse contains, grammatically speaking, only one propo
sition:,---- But the subject: he that eateth, corresponds with the 
first proposition of the preceding statement : As the Father 
hath sent me ; and the predicate : even he shall live by me, with 
the second : and I live by the Father. The first ,ea[, and, or 
rather also, is the correspondent of 1Ca0wr;, as, and at the same 
time the sign of the principal proposition. St. John uses Ka,, 

and not oihoor;, so, because the analogy is imperfect. The 
second ,ea{ before the pronoun has a different meaning, being 
used to give prominence to the subject 1C41Cetvor;, he also, and 
that for the purpose of emphasizing this idea: that the believer 
by feeding on Jesus obtains exactly the same assurance of life 
as that which Jesus Himself enjoys by the fact of His relation 
to the Father. A thought of unfathomable profundity is con
tained in this saying : Jesus alone has direct access to the 
supreme source. The life which He thence derives, elaborated 
and reproduced in human fashion in His person, becomes 
through Him accessible to men. As the infinite life of nature 
can only be appropriated by man so far as it is concentrated 
in a fruit, or a morsel of bread; so the divine life is only put 
within our reach so far as it is incarnate in the Son of man. 
It is thus that He is to us all the bread of life. But as we 
have to appropriate and assimilate bread to obtain life through 
it ; so also must we incorporate the Person of the Son of man 
by an inward act of faith, which is the way of spiritual man
ducation. By thus feeding on Him who lives by God, we 
live by God Himself, and henceforth actually live as Jesus 
does. The true God, the living Father, gives Himself to one 
alone, but in Him to all who feed upon this only One. We 
have here the secret of life, the mystery of salvation, what 
St. Paul calls (Eph. i. 10) the gathering together of all things 
in one. Hence to reject this food is to deprive oneself of 
life. 

Ver. 58. "This is the bread which eame down 1 from heaven 
1 ,,: omits •••ro,. and reads ,.,. .. «13,.,,,., instead of ,.,,_,,af,1%,. 
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It is not as with your fathers, 1 who did eat manna,2 and an 
clead: he that eateth of this bread shall live 3 for ever."-This 
statement, which closes the interview, exhibits the character 
of a direct appeal It is for you to accept or reject it. I 
tell you, that to refuse it is death ; to eat it, life. The prin
cipal proposition on which ou ,ca0o5r;, not as, depends, seems to 
me to be (without ellipsis): he that eateth shall live; the 
meaning being : "In opposition to what happened to your 
fathers, ... he who eateth ... shall live." 

What, it may be asked, does Jesus mean throughout this 
passage by the expressions: eating His flesh, drinking His 
blood? 

1. Many expositors regard them only as metaphors, desig
nating the act by which faith morally unites with its object. 
Some (Reuss) make this object to be the historical pers()'II, of 
Jesus Christ as it was present to the eyes of His hearers, and 
take the expressions: my flesh and my blood in a general sense ; 
ftesh and blood, i.e. the human nature. According to others, 
the object of faith is not only the living Christ (the flesh), but 
the sacrificed Christ ( the blood); and Jesus here characterizes by 
these terms both the appropriation of His holy life, and faith 
in His atoning death. This interpretation, under one or other 
of the two principal forms to which we have just alluded, 
applies indeed to the beginning of the address, for spiritual 
assimilation by means of faith is certainly the idea from which 
our Lord starts : "I am the bread of life; he that cometh to me 
shall never hunger; he that believeth on me shall never thirst " 
(ver. 35). But at this point of view we cannot well see for what 
purpose Jesus should give to this purely spiritual idea an 
expression increasingly paradoxical, material, and consequently 
unintelligible, to those who were questioning Him. If this 
were all He meant to say, even in the closing words of this 
address, does He not seem to be playing upon the words, 
and setting Himself to give needless cause of offence to the 
Jews? 

2. This very real difficulty has led some commentators to 
apply these expressions to the Lord's Supper, whose institu
tion, they say, Jesus had already in view, and which was 
subsequently to solve the mystery of His words for His 
disciples. But this explanation gives rise to the same diffi
culty as the preceding. For what could be the use of this 

1 N H C LT Cop. Or. omit vl-'"" after ,,,.,,,,.,p,;, 
~ 'l'he same with D omit "'' p,am,; (after ._...,,). 
~ Re11ding5 vary between {n~u 11.lld ~"''"'" (ver. 57).. 
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incomprehensible allusion to an institution which none could 
foresee ? Besides, would Jesus, throughout whose teaching 
faith is the sole condition of salvation, make the possession of 
eternal life depend on an external act, like that of the Lord's 
Supper. The Tiibingen School, which adhered to this inter
pretation, deduced from it an argument against the authen
ticity of this Gospel. And not without reason, if there were 
good grounds for this explanation. But if the pseudo-John, 
writing in the second century, had put into the mouth of 
Jesus an allusion to the Lord's Supper, he would undoubtedly 
have employed the word lfwµ,a, body, used in the text of the 
institution and in liturgical forms, rather than lfapg, flesh. A 
proof whereof is furnished by the non-authentic addition at 
the end of ver. 56, found in the Oantabr., the A.miatinus, etc.: 
If a man receives the body of the Son of man as the bread of 
life, he shall have life in him. 

If we would discover our Lord's real meaning, it will be 
necessary, as it seems to us, carefully to distinguish, as Jesus 
Himself does (ver. 27), between the human act and the divine 
gift, in the mysterious eating and drinking here described. 
The human act is faith, and faith alone; and, inasmuch as 
eating and drinking denote the part of the believer in his 
union with Jesus Christ, these terms do not surpass the extent 
of the meaning given them by the exclusively spiritual inter
pretation. To eat the flesh is to contemplate by faith the holy 
life of the Lord, to be so penetrated thereby as to reproduce it; 
to drink the blood is also to contemplate His violent death, to 
make it our own ransom, to taste its atoning efficacy. And 
here a word in passing. We must not, as Reuss does, con
found these expressions,flesh and blood, opposed as they here 
are to each other, by their combination with the terms eating 
and drinking, with the ordinary formula flesh and blood, 
employed to designate human nature. Lucke (vol. ii. p. 159) 
well brings out the difference: "Flesh and blood," he says, 
"regarded separately, denote human life and death." But if the 
part of man in the mystic union is limited to faith, nothing 
is as yet determined concerning the nature of the divine gift 
bestowed upon the believer. We have here a gradation. 
The gift includes, first, pardon (drinking the blood); then, to 
the pardoned believer, the coming of the Holy Spirit, who, as 
eh. xiv.-xvi. will show, makes Christ Himself to live in him, 
and reproduces in his person that holy personality (eating His 
-fl,esk). But this is not all. We have seen with what per
sistence Jesus, during the preceding discourse, continually 
recurred to the idea of the resurrection of the body; doing so 
again ver. 54, in a still more significant manner. The life, 
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then, which He communicates to the believer is not simply 
of a moral nature ; it is His whole life, corporeal as well as 
spiritual, His entire personality. As the grains contained in 
the ear are but the reappearance of the grains of seed 
mysteriously multiplied, so will believers, when sanctified and 
raised from the dead, be but the reproduction, in millions of 
living specimens, of the glorified Jesus. The principle of this 
reproduction is undoubtedly spiritual: the Holy Spirit, who 
makes Christ to live in us ; but the issue of this work is 
physical, viz. the glorious body of the believer, the image of 
His own (1 Cor. xv. 49). The physical birth of Jesus Him
self was by the power of the Holy Ghost. The grains in the 
ear are not more truly the substance of the grain of seed, 
than glorified saints are the spiritual and corporeal substance 
0f their Head. Jesus felt profoundly that He belonged body 
and soul to humanity. It was through this feeling, and not 
to give offence to His hearers, for amusement, that He 
employed the terms which so astonish us in this discourse. 
There is no figure of speech except in the expressions : eat 
and drink; but the corporeal side of communion with Him is 
perfectly real, and must be taken literally. " We are members 
of His body, of His flesh, and of His bones" (Eph. v. 30), 
said an apostle who is not suspected of materialism; and to 
show that he was thinking of something very different from 
a metaphor intelligible to the first chance scholar, he adds: 
"This is a great mystery: I speak concerning Christ and the 
r,hurch" (ver. 32). This mystery of our complete union with 
His Person, expressed in this address in words, is precisely 
that which Jesus designed to express by an action when He 
instituted the Lord's Supper. We must not say that in this 
discourse he alludes to the Holy Supper, but that the Lord's 
Supper and this discourse refer to one and the same divine 
fact, expressed here by a metaphor, there by an emblem. In 
this point of view, the delicate question why Jesus here made 
use of the word flesh, and in the institution of the Lord's 
Supper of the word body, is easily solved. When He insti
tuted the emblem, He took bread, and brake it. Now it is His 
body, as an orgam·sm ( r1wµ,rx.) broken, which corresponds to 
this broken bread. In the address at Capernaum, where only 
nourishment was in question, it was agreeable to the analysis 
of the multiplication of the loaves that Jesus should rather 
present His body as substance ( tTdp~) than as an organism. 
This perfect propriety of terms shows the genuineness and 
authenticity of both forms. 

There is one question left, namely, Whether Jesus at this 
juncture had already in mind the institution of the Lord's 
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Supper? 1 But this, from the point of view we have now 
reached, is but of secondary importance to the exegete. To 
us this seems probable. He knew of His approaching Jeath, 
the news of the Baptist's murder had just revived within Him 
the presentiment of His own (Matt. xiv. 12): and it was 
present to His mind when His thoughts were dwelling on the 
sacrifice of the Paschal lamb; for He knew that it would be 
for the life of the whole world what the sacrifice of the Iamb 
had bee11i for the existence of the nation of Israel. And what 
was more natural than to arrive from these premises at the idea 
of a feast commemorative of His death, as the Passover had 
hitherto been of the sacrifice of the lamb ? For the institution 
of the Lord's Supper could have been no inspiration of the 
moment. Jesus must, for a long period, have cherished this 
design in His heart. Do we ask how long? Perhaps ever 
since the day when, deprived of the joy of celebrating the 
Passover at Jerusalem, and seeing multitudes flocking to Him 
from all sides, He had improvised for them a Paschal feast, 
the rival of that which was about to be celebrated in the holy 
city. This banquet, offered to His disciples as a momentary; 
compensation, was subsequently transformed, in the Holy 
Supper, into a permanent institution. This is exactly the point 
of view at which St. John designed from the first to place 
us, when he said (ver. 4) : "Now the Passover, the feast of the 
Jews, was nigh;" and it was probably this similarity which 
inspired the four evangelists with the expression, so resembling 
that of the institution of the Lord's Supper, with whir.h they 
all begin their accounts of the miracle of the loaves and fishes: 
"He took bread, and gave thanks." 

Ver. 59. "Jesus said these things, teaching in tke S?Jnagogue, 
at (Japernaum."-The regular days of assembly in the 
synagogue were the second, fifth, and seventh days of the 
week (Monday, Thursday, and Saturday). The day of the 
Passover must, in the year 2 9, have fallen on Monday, April 
18 (see Ohavannes, Revue de tkeol., 3d series, vol. i. p. 
209 sq.). If the multiplication of the loaves and fishes took 
place the evening before the Passover, the next day, viz. that 
on which Jesus delivered this address, must consequently have 
been this Monday, a day on which an assembly took place. 
But what is our evangelist's purpose in interpolating this 
notice ? It is difficult to believe that he designed only to 
give an historical detail. Tholuck thinks that his intention 

1 On St. John's silence with respect to this :iru;titution, see cb. xiii. 
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was to account for the numerous audience which the narra. 
tive following implies (therefore, ver. 50). But is not such 
a notion far-fetched ? To us it seems more probable that, 
having given an account of so solemn an address, the evan
gelist felt the need of fixing for ever the locality of this 
remarkable scene (comp. viii 20). To feel that such was his 
intention, we must first observe the absence of the article 
before rruvwyoryf,, not : in the synagogue, but in a synagogal 
assembly; and then refer the regimen, in an assembly, to teaching, 
and the reg. at Oapernaiim, to He said, and paraphrase thus : 
He spake thus, teaching in full synagogue, at Capernaum. 
The term oioa<r"ruv, teaching, denoting a teaching properly so 
called, recalls the manner in which Jesus had explained and 
discussed the texts from Scripture, vv. 31 and 35, and 
accords with the solemnity of the scene. 

The hearers had questioned, murmured, contended, and 
now the better disposed among them, and even some of the 
permanent disciples of Jesus, become the organs of the general 
discontent. 

4. Vv. 60-65. 

Ver. 6 0. "Many of His disciples, when they had heard 
Him, said, This is a hard saying; who can hear it ?"-This 
exclamation referred, according to de W ette and Meyer, to that 
great cause of offence to the Jews, the bloody death of the 
Messiah, which had been implied by the preceding statements; 
according to Tholuck and Hengstenberg, to the apparent pride 
with which Jesus had connected the salvation of the world 
with His own person ; and according to several older writers, 
Lampe and others, to His claim to have come down from heaven. 
To me it seems difficult to apply it to anything else than 
the paradoxical nature of the words last spoken by Jesus : the 
need of eating His flesh and drinking His blood. This was 
at once the most prominent and the most repugnant feature 
of the whole address; and grossly understood, it might seem 
revolting even to His disciples. The term µ,a0,,.,Tat, disciples, 
here denotes persons who had attached themselves to Jesus, 
who habitually followed Him, who had even forsaken their 
ordinary occupations to accompany Him (ver. 66), and from 
whom Jesus bad a short time since chosen the Twelve (Luke 
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vi. 12-16).-~KA'l'Jp6,; (properly: hard, tough) does not here 
signify obscure (0hrysostom, Grotius, Olshausen), but df!ficult 
to receive. They thought they understood, but could not 
accept it.-Tt,; DuvaTat, "who has power to ..• 1" aKOV€£V, 
"to listen patiently without stopping his ears." 

Vv. 61-63. "But Jesus, knowing 1 in Himself that His 
disciples murmured at it, said unto them, Doth this offend you ? 
And if ye shall see the Son of man ascending where He was 
before ? It is the Spirit that quickeneth, the flesh pro.fitetk 
nothing. The words that I speak 2 unto you are spirit and 
-lije."-The words, "in Himself," do not, as Lange observes, 
exclude the perception of external signs, but signify that 
Jesus needed to ask no question to enable Him to understand 
these symptoms.-The word offend must be taken in its 
gravest sense, and here, as well as in Luke vii. 23, signifies, 
to cause to stumble with regard to the faith. 

The words Jctv ovv (ver. 62), translated and if, do not 
depend upon any principal proposition, and consequently need 
to have l'!ne supplied. We may understand : What will you 
then say 1 or ( with more direct reference to the supposition : 
and if) either: Will not your offence then cease 1 or, on the 
contrary : Will you not then be still more scandalized ? 
This last is the question understood by de Wette, Meyer, and 
Liie,ke, who refer the expression : " ascend up where He was 
before," to the death of Jesus, and understand : You are 
offended at the announcement of my death ; how much more 
then will you be so on actually beholding this fact ? But 
what force could such an argument have ? A fact is not 
more difficult of acceptation than the statement which 
announces it. Besides, the expression, to come down, which 
is the pendant to ascend up, is employed throughout this 
chapter to signify the incarnation ; hence the word, to ascend, 
points rither to His ascension than His death. It was after 
His resurrection that Jesus said: "I am not yet ascended" 
(xx. 17). Hence Hi.~ death is not the fact which He indicates 
by the term ascend. When He designed to combine the two 
notions of His suspension on the cross and His elevation tc 
heaven in an amphibological expression (iii. 14, xii. 32), He 

1 ~ .reads ,,,,., ••• instead of .,;.,, :1,, and adds ""' before "'""· 
~NBC DK LT U, 16 Mnn. It. Yg. Or. read A1>.to;.~,. .. insteacl of,..;..._ 
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said v,frw0~vai, to be lifted up, and not ava/3alv€w, to ascend. 
This last expression, especially in the pres., cannot, as 
Baumlein observes, be applied to the crucifixion. The only 
explanation agreeing with the expressions in the text is, as 
even Hilgenfeld admits, the old interpretation of the Fathers, 
who refer these words to the ascension. Undoubtedly it was 
only the Twelve who, in a literal sense, beheld this fact; but 
all who believe do, as it were, see it by means of their testi
mony. .And this expression of seeing is, moreover, positively 
applied to the unbelieving Jews also (Matt. xxvi. 63): 
"Hereafter shall ye see the Son of man sitting on the right hand 
of power, and coming in the clmids of heaven." In this sense 
the reasoning of Jesus is easily understood : Does the idea of 
eating my flesh offend you 1 It will seem still more absurd 
to you, when you shall see me ascend to heaven. But it is 
then that you will cease to take offence, and will understand 
of what sort of eating I was speaking. In other words, literal 
eating and drinking will be rendered by this fact so impossible 
a matter, that you will then discover an utterly different 
meaning to my words. Before can only refer to the existence 
of Jesus as the Logos, prior to His earthly life. Ver. 6 3 will, 
as we shall see, combine quite naturally with ver. 62 thus 
understood. The application of this 62d verse to the ascen
sion has been denied by Li.icke, Meyer, and others, upon the 
ground that this fact is not recorded by St. John, and is only 
mentioned in the writings of Mark and Luke, who were 
disciples of the apostles. But such an objection is entirely 
obviated by the plan of the fourth Gospel and its relation to 
those of the Synoptists. 

The explanation of ver. 63, with reference to that which we 
have just given of ver. 62, is as follows: When you see my 
flesh disappear, at my return to heaven, you will understand 
that the life-giving principle, of which I designed to speak to 
you, is the Spirit, and not the material substance. The event 
of Pentecost was the reality which Jesus was, throughout 
this discourse, promising; it was by means of the Spirit that 
His promises (vv. 53-58) would be realized. This explains 
the singular analogy between the terms of ver. 5 6 and those 
of eh. xiv.-xvii. Only, that we may not attribute to the 
explanation given by Jesus the character of a retractation. we 
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must remember that our Lord, by communicating Himself to 
us by the agency of the Spirit, incorporates into us His whole 
Person. St. Paul developes, in the same sense, the idea of the 
second Adam as a quickening Spirit (1 Oor. xv. 45). But it 
is not only the identical expression, 'TT'11euµa tro<YTrotou11, which 
connects these passages, but especially that corporeal resurrec
tion, to which Jesus so frequently recurs in His address, and 
which is the principal subject of this chapter of St. Paul. 

The Bible knows nothing of the somewhat unphilosophical 
antagonism between matter and spirit, introduced into modern 
thought by Oartesianism. "There is," says St. Paul, "a 
spiritual body" (I Oor. xv. 44). What Jesus does deny in 
ver. 63, is any communication from Him to us effected by 
any other agent than the Spirit. The term flesh, in this verse 
means this : the flesh, as such, materially ·eaten. By the 

- terms spirit and flesh Ohrysostom and others understand a 
spiritual comprehension, and a grossly literal interpretation, of 
Christ's words. But this explanation is as forced as that of 
the Lutheran expositors, who apply the first of these expres
sions to the right celebration of the Lord's Supper, and the 
second to a purely material use of this sacrament. 

In ver. 62, Jesus corrects the misunderstanding of His 
hearers by an historical argument, viz. the future fact of the 
ascension; in ver. 63a, by a proof derived from the nature of 
things, viz. the part necessarily taken by the Spirit in every 
communication of life; while 6 3b contains the application of 
this demonstration. If Jesus had said merely : " are spfrit," 
we might understand: have a spiritual character, must be 
taken in a spiritual sense (Augustine). But He added, and 
zre life; and these words do not suit such an explanation. 
Jesus means rather to say that His words are the pure incar
nation of the Spirit, and the vehicle of life. The result, there
fore, is that they cannot concede any value to the flesh as 
such, and that they who attribute any such meaning to them, 
necessarily fall into error; for as the Spirit is life, the flesh 
separate therefrom can be only death (Rom. vii. 6).-The 
Alex. reading, )ui'J.,,&:X.'IJ,ca (the words which I have spoken), 
restricts the application of this principle to the preceding dis
courses. According to the Byzantine reading, ).a).w (the words 
which I speak), these words point out the character of all the 
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words of Jesus. Notwithstanding the preference of Lachmann 
de W ette, Meyer, and Tischendorf for the former, the presenc; 
of the pronoun lryd, is decisive for the second ; for this word 
really refers the nature of the words to the character of the 
person who utters them: the words spoken by such a Being 
as I am cannot but be at all times spirit and life. 

Vv. 64, 65. "But there are some of you who believe not. 
Fo1· Jesus 1 knew from the beginning who they were that believeli 
not, and who it was that should betray Him. And He said, 
Therefore said I unto you, that no man can come unto me except 
it were given unto him of my Father." -To the exclamation : 
This is a hard saying, Jesus had replied : It is only hard so 
far as you give it a sense repugnant to the spirituality of its 
nature. But He now adds: There are some even among 
you, my disciples, who are strangers to this spiritual sphere, 
and who, though you follow me, do not believe. The expres
sion, some, limits this severe judgment to a small number 
among His disciples. In the second part of this verse the 
evangelist gives the reason for the statement made by Jesus 
in the first. The words JE dp'XfJ'>, from the beginning, apply 
undoubtedly to those early days of His ministry when He first 
began to gather around Him a circle of permanent disciples. 
Comp. xv. 27, xvi. 4; Acts i. 21, 22. Tholuck and de 
W ette refer this expression to the beginning of relations 
between Jesus and each individual; Lange, to the first germ 
of unbelief in a heart; Chrysostom and Bengel, to the moment 
when our Lord's present hearers had begun to murmur. Such 
applications, however, appear to us unnatural.-Ka{: and even, 
or, and in pa1·ticula1·.-The expression, and who should befray 
Him, is written, not from a fatalist and predestinarian point 
of view, but entirely from that of an accomplished fact. 
Comp. ver. 71. But it may be asked, if this betrayal was 
from the beginning actually foreseen by Jesus, how could He 
admit Judas among the Twelve 1 We know of only one 
answer to this question: He obeyed the Father. If, says 
Riggenbach (Leben des Herrn Jesii, p. 36 6), the thoughts of 
our Lord were, during that night of prayer in which the choice 
of the Twelve was determined (Luke vi. 12), again and again 
brought back to this individual ; and if in such a circumstancf 

1 N reads • 11•nnp instead of• Io11,u;, 
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He could not, though well discerning His want of probity, fail 
to recognise the indication of the Father's will, what have we 
to object? A.nd was not the very fall, in which this relation 
was to terminate, the only means of breaking the colossal 
pride of such a nature'? A.nd might not the moment when 
Judas felt the enormity of his crime have yet become 'that of 
his salvation ? How are we to see clearly in such profound 
obscurity? 

Kai t>..eryev, and He said, refers to a moment of silent and 
painful reflection, which the evangelist has filled up by the 
remark, 64b; after which the Lord solemnly added the words 
which follow in ver. 65, and which are connected with 64a 
by ou:t Tovro, therefore. This fact of the unbelief of some of 
His own disciples was the most striking confirmation of His 
statement to the Jews concerning the necessity of that inward 
preparation, without which faith is, even under the most favour
able circumstances, impossible. It was a· farewell saying, as 
those disciples to whom it applied perceived. The Synop
tists, as well as St. John, give us every now and then glimpses 
of painful crises during the Galilean ministry (Matt. xi 26 sqq., 
xvi 18 sqq.). 

3. The Crisis in Galilee.-vv. 66-71. 

Ver. 6 6. "From that time 1 many of His disciples withdrew, 
and accompanied Him no longer."-In the picture drawn by 
the Synoptists of the Galilean ministry, and especially in that 
of St. Luke, Jesus often appears to have His mind occupied 
with the necessity of making a selection from the crowds who 
followed Him without understanding the serious nature of 
imch -a step. Comp. Luke viii. 9 sqq., ix. 23 sqq., xiv. 
2 5 sqq. He preferred a little knot of men confirmed in the 
faith, and resolved to make the sacrifices it imposed, to such 
numbers who were only in appearance attached to His person. 
Seen from this point of view, the method followed by Him in 
the preceding scene is easily explained. The words by which 
He had characterized the nature and privileges of faith were 
eminently adapted to attach believers to Him for ever, and at 
the same time to revolt such among these crowds as were 
impelled by the instincts of carnal Messianic views. Jesus 

l 14 aud D here ""1d '"'· 
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lmd on the preceding evening seen the danger with which His 
work was threatened by the Judaic tendency. He had felt the 
necessity of purifying His infant church from such an alliance. 
Ver. 6 6 shows us this end attained, with respect to such of 
His disciples as did not belong to the apostolate. - 'E" 
TOVTov, properly: after this fast, which includes both the time 
(from this day) and its events (all that had happened on that 
day). De W ette renders it too exclusively : from this moment . 
.And Meyer not less exclusively : for this reason. Comp. xix. 
12.-The words: a7rijX0ov €l,_ Tlt lnr{u"', went backwards, 
express more than simple desertion, and indicate the return of 
these persons to the occupations which they had forsaken to 
follow the Lord constantly. The impf. 7r€pt€7T'd.Tovv refers to 
the sort of wandering life led by Jesus at this period of His 
Galilean ministry (comp. vii. 1 and Luke viii. 1 : o,wowe N;aTa 
7r6Xw "al N;aTa, "wµrw). There is nothing to indicate that the 
result here spoken of was fully produced at this very moment. 
On the contrary, the expression : after this circumstance, e,c 
ToVTov, shows that the desertion which now began to take place 
continued during the ensuing period. 

Jesus, far from being grieved at the selection which was 
thus being effected among His adherents, recognised in it a 
salutary purification, and would have willingly seen it ex
tended even to the Twelve, among whom also His eye 
detected impure elements. It is thus that the scene which 
followed is explained. 

Vv. 67-69. "Jesus then said itnto the Twelve, .And you, 
will you not also go away ? Simon Peter answered 1 Him, Lord, 
to whom should we go ? Thou hast words ef eternal life. .And 
as for us, we have believed, and have .Mown that Thou a1·t 
the Holy One of God." 2-At the sight of the increasing deser
tion (ovv) Jesus addressed the Twelve. "\Vho then are these 
twelve of whom John speaks as of individuals well known to 
his readers ? As yet he had himself narrated the ea::! of only 
five disciples, eh. i., and mentioned the existence of an in
definite and tolerably numerous circle of believers. In this 
example we can lay our finger upon the error of those who 

1 9 1Ijj. (~BC, etc.) omit m. 

! The T. R. with 13 M.ij. (r .<l. A IT, etc.) ftplerlque Syr. read • Xp,~,. •• • u1•s .-,. 
, .. u ... ., { .. ,.-•• ; Syr""• ltpletlque omit ... ., t.,,..... " B C D L: • •r .. ; ·rou ,,.,. 
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assert that St. John either ignores or tacitly denies all the 
facts which he does not himself relate. This expression : the 
Twelve, repeated vv. 70, 71, assumes and confirms the narra
tive, Luke vi. 12 sqq., Mark iii. 13 sqq., omitted by John.
The question of Jesus beginning with µ~ expects an answer 
in the negative. Hence de Wette and Meyer give a tinge of 
melancholy to these words: You would not leave me too ! 
An instructive specimen of the mistakes to which grammatical 
pedantry may lead. For this question, far from exhibiting 
this plaintive tone, breathes only masculine energy. Forsaken 
by the greater number of His former disciples, it might per
haps have been expected that Jesus would have sought all 
the more earnestly to retain these twelve, the last support 
Qf His work. On the contrary, He sets the door wide open. 
But as He certainly did not desire to urge their departure, 
and intended only to give them permission, He could not 
employ the term of expression : ovx vµe'is 0tAeTe, will you 
not, which would have been a positive invitation to depart. 
Hence He contented Himself with saying, You surely will 
not? If, however, you will, you may depart. It must 
not be forgotten that there are, in the use of these particles, 
gradations of feeling which forbid our subjecting their mean
ing to rules as strict as it is sometimes supposed.-Kal before 
vµe'is, you too, makes a decided distinction between the apostles 
and other disciples.-The close of the conversation shows at 
which among them Jesus was aiming when He let fly this 
shaft. Peter quickly answered the question, and, without 
perhaps taking the trouble to inquire whether his feeling was 
shared by all his colleagues, made himself their spokesman. 
We recognise here the same bold confessor, the same Peter, 
who figures in the Acts and the Synoptics. His reply (ver. 
6 8) expresses two facts: the deep void left in the heart by 
all other teaching, the life-giving power of that of Jesus. 
This confession of Peter sounds like an echo of his Master's 
words, ver. 6 3 : The words that I speak unto you, they are 
spirit and they are life. The experience of true believers 
already exists to confirm the statements of their Lord. Our 
ordinary translation, by substituting: the words, for words, 
transforms a simple exclamation of feeling and experience 
into a do$matic fonnu1'l, 
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Ver. 6 9 expresses the conclusion drawn by the apostles 
themselves from the experience described, ver. 68. The pron. 
~µe~<; contrasts them with those who had just deserted. The 
verbs in the perfect, have believed and known, indicate matters 
already settled, and not to be reopened. Jesus may make 
before them the most startling assertions : it will make no 
difference, their faith in Him and their knowledge of Him 
predispose them to accept them all. There is a knowledge 
which precedes faith (1 John iv. 16); but there is also a 
knowledge of a deeper and more inward kind which follows 
it (Phil. iii. 10); and it is of the latter that Peter was here 
speaking. His confession is expressed in somewhat different 
terms by the Alex. and Byzant. readings. Considered in itself, 
the second is the more probable, the idea : Son of the living 
God, connecting itself perfectly with the whole of the chapter. 
What renders it doubtful is its similarity to the confession of 
St. Peter, Matt. xvi. 16. It is more difficult at first sight 
to recognise the appropriateness of the term : The Holy One 
of God, in this context. Jesus is probably so designated as 
the Being divinely sent and sealed to give life to the world, 
ver. 2 7 : Him hath God the Father sealed. This divine and 
unexceptionable seal is holiness. 

V v. 7 0, 71. " Jesus answei·ed them, Is it not I that have 
chosen you, the Twelve ?1 and one 1 of you is a devil. Now He 
spake of Judas Iscariot 2 the son of Simon : for it was he that 
should betray Him, he, one 3 of the Twelve."-Peter had spoken 
in the name of all ; but Jesus now destroys the veil which 
this apparently unanimous confession had thrown over the 
secret unbelief of one among their number. Not only would 
He thus shelter Himself from responsibility with respect to 
Judas, but also prevent the offence which might be given to 
the apostles by the thought of their Master's want of dis
cernment. This is the reason that Jesus addresses His 
answer no longer to Peter alone, but to all (avTot<,). He 
first refers to the fact which might seem to imply that 

1 ~ omits ,,..,o; and e,;. 
2 II C G L read frxrzpu,,.-r,v (agreeing with JJ,µ., .. ;) instead of Itrxapu,,.-~,, which 

is the reading of T. R. 11 Mjj. etc.-~ reads ""'• Ka,pu•n,v, and 3 Mnn. ""'' 
Ko,p10,Tov.-D Itallq: Jlxap,.,I. -Syr.: Iscariot. 

a T. R. with 13 Mjj. Mnn. It. Vg. Cop. reads .,, after "'• in opposition to 
B D C L Syr. which omit it. 



262 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

common possession of faith which Peter had affirmed : "Have 
I not chosen you 1 " The word eE€°X€Eaµ,7Jv, I have chosen, is:. 
the same as that used Luke vi. 13 : eKA€Eaµ,evor, J7r' avTwv 
owoe,ca. The aorist indicates a positive fact, an express 
nomination. Jesus then opposes to this fact another in glar
ing contradiction therewith. 'EE vµ,wv is emphatic, "among 
you, chosen by me." ,::J,ia/30)1.or, as an adjective denotes a 
man having the qualities of him whom the N. T. calls o 
o,a/30?.,or,. Jesus here used the word in the same sense in 
which He said to Peter, Matt. xvi. 23: "Get thee behind me, 
Satan." He had just, as it were, opened the door to Judas ; 
and men animated like himself by the Judaic spirit, had set 
him an example of declension; he nevertheless remained and 
hypocritically sheltered himself under Peter's confession. 
The term employed by Jesus expresses the deep indignation 
evoked by this persistence on the part of Judas, and His own 
foreknowledge of the odious act in which this step would 
infallibly end. 

At this time none of the disciples, except perhaps St. J olm 
and Judas himself, understood to whom these words applied. 
The nearly certain etymology of the word '1crKapiwT7J'> is W'N 

n,~,p, man of Kerioth; a town in the tribe of Judah. Ac
cording to all appearance, he was the only apostle who was 
a native of Judea, that country so hostile to Jesus. Heng
stenberg prefers the etymology Cl~ipeo e'1N, man of lies. But 
this is to make St. John anticipate the use of a name which 
could only have been given him after his crime, and is un
natural. The Alex. reading makes this surname the epithet 
of the father of Judas; in any case, this reading has no 
meaning unless in the etymology which we have adopted.
The verb ~µ,e?.,"Xev, from the point of sight of an accom
plished fact, simply means: It was he to whom it was to 
happen to . . .-The last words bring out the contrast 
between his position and his conduct. 

:From the first, the faith of the Galileans had a worm at 
its root. St. John had characterized this secret evil by the 
words: ?ra11Ta Jwpal(,OT€'> ... (iv. 45): "Having seen all 
things that He did." And with the same feeling Jesus had 
said : " Except ye see signs and wonders ye will not believe." Iu 
this sixth chapter we behold the fall of its immature fruit 
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from a tree which had, for a time, seemed to promise so 
fair a crop. We ask whether Christendom does not seem 
at present to have reached a point at which it is about to 
reproduce every feature of this scene. Material instincts 
are outweighing religious necessities; consequently the gospel 
will not harmonize with the aspirations of the masses ; the 
saying: " You also have seen me, and believe not," will have 
its application on a wider scale, and the great apostasy of 
Christendom will reproduce the Galilean catastrophe. The 
existing relations between Christendom and Christianity fur
nish' a true commentary on the sixth chapter of St. John's 
Gospel. 

The authenticity of the discourses contained in this chapter 
has been objected to on the grounds of their incomprehen
sibility to their hearers (Strauss, Leben Jesu, vol. i. part ii. 
pp. 680, 681), and the similarity of the dialogue with that of 
eh. iv. (ibid. p. 680); comp. especially ver. 34 with iv. 15; ver. 
27 with iv. 13, 14.-The first objection falls to the ground as 
soon as we recognise the fact, that after the miracle of the 
loaves and fishes,-a miracle so much misunderstood, -Jesus 
was aiming at a selection from among His disciples. The 
second is easily solved by the consideration, that the constantly 
renewed collision between the heavenly views of Jesus and 
the carnal minds which He was ever seeking to elevate, must of 
necessity, on each occasion, occasion similar phases. Besides, it 
is by no means difficult to point out characteristic differences 
between chs. iv. and vi The chief of these is, that while the 
Samaritan woman suffers herself to be transported to that 
celestial sphere to which Jesus would attract her, the Galileans, 
if raised thither for an instant, soon fall down again to earth, 
and decidedly break with Him who has nothing else to offer to 
their gross materialism. 

The authenticity of the discourses contained in this chapter is 
avouched by their internal sublimity, and by the perfect suit
ableness of thought and expression which they exhibit, whether 
in general or in detail, to the situation in which they were 
spoken. We may here also point out the harmony which 
evidently exists between the course they observe and the 
order of the miraculous signs which occasioned them. The 
great sign of the miraculous multiplication of the loaves was 
followed, first by the walk on the waters, in which the body of 
Jesus seemed raised to a state superior to earthly conditions, 
and l.;hen by that instantaneous translation to land of the barque 
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by which the disciples were, so to speak, carried away with 
Him by divine power, and withdrawn from the laws of space. 
Each of these signs seems to have made on our Lord's mind 
an impression reproduced in His words in a manner suited 
to its importance: the first, in the representation of the 
spiritual Passover; the second, in the anticipation of the ascen
sion (ver. 62); the third, in the announcement of the Pente
costal gift (ver. 63). 

The acts as well as the words of this unique Being are 
spirit and life. 

The school of Baur regards this entire narrative as copied 
from the Synoptists. Hilgenfeld says : This scene reproduces 
that of the confession of Peter (Matt. xvi. 13 sqq.), and 
indicates, besides, the first step in the transition from faith 
to knowledge. Such an indication is, however, extremely 
indistinct! .As to the relation to the scene at Oresarea 
Philippi, it seems to me very difficult to imagine two questions 
on the part of Christ, and two so very similar confessions on 
the part of the disciples by the mouth of Peter, at nearly the 
same epoch of the Galilean ministry. Hence (according to 
the natural sense of fa 'l'OLJ'l'ou, ver. 6 6) an interval of some 
days, or perhaps weeks,-in short, sufficient time for the matter 
contained in Matthew or Mark, from the miracle of the loaves 
and fishes to the conversation at Oresarea Philippi (Matt. xiv. 
34-xvi. 13; Mark vi. 53--:-viii. 26),-must probably be placed 
between the discourse at Capernaum in this chapter and the 
confession of Peter. .As for St. Luke, he, like St. John, places 
the conversation of Jesus and the confession of Peter im
mediately after the miracle of the loaves and fishes (ix. 17, 
18). There is nothing then to hinder us from identifying 
these scenes, and admitting that St. John places this final 
crisis of the Galilean ministry in a perfectly true light. 

THIRD SECTION. 

VIL 1-vrn. 59.-THE STRIFE AT ITS CLIMAX AT JERUSALEM. 

Seven months had elapsed since Jesus had appeared at 
Jerusalem. The hostile tendency, in which John bad from 
the first (vv. 16-18) perceived a murderous hatred, had had 
time to calm ; but the fire was smouldering under its ashes, 
and at the first appearance of Jesus in the capital it burst 
forth with redoubled violence. 
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This section may be divided into three parts,
lst. Before the feast, vii. 1-13. 
2d. During the feast, vii. 14-36. 
3d. After the last day of the feast, vii. 37-viii. 59. 

I. Before the Feast.-vii. 1-13. 

265 

Ver. 1. "And after these tkings 1 Jesus continued to abide 
in Galilee: for He would not abide in Judea, because the Jews 
sought to kill Hirn." -The situation described in this verse is 
a continuation of that depicted by St. John, eh. vi. 1, 2, except 
that he here makes no mention of the numerous following 
spoken of in the former passage, perhaps because of that 
general desertion which took place immediately after the 
scene of eh. vi., and that he more emphatically brings 
forward the persistence with which Jesus confined His mini
strations to Galilee. The term 7rept7raTe'iv, to go and come, 
characterizes by a single word that wandering ministry which 
the Synoptists describe in detail. The imperfects bring out 
the continuance of this state of things. The meaning of the 
words : He walked in Galilee, is rather negative than positive; 
He confined Himself to Galilee. The last words of the verse, 
while recalling the state of mind evoked by the preceding stay 
of Jesus at Jerusalem, prepares also for the narrative which 
follows. In one sense everything is fragmentary, in another 
everything is closely connected, in St. John's Gospel 

Ver. 2. " But the Jews feast of Tabernacles was at hand." 
-This feast was celebrated in October. Hence, according to 
St. John himself, six entire months elapsed between this and 
the preceding narrative; and this interval he does not attempt 
to fill up by mentioning even one of the events which 
happened during its course. And in the face of this fact it 
is daringly asserted that he intended to relate a complete 
history, and that his silence respecting any fact must be 
regarded as either a proof of ignorance or an implied denial I 
-The feast of Tabernacles, called here and in the Maccabees 
and Josephus <I'1''1JV07r'1J1la, was celebrated during eight days, 
and commenced on the 15th day of the 7th month (Tisri), 

1 K&, is omitted by ND ltP1•rlque Sah. Syr.-9 Mjj. (NBC, etc.) place r,,,1.-11 
.-au.-.. at the beginning of the verse, and not after h••ui. 
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nearly answering to our October. During this period the 
people dwelt in tents made of boughs, upon the roofs of the 
houses, in the streets and open places of the city, and even 
by the side of the roads outside Jerusalem. It was thus that 
the Jews kept up every year the remembrance of the forty 
years during which their fathers had dwelt in tents in the 
wilderness. The city and its environs resembled a camp of 
pilgrims. The chief rites of the feast referred to the mira
culous benefits received by the Israelites during their long 
and painful pilgrimage. A libation, made every morning in 
the temple, recalled the water which Moses had brought forth 
from the rock. Two candelabra, lighted up at evening in the 
court, represented the luminous cloud which had lighted the 
Israelites by night. To the seven days of the feast, properly 
so called, the Law added an eighth, which perhaps, according 
to Lange's ingenious supposition, was designed to recall their 
entrance into the Promised Land. Josephus calls this day 
the greatest and most sacred of Hebrew festivals. But being 
also designed to celebrate the ingathering of all the crops of 
the year, rejoicings were indulged in which soon degenerated 
into licence, and which caused it to be compared by Plutarch 
to the feasts of Bacchus. It was the last of the great legal 
festivals of the year; and as Jesus was that year present 
neither at the Passover nor at Pentecost, it might be assumed 
that He would not absent Himself from this. For it was 
taken for granted that every one would celebrate at least one 
of the three principal feasts at Jerusalem. Hence the there
fore of the following verse. 

Vv. 3-5. "His brethren therefore said unto Him, Depart 
hence, and go into Judea, that thy disciples also may see1 the 
works that tlwu doest. For no man doeth 2 anything in secret, 
himself 3 seeking to be famous: if thou .doest these things, show 
thyself to the world. F01· neither did His brethren believe4 in 
Him."-We understand the expression, brethren of Jesus, in 
its proper meaning. Comp. on this question, p. 20 sqq. .At 
the head of these brethren was undoubtedly James, after
wards the chief pastor of the flock at Jerusalem (Acts xii. 

1 B D L M .:i. read ''"'f"11,u11, ; N: e,upou11, instead of '""P"11.,11,, 
' ~ b : .,...,.,., instead of "'""· 
• B D d Cop. read ,. • .,.. instead of ,.u-,.,. ' D L read ,.,...,.,,.,,.,. 
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17, xv. 13, xxi. 18; Gal. i. 19, ii. 9). Their injunction 
was neither inspired by a too impatient zeal for the glory of 
Jesus (Hengstenberg, Lange), nor by the odious desire of 
seeing Him fall into the hands of His enemies (Euthymius). 
The truth lies between these two extremes. They seem to 
have been puzzled by the claims of their brother. On the 
one hand, they could n~t deny the extraordinary facts which 
they every day witnessed ; on the other, they could not decide 
upon regarding as the Messiah one with whom they were 
accustomed to live upon terms of the greatest familiarity. 
They desired therefore to see Him abandon the equivocal 
position in which He had placed Himself and was keeping 
them, by so persistently absenting Himself from Jerusalem. 
If He were really the Messiah, why should He fear to appear 
before judges more capable of deciding on His pretensions 
than ignorant Galileans 1 Was not the capital the theatre on 
which Messiah was to play His part, and the place where the 
recognition of His mission should begin ? The approaching 
festival, which seemed to make it a duty that lifl should visit 
Jerusalem, appeared therefore to them a favourable oppor
tunity for taking a decided step. There is a certain amount 
of similarity between this invitation on the part of His 
brethren and the request of Mary, eh. ii., as there is also 
between our Lord's manner of acting in the following narra
tive and His conduct at the marriage of Cana. 

But what, it may be asked, do His brethren mean by the 
expression: "Thy disciples" (ver. 3)1 They seem to apply this 
name only to the adherents of Jesus in Judea. And, in fact, 
it was only there that Jesus had, properly speaking, founded 
a school similar to that of John the Baptist, by the solemn 
rite of baptism ; iv. 1 : " The Pharisees had heard that Jesus 
made and baptized more disciples than John." All this had 
undoubtedly been heard and talked of, and the fame of His 
numerous adherents in Judea and Jerusalem, among whom 

· there might be even some members of the Sanhedrim, would 
certainly reach Galilee. The allusion of His b1'ethren to His 
former successes in Judea was at this period the more season
able, inasmuch as, since the scene of eh. vi., the greater number 
of His Galilean disciples, properly so called, had forsaken Him, 
and He was now surrounded only by a vacillating multitude 
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What they meant then to say was : Your Messianic works 
are lavished without result upon these crowds; go and per
form them in the places where you are said to have founded 
a school, and where you will have witnesses more worthy of 
such a manifestation, and more capable of forming a grave 
decision in so important a matter. Hence it is unnecessary 
to supply (with Li.icke and others) JKeZ: thy disciples there, or 
to explain, like Hengstenberg and Meyer : thy disciples 
throughout the whole nation, who will come up to the feast. 
If St. John had meant to use the expression in either of these 
senses, he certainly would not have failed to indicate it by the 
addition of some word to that effect. The term µa0rrra{, dis
ciples, is here used by the brethren with some slight amount 
of emphasis and irony. 

Li.icke has perfectly rendered the construction of ver. 4 by 
a Latin version : "Nenw enim clam sua agit idemq_ue cupit celebe1 
esse :" No man doeth anything in secret. AvT6s- refers to this 
hypothetical subject of the verb doeth denied by the word no 
man. That man, if he exists.-Kat; and at the same timr, 
The copula brings out strongly the internal contradiction 
existing between such claims and such conduct.-' Ev 7rapp1Jrrlq 
is here used, whatever Meyer may say, in the same sense as 
in Col. ii. 15 : in public, openly. 'Ev 7rapp1Ju{q, elvai, in ore 
hominum versari (Lucke). The meaning of Meyer : " No one 
acts in secret, and wishes at the same time to be frank," is 
in reality unmeaning. By saying el, if, the brethren do not 
positively cast a doubt upon the miracles of Jesus, this el 
being almost an J7re{, since. Their notion is, that things have 
reached a point whence advance or retreat is necessary; and 
certainly they were, absolutely speaking, in the right; for the 
Messianic question, being an universal one (a question of the 
1<:6rrµos-), could not be decided in Galilee.-By K6rrµos- the 
brethren evidently mean Jerusalem, the great theatre of human 
existence, as far as they know it. The style of ver. 4 has a 
peculiarly Hebrew stamp ; its words are, so to speak, caught in 
the fact of being the words of the brethren of Jesus. 

The greatest efforts have been made by Lange and Heng
stenberg to reconcile ver . .3 with their hypothesis, that there 
were three brethren of Jesus among the apostles. Hengsten
berg first points out that these words may be referred to Joses 
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the fourth brother of our Lord, or to the husbands of his 
sisters. But feeling the inadequacy of this suggestion, he 
next tries, like Lange, to mitigate the meaning of the state
ment : " they did not believe," and to see in it only a partial 
and temporary want of faith. For this purpose he cites the 
various cases in which the faith of the apostles failed under 
some special circumstance. But this comparative unbelief, as 
they term it, does not account for the absolute expression : they 
did not believe in Him, strengthened as it is by the word neither, 
which places the brothers in the general category of unbeliev
ing Galileans. The reading of D L: €7rlrrTevrrav, is certainly 
a correction calculated to facilitate this forced interpretation, 
which is, however, excluded by what follows. For how could 
Jesus have addressed to brothers who were apostles the severe 
words : "the world cannot hate you" (ver. 7), while He said, 
xv. 19, to the apostles: "If ye were of the world, the world 
would love its own: but because ye are not of the wo1'ld, but 1 
have chosen you out of the world, there/ ore the workl hateth you,." 
It follows, then, from this remark of St. John, that the brethren 
of Jesus did not acknowledge His Messiahship ; but that, 
divided between the impression produced by His miracles and 
the insuperable doubts of their carnal minds, they desired to 
arrive at a solution. Such an attitude was very natural, and 
well agrees with the part they play in the synoptic Gospels ; 
comp. Mark iii.-The perfect sincerity of St. John's narrative 
is shown by the frankness with which he states a fact of a 
nature so humbling to his Master (see Tholuck). The words 
of the brethren, in vv. 3 and 4, furnish also an indirect 
attestation to the faithfulness of the entire delineation of the 
Galilean ministry given by the Synoptists (the same). 

Vv. 6-8. "Jesus then said unto them,1 My time is not yet 2 

come : but for you, your time is always ready. The world cannot 
hate you ; but me it hateth, because I 3 testify of it,3 that its works 
are evil. Go ye up unto this feast : 4 for me, I go not up 5 to this 
feast, because my time is not yet /idly come."-The proposal of 

1 N and D omit ,u,. • N has ou instead of ,uor.,. 
3 N alone omits ,,,., and ""'f' «u,,ou. 
4 B D KL T X II, 15 Mnn. ltP1•rique Cop. omit the first "''"u"'"' (this feast}, 

which is the reading of T. R., 12 Mjj. (among which is N) Mnn. It•Uq Syr. 
6 T. R., as well as BE F G H L S T U X r .o. A Mnn. It•liq Syr"'ll► reads,,..,,,.,_ 

N D K M n I tp1or1quo V g. Cop. and Syt""• N&d , .. ,.. 
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His brethren was that Jesus should at length present Himself 
at Jerusalem as the Messiah, and there obtain that recognition 
which could not be refused Him if He really were what He 
claimed to be. Jesus could not explain to His brethren the 
reasons which prevented His deferring to their wish. For He 
would have had to say : The manifestation which you 
request will be the signal for my death, and my time 
for leaving the world is not yet come. This explanation, 
which Jesus neither would nor could give, He nevertheless 
hints at in the words : " The world hateth me." And it is 
this legitimate reticence, exacted by prudence, which imparts 
its enigmatical character to His reply. -The term Katp6r;;, 
favourable opportunity, must be understood in a sense suffi
ciently broad to apply both to Jesus (ver. 6a) and His 
brethren (ver. 6b). Hence it must indicate, in a general 
manner, the time for openly appearing as what one really 
is. For the brethren, the matter was to appear as the faith
ful Jews they were, by going up to the feast; for Jesus, it 
was to appear as the Messiah, and He would manifest Him
self as such by going up one day to one of the great feasts as 
King of Israel. 

Ver. 7 explains the contrast stated in ver. 6. The reason 
alleged by Jesus has a tinge of both sadness and irony. Bad 
as the world is, it cannot be very formidable to you, for your 
works and words are not so discordant with its notions as to 
involve its hatred. It was otherwise with Jesus, whose life 
and sayings revealed the deep depravity concealed under the 
1:1xternals of pharisaic righteousness (vv. 42-44). 

Ver. 8 draws the practical result of this contrast. The 
meaning of this answer naturally depends on that of the 
question. Jesus knew well that He should one day make 
that great Messianic demonstration which His brethren de
manded ; but He knew also that the time for so doing had not 
yet arrived. His work on earth was not yet accomplished. 
Besides, it was not at the feast of Tabernacles, but at that of 
the Passover, that He was to die. Hence the special emphasis 
which, in the second clause, and, according to the Byzantine 
reading, in both clauses, He lays on this feast. When once 
the answer of Jesus is placed in this light, which is that in 
.which the proposal of the brethren places the whole section, 
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the reading olJ'Tf'ro, not yet, by which very early correctors 
tried to facilitate its explanation, is no longer needed to 
justify it. This reading even becomes absurd, for it is evident 
that in this point of view Jesus neither would nor could say: 
I do not go now ; but I will go in two or three days. The 
antithesis in His mind is of quite another kind. It is not at 
this feast, but at another that I will make my Messianic entry 
into Jerusalem. The word dvaf3alvro, I go 1ip, borrows this 
pregnant sense from the request addressed to Jesus by His 
brethren,-a fact which Meyer loses sight of. And what 
proves that we are not importing into the words of our Lord 
an idea foreign to His thoughts, is the motive which He Him
self alleges : For my time is not yet full come. The expression, 
not yet full come, is too solemn to be applied to the interval 
of a few days which separated this answer from His sudden 
appearance at Jerusalem. It evidently refers to the time 
that had yet to elapse before the termination of His earthly 
life ; He means to say that the fitting season for His death has 
not yet come. The term 7TE7TX1pro-rai, here as elsewhere, has 
a certain solemnity of tone (Luke ix. 31, 51; Acts ii. 1, etc.). 
In fact, we have here a saying similar to that with which 
Jesus repelled at Cana a request of His mother, which had the 
tiame end in view as that of His brethren. The meaning, then, 
Clf the first "go up" of ver. 8 differs from the second exactly 
as your time does from my time in ver. 6. The first signifies : 
to go up as a pilgrim ; the second, to go up as Messiah the 
King; in other words, each as what He really is. Thus it is 
easily understood, that though Jesus did some days after go 
up to Jerusalem, He did not do so in the sense in which He 
had said to His brethren that He could not do it now, any 
more than He performed the miracle at Cana in the sense in 
which He had just told His mother that He could not perform 
it.-The conversion of His brethren some months after proves 
that His subsequent acts were to them a satisfactory com
mentary on this saying, and that to their minds not the 
slightest cloud was left 11pon the truthfulness or the moral 
character of their brother. The explanation of Chrysostom, 
adopted by Lucke, Olshausen, Tholuck and Stier, I go not up 
now (deriving an understood vvv from the present ava{3atvro), 
is not oul? useless, but incorrect. For Jesus was not here 
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referring to His impending journey to Jerusalem, on which 
perhaps He had not yet decided.-Meyer admits that Jesus 
took quite a new resolution in the interval between vv. 8 
and 10. But can we suppose that ifHe were still undecided 
as to what He would do, He would so positively have 
declared : I go not up ? Assuredly not. In such a case He 
would have answered more vaguely, leaving room for such fresh 
determinations as God might dictate to Him. Do you go up ! 
I do not as yet know what I shall do.-One feels tempted 
to have recourse to the explanation of Bengel and Luthardt : 
" I go not up with the caravan," or to the still more ingenious 
one of Cyril, Lange, etc. : I do not go up to keep the feast, 
which does not hinder me from going to Jerusalem during the 
feast. In fact, the complete celebration of the feast, as the 
brethren of Jesus intended, included certain indispensable 
rites, certain sacrifices of purification, for example, to be per
formed by pilgrims before its commencement (xi. 55). It 
may undoubtedly be objected (as in our first edition) that 
St. John ought to have said, ver. 10, not: He went up to 
the feast, but : He went up to Jerusalem. But this objection 
falls before the Alexandrian reading, which refers the words 
to the feast not to Jesus went itp, but to His brethren went 
up. The interpretation, however, which we first offered, and 
to which the context leads, seems preferable, and sufficient 
to obviate not only the charge of falsehood, but even that ot 
inconsistency, which Porphyry on this occasion brings against 
Jesus. 

V v. 9, 10. " When He had said these words 1 unto them.,2 He 
abode in Galilee. But when His brethren were gone up, then 
He went itp Himself also to the feast,3 not openly, bitt as it were 4 

in secret."-Ver. 9 means that He allowed His brethren to set 
out without Him; and ver. 10 implies that He sent Hfa 
disciples with them, and that when He went Himself it was 
either alone or with only two or three of His nearest friends. 
This is the most natural sense of the words : as it were in secret. 
'12r;, which is certainly authentic, softens the expression lv 

1 ..i., is :imitted by ND K rr, some Mnn. Jtplorique Syr. 
2 N D K L X rr, some Mnn. Jtpleriqu, and Cop. read ,..,.,.., instead of c•.-••r. 
3 N B K L T X rr place 11; .->1• ,op.->1• before ""'' ""'· 
' M D lt•lis Syr••r pmit r,,; before ,. ,.,~,,,. .. .,, 
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tcpV1tTrp : Jesus was not really a man who did things secretly, 
even when He temporarily acted as such. What a sad 
alteration for the worse, a grievous recession since the first 
Passover in eh. ii. ! Then, He had entered the temple as the 
Messiah King ; in eh. v. He arrived like any other pilgrim ; 
now, He can no longer go as s11.ch publicly to Jerusalem, but 
is reduced to travel there ineognito.-A supposition of Wieseler 
has found favour with certain expositors. According to this 
scholar, this journey is identical with that spoken of Luke 
ix. 51 sq. Its identification cannot, however, be maintained. 
For in Luke ix. Jesus gives to His departure from Galilee a 
character of the utmost pn blicity ; He sends His seventy 
disciples two and two into every city and village through 
which He is about to pass (x. 1); He makes long stays (xiii. 
22, xvii. 11), and is accompanied by multitudes (xiv. 25). 
And this is said to be going up to Jerusalem as it were in 
secret ! It would be better to renounce any attempt to har
monize St. John and the Synoptists, than to do so at the cost 
of such violence to the text. Exegesis merely ascertains that 
the journey of which St. John here speaks is, as well as those 
of eh. xi. and v., omitted by the Synoptists. And, as Gess ob
serves, the omission of the two latter journeys (eh. v. and vii.) 
is the less surprising, since Jesus seems in either case to have 
gone up to Jerusalem quite or almost alone. Hengstenberg 
thinks that this journey, joined with the sojourn in Perea, 
:x. 40, corresponds with Matt. xix. 1 and its parallel passages. 
But the exegesis of the passage in Matthew, by which this 
scholar seeks to obtain this result, is unnatural. We shall see 
in eh. x. what is the true relation between the journeys there 
mentioned (John x. 22 and xi. 1) on the one hand, and the 
journeys narrated by the Synoptists (Luke ix. 51 ; Matt. 
xix. 1 ; Mark x. 1) on the other.-The verses which follow 
describe in an animated and dramatic manner what happened 
at Jerusalem before the arrival of Jesus, when His absence 
was ascertained. 

Vv. 11-13. "Then the Jews sought Him at the feast, and 
said, Where is he? And there was miwh rumour conc,,1·ning 
Him among the crowds.1 Some said, He is a good man : others 
said, Nay; he deceiveth the mnltitiide. Howbeit no man spake 

1 t-t D It. V g. Syr. read ,,.., •xA., instead of,,,.,, •X"-"'· 
GODET II. ij JOUN 
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openly of lii1n for fear of the Jews."-This account justifies 
the prudent conduct of Jesus, whose presence, from the be
ginning of the feast, might in the midst of. this popula1 
excitement very probably have induced a premature cata
strophe. - We here again meet with the contrast, so fre
quently brought forward in this Gospel, between those whom 
the light attracts and those whom it repels. The term 
,yoryryvap,6~ designates rumours of both a hostile and friendly 
character. The lJx)l.oi are the bands of pilgrims.-'A,ya06~, 
good, here signifies an honest man as opposed to an impostor 
(he deeeiveth the people). Tov lJx)l.ov, the crowd (ver. 12), indi
cates the common people, who, as opposed to the dignitaries, are 
easily deceived.-It is not necessary to give a different mean
ing to the word 'IovSa'iot, the Jews, in vv. 11 and 13. They 
are in both cases the hostile portion of the people, headed by 
their leading men. They had been seeking Him since the 
beginning of the feast; and their malicious feelings, which 
were well known to all, repressed the free expression of 
opinion on the part of the crowd. For even those who said : 
He is an impostor, did not do so with perfect independence, 
but affirmed from servility their conviction of a matter of 
which they were not quite certain. A pressure from above 
was exercised upon all, whether ill or well disposed towards 
Jesus. 

II. During the Feast.-vii. 14-36. 

The first excitement had calmed down, and all were quietly 
keeping the festival, when Jesus suddenly appeared in the 
temple and began teaching. The authorities had taken no 
measures against Him, and there was time enough left for 
Him to accomplish His work of inviting to the faith this 
assemblage of people who had arrived from all parts of the 
world. 

The section includes three discourses, of which the theme 
is on each occasion furnished either by a reflection on the 
part of His hearers, or some step on that of His adversaries. 
The first is a justification of His ministry-that is to say, of 
His doctrine and conduct (vv. 14-24); the second, a forcible 
statement of His divine origin (vv. 25-30); the third con
tains an announcement of His approaching end, and calls tha 
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attention of the Jews to the consequences which His de
parture will entail upon them (vv. 31-36). 

There is a sensible difference of tone in these three testi
monies : at first defence; then protest; lastly, warning and 
threats. 

l. .Tesu,s defends His Teaching and Oonduct.-vv. 14-24. 

1st. Vv. 14-18. His teaching. 
Vv. 14, 15. "Now, when the feast was already half past, 

Jesus went up into the temple, and taught. And 1 the .Tews 
we1·e astonished, saying, How knoweth this man the Scriptures, 
not being one who has studied? "-The question of the Jews 
did not (as Tholuck, from the Rabbinical usages of later ages, 
supposes) cast a doubt upon the ability of Jesus, but rather 
arose, as the text implies, from their surprise at the confidence 
and dexterity with which He treated scriptural statements. 
- It is unnecessary to supply an object (rypaµ,µ,a-ra) to 
µ,Eµ,a07JKW<;, having studied, and read with some translators : 
having never studied them. MEµ,a0riKw<; is absolute : not 
having been a disciple, not having passed the school of the 
masters. I'paµµaTa, letters, undoubtedly designates litera
ture in general, and not the Scriptures only (rypacpa{, lEpri. 
ryp&µµaTa ). Comp. Acts xxvi. 2 4. But Holy Scripture being 
with the Jews the essential subject of literary studies, rypaµµaTa 
certainly refers in the first place to the Scriptures.-This 
saying of the adversaries of Jesus certainly proves, as Meyer 
justly observes, that it was a generally recognised fact that 
Jesus had received no human teaching. 

V v. 16, 17. " Jesus answered/ and said, My doctrine is not 
mine, bid His that sent me. If any man will do His will, he 
shall lcnow of the doctrine, whether it be of God, or whether 1 
speak of 11iyselj."-J esus enters into the notion of His hearers 
that, in order to be a teacher, it was necessary to have been 
first a learner, and shows them that He too satisfies this 
requirement: I have not gone through the classes of your 
Rabbis, but I come, nevertheless, from a school, and that a 
good one. He who gave me my mission also taught me my 
message, so that when I teach I draw nothing from my own 

1 ~ B D L T X read ,daup,a?;" ••• instead of ,.,., ''""f'"'{ ... 
' Most of the Mjj. add '"'· 
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resources, but, renouncing all thoughts of my own, I labom 
only to grasp His thoughts with docility, and reproduce them 
faithfully. 

Ver. 17 shows by what means such a statement is to be 
verified. The teaching of Jesus Christ, in its highest airr, is 
only a divine method of sanctification. Consequently, if any 
Qne seriously endeavours to do the will of God, i.e. to become 
sanctified, he will soon experience the divine efficacy of this 
method, and will infallibly do homage to the divine origin of 
the gospel.-Several expositors, especially among the Fathers 
(Augustine) and Reformers (Luther), understand by the will of 
God, not, as we have just explained it, the moral ideal laid 
down by the law as discerned by the conscience, but the com
mand to believe in Jesus Christ: He who will obey God by 
believing in me will soon be convinced by his own experience 
that he was right in so doing.-The meaning assigned by 
Lampe is not very different. He refers the will of God to 
the precepts of Christian morality: He who will practise 
what I command will soon be convinced of the divine nature 
of my teaching. Similarly Reuss says: "Jesus declares (John 
viii. 1 7) that, to understand His discourses, we must begin by 
putting them in practice." In short, it is the earnest observ
ance of gospel precepts which is to lead to faith in gospel 
doctrines. But, true as these notions are in themselves, it is 
evident that Jesus must on this occasion have used the words 
will of God in a sense admitted by His adversaries and appli
cable to their actual position as Israelites. And this excludes 
the application of this expression to either Christian faith or 
Christian morality. The meaning of this passage is a return 
to that of ver. 46 : " Had ye truly believed Moses, ye would 
have believed me;' or that of iii. 21 : " He that doeth trnth 
cometh to the light." On the one hand, the sublime holiness 
of the gospel is revealed in its direct and irresistible splendour 
to a soul yearning for perfection; on the other, such a soul, 
impotent as it is to realize the ideal which flees before it in 
proportion as it seems attained, is forced to seek rest and 
strength in the arms of that divine messenger who reveals 
Himself as its Saviour. Faith, then, is not the result of a 
logical operation, but is presented to the &oul as the result of 
a. moral experience, as the surest means of satisfying the most 
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legitimate of all its needs-that of holiness. BlJ-..v, will, indi
cates aspiration, effort, but nothing more. For the realization 
of holiness is impossible without faith; and it is just this 
impossibility which instigates the soul to believe.1 The 
intrinsic and sanctifying holiness of the gospel corresponds 
completely to the need of sanctification thus cultivated in the 
soul. The succeeding verse points out one special feature by 
which this holiness of Christ responds to the deepest moral 
necessity of a heart taught of God. Suavis harmonia between 
0t'J-..v and 0tJvl]µ,a, says Bengel. 

Ver. 18. "He that 2 speaketh of himself seeketh his own glm·y: 
but He that seeketh His glory that sent Him, the same is truthful, 
and there is no unrighteoitsness in Him."-This verse is generally 

1 We may liere cite a fact from the history of missions which seems to us to 
furnish the best commentary on this saying of Jesus. It is taken from the 
narrative of the stay of Messrs. Hue and Gabet, Catholic missionaries to China 
in 1846, at Lhassa, the capital of Thibet: "A physician, a native of the pro
vince of Yunnan, showed more generosity. This young man had, since his 
arrival at Lhassa, led so strange a life, that he was called by everybody the Chinese 
hermit. He never went out except to visit the sick, and generally visited only 
the poor. It was in vain that the rich solicited his attention ; he disdained 
to respond to their entreaties unless forced to do so by the need of obtaining 
some assistance, for he never took anything from the poor, to whose service he 
was devoted. He dedicated to study all the time which was not spent in visit
ing the sick ; he even passed tbe greater part of the night at his books. He slept 
little, and made but one meal a day; his food was generally barley meal, and he 
never ate meat. It was enough to see him to perceive what a life of hardship he 
led ; his face was extremely pale and thin, and, though his age was at the most 
thirty, his hair was nearly white. One day he paid us a visit while we were 
repeating our breviary in the little chapel; he stopped at some paces from the 
door, and waited silently and gravely. A large coloured image, representing 
the crucifixion, had undoubtedly arrested his attention; for as soon as we had 
finished our devotions, he asked us hastily, and without waiting to pay us the 
usual compliments, to tell him the meaning of this image. When we had com
plied with his request, he folded his arms on his breast, and stood motionless 
and without uttering a word, his eyes fixed upon the image of the crucifixion. 
When he had remained about half an hour in this position, his eyes were at 
length moistened with tears, he stretched his arms towards. the Christ, then fell 
on his knees, struck the ground thrice with his forehead, and arose, crying out, 
•This is the only Buddha whom men ought to worship!' Then turning to us 
he added, after making a profound reverence: 'You are my masters, take me for 
your disciple''' (Voyage en Tartarie et en '1.'hibet, voL ii. pp. 325-328).-Such is 
the profound affinity existing between a mind which wills to do what is right, 
as revealed to the conscience, and the Christ by whom alone it finds itself 
made capable of realizing its desire. 

• The method of this moral demonstration of the divine origin of the gospel ~ 
described, ver. 111, · 
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regarded as a second proof, in juxtaposition with the former; 
ver. 1 7 being the evidence of the inward experience, ver. 18 
the objective test. But ver. 18 must rather be, by reason 
of the asyndeton, a confirmation called forth by the thought 
of ver. 17. The gospel is of a character particularly adapted 
to strike a man thirsting after holiness; its whole matter 
tends to glorify God, and God only. Now, its origin may 
be inferred from its aim. If everything in the gospel has 
God in view, everything must also come from God. Thus 
this saying explains the mode in which the he shall know of 
ver. 1 7 is to be realized; it formulates the moral syllogism 
by which the soul longing after holiness will come to regard 
God as the author of the gospel. At the same time, this verse 
contains an answer to the accusation of those among His 
hearers who had said: He aeceiveth the people; for he who 
deceives others, does it for his own sake, and not for that 
of God. The messenger who seeks only the glory of the 
master who sends him, and lets no personal interests intrude 
into his communications, gives by this very fact a proof 
of the faithfulness with which he delivers his message ; as 
certainly as he says nothing with a view to himself, so cer
tainly does he also say nothing of his own accord. Ver. 18 
has the appearance of a general maxim; but the applica
tion made of it by Jesus to Himself is very clear. To under
stand this reasoning, we have only to apply it to the Bible in 
general : In this book, God, and God only, is glorified, from 
the first page to the last. In this book man is constantly 
humbled ; therefore this book is of God. It is the argument 
which of all others most directly reaches the conscience. 

The last words of ver. 18: A.nd there is no unrighteousness 
in Him, contain the transition from the teaching of Jesus 
(His ">i.aXe'iv, vv. 17, 18) to His conduct (His 7Totetv, vv. 
19-23): His perfect uprightness in the publication of His 
message is accompanied, as it ought to be, by the perfect 
purity of His conduct; while His humility, His seeking not 
His own glory, but God's, guarantees the reality of both. 

But for the following verses, we might have thought that 
these last words: A.nd there is no unrighteousness in Him, 
applied only to the vague accusation of ver. 12 (that He was 
an impostor); but the subsequent argument, vv. 19-23, 
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shows, notwithstanding the denial of Meyer, that Jesus had 
especially in visw the accusation of breaking the Sabbath 
which had been hanging over Him ever since His former 
sojourn at Jerusalem (eh. v.). This was the grievance by 
which the summary judgment : He deceiveth the people, was 
justified in the eyes of the multitude. Hence there is no 
reason for giving to aouda, unrighteousness, the sense of 
/alsehood, as is done by many expositors, and thus breaking 
the connection which Jesus Himself by these last word:;; 
creates between what precedes and what is to follow. It fa 
here seen that the charge made against Him, eh. v., was not 
a matter of indifference to Him, and how intent He was to 
deprive unbelief of all excuse in this respect. 

2d. Vv. 19-24. His moral conduct. 
Vv. 19-23. "Did not Moses give1 you the law, and yet none 

of you keepeth the law ? Why do ye seek to kill me ? The 
multitude answered and said, Thou hast a devil : who seeketh 
to kill thee? Jesus answered and said unto them, I have done 
one work, and ye all marvel. It is for this2 that Moses gai,e 
you circumcision (not that it is of. Moses, but of the fathe1·s); 
and that ye on the Sabbath day circumcise a man. If a 
man on the Sabbath day receive circi?mcision, that the law of 
Moses should not be broken ; are ye angry with me because 
I have cured a man entirely on the Sabbath day?" -
This passage is an example of the skill with which Jesus 
handled the law. To understand His argument, however, we 
must be careful not to generalize, as so many expositors do, 
the idea of ver. 19. Jesus had been accused of breaking the 
law of the Sabbath, as given by Moses, and this was the 
unrighteousness to which he alluded, ver. 18. As for this law, 
He now says, which you reproach me with having violated, not 
one of you, who set yourselves up as zealous for Moses, has 
scrupled occasionally to transgress it. What, we ask, does He 
intend by this transgression of the law of which all were 
guilty? Not, surely, the common notion that all men are 
sinners, and consequently transgressors of the law, for we are 
not now in the midst of the Epistle to the Romans. He 
certainly has some special violation in view, similar to that of 

1 U D H read '~"'""• in opposition to the fifteen other M,ij. which read ~,;,.,""· 
1 ~ cmita 2,,. .,..,,.,. 
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which He had been Himself accused. Or have we, with 
Meyer and others, to seek the explanation of these words in 
the question which follows : Why go ye about to kill me J 
as though the transgression of which He accused the Jews was 
the sanguinary malice which they entertained against Him
self. But how could He have said : none oj you keepetk the 
law, if He were speaking of a deed not yet consummated ? 
There is but one possible meaning to this question, and this 
meaning is evidently brought out by ver. 22: By circumcising 
your children on the eighth day after their birth, even when 
that day happens to be the Sabbath, you are yourselves con
stantly violating the rest of the Sabbath. Why then do you 
conspire against my life for a crime which you all actually 
commit 1 Me, me, stands first in opposition to ovo€l,; J~ vµ,wv, 
none of you. Meyer objects that the form lµ,e would be 
necessary if so strong an emphasis is to be laid upon this 
pronoun. But why, in the opposite case, was it not rather 
placed between the two verbs ?-These words can only apply 
to the crowds by whom Jesus was surrounded, so far as He 
regarded them as representing the entire nation. 

Jesus was about to explain Himself when He was inter
rupted by the crowds, who, not being yet aware of the secret 
designs of their rulers, reproached Him for yielding Himself 
up to such gl_oomy notions and unfounded suspicions ; and 
attributed His dejection, melancholy and sombre thoughts, to 
demoniacal possession (the KaKooaiµov~v of the Greeks). 

Jesus, without animadverting upon this insult, calmly con
tinued His argument, but suffered this interruption slightly 
to change its form. At ver. 21 He acknowledges that He 
has done a work which may be regarded as a violation of the 
Sabbath.-And behold, He adds, you are all taking violent 
offence at this single work. 0avµ,al;eiv here expresses the 
horror felt at a monstrous act,_!'Ev €pryov, one single work (on 
the Sabbath), as opposed to the many violations of this con-

. tinually taking place in Israel by the circumcision of children_ 
on the eighth day after birth. 

Jesus, then, here resumes the argument begun ver. 19 with 
the words: Moses gnve you circurncision, which take up again 
and complete the former ( ver. 19), JJid not Moses give you 
the law 1 The sense is; This Moses, who gave the Law of 
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Sinai, and instituted the Sabbath (ver. 19), is nevertheless the 
same who commanded circumcision (ver. 22). Now, He adds, 
by commanding you to circumcise a child on the Sabbath, he 
makes you a nation of transgressors of the Sabbath. In fact, 
under the above-named circumstance, every Israelite father 
was accustomed to sacrifice without hesitation the law of 
Sabbatic rest in favour of the ordinance of circumcision.-But 
they might reply: It is true that we thus act, but it is for the 
good of the child, who is thereby purified from its hereditary 
uncleanness; and it was just this beneficial purpose of circum
cision which Jesus finally lays hold of to solve the question, 
and thus close His line of argument by an irresistible 
a fortiori (ver. 23). If a local and partial purification, like 
that effected by circumcision, can justify the violation of the 
Sabbatic rest, how much more may such a violation be justified 
in the case of an act like the work I have performed, the 
result of which is to make a man every whit whole I 

The ultimate principle upon which this entire line of 
argument is based is that elsewhere laid down by Jesus in 
the words : The Sabbath is made j or man. In virtue of this 
principle, whenever the law of the Sabbath came into com
petition with an action beneficial to man, the latter, even under 
the law, took precedence of the Sabbath, and that without 
the express permission of the legislator being thought neces
sary, but solely because common sense pronounced on this 
side. In fact, in the only injunction of Moses with respect 
to circumcision, a collision of this rite with the ordinance of 
the Sabbath was undoubtedly inevitable. And if in the case 
contemplated the national conscience had, in this conflict 
between the two divine precepts, spontaneously pronounced 
in favour of the solution according to which the Sabbath 
was to give way to circumcision, why should not the work 
of Jesus, which was more salutary than circumcision, have 
the benefit of this solution ? In our first edition we refened 
Sut TOVTo, on this account, to the verb : ye all marvel, of 
ver. 21 : on this account ye all marvel, in conformity with most 
modern expositors, who have felt the difticulty of making 
therefore relate to the idea : Moses gave you circumcision. 
For how, indeed, should Jesus be made to say that Moses gave 
the command of circumcision with a view to the case in ques• 
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tion ? Meyer and Luthardt refer the oia TOVTO, tlierefore, to ver. 
22, by making it relate directly to the proposition ovx CJTt, not 
that : Moses gave you circumcision, therefore not that ... but 
tkat ... , instead of: Moses did not give you circumcision, for 
tke reason that ... but because . . . The violence thus done 
to the text is very perceptible, while the asyndeton thus pro
duced between vv. 21 and 22 can in no way be justified. Is 
it not, however, possible to justify the grammatical connection 
of the words, for this reason, with what follows them, in the 
following manner : It is exactly for this reason, i.e. to teach 
you not to judge as you do,-when you look so horrified 
(0avµatm,) at my Sabbatic work,-that Moses did not hesitate 
to suffer a conflict to exist in the law between the precept of 
circumcision and the ordinance of the Sabbath ? He thus 
rendered you all guilty of that infraction for which you seek to 
kill me. The therefore thus explained contains a most refined 
irony : Moses has beforehand pleaded my cause, by intro
ducing into the law that collision which forces you to sub
ordinate the Sabbath to a higher interest. If this meaning 
be adopted, it is natural to refer this therejm·e to the latter 
proposition of ver. 22, by introducing a that into the trans
lation: It is therefore that Moses gave you ... and that even 
on the Sabbath day you circumcise a man. 

It is not easy to see the force of the limitation: not that 
circumcision is of Moses, but of the fathers. If it were intended, 
as a host of expositors insist, to exalt ciraumcision by 
recalling its great antiquity, it would rather weaken than 
strengthen the argument. For the more venerable circum
cision is, the more naturally would it take precedence of the 
Sabbath,-a fact which would diminish the force of the 
reasoning. Besides, might it not be answered: The Sabbath 
also is anterior to Moses, and even to Abraham himself, for it 
dates from the creation ? Hengstenberg and many others are 
of opinion that Jesus, by interpolating this remark, desired to 
rescue His scriptural erudition, which had been extolled, ver. 
15, from the charge of inaccuracy which the preceding pro
position might involve, This explanation is puerile ; for even 
if it were well founded, the charge of inaccuracy might still be 
maintained, as Lucke observes, by attributing the parenthesis 
to the narrator. The true explanation is perhaps as follows : 
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Nothing was in the eyes of Israelites equal in sanctity to the 
Decalogue ; it was the law given by angels, and committed to 
the hands of a mediator, Gal. iii. 19 ; Heb. ii. 2. Now the 
ordinance of circumcision formed no part of this law. It was 
derived from ancient tradition, and inserted in his code by 
Moses in, as it were, an incidental manner. Who then could, 
under these circumstances, have expected that such an 
ordinance would, in case of competition, take precedence of 
one of the commandments of the Decalogue itself, of the 
law of the Sabbath 1 Hence this remark, thus understood, 
strengthens our Lord's argument. There is perhaps, however, 
another manner of explaining it. Generally speaking, the 
more recent law abolishes ipso facto the more ancient. It 
would seem, then, that the ordinance of circumcision would 
have to yield to that of the Sabbath, which was both more 
recent and more stringent ; while, on the contrary, such a 
rule was ignored, and it was the Sabbath which had in this 
case to give way. This circumstance strongly testifies against 
the absolute and exaggerated importance attributed by the 
Jews to the rest of the Sabbath. M. Renan cites this passage 
as one of those which bear "marks of erasure or correction" 
(p. xxxii.). We cannot admit that there is the slightest pro
bability in such a conjecture. 

The words (ver. 2 3) : that the law of Moses should not be 
broken, are particularly strong. Jews transgressing the Sab
bath so as not to disobey the law of Moses ! To feel the 
full force of the a fortiori of ver. 2 3, we must remember that 
there is in each of the facts compared-viz. circumcision and 
the cure performed by Jesus-a physical, and a moral side. 
In circumcision, the physical side consisted in a local purifica
tion ; the moral result was an entrance into the typical cove
nant. In the miracle of Jesus, the physical fact was the 
complete restoration of the health of the impotent man ; and 
the moral end, his sanctification (ver. 14 : Thou art made 
whole: sin no more). In both aspects the superiority of the 
second of these acts to the first is unquestionable, and 
consequently the breach of the Sabbath is still more easily 
accounted for in the second case than in the first. - We 
must avoid the explanation of Bengel and Stier, who think 
that by the expression : a m!l!l every whit, Jesus would here 
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designate both the physical and moral man in opposition 
to the purely physical man, the object of circumcision. For 
circumcision in the eyes of the Jews was by no means a 
purely nor even essentially a medical matter. 

One remarkable feature in this defence is the manner in 
which it abstains from bringing forward the miraculous nature 
of the act thus impeached. Jesus modestly calls it : one 
work, while it is nevertheless evident that the marvellous 
character of the work forms the imposing rearguard of the 
argument. Another is the difference between its mode of 
justification and that employed in eh. v. Jesus is here speak
ing to the multitude; His demonstration is not dogmatic, but 
He borrows from daily life a fact of which every Jew was 
constantly a witness, perhaps an accomplice: "As for what I 
have done, you all do it, and for much less ! " What could 
be more popular and more striking ?-He concludes with an 
appeal to their common sense. 

Ver. 2 4. " Judge not aecm·ding to the appearance, but judge 1 

righteous jitdgment."-"O-tii;, sight, hence appearance, here 
designates the external and purely formal side of things. In 
this point of view, the cure of the impotent man might 
indeed appear to be a breach of the Sabbatic Iaw.-Righteous 
judgment is that which would appreciate the act denounced 
according to the spirit of the law. The art. before the noun 
,cpunv, judgment, may denote either the judgment in this par
ticular case, or judgment generally in each case which presents 
itsel£ The completely general form of the negative proposi
tion in the first member of the sentence speaks, as Liicke 
observes, for the latter sense, with which the aorist ,cp{vaTE, if 
we accept this reading, perfectly agrees. And it seems pro
bable that the reading ,cp[veTe arose from imitating the first 
member. 

2. The Tffie Origin of Jesus.-vv. 25-30. 

Vv. 25-27. "Then said some of the inhabitants of Jeru
salem, Is not this he whom they seek to kill? A.nd, lo, he 
speaketh boldly, and they say nothing to him. JJo 2 the rulers 3 

1 R D L Tread xf'""' ; T. R. and aB the others: "f""~'-
1 « D : ,.,,~,,., instead of!'-~"'•.-•· ' 
• N : "'PX"f"i mstead of "fX".-11, 
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indeed pe1·ceive that he is 1 the Oh rist ? Howbeit we lcnow this 
man whence he is: but the Christ, when He cometh,2 no one will 
lcnow whence He is."-The freedc m and publicity with which 
Jesus preached struck some of the inhabitants of Jerusalem 
(oiiv, then). Knowing better than the multitude, who had 
lately arrived (o lJx).o,;), the intentions of the sacerdotal 
authorities, they were on the point of deducing from this fact 
inferences favourable to Jesus, but felt themselves arrested by 
an opinion then generally propagated, and which seemed to 
them incompatible with such inferences, viz. that the origin 
of Messiah would be entirely unknown. We find this opinion 
expressed by Justin, who, about the middle of the second 
century, puts these words into the mouth of the Jew Tryphon: 
The Christ is, even after His birth, to remain unknown, and 
not to know Himself, and to be without power until Elias 
appears, anoints Him, and reveals Him to all. This idea 
arose, perhaps, from those prophecies which announced the 
deep abasement to which the family of David would be 
reduced at the time of Christ's appearance. The fact that 
the Messiah was to be born in Bethlehem was not indeed 
unknown ; but the words : whence he is, refer not to the 
locality, but to the parentage and family of the Messiah. 
They who thus spoke naturally supposed that they did know 
the origin of Jesus in this respect. (Comp. vi. 42.) Hence 
they sacrificed the moral impression produced on them by the 
person and words of our Lord to a purely critical objection: 
a bad method for attaining truth ! 

Vv. 28, 29. "Tlen cried Jesus, teaching in the temple, and 
saying, You both lcnow rne, and you lcnow whence I am : and 
yet I am not cmne of myself, but He is trite,3 He who sent 
me, and whorn ye know not. 1 4 lcnow Him: for I am from 
Him,° and He hath sent me."-J esus, taking this objection as 
His theme (then), begins another address, which relates not, 
1ts the former, to the origin of His doctrines, but to that of 

1 ~ B D KL T X TI, 25 Mnn. JtPl•rlque Vg. Cop. Syr""' Or. omit ,.,._,,,d.,,. 
2 ~ here adds µ.n -wi..!uiv~ drJfM,Jtt. 91'1,.,fiQ'.u ,., 01Ta:,, ifXErra,,. 
3 ~ : ,.,._,,,e,,,, instead of ,.,._,,,d,,.;. 
• T. R., together with N D X, several Mnn. It•llq Cop. Syr. add 31. 
6 N "'"-P v.u,,.., instead of or111,p' "'~""'"· 
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His mission and person. - The term lKpa~ev, He cried, 
expresses an elevation of voice in accordance with the 
solemnity of the statement which follows.-The words : in 
the ternple, indicate that it was under the eyes and in the 
hearing of the rulers that He thus spake. (Comp. ver. 32.) 
-Here, as in ver. 16, Jesus enters into the thought of His 
opponents ; He admits their objection, and skilfully trans
forms it into a proof in His favour. He first repeats their 
assertion. The two Ka£, which introduce the first two pro
positions of the verse : You both know me and you know . . ., 
clearly evidence an intention of bringing forward a false claim 
for the purpose of refuting it. The third Kal, and, is anti
thetical to the two former, and commences the reply of Jesus. 
'\Ve must take care not to regard (with Meyer and Weiss) the 
two first propositions as a concession : It is true that you 
know me up to a certain point, but you do not completely 
know me. The tone of the first and second and has evidently 
a touch of irony, and the two first propositions take, conse• 
quently, an interrogative turn (Grotius, Lnthardt). If this 
knowledge of the origin of Jesus, which the Jews thought 
they possessed, had been true knowledge, they would have 
been justified, according to received opinions, in concluding 
that this origin was a purely natural one, and that His 
Messianic dignity was merely imaginary. Jesus refutes tl1e 
premisses of this erroneous conclusion in the two first proposi
tions, and then the consequence itself in the third; first in a 
negative, then in a positive manner : I did not give myself 
a mission, but l am really One sent. 'A)..110ivor; has not 
here, any more than elsewhere, the same meaning as a)..110~r;, 
as many interpreters, from Chrysostom to Baumlein, have 
supposed. Jesus does not mean to say that the Being who 
sends Him is morally true ; neither does He mean that He 
is real (see my :lnd ed.j, that is to say, not imaginary, and 
that consequently His mission is not fictitious and merely 
imagined ; that is not what is signified by &:>i.,110lvor;. But 
the meaning is: "Mine is the true sender." 

The last words : whom you know not, are at once full of 
acuteness and severity. It was severe to say to Jews that 
they did not know Him of whom the.v boasted to be the only 
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worshippers ; and it was skilful, while thrusting this sting into 
their conscience, to show them that the very criterion by which 
they intended to deny His Messiahship was just the sign of 
the genuineness of His claim to this dignity. In fact, these 
last words apply to Jesus in a satisfactory manner the very 
postulate laid down by the Jews themselves in ver. 27. It 
is, if we chose so to call it, an argumentum ad hominem; but 
Jesus allows Himself to use it, because He thus finds occa
sion for bringing before them, in ver. 2 9, the idea of the 
Messiah in its most exalted light. 

Jesus contrasts with that ignorance of God with which He 
had reproached the Jews, His own inward consciousness of God 
and of His relation to Him. This relation is first that of essence 
(elµ,t, I am, I proceed from Him), and then that of mission 
(He hath sent 1ne). The distinction which Jesus makes be
tween these two propositions does not allow us to refer the 
first to His mission. Jesus asserts that He knows God, first 
because of the commwnity of being which unites Him to God, 
and then because of the divine source of His mission. He 
who is sent holds intimate communication with Him who 
sends Him, and consequently knows Him. Hence it results 
that Jesus is the Messiah, but in a more exalted sense than 
the Jews were wont to attribute to that office. 

Ver. 30. "Then they sought to talce .Him: but no man laid 
hands upon Him, beoause His lwur was not yet come."-The 
result of this strong assertion (then) was to confirm His de
clared opponents in their design of arresting Him. But the 
appointed hour had not yet struck. The expression : His hou1•; 
does not signify, as Hengstenberg thinks, that of His arrest 
(xviii 12), but that of His death (comp. ii. 4, vii. 8).-Th~ 
divine decree to which the evangelist alludes does not exclude 
second causes, but, on the contrary, implies them. Among 
these, expositors are accustomed to bring forward the venera
tion felt at this time for Jesus by the multitude. But if this 
were so, how can we explain the arrest and murder of our 
Lord immediately after the day of His triumphal entry, when 
this feeling was at its height '? It seems more correct to allow, 
with Hengstenberg, for the resistance offered by the conscience 
of Bis enemies. to the extreme measures to which their hatre·d 
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impelled them. When their obduracy was consummated, and 
the Spirit of God ceased to restrain them, then the hour of 
Jesus struck. M. Reuss asserts that the historical interpreta
tion of this verse creates a contradiction,-au objection which 
we fail to understand. 

3. Tlie approaching Departure of Jesus.-vv. 31-36. 

Vv. 31, 32. "But many among tke multitiide believed in 
Him, and said, Will the Christ, when He cometh, do more 
miracles 1 than those {hi~ man hath done?- 2 The Pharisees heard 3 

that the multitude murmured these things concerning Him ; and 
the chief priests and Pharisees 4 sent officers to seize Him."
While the adversaries o.f Jesus were strengthened in their 
purpose, another section of the multitude were confirmed in 
the faith. Ver. 31 mal'li:s a decided advance on ver. 12. 
The partisans of Jesus were numerous, and their confession of 
faith as explicit as possible in their position of dependence 
upon the rulers. If fear had not restrained them, they would 
have publicly proclaimed Jesus as the Messiah. 

The impression made on the multitude irritated still more 
the opponents of Jesus. The place of meeting of the San
hedrim could not be far from that where these scenes were 
taking place (see viii. 20). Hence it is possible that some of 
the rulers on their way thither might themselves have heard 
these words so greatly in favour of Jesus. It is also possible 
that they might have been reported by spies during their 
meeting. The term heard admits both meanings. It was 
now that the Sanhedrim allowed themselves to be committed 
to a step which may be looked upon as the commencement of 
that series of judicial measures of which the death of Jesus 
was the termination. It was certainly under the influence of 
the Pharisaic party, hence the repetition of the term : the 
Pharisees, ver. 32. Separate mention is made of the chief priests, 
who at this period belon,ged rather to the Sadducean party. 

1 8 :Mjj (N B D, etc.) omit .-ov,,..,, after "~!'-""· 
1 ~ D ItPierique Vg. Syr'"h have ...-,m instead of ,,...,~v,., 
* K M U n add ov• ; N D : d• after ~•"v""'· 
' T. R. with 8 Mjj. (E H M S, etc.) place •• ~"f'v"'" before •• "PX''I'* 
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This distinction is an evidence of St. John's accuracy. It is 
highly probable that, though the impulse came from the Phari
saic party, it was rather the part of the chief priests to take 
measures. The officers despatched were not, it seems, ordered 
to arrest Him at once, as in this case they certainly must 
have fulfilled their commission. They were to mingle with 
the crowd, to watch for a favourable opportunity, and when 
Jesus should give them some handle against Himself, or when 
the current of opinion should turn, to take Him and bring 
Him before the Sanhedrim. 

Vv. 33, 34. "Jesii,8 then said,1 Yet a little while I am with 
you, and I go my way to Him that sent me. You shall seek 
me, and shall not find me : 2 and where I am, thither ye cannot 
come."-J esus was not ignorant of this hostile measure, which 
aroused within Him the presentiment of His approaching 
death, and occasioned (then) the words which follow. In this 
address He invites the Jews to profit by the time, soon to 
pass away, that He is with them.-There is an agreement 
between the expressions : I go, and : He that sent me. The 
idea of being sent naturally implies that of a temporary abode. 
The practical conclusion, understood though not expressed, of 
ver. 33 : make haste to believe, is rendered still more pressing 
by ver. 34. Jesus describes in a striking manner the deso
late condition in which this nation will soon find itself 
plunged, if it persists in its rejection of Him who alone can 
lead to the Father. It is a description of the actual state of· 
the Jews in consequence of their unbelief,-a state of con
tinual and ever-disappointed expectation, of impotent effort 
to find God after neglecting the visitation of Him who alone 
could have united them to God. This, too, is the sense in 
which Jesus cites this saying, xiii. 33 (comp. xiv. 6). It is 
also that in which He shortly afterwards repeated it in a more 
complete form, viii. 21, 2 2. There can be no difficulty in 
applying the pronoun µ,6, me, to the idea of the Messiah in 
general To expect the Messiah is, on the part of the Jewish 
people, without doubt to seek Jesus the only Messiah, and 
He would not appear. The first part of the warning 1s 

1 The ,w.,..,, of the T. R. has only T &nd some Mnn. in its favour. 
2 B T X read µ, after wpn~,.,. •• 
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addressed rather to the nation collectively ; the second, to in<li
viduals.-The expression, where I am, :figuratively designates 
communion with the Father, and the glorified state of which 
this commmiion is the principle. To this they cannot attain, 
because He alone could have taken them thither (xiv. 3), and 
they have let slip the-opportunity of attaching themselves to 
Him. The second part of the verse forbids our explaining 
the expression : ye shall seek me, in the first, either of a searc·h 
inspired by hatred (Origen),-comp. xiii. 33,-or of a feeling 
of penitence_:_which would not have failed to lead the Jews 
to salvation,-or of the superstitious expectation of Messiah's 
:mdden appearance, which was entertained at the time of the 
destruction of Jerusalem ( comp. the expression: to come wher6 
Iwm !). 

Vv. 35, 36. "Then said the Jews among themselves, Whither 
will he. go, that we 1 shall not find him? will he go to those 
that are dispersed among the Greeks, and teach the GJ"eeks ? What 
saying is this that he saith : Ye shall seek me, a;J you shall 
not find me : 2 and where I am, thither ye cannot come ?"3-These 
words are naturally ironical. Does He mean, after being 
rejected by the only Jews worthy the name,-those, viz., who 
inhabit the Holy Land, and speak the tongue of their fore
fathers,-to try and play His part of Messiah among the 
Jews dispersed in the Grecian world, and to set up by their 
means a Messianic ministry among the heathen ? A fine 
Messiah, indeed, who~ when rejected by the Jews, should 
become the teacher of the Gentiles !-The expression oia<T'IT'opa, 
Tow 'E"tl."'J,.,~vrov, literally: dispersion of the Greeks, designates 
that portion of the Jewish nation which dwelt beyond 
Palestine, scattered in pagan lands.-Tovr; ''E"tl.A-'f/Var;, the Greeks, 
refers to the heathen properly so called. The dispersed Jews 
will furnish this Messiah with a new mode of transition to 
the heathen themselves ! Having uttered this contemptuous 
supposition, they return to the saying of Jesus (ver. 36), in 
which they can absolutely find no kind of meaning. Meyer 

1 ~ D omit n;ms, which is the reading of all the other Mjj. 
• B G T X add t-" after wpn.-,.,.,. 
3 After this word ,:,..o,,,, Cod. 225 goes on with ,.,,,, ,,,.,p,•dn .,.,unf, and theo 

with the naxmtive of the woman taken 4l ad~ltery, 
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thinks that if Jesus had expressed Himself as plainly as the 
evangelist reports (ver. 33), His words could not have given 
riae to so gross a misconception ; for that the words : to Him 
who sent me, would, if really uttered, have explained every
thing. Hence, that Jesus simply said, I go, but without adding 
whither or to whom. Reuss also considers that ver. 35 would 
contain " a misunderstanding too flagrant to be conceivable." 
But is our notion of the gross materialism of the contempo
raries of Jesus sufficiently just to enable us thus to limit the 
extent of their mistakes ? After passing years with Jesus, 
the apostles interpreted an injunction to beware of the leaven 
of the Pharisees, as a reproach for having neglected to pro
vide themselves with bread : it is themselves who narrate 
their misconception ; and would they have invented it for the 
sake of exalting their Master, by casting ridicule on them
selves 1 And the Jews, to whom the notion of the Messiah's 
departure was as strange as would be to us that of His pre
sence on earth and His visible reign ( comp. xii. 3 4), would then 
have directly understood that Jesus had in His former saying 
spoken to them of returning to God and to heaven ! Besides, 
were not many among His hearers now listening to Him for 
the first time ; and might not they have really imagined that 
some unknown personage had sent Him, and that the plac& to 
which He purposed withdrawing was situated beyond the Holy 
Land, in which He would no longer be permitted to dwell ? 

The evangelist seems to find a kind of satisfaction in re
producing in extenso this contemptuous supposition. Do we 
ask why 1 Because, like the saying of Caiaphas in eh. xii., it 
seemed to him an involuntary prophecy. For had not Jesus, 
at the time when John was writing, actually become the 
Messiah of the Gentiles ? And was not John composing 
.this Gospel in the regions and even in the language of the 
Greeks? 

III. On and after the Great Day of the Feast.
vii 37-viii. 59. 

The last and great day of the feast was come, and J esns 
now quite gave up the apologetic form under which He had 
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hitherto delivered His instructions. His address now assumed 
a solemnity in accordance with that of this holy day; and 
He asserted that He was Himself the reality, symbolized by 
all the great historic recollections of the festival. Such state
ments only enhanced the unbelief of some around Him, while 
they bound more closely to Him those who already believed. 

This passage may be divided into four sections,-1. The 
true fountain, vii. 37-52; 2. The true light, viii. 12-20; 
3. The true Messiah, viii. 21-29; 4. The incurable nature 
of Jewish unbelief, viii. 30-59. The passage, vii. 53-viii. 11, 
containing the account of the woman taken in adultery, does 
not seem to us to belong to the genuine text of this Gospel. 

1. The Trite Fountain.-vii. 37-52. 

St. John first reports the address of Jesus (vv. 3 7-3 9), 
then describes the different impressions made upon the mul
titude (vv. 40-44), and relates what took place at the meeting 
of the Sanhedrim after the return of the officers (vv. 45-52). 

1 st. V v. 3 7-3 9. The address of Jesus. v 
Vv. 37, 38. "In the last and great day of the feast, Jesus stood 

and cried,1 saying, If any man thirst, let him come unto me,2 
and drink. He that believeth in me, as the scripture hath said, 
out of his bosom shall flow rivers of living water."-A.lmost all 
expositors are now agreed that the last day of the feast was 
not the seventh, which was in no wise distinguished from the 
others, but the eighth, which was marked by certain rites 
peculiar to itself. Certainly only seven feast days are spoken 
of, Deut. xiv. 13 and Num. xxix. 13; but in the latter passage 
this supplementary notice occnrs in the 35th verse: " On the 
eighth day ye shall have a solemn assembly : ye shall do no 
se?'vile w01'k therein," which agrees with Lev. xxiii. 3 6 and N eh. 
viii. 18 : "And they kept the feast seven days; and on the eighth 
was a solemn assembly, acco1'ding to the manner," as well as 
with Josephus (Antiq. iii. 10. 4: " Celebrating the feast during 
eight days"), 2 Mace. x. 7, and the accounts of the Rabbis. 
The two ways of reckoning are easily explained; the dwelling 
in booths lasted seven days, and on the eighth the people 
returned to their houses. This return was, according to 

1 ND It. Vg. Cop.: ••pa~u (He criea). • tc D I taJlq omit <rp•s ,.s, 
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Lange's ingenious suggestion, possibly regarded as symbolical 
of the entrance and settlement of the people in the Promised 
Land. Philo views this day as the solemn close of all the 
festivals of the year. Josephus also calls it "the sacred 
1 fh "(, "' "'') c ose o t e year <IVJ1,7rEpaa-µ,a 'TOV EvtavTov aryiwTepov .-

This day was kept by a solemn assembly and Sabbatic rest; 
and the whole people, leaving their booths of foliage, went to 
the temple, and returned thence to their homes. The treatise_ 
Succa calls this day "the last and good day."-The oJ indi
cates an advance,-the narrative passes on to something more 
important. The terms El<I'T'171CEt, stood, and lrcpage, cried, point 
to a more imposing attitude and a louder tone of voice than 
usual. Jesus was accustomed for the most part to be seated 
when teaching, but this time He stood up. He was about to 
apply to Himself one of the most remarkable Messianic types 
contained in the national history.-It is difficult to conceive 
that the figure which He made use of at this solemn moment 
was not suggested by the circumstances of the feast. .Almost 
all commentators allow that He was thinking of the libation 
which was made on each morning of this sacred week. Led 
by a priest, the people used to go after the sacrifice to the 
fountain of Siloam. Here the priest filled from this fountain, 
already celebrated by the prophets, a golden pitcher, and 
brought it back into the court of the temple amid the shouts 
of the multitude and the sound of cymbals and trumpets. 
The rejoicing was so great that the Rabbis used to say that he 
who had never been present at this ceremony, and at the other 
similar ceremonies by which this feast was distinguished, did 
not know what rejoicing meant. On his return to the temple, 
the priest went up to the altar of burnt-offering ; the people 
then cried to him, "Lift up thy hand," and he made the liba
tion, emptying the golden pitcher towards the west, and towards 
the east a cup filled with wine, by means of two silver vases 
pierced with holes. During the libation, the people sang to 
the sound of cymbals and trumpets the words of Isa. xii. 3 : 
" "With joy shall ye dmw water out of the wells of salvation," -
words to which Rabbinic tradition very specially attributes 
a Messianic meaning. Was it then to this rite that Jesus 
alluded 1 Undoubtedly it cannot be affirmed with certainty 
that this libation took place on the eighth day also. Rabbi 
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Judah even positively denies it. But this can prove nothing 
against an allusion to a ceremony which had taken place on 
each of the preceding days. It is even probable that if Jesus 
intended to point to Himself as the true water of Siloam, the 
fountain of salvation, He would rather have done so at a 
moment of tranquillity, when, as Lange remarks, the void 
caused by the absence of a ceremony performed on the pre
ceding days would be felt, than by setting up a kind of com-
1"3tition with the sacred rite at the moment when it was 
taking place in the midst of tumultuous joy. Meyer objects 
with more reason, that in this ceremony there was no question 
of drinking the water which had been drawn, while the action 
of drinking was the prominent feature in the address of Jesus. 
But, above all, we would ask whether it would have been 
worthy of our Lord to make an entirely human ceremony the 
fulcrum of a testimony so important as that which He was 
about to bear? And what was this rite? A simple emblem 
intended to recall one of the great theocratic favours, the 
springing of water from the rock in the wilderness. Why, 
then, should not Jesus, instead of stopping at the emblem, go 
back to the divine fact which this rite commemorated ? And 
if this is the case, it is to the rock itself, whence God made 
the water to spring for the people, that He compares Himself. 
He had in eh. ii. represented Himself as the true temple, in 
eh. iii. as the true brazen serpent, in eh. vi. as the bread of 
heaven ; in eh. vii. He is the t:rne rock ; in cl1. viii. He will 
be the true light-giving cloud, and so on till eh. xix., when 
He will at length realize the type of the Paschal Lamb. It 
was thus that Jesus, according to the fourth Gospel, made use 
of each festival to show the Old Covenant realized in His 
person, so entirely did He know and feel Himself to be the 
essence of all the theocratic types. So much for the opinion 
of those who represent this book as a writing either foreign 
or even opposed to the Old Covenant,-a book in which, on the 
contrary, every root of Christian truth is planted in the soil 
of the Old Testament. 

To understand, then, the solemn announcement of v-v. 1::l 7 and 
38, we must bring before our minds the scene in the desert, which 
the joyous rit,e of libations on the previous days commemorated, 
Its firRt words : if any man thirst, refer to the terrible conili-
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tion of the people suffering from burning thirst in the desert. 
To all who resemble these thirsting Israelites, Jesus addresses 
the comforting invitation which follows. Thirst is emblematic 
of spiritual necessities. Comp. Matt. v. 6 : " Blessed are they 
which do hunger and thirst after righteousness." Hearts that 
thirst for pardon and holiness are those whom the Father has, 
by means of their docile attention to Moses, taught and drawn. 
The expression Uv n<;;, if any one, well suggests how isolated 
such cases are, for spiritual wants are easily stifled. To the 
thirsty soul, Jesus presents Himself as the rock whence there 
will spring for him living water: let him come unto me, and 
rfrink. The combination of these two imperatives shows that 
there is nothing more to do than to come ; that when a man 
has only come, he may drink, as formerly the people had done 
in the wilderness. 

Ver. 38 is generally regarded as a mere amplification of the 
idea of ver. 37. But the words: he that cometh to me, are 
not a mere variation of: if any man thirst, but far rather 
correspond with the second part of ver. 37: "let him come 
unto me, and drink." To believe is to come ; and here, as fre
quently in St. John, the idea which terminates the preceding 
paragraph becomes the starting-point of that which follows. 
For grace obtained always helps to obtain more grace; com
pare the xaptv avTl. xaptTO'i/ of i. 16. There is then an advance 
from the promise of ver. 37 to that of ver. 38: "And also the 
belwver who has quenched his thirst . . ." We need not, then, 
be surprised to find in_ the image which follows a fulness of 
meaning far surpassing that of the preceding figure. The 
believer, refreshed by water from the rock, now appears as 
himself transformed into a rock, whence living water flows 
forth for others. And thus the promise of ver. 3 7 : let him 
drink, is abundantly confirmed. He shall be so filled, that he 
shall himself overflow in torrents of living water.-' 0 7TttTTE~oov, 
nom. absolute. Meyer thinks this comparison with the rock 
in the desert arbitrary. To me, on the contrary, the object 
and meaning of the feast seem to lead directly to it. One 
great difficulty with expositors has always been to know to 
what passage of the 0. T. Jesus refers when He says: as the 
scripture hath said ; for nowhere does the 0. T. promise to 
believers the privilege of themselves becoming fountains of 
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living water. Meyer cites Isa. xliv. 3 : "I will pour water on 
him that is thirsty, and floods upon the dry ground ; I will 
pour my Spirit on thy seed; " Iv. 1 : " Ho, every one that 
thirsteth, come ye to the waters;" and lviii. 11 : " Thou ahalt 
be like a watered garden, and like a spring of water whose 
wate1·s fail not." But, first, all these passages express the full 
satisfaction afforded by Messiah to the desires of the believer, 
and not his own transformation into a being capable of 
quenching the thirst of others; secondly, they contain abso
lutely nothing which can explain the striking expression: 
,coi"'Aia (literally, his belly). Hengstenberg, always bent upon 
finding Solomon's Song in the N. T., quotes Cant. iv. 12 : ".A 
garden enclosed is my sister, my spoitse; a spring shnt up, a 
fountain sealed; " and ver. 15 : " A. fountain of gardens, a well 
of living waters, and streams from Lebanon ! " And as these 
quotations lie open to the same objection as the preceding, he 
descends to the puerility of trying to explain the figurative 
expression ,cot"'Ala by an allusion to Cant. vii. 3, where the 
navel of Sulamith is compared to a round goblet. Many 
expositors refer to prophetic descriptions, in which the Messi
anic deliverance is represented under the image> of a torrent 
descending from the temple mountain and fertilizing the neigh
bouring countries (Joel iii. 18; Zech. xiv. 8; and especially 
Ezek. xlvii. 1-12). But these descriptions refer to the times 
of Messiah in general, and have no special application to the 
disciples of Messiah ; besides, the expression ,w,X[a, to which 
the quotation from the 0. T. evidently alludes, remains unex
plained. According to Bengel, Jesus might have intended the 
golden pitcher which was used at the libation ; according to 
Gieseler, the subterranean cavern situated in the hill 0£ the 
temple, whGmce flow the waters which run into the Kedron. 
But neither 0£ these explanations of the term Koi"'A[a account 
for that formula 0£ quotation by which we are referred to 
the 0. T. itself (iJ rypa,p~, the scripture). Stier by a desperate 
expedient connects the words : he that believeth in me, with the 
preceding verse as subject to wwfrw : let him who believes in 
me drink; and thus manages to refer the pronoun alnov, out 
of his belly (ver. 38), not to the believer, but to the Messiah, 
which gets rid of part of the difficulty. But this construction 
is evidently forced. Besides, the asyndeton between vv.. 37 



OHAP. VII. 87, as. 29'1 

and 38 cannot be thus justified; and, rlnally, the term 1'oi'"A,fu 
remains unexplained. Chrysostom refers the words : as the 
scripture hath said, solely to hirn who beliei·es: He who believes 
in me conf ormably to scripture. But there is nothing in the 
simple notion of faith to account for so special an appeal to 
the 0. T. Semler and Bleek suppose a reference to some 
non-canonical book; but such a reference would be an excep
tion, standing alone in the addresses of Jesus. The true 
explanation has been missed, through omitting to bring before 
the mind the theocratic event of which Jesus was at this time 
thinking. 

In Ex. xvii. 6 it is said : " Behold, I will stand before thee 
thei·e in Horeb ; and thou shalt smite the rock, and there shall 
come water out of it (m-'t:i), that the people may drink;" and 
Num. xx. 11: "And abundant waters (01:::i., c~o) came forth." 
Comp. also Deut. viii. 15 ; Ps. cxiv. 8. Probably all these 
passages had been read during the feast, on the occasion of 
the symbolical libation which commemorated the event to 
which they refer. The formula of quotation: as the scriptu1·e 
hath said, is not equivalent to: it is written strictly under
stood; but simply means: to employ the scriptural expression. 
The words : 'TT"OTaµol l,oaro~, torrents of water, reproduce the 
c~:i., l:l1C (abundant waters) of the Mosaic narrative. The 
expression 1'oi"-la avrov, his belly, is taken from the term 
1JCt:l (from within him) of Exodus,-a term which is used to 
designate the interior cavity of the rock whence the waters 
were, according to the promise of Jehovah, to flow. In the 
application, it signifies the inmost heart of the man, which, 
saturated with Christ's life, opens like the rock, and pours 
forth its spiritual wealth. There is not a word, even to the 
future pevuovuw, shall flow, which does not reproduce the form 
of the 0. T. promise to which Jesus alludes (there shall come 
water ou.t of it). Hence Jesus is to the new people of God 
what the invisible and spiritual Rock that accompanied the 
Israelites in the desert was to His ancient people (1 Cor. 
x. 4), that Rock who, when necessary, changed the material 
rock into a fountain of water, and who said in the promise : 
" I will stand upon the rock . . . and the waters shall flow." 
It almost seems as if this expression were referred to in the 
Ei<TT~1m,, stood, of ver. 37. Jesus even does more than Jehovah 
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does in the 0. '1'. ; He not only quenches the thirst of 
believers, but makes rivers of living water flow from them 
after their own thirst is fully slaked. All Meyer's protests 
against this interpretation seem to us to be feeble. In its 
favour are its accordance with the circumstances of the feast, 
and the unusual expressions employed by our Lord. It is also 
possible that He might have had in view a remarkably 
analogous saying in the Book of Proverbs (the Israelite 
manual for the young), iv. 23: out of it (the heart) are the 
issues of life. 

Ver. 39. "Now He said I this of the Spirit, which 2 they that 
believe in Him 8 should receive : for the Spirit 4 was not yet ; 6 

because Jesus was not yet glorified." 6-Modern exegesis criti
cises the explanation here given by St. John of the saying of 
Jesus. The future p!iiv<Tov<Tw, says Lticke, is relative, and 
dependent solely on the condition of faith ; hence the fact in 
question is one to be immediately accomplished in the life of 
the believer; besides, the living water, the eternal life which 
the believer derives from the words of Jesus, is not the Holy 
Spirit. This passage is also one of those cited by Reuss, in 
proof of his assertion that St. John "is mistaken concerning 
the significance and bearing of some of our Lord's sayings." 
Scholten regards it as one of the many glosses which he dis
covers in this Gospel. And certainly, if ver. 3 8 were only a 

repetition and development of ver. 3 7, there might be some 
foundation for this criticism. We have seen, however, that 
the promise of ver. 3 8 far surpasses that of ver. 3 7, and hence 
there are no exegetical grounds for denying that, while the latter 
might be immediately realized, the former refers to a more dis
tant and more advanced state of believers. It is very evident 
from their history, that if the apostles quenched their own 
thirst before Pentecost, it was not till after that event that 
they began to be a fountain of living water to the world. 
Jesus clearly defines the difference between these two states, 

! ~ It•Uq: '"'Y" instead of .,.,,.,,, 
2 The Mjj. are divided between••(~ D, etc.) and o (BE, etc.). 
3 B L T read .,,,.,,,., • .-u,,.,; instead of .,,,..,,., •• ..,.,,, which is the reading of T. R. 

>nth 14 Mjj, (among which is~) Mnn. It., etc. 
~ We omit"'">'"', with N KT Cop. Or., in opposition to the other Mjj. and VS11. 
11 B ItP1•rlqu• Syroch add )),~.,,. ... , (was not yet given). D adds ,,.., """'"'· 
• N reads ih)o(«,.-, instead of ,)~,.,,.,. 
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th. xiv. 17, 18; and no one could be more conscious than St. 
John of the total change effected by the Pentecostal gift in 
the inner life of the apostles. It is only necessary to remember 
St. Peter, the Twelve, the hundred and twenty, proclaiming the 
marvellous acts of the Lord at Jerusalem, and bringing three 
thousand persons on that very day to the faith ! St. John 
does not, as Lucke excepts, confound the Spirit and eternal 
life; but the figure used by Jesus combines in a single view 
the Spirit as the principle, and life as the effect.-The reading 
i>Eooµ,evov is certainly a gloss intended to explain what might 
have seemed too absolutely expressed by the words : was not. 
To explain St. John's expression, we must remember that say
ing of Jesus (xvi. 7): "If I go not away, the Oomfortm· will 
not come," and other passages in chs. xiv. and xvi which show 
that this coming of the Spirit is the spiritual presence of Jesus 
in the heart. " I will not leave you comfortless ; I will come 
u,nto you" (xiv. 18), says Jesus in explanation of the promise : 
"the Spirit shall be in you," xiv. 1 7. Before the day of 
Pentecost the Spirit had undoubtedly acted upon men, but He 
had not been in them. It is for this reason that St. John uses 
this strong expression : the Spirit was not,-that is, had not 
as yet His permanent abode in human nature, or, which, seeing 
the article is omitted before wvwµ,a, is a better rendering of 
the thought of St. John : The spiritual life was not yet, and 
that because the principle of this higher life had not yet come 
down into man. 

The relation laid down by St. John between the glorifica
tion of Jesus and the gift of the Holy Spirit, has been 
variously explained. According to Hengstenberg and others, 
JoogaCT071 designates the fact of the death of Jesus, which was 
the condition of the gift of the Spirit, because this gift pre
supposes the forgiveness of sins. The idea is a true one ; but 
the expression: to be glorified, is nowhere applied to the death 
of Jesus as such. In this sense we should, in any case, need 
the term tnJroo0ijvat, to be lifted itp. According to de W ette 
and Vinet, as a· fine passage cited by M. As tie shows, the con
nection between the glorification of Jesus and Pentecost lies 
in the fact that, if Jesus had remained visibly on earth, the 
church could not have walked by faith, nor, consequently, have 
lived by the Spirit. But by the word JooEltlJ'0TJ it is not the 
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notion of putting off the flesh, but of being clothed with glory, 
which is emphasized. This remark seems to me to obviate 
the explanations of both Reuss and Liicke. " It was necessary 
that the veil of the flesh should fall, that the liberated spirit 
might freely flow forth in the church " (Liicke ). It is neither 
the atoning death, nor the bodily disappearance of Jesus, but 
the positive glorification of Jesus by His restitution to His 
glory as Logos (xvii. 1, 5), which is laid down by St'. John as 
the condition of Pentecost. If the work of the Spirit, in the 
Christian sense, really consists in causing Christ Himself to 
live in the heart of the believer, it is evident that the Spirit 
could not come till after the personal consummation of 
Jesus. For it was not a non-perfected Christ that the Divine 
Spirit was to communicate to humanity, but the God-man 
arrived at His full stature. Besides, this communication of the 
glorified Jesus is effected by Himself when He sends the 
Spirit, and such sending presupposes the reinstatement of 
Jesus in the plenitude of His divine condition. It was 
therefore by all means necessary that Jesus should have been 
personally glorified in heaven before He could be so by the 
Spirit in the hearts of believers, and by them upon earth. 
The epi~het !lrywv, holy, was probably added (see the various 
readings) with the view of distinguishing between the Spirit 
specifically Christian and the Spirit of God in the Old Cove
nant. But if this epithet was really added for such a purpose, 
its interpolators were mistaken; for it is just by reading 
'lrveuµ,a quite briefly that it is most easy to understand this 
word in the special sense required by the context, and in 
which it is so frequently employed in the Epistles of St. 
Paul, viz. as spiritual life, the fruit of the Holy Spirit's 
presence in the church. 

2d. Vv. 40-44. The impressions made upon the multitude. 
Vv. 40-44. "Many then of the multuude1 who had heard 

this discourse,2 said, T1·uly this is the Prophet. Others8 said, 
He is the Ghrist ? But othm·s said, JJoth the Christ then come 

1 NBD LT X Jtpleriqu• Vg. Cop. Or. read ,,. "''" •x,.,u ,u, .,,. •• ,. instead of 
... ,.,.., ou, ,,. """ •x'-•• ,,,,.,.,., which is the reading of T. R. with 11 Mjj. Mnn, 
Jtallq Syr. 

2 T. R., with S X A, Mnn., reads .-,, ,..,,..,. The thirteen other Mjj. Mnn. 
rt. V g. Syf"'h Cop. Or. read ,;..,, ,.,,,.,.,,. N B D LT U add .. , • .,..,,. ~ X add ,,,.,,.,,,, 

' B L T X read ., >, instead of .. ,.,_., (~ D etc.} or ,.,.,_., o, (T. R. with Mnn. ~ 
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,ut of Galilee? Hath not the scriptiwe said, That the (]Mist 
eometh of the seed of David, and out of the town of Bethlehem, 
where David was ? So there was a division among the people 
because of Him,. .And some of them desired 1 to take Him; but 
no man laid hands on Him."-These short descriptions of the 
impressions made upon the hearers, which follow each of the 
addresses of Jesus, serve to mark the double development 
which was being effected, and to prepare us for understanding 
the final crisis. The picture here presented is history "taken 
in the very act," and could not be explained from the pen of 
a later writer. St. John gives only a summary of the speeches 
of Jesus, as is evident from the plural Trov )1.6,yrov, these speeches, 
which, according to authorities, must be considered the true 
reading.-W e already know who was the Prophet of whom 
some of His hearers were thinking. Comp. i. 21, vi. 14. 
The transition from this supposition to the following one : 
" This is the Ohrist," is, according to the second of these 
passages, easy to understand. 

There were two gradations of favourably disposed hearers, 
rnd two are also brought before us by St. John in the hostile 
party. Some stop at raising objections (vv. 41 and 42),-a 
feature which suffices to mark their moral separation from 
those last spoken of. Others (ver. 44) already desired to pro
ceed to action (ver. 44). De Wette, Weisse, and Keim ask 
why St. John does not refute the objection advanced ver. 42, 
which he could easily have done if he had known or admitted 
that Jesus was born at Bethlehem, and infer from his silence 
that either he was unacquainted with or denied the whole 
legend of our Lord's Davidic descent and birth at Bethlehem. 
But it is just the opposite conclusion which must be drawn 
from this silence. For if the objection had seemed to him well 
founded, he would have tried to obviate it. St. John often 
delights in reporting objections which to his readers-versed 
as they were in the gospel history-would be transformed 
into proofs.2 It was to show, at the same time, how much 
less sure a guide that critical spirit which the adversaries of 
Jesus followed had been to them than the moral instinct 

1 ~ has IAI')'•• instead of nleAor. 

• Hilgenfeld (ltlinl. p. 749) candidly owns that this passage assumea its 
:i.nthor's knowledge of the fact that Jesus was born at Bethlehem. 
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by which the followers of Jesus had attached themselves to 
Him.-The ,yap, for, of ver. 41, involves an implied negative: 
Not so, for . . .-The pres. epxErat, comes, is the pres. of the 
idea, the expression of what ought to be, according to pro
phecy. -"01rou ~v, which we translate by where was, properly 
means : where his home was. 

3d. Vv. 45-52. The meeting of the Sanhedrim. 
Vv. 45-49. " Then came the officers to the chief priests and 

Pharisees; and they said unto them, Why have ye not brought 
him! The officers answered, Never man spake like this man.1 The 
Pharisees answered them, .A.re yoii also deceived ? Have any of 
the rule1·s or of the Pharisees believed2 in him? But this multitude, 
that knowetli not the law, is cursed." 3-Although a holy day, the 
Sanhedrim, or at least a portion of this body, was sitting 
and undoubtedly awaiting the result of the mission of their 
officers (ver. 42). These latter, by their candid answer, paid 
involuntarily, as we may well believe, a strange compliment 
to these doctors whom they were constantly accustomed to 
hear. Tischendorf has, in his later editions, rightly restored 
the last words of ver. 46, the omission of these words by the 
Alex. doubtless arising from the repetition of &v0pc,nro~.-By 
their ye also (ver. 47) the rulers appeal to the pride of their 
subordinates.-John again records with pleasure (ver. 48) one 
of those sayings of our Lord's enemies on which the denial of 
facts impressed the stamp of ridicule (comp. ver. 50 and eh. 
iii. with regard to Nicodemus).-Ver. 49 has given com
mentators occasion to record the contemptuous expressions 
used by rabbinical writers concerning the illiterate. " The 
ignorant is impious; only the learned shall have part in the 
resurrection." See also the expressions : "people of the earth," 
" vermin," applied by learned Jews to the common people.
By the words, who knoweth not the law, the rulers give it to 
be understood that for their part they possess unanswerable 
reasons derived from the law for rejecting Jesus. Sacerdotal 
anger is fond of putting on esoteric airs. 

But there was one among them who called them to order 

1 B LT, Cop. Or. omit .,, •• ,,.., • ,,_,;p.,<ro;, D, Jtallq read .,, •• ,,.., A"'A11, N: "" 
,u.-or l.<tAJI • ,.,Ip. 

2 N D read ,,.,., .. , • ., instea.d of ,,..,.,.,,., "· 
3 IIC B T, 2 Mnn. Or. read _,.,,,.,,.,. instead of ,.,,,. .. .,...,.,_, 
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in the name of that very law which they claimed alone to 
understand. 

Vv. 50-52. "Nicodemus saith unto them (he that came to 
Him 1 by night, being one of them), Doth our law then judge a 
man before2 it hear him, and know what he doeth? They 
answered and said unto him, Art thou then, thou also, of 
Galilee .1 Search and look : that no prophet has arisen 3 from 
Galilee."-The part played by Nicodemus on this occasion is 
an evidence of the progress effected in him since his visit to 
Jesus, a fact brought to our notice by the apposition : he that 
came to Jesus by night. The omission of these words by the 
Sinait. is probably owing to a confusion of avTovr; and avTov. 
-NuKTor;, by night, is omitted by the Alex.; but it accords 
perfectly with the context, and well contrasts the present 
boldness of Nicodemus with his former caution. The wpwTov 
or 7rp<m,pov, formerly, added by the Alex., is perhaps borrowed 
from xix. 39. The word, however, serves to establish the 
relation between the present behaviour of Nicodemus and his 
preceding conduct. The second apposition: being one of them, 
is a cutting reference to their question, ver. 48. 

The term o 110µ,or;, the law, ver. 51, stands first; it includes 
a sharp allusion to the claims of the rulers to be alone learned 
in the law (ver. 49).-The subject of the verbs lu,ovuv and 
,yvij, is the law personified in the judge. 

Ver. 5 2 shows how passion regards and judges impartiality. 
It is wont to detect therein an indication of secret sympathy, 
and is not always mistaken. The Sanhedrim maliciously 
assume in their reply that no one can adhere to Jesus without 
being, like Him, a Galilean.-The last words are generally 
understood to say : Acknowledge that no prophet has ever arisen 
in Galilee, and then the statement is regarded as a contra.dic
tion of the fact that several prophets-Elijah, Nahum, Hosea, 
Jonah-were natives of that country. Hence it has been 
inferred (Bretschneider, Baur) that the members of the San
hedrim, who must have been acquainted with their own sacred 

1 T. R., with E G H M S r .i. Jtaliq Vg. Syr., reads•,,.,.,, ,.,,.,,.., .-p,, ,..,,..,, 
, ,'J,.O.,, <rp•r ,..,.,., <rpa.-,p,, is the reading of B L T Sah. • 1')../,.,, ,,.,,, ,..,,,.., ,.,,.,,.,, 

.-, "'P"'"'" of D. ~ omits the whole. 
1 1:t B D K L T X II Or. read <rp_,.,., instead of wp•.-•P"· 
3 N B D K T I' 4 rr, 30 Mnn. lt1'1tri<iue Vi. Sy-r. read '1'''P'"'" i!ll!tead rii 

•t~r'P"'"'• 
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history, could not have uttered these words, but that they have 
been put into their mouths by the evangelist, and are an 
indication of the untruthfulness of his naITative. The reading 
E"telpeTa1,, ariseth, does not mend matters, the present only 
serving to give the fact the character of a rule. We should 
rather say that the meaning usually given to this passage 
(reading the perfect i1~7epTai): "that no prophet has ever 
arisen," is incorrect, and would require not only the pronoun 
ovoet~ with 7rporp~T'lJ~, but especially the aorist ~7Ep0'1J instead 
of the perfect.1 If the perfect l7~1epTai is the true reading, 
the sentence signifies, not that a prophet never has arisen in 
Galilee, but that in the person of Jesus there has not now, as 
the people suppose, really arisen a prophet in Galilee. It is 
true that they rest this conclusion upon past experience : 
search and see that . . . But this appeal to history is easily 
justified, for the Galilean origin of three out of the four 
pI'ophets cited (Elijah, Nahum, Hosea) is either incorrect or 
uncertain (see Hengstenberg). Elijah was of Gilead ; Hosea, 
of Samaria; Nahum, of El-Kosh, a place whose situation is 
unknown. As for Jonah, this prophet forms an exception, 
which passion might have caused them for the moment to 
lose sight of, and which, if it had been objected to the rulers, 
would have been put aside by them as an isolated fact which 
proved nothing against the principle that Galilee had been, 
and still was, the· refuse of the theocracy. The present 
lryetp€Ta£, ariseth, adopted by Tischendorf (ed. 8), has the same 
signification as the perfect, rightly understood. It relates to the 
idea, the principle. Baumlein so strongly feels the grammatical 
necessity of this meaning, that he understands by 7rpo<p~T'lJ~ the 
prophet in an absolute sense, the Messiah: The Messiah ariseth 
not from Galilee,-a meaning naturally impossible. 

The Narrative of the W01nan taken in Adultery.
vii. 53-viii. 11. 

Three questions arise with respect to this paragraph : Does 
it really form part of the text of St. John's Gospel? If not, 
how was it introduced therein? and, What are we to think of 
the truth of the narrative itself? 

1 Why does Meyer, who answers the first objection by appealing to;,-, 44 (11 
fqr froni identical case), take no notice of the second I 
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The most ancient testimony in favour of this passage, 1s the 
use made of it in the Apostolic Constitutions (i. 2, 24) to justify 
the employment of mild measures towards the pmnitentes in 
ecclesiastical discipline. This apocryphal work seems to have 
received its definitive form towards the close of the third 
century. If, then, this passage is not genuine, its interpola
tion in this Gospel must reach as far back as the third or 
second century. The Fathers of the fourth century (Jerome, 
Ambrose, Augustine) admit its genuineness, and think that it 
was omitted in some documents by men weak in faith, who feared 
lest "their wives should make immoral inferences therefrom" 
(Augustine). Certain Mss. of the Itala (Veronensis, Colbertinus, 
etc.) from the fourth to the eleventh century, the Viilgate, the 
Syriae tradition of Jerusalem, the Mss. D F G H U r rr from 
the sixth to the ninth century, and more than three hundred 
Mnn. (Tischendorf), read this pasrnge, and leave it unmarked 
by any sign of doubt. On the other hand, it is absent from the 
Peshito and two of the best Mss. of the Itala,-the Vercellensis 
of the fourth, and the Brixianus of the sixth century. Ter
tullian, Cyprian, Origen, and Chrysostom do not mention it. 
t( A B C L T X ~ of the fourth to the ninth centuries, and 
50 Mnn. (according to de Wette) entirely omit it (L and ~ 
leaving a blank space); EM A and 45 Mnn. mark it with signs 
of doubt. Lastly, in some documents it is transposed; one 
Mn. placing it after vii. 36, ten others at the end of this Gospel, 
and four in the Gospel of St. Luke, after eh. xxi Euthymius 
regards it as a useful addition; Theophylact omits it. 

1. In such a state of things, it is impossible to regard the 
omission of this passage in so large a number of documents as 
purely accidental. If it is genuine, it must of necessity have 
been purposely omitted, and for the reason supposed by some 
Fathers. But at this rate, how many other deductions may not 
have been made from the N. T. ! And would such licence have 
been suffered with respect to a text decidedly recognised as 
apostolic? 

2. Besides, there are very considerable variations in the text 
in those documents which admit this passage, sixty various 
readings being found in these twelve verses. _ iQriesbach dis
tinguishes three entirely different texts: the ordinary text, that 
of D, and a third resulting from a certain number of Mss. No 
genuine apostolic text has ever undergone such alterations. 

3. How does it happen that the entire passage is so variously 
placed in the documents: after vii. 36, in Mn. 2 25; at the end 
of St. John's Gospel, in 10 Mnn. and several copies of the 
Armenian translation; at the end of Luke xxi., in 4 Mnn. ; not 
to speak of Mss. and Vss. which place it between the seventh 
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and eighth chapters of St. John? Such hesitation is equally 
unexampled in the case of a genuine apostolic text. 

4. The style does not exhibit the Johannean stamp, but 
rather manifests the synoptic characteristics. The ouv, the most 
frequent form of transition with St. John, is entirely absent, 
and replaced by os (eleven times). The expressions: ZpBpou 
(John uses 'lrpr,it) 'lrii;; o Aab;;, ,r,a0f<fa;; lofoa(f,r,ev, oi ypaµµarei;; ,r,exJ oi 
(J)exp10'aro1, have no parallels in St. John, and recall synoptic forms. 
Whence, then, should these subtle differences arise if the passage 
were genuine? 

5. The preamble, vii. 53, presents, as we shall see, no exact 
meaning, but is suspiciously amphibological. 

6. Lastly, there is an utter want of harmony between the 
spirit of this narrative and the context of St. John. In the 
latter, the salient feature is the testimony which Jesus bears to 
Himself, and the position of faith or unbelief in Him occupied 
on this occasion by His hearers. From this point of view, the 
narrative of the woman taken in adultery can only be regarded 
as a digression. It is no sooner omitted than the connection 
between the testimony which precedes and that which fol
lows is perfectly evident. It is expressly marked by the 
'll'aA1v, again, of ver. 12, which is unmeaning except as connect
ing the new statement of viii. 12-20 with that of the great day 
of the feast, vii. 3 7 sqq. 

The genuineness of this passage is also no longer admitted 
but by a small number of Protestant exegetes (Lange, Ebrard, 
Wieseler), by the Catholic expositors (Hug, Scholz, and Maier), 
and by some opponents of the genuineness of the Gospel, who 
have made a weapon of the internal improbabilities of the 
narrative (Bretschneider, Baur). So early as the times of the 
Reformation it was considered not genuine by Erasmus, Calvin, 
and Beza, and was subsequently expunged by Grotius, Wetstein, 
Semler, Lucke, Tholuck, Olshausen, de Wette, Baur, Reuss, 
Luthardt, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Lachmann, Tischendorf, etc. 
Hilgenfeld, in his Introd. to the N. T., persists in defending it. 
According to this scholar, the evidence in its favour is pre
ponderant; but it transports us, he says, after the first day to 
the middle of the feast, which is the time when the follow
ing scenes occurred; and finally, that it is exacted by the say
ing viii. 15. Such reasoning needs no refutation. 

How, then, was this passage introduced into St. John's 
Gospel? 

Hengstenberg attributes the composition of this narrative to 
some believer hostile to Judaism, who intended to represent 
under the image of this woman, degraded by man but restored 
by Jesus, the Gentile world in a state of grace.. He thinks 
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that its author, to give more credit to this fiction, inserted it 
with a preamble in the text of this Gospel, and that it was 
afterwards admitted into a certain number of copies. We shall 
discuss the objections raised by Hengstenberg to the internal 
veracity of this narrative. A.s for the transition vii. 53, it 
would be indispensable, even if the interpolation had been made 
without fraudulent intention. 

It seems to me more natural to regard this passage as an 
editorial introduction of some ancient tradition. A. copyist 
may first have added it in the form of a marginal annotation 
to his Ms., whence it may have subsequently entered the text 
of Mss. derived from this document. Eusebius relates (H. E. 
iii. 40) that the work of Papias contained "the history of a 
woman accused before the Lord of numerous sins, a history 
contained also in the Gospel of the Hebrews." Meyer, relying 
on the expression: "numerous sins," used by this Father, casts 
a doubt upon any connection between the narrative in question 
and that of Papias. But the exhortation of Jesus : go and sin 
no more, does not refer to a single act of sin; and it seems to us 
very difficult not to recognise in the history spoken of by 
Ensebius that included in the paragraph, John vii. 53-viii. 11. 
It was undoubtedly placed as a note, by some reader of Papias 
or of the Gospel of the Hebrews, at first after the collection of 
the Gospels, and consequently at the close of St. John, which 
generally stood last (hence its place in 10 Mnn.). A more 
fitting position was subsequently sought for it within the Gospel 
history itself. Some inserted it here because, as an example of 
the machinations of the rulers, it combined naturally enough 
with the account of the sitting of the Sanhedrim, vii. 45 sqq., 
and prepared for the saying, viii. 15: I.judge no man. Others 
assigned it a position after Luke xxi. 38, a passage tow hich it pre
sents a tolerably striking analogy ( compare especially vv. 1 and 2 
of John with this verse of Luke). Thus it also formed the close 
of that series of tests tow hich first the Sanhedrim, and then more 
especially the Pharisees and Sadducees, subjected Jesus on that 
memorable day during the last week of His life. If this be the 
case, this narrative must be ranked among those extra0 scriptural 
facts preserved by the oral tradition of primitive times. 

Holtzmann supposes that this section originally formed part 
of the work which was, according to him, the source of the 
three synoptic Gospels (A, or the pretended primitive Mark), 
and was omitted by the Synoptists on account of the scandal 
produced by the manner in which the crime of adultery was 
treated in it. He further considers that it was, on the other 
band, admitted into the Gospel of the Hebrews, and thence 
found access to different places in our Gospels. But he offers 
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no explanation as to how so complete a change took place in 
the feelings of the church, nor how so unanimous a rejection 
was so soon succeeded by so general a restoration. Our ex
planation is, we think, more natural, and far less hypothetical. 

The only question which now remains, is as to whether this 
narrative is the true tradition of a fact which actually occurred, 
or a legend without value. A detailed consideration of the 
pa~sage can alone furnish the answer. We subjoin the passage, 
marking only the chief various readings. 

vii. 53-viii. 11. "And every one went away 1 to his own 
house. But Jesu,s went away to the Mount of Olives. And at 
daybreak He ret1trned 2 to the temple, and all the people 3 came 
unto Him; t and He sat down, and taught them.• Now the 
scribes and Pharisees bring 6 unto Him a woman taken 7 in 
adultery; 8 and when they had set her in the midst, they say unto 
Him,9 Master, this woman was taken in the act 10 of eommitting 
adultery. Now, in the law, Moses commanded 11 us to stone 12 S'ltch : 
but tkou,13 what sayest thou J This they said, tempting Him, that 
they migkt be able to accuse Him.14 But Jesus stooped down, and 
with His finger wrote upon the _qround.16 .As they continued ask
ing Him, He lifted Himsdf up,16 and said unto them, Let him that 
is without sin first 11 cast a stone at he1·. 2.'hen He again stooped 
down, and wrote on the ground. 18 They having heard this,19 and 
being reproved by their conscience,20 went out 21 one by one,29 

beginning at the oldest, unto the last,28 and Jesus was left alone, 
with the woman standing 2

' in the midst. Then Jesus, lifting 
Hi1nself up,25 and seeing no one but the woman,26 said unto her, 
Woman,21 where are thine accuse1·s J 28 kath no one condemned 
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thee 1 Ske said,1 No one, Lord. Jesus said itnto her, Neither do 
[ condemn 9 thee: go,3 and sin no more."• 

Ver. 53. Does the expression: every one went away, refer, as 
would seem most natural from the context, to the departure of 
the members of the Sanhedrim to their homes after the meeting, 
vii. 45-52 1 In this case the remark is an utterly idle one. Or 
does it relate to the whole people who, after the termination of the 
feast, would leave the temple and return to their homes 1 This 
sense is the more probable, and is perhaps that which the verse 
possessed in the text from which this narrative was separated. 
But nothing in the context of St. John leads to such a meaning 
of the word: every one, and hence we have a manifest proof of 
interpolation by another hand. 

viii. 1 and 2 are analogous, both in form and matter, with 
the synoptic narrative. Comp. Luke xxi 38. 

Vv. 3, 4. Tpaµ,p,a,;,i_, the scribes, is an al'l'a; i.,y6µ,,vov in St. 
John, and synoptic in style. Besides, it is doubtful whether 
the scribes would at this period have submitted such a question 
to the decision of Jesus, and have thus conceded to Him so 
much authority in the eyes of the people. Comp. vii. 26. 

Ver. 5. Stoning was only commanded by Moses for unfaith
fulness in a betrothed virgin (Deut. xxii. 23, 24); the kind of 
death was not prescribed in the case of an adulterous wife (Lev. 
xx. 10). According to the Talmud, when the penalty was not 
specified, the law meant, not stoning, but strangling. Are we 
then (with Meyer) to regard this woman as unfaithful to her 
vows of betrothal, or (with Tholuck and Ewald) to admit, in 
opposition to the dicta of the Talmud, that where the law was 
silent the penalty of stoning was employed, or to acknowledge 
an error in the narrative, by the substitution, on the part of the 
narrator, of the term to stone for the more general expression to 
put to death? The supposition of Meyer seems forced, and the 
idea of an error in the narrative improbable. The second 
supposition, on the contrary, is confirmed by comparing Ex. 
xxxi. 14 and xxxv. 2 (where the penalty of death is attached 
to the violation of the Sabbath) with N um. xv. 32-34, where 
this penalty is, in a particular case, and without explanation, 
inflicted under the form of stoning. 

Ver. 6. In what did the snare consist? Many (Aug., Luth., 
Calv.) explain it thus: If Jesus had answered that she should 
not be stoned, He would have contradicted Moses, and might 
therefore have been accused before the Sanhedrim as a false pro
phet; if He had commanded to stone her, He would have been 
denying His usual principle of showing mercy to sinners. 

1 D: """"~" uwo "-UT't,,J. 

• D: ""''"t•• 
~EFG K Mnn.: ,.pm,. 

' D M U V 1!11, add '""'' <"tu ••• before "f'"P"'•''-
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But this second alternative could not have exactly given rise to 
any accusation. Others (Euthym., Thol., Hengstenb.) say that 
they certainly expected an answer on the side of clemency, and 
consequently in opposition to the Mosaic statute. But if this 
were so, there was really no snare, except in the case of a 
negative answer. Hug and Meyer think that if He had replied 
in the negative He would have contradicted Moses; if He had 
answered agreeably to Moses, He would have come into col
lision with the Roman law, which did not punish adultery with 
death. But the Romans did not impose their own legislation 
upon the provinces; and the snare, resulting in a purely juridical 
conflict between the two codes, would not have involved any 
principle sufficiently popular to do serious damage to the cause 
of Jesus. The solution seems to me very simple. Had Jesus 
replied: Moses was in the right, stone her, they would have 
gone to Pilate, and accused Him of encroaching on the rights of 
the Roman authority, which here, as in all conquered countries, 
had reserved to itself the jus gladii. If He had answered : Do 
not stone her, they would have defamed Him before the people, 
and accused Him before the Sanhedrim as a false Messiah ; for 
the Messiah was to restore the supremacy of the law. It was 
precisely the same combination as when the question concerning 
paying tribute to Oresar was proposed to Him (Luke xx. and 
its parallel passages). Luthardt explains this verse exactly as 
we do: "Jesus seemed forced to occupy a position opposed 
either to the law or to the Roman authority." Meyer objects 
that even au affirmative decision on the part of Jesus would 
have left the right of execution by the Romans unchallenged. 
But it would have been very easy, in bringing the accusation 
before Pilate, to make no account of this distinction, and to 
represent the decision as a summons to instant execution, for 
this was precisely the character of stoning.-The act of Jesus, 
after this question (His writing on the ground), is not, as gene
rally understood from certain examples derived from Greek 
authors and Rabbis, simply a means of isolating Himself, or of 
testifying His indifference to the question proposed. Heng
stenberg justly objects to this explanation, that it makes the 
act of Jesus a mere piece of acting, incompatible with His 
moral dignity. If Jesus seemed to be writing, He must have 
actually written. And what He wrote naturally was, as it 
seems to us, the saying which He immediately afterwards 
uttered (ver. 7); the first part, when He stooped down and 
wrote for the first time (ver. 6); the second, when He again 
assumed this attitude (ver. 8). By writing, .Tesus alluded to 
the office of judge, which His adversaries wel'e at that time 
attributing to Him. :For a judicial sentence is not only pro-
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nounced, but, written; and this saying of Jesus deserves the 
name of sentence in a twofold sense, as being at once a con
demnation of the accusers and an acquittal of the accused. 

Vv. 7, 8. The wonderful art, combined with simplicity, dis
played in the answer of Jesus (ver. 7), consists in its removal 
of the question from the judicial sphere, in which His adver
saries had placed it, to that moral province beyond which He 
did not for the present care to extend His authority; comp. 
Luke xii. 14. A judge may certainly, in his judicial capacity, 
both judge and condemn, though himself also a sinner. But 
such was not at this time the position of our Lord, who 
was not invested with the office of judge. Nor was it the 
position of those who proposed this question. For them to 
have any claim to constitute themselves the representatives 
and executors of the justice of God, they ought to resemble Him, 
at least, by the purity of their lives. It is evident that this 
answer assumes, as was actually the case, that the theocracy 
was subjugated, and deprived of its ancient constitution.-Ex
positors who, like Lucke, Meyer, and many others, restrict the 
application of the term, without sin, to adultery, or to impurity 
in general, strangely weaken the thought. For is it not said: 
Whosoever shall keep the whole law, and yet offend in one point, 
he is guilty of all (J as. ii. 10)? The skill of the answer consists 
in the manner in which it disarmed the self-constituted judges 
of the woman, without in the slightest degree impugning the 
Mosaic ordinance. The law remains unaltered, only there is no 
one to carry it into execution. 

Ver. 9. If the Pharisees had been sincere in their indignation 
against the crime of the accused, they would now have taken 
her to the lawfully constituted judge. Their departure was a 
tacit avowal both of their malicious design in coming and of 
their defeat. IIp,11/3/inpa1 is not here the name of an office, but 
means the eldest, who, as the most venerable representatives of 
public morality, were at the head of the party; l11xa'/'01 does 
not signify the youngest, or the lowest in social position, but 
those who went out last. 

Vv. 10 and 11. This result attained, Jesus gives the woman 
to understand by the aiioe syw, nor I, that there was nevertheless 
One there who, even by the rule laid down (ver. 7), might have 
really lifted the first stone, if He had thought well to do so, but 
who renounced this right through the charitable desire of 
giving her the opportunity of returning to the right way: Go, 
and sin no rnore. The saying of Jesus to this woman must not 
be confounded with a positive declaration of forgiveness, 
like that found Luke vii. 48 and 50. She had not, like that 
contrite sinner, come to Jesus in faith, and He simply granted 
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her time to repent and believe. It was a declaration of suffer• 
ance, not of justification. Comp. Rom. iii. 24, 25 ('1r'ap111,,). 

Thus vanish, as it seems to us, all the moral inconsistencies 
which Hengstenberg claims to find in this narrative, which 
is in every respect worthy the wisdom, holiness, and goodness 
of Him to whom it is attributed. It seems to be at the foun •· 
dation of that sublime passage in which St. Paul, placing him
self under the regis of Christ, defies, in a still more elevated 
sense, the whole universe: vVho is he that accuseth ? who is he 
that condemneth ? (Rom. viii. 33, 34.) It could no more have 
been invented than any other feature in the inimitable life of 
Christ. Its internal characteristics place it chronologically at 
the same epoch as other similar facts related by the Synoptists, 
viz. immediately after the triumphal entry (Luke xx. ; Matt. 
xxii., etc.). Before that day we can hardly understand so 
explicit a recognition of the authority of Jesus on the part of 
the Sanhedrim. 

2. Jesus the Light of the World.-viii. 12-20. 

We have in this passage, 1st, a testimony (ver. 12) ; 2d, 
an objection(ver.13); 3d,the answer of Jesus (vv. 14-19); 
4th, an historical notice (ver. 20). · 

Ver. 12. "Then again Jesus spake to them, saying, I am the 
light of tlw world : he that jollowetk me shall not walk1 in dark
ness, but shall have2 the light of life."-If we were to retain in 
the text the narrative of the woman taken in adultery, ver. 12 
would_ have to be connected with the words of ver. 2 : and He 
sat down and taught them. But the 'll"a°'>,,,v, again, seems rather 
to announce P second testimony analogous to that of vii. 
37 sqq. The true sense, then, of these first words is as follows; 
Jesus, after having thus applied to Himself one symbol, again 
spoke for the purpose of applying to Himself a second. St. 
John does not tell us whether this new address was delivered 
on the same day as the preceding; nothing in the text obliges 
us to decide to the contrary, nor are the arguments in favour 
of the supposition decisive.-The term e7,.,d">..1Ja-e, He said, in
dicates a less solemn tone and attitude than the expressions : 
He stood and cried, of vii. 37. It is a continuation and com
pletion of the preceding address,-a circumstance which would 

1 T. R. with D E, etc., "''P'"'".,.~'"· N 13 r, etc., "'"'"'"""'"' 
, ~ e read 'l." tµstead of 'i"• 
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seem to speak' in favour of the identity of the day. In any 
case, however, we may say, with Luthardt, that "the historic 
thread, which the author was concerned to preserve, was any
thing but one of days and hours." 

On what occasion, then, did Jesus designate Himself the 
Light of the World ? Hug and others have thought that He 
was alluding to the two great candelabra which were lighted 
in the evening during the feast in the court of the women, 
and whose light, according to the Rabbis, shone all over 
,Jerusalem. This ceremony was of a very noisy kind. A 
sacred dance, in which grave men participated, took place 
around the candelabra ; the temple was filled with the sound 
of singing and musical instruments, and the festivity was 
prolonged till daybreak. The celebrated Maimonides states 
that this ceremony took place on each evening during the 
feast, which would agree with the explanation of Hug. But 
the Talmud only mentions its occurrence on the first evening; 
on which account Vitringa and other commentators have 
endeavoured rather to connect this saying with some passage 
from the prophets, which might have been read in the temple 
during the day, e.g. with Isa. xlii. 6, "I will give thee for a 
covenant of the people,jor a light of the Gentiles." Comp. also Isa. 
xlix. 6, 9. It is not, however, certain whether regular read
ings from the 0. T. took place in the temple; and even the 
existence of a synagogue within the sacred enclosure is doubt
ful (see Lucke). Jarchi speaks only of a synagogue "situated 
near the court, upon the temple mountain." Those com
mentators who adopt the idea of an allusion to the candelabra 
of the temple seem to me to commit the same error which we 
pointed out in the explanation of the preceding testimony. 
Thinking only of the ceremony as it was celebrated in the 
times of our Lord, they forget what is far more important, viz. 
the miraculous and gracious act of which this ceremony was 
but the memorial, and which would certainly be, in the view 
of Jesus, the essential matter. Of what importance to us are 
these candelabra, and consequently the question whether they 
were lighted on one or on each evening during the feast? 
That which really concerns us is the meaning of the feast of 
Tabernacles, which the people had met to keep. This feast 
was designed to commemorate the favours they had received 
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from God during their sojourn in the wilderness. Hence the 
booths of foliage. Now among these favours, the two chief 
were the water from the rock and the pillar of fire. Jesus 
had just applied to Himself one of these types. He now 
appropriates the other (hence the 'll'a?w,, ver. 12). It was 
thus that Jesus kept the feast of Tabernacles, transfening it 
in some sort to His own person. Israel, however, was from 
henceforth to be the ,cauµ,o,;, the whole world, just as in eh. vi. 
Jesus was the manna, not for the multitude only, but for the 
whole human race, and in vii. 37 the living water for whoso
ever thirsteth.-We have already explained, i. 4 and iii. 19, 
the term light; it is the perfect revelation of moral good.
The expression: he that followeth me shall not walk ... , 
refers not, as some have thought, to the torch dance which 
took place in the court, but to the wandering of Israel in the 
wilderness. They arose, advanced, stopped, encamped at the 
signal of the fiery cloud. With such a guide, the travellers 
knew no darkness. In like manner is the natural darkness of 
human life dispersed for the man who has received Jesus into 
his heart, and who, at every step which he has to take, begins by 
looking to Him and seeking in Him the revelation of holiness, 
that only substantial truth. It is truth of this kind, essen
tially vital truth, that Jesus means by the light of life. The 
future m,p,1raT11cre£ in the Received Text is probably a correc
tion to suit efe,. The aor. conjunctive (ov µ,~ 'll'epmaT~cry) is 
found in many passages (e.g. x. 5), followed, as here, by the 
fut. indic. The form ov µ,17 is used because of the natural 
mistrust of the heart: There is no fear, whatever the obscurity 
around and within, that he will still be constrained to walk in 
darkness.-''E~e,: he shall possess within. 

The deep-lying connection between this and the preceding 
testimony is brought out by that saying of the prologue (i. 4): 
In Him was life, and the life was tke light of men.-In vii. 38, 
Jesus presented Himself as the life (iJorop twv); in viii. 21, He 
offers Himself as the light which emanates from life. With 
respect to the manner in which man must respond to these 
divine offers, the mere receptivity of faith is more brought out 
in the first passage (sha/,l d1·ink); the activity of practical 
obedience in the second (sliall walk). 

Ver. 13. "Tke Pharisees tkerejore said unto Him,, Thoi1 
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yivest testimony to thyself; thy testimony is not triie."
Liicke infers from the words : the PhMisees, that the pilgrims 
had already left Jerusalem,-an inference quite unnecessary, 
for Pharisees might have been found among the front ranks 
of His hearers, even while the multitudes who came up to the 
feast were still prr.sent.-The last words : is not true, do not 
here signify: is false, but rather is not sufficiently attested, 
not worthy of faith. His opponents seemed intimidated, and 
only raised a question of form. In support of their objection, 
they could even allege His own admission, ver. 31. In His 
reply, Jesus began with the main question, to return sub
sequently to the question of form, vv. 15, 16. 

Ver. 14. "Jesus answered and said unto them, And even if 
I bear testimony of myself, my testimony is true : because I know 
whence I came, and whithe,• I go; but1 you, ye do not know whence 
I come, nor 2 whither I go."-Jesus here claims His true position, 
which He had voluntarily given up by the saying of ver. 31. 
The rupture between Himself and His hearers being now 
further developed, He asserts Himself more positively. Two 
things are guai-anteed by the perfect holiness of Jesus-first, 
the truthfulness of His words ; · and then the absence of any 
internal illusions concerning His Person. Illusions are the 
fruit of pride. If, then, Jesus is holy,-and He here starts 
from this supposition, which He regards as a concession 
extorted by the power of fact from the conscience of His 
opponents,-His testimony to Himself is accompanied by 
guarantees which are wanting to that given to themselve8 by 
other men.-The term oWa, I know, designates that constantly 
clear, unobscured consciousness which He had of Himself, and 
which testified at once to the place whence He came and 
whither He would return. That place was heaven. Jesus 
had direct consciousness of Himself as a Being coming from 
above and returning thither, to whom earthly life was con
sequently only a transition from heaven to heaven. Chris
tianity is entirely based upon Christ's consciousness of 
Himself, and it is the heroism of faith to rest upon the 
extraordinary testimony which this Being gave to Himself.-

, ~ }l' H and K omit o,. 
' We translate according to the readin,!l " in B D K T U X and .A. T, 1' .. 

teacis ""'• after ~ E F G H L and many l\inn. 
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The words : as for you, ye know not, do more than state a fact ; 
they include also a reproach. For they too, had their minds 
been but a little open to receive it, might have known. In 
the perfectly holy character manifested in Jesus, every upright 
mind may discern the divine nature of His origin as well as 
of His destination.-The disjunctive particle i], nor, in the 
second proposition (see the critical note), is more emphatic 
than the mere ,cat,_ and, in the first: As for Jesus, He adds 
knowledge to knowledge; hence the and. But as for them, 
whether they are questioned on one point or on another, they 
will always show the same ignorance ; hence the nor. 

V v. 15, 16. " You fudge after the flesh ; I judge no one . 
.And yet if I judge, niy judgment is true; 1 because I am not 
alone, but I and the Father that sent me." 2-The objection 
brought forward by the Pharisees, ver. 13, actually con
tained a judgment against the claims of Jesus. By it they 
treated Him as an ordinary man, as a sinner like themselves. 
It is this with which Jesus reproaches them in the words· 
you judge after the flesh. The flesh does not here designate 
the veil drawn over the eyes of one who judges falsely, 
but rather, according to the article TlJV, the apparent weak
ness of Him who is falsely judged, by reason of which He 
is not, at first sight, distinguished from other men. But 
the first meaning is naturally included in the second ; for 
the Jews, if more spiritually-minded, would certainly have 
recognised in Jesus a Being of a higher nature, and would 
have assigned to Him in the midst of humanity a place by 
Himself. That superficial appreciation on their part, of 
which Jesus found Himself the object, made Him sensible 
of the contrast now presented. While these blind ones, with 
perfect confidence in their own lights, and without taking 
counsel with a Higher Intelligence, allowed themselves to judge 
Him, He, the Incarnate Light, judged no man in this manner. 
Thus they who were ignorant, allowed themselves to judge, 
while He who knew, denied Himself this right. And yet it 
cannot be denied that Jesus judged also; as He declared that 
He did in ver. 16. Much pains have been expended in 
explaining this contradiction. The word : no man, has 

1 T. R., with 12 Mjj. (~ r ~ etc.) and almost all the Mnn., reads ,.;,,ijd•r, 
while B D LT X read «i1.ndm1. 

•~and D omit ir,,,.,.,, after• '81µv,11r , • ., 



CHAP, VIII. 15, 16. 317 

been paraphrased as: no man ofter the flesh (Cyril) ; or: 
no man as you judge me (Lucke); or: no man, now, as 
opposed to the judgment to come (Augustine, Chrysostom).1 

But in these meanings there is added what is not said. 
Or, without ellipsis and in the meaning of iii. 1 7 : "The 
principal object of my corning is to save ; and if I happen 
exceptionally to judge, it is only those who will not allow 
themselves to be saved" (Calvin, Meyer, Astie, Luthardt, 
Weiss, Keil, Westcott, with various shades). But it is the 
very idea of such exceptional judgments which is excluded by 
the oiloeva, no man, of ver. 15. Reuss here applies iii. 18: 
"No man, because those who are judged have judged them
selves." But how then explain the : And if I judge ? To all 
these meanings I should prefer that of Storr, who translates 
E"fW, I, in the sense of I alone. Comp. ver. 2 6. What Jesus 
upbraids the Jews with is their thinking themselves compe
tent to judge Him by themselves, and with their own light 
(vµeir;, ye). "As for me, Jesus means, in so far as I am left 
to myself, reduced to my own human individuality, I allow 
myself nothing of the kind; as such I judge no man." This 
is the same thought, in a negative form, as ver. 30 gives 
affirmatively: "As I hear, I judge." The emphasis would 
thus be on the pronoun E"fW, I, which its position in the sen
tence does really express. And Jesus would thus add, without 
contradicting Himself, ver. 16 : " Yet if I judge." For then 
it is not really He who judges, since He only declares the 
sentences which He has heard from His Father. This was 
the meaning which I formerly adopted. Yet when I weigh 
the import of the word ouoeva, no man, it is a question with me 
whether Jesus did not mean that He judges no individual, in the 
sense that He does not pronounce on any one a final sentence ; 
and if He judges the moral state of the people and the quality of 
the acts of which He is witness, the sentences which He pro
nounces are dictated to Him by His Father. We thus come back 
to the former sense, but in another way (the contrast of the 
individual with the people and things).-The Received reading, 
ci"».'1]0~r;, is certainly better suited to the context than the Alex. 

1 Hilgenfeld, Einleit. p. 728, concludes from this verse that the fourth Gospel 
rejects all externaljudgment, and makes "the reign of the Spirit end directly at 
tl1e last day." Such conclusions are arbitrary, and make the writer contradict 
hiwsdf. 
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variation, aX'Y)0w~. Jesus does not mean to say that iu such 
cases the sentence which He delivers is a real sentence, but 
that it is a true one,-that is to say, one fully worthy of faith, 
-thus returning to the point whence He started, viz. the 
truthfulness of His testimony to Himself. In this respect a 
question of form was proposed to Him, and He solved it by 
recurring to an article of the code : 

Vv. 17, 18. "And it is, moreover, written 1 in your law, that 
the testimony of two men is trne. I am one that bear witness 
concerning myself, and the Fatlier tliat sent me beareth witness 
of me."-The Mosaic law required at least two or three wit
nesses to make a testimony valid (Deut. xvii. 6, xix. 15). 
Jesus declared that He satisfied this rule, because the Father 
united His testimony to that which He bore of Himself. 
Where the fleshly eye saw but one witness, there were in 
reality two. It is usual to refer this testimony of the Father 
to miracles, in accordance with v. 36. But ver. 16 sets us 
on the road to a far more profound explanation. Jesus was 
here describing an inward fact, applicable both to the judg
ments He pronounced on others and the statements by which 
He testified to Himself. He was aware that the knowledge 
which He possessed of His origin and mission was not based 
upon that ordinary phenomenon, of purely psychological 
character, philosophically called the fact of consciousness. 
He felt that it was in the light of God that He contemplated 
and knew Himself. He knew, moreover, that the testimony 
by which He manifested His inward feeling bore, in the eyes 
of all who had a sense for the perception of Deity, the seal 
of this divine attestation.2 In the expression, your law, the 

1 ~ reads 'Y''Yf"fLI'"" ,,,..,., instead of 'Y''Yf".,,.r"" 
'An anecdote may perhaps better explain this saying of Jesus than any com• 

mcntary. About 1660, Hedinger, chaplain to the Duke of Wurtemberg, took 
the liberty of censuring his sovereign, at first in private, but afterwards in 
public, for a serious fault. The latter, much enraged, sent for him, resolved 
to punish him. Hedinger, after seeking strength by prayer, repaired to the 
prince, the expression of his countenance betokening the peace of God, and the 
feeling of His presence in his heart. The prince, after beholding him for a 
time, said: "Hedinger, why did you not come alone, as I commanded you ? " -
" Pardon me, your Highness, I am alone." The duke persisting with increasing 
agitation, Hedinger said : "Certainly, your Highness, I came alone ; but I 
cannot tell whether it has pleased God to send an angel with me." The duke 
dismissed him unharmed. The vital communion of this servant of God with hi, 
God was a sensible fact, even to one whom anger ha.d exasperated. 
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opponents of the genuineness of this Gospel find a proof of the 
Gentile origin of its author. M. Reuss, without gorng so far, 
explains it by the spirit of this Gospel, which aims at nothing 
less than a lowering and almost a degradation of the old dis
pensation. We have already seen, at the close of eh. v., what 
such statements are worth. The fact is, that Jesus, in thus 
expressing Himself, simply acted in accordance with the ex
ceptional position which He claimed throughout this whole 
section. As He never said our Father, not even when address
ing God in prayer, but my Father or your Father (see xx. 17), 
because God is not His Father in the sense in which He is 
ours, so neither can He say our law, for it would be incom
patible with His dignity to include His relation and that of 
the Jews to the Mosaic institutions in a common epithet. 
Who does not feel that He could not, without derogating from 
that dignity, have said, vii. 19, Did not Moses give us the 
law 1 Jesus felt Himself infinitely above all Jewish law, 
and even when His submission thereto was complete, His 
moral life was independent of it.-The word men is not found 
in the Hebrew text ; perhaps the contrast between ordinary 
men, and the divine character of those two exceptional wit
nesses mentioned ver. 18, may have suggested this addition to 
our Lord. It is evident that, under this judicial formula, He 
expressed in reality the same notion as when He spoke, ver. 
16, of the inward certainty of His testimony. The idea of 
this whole passage is : Since you demand a guarantee of what 
I say of myself, I will give you one : It is in God that I know 
myself, as it is also in Him that I know and judge yon. It is 
in virtue of this divine light, which shines within Him, and by 
which also He knows others, that He is the light of the world 
(ver. 12). 

The internal fact to which Jesus referred when He thus 
expressed Himself, was certainly not of a nature to be under
stood by all; hence,-

Ver. 19. " Then said they unto Him, Where is thy Father ? 
Jesus answered, Ye neither know me, nor my Fathe1·: if you hail 
known me, ymi would have known my Father also."-All these 
addresses are of so transcendent a nature, that they seem like 
monologues in which Jesus repeatedly grasps the treasures 
,tored up within Himself, and displays them to us. Could any 
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of His disciples, with the exception of St. John, penetrate their 
meaning ? .And did not even he sometimes recall them as 
enigmas which the future would solve ? How many are there 
who now, in this noonday of Christianity, understand what St. 
Paul says (Rom. vii. 1 6) of the inward witness of the Spirit ? 
Hence the question of the hearers does not, as Reuss affirms, 
betray anything which makes it impossible to admit it. Jesus 
spoke of a second witness; but if His testimony is to be re
ceived, He must be seen and heard. How otherwise could 
they know that they had not a mere dreamer or impostor to 
deal with? Luthardt says: It is as though they meant to say 
that any deceiver could also appeal to God. The meaning then, 
as it seems to us, is : If it is God of whom thou art speaking, 
let Him make Himself heard ; if it is any one else, let him 
be seen. The answer of Jesus signifies that He cannot pos• 
sibly comply with this demand. God cannot be perceived by 
the senses ; and had they possessed the spiritual organ needed 
to discern God manifested in Jesus, they would not have 
said : Where is He ? Comp. xiv. 10. 

Ver. 20. "These words spoke J68'1.ts as He taili?ht near tht 
treasury in the temple : 1 and no one laid hands on Him; because 
His hour was not yet come."-The position occupied by the 
words Tavra nt MµaTa, these words, at the beginning of the 
sentence, gives them an emphatic meaning : words of such 
imp01tance. Even the remembrance of the locality in which 
they were uttered remained engraven on the mind of the 
evangelist. The term ryaso<f,vXalCtOV, treasury, probably desig
nates, by reason of the preposition Jv, in, the place in which 
were deposited the sums collected for the maintenance of the 
temple and all other pious purposes. Mark xii. 14 and 
Luke xx. 1 show that even the thirteen trunks or chests 
of brass for the reception of the gifts of worshippers were 
properly called by this name. These were placed in the 
court of the women, and each bore an inscription indicat
ing the use to which the money placed therein was devoted. 
It was opposite that destined for the poor that Jesus was 
sitting when He saw the widow cast in her mite. Probably 
the apartment called the treasury was that in which the 
sums collected in these trunks were kept, and was near at 

1 K omits ;,;,.,.,..,, " .,., ,.,.,, 
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hand. Hence this locality was almost contiguous to the hall 
in which the meetings of the Sanhedrim were held, between 
the court of the women and the inner court (Keil, Handb. 
der bibl. Archtiol., pt. l, p. 146, note 13). This latter circum
stance accounts· for the importance which the evangelist 
attaches to the mention of the locality. It was, in some sort, 
under the eyes and ears of the assembled Sanhedrim (vii. 
45-52) that Jesus was teaching when He uttered these say
ings. The words, in the tmnple, serve to bring out the sacred 
character of the place referred to : in the treasury, in the very 
midst of the temple at Jerusalem! The and which follows 
evidently acquires the sense of: and nevertheless. If there 
was a place in which He was under the hands, and appa
rently at the mercy of His enemies, it was here ; but their 
hands were still paralysed by their consciences and by public 
opinion. 

GODET II. X JOHN. 
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3. It is L-viii. 21-29. 

Jesus had just applied to Himself two special types which 
the feast naturally commemorated. The testimony which 
follows is a more general statement concerning His mission, 
and one which recapitulates and completes the two which 
precede it. 

Vv. 21, 22. " Then said Jesus unto them again,1 I go my 
way, and ye shall seek me, and ye shall die in your sin : 
whither I go, ye cannot come. Then said the Jews, Will he 
kill himself? for he saith, Whither I go, ye cannot come."
The then seems to refer to the liberty which Jesus continued 
to enjoy (ver. 20), notwithstanding His preceding declarations. 
There is nothing to prevent our admitting that this fresh 
testimony was delivered during the same day, the last and 
great day of the feast. This supposition is also in accord
ance with the grave and solemn tone of· the following dis
course. It was the last time that Jesus was present in the 
midst of His assembled people, before that feast at which He 
was to shed His blood for them. When to-morrow should 
come, this multitude would have dispersed to all parts of the 
world. 

Ver. 21 warns His hearers of the importance of this hoi:.r. 
Jesus, and in Him the Messiah, will be with them but a little 
longer. When once their rejection of Him is consummated, 
heaven, to which He is about to return, will be closed against 
them, and perdition alone will remain. This declaration is a 
more emphatic repetition of vii. 3 3, 34. The seeking of the 
Jews, as Meyer says, is not the seeking of faith; it will be 
but a desire for external deliverance. 'Ev T?J rlµapnq, vµwv, 
in yonr sin, indicates the state of internal depravity, and con
sequently of condemnation, in which death will surprise them, 
and from which Jesus alone could have delivered them. 
Hengstenberg and others translate: by your sins, a rendering 
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of lv which is possible, but not so suitable to the plural 
aµapTlat, which we have, ver. 24, in a saying exactly resembling 
this. Sin here means the departure of the heart from God, 
general alienation from Him, and in ver. 24 the particular 
manifestations of such a disposition. In xiii. 33, Jesus speaks 
to the apostles of the impossibility of following Him, in the 
same terms as in the end of this verse ; but for them this 
impossibility will be but temporary (&pn, at this time), for 
He will return to fetch them, xiv. 6. For the Jews, on ths 
eontrary, there will be no longer a bridge between earth and 
heaven; their separation will be consummated by their rejec
tion of Him, without whom no man cometh to the Father 
(xiv. 6).-The Jews, on their part, and as if they desired in 
.3ome sort to retaliate, went beyond the answer they had given 
to His former statement, vii. 35. Then they ridiculed Him 
as the Messiah of the heathen ; now they stigmatize Him as 
that of the dead. Certainly, they say, if it is to Hades that 
thou art going, we have no desire to follow thee there. This 
banter need not be explained by the notion, that a peculiar 
penalty awaited in Hades those who deprived themselves of 
life (Josephus, Bell. jud. iii 8. 5). -The imperf. e).eryov, 
said, indicates that in these discussions of the Jews with 
Jesus they persevered in the objections which they brought 
forward. 

Vv. 23-25. "And He said 1 1into them, Ye are from beneath; 
I am from above : ye are of this world ; I am not of this world. 
Therefore said I unto you, that you shall die in your sins : for 
if ye believe 2 not that I am . . . you shall die in your sins. 
They said then unto Him, Who art thou ? Jesus saitk 8 

unto them, Exactly what I also declare unto you."
J esus leaves their jeer unheeded. He continues the 
warning begun in ver. 21. .An abyss separates heaven, 
life in God, the home of Jesus, and earth, the life of 
this world, the natural and moral home of the Jews; and 
faith in Jesus could alone have bridged over this abyss 
(ver. 24). The parallelism between the expressions, from 
beneath and of this world (ver. 23), does not allow us (as we 

1 ~ B D LT and X have •"-•~" instead of ,.,n,, 
a ~ and D read p,01 after ,..,n·w~~.-,, 
3 ~ and D read •u• after ""'"·· 
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formerly thought) to include in the former the notion ot 
Hades (ver. 22). The terms, from beneath and from above, 
designate only oppositeness of origin and nature ; the second 
antithesis : of this world and not of this world, adds to this 
natural contrast that of moral disposition. Neither can be 
surmounted and reconciled but by faith. The world signifies 
human life, as constituted independently of, and consequently 
in opposition to, the will of God. The negative form: I am 
not of tkis wo1'ld, forcibly expresses the repugnance with which 
this whole system of human life, destitute of the divine afflatus, 
inspires Him. 

Hence their perdition is, if they refuse to embrace Him, 
certain, since He alone could have raised them to heaven 
(ver. 24). The short proposition by which Jesus formulates 
the contents of faith, if you believe not tkat I am, is remark
able by reason of the absence of any attribute. The whole 
attention is thus fixed upon the subject: E"fW, L l, and none 
other. According to what precedes, the unexpressed attribute 
is: He whom you seek and expect, He who alone can deliver you 
from condemnation, and raise you to heaven; or, in its ultimate 
analysis, the idea of the Messiah. Many derive tl10 attribute 
from the verb, and interpret, according to Ex. iii. 14 : " that I 
am that I am ; " but this assimilation is authorized neither by 
the expression itself nor by the context. Hengstenberg, with 
more reason, compares the expression with Dent. xxxii. 3 9 : 
See now that I, even I, am He, and there is no god with me 
(LXX.: iom, i5n hyw elµ,t); and Isa. xliii. 10: "that ye may 
understand that I am He." In both these sayings the under
stood attribute is evidently : God, the true, the only God, all 
that you mean when you utter this word, and consequently 
He in whom is found the complete satisfaction of all your 
desires. The saying of Jesus has essentially the same mean
ing, and but for His consciousness of Deity it would be 
utterly incomprehensible that He should have appropriated to 
Himself a formula which was, so to speak, the Old Testament 
sign-manual of Jehovah. 

By thus expressing Himself, Jesus evidently declared Him
self to be the expected One. He avoided, however, the term 
Messiah, as subject to too much misunderstanding among the 
Jews. lt was1 however, just this term which His hearers 
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desired to extort from Him, and it was with this object that 
they asked the question : Who art thou ? In other words : 
Have at last the courage to speak out plainly. In fact, an 
express declaration on this point might have furnished them 
matter for a capital accusation. The answer of Jesus is 
one of the most disputed passages in the Gospel. There 
are two principal classes of interpretations, according to the 
two chief meanings of the word apx!J, beginning (temporal) 
and principle (essential or logical). In the former must 
be ranked that of Cyril, Fritzsche, Hengstenberg : "From 
eternity (apx!J, i. 1), I am what I declare to you." But 
why, instead of the unusual form T~v apx17v, not simply say 
a7r' dpxi,~, as 1 John i. 1 ? Then in this sense would not 
the perf. Xe).a).'l}"a have been more suitable than the pres. 
).a).w ? Besides, the thought of Jesus would in any case 
have been wholly unintelligible to His hearers. The Latin 
Fathers, Augustine, e.g., have translated as if it were the 
nominative : " Who a1't thou ? The beginning (the origin of 
things)." This meaning could only be justified grammatically 
in one way, that is, by making the accusative Thv dpx17v an 
accusative of attraction from the following 5 n: "The begin
ning, what I also tell you." But the construction is never
theless forced as well as the idea. Tholuck, giving up this 
transcendent meaning of dpXIJ, applies the word to the 
beginning of the ministry of Jesus: " I am what I have not 
ceased to tell you since I began to speak to you." But why 
not simply say a7r' apxi]~. as xv. 27 ?-And it must be 
confessed that the inversion of Thv apx17v is not well ex
plained any more than the ,ea{, also, before Xa:>.w.-There 
remains, in the temporal meaning of apx!J, Meyer's explana
tion. He holds at once an interrogation and an ellipsis: 
"What I say to you of myself from the beginning (is that 
what you ask me)? The ellipsis is as forced as the thought 
is superfluous. And how are we to explain the ,ea[,, the 
choice of the unusual term T~v apx!Jv, and the use of the 
present AaAro, instead of the perfect AeXa).'l}Ka, which would 
certainly have been more suitable in this sense? Tqe com
mentators who give to apx!J a logical meaning, and make Thv 
apx1v an adverbial form: before all, in general, absolutely, can 
cite numerous examples taken from classic Greek. So 
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Luthardt and Reuss: "First of all, I am what I tell you," 
which means: "This is the first and only answer which I 
have to give you. Would you know who I am, you have 
only to weigh, in the first place, my testimonies regarding my 
person." The meaning is good; but to what subsequent 
means of enlightenment would this in the first place allude 
(but see below) ? And why in this sense not simply say 
1rpwTov (Rom. iii. 2)? Chrysostom, Lucke, Weiss, Westcott 
explain thus: "In general,· wherefore do I still speak with 
you ... ? " Understand: "I do not know myself" (Lucke), 
or: "This is what you should ask me." I confess I cannot 
understand how it is possible to put into the mouth of Jesus 
anything so insignificant. Then, if we could get over those 
ellipses, unnatural as they are, what are we to make of the 
t1 Tt ? Are we to take it in the sense of n or oiaTl, wherefore, 
or becau,se of what .2 Weiss acknowledges that the New Testa
ment examples, which are quoted for one of those meanings 
(Mark ix. 11, e.g.), should not be so explained. The only 
analogous use of the word seems to me to be found in the 
LXX. 1 Chron. xvii 6; comp. with 2 Sam. vii. 7. Is that 
sufficient to justify its use in our passage ? Moreover, the 
rare form T~v dpx,~v is not sufficiently explained according to 
this interpretation. The only logical sense of this phrase 
which seems to me probable is that defended by Winer in 
his Grammar of the New Testament (§ 54. 1), and which 
is adhered to by de Wette, Bruckner, Keil, etc., and sub
stantially also by Reuss: "Absolutely what also I declare 
to you," that is to say: "Neither more nor less than what 
my sayings contain." Jesus thus appeals to His testi
monies regarding His person as the adequate expression of 
His being. "Sound my speech and you will discern my being." 
This meaning perfectly accounts for the smallest details of the 
text: 1st, for the prominent position of the word T~v Jpx~v, 
absolittely; 2nd, for the choice of the pronoun o Tt, all tkat: "all 
that I have been able to tell you;" they have only to reckon 
His affirmations concerning Himself, the light of the world, 
the rock from which the living water springs, the bread come 
down fr~m heaven ... , etc., and they will know what He is; 
3rd, for the particle 1Ca{, also, which expressly brings out the 
identity between His being and, His sayings; 4th, for the use 
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of the verb )..aX€tV, to declare, instead of "J,hyew, to say, to teach. 
As indeed Keil very well observes, in reply to Weiss: " His 
;\aXei'v does not denote what He said of Himself on such or 
such an occasion ; but His speaking in general, represented as 
an adequate expression of His being;" finally, 5th, for the 
present of the verb, which implies that His testimonies are 
not at an end. True, it is objected that T~v apx~v has only 
the sense of absolibtely in negative propositions. But first of 
all, the meaning of the proposition is essentially negative : 
" Absolutely nothing else than I declare." And can we 
demand in the New Testament all the rigour of the classic 
forms? Besides, Baiimlein cites the following example from 
Herodotus: apx~v 70,p l.ry<iJ µr;xav~uoµai (i. 9. 1), an example, 
the value of which seems only a little weakened because the 
sentence is followed by a negative proposition. This explana
tion appears to me to be indisputably preferable to all others. 
Still, however, I hesitate as to whether we might not recur to 
the temporal sense of dpx~, beginning, and explain in that 
case: "To begin with, that is to say, for the present," and find 
the afterwards or finally, which should correspond to this 
beginning, in ver. 28: "When ye shall have lifted up the 
Son of Man, then ye shall know ... " To-day Jesus reveals 
Himself in His speaking only; but when the great facts of 
salvation shall be accomplished, then they will receive a new 
and still more luminous revelation. If this connection 
betwee» vv. 25 and 28 appears forced, we must, I believe, 
hold by the preceding explanation. We omit a host of 
explanations, which are only varieties of the preceding mean
ings, or which are too completely wide of the mark to be 
taken into consideration. 

The application of this reply of Jesus was that, to discover 
His true nature and the position He filled towards Israel and 
the world, it was sufficient to weigh the testimony which He 
had for some time borne to Himself. Neither more nor less 
was to be expected from Him than He Himself stated. In 
this manner He would be successively recognised as the true 
temple (eh. ii.), the living water (eh. iv.), the true Son of God 
(eh. v.), the bread of heaven (eh. vi.), etc. And thus His 
name of the Christ would be in some sort spelt out letter by 
letter in the heart of the believer; would there take the form 
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of a spontaneous discovery, which would be infinitely more 
advantageous than if learnt by rote under external teaching. 
In fact, the confession : "Thou art the Christ," to be a saving 
one, must be, as with St. Peter (vi. 66-69), the fruit of 
the experience of faith. Comp. Matt. xvi. 1 7 : "Flesh and 
blood bath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is 
in heaven." Such was the source of the homage at the 
triumphal entry, and Jesus never either sought or accepted an 
adherence arising from any other principle. This reply is one 
of the most characteristic traits of our Lord's wisdom, and 
perfectly explains why He so frequently, according to the 
Synoptists, forbade the TwelYe to say that He was the Christ. 

Vv. 26, 27. "I have many things to say and to judge of you: 
but He that sent me is true ; and what I have heard of Him,1 that 
Bpeak 2 I to the world. They itnderstood not that He spake to 
them of the Fathe1·." 8-Many ancient and modern expositors 
closely connect this verse with the preceding, by making the 
words OT£ Kal A,aAro vµtv an inserted proposition, and 'T('OAM 
ixro the continuation of the proposition begun by Ti]v 
apx1v (so Bengel, Hofmann, and Baumlein): at present, 
undoubtedly, I have yet-as I am also doing-much to say to 
yoo. But this meaning of T~v ap;dv is useless, and so is the 
inserted proposition. Ver. 26 does not continue the thought 
of ver. 25, but resumes from ver. 24, ver. 25 being occasioned 
by an interruption on the part of the hearers. Jesus had, in 
vv. 21-24, spoken severely of the moral condition of the 
people, and continues, ver. 26: I have many more (,ro)l,)..a at 
the beginning of the phrase) of these statements ("A.a)..e,v) and 
of these sentences (Kplveiv) to pronounce concerning you. But, 
He adds, however painful this mission may be to me, I cannot 
dispense with fulfilling it. For He who dictates my message 
is The Truth, and I am in this world only to declare to it what 
He reveals to me. The context thus understood is so clear, 
that I feel I may dispense with enumerating the different 
explanations given by Lticke, de Wette, Meyer, etc. The 
latter finds in these words the following contrast: Though I 
reveal many things, I nevertheless reveal but a part. But the 

l t{ reads ,rizp' "'""""' instead of "'"'P av,rov. 
1 The Mss. are divided between M,,., (EFG, etc.) and ;i.,.;i_,. (A B D, ew.). 
3 tt D, S Mun. {tplerique and Yg. add.,.., Im at the end of the verse. 
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real antithesis is : I declare many things in vain, but they 
are none the less true. 

Criticism declares the want of intelligence, mentioned ver. 
27, as exhibited by the Jews impossible. We cannot adopt 
the expedient of Meyer, who thinks that the persons here 
spoken of were new hearers who had not been present at the 
preceding discourses. It must, however, be remarked, that so 
far Jesus had spoken solely of Him who had sent Him, with
out uttering either the word God or the Father. Now, even 
supposing His usual adversaries were incapable of mistaking 
the meaning of His words, might not the crowd composing His 
audience, when they heard Him speak mysteriously of "Hirn 
who had sent Him," think of some other being than God Himself, 
e.g. of one of those Messianic prophets of whom a considerable 
number was expected, and with whom Jesus might be secretly 
in relation, as the Messiah was to be with Elijah before His 
manifestation? For what strange misconceptions are attri
buted by the Synoptists to the apostles themselves ! Afte1 
eighteen centuries of Christianity, many things in the dis
courses of Jesus appear plain to us, which, by their very 
novelty and the opposition they encountered from inveterate 
prejudices, must have seemed extremely strange to the greater 
number of our Lord's hearers. Undoubtedly, their minds 
would have been more awake if their hearts had been better 
disposed. 

With this want of intelligence in His hearers, Jesus con
trasts the broad light which will exist concerning Himself ;md 
His mission, subsequently to the great national crime they 
were about to commit. 

Vv. 28, 29. "Jesus then said unto them,1 When you have 
l{jted up the Son of man, then shall ye know that I am, and 
that I do nothing of myself; but as my 2 Father hath taught me, 
so 3 I speak ; and that He who sent me is with me. The Father 4 

kath not left me alone; because I do always those things which 
please Hi11i."-The use of the second person : you shall have, 
shows that the lifting up of the Son of man refers first of all 

1 B L T omit """""' after .,..,.,, N D add ..,.,;_,., 
' Mou is omitted by N D L T X and Jtplerl~ue. 

a N : •• .,,.,, instead of .,..,. • .,.,, 
i N B D L T X, 5 Mnn. ltPierlque V g. a.nd Cop. omit • ,,,.«.,.~, after "'""· 
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Lo the death of the cross. But Jesus could not hope that the 
cross would of itself cause the scales to fall from the eyes of 
the Jews, and extort from them the admission : it is He ! It 
could only produce this effect in so far as it became a step
ping-stone to the throne and the passage to glory. The word, 
to lift up, in this verse contains the same amphibology as in 
iii. 14, and the second person plural thus acquires a decided 
tinge of irony : " When you shall, by putting me to death, 
have raised me to the throne." The term, Son of man, recalls 
that humble appearance which was the true cause of His 
rejection. The conviction here predicted took place in the 
conscience of all the Jews without exception, when, after 
the sending of the Holy Spirit, the perfectly holy and divine 
nature of His person, work, and teaching was manifested in 
Israel by the preaching of the apostles and the existence of 
the church. Misunderstanding will then be over for all, 
whether they will or not, and its place will be taken in some 
by faith, in others by wilful obduracy. This conviction con
tinues to be effected in Israel by the sight of the church's 
development, and will end in the final conversion of the 
nation, when they shall cry with one voice: "Blessed is He 
that eometh, in the name of the Lord" (Luke xiii 3 5). What 
calm dignity, what serene majesty, is expressed in the words: 
" Then shall ye know . . . ! " They recall, as Hengstenberg 
observes, those solemn and threatening declarations of Jehovah: 
"Mine eye shall not spare thee, neither will I have pity . . . ; 
and ye shall know that I mn the Lord," Ezek. vii 4. Comp. 
the same formula, Ezek. xi. 10, xii. 20; Ex. x. 2, etc. The 
presence of God in Him who thus spoke was more than 
confirmed, it made itself directly felt to every genuine Jew. 
Some expositors consider that St. John ought to have written 
oiJTC,1<; instead of -ravTa, and that we have here a slight in
accuracy. But the thought is : and I declare these tliings 
(milm) agreeably with ("a0ro,;;) the teaching which I have 
received from the Father; and the expression is perfectly cor
rect.-It seems to me that the end of the verse, from 8n, 
and even the beginning of ver. 29, depend upon ryvw<T€<T0e, you 
shall know. Jesus here returns to His former statements, and 
reiterates them as the anticipated matter of that future pre
dicted conviction: tkat I am He; comp. v. 24; that I do and 
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teach nothing of myself; comp. vii. 16, 1 7 : that the Father is 
with me (and that we are really two); comp. viii. 16, 18. 
'rhis verse, then, signifies : you will yourselves then say amen 
to all the statements which you to-day reject. While con
fronting that present which is escaping Him, He confidently 
grasps the future, for the Father is with Him. Thus does this 
solemn verse seal all those preceding discourses, by which the 
last and great day of the feast has been made illustrious. 

The close of ver. 29 (" the Father hath not left me alone") 
has been generally regarded (as by Tholuck, Lucke, etc.) as a 
consolation addressed by Jesus to Himself: You may forsake 
me, but God will forsake neither me nor my cause. But these 
last words are too naturally connected with those which im
mediately precede them : And He that sent me is with me, 
to make it possible thus to isolate them, by attributing to 
them an entirely different end. Jesus is merely justifying 
the idea of His constant communion with the Father (29a) 
by the fact of His own fidelity, which is its condition. One 
feels tempted to take the words o(J,c acp~,ce as meaning : When 
the Father sent me, He did not let me come below alone, but 
was Himself pleased to accompany me. This would be the 
most simple sense of the aorist acpfj,ce ; but then how should 
we understand the words : because I do always those things 
that please Him, which follow ? Hengstenberg has recourse 
to the divine foreknowledge: He hath not suffered me to come 
alone, knowing that I should always be faithful to Him in all 
things. But it is simpler to understand the aorist dcpfjKe in 
the sense in which it is used Acts xiv. 17: God left not Him
self without witness; God has not at any moment of my career 
left me to walk alone, because I do at every moment that 
which pleases Hirn. If Jesus had for one single instant 
acted or spoken of Himself, that instant would have been the 
signal of a rupture, for God would have departed from Him 
the moment, and in the proportion, that a will of His own had 
been formed within Him ; for it was His voluntary and com
plete dependence which was the constant condition of the 
Father's presence. x. 1 7 and xv. 10 express the same 
thought.-Ta apf<na aimj,, the things pleasing to Him, desig
nate the will of the Father, not from the point of view 
2.ffurded by the letter of any code. but in its most spiritual 
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and inward property. This saying shows that not only was 
Jesus conscious of never having committed the slightest posi
tive sin, but also of never having omitted the smallest good, 
either in thought or deed. 

The tendency of our Lord's first discourses, from the time of 
His arrival at the feast, had been apologetic, and this was also 
the character of this last saying, in which, with noble candour, 
He bore testimony to the irreproachable purity of His whole 
life in the sight of God Himself. 

4. I and you.-viii. 30-59. 

Jesus had, in His second discourse (vv. 12-20), attributed 
to Himself two modes of teaching,-testimony, by which He 
revealed His nature and origin ; and judgment, by which He 
disclosed the moral condition of His hearers. In the ensuing 
paragraph, both these forms attain their highest degree of 
force and solemnity : I have many things to say and to judge oj 
you, were His words, ver. 26; and it is in the first two para
graphs of this discourse that we meet with those more severe 
sentences which Jesus had reserved for a favourable opportunity: 
1st. Israel is the slave of sin, xv. 30-36; 2d. The devil is his 
spiritual father, vv. 3 7-4 7. Then the testimony of Jesus to 
Himself called forth by the insults of His hearers rises to its 
climax : 3d. Jesus destroys death, vv. 48-5 3 ; and 4th. He 
is before Abraham was, vv. 54-59. 

1st. Vv. 30-36. The bondage of Israel. 
Vv. 30-32. "A.s Jesus spoke these words, many believed on 

Ifim. Then said Jesus to those Jews who had bec01ne believing, 
If ye continue stedf ast in my word, you shall be tritly my dis
ciples ; and you shall lcnow the truth, and the truth shall make 
you free."-The term believed is undoubtedly used to designate 
an inclination, openly expressed, to acknowledge Jesus as the 
Messiah. Among this somewhat considerable number of 
believers were perhaps included several members of the San
hedrim, for we are told, xii. 42, Many of the 1·ulers believed in 
Him. They certainly perceived that there was something 
more than an empty boast in the words Jesus had just uttered. 
But equally undazzled by this apparent success as He had 
been by the confession of Nicodemus (iii. 1, 2), and the 
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enthusiasm of the Galilean multitude (vi. 14, 15), instead of 
treating these new believers as converts, He forth with puts 
them to the proof by addressing to them a promise which, 
notwithstanding its greatness, is under one aspect profoundly 
humiliating. It is thus that Jesus frequently acts, disclosing, 
in response to homage offered to Himself, still deeper treasures 
of divine truth. Then those whose faith is but superficial 
take offence at the holiness of this new revelation ; while 
those whose conscience has been struck, persevere and pene
trate more deeply into the nature of things.-The particle 
then, ver. 31, summarizes the connection of ideas which we 
have been developing. 

This new scene could hardly have taken place on the same 
day as those which preceded it. Ver. 31 may be most naturally 
explained by admitting that such pilgrims from distant parts 
as believed in Him had departed the day after the close of 
the festival, and that from that time Jesus was surrounded 
only by believing hearers, who had till now belonged to the 
Jewish party. At first sight we feel surprised to meet with such a 
combination of words as Jews who believed, in this Gospel. But 
this confradictio in adfecto is intentional on the part of the 
author, and even furnishes the key to the passage which 
follows. For these believers were still essentially Jews, and 
continued to share the Messianic aspirations of their nation ; 
but were disposed to see in Jesus the man whose mission it 
was to satisfy them. Their state of mind was very nearly that 
of the Galilean crowds before, eh. vi. ; and the violent crisis 
which soon took place in Judea is analogous with the severe 
test previously employed by our Lord among His Galilean 
adherents. What leader of a party, what man actuated by 
interested motives, ever acted thus 1 In our translation we 
have not rendered the pronoun aimp (in him), preferring to 
give the sense of the participle perfect 7rema--rw«:6-re<; (having 
become believing). 

The nature of the promise made by Jesus, vv. 31 and 32, 
was admirably adapted to the end He had in view. He knew 
that deliverance from the Roman yoke was the great work 
expected of the Messiah. He therefore spiritualized this hope, 
and presented it under this more exalted form to the hearts 
of these new believers.-'Tµ.ei.,;, you, as op1iosed to the multi-
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tude. -The expression, to continue stedfast in, includes the 
notion of perseverance. Jesus gave them to understand that 
their new-born faith would find obstacles to contend with, 
that His word would encounter iu their own hearts inveterate 
prejudices, against which its power might fail, and that hence 
they were in serious danger of relapsing into unbelief.-By 
the image, to continue in, the word of Jesus is compared to a 
fertile soil, in which true faith, if it is to grow and bear fruit, 
must ever take deeper and deeper root.-Kat (ver. 32): and 
on this condition; this is a more far-reaching promise than 
that of ver. 31; from that very moment they are (e<ne, 
present, you are), if they persevere, disciples, and so continufog, 
they shall one day attain to greater illumination, which shall 
complete in them the work of moral liberation. There is 
here an allusion to the gift of the Spirit (vii. 38, 39).-The 
truth is the full revelation of the true nature of things-that 
is to say, of the sacred character of the relations between God 
and man as a moral being, and consequently of salvation. It 
is contained entire in the word of Jesus, and will be dis
closed to these new believers when a higher light shall enable 
them to penetrate to the true meaning of this word. And thus 
they shall be delivered, not from a foreign political power, but 
from the inward power of sin. On what, then, is the empire of 
sin in the human heart really based? Upon a fascination. 
Let truth shine into the heart, and the spell is broken ; the 
will becomes disgusted with that which seduced it, and, to 
use the words of the Psalmist, " the bird escapes out of the 
snare of the fowler." This is the true deliverance which the 
Messiah comes to effect ; if there is to be another and an 
external one, it will be but the complement of this. 

Vv. 33, 34. "They answered Him, We be Abraham's seed, 
and were never in bondage to any man : how sayest thou, Ye 
shall become free ? Jesus answered them, Verily, veruy, I say 
unto you, that whosoever committeth sin is a slave (of sin)." 1

-

Who, then, are they who thus question and are thus answered 
by our Lord ? According to most modern expositors, they 
cannot be the believing Jews of ver. 30. For how could 
Jesus have reproached them, ver. 37, for seeking to put Him 
to d.eath, a.nd have subsequently called them children of the 

1 D b omit .-n; aµ•wr,,.,. 
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devil? To meet this difficulty, LUcke regards vv. 3 0-3 2 as 
parenthetical, and connects ver. 3 3 with the preceding dialogue 
(ver. 29). Luthardt attempts a compromise, and thinks that 
among the group of well-affected persons by whom Jesus was 
surrounded, and who had just been spoken of, there were also 
some of His opponents ; that these, having at this moment 
pressed to the front, were the spokesmen, and that to them 
Jesus more specially addressed Himself from ver. 37. But in 
either of these cases we should have to admit that the narra
Live of St. John is singularly inaccurate. It is impossible, 
when reading ver. 33, to suppose any other subject than the 
believers of vv. 30-32; and we shall see that the last words 
of ver. 3 7 equally forbid any other application. Let us then 
consider our text somewhat more closely, for certainly this 
strange combination, Jews who believed, is not used without a 
purpose by the evangelist. In fact, we find in these people 
two natures, the nascent believer and the old Jew, still active; 
to the former Jesus addresses the glorious promise, vv. 31 and 
32, by which the latter feels injured, and hastens to reply. 
Hence they soon fall back into solidarity with their nation, from 
which they had but temporarily and superficially separated 
themselves. A commentary on the whole passage is furnished 
by ii. 23, 24: "In Jerusalem many believed in His name .... 
But Jesus did not trust in them." He discerned beneath the 
belief of the moment that old Judaic basis which was as yet 
neither transformed nor even seriously attacked, and which 
would not fail soon to stumble at His word. An experience 
similar to that described by St. Paul, Rom. vii., the agony of 
an earnest but impotent struggle against sin, would have been 
needed in their case, before the promise uttered by Jesus 
could evoke a responsive vibration in their hearts. But they 
had felt nothing of the kind, and consequently their faith could 
be of no long duration. This Jesus foresaw when He said: 
If you continue stedf ast in my word, and added : then shall 
ye be my disciples indeed. Far from finding confusion in the 
narrative of St. John, we can but admire the delicacy and 
nice discrimination of his style. 

The bondage which the hearers of Jesus denied could not 
have been of a political nature. For were not their fathers 
bundmen in Egypt, subjected to all kinds of nations in th& 



336 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

time of the Judges, and afterwards captives under the sway 
of the Chaldeans and Persians? Nay, were they not them
selves at that very moment under the yoke of Rome 1 It is 
impossible to conceive them so blinded by national pride as 
to forget facts so patent as these (as de Wette and Meyer 
suppose). The explanation of Hengstenberg and Luthardt, 
who refer this saying solely to the spiritual autonomy and 
religious pre-eminence above all other nations which the Jews 
attributed to themselves, is still more forced.-Vv. 3 5, 3 6 
clearly prove that the hearers of Jesus were here thinking of 
neither their national independence nor their spiritual superi
ority, but of the civil and consequently individual liberty which 
they as Jews enjoyed. This easily explains the relation be
tween the two assertions of ver. 33: we are Abraham's seed, 
and were never in bondage. With the exception of a single 
case, which was specially foreseen, the law forbade the con
dition of slavery with regard to members of the Israelite com
munity. It was thus a very rare occurrence for a Jew to 
be reduced to the condition of a slave. For the most part, 
the dignity of freedom shone on the brow of all who bore the 
name of the seed of Abraham. These Jews had found no 
difficulty in understanding that the deliverance promised by 
Jesus was no liberation from the Roman dominion, for in this 
case what could have been the meaning of the expression : 
the truth shall niake you free ? Such words could point only 
to a deliverance of a moral and purely individual nature. 
Now, as, besides their national dependence, they knew of no 
other servitude than civil or personal bondage, they, assuming 
that Jesus had addressed them as slaves, protested against it. 
Thus they changed a glorious promise into an insult, " and 
lo ! " as Stier says, " their faith had already come to an end," 
-a faith which we now plainly see Jesus was right in not 
trusting. 

The genitive 'T~~ aµap'Tw~, of sin, omitted by tke Cantabri
giensis and an important document of the Itala, seems to be a 
gloss. Without this complement the sense would be: he is 
a slave (in the house of God). Fear and servility characterize 
his relation to God. This meaning perfectly combines with 
what follows, where servitude, with respect not to sin but to 
God, is spoken of. With this reading, then, the sense is : 
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whfitever you may think him, such an on6 is truly a slave. 
If, however, we retain, with most authorities, the comple
ment, of sin, we must admit that the reply of Jesus has rather 
a moral than a logical character. It is to the conscience that 
he says : He who commits sin has truly a master, and this 
master is sin itself. In fact, sin most frequently hurries the 
sinner whither he would not, and at last confiscates his very 
will. The passage Rom. vi. 16-18 presents an idea analo
gous to that of this verse thus understood.-The pres. part. 
wotwv, who commits sin, unites the two notions of act and 
state ; and the genitive Trj<, aµapTla<,, if retained, brings out 
strongly the degrading character of the alleged servitude. 

Vv. 35, 36. "The slave abideth not fo1· eiier in the house: 
the son abideth ever.1 If then the Son shall make you free, ye 
shall be truly free."-If we read the words Tfi'> aµ,apTla<,, of sin, 
at ver. 34, the transition from ver. 34 to 35 is incomprehen
sible, unless we admit that there is here a fresh application of 
the notion of a slave. For while in ver. 34 the master was 
sin, in vv. 35, 36 it is God, or Christ acting in His house as 
His representative. The introduction of this modification in 
the notion of moral slavery is undoubtedly admissible, and 
may be explained by the idea that the slave of sin becomes 
by that very fact a slave with respect to God,-an idea which 
lies at the basis of St. Paul's Epistles. For even were such 
an one a member of the theocracy, he would only fill a ser
vile position therein; ruled as he is by sin, that tyrant whose 
will is opposed to that of the Master of the house, he could 
render to the latter only a forced obedience. ,:jov?..evro uot, I 
serve thee, says the elder son to his father in the parable of 
the prodigal son (Luke xv. 2 9). It is in vain that such a 
man bears the name of son; for in his relation to God he is 
in truth a slave. The connection is, however, far simpler 
when the complement, of sin, ver. 34, is omitted. He who 
commits sin is a slave (with respect to God). Now, such a 
moral condition cannot ensure a man a permanent abode in 
the house of God. For, being inwardly an alien from the 
Father of the family, he is no true member of the latter. 
" He only remains in the house so long as the master chooses 

1 ~ X and r omit the words • ""' f"'"" "' ,,. •• ,.,.,,,. (a confusion of the two ,,, 
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to make use of him."-When opposed to this term slave, tl10 
title son seems at the first glance to have an abstract sense, 
and to designate a quality instead of the person of the Son 
of God. But ver. 3 6 obliges us to give the concrete sense to 
the term Son in ver. 35. In the case in question, indeed, 
the species and the individual are mingled. In fact, Jesus 
takes the image He here uses from a house in which there is 
but one son, who sums up in himself the entire gens; and 
thus the term son becomes the personal title of Jesus, and 
applies in reality to Him alone.-The passage Gal. iv. 21-31 
seems to be only a development of this saying of our Lord. 
Comp. also the distance of the eldest son from his father's 
house in the parable of the prodigal son. 

Hence the Jew, so far as he is the servant of sin, has only 
the position of a slave, and consequently a transitory place in 
the theocracy ; and the hearers of Jesus, good Jews as they 
were, needed to be moraiiy enfranchised by the Son if they 
would be permanent members of the house of God. Ver. 3 6 
formulates this conclusion, and thus completes the demonstra
tion of the statement of vv. 31, 32.-It is the right of the 
son, as the representative of the family and heir of the 
patrimony, to pronounce the enfranchisement of the slave, and 
to raise him to the rank of a member of the family. Jesus, 
because He is The Truth living among men, and because truth 
only shines upon them through His word, here substitutes 
His own person for that truth of which He said, ver. 32, it 
shall 'make ymi j1·ee; His word is therefore to the believer what 
the formula of his manumission was to the slave. It makes 
a free man of him, by dispelling the delusive prestige on which 
the empire of sin is based. In the word truly there is an 
allusion to the false pretensions of the Jews, ver. 33.-This 
promise is reproduced almost literally by St. Paul, Rom. viii. 2 : 
The law of the Spirit of life in Ghrist Jesus has made me jrne 
(~)..w0epwue µ,e) from the law of sin and death. 

Jesus, having answered the second assertion of ver. 3 3 : 
we were never in bondage, now proceeds to attack the first : 
we are Abraham's seed, on which it was based, by showing 
the true origin, i.e. the moral parentage, of the individuals 
before Him. It is this which forms the subject of the second 
passage. 
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2d. Vv. 37-47. The spiritual origin of Israel. 
Vv. 37, 38. " I know that ye are Abraham's seed; but ye 

seek to kill me, because my word does not advance in you. As 
for me, I speak that which 1 I have seen with the Father ; 2 and 
you, you do the things which I you have heard from your 
father." 4 

- Jesus does not deny the authenticity of those 
civil registers in virtue of which His hearers assert their 
descent from Abraham, but alleges a moral fact which anni
hilates the worth of this physical affiliation in the sphere of 
things divine. This is exactly the same polemical method 
used by John the Baptist, Matt. iii., and St. Paul, Rom. ix. 
and Gal iii.-The last words of ver. 3 7 : ye seek to kill me, 
have been especially appealed to, to prove that this whole 
discourse could not have been addressed to Jews who believed 
(ver. 31). But such a reproach might be directed against 
them, as still forming a part of that Israelite community 
which was increasingly desirous to get rid of Jesus, and that 
for the very purpose of urging them to break the last tie of 
moral solidarity with a people animated by such a disposi
tion. - Unfortunately, Jesus could at that time not fail to 
perceive that an opposite tendency was prevailing among 
them, and that they were again plunging yet more deeply 
into the midst of that national life from which they had 
apparently begun to free themselves. "My word," He says, 
" does not advance in you." The word xrupe'iv has two prin
cipal meanings : one transitive, to contain (ii. 6),-a sense 
inapplicable here ; the other intransitive, to change place, t~ 
advance. This verb is, in this latter sense, applied to water 
flowing, to a dart piercing, to a plant growing, to one body 
penetrating another, to money invested and paying interest. 
Starting from this intransitive meaning, many have explained : 
has not changed place (to display itself) in you. But in this 

1 N BCD L X Or., some Mnn., and Cop. read"' instead of ,, which is the 
reading of T. R., with E F G H K MS T,.. U r ~ A, Mnn. It. and Syr. 

• B C LT X Or. omit p,ou, which is the reading of T. R., after the other Mss. 
and almost all the V ss. 

3 NBC D K X (not L) read "' in the second proposition. T. R., with the 
ethers, reads •· 

•BC K L X, 15 Mnn. Cop. Or. (frequently) read ~'""~"'"' ,,.."'f"' .-•• ,,..,,,,.pos ; 
T. R., with N DE I<' G, etc., Jtpier1,,.., etc. : ,,,,,.,.,.,,., ,,..,.P,. ,,.., ,,.. .. 1',,.-B L T 
omit IJf'lAJ'II after 'i"IW 'll'«.'ifQ•· 
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case we should lose the notion of movement which is inherent 
in the term. Or it has been translated : " has no entrance, no 
access among you" (Ostervald, Rilliet, etc.). But then we 
should expect the regimen eii, vµai, rather than EV vµiv. 
Besides, this sense would not apply to those who had mani
fested an incipient belief. We must then (with Meyer) 
understand : does not advance within you. The word of Christ, 
as facts already proved (comp. ver. 33), met with the same 
national prejudices in them as in their compatriots. Jfrom 
the first it came into collision with that Jewish heart which 
they had not yet cast aside, and met with the fate of seed 
falling on rocky ground, which perishes after beginning to 
germinate. Their conscience having never undergone any 
serious travail, they were incapable of rising to that spiritual 
intuition of divine things whence the word of Jesus emanated. 
This was the reason that He, from the beginning, put them 
on guard against themselves, and said: If ye continue. Thus 
we see how it was that, in view of a defection the beginning 
of which He already discerned, He could say: You seek to 
kill me, just as He said to Nicodemus : You do not believe. 
By such words He would either force them to consummate 
their rupture with the Jewish party, or would Himself break 
with them. 

Thus we find that there is neither inconsistency nor inac· 
curacy in the narrative, and that to those who will look 
beneath the surface, and jndge of the facts from the point of 
view of Jesus, and of John himself, everything is perfectly 
connected and completely accounted for. 

In ver. 3 8, Jesus explains the resistance w J1ich His word 
meets with in them by their moral lineage, which was of a 
nature opposed to His. For, speaking as He does, He obeys 
the principle by which He is governed ; and they, in acting 
as they do, are the instruments of the power by which they 
are subjugated.-To decide between the numerous various 
readings presented by the text of this verse, we naturally 
start from the principle, that copyists would seek rather to 
make the two parallel propositions conformable to each other, 
than to introduce differences. If we apply this rule, we shall 
arrive at just the text, viz. that of the Ms. K, which actually 
presents the best intrinsic meaning. This text of K is that 
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which we have-with the exception of the pronoun µov, 
which, on the same principle, should perhaps be omitted in 
the :tirst proposition-followed in the translation.1-The ex
pression : what I have seen with the Father, does not refer, as 
Meyer and others think, to our Lord's state of divine pre
existence, the parallel proposition : what you have heard from 
your Father, excluding this application. It is a fact of incal
culable moment in man's moral life which is here in question. 
Behind the particular acts of each man there lies concealed a 
permanent basis, and, if I may be allowed the expression, a 
mysterious ante1iority. The human life in each of us is in 
communication with infinity--an infinity of good or of evil, 
of light or of darkness-which opens up within us, and mani
fests itself in our works (whether words or acts). This is the 
fact which Jesus here represents under the figure of the 
paternal home, whence we come forth, and whence, as a son 
in his father's house, we derived our habits : It is easy to see 
from my words and your deeds from what home you and I re
spectively come. But this is not all: at the foundation of 
both this infinite good and this infinite evil with which man 
is in constant relation, and of which he becomes the instru
ment, Jesus discerned a personal principle, an intelligent and 
free will, the father of the family, who governs the whole 
household : my Father, yoztr father. From this father the 
initiative arises, from him emanate all impulses. But it is 
just because the prime mover is by nature personal, and not 
fatal, that the state of dependence in which man finds himself 
with respect thereto is also free and voluntary. Jesus faith
fully cultivates communion with the Father : hence He finds 
in this relation the initiative of all good (what I have seen 
and what I am seeing, perf.). The Jews cultivate their in
ward relation to the opposite will, to the other father ; hence 
they are constantly receiving from him impulses to all kinds 
of impious works (what you have heard-aorist: a series of 
particular impulses from their father). 

The then which unites the two parallel propositions has 
certainly, as Meyer perceives, a tinge of irony : In doing evil 
you are consistent with your principle, as I am with mine in 

l Eo/611 o ~~'f°'""- '1ta.pa. rr&J 'X'«.rtf~ A«A(d• 1t,11t,' UfJ.-f.l' ,u, CC fOIIOUO".z.'7~ "X'tr.p& q-.ot.J '1/'arrp•I 

!UUt.11'1\' '\il"'OH<rl• 
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doing good. The omission of the pronoun µ.ou after r.arpl 

characterizes God as the only Father in the true sense of the 
word. The sing. pronoun o, that which, in the first member, 
suits perfectly the essential and permanent unity of the 
tendency to good, in which there is neither vacillation nor 
contradiction. The plur. li, the things which, is, on the con
trary, characteristic of the capricious inconsistency of diabolic 
volitions. This contrast is also carried out by the perfect 
eropalla and the aorist T)ICOU<TaTI: : the former designating one 
who is what he is through the fact of having seen ; the latter, a 
series of temporary and special inspirations. Nor is the choice 
of the two terms, to see (on the part of Jesus), and to hear, 
on that of the Jews, less significant. For sight is the symbol 
of a clear intuition, such as is only possible in the sphere of 
divine light and revelation: "It is in Thy light that we see 
clearly" (Ps. xxxvi. 10). .And the expression: 'C.) hea1· from; 
is applicable to the muttered suggestions which the deceitful 
lips of an impostor whisper in the ears of his agents. St. 
Paul, describing the bondage of man to evil, says in the same 
sense: I do not understand (do not discern, 01.1 rytryvwu,u») what 
[ do. Evil is the darkness in which we can hear but not see. 
Even down to the two prepositions, 7rapa (with the dative), 
along with, and 7rapa (with the genitive), from, there is not 
a word which does not contribute to the effect of this inex
haustible saying: with relating to the notion of sight, as f1·om 
does to that of hearing. If Jesus mentions on His part 
speaking (AaAEi'v), and on that of the Jews doing (7rote'iv), it is 
because His work consisted essentially in His testimony and 
teaching, while the Jews responded by hostile measures and 
murderous designs (ver. 3 7). Hengstenberg gives the impera
tive sense: do, to 7rote'ire; but the particles 1tat and ovv, by which 
the two propositions are united, do not point to this meaning. 

Vv. 39-41a. "They answered and said unto Him, Abraham 
is our father. Jesus saitli unto them, If ye wei·e 1 Abraliarn's 
childre11, ye would do 2 the works of Abraham. But now ye 

1 ~ B D L T Or. (ten times} read , .... , (if you arp,} instead of' ns-, (if you were), 
which is the reading of 12 Jl,Ijj. and nearly all the other authorities, Mnu. V ss. 
and Or. (three times). 

2 All the Mss., even those which read , .... ,, have,,.,,,.,,,., (you wouU do). Or. 
(ten times) has ,..,,.,.,, (do or you do). V g. and Augustine have /acite.-A> is 
,;,mitted hr 11 M,ij., 80 Mun., Or. (twelve times), 
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seek to kill me, a man that hath told you the truth, which I have 
heard of God : this did not Abraham. Ye do the deeds of your 
father."-The Jews, feeling themselves assailed by the insinua
tion of v.:ir. 3 8, again assert, with a feeling of wounded dignity, 
their descent from Abraham. Jesus takes up again and 
developes the answer He had given, ver. 37, affirming that 
there can be no moral descent where there is contrariety of 
conduct.-The Alex. reading: If you are . . . you would do, 
though defended by Meyer, Luthardt, Tischendorf, etc., destroys 
itself by its very inaccuracy. Meyer quotes Luke xvii. 6 ; but 
there too the reading is doubtful. This Alex. reading is but 
a corrupt mixture of an arbitrary correction of Origen's (who 
of his own accord changed the €'1l"ot£ZTe, yoii would do, of the 
principal phrase into the imperative '1l"OtE'i-re, do) and of the 
true reading, ~TE, maintained in all the Mss.; hence we accept 
the Byz. reading as genuine. Abraham was distinguished by 
his absolute docility with regard to divine truth (Gen. xii., 
xxii.), and his reverential affection for those who were its 
organs (Gen. xiv., xviii.). What a contrast to the conduct of 
his descendants according to the flesh ! Notice here the gra
dation-lst, to kill a man; 2d, a _man who is an organ of the 
truth; 3d, of the truth which comes from God. Having thus 
dismissed their descent from Abraham, Jesus asserts in their 
case a parentage altogether different, and that in virtue of the 
same principle, viz. the nature of their conduct (ver. 41a). 
IIotEZTe is evidently the indicative (you do), and not the 
imperative (do). 

Vv. 41b-43. "Then1 said they to Him, We are not born2 

of fornication; we have but one Father, God. Jesus said 3 unto 
them, If God were yoiw Father, ye would love me: for I pro
ceeded forth and eame from God ; neither came I of myself, 7rat 
He sent me. Why do ye not recognise my language ? because 
ye cannot understand my word."-The Jews, having nothing 
effectual to object, take advantage of the moral sense in which 
Jesus had spoken of parentage, and try to cite it in their own 
favour: If thou wilt have it so, we will leave off speaking of 
Abraham; for after aU, in that spiritual sphere, of which it 

l ~ B L T Itplerique Syr. omit •••· 
' B D : ••" ''Y"'"d~µ" instead of ,u y,y,m,µ,#t.t. 
1 'fhe ,u, of the T. R. has only 7 Mij. (~ D M, etc.) in its favom~ 
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seems that thou art thinking, God is our Father. To under
stand these words, which have been so variously interpreted, 
it must be remembered that marriage with a her;then woman 
was, after the return from the Babylonian c'.'tptivity (comp. 
the Books of Nehemiah and Malachi), regarded as impure, and 
the children of such marriages as illegitimate, as belonging, 
through one parent, to the family of Satan, the god of the 
heathen. These ,Jews then mean to say: we were born under 
perfectly legal conditions ; we have no idolatrous blood in our 
veins; we are Hebrews, born of Hebrews (Phil. iii. 5), and are 
hence, by our very birth, protected from all pagan and diabolic 
affiliation. .As truly as they are the pure descendants of 
.Abraham, so certainly do they believe themselves to be 
descended, in a moral point of view, from God alone ; and 
even when rising, with our Lord, to the moral point of view, 
they are incapable of freeing themselves from their own idea 
of natural parentage. The meaning adopted by Meyer: Sarah, 
our mother, was a woman incapable of adultery; that of 
Lucke and de Wette: We have never, iu our worship, mingled 
monotheism and paganism (7ropveta, in the sense of Hos. ii. 4), 
which might contain an allusion to the Samaritans (Paulus); 
and other explanations (Meyer), seem to us either grossly 
repulsive or artificial and forced (de Wette). 

Jesus again deprives them of this higher prerogative of 
sonship to God. .And He does so by the same means which 
He had used, ver. 40, to deny their patriarchal filiation, viz. 
by laying down a moral fact by which their claims are shat
tered (ver. 14). Jesus knows that His appearing is, in con
sequence of its origin, of which He has distinct consciousness, 
attested by a divine seal. Hence every true child of God 
will love Him, and the ill-will borne by the .,Tews towards 
Him is sufficient to annihilate their claim to the title of 
children of God. The true translation of the words e"j6J 'Y;,,P 
..• fjrut> would be: I came forth ... and here I am, (17,u,,, 
pres., formed from a perfect). Jesus presents Himself to the 
world, while the abode He has left is quite fresh in His con
sciousness.-'E~X0ov, I came forth, undoubtedly refers to the 
fact of the incarnation, by means of which Jesus came forth 
from His heavenly existence to live here below. Nor is it the 
person of Jesus alone which proceeds from God, but also His 
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mission. This inhabitant of heaven did not come to do a 
work of His own, but obeyed a divine injunction which traced 
out the task He was to fulfil ( comp. x. 3 6 ). This confirms 
the preceding idea (for also); and had they loved God, they 
would all the more have recognised the divine character of 
His person, inasmuch as it was confirmed by that of His 
mission. 

It seems, then, that nothing ought to have been easier than 
to discern the divine accent, and, if we may su say, the heavenly 
tone of His language. Why then did all this escape the Jews? 
Because they lacked the organ by which the spiritual is com
prehended.-Aa:X.ta differs from :X.oryor; as the form differs 
from the contents, the discourse from the doctrine : You do 
not distinguish my discourses from merely human language. 
Do you ask why 1 Because you are incapable of penetrating 
the meaning of my doctrine; my teaching does not reach your 
in.most thoughts, so as to become transformed, in your case, 
into apprehended truth. 'AKoV€tv, to hear, which we have 
translated to understand, signifies: to listen with such calm, 
serious, willing attention as to understand. They had that 
very moment given proof of this incapability, vv. 31-33. 
The inward organ was wanting. It is the same idea as that 
presented by the oil xrop€rv of ver. 3 7. Jesus brings out the 
ultimate cause of this incompetence, viz. the bondage in which 
they were to an enemy of truth, who, by filling their hearts 
with violent and hateful passions, made them deaf to the 
voice of truth speaking by Jesus. 

Ver. 44. " Yau are of this father 1 the devil, and the lusts of 
you1· father you are anxioiis to do: he has been a murderer 
from the beginning, and is not in the truth, because there is no 
t1·uth in him. When he speaketh a lie, he speaketh from his own 
resources : for he is a liar, and 2 the fat her of the liar."-The 
light could not penetrate this Jewish medium, because it 
was subjected to a principle of darkness.-'Tµe'ir;, you, is 
strongly emphasized : You who boast of having God for your 
father. 

Hilgenfeld thinks he here detects the evangelist in the very 
act of gnosticism. According to him, the words must be trans-

1 T. R., with some Mnn., omits ,,. •• before «'"-"P•s. 
Ii It•li<t and some Fathers read ,.,.h,,s ,.,,, instead of""'· 
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lated: You are of the fatlier of tlie devil, and not: of the 
father wlio is the devil. This father, he says, can be no other 
than the God of the Jews, the Demiurge, the creator of the 
visible universe, who is here, in conformity with the doctrine 
of the Ophites in Irenams,1 designated the father of Satan. 
But was Jesus, we ask, here dealing about the parentage of 
the devil? Was it not that of the Jews of which alone He 
was now speaking ? Besides, if it were necessary, in opposi
tion to the sense of the whole paragraph, to translate : of the 
father of the devil, would not this make the Jews, not the 
children, but the brethren of the devil ? (Yon are descended 
from the father of the devil !) The literal meaning is : You 
are sons of this fathm· (Toii '1T'aTp6r;), whose name is the devil 
(Tov ota{36Xov), and by no means of the other father, God, 
from whom you claim to descend. The unruly passions 
(im0uµtai) which animate this father, and which he comnmni
cates to them, are disclosed in the second part of this verse : 
these are, first, hatred of man; then, aversion to truth,-the 
very tendencies with which Jesus had just reproached the 
Jews, ver. 40. The verb 0J"'Aen,, you are desiroiis, is contrary 
to the fatalistic principle attributed by Hilgenfeld to St. John, 
expressing, as it does, the voluntary consent, the full sympathy 
with which they set to work to realize the aspirations of their 
father. The first of these diabolic appetites is the thirst for 
human blood. Several expositors, both ancient and modern 
(Cyril, Nitzsch,Llicke, de Wette, Reuss), explain the word av0pru-
7rOKTovor;, homicide, by the murder of .Abel. Comp. 1 John iii. 
12, 15. Not as Cain, who was of that wicked one, and slew his 
brother . ... Whoso hateth his brother is a mitrderer. But Scrip
ture does not expressly attribute any share in the murder of 
.Abel to the devil; and the relation which Jesus here asserts 
between the murderous malice of Satan and his character of a 
liar, rather lead us to refer the word murderer to his seduc
tion of man, whereby he has been subjected to death. In 
enticing him to sin by lying means, Satan has devoted him 
to both physical and spiritual death. He had recognised a 
rival in man, and hoped to get rid of him by means of sin, in 
conformity with the threat: In the day that thou shalt sin, thoit 

1 The Ophites called Jaldabaoth (the creator of the world and the God of tb~ 
Jews) the father of the serpent (Einl. p. 725). 
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shalt die. The expression : ft·om the beginning, may in this 
case be much more rigorously explained. The meaning of 
apx~, beginning, does not differ from that of this word in i. 1, 
except in here signifying the beginning of mankind, and there 
the beginning of creation. As to the quotation from 1 John, it 
proves nothing fn favour of the other explanation, for in the 
Epistle no share in the crime of Cain is personally attributed 
to Satan, this act being merely cited as the first example of 
the diabolic hatred of a man to his brother. When Jesus 
said, ver. 4 0 : You seek to kill me, a man, He was already 
thinking of that murderous hatred expressed by the word 
av0pw7TOJCTovo,;.-It may be asked whether this hatred of Satan 
may not have arisen from his own presentiment that man 
was to be the future organ of divine truth, and the destroyer 
of his lies 1 In this case it would be quite natural that bis 
hatred should be concentrated on Jesus, in whom this mission 
assigned to the human race was realized. This idea, too, 
establishes a very close relation between the proposition we 
have just commented on and that which follows. Several 
expositors, ancient and modern, have applied the expression 
oux €a'T'flJCev, he has not placed himself, and is not in the truth, 
to the fall of the devil. V g. : in veritate non stetit. Arnaud : 
il ne s'est point tenu dans . . . Ostervald: il n'a point pe1·siste 
dans . . . But the perf. e<rT'flKa does not mean, has not continued 
in, its signification, whether in sacred or in classic Greek, 
being, " I have placed myself in a certain situation, and I a1n 

in it." Jesus, then, does not mean to say that the devil did 
not continue in that realm of truth in which he was at first 
placed by God, but rather that he did not take his place therein 
when God offered him the opportunity, and that consequently 
he neither abides nor moves in it now. This realm of truth 
is also that of holiness, the true nature of things. And why 
does he not live in this region ? Because, adds Jesus, there 
is no truth in him. He is inwardly destitute of truth (in 
the subjective sense), that uprightness of will which aspires 
to divine reality, to holiness. The absence of the article 
before a"-'f10€ia, truth, in this latter proposition should be 
noticed. Sa.tan is without (inward) tritth, and this is the 
reason why (objectively speaking) he does not abide in the 
truth, in that truth which God reveals, in Goel Himself mani• 
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fested. The lJn, because, is the pendant to that of ver. 43. 
Like father, like son,-the one as well as the other lives and 
works in falsehood, because he is false. 

What Jesus has just pointed out in a negative form, He re
produces in a positive form in the second part of the verse. 
Deriving nothing from divine truth, Satan draws all that he 
says from his own resources-that is to say, from the nothing
ness of his own subjectivity; for the creature, apart from God, 
is incapable of either possessing or originating anything real. 
In this condition, then, lying is as much his natural language 
as speaking truth is the natural language of Jesus, in the state 
of communion with God in which He lives.-'E" rwv lofu,v, 
of his own resources, admirably characterizes the creative faculty 
of a being separated from God, who is indeed capable of pro
ducing something, and even of occasionally performing great 
works, but whose creations are, in proportion as they are 
effected apart from God, at fl,ll times but a vain phantasmagoria. 
-The word ,J,-evtTTIJ<;, liar, reproduces the idea: there is no 
triith in him. When Jesus says of Satan that he is a liar, 
and also his (or its) father, the expression may either signify· 
the father of the liar, or the father of lying (the notion of lyiny 
being derived from what precedes). We hold, with Liicke, 
Meyer, and others, that the context is decisive in favour of the 
first alternative. In fact, the matter here in question is not 
the philosophical origin of lying, but the moral parentage oi 
the Jews who were liars; 1 and it is to this idea that the 
verses which follow refer. 

This passage contains the most decisive statement that ever 
issued from the lips of Christ concerning the existence, per-

1 The reading ,.,,J;,, '""' (as also hisfather), in the Itala and certain Fathers, is 
a correction due to the Gnostics, who wanted, with Hilgenfold, to find here 
mention of the father of tl;e devil. The Fathers, however, accepted this reading 
only on conditio.1 of reading in the preceding phrase ~s li, (he who) for;,,.,,, (when, 
whenever) : wlwrwer tells a lie speaks from his own resources, for he is a liar, 
as is also liis father (that is, the devil). Hilgenfeld, who applies the pronoun 
aiJ.-,ii, his, or its, to the devil himself, finds here a second mention of the father 
of the devil. But, as Riggenbach points out {Die ausseren Zeugnisse, etc., 
p. 66), if it is true that the father of the devil had already been spoken of in 
the beginning of the verse, the expression: hisf ather, would designate the father 
of the father of the devil! (see Introd. pp. 221, 222). Besides, this whole 
explanation is positively excluded by the identity, assumed throughout St, John's 
Gos1iel1 of the Creator of the world with the Father of J esua Christ. 
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sonality: and agency of Satan. It is impossible to apply here 
that theory of accommodation by which it has been attempted 
to dilute the meaning of the words of Jesus when addressin(J' .., 
demoniacs. It was spontaneously and directly that He here 
gave positive information concerning this mysterious being.1

-

Jesus now returns from the father to the children, who, like 
him to w horn they are in bondage, are the enemies of the 
truth. 

Vv. 45-47. "And as for me, becaiise I tell ymr, the fruth, ye 
believe me not. Which of you convinceth me of sin? And i/ 2 

I say the truth, why do ye not believe rne ? 3 He that is of God 
heareth God's words : ye there/ ore hear them not, becau,se ye are 
not of God."-Generally, the reason why a man is believed, is 
that he speaks the truth. But the experience of Jesus was, 
in the ease of the Jews, an opposite one. They were so ruled 
by the lies with which their father had blinded their hearts, 
that it was just because He spoke the truth that He obtained 
no credence from them.-'Eryw stands first, me, the organ of 
truth. To justify their mistrust of His word, they ought at 

1 If St. Augustine, and after his example Catholic and many modern exr,osi
tors, were wrong in seeing in the expression ••x i!o-.-n"" an allusion to the/all of 
the devil, Frommann and Reuss are no less in error when they find in this passage 
,he idea of an eternal principle of evil. The term i;'.-,,-n,m simply expresses, as 
Meyer says, the actual fact: "This passage announces the evil moral condition 
of the devil, as it now is, without giving any information concerning its origin. 
• . • But the fall of the devil is necessarily assumed by this saying." I do not 
know whether we ought not to go a step further. For the perfect i.-.,-,i,.,. not 
only designates the present condition, bnt implies, besides, the notion of a past 
act by which that condition was reached. The oux f.-.-,i,m then siguifies that 
the {levil, not havin,q placed himself in the fruth, is not in it at present. The 
expression includes, if I am not mistaken, the notion, not of a fall from known 
truth, but of a refusal to enter into, and take root in, revealed truth. Every 
free being is called upon at some moment of his existence voluntarily to sacri
fice his natural autonomy, and to subordinate his ego to the manifestation of 
good, to disclosed truth, to God revealing Himself. This is that decisive test 
which neither man nor angel can escape, To refuse this voluntary self-annihila• 
tion, in presence of the revelation of good, of God, is evil in its first form (a 
purely negative one). Exaggerated self-assertion, positive evil, is its direct 
rernlt. This refusal to retire before truth, to come out of self and be planteu 
in God, constitutes the fall, whether of man or devil, and could not be bette? 
described than by the words : "not to have placed oneself in the truth, and not 
to be in it." 

2 T. Il. with 11 Mjj. has " i,. ~ B C L X rr, 20 Mnn. It. Y g. Cop. Syr.: 
~• only. 

3 l) omits ver. 46 {confusing the two •~ .-, .. .-,~,.-, ,,..,). 
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least to be able to accuse Him of some wrong aetion ,· for t111th 
and holiness are closely related. The defiance which Jesus 
casts at His enemies in the first part of ver. 46, shows that 
He felt Himself perfectly exculpated by His defence, eh. vii., 
from the crime of which He had been accused, eh. v. We 
must be careful not to take aµapTla, sin, in the sense of error 
(Calvin, Melancthon), or even of lying (Fritzsche). We liave 
here the same thot1ght as in vii. 18 : Jesus asserts that His 
moral conduct affords no suspicion against the truth of His 
teaching.-This question was followed by a pause; Jesus was 
silent, to allow any one who should choose to accuse Him an 
opportunity of speaking. But no one who heard Him open
ing his mouth, He made the admission implied by this silence, 
the premiss of the following argument. "\Vell then, if, as your 
silence shows, I teach the truth, why do you not believe me 1 
Here there was a second pause ; He had invited them to con
demn Him, He now left them time to condemn themselves. 
After this second silence He uttered the sentence : You are 
not of God ; this is the true reason you do not believe me. 
The expression, to be of God, designates the state of a sou] 
placed under the influence of divine agency. Such a state 
does not exclude, but implies, the free determination of man. 
Otherwise, the tone of reproach which prevails in this verse 
would be unjust, and even absurd.-' A,covEtv, properly to hea1·, 
has here the meaning of hitelligent hearing (hence the regimen 
in the accusative); comp. the manner in which His statement 
concerning the truth which makes free (ver. 32) had been 
received.-L1u1 TovTo, for this, because, serves to apply the 
general principle laid down in the former part of the verse, 
and again expressly brought forward by the proposition which 
follows. 

The perfect holiness of Christ is in this passage demonstrated, 
not by the silence of the Jews, who might have chosen to 
ignore the sins of their questioner, but by the assurance with 
which His direct consciousness of the purity of His whole life 
is in this question affirmed. Had He been merely a super
eminently holy man, with a conscience as tender as such a 
degree of sanctity implies, He would not have suffered the 
smallest sin, whether in His life or heart, to pass unperceived; 
and what hypocrisy it would in this case have been to put 
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to others a, question wl10se favourable solution would have 
rested only on their ignorance of facts which He Himself 
knew to be real. 

3d. Vv. 48-53. The believer delivered from death. 
Vv. 48-50. "Then 1 answered the Jews, and said unto Him, 

Say we not wel1 that thou art a Samaritan, and hast a devil ? 
Jesus answered, I have not a devil : but I honour my Father; and 
you, ye dishonour me. Bnt I seek not 1nine own glury: there is 
one that seeketh and judgeth." -Some (Hengstenberg, Astie) think 
that when the Jews called Jesus a Samaritan, they meant to 
charge Him with heresy, because He had made Himself equal 
with God. But the term Samaritan can hardly be regarded as 
synonymous with blasphemer. The Samaritans were esteemed 
the national enemies of the Jews ; and Jesus seemed to them 
to have committed an act of hostility against Israel by accus
ing His hearers of being children of the devil.-Such language 
they thought could only be explained by the ravings of mad
ness, and this they express by the words : thou hast a devil, 
which form as it were the pendant to the reproach of Jesus. 
The meaning of their retort comes to this : Thou art as wicked 
as thou art foolish. 

"TVho," says St. Peter, "when He was reviled, 1·eviled not 
again, biit committed Himself to Him that judgeth righteously " 
(1 Pet. ii. 23), a saying which seems derived from these 49th 
and 5 0th verses. Jesus meets all these insults with a simple 
denial. 'E-yw, I, stands first, and seems uttered with a deep 
feeling of the contrast between His personal character and 
the manner in which He was treated. Jesus substitutes 
the true explanation of His preceding discourse for the false 
one given by the Jews. It is not hatred which impels me to 
speak thus of you, but I do it to honour my Father. The 
testimony which I bear against you is a homage paid to tho 
divine holiness. But as for you, instead of listening to the 
voice of Him who tells you the truth which is from God, yon 
load Him with insults (Samaritan, devil, etc.), even Him who 
glorifies the God whose children you claim to be. The con
clusion is: How can you, who insult Him who speaks only to 
honour God, be the children of God ? 

Jesus asserts, nevertheless (ver. 50), that the affronts which 
• N B C D L X omit 011,. 
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they heaped upon Him were of but little importance to Him
self_ Th.ey were God's concern; for He committed the care of 
His honour to God, of whose solicitude for Him He was fully 
assured. He desired to be honoured only in proportion as 
His Father should give Him glory in the hearts of men. The 
two words : who seeketh and jndgeth, give a presentiment of 
those divine acts by which the Father will glorify the Son and 
chastise His calumniators ; in the one case, by the work of the 
Holy Spirit; in the other, by the destruction of Jerusalem, 
and the last judgment. Besides, even now all did not dis
honour Him, for many honoured Him by their faith: 

Vv. 51-53. "Verily, verily, I say unto you, If any one keep 
my saying, he shall nevm· see death. Then 1 said the Jews imto 
Him, Now we know that thou hast a devil. Abraham is dead, 
and the p1·ophets also ; and thou, than sayest, If any one keep my 
word, he shall never taste death.2 Art thou gnater than our 
father Abraham, who is dead? And the prophets also are dead: 
whom makest thou 8 thyself? "-Various attempts have been 
made to explain the relation of ideas between vv. 5 0 and 51 ; 
but these explanations have been unnatural. It is evident 
that with the last word: who judgeth, of ver. 50, Jesus had 
for the present done with His present questioners. But He 
knew that among those Jews who believed, and of whom the 
greater part had, when put to the test, immediately succumbed, 
there was a certain number who fulfilled the condition laid 
down by Him, ver. 31 : If you continue stedf ast in my wm·d, 
and it was to these that He addressed the promise, ver. 51. 
The expression: keep my word, is but a reproduction of that 
of ver. 31 : continue in my word; and the promise of never 
seeing death is opposed to the threat of ver. 35: The slave 
abideth not in the house for ever.-Death is not here taken in 
an exclusively spiritual sense, as though Jesus meant to say: 
shall not be condemned. The word never does not suit this 
sense, and there would have been a certain amount of char
latanism on the part of Jesus had He seemed to say more 
than He really meant. It is indeed death, death itself, and in 

1 ~ B C omit ,u,. 
2 Il reads Gr,,,a,,.,, '" P-• G'"'f""" (like ver. 51). T. R., with E F H: ,, .......... ~ 

All the others : Y'""""."'· 
3 :Iu is omitted by 10 Mjj. (~ A BC, etc.), 50 Mnn. It. Yg. Syr. Cop. Or. 
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the frill sense of the word, which He denies in the case of the 
believer; see vi. 50 and xiv. 3. What encouragement to 
those who should persevere ! 

The Jews, then, were by no means mistaken, as is supposed, 
eoncerning the meaning of His statement, when they concluded 
therefrom that Jesus promised His people a privilege which 
neither Abraham nor the prophets possessed, and that He 
made Himself greater than them, since it is manifest that He 
must Himself have possessed a prerogative which He assured 
to His peopie.-The expression, to taste death, is based on the 
comparison of death to a bitter cup which man is condemned 
to drink.-The word el<, Tov alwva,Jo1· ever, in vv. 51 and 52, 
must not be explained in the sense of: he shall indeed die, 
but not Joi· ever. The meaning is : He shall never perform the 
act of dying. Comp. xiii. 8.-The pronoun l5un<,, instead of 
the simple a.,, signifies: Whoever, even were he Abraham ... 

4th. V v. 5 4-5 9. The eternal pre-existence of Jesus. 
If Jesus is the conqueror of death for His people, it is 

because He Himself belongs to the eternal order. He comes 
from a sphere in which there is no transition from nothingness 
to existence, and consequently no fall from existence to death, 
unless He Himself consents to deliver Himself up to this 
power. 

Vv. 54-56. "Jesus answered, If I glorify 1 myself, my glory 
is nothing: He that glorifieth me is my Father; He of whom 
ye say, that He is your 2 God. And yet you do not know Him; 
but I, I know Him : and if I E,ay that I know Him not, I shall 
be like you,3 a liar: but I know Him, and keep His saying. 
Abraham your father 1·ejoiced in the hope of seeing my day; and 
he saw it, and was glad."-In a certain sense Jesus does glorify 
Himself whenever He gives testimony to Himself; but the 
eyw, I, is here emphatic, I alone, i.e. without the :Father, by 
attributing to myself on my own account privileges which the 
Father does not give me. Comp. the similar form, vv. 15, 16. 
This is His answer to the question: Whom makest thou 

1 ~ B C D Jtaliq Or. read ),~""'"' instead of ~.~"'~"'' which is the reading of 
T. R., with 12 Mij., and the Mnn. 

' Instead of vµ,.,,, which is the reading of T. R , with ~ B D F X, most of 
the Mnn., and ltP1•rlque, the twelve other Mjj., 90 Mnn. Syr. read ~I'-"''· 

a Instead of •P" of T. R., with A B D, the others read•!'-"''· 

GODET l!, Z JOHN. 



354 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

thyself? Nothing but what the Father intended I should be 
And this will 0£ the Father was manifested by notable signs, 
which the Jews would have easily discerned i£ God had 
really been, as they claimed Him to be, their God. But they 
did not know Him, and that was the reason they did not 
recognise Him who came from Him, and was so clearly 
accredited by Him. 

This ignorance of God which Jesus encountered among the 
Jews, excited within Him, by the law of contrast, the feeling 
of the real knowledge of the Father which He possessed, and 
this prerogative He affirmed with triumphant energy in ver. 
55. We find here, so to speak, the paroxysm of that faith 
which Jesus had in Himself, a faith based upon the certainty 
of His direct consciousness of God. Thus are the unheard of 
statements which follow, vv. 56 and 58, prepared for. OZSa, 
I know Him, designates direct, intuitive knowledge, in opposi
tion to JryvwKaTe (literally: you have learnt to know), which 
relates to acquired knowledge.-By the last words, I keep His 
saying, Jesus asserts that in His faithfulness to His Father's 
instructions, He possesses the same guarantee of victory over 
death as that which shall be possessed by His people, through 
their persevering obedience to His word. 

Having thus answered the reproach: Thou gl01'ifiest thyself, 
Jesus comes to the principal question : Art thou greater than 
our father Abraham ? and hesitates not to plainly reply : Yes, 
certainly, for after being the object of his hope on earth, I 
became that of his joy in paradise. There is a cutting irony 
in the apposition, Abraham, your father. Their father rejoicing 
in the expectation of a presence which excited only their 
malice and hatred. The word rejoiced indicates the joy of 
hope, as indicated by the tva 10'1/, so that he might see. This 
was the aim and object of this emotion. What is here spoken 
of is evidently the state of the patriarch's heart when he heard 
from the mouth of God such promises as: In thy seed shall all 
the families of the earth be blessed, because thou hast obeyed 
my voice (Gen. xxii. 18).-The use of tva with the term 
/uyaAALo,<r0a£ is explained by the sentiment of desire of attrac
tion (hastening towards the still happier day of possession).
The expression: my day, can only indicate the epoch of Christ'9 
appearance on earth (Luke xvii 22). The explana.tions of 
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Chrys'ostom and Bengel, the former of whom understands it of 
the day of His passion, the latter of the day of His second 
advent, are by no means justified by this passage. Hofmann 
and Luthardt suppose the promised birth of Isaac, in which 
Abraham beheld the pledge of that of Messiah, to be intendoo. 
But tiie expression: my day, can only refer to a fact concern
ing the person of Christ Himself. 

The relation between this tva lo17 : that he might see, and 
the he saw which follows it, proves that the latter expression 
refers to the realization of the desire which had formerly filled 
the patriarch with joy during his sojourn on earth,-in other 
words, to the appearance of Jesus in this world. The second 
aor. passive exaprt well expresses the calm joy of sight, as op
posed to the tumultuous gladness of expectation (/rta).Xiduaro). 
Jesus here then discloses, as most expositors agree, a fact of 
the invisible world, with which He alone was acquainted. 
As at the transfiguration we find that Moses and Elias were 
acquainted with the circumstances of our Lord's earthly life, 
so here does He declare that Abraham, the father of the faith• 
ful, was not, in his abode of glory, ignorant of the accomplish
ment of the promise that had been made him, but that he 
beheld the coming of Christ on this earth. Of course we do 
not know undar what form events which transpire in this 
world. may be made sensible to those who live in the bosom of 
God. J"esus simply affirms the fact.-Thill is the only inter
pretation which leaves to the words their natural meaning. 
The ]fathers apply the eWe, he saw, to the types, such as the 
sacrifice of Isaac, etc., in which the patriarch beheld the 
accomplishment of the promises. The reformers imagine thls 
sight to have been a kind of prophetic vision vouchsafed to 
him. Hofmann and Luthardt explain it of the day of Isaac's 
birth, on which Abraham's hope was realized. But all these 
explanations are excluded by the evident apposition established 
by the text between the joy of expectation and that of actual 
v1s1on. This is also the case with that of Hengstenberg, who 
applies the last words of this verse to the visit of the angel of 
God (Gen. xviii.). In this application of it a forced sense 
must Le given to the expression, my day. The Socinian ex
planation : Abraham would have rejoiced if he had seen my 
day, need oniy be mentioned in passing, for w:i.th such an 
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interpretation what can we make of the second member of the 
sentence? 

By bringing out this twofold joy of .Abraham, on the one hand 
at the time of the promise, on the other at that of its fulfilment, 
Jesus gave the Jews cause to blush at the contrast between 
their feelings and that of him whom they claimed as their father. 

Vv. 57, 58. "Then said the Jews iinto Him, Thou art not 
yet flfty 1 years old, and hast thou seen .Abraham ? 2 Jesus said 
unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Before .Abraham was 
born,3 I am."-It seemed a natural consequence of .Abraham's 
having seen Jesus that He must also have seen Abraham. 
This question is the expression of indignant surprise.-Fifty in 
a round number, and fifty years expresses the close of middle 
age. The meaning is: Thou art not yet an old man. No 
conclusion can be drawn from these words as to the true age 
of Jesus, inasmuch as ten or twenty years more or less would 
in this case he indifferent.-I am not only his contemporary, 
is the reply of Jesus, but I even existed before him. The 
formula, amen, amen, announces the greatness of this reve
lation concerning His Person. While 7e11Ju8ai, was born 
l}iterally: became), designates the transition from nothingness 
to existence, elµl, I am, indicates a mode of being, not the 
result of such a transition: viz. existence (am) as an attribute 
of the personality (I). Jesus says : I am, not : I was. This 
latter expression would have designated mere priority with 
respect to Abraham, and would be strictly compatible with the 
.Arian view of the Person of Jesus, while the former expression 
places the existence of the subject who thus speaks in the rank 
of the .Absolute, the Eternal, the Divine. It recalls the words 
of Ps. xc. 2 : " Before the mountains were brought forth, or 
ever Thou hadst formed the earth and the world, even from 
everlasting to everlasting, THOU ART, 0 God l" It was un
doubtedly from the depths of His human consciousness that 
Jesus derived this expression, but only after He had received 
the revelation of the identity of His Person with that of the 
Eternal Son : " Thou art my beloved Son." This consciou'3-
nef:ls which Jesus had of Himself, after hearing these worcio l)f 

l a, i, Mun. Chrys: .-,,.,,,,""""""' (/orty). 
2 N : ""' Af3p. ,.,,,,,,.., .-, (and Abraham has seen t}1(1i), 
s :C lt>11q o:.nit ,ym,1-,. 
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the Father, is analogous with that which the believer has of 
,T esus after the Spirit has revealed to him His glory. Eternity 
must not be regarded as properly anterior to time. The term 
7rpiv, before, is a symbolic form derived from the purely human 
consciousness of Jesus, to express the dependent relation of 
time to eternity in the only manner in which we are capable 
of conceiving it, viz. under the form of succession.-At the 
present day, when rationalism has freed itself from the autho
rity of Scripture, it no longer feels the need of recurring to 
the various forced explanations of this passage proposed by 
different commentators, e.g. that of Crell, de Wette, etc., who 
give to the words I am the merely ideal sense : I am in the 
divine intelligence; of Socinus, Paulus: I am as the Messiah 
promised; of the Socinian catechism : "Before Abraham could 
justify his name of Abraham (father of a multitude, of 
numerous converted pagans), I am the Messiah of you Jews." 
Even Scholten, while seeking to retain what truth may 
exist in these different meanings, owns (p. 97 sq.) that they 
are insufficient. According to him, we must not translate : 
I exist (ery?» elµ,0, but: I am (the Messiah), e7ro elµ,,; Jesus, 
however, could only have been the Messiah predestined from 
before the days of Abraham on condition of having really and 
personally existed before that patriarch. We doubt whether 
the above-named exegetes would acknowledge themselves con
quered by such reasoning. And we do not think that the 
evidently intentional apposition between the verb 7tveu0ai, to 
become, and the verb elvat, to be, will allow us to give to the 
latter any other sense than that of to exist, according to the 
usual accentuation ey@ elµ,{. As Gess says: "to Abraham, 
becoming ; to Jesus, existing." - Beyschlag, to avoid the idea 
of the personal pre-existence of Christ, which seems to him 
incompatible with the reality of His humanity, thinks that 
Jesus meant to say that He realizes in His Person an eternal 
but impersonal principle, that of the real image of God. But 
this impersonal image of God cannot exist except in the divine 
intelligence, and we then return to the explanation of de 
W ette. " If," says Luthardt, " it follows from the apposition 
between to be and to become, in this saying, that the existence 
of Christ is eternal, it follows quite as clearly from the e7ro 
that this existence is personal" This, too, is proved by the 
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comparison with Abraham. For there would have been 
a touch of charlatanism on the part of Jesus in suddenly 
substituting an impersonal principle for His Person, in His 
reply to the Jews, who were accusing Him of making Himself 
the contemporary of Abraham. If one of the two existences 
compared is personal, the other must be so too, otherwise this 
statement, marked as it is by the greatest solemnity, is not a 
serious one.1-This saying is certainly among those from which 
St. John derived the fundamental idea of the first verses of 
the Prologue. It bears within itself the guarantee of its 
authenticity, first by its sublime conciseness, then by its very 
meaning. For what historian would choose to put into the 
mouth of his hero words which would bring upon him the 
imputation of being mad ? 

Ver. 59. "Thereupon they took up stones to stone Him: but 
J6$US hid Himself, and went out of the temple." 2 

- This ray of 
divinity on the part of Him whom they were interrogating 
left nothing to the Jews but to worship-or to stone Him. 
The word ~pav, properly : they lifted up, indicates rather a 
volition, a threat, than a determined purpose. Comp. the 
rather stronger expression, x. 31. The stones were probably 
lying in the court, for the rebuilding of the temple, which 
was not yet completed. The word J,cp6/3'1'/, kid Himself, 
does not imply, but rather excludes, the idea of a miracle, 
Jesus being at this time surrounded by a circle of disciples 
and friends who assisted His escape.-However weighty may 
be the authority of the documents and V ss. by which the 
reading of the T. R. is in this instance supported, it is evident 
that the last words are a marginal gloss, occasioned by the 
first words of the following chapter and Luke iv. 3 0. Baur 
defends their authenticity for the purpose of extracting from 
this passage a proof of the Docetism of its author. But from 

1 Beyschlag himself felt this, and has now recourse to another expedient, pro• 
posed also by Weizsacker, namely, the distinction between the two theologies 
found in juxtaposition in this Gospel, that of Jesus Himself and that of the 
evangelist, to the latter of which alone he considers the idea of pre-existence to 
belong. But it is not easy to understand how the authenticity of this Gospel 
can, from this point of view, be defended, as it is by Beyschlag (comp. the more 
particular discussion of this subject, In trod. i. pp. 186, 187). 

9 After "f'"• T. R., with ACE F G HK L MS U X a A, the llfo.'l, Syr, Cop._. 
-eads ),,,.,,.,, ;,,. µ,,,. IT,"""'' "IT,' "'"f'll'J'" """••s (passing through the mid.it cf tl,em, 
11nd ,o went out); these words are wanting in lit BD ltPieriquovg. Sah. Or. Chrys. 
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a Docetic point ol view the normal expression shouict nave 
been, not e"pv/3'1] (He kid Himself), but &.,f>avTo~ E"/EV€To (Re 
vanished). 

Such was the termination of the most violent opposition 
which Jesus had as yet had to sustain. From henceforth He 
gradually abandoned to His adversaries the field of battle, until 
that other special bcpv/317, xii. 36, with which liis public 
ministry in farael closed. 

We have now seen that all the improbabilities which 
criticism declares to be so numerous in this and the preceding 
chapter vanish before it calm and conscientious exegesis. The 
answers and objections of the Jews, which M. Reuss taxes 
with grotesqueness and absurdity, have seemed to us, when 
looked at from the point of view of those who made them, 
logical and natural. The reasoning of our Lord, which, 
according to M. Renan, " is, if judged according to the rules 
of Aristotelian logic, very weak," only appears so because it is 
forgotten that there were things which Jesus, reckoning on 
the moral consciousness of His opponents, thought He might 
lay down as axioms. There certainly is not in these 7th and 
8th chapters a single improbability which at all approaches 
that which would be created in supposing such conversation'! 
to have been subsequently invented, outside the historical situa
tion with which they so completely harmonize. We have here 
no verbiage, no incongruity, no break of continuity. In fact., 
these conversations are reproduced with such delicacy, that 
one cannot without difficulty dissent from the hypothesis of 
Bertholdt, a rationalist of the last century, who supposed that 
the evangelist took notes of the discourses of his Master at 
the time when he heard them. Two features especially strike 
us in these two chapters: 1st. The colloquial form, so full of 
reality, and so far more likely to be engraved on the memory 
of the hearers than a consecutive discourse; 2d. The S'timmarr 
character of the testimonies of Jesus, presenting as they do 
grand and ;:;impie statements without developments, vii. 37, 
38, viii. 12, 31, 32. Developments were only added to 
testimony, properly so called, in proportion as it became a 
matter of dispute, whether between Jesus fill~! His hearers, or 
between the latter theIBsclvea. These two features woullt 
suffice to prove the historical character of the narrative. 
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SECOND CYCLE. 

IX. AND X. 

The consequences of the first point of departure, viz. t;he 
cure of the impotent man, eh. v., were now exhausted, when a 
new mimcle produced a fresh access of hatred among the Jews, 
and called forth a new phase of their hostility. Matters had 
now, however, come to a climax. The incipient faith which 
had just been manifested in Judaea had come to nought. The 
test which these believing Jews had not been a·ble to stand 
was the absolute spirituality of the word and work of Jesus, 
who from henceforth began to leave this erring community to 
their blindness, and to labour chiefly in gathering around Him 
the few who were to form the germ of the future association. 
Hence the incisive character of the preceding dialogues was 
now exchanged for the accents of resignation and of affec
tionate sadness. 

1. Ch. ix., a new miracle opens this second cycle. 
2. Oh. x. 1-21 contains a first discourse connected with 

this miracle, and then a delineation of its immediate effects. 
3. Ch. x. 2 2-42 includes a second discourse, which, though 

delivered rather later and in a different locality, is, with respect 
to its subject, a continuation of the first ; and lastly, a short 
historical notice. 

FIRST SECTION. 

IX. 1-41.-THE MIRACLE. 

I. THE FACT-VV. 1-12; II. THE INVESTIGATION-VV 13-34 j 
Ill. THE MORAL RESULT-VV. 35-41. 

I. The Fact.-vv. 1-12. 

Vv. 1-5. " And in passing, He saw a man blind from birth. 
And His disciples asked Him, saying, Master, wlw si'l1.ned, 
this man, or his parents, that he should be born blind, Jesus 
(1,fUU:ered, Neither ke nor his parents sinned: 'but it is that 
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tlie works of God may be manifested in him. I 1 miist work 
the works of Him who sent me,2 while it is day ; the night 
cometh, in which no man can work. While I am in the 
world, I am the light of the world." - These first five verses 
describe the circumstances in which this new miracle took 
place. If the last words of the preceding chapter in the 
T. R. were authentic, the first of this would closely connect 
this scene with what precedes it. Comp. "a' 7rapary@v with 
7rap~7ev oinro~. There would in this case be an improbability 
in the narrative; for, as de W ette points out, the question 
addressed to Jesus by the disciples, ver. 2, assumes a calmer 
state of mind than that which they could have possessed on 
leaving the temple, after the scene of eh. viii. But nothing 
in the genuine text compels us thus directly to combine these 
two facts ; the formula "al 7rapary@v, and in passing, only 
requiring us not to interpose too long an interval between 
them. If the scene, viii. 30-59, took place in the morning, 
that which follows might well have happened in the evening 
of the same day. And this time of day well suits the figure 
which our Lord employs, vv. 4 and 5.-The blind man was 
accustomed to sit at one of the gates of either the temple, 
or more probably the city, to beg. The disciples had learnt 
from himself or others that he had been blind from his birth. 
Their question seems to have been called forth by the marked 
attention with which Jesus regarded (eWev) him. From the 
point of view of Jewish Monotheism, suffering appeared to be 
in all cases the consequence of sin. But the difficulty was 
how to apply this principle to the present case. The only 
two alternatives presented to their minds, and indicated by 
the question of the disciples, viz. that either his own sin or 
that of his parents was the cause of his misfortune, seemed 
equally inadmissible. The doctrine of metempsychosis and 
that of the pre-existence of souls, which might have lent some 
probability to the former supposition, were never popular in 
Israel. It would therefore have been necessary to admit that 
this man's misfortune was either a chastisement inflicted in 
anticipation of his future sins, or the punishment of some sin 

1 lot B D L Cop. Or. read.,,,«~ (we must do) instead of ,,,_,(/must do), which 
bas in its favour tbe fifteen other Mjj., the Mnn. It. Vg. Syr. 

v ~ L Cop.: ""'s' (ua) instead of,,_, (me). 
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committed in the embryo state (Ps. Ii. 7), both very impro
bable explanations. As to the second supposition, viz. that 
he was suffering for the sin of his parents, it seemed opposed 
to the justice of God. Hence the disciples, perceiving no 
reasonable solution, asked Jesus to decide.-The 2'va always 
retains some notion of purpose : " that he should have been born 
thus according to the divine plan."-The context sufficiently 
explains our Lord's reply. He does not deny the existence 
of sin either in this man or in his parents; but neither does 
He recognise the necessity of any moral connection between 
this individual or family sin and the blindness with which 
the unfortunate man was visited. Individual suffering is not 
often connected, except in a very general manner, with the 
collective sin of humanity (see ver. 14). Hence it gives us 
no right to judge those who suffer, but only furnishes a 
summons to fulfil a divine mission towards them by assisting 
them. As truly as evil exists in the world, so truly has God 
His work on earth ; and His work consists in finding matter 
for good in evil itself. Hence all the acts by which we concur 
in the accomplishment of this divine purpose are called the 
works of God. But this word is here more specially applied 
to acts which bear the seal of Divine Omnipotence, such as 
the physical cure of the blind man (n 6 and 7), and his 
spiritual illumination (vv. 35-38). The call to heal this 
unhappy one had made itself felt in the Lord's heart at the 
very moment when His eyes beheld him, and it was with this 
feeling that He fixed them upon him (ver. 1 ). From ver. 3 
,Jesus seeks to make His disciples share with Him the point 
of view from which He regards suffering, and which He 
developes, vv. 4 and 5, by applying it to His personal task 
during His sojourn on earth. 

When the master who has entrusted a task to the w01·ker 
( o 'TT'eµ:'(ra,;, he who sent) gives the signal, the latter must 
continue to work as long as the hours of labour last. This 
signal Jesus had just recognised; and even though it was the 
Sabbath, He could not delay obeying it till to-morrow. He 
might perhaps at this moment have been contemplating the 
sun descending towards the horizon: " When night comes," 
sa;d He," the workman's labour ceases; my work is to en
lighten the world as the sun does. But in a short time I, 



CHA!>, IX. 1-5. 363 

like him, shall disappear, and my work will cease ; hence I have 
not a moment to lose."-The reading r,µ,ar; (we must work) is 
defended by Meyer, Lange, and Luthardt. But is it not 
evidently a correction, intended to generalize the application 
of ver. 4, and to change this saying into an exhortation 
addressed to the disciples ? Besides, a certain amount of 
unsuitableness is felt in the direct application to the Lord of 
the words : the night cometh when no man can work-words 
which seemed incompatible with His heavenly glory. After 
changing Jµ,e into r,µar;, the µ,e, me, which follows, ought 
logically to have been similarly corrected. For there is here 
a strict correlation between the two notions : to be sent, and to 
do the work of . . . Only two of the Mss. (N and L) have 
been consistent throughout; the others (B and D) have con
demned themselves by neglecting to make this second change. 
It is important to remark that the ancient versions, the ltala 
and the Peshito, support the Received reading. The contrast 
~f day and night can, in this context, only designate that of 
the time of labour during the day, and the time of rest during 
t,he night. There is then no sinister meaning here in the image : 
the night. But it may be asked, In what sense can the image 
of rest be applied to the heavenly life of Jesus Christ ? The 
work of His earthly life was for Him, as it is for us, that of 
sowing; in His heavenly state He only reaps what He sowed 
below. It is His Person, as revealed during His brief earthly 
ministry, which He glorifies in the hearts of men by the Holy 
Spirit. Consequently, one single opportunity of doing good 
neglected by Him, one single moment lost below, would have 
left an irreparable void in that work of God on earth which 
furnishes the Holy Spirit with the material of His regenerat
ing and sanctifying agency till the close of the present dis
pensation. 

The expression: I am the light of the world, ver. 5, has no 
relation to the figure of day and night, ver. 4 ; the latter re
ferring solely to the contrast between work and rest, while 
the idea of light is chosen with reference to the special work 
which the Lord was now about to accomplish of giving 
physical and spiritual sight to one born blind, and to the 
more general work of enlightening the human race, of which 
this cure was an emblem and example. The conjunction 
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f>Ta.v, whilst (properly : when it happens that), shows how 
transitory and incidental was in His own eyes His sojourn 
in this world. How, then, should He not hasten to employ a 
season which was so soon to terminate 1 

Vv. 6, 7. "Having said thus, He spat on the ground, and 
made clay of His spittle, and He anointed with the clay tlw 
eyes of the blind man,1 and said unto him, Go, wash in the pool 
of Siloam (which is, by interpretation, Sent~- He went away 
then, and washed, and came back seeing."-The evangelist, by 
the words: having said thus, makes the act which follows the 
direct application of the principle just laid down by Jesus.
fo Matt. xx. 34 (Mark x. 46), Jesus cures a blind man by 
His touch alone. In Mark vii. 33, viii. 23, He makes use of 
His saliva to effect cures. The fact that He employed this 
means only in certain cases, shows that it was not the vehicle 
of His miraculous power (Meyer), but a symbol calculated to 
make the sufferers feel in particular cases (those in which the 
patient had no other means of putting himself in moral con
tact with Jesus, as e.g. that of the deaf mute, Mark vii 3 3 sq.), 
that their cure emanated from His Person Itself. This know
ledge was to them the point of departure whence faith, in the 
higher sense of the word, might be formed in them. But in 
the present case Jesus did more than anoint the eyes of the 
blind man with saliva: He applied to them a lump of clay, 
thus adding an artificial to his natural blindness, and then 
sent him to wash in Siloam. What, then, it may be asked, 
was His purpose in acting in this altogether unusual manner ? 
We are here reduced to suppositions : according to several 
expositors, He desired to test the obedience of the blind man ; 
according to Liicke, to give, on the contrary, some support to 
his faith ; others think that He wanted to give the crowd 
time to disperse; Baur, that His intention was rather to make 
the miracle more striking ; while, lastly, many are of opinion 
that this being the case of one born blind, Jesus meant to 
give the organ, which had never performerl its function, time 

1 Instead of the reading of T. R., "•" ,,,,.,XP· ""'" ,r. ,,,,., "'· •f~. ""'" """~"-- (/le 
anointed with clay the eyes of), which is supported by 14 Mjj., most of the Mnn., 
It•114 Syr•0h, ~ B L have ,.., ,,,,.,,:,. (B C : ,,,,.,,~,.,} au.-ou ,.,. '71'. ,,.., .-. o(ll. ; A tht 
,ame, with the addition ot .-,~ .,.,~,._~.., He applied Bis clay to the eye,s of , •• 

1 Thi.a parenthesis is missing in the Sy-r. a.ud in a Persian translation. 
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to develope (Meyer). But besides the improbabilities attached 
to many of these suppositions, none of them accounts for the 
choice made by Jesus, under these circumstances, of the pool 
of Siloam. It was the nearest pool, says Meyer. But this 
particular is exactly contrary to the purpose supposed by this 
exegete. And is not Lange in the right, we would ask, when 
he brings into the question the part played by this fountain 
in the feast which had just terminated? By a solemn and 
daily libation, the fount of Siloam had figured as the em
blem of · theocratic favours and the pledge of all Messianic 
blessings. This rite harmonized with the 0. T., which had 
already contrasted this humble fountain, welling forth silently 
at the foot of the temple mountain, the waters of Shiloah, which 
go softly, with the strong waters, the emblem of the brute force 
of the foes of the theocracy (Isa. viii. 7). We have seen that 
Jesus had, during the course of the preceding festival, applied 
to His Person the theocratic blessings and symbols which it 
commemorated. Why then should He not, in the present 
instance, also express by an act what He had hitherto de
clared in words ? He had said : I am to the believer the 
spiritual rock, the light-giving cloud. He now declares Him
self by an act the true fountain of Siloam, the reality of all 
those divine blessings of which the waters of Siloam were a 
type. By adding to the real blindness, which He alone could 
cure, that artificial and symbolic blindness which the waters 
of Siloam were to remove, he declared in fact: what Siloam 
effects typically, I accomplish in reality. The omnipotent 
grace of Jehovah, typified in the ancient covenant by this 
sacred fountain, dwells truly in Me, has even acted through 
Me. It may be, that by thus making this fountain, which 
was regarded as sacred, play a part in the miracle,-which He 
had not done eh. v.,-He had a mind to place this fresh sab
batic cure more evidently under the protection of Jehovah 
(Lange). 

Perhaps it is by the symbolic part given to the water of 
Siloam in the cure of the blind man that the remark of the 
evangelist : a name which signifies Sent, must be explained. 
In a philologic point of view, the correctness of the transla
t10n given by St. John is not disputed. It is admitted that the 
name Siloam is a verbal substantive or adjective, from n~w. to 
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send, and derived either from the participle passive Kal, or 
rather from the Pihel (with the solution of the Dagesh forte 
into ,). What, then, was the origin of this denomination ? 
The pool of Siloe, discovered by Robinson near the place where 
the valley of Tyropeon opens on one side upon the valley of 
Hinnom, on the other on that of Jehoshaphat, is supplied, as 
it seems, by a subterraneous conduit, which starts from the 
fountain of the Virgin in the valley of Jehoshaphat, and 
traverses in a zigzag direction the rock Ophel, the southern 
spur of the Temple hill. The name : Sent, has been explained 
by this circumstance, which would thus signify water brought 
from a distance. Ewald and Hengstenberg are of opinion 
that this name rather designated the spring itself, the fountain 
of the Virgin which supplies the pool, whether the word 
signifies simply a conduit or jet of water, or whether, as Heng
sten berg thinks, this sacred water was so called as sent from 
Jehovah, springs being regarded in the East as gifts of God. 
In any case, Israelite consciousness had been, as we have seen, 
forcibly struck by the fact that this spring flowed from the 
Temple hill itself, the residence of Jehovah, and had from the 
earliest times, from the prophetic era, attached to tl;ris water 
a Messianic signification. It was undoubtedly this relation, 
with which the mind of the whole nation was penetrated, 
that St. John meant to bring forward in the parenthesis con
cerning the meaning of the word Siloam. The command : Go 
to Siloam (the typically Sent) to cleanse thyself from that 
which causes thine artificial blindness, was in his eyes figura
tive of the call : Come by faith to me, the really Sent, who 
alone can cure thy blindness, both physical and moral. 

Meyer and others are not afraid of doing violence to the 
good sense of the evangelist, by admitting that St. John saw, 
prefigured by this name : Sent, the sending of the blind man to 
Siloam. .As if there were the slightest logical relation be
tween the individual thus sent and the name of the pool to 
which he was sent; as if, especially, the name of Sent were not 
the constant title of Jesus Himself in this Gospel. Liicke, to 
get rid of this parenthesis, which perplexed him, has recourse, 
with some hesitation, to the hypothesis of an interpolation, 
The Peshito, indeed, omits these words, but his supposition 
cannot find sufficient support in this omission; for ihe Syriac 
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translation might easily have omitted, as useless, the Greek 
interpretation of a He brew word. The Alex. reading offers a 
repugnant sense, his clay !-The prep. Ek is used with vt,ya,, 
probably because the blind man had to descend into the pool. 
Meyer thinks rather because, in washing, he was to let the 
clay fall into it.-The blind man would easily find a guide 
among those present.-When the evangelist says : ke came 
back seeing, he does not mean that the blind man found Jesus 
where he had left Him; he sought Him there that he might 
thank Him ; but not finding Him, returned to his home, as 
is shown by the expression following, the neighbours, and by 
vv. 35 and 37. 

Vv. 8-12. "The neighbours therefore, and they which before 
saw him beg,1 said, Is not this he that sat and begged? Some 
said, It is he : others, He is like him.2 He said, I am he. 
Then they said to him, How were thine eyes opened ? He 
answered and said,3 A man 4 called Jesus made clay, and 
anointed my eyes, and said unto me, Go to the pool of Siloam," 
and wash. Having gone there and washed, I 1·ec01Jered sight. 
Then said they to him, Where is this man ? He said, I know 
not."-These verses express in the most natural and dramatic 
manner the return of the blind man to his house.-The evan
gelist makes a distinction between his neighbours and those 
in general who were accustomed to see him (0ewpovvTe-;) 
begging.-The question of ver. 8 is asked by all ; but tw0 
different spirits are directly manifested in the solutions offered 
ver. 9. Some candidly own the fact; others are already 
seeking some expedient for eluding it. According to the 
Byzantine reading, even the latter positively concede a resem
blance calculated to establish identity ; while, according to 
the Alex. variation, they admit only an accidental likeness. 
Whichever shade of difference is adopted, it was evidently the 
latter who, after hearing tlie statement of the blind man, put 
to him the questions of vv. 10 and 12.-The expression: to 

1 T. R., with 9 Mjj., reads .-•~"-•r; te A BCD KL X, 10 Mnn. It•11q Vg. 
Syr. Cop. read "'P•,,.,.,.,.~r ; ltPlerlque : .,•f1'•; '" ""' .,.p,,ru.,.-n;. 

• te BC L X lt,allq Vg. Syr. Cop. have: "'X' ""'"-",,..,,,(no, but lie is like. liim) 
instead of.,.,,., (lie is like him), which is the reading of T. R., with all the others. 

3 K,., ""'" is omitted by N B C D L Jt..Uq. 
4 ~ B L and some Mnn. read o before ,.,,,.,.,..,, 
• tc B D L X Ito.llq Syr"'11 : ,,, .,.., l,;...,,.,. iustead of "f "'' lfo},,, 'I'•• :;,,._.,,.,.., 



368 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

recove,· sight (ver. 11), is used because blindness, even though 
original, is an unnatural state.1 The question of ver. 12 
betrays an intention to provoke an inquiry, and forms the 
transition to what follows. 

II. The Investigation.-vv. 13-34. 

First appearance of the blind man, vv. 13-17. The blind 
man confronted with his parents, vv. 18-23. Second ap
pearance of the blind man, vv. 24-34. 

Vv. 13-17. "They bring to the Pharisees him that before 
was blind. Now it was the Sabbath day that2 Jesus made the 
clay, and opened the eyes of this man. The Pharisees in their 
turn also asked him how he had recovered sight. He said unto 
them, He put clay upon mine eyes, and I washed, and do see. 
Therefore said some of the Pharisees, This man is not of God, 
because he keepeth not the Sabbath day. Others said, How can a bad 
man do such miracles? And there was a division among them. 
Speaking again to the blind man, they say to him, .And thou, 
what sayest thou of him, in that he opened thine eyes ? He 
answered, He is a prophet."-Those who urged an investiga
tion were the ill-disposed questioners of vv. 10 and 12.-The 
term, the Pha,·isees, cannot designate the whole Sanhedrim 
(comp. vii. 45). It is probable that the important sect of the 
Pharisees had a certain organization, and that the persons here 
indicated were its chosen representatives, its committee of 
management. It was undoubtedly now the day after the 
miracle.-The words: he made clay, are aptly added to bring 
out the anti-Sabbatic work in the miracle. Renan says of 
our Lord, " that He openly violated the Sabbath," an opinion 
which we have refuted (p. 160). In the present case, as well 
as in eh. v., Jesus trampled not on the Mosaic Sabbath, but 
on its Pharisaic caricature. -Th13' 7ra,'},.,iv (literally: again) 

1 With respect to the term ,M131,.,,J,, (literally: he again saw), Meyer quotes a 
passage of Pausanias (Messen. iv. 12. 5, ed. Schubart), in which that author also 
uses this term concerning the cure of one born blind. The fact being in itself a 
very interesting one, we add the following details : A Messenian diviner named 
Ophioneus is spoken of as .-•• 1,. :ym.,ijr .,,,,p .. t, (blind from birth), who, after a 
violent attack of headache, recovered his sight (,;.,,13>..,,J,o ,.,..• ,.;,.,.;;), It is true, 
that l'ansanias subsequently states that h~ soon afterwards lost it, 

• ~ B I, X ItaJiq read n " ~~ip,. instead of ,.-i. 
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and the repeated and ( ver. 15) are derived frotn the impres
sion made upon the blind man, who was wearied by these 
questioners, whose purpose he already discerned. This also 
explains the somewhat abrupt brevity of his answer. The 
division which had manifested itself among the public now 
appeared in this narrow circle also. Some, starting from the 
inviolability of the Sabbatic law, refuse to concede to Jesus, as 
a transgressor of this law, any divine mission, whence logically 
follows their denial of the miracle. Others, starting from the • 
fact of the miracle, infer the holiness of Jesus, and implicitly 
deny the violation of the Sabbath. The choice of the premiss 
depends here, as ever, on moral liberty; it is at the starting
point that the lovers of light and the lovers of darkness 
separate; what follows is a mere matter of Iogic.-'Aµaprni'J...oc; 
must not be translated by sinner. The defenders of Jesus 
were not intending to assert His perfect holiness ; and the 
termination oi'J...oc; expresses abundance, custom ; hence a man 
without principle, like the publicans.-The question addressed 
to the blind man, ver. 1 7, was designed to extort from him 
something which might furnish a pretext for suspecting his 
truthfulness. On his part, in accordance with received opinion 
(iii. 2), he recognised in this miracle the sign of a divine 
mission, and frankly owned it. 

Vv. 18-23. "The Jews then did not believe tlwt he had been 
blind, and recovered sight, until they sent for the father and 
11wther of him that had recovered sight. And they asked them, 
saying, Is this your son, who ye say was born blind ? how then doth 
he now see? His parents answered them, and said, We know that 
this is our son, and that he was born blind: but how he now 
seeth, we know not ; or who hath opened his eyes, we know not : 
he· is of age, ask him ; 1 he shall speak about what concerns him
self. The parents spoke thus, because they feared the Jews : for 
the Jews had ag1·eed already, that if any man did own Him for 
the Christ, he should be excluded from the synagogue. Therefore 
said his parents, He is of age, ask hirn."-From this point the 
investigation was conducted by the party decidedly hostile to 
Jesus (o, 'Iovoa'ioi). They suspected some collusion between 
Jesus and the blirnl man, and desired on that account to 

' N omits the words .. .,.,.., ,,.,.,.~,".,.'· J3 D L X ltP1••;que place them before 

GODET JI. 2A JOHN, 
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examine his parents. Of the three questions contained iQ ver. 
19, the two first, referring to the original blindness of their 
son, and the identity of the cured man with this son, are 
immediately answered in the affirmative by the parents. There 
is a touch of the ridiculous in the three avT6,, he, by which 
they remit to him the solution of the third.-The term 
uvveTWewTo, they had agreed, ver. 22, indicates a decision come 
to, and not, as Meyer thinks, a simple intention. This is 
brought out by the word i)07J, already, and by the knowledge 
the parents had of this measure.-It is probable that at this 
time only the first of the three degrees of excommunication 
subsequently allowed by the Rabbis w11.s resorted to. This 
penalty consisted in exclusion from the synagogue, and the in
terruption of domestic relations for thirty days, which might 
be prolonged. This was a new branch thrown out in the 
development of hostile measures against Jesus, and formed the 
point of transition between the mission of the officers (eh. vii.) 
and the decree of eh. xi. The cowardice of the parents was a 
prelude to that of the whole people. 

Vv. 24-34. "They sunimoned for the second time the man 
who had been blind, and sa.id unto kim, Give glory to God: we 
know that this man is a bad man. He answered,1 Whethe1· he 
be a bad man, I know not : one thing I know, that, having been 
blind, I now see. They said to him again,2 What did he to 
thee ? how opened he thine eyes ? He answered them, I have 
told you already, and you did not hearken : wherefore would 
you hear it again ? will you also become his disciples ? They 
reviled him, and said to him, Thou art his disciple; but we are 
Moses' disciples. As for Moses, we know that God spake to liim : 
but this man, we know not whence he is. The man answered 
and said unto them, Why, herein 3 is the marvellous thing;" that 
you know not whence he is, and yet he hath opened my eyes. 
Now we know that God heareth not the wicked : but if any one 
honoiirs Him, and does His will, this man He hears. Never has 
it been heard that any one opened the eyes of one born blind. Ij 

1 The Alex. omit xa;1 wm, which the T. R. adds. 
2 ~ B D Itplerique V g. omit "'"""· 
3 T. R. with 11 Mjj. : " 'Y"P "'••-r,,,; N B L : " .,..u .. ., 'Y"'P; D Sy:. : ,. 

7IIJ'1'r,, tw, ; X A. : o ryaf T~tJITfAI. 

4 tc n L, 8 Mun. Chrys. read .,., before lt1•p,arr ... 
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this man were not of God, he could do nothing like this. They 
answered and said to him, Thou wast altogether born in sin. 
and thou teachest us I And they d1·ove him out."-A delibera~ 
tion, in which the violent party prevailed, took place after 
the blind man had been thus confronted with his parents, 
and it was decided to extort from him a disavowal of the 
miracle on the ground of the Sabbatic principle ; in other 
words, to annihilate fact by dogma. The expression : to 
qive glory to God, designates homage rendered to one of the 
divine perfections temporarily obscured by some word or 
act which seemed to impugn it (Josh. vii. 19 ; 1 Sam. 
vi. 5). The blasphemy in this case was the blind man's 
assertion: He is a prophet, which, as giving this title to one 
who had broken the Sabbath, was regarded as impeaching both 
the truth and holiness of God. Hence they demanded that 
this guilty assertion should be blotted out by the contrary one : 
He is a bad man.- We know, said the rulers, thus setting them
selves up as the representatives of theological knowledge in 
Israel. According to their knowledge, the miracle could not 
take place, therefore it did not. The blind man, on his side, 
while wisely owning his incompetence in theological questions, 
simply opposes fact to knowledge, and, conscious of the bad 
faith of his opponents, uses language decidedly ironical. 
The latter, sensible of the strength of his position, again 
question him respecting the circumstances of the fact (ver. 
26), hoping to discover, in some of the details, the means of 
attacking the fact itself. Having failed to overthrow it by 
dogma, they endeavour to undermine it by criticism. This 
return to a phase of the investigati.on which had already been 
gone through, made the blind man indignant, and at the same 
time emboldened him. He triumphed in their impotence, and 
his answer overflowed with irony : You did not hear : you are 
deaf then ! To cover their confusion, they revile him, and 
declare their choice made between Jesus and the Sabbath, or, 
which comes to the same thing, between Jesus and Moses. 
The blind man, finding that he was argued with, grew bolder 
and bolder, and began to argue in his turn ; if he had not 
studied theology, he at least knew his catechism. What 
Israelite is unacquainted with the theocratic axiom that a 
miracle is an answer to prayer, and that the prayer of 
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the wicked is not answered ?-The construction of ver. 30 is 
doubtful. Meyer, Luthardt: "Under the circumstances, it is 
very strange that you should not know whence he is, and that 
he has opened my eyes." But in this sense the last words are 
needless. We think, on the contrary, that the idea: "and that 
he has opened my eyes," is the supposition of the preceding 
phrase: whence he is, and that it would be better to make the 
proposition ;;TI, . • ., the development of the ev To6-r,p, and to 
regard the last proposition as principal and antithetic, intro
duced by !(,at, and, and yet, as is often done in this Gospel· 
Herein is truly a marvel, that you know not whence this man 
is, and yet he has opened my eyes ! I'ap, for : in fact, this 
is somewhat strange.-We know, we Jews in general (ver. 31), 
as opposed to the arrogant we know of these doctors in vv. 24 
and 29.-The reasoning is close; ver. 31 is the major, ver. 
32 the minor, while ver. 33 draws the conclusion. 

Vanquished by such remorseless logic, whose point of sup
port is simply the p1inciple, that what is, is, the adversaries 
of Jesus betake themselves to invective. In saying to the 
blind man, Thou wast altogether born in sin, they allude to the 
blindness with which he was born, and which they regard as 
a proof of his having been born under the curse of God (vv. 2 
and 3), and do not perceive that, by this very insult, they do 
homage to the reality of the miracle which they aim at deny
ing, their unbelief at last giving itself the lie.-The expression : 
they drove him away, means only that they violently expelled 
him from the hall. Excommunication, properly so called, could 
only be pronounced by the Sanhedrim, and in virtue of a forn1al 
deliberation ; but it would naturally result from this scene. 

If the simple and dramatic character of any narrative is a 
voucher for its truth, it is so in the present case. The fact was 
not invented to support a metaphysical discourse, for no such 
discourse exists. There is so little ideality in the whole scene, 
that it is, on the contrary, based from beginning to end on 
reality, as even Baur acknowledges. "The reality of the 
fact," he says, "was the point against which the opposition of 
the adversaries was broken." 1 And yet this fact was, in his 
opinion, invented ! What kind of man could the evangelist 
have been, to write a whole chapter to show how theologic 
argument was refuted by a fact, while he himself did not believe 

1 Theol. Jalirb. vol. iii. p. 119. 
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in the reality of this fact? Does not criticism here fare as the 
Pharisees do at ver. 34, and give itself the lie? In fact, the 
entire chapter shows modern criticism its own portrait. The 
defenders of the Sabbatic statute reason thus: God cannot lend 
His power to a violator of the Sabbath, hence the miracle attri
buted to Jesus does not exist. A non posse ad non r,SSe valet 
consequentia. The opponents of the miraculous in the gospel 
history reason in exactly the same manner, merely substituting 
a scientific axiom for a religious statute : The supernatural 
cannot exist ; therefore, however well attested the cure of one 
born blind may be, it does not exist. But the fact holds good 
against the statute of whatever kind it may be, and will in the 
end force it to abdicate. 

III. The Moral Result.-vv. 35-41. 

Vv. 35-38 present the moral result of this miracle, and 
vv. 3 9-41 express that of the agency of Jesus in general. 

Vv. 35-38. "Jesus heard that they had d1·iven him out; 
and finding him, He said to him, Dost thou believe in the Son oj 
man? 1 He answered and said, And 2 who is He, Lord, that I 
may believe in Him? Jesus said 1tnto him, Thou hast both 
seen Him, and He who is talking with thee is He. He said, 
Lord, I believe. And he prosfrated himself before Him." 3-To 
attain the end at which Jesus was aiming, the bodily cure of 
the blind man must terminate in his spiritual illumination ; 
and truly his courageous fidelity in presence of the enemies of 
Jesus made him worthy to obtain this freah favour. This 
transition is expressed in the text by the first words of ver. 
3 5 : Jesiis heard . • . and . . . In the question addressed 
to this man, we formerly preferred the reading : Son of 
God, to that of the three old Mjj., which read : Son of 
Man. It better explains the act of adoration with which 
the scene closes (ver. 38). But Westcott rightly observes 
that the substitution of the technical and popular term 
Son of God for Son of Man is much more probable than the 
reverse. And he quotes the very striking example of vi. 69, 
where the term Son of God has evidently taken the place 

1 Instead of ,,..,, ,,.., ( of God), ~ B D and Sah. read ,,.,. ,.,Bp,,,,rou. 
2 K,., is omitted by A L, many Mnn. It. and Vg., but is maintained by 14 

Mii, and a large number of Mnn. 
• ~ owij;s ver, 38 anq the first words of ver. 39 (as far as "' *P'~"• exclusive), 
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of Holy One of God in the received text. If we must read 
Son of Man, the meaning is, the man who has a place apart 
among his brethren, and who is raised up to save them all. 
-The question: Dost thou believe ? does not mean : Art thou 
disposed to believe? (Liicke). It is one of those questions 
often put by Jesus, which, surpassing the actual light of those 
to whom they were addressed, were by that very fact calcu
lated to lead to the desired explanation. Thou who hast just 
behaved with so much courage, dost thou then believe? Jesus 
imparted to the conduct of the blind man a value which as 
yet it possessed only by implication. The man had perceived 
Him to be a prophet, and had courageously declared Him to be 
one ; he had thus obliged himself to receive the testimony of 
Jesus concerning Himself, whatever it might be. The blind 
man unhesitatingly accepted this consequence of his own 
declaration, a particular very vividly expressed by the particle 
/€at, and, at the beginning of his question. This word, in fact, 
serves to identify the light which he waits for with that which 
Jesus has just offered him. Comp. Luke xviii. 26.-Jesus 
might have replied : It is myself; but He prefers to designate 
Himself by a paraphrase which recalls His work, for His work 
was the guarantee of His testimony. The words : tMu hast 
seen Him, remind the man of the miracle by which he has been 
enabled to behold Him who was then speaking to him. He 
says, as it were: Thy healer, in whom thou hast recognised a 
prophet, and this very prophet who is now speaking to thee 
with divine authority, is Himself the Son of God. There is 
a nice correlation between the first H:a[ in the answer of Jesus : 
Thou hast both seen Him, and that in the question of the blind 
man. These repetitions of and show how readily, easily, and 
naturally the moral facts which form the essence of the narra
tive are linked together. In this rapid development one 
advance does not wait for another.-Ver. 38 expresses, both 
by word and fact, the climax of this gradual illumination. 
Under these circumstances, in which there was neither for
giveness to ask, nor supplication to offer, genuflexion could 
be nothing else than the homage of worship. Besides, this act 
certainly relates to the expression, Son of God; and, as Meyer 
remarks, the term 7rpouH:vve,v, to prostrate oneself, is always 
applied by St. John to divine worship (iv. 20 sq. and xii. 20), 
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At the sight of this man thus prostrate at Ilis feet, and 
inwardly enlightened, our Lord felt called upon to proclaim 
the general effects which would be produced upon the world 
by His ministry. 

Vv. 39-41. "And Jesus said, I am, come into this world to 
exercise this judgment; that they which see not might see, and that 
they which see might become blind. And those of the Pharisees 
which were with Him heard these words,1 and said unto Hira, 
And we, are we blind also? Jesus said unto them, If ye were 
blind, ye should have no sin : but now ye say, We see; therefore 2 

your sin 3 continueth." 3-EZ1rev, He SS,id, without any. personal 
regimen, indicates a general reflection by Jesus with respect 
to what had just taken place.-Properly speaking, the end 
of His coming is to give light to the world; but this being 
unattainable in the case of those who refuse to be enlightened, 
there is a secondary one, viz. that they who reject the light 
should be blinded thereby.-The term Kplp,a designates rather 
a result of the coming of Jesus than a judicial act exercised 
by Himself (Kpltn,;). This result, though undoubtedly designed 
(el,;), is properly the work of man. The term, into this world, 
recalls the expression, light of this world, ver. 5. Most expositors 
(Calvin, Liicke, Meyer, etc.) give to the expression: those who 
see not, the subjective meaning: those who feel and own that 
they do not see. This interpretation arbitrarily weakens the 
meaning of the expression used by our Lord, and does not 
suit the context; for the man whose cure occasioned this 
saying, was not more sensible of his blindness than other 
blind men whom Jesus did not cure. They which see not are, 
then, persons who are really in a state of ignorance ; such per
sons as the rulers themselves spoke of, vii. 49: as this crowd 
which knoweth not the law, the ignorant in Israel, called by 
Jesus, Luke x. 21 : V1]7Ttot, babes. They who see are conse
quently those who, throughout this chapter, say of themselves: 
we know, the experts in the law, called by Jesus, in the same 
passage of St. Luke, the wise and prudent ( CTocpo1 Ka1 CTvveTot'). 
While the former have no knowledge of their own to prevent 
their surrendering themselves to the revelation of truth brought 

IND ltpleriqu, Vg. and Cop. omit""""'"'· 
1 N B DK L X, some Mnn. lti>leriqu,, Vg. and Cop. omit•••· 
• :P Ii X : •• ,,.,,,.,,,.,,., • , • I'"'""" (histea(l of the singular), 
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into the world by Christ, the latter, regarding their imperfect 
knowledge as perfect, oppose it to the new revelation, and, as 
we have seen in this chapter, even attempt to do away with 
facts by their theological axioms. Hence, while the former 
eagerly welcome the beams of that sun which is rising upon 
the world, the feeble light possessed by the latter becomes 
totally obscured, and they relapse into utter darkness.-The 
delicate distinction between µ,~ /AE7rOVT€<; (they who see not), 
in the first clause, designating a vision not yet developed, and 
wrfiMt, blind, in the second, designating the total blindness 
resulting from the destruction of the organ of sight, should be 
remarked. This passage therefore expresses the same thought 
as the saying of Jesus in the synoptic Gospels : "I thank thee, 
0 Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that Thou hast hidden 
these things from the wise and prudent, and hast nvealed them 
unto babes" (Matt. xi 2 5 ; Luke x. 21 ). Meyer objects that in 
this case the seeing and not seeing refer to the law, and the 
becoming blind to the gospel, and that the ambiguity thus 
created makes this reference inapplicable. But in the eyes 
of Jesus (comp. v. 45 sq.) the law and the gospel are but one 
and the same increasing light, and acquaintance with the law 
would lead, if earnestly applied, to acceptance of the gospel. 

Certain Pharisees, who were at this time among those who 
surrounded our Lord, ironically ask Him whether He ranked 
them, the learned of Israel, among the blind of ver. 3 9. They 
do not, as it seems to me, strictly distinguish between the not 
seeing and the blind of ver. 39, but keep to the general idea 
of blindness, and ask whether it applies to themselves also. 

The reply of Jesus to this sarcasm (ver. 41) is one of 
crushing severity. Instead of treating them, as they un
doubtedly expected, as blind, He says, on the contrary: Would 
to God that you were so ! He here uses the word in the 
sense of those who see not in the first proposition of ver. 3 9, 
viz. those who do not possess the religious knowledge result
ing from a profound study of the law. This was indeed the 
meaning of the expression which was uppermost in the thoughts 
of those who interrupted Him. Had they really belonged to 
the ignorant portion of the nation, their unbelief might have 
been merely a result of surprise or seduction: it would be the 
$in against the Son of man! which mav be /orpiven in t/1,if} world, 
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or even in another. But, enlightened as they were by their 
knowledge of the law and the prophets, it was knowingly that 
they rejected the Messiah: This is the son, the heir; come, let us 
kill him, and the inhe1·itance shall be ours. This was the sin 
against the light of the Holy Spirit, against truth clearly dis
cerned, and was unpardonable: µ,ev1:i, it abideth.-This meaning, 
which is also that adopted by Luthardt, seems to me much 
more natural than that of Calvin, Meyer, and most others : If 
you felt that you do not see, if you consented to acknowledge 
your ignorance, I could cure it; but you arrogantly boast of 
your knowledge, and for that reason your disease is incurable. 
The expression : yon, you say (:yourselves say), proves nothing 
in favour of this latter sense and against ours, as Meyer 
asserts ; for these words contain an allusion to the ironical 
question of the Pharisees (ver. 40), by which they denied their 
blindness, thus testifying with their own moidh that they were 
not without light. You yourselves own, by saying on every 
occasion: we know (see the whole of the preceding narrative), 
that yon are not among those who are ignorant of the prepara
tory revelations which God has granted to His people. You 
are therefore without excuse. 

The relation here pointed out between the ignorant and 
the learned in Israel was reproduced on a larger scale in the 
relation between the heathen and Jesus, and with the same 
result. The sin of the heathen, who so long persecuted the 
church, has been pardoned; while the crime of rejecting the 
Messiah, consciously committed by Israel, still weighs upon 
this people. Jesus well knew that this judgment, which His 
coming would entail, embraced the whole world. Hence Ha 
said : For judgment am I come into this world, that . . . The 
same sentiment reappears at the close of the next paragraph. 
Comp. :x. 3, 4, 16. 

SECOND SECTION. 

X. 1-21.-THE FIRST DISCOURSE. 

The following discourse comprises three parables : that of 
thi;i Shepherd (vv. 1-6), of the Poor (vv. 7-10), and of tho 



378 GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

Good Shepherd (vv. 11-18); these are succeeded by an 
historical notice (vv. 19-21 ). 

This discourse is not, like those of eh. v. and vi., the develop
ment of a theme furnished by the miracles which respectively 
preceded them. Jesus does not therein explain, on the occasion 
of the cure of the man born blind, that He is Himself the 
Light of the world. Still it is no less closely connected with 
the facts related in the preceding chapter, and is, properly 
speaking, only a reproduction of these facts under the para
bolic form. The violent irruption of the thieves into the 
sheepfold represents the tyrannical proceedings of the Phari
sees in the theocracy, proceedings of which eh. ix. furnishes a 
specimen. The charm exercised over the sheep by the voice 
of the shepherd, and the docility with which they follow him, 
recall the simple and persevering faith of the blind man. 
Lastly, the treatment, so full of tenderness, of this ill-used 
and insulted individual by Jesus, is portrayed in the picture 
of the good shepherd interposing in behalf of his sheep. 

The three parables form three pictures in gradational suc
cession. On the occasion of the violent expulsion of the man 
born blind, Jesus beheld with affection that true Messianic 
flock which was already beginning to separate itself from the 
ancient Israelite community. This forms the first picture. 
He next depicted the happy and glorious privileges which this 
flock, when once it was gathered around Him, would enjoy, 
in contrast with the cruel treatment which those members of 
the ancient people who remained under the evil direction of 
their present leaders would incur. This is the second picture. 
Lastly, He brought out that sentiment which was the soul 
of His Messianic ministry, His love for His flock : a love 
extending to the complete sacrifice of Himself. This is the 
third picture. There is nothing vague or commonplace in 
these delineations, which present a faithful reflection of the 
state of things at the time when Jesus was speaking. 

I. The Shepherd.-vv. 1-6. 

Vv. 1-5. " Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that entereth 
not by the door into the sheepfold, but clirnbeth up some other 
way, the sa1ne is a thief and a robber. But he that entereth iu 
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by the door is the shepherd of the sheep. To him the porter 
openeth ; and the sheep hear his voice : and he ealleth 1 his own 
sheep by name, and leadeth them, out. And when he hath put 
forth all his own sheep,'' he gocth before them, and the sheep 
fallow him : because they know his voice. A stranger will they 
not follow,3 but will flee f1·om him: for they know not the voice 
of strangers."-This picture deserves rather to be called an 
allegory than a parable. In the parable, the thought is 
clothed in a form which, to a certain extent, has a meaning 
independent of its moral application; in the allegory, the appli
cation is directly felt in each feature of the picture, and there 
is no time for the image to take a form independent of the 
thought. A. parable is a picture; an allegory, a transparency. 

It has been thought that the images here employed by our 
Lord must have been borrowed from some sight which was at 
the moment before His eye ; that it was, for example, the 
hour at which the shepherds were bringing home their flocks 
from the neighbouring pastures to Jerusalem.4 This supposi
tion might also be extended to the second picture, by assum
ing that Jesus was near the sheep gate when He uttered the 
7th and succeeding verses.6 Such suppositions are not im
probable. But in any case, it is evident that our Lord, who 
in the preceding discourses had applied to Himself all the 
theocratic symbols, is here continuing the same method. 
David had already invoked the Lord as his Shepherd (Ps. 
xxiii.). Jehovah, in His supreme manifestation as the Messiah, 
had been represented by the prophets as the Shepherd of 
Israel: Isa. xi 11 ; Ezek. xxxiv.; Zech. xi The latter pas
sage even presents a remarkable analogy with the actual 
situation : the Messiah makes a last effort to rescue the flock 
of Jehovah from slaughter; He tries to feed it; He dis
misses the three shepherds who had fed it before Him, but 
only succeeds in attaching to Himself the poorest of the 
flock; he breaks His staff after a month's labour, receives 
thirty pieces of silver as his wages, like a servant of the 

1 N A B D L X and some Mnn. read ~"''" instead of .. ..;.,.. 
2 B D L X, some Mnn. It•liq and Cop. read ,;,., ,.. .. ..,,. (all) instead of ,;,,. 

fl"p•(};"'"'"· N and some Yss. read,,.,.,;,,. only. 
3 Some (A B D, etc.): .... •7'.••'~"••""; T. R., with the others (N K L, etc.), 
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• Neauder, ill his le.sso1111,, • F. Bovet, Voyage en Terre-S1iu1fe. 
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lowest class, and leaves the flock to the bad shepherds, who 
lead it to the slaughter. Now, what was Jesus doing at this 
very time ? After having vainly endeavoured to gather Israel, 
Re renounced the hope of saving the nation; and, leaving to 
the Pharisees the government of the flock in general, which 
was led by them to the slaughter, He confined Himself to 
leading out of this flock the few poor sheep who, like the 
blind man, looked unto Him. It is almost impossible to 
suppose that Jesus had not the picture drawn by Zechariah 
in His mind when He uttered the words in question. 

Lticke justly observes that the formula, Amen, amen, never 
begins anything quite new, but always closely connects what 
follows with what went before, whether by way of contrast 
or confirmation.-A sheepfold in the East is not a covered 
building like our stables, but a mere enclosure surrounded by 
a wall or palisade. The sheep are brought into it in the 
evening, several flocks being generally assembled within it. 
The shepherds, after committing them to the care of a common 
keeper, the porter, who is charged with their safe keeping 
during the night, retire to their homes. In the morning 
they return and knock at the closely-barred door of the en
closure, which the po1'ter opens. They then separate each 
his own sheep, by calling them; and after having thus col
lected their flocks, lead them to the pastures. .As to robbers, 
it is by scaling the wall that they penetrate into the fold. 
Calling to mind these customs, described by Bochart in his 
Hierozoicon, and confirmed by most modern travellers, almost 
explains the allegory.-The sheepfold represents the theocracy. 
The irruption into the enclosure, by the two means of strata
gem (1iA€1TT'TJr;, tke thing) and violence (X17a-T11r;, the robber), 
signifies the hypocrisy and audacity by which the Pha;risees 
had succeeded in establishing within this spiritual enclosure 
an authority unsanctioned by any commission from God. In 
fact, nothing in the law justified the mission which this party 
arrogated to itself, and the despotic power it exercised in Israel 
In opposition to this unauthorized agency, the image of the door 
naturally designates the legitimate entrance, viz. a function 
divinely instituted, and especially, as shown by the context, the 
Messianic office, annouT\ced and prefigured throughout the 
O. l'. The shepherd i1;1 therefore the Messiah, with a view to 
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whom this normal entrance was prepared. The subst. woiµ~v, 
shepherd, being in Greek without an article, and consequently 
adjectival, designates the quality and not the individual: he 
enters like a shepherd (not like a robber). The reality of 
his divine vocation is proved by the manner of his entrance ; 
he has no need to scale the wall, for the porter opens the 
door to him.-Who then is the porter ? According to Bengel, , 
Hengstenberg, and Gess, God Himself, because it is the Father 
who draws souls to the Son (eh. vi.). But could God, the 
owner of the flock, be fitly represented by a servant of a 
quite inferior and subordinate position to the shepherds them
selves ? .According to Stier and Lange, he is the Holy Ghost, 
to which meaning the same objection equally applies. Be
sides, by this image our Lord must have meant to designate 
some historical function, some ministry as positive as that of 
the Messiah Himself. .According to Chrysostom, the porter is 
Moses, because the law leads to Christ-a notion which seems 
rather far-fetched. Modern expositors (Lucke, de Watte, 
Meyer, Luthardt) think that this individual is but an embel
lishment of the picture. But this cannot be conceded, seeing 
how specially the part assigned him is defined. Lampe under
stands by the porter those in Israel who were waiting for 
Christ, and especially John the Baptist. The whole com
mencement of this Gospel shows that it was indeed the latter, 
but the latter alone, whom Jesus had in mind; for it was he 
whom God raised up in Israel for the express purpose of 
announcing the Messiah, and introducing Him into the theo
cracy. " There was a man sent from God to bear witness to 
the light, that all men through him might believe " (i. 6, 7). 
His testimony, invested with divine authority, ought to have 
immediately opened the door of all hearts to Jesus. 

The shepherd is not distinguished from the robber by his 
mode of entrance alone, but also by the manner in which, 
when he has entered, he gathers the flock. The thief seizes 
the sheep with violence ; the shepherd confines himself to 
calling them ; his sheep recognise his voice, and, separating 
themselves of their own accord from those which belong to 
other shepherds, gather around him. The entire theocratic 
nation was not the flock of the Messiah, as Jesus well 
discerned. Hence a selection must take place ; but there was 



382 GOSPEL OF JOHN, 

no need that He should Himself take steps for such a purpose; 
it was enough that He should speak, for there is a pre• estab
lished harmony between the heart of the sheep and the sound 
of His voice. Is He not Jehovah, the shepherd of the Old 
Covenant, whose voice was already known by His own sheep 
(1 Cor. x. 4, 9) 1 When He presented Himself to Israel, 
did He not come unto His own? The expressions oi Z<iw,, His 
own, and rtt i:o,a, His own dwelling-place, i. 11, are certainly 
borrowed from the discourse we are explaining (vv. 3 and 4). 
This was the reason that, as soon as Jesus appeared, He 
seemed one already known and loved to every Israelite 
indeed, to every Nathanael.-Several exegetes (Meyer) apply 
the expression sheep, in vv. 2 and 3, to the members of the 
theocracy in general, in opposition to the term His own sheep, 
in vv. 3 and 4, which designates, they think, believers only. 
But this distinction is untenable, for it would compel us to 

· give to the expression, hear His voice, an entirely external 
sense, which would be contrary to the parallel verse (27) and 
to the context. The term sheep, vv. 2 and 3, as well as His 
own sheep in the succeeding verses, signifies only such Israelites 
as were morally disposed to believe in the Messiah. If Jesus 
afterwards added the epithet i:oia, own, it was not to distin
guish them from those previously mentioned, but to emphasize 
the new value they acquire in His heart when once they 
have come to Him, and have become by faith completely His. 
Then He names the particular name of each,-for this is the 
meaning of the reading cf)(,:,11e'i,-or He invites them to follow 
Him by calling them by name, which is the meaning of the 
rAading K.a"A.e'i. In either case there is a more special element 
than in the preceding and general call to faith, indicated by 
the word, His voice. After having drawn them to Himself, 
He bestows upon them quite personal marks of His knowledge 
of, and favour towards, them. The name is in Scripture, as 
Hengstenberg remarks, the expression of personality. This 
special name, given to every sheep, is a proof of individual 
acquaintance and tenderest affection. Witness the name of 
Peter given to Simon (i. 43), and the address : Mary, in which 
Jesus sums up all that Mary is to Him, all that He is to her ; 
also the thou, believest thou, addressed to the healAd blind 
man, ix. 35. 



CHAP. X. 1-5. 383 

Unless we are mistaken, exegesis did not, before Lanrre 
b ' 

grasp the bearing of the words : and he leadeth them out. To 
understand them, it was necessary to have penetrated more 
deeply into the thought and plan of St. John's Gospel than 
had till late be1m attempted. We have in these words not a 
mere every-day description of the shepherd leading his flock 
to pasturage, but a precise statement by Jesus of a definite 
historical situation. The time had come for Him to lead His 
own flock out of the theocracy which was devoted to destruc
tion. He recognised the signal of this inevitable rupture in 
the expulsion of the man born blind (ix. 24), in the decree 
of excommunication which struck both Himself and His fol
lowers, and generally in the violent hostility of which He 
found Himself the object (eh. vii. and viii.). 

The shepherd, having called and gathered his sheep, and 
bestowed upon each of them a mark of special affection, leads 
them out from the field in which they had been shut up. The 
term eKf)a"A,).etv, to cast out, to throw out, ver. 4, forcibly expresses 
the leading idea of the passage. The word designates an ener
getic and almost a rough act on the part of the shepherd in 
assisting any sheep, who might still be hesitating, to quit the 
pale within which it had been hitherto kept, and fearlessly to 
surrender itself to the chances of the new existence which the 
call of the shepherd opened to it. The remainder of the verse 
describes the life of the Messianic flock thus collected in those 
spiritual pastures to which its divine leader had introduced it; 
then the persevering faithfulness of the sheep, of which that of 
the blind man had just furnished an example ; and lastly, the 
close relation henceforth existing between these sheep and their 
shepherd. There is a remarkable tenderness in the words, "when 
he hath put them forth, he goeth before them." So long as they 
were yet within the fold, he stayed behind to urge them on
wards, that not one might remain ( 1ravTa, all, according to the 
Alex.). But when once the departure is accomplished, he puts 
himself at their head to lead the flock to pasturage. In fact, 
every separate feature of the picture exhibits an admirable 
accuracy. Otoac:n, they know, says more than aKOV€£, they kea1· 
(ver. 3), this latter term being used to designate their reception 
of the first call, the former referring to that personal acquaint
n.nce alrea<ly formed which is the result of daily intercourse. 
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As the sheep pursue their way, the voices of strangers 
are heard on the right hand and on the left, seeking · to 
entice them from the footsteps of their shepherd ; these are 
thieves, who, not daring openly to act the part of robbers, try 
to fill that of seducers. Perhaps our Lord was alluding to the 
hypocritical exhortation of the Pharisees, ix. 2 4 : Give God the 
glory, and to their sarcasms, ix. 41. But inducement was as 
powerless to break the tie, when once formed, as violence had 
been to prevent its formation. The sheep were already so 
familiar with the voice of the shepherd, that any other than 
his only repelled and estranged them.1 

Many of the best modern exegetes, Liicke, Meyer, Luthardt, 
and even Lange, who has so well grasped the relation between 
this parable and the entire situation, apply the image of the 
shepherd, not to our Lord, but to the pastors of the New Testa
ment. The chief reason adduced by Meyer in favour of this 
interpretation is the saying of Jesus (ver. 7) : I am the door, 
from which it is inferred that He cannot be the shepherd 
in the first picture, but that this part is filled by the disciples 
and other future pastors of His church. Jesus was to them 
the door, because by His word and by His Spirit He opened 
for them an entrance into men's hearts. But the reason 
alleged is of no value, for the two pictures are, as we shall 
see, and as is proved by the separation made between them by 
ver. 6, absolutely different. Besides, this application entirely 
breaks the connection between this disclosure and the scene 
which precedes it, and the general connection between this and 
all the discourses as yet reported. For what are these but so 
many testimonies to the Person of Jesus Himself ? Again, if 
the disciples had taken an active part in the preceding scene, 
it might be intelligible that Jesus should contrast them, as the 
representatives of the ministry of His church, with the Phari
sees. But this was by no means the case. Jesus had stood alone 
in the breach, and it is impossible to understand what could 
induce Him to oppose to the Pharisees any other individual 

1 There is a well-known anecdote of a Scotch traveller, who, meeting under 
the walls of Jerusalem a shepherd bringing home his flock, changed garment:s 
with him, and thus disguised proceeded to call the sheep. They, however, 
remained motionless. The true sheph~rd then raised bis voice, when they all 
hastened towards him, in spite of hia strange garments. 
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t]1an Himself. If Meyer objects, ver. 9 : I ani the door, to my 
interpretation, I have quite as good a reason to object, ver. 11 : 
I am the good shepherd, to his. In either case there is a change 
of the imagery, whether between the first and second parables, 
or between the second and third ; and finally, we shall see 
what a forced interpretation of the second parable is necessi
tated by giving this meaning to the first. 

The idea of the organic unity of the Old and New Testa
ments, of which the Tu.bingen school of M. Reuss declare no 
trace is to be found in the fourth Gospel, is very clearly 
brought out in this passage. 

Ver. 6. " This similitude spake Jesus unto (hern; but they 
understood not what things they were which (Fr., what was the 
meaning of what) He spake unto them."-The word 7rapoiµ{a, 
similitude, properly signifies a path beside the road, hence a 
figurative discourse. This word and 7rapaf)o},:!,, parable, are 
indifferently used by the LXX. to render ~C'~. Meyer is 
nevertheless of opinion that the former designates rather a 
sententious discourse, an allegory; the latter, a picture assum
ing the historic form, a parable properly so called. The 
vigorous expression Tiva ijv arises from that which is the 
essence of a figure, viz. its meaning . 

II. The IJoor.-vv. 7-10. 

Vv. 7-10. "Then spake Jesus unto them 1 again,1 saying, 
Verily, verily, I say unto you, I am the door of the sheep. All 2 

tlwse who came before me 8 a1·e thieves and robbers : but the 
sheep did not hear them. I am the door : by me if any man 
enter in, he shall be saved, and shall go in and out, and find 
pasture. The thief cometh not but for to steal, and to kill, 
and to destroy: I am come that they might have life,4 and that 
they might have superabundance."-The relation between this 
and the former similitude is one, not of identity, but of grada
tion. Jesus, having described the simple and normal manner 

1 ~ omits .,,..,;.,,, and ~ and B """'•'S• 2 1i.,,.,.,s is omitted by D b. 
3 IT po ,,,,.. is placed before ~;,.J,. by T. R. with some Mnn. only. A B D K L X ~, 

60 Mnn. and Cop. place these words after ~:>.fo, They are entirely omitted in 
the nine other Mjj., 100 Mnn. 11:. Yg. Syr•cb. 

4 l't adds "'"'"••· 
GODET II. 2n JOHN. 
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in which the Messiah forms His flock, in opposition to the 
arbitrary and tyrannical procedure by which the Pharisees had 
succeeded in usurping authority in the theocracy; now depicts 
in a new allegory, having but a slight relation as to form with 
the preceding (comp. in St. Mark the parables of the sowe1 
and the ear, iv. 3 sqq. and 26 sqq.), what Re will be to His 
flock, the abundance and safety they shall enjoy, in opposition 
to the destruction with which those souls are threatened who 
remain in the ancient fold, where they are abandoned without 
defence to the intruders who are their self-appointed masters. 
The word 7Ta),iv, again, ver. 7, was omitted by the Alex. 
because, by reason of the analogy of the imagery, it was 
thought that this picture was only a continuation of the pre
ceding. This word here, as frequently, indicates a fresh dis
course and picture; comp. Matt. xiii. 44, 45, 47. Jesus 
delighted in depicting the same idea under diverse aspects, 
either by modifying the first image, or adding to it a new one. 

The picture, vv. 1-5, which described the forming of the 
Messianic flock, and its departure from the theocratic fold, 
was a morning scene. The second similitude, vv. 7-10, 
which describes the life of the flock when formed and led 
by the Messiah, is taken from a scene at mid-day. The 
sheep go at will in and out of a fold situated in the midst of 
the pasture. When they desire shelter they enter it ; when 
hunger urges them they leave it, for its door is constantly 
open to them. They thus possess both safety and abundance, 
the two essentials to the prosperity of a flock. In this new 
image the shepherd disappears, and it is the Door that plays 
the chief part. The fold no longer represents the ancient 
covenant, but Messiah's salvation, and that complete happi
ness which believers who have accepted Him enjoy. In the 
former parable, God caused the porter to open the door to the 
Shepherd ; in this, the Messiah Himself is to His sheep the 
door of a constant and daily salvation. 

Those who apply the former figure to the pastors of the 
N. T. dispensation (Meyer, Luthardt, etc.) explain the words: 
I am the door of the sheep, as signifying: I am for pastors 
the door which gives them access to the sheep. Even at the 
first glance, it is evident that this meaning is not natural. 
Then, according to their view, the succeeding words : He shall 
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be saved, must refer to the salvation of the pastors them
selves ; and those next following : he shall go in and out, and 
shall find pasture, to those means of edifying His flock with 
which the Lord will furnish faithful pastors. Luthardt goes 
so far as to quote here the words of St. Paul to Timothy : Thou 
shalt both save thyself and those that hear thee. I confess that 
to me it is difficult to understand how such exegetes as Meyer 
and Luthardt can maintain such an interpretation. What 
motive could induce Jesus, in the present situation, to assure 
His disciples, and, in them, the future pastors of His church, 
of their own salvation, and of the success of their ministrations 
to their flocks 1 According to our interpretation, the meaning 
is quite simple: the door of the sheep is that by which the 
sheep themselves go in and out at pleasure, as described ver. 9, 
and signifies Jesus Himself as daily fulfilling His mediatorial 
office. He promises to recent Jewish believers, such as the 
blind man,-and these really stood in need of encouragement, 
-that with Him they shall want for nothing, neither shelter 
in case of danger, nor food to satisfy their spiritual wants. 
In Him they shall possess inward peace and divine strength. 

It is evident that in ver. 8 Jesus had in view the same 
intruders as in ver. 1, viz. the Pharisees. This is brought 
out by the context in general, and by the special epithets: 
thieves and robbers, which are found in both verses. The only 
difference is, that in ver. 1 Jesus compared Himself with 
them, inasmuch as He is the Shepherd, and here, inasmuch as 
He is the Door. In fact, in ver. 1 it was the illegal source of 
their authority which He desired to point out, while here i.t is 
t.he detestable and injurious use thq make of it in th1, midst 
of the flock belonging to them which He meant to characterize. 
Not only had this audacious caste usurped the most despotic 
authority within the theocracy, but had gone so far as to inter
pose between the soul and God, and to declare itself the sole 
medium by which He was to be approached. They had taken 
possession of " the key of knowledge" (Luke xi. 5 2), and had 
made the understanding of the Scriptures their own monopoly. 
They distributed without appeal certificates of orthodoxy and 
salvation, and recourse was even had to their intercession 
(Matt. xxiii. 13). They arbitrarily disposed of the kingdom 
of heaven in Israel (xiii. 14). They claimed to be mediators, 
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and excluded the Messiah beforehand from the part which 
had been divinely prepared for Him. If they are here again 
called thieves and robbers, it is no longer, as in ver. 1, with 
reference to the manner in which they got possession of the 
sheep, but to the selfish end of their usurpation, and with a 
view to the fatal termination to which they would not fail to 
lead those who should remain under their guidance. The 
explanation of the variously interpreted expression: all that 
ca1ne before me, results from this general sense of ver. 8. What
ever Hilgenfeld~ in his desire to show this Gospel to be a semi
gnostic work, may say,1 Jesus most certainly could not here have 
been speaking of Moses, or the prophets, or of any legitimate 
theocratic authority. We have seen, and shall see, that the 
language of the evangelist himself is a protest against any 
such supposition (v. 39, 45-47, vi. 45, x. 34, 35, etc.). The 
word ~J-..8ov, came, by the opposition to ver. 7 and ver. 9, 
defines itself in the sense of: came as the door, i.e. as making 
themselves mediators between God and the soul. The Messiah 
is the sole necessary medium between God and man (xiv. 6). 
All who before Jesus dared attempt to fulfil this office in 
Israel, deserved the names which He here applies to them. 
Undoubtedly the expression came does not agree with that of 
the door. But in ver. 10 Jesus also corn bines these terms 
when speaking of Himself. He here uses images with con
siderable freedom,-a freedom justified by the difference be
tween an allegory and a parable. The observation of Meyer, 
that history knew nothing of false Messiahs till the times of our 
Lord, is a very just one, but does not apply to our explana
tion. For this deals with individuals who usurp, not the title 
and external part, but only the m01·al position of the Messiah. 

This interpretation of the first words of ver. 8 seems to us 
demanded by the context. Hence we may dismiss the nume
rous proposed explanations, which more or less differ from it, 
without discussing them at length, viz. those of Camerarius, 
who takes "'Po eµov in a local sense: Passing before and 
outside the door,-of Wolf and Olshausen, who give to "'P6 the 
sense of xrop/r;: Separating themselves from me, the true door, 
-of Lange, who takes 7rp6 in the sense of lwTt: In my place, 

1 This before me, he sa.ys, embraces the whole Jewish past; and the all thosa 
, hi; • • • applies to all fi~rmer leaders of God's flock. 
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-and of Calovius, who makes the expression before me mean: 
Before I had sent them. That of Gerlach : Before the door 
was opened in my person. That also of Jerome, Augustine, 
Melanchthon, and Luthardt, who give to came the quite special 
meaning : Came of themselves, without being sent. And 
finally, that of Chrysostom and many others down to Weiz
si.icker : Came as false Messiahs. Nor is it needful, with 
Tholuck and de W ette, to renounce the hope of arriving at 
any satisfactory conclusion, and to assert, with the latter, that 
this saying does not harmonize with the usual gentleness and 
moderation of Jesus. The various readings, particularly the 
omission of the words 1rpo eµov, are merely attempts to get 
over the difficulty. 

The pres. elul, are, well shows that in the mind of Jesus 
the persons here designated were a caste existing at the time 
He was speaking, whose representatives were not to be sought 
at any great distance; while the last words: the sheep did 
not hear them, recall the profound dissatisfaction left in the 
hearts of many Israelites by the Pharisaic ministrations. To 
'IJ)hom shall we go? John vi. 68. "Come unto me, all that labour 
and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest. Take my yoke 
upon yon, and learn of me ; for I am meek and lowly in heart : 
and ye shall find rest unto your souls. F01· my yoke is easy, and 
my burden is light," Matt. xi. 2 8-3 O. 

In opposition to these pretended Saviours, who are in reality 
but slaughterers, Jesus renews and developes His statement 
(ver. 9) : I am the door. When He said: If any man enter b'IJ 
me, He was speaking of entrance into a state of reconciliation, 
of a participation by faith in the salvation offered by the 
Messiah; but when He afterwards spoke of going in and out, 
it is evident that He did not mean to say that the sheep would 
quit a state of salvation to return to it again. These two 
verbs are the exposition of what is included in uro0~ueTai, 
shall be saved. To go in and out is an expression frequently 
used in Scripture to designate the free use of an abode, into 
which one may enter, and from which one may depart, without 
hindrance, which supposes that the individual thus acting 
belongs to the house, and is at home there (Deut. xxviii. 6, 
xxxi. 2 ; J er. xxxvii. 4 ; Acts i. 21 ). Jesus here uses the 
term, to go in, to denote the satisfaction of a desire for repose, 
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the possession of a safe retreat; and the. expression, to go out, 
to indicate the satisfaction of the need of nourishment, the 
enjoyment of rich pasturage (Ps. xxiii.). This is also shown 
by the words immediately following: and shall find pasture. 
Simple, clear, and beautiful as this image of going in and out 
is when applied to believers, it would be utterly insignificant 
if applied to pastors, as such.-The idea of pasture is further 
developed, ver. 10, by that of life, to which Jesus even adds 
the idea of 811:peralw.,ndance, of superfluity. By this He cer
tainly does not, as Chrysostom thinks, indicate something 
more excellent than life, such, for instance, as glory, but means 
to say that the spiritual pasture will always contain more 
nourishment than the sheep will make use of, vi. 12, 13. 
Such will be the happy future of the Messianic :flock, while 
the mass of the people, who remain under the leadership of 
the Pharisees, after having contributed to the satisfaction of their 
pride, ambition, and cupidity, will, under their guidance, perish 
morally, and at last will even perish externally. The threlf 
verbs seem to express a gradation: KXe,[rv (to steal) relates tt 
the monopoly exercised over these souls; 0vav (to kill), to tha 
moral corruption which is its result: aTroXEar, (to destroy), to 
the total perdition in which the Pharisaic road terminates. 

III. The Good Shepherd.-vv. 11-18. 

Vv. 11-13. "I am the Good Shepherd: the Good Shepherd 
giveth 1 His life for the sheep. But 2 the hireling, who is not a 
shepherd, whose own the sheep are not, seetk the wolf corning, 
and leavetk the sheep, and fleeth; and the wolf catcheth them, and 
scattereth the flock.3 The hireling fleetk,4 because lw is a hireling, 
and caretk not for the sheep."-The :first picture shone with 
the fresh tints of morning, the second depicted the life and 
employment of the flock in the middle of the day, the third 
seems to bring us to the time when the shadows of evening 
are spreading, and the sheep, which are being brought back 
by their shepherd to the fold, are suddenly exposed to the 

1 ~ D It•liq Vg. and Augustine read i,i., .. ., instead of .-,d~.-,,. 
2 B G and L omit ~. after ,,_,,,d., ... ,. 
3 N B D L TI and some Mnn. omit "'" ,;rp•f!,a:<ra. 
' N B D and L omit the word3 of the T. R.: • i, ,,_,,,;,,,,.., ~.,,,,.., 
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attacks of the wolf, who was lying in wait in their path. 
Jesus is here again represented as the Shepherd. This third 
allegory is not, however, confused with the first, in which the 
prevailing contrast was between the thief and the shepherd, 
while in that which is now the object of our attention the 
antithesis is between the Good Shepherd and the mercenary 
guardian of the sheep. In this third allegory the wolf plays 
the decidedly hostile part which was in the first attributed to 
the thief. 

The word "a"'A-o~, beaiitijul, was used by the Greeks to 
designate goodness as the highest moral beauty. The sequel 
will show in what this goodness consists, viz. in a devotion 
carried out to complete self-sacrifice. - Several expositors 
(Meyer, Luthardt) find in the expression ,yvxnv 'Tt0lvat 
(literally: to put one's life) the idea of a pledge : Jesus pledg
ing His life as a ransom for ours. But the idea of a ransom 
is foreign to the image of a shepherd and his sheep, and still 
more so to that of the wolf, by which the enemy is repre
sented. Hengstenberg thinks it more probable that the ex
pression is borrowed from Isa. liii 10 (!:!'El) Cl~tf,I). Is it not, 
however, more simple to derive its meaning from that which 
we meet with John xiii. 4 : iµana 'Tt0lvat, to lay aside His 
garments, and that willingly, with His own hand ? The idea, 
then, is voluntarily to lay down life. Comp. Ruther on 
1 John iii. 16 (where the expression i"s again found); and just 
as St. John says, xiii. 12: 1'at b,afJe 'Ta lµana (He took again 
His garments), so does he here say, ver. 17 : rva w-a"'A-w )..,a{J(JJ 
av'T~v (that I may take it again). 

Ver. 12 must be translated: who is not a shepherd, and 
not, as by Ostervald and A.rnaud: who is not the shepherd: it 
is the rank of shepherd which is refused to a hireling. Who, 
then, did Jesus mean to represent by the hireling 1 Almost all 
expositors take this individual for the Pharisees. But then 
they would be here presented under a light differing too 
widely from that in which they are exhibited in the first 
similitude. A cowardly keeper is very far removed from a 
robber and an enemy; and if the hireling means the Pharisees, 
what is the meaning of the wo[f? According to Luthardt, the 
devil, the chief enemy of tue kingdom of God, acting by 
means of the adversaries of the church. But our Lord tou 
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completely identified Phariseeism with the diabolic spirit 
(eh. viii.), to oppose them to each other as the wolf is here 
opposed to the hireling. Lange, in his Leben Jesu, under
stands by the wolf the Roman power. But it was not really 
under the blows of the Roman power that Jesus actually fell. 
According to Meyer, in his first edition, the wolf represents 
every anti-Messianic power, the Pharisaic included; the result 
of which would be, that the hireling fleeing before the wolf 
would represent the Pharisees flying before the Pharisees ! 
Hence Meyer was obliged, in his fifth edition, to give up this 
explanation, and he now considers that the wolf represents the 
future mercenary pastors of the Christian church. But how 
should Jesus, and especially His hearers, have thought at this 
time of such an explanation ? It seems to me that the pas
sage, xii. 42, sets us upon the right track for discovering the 
true meaning of the images, the hireling and the wolf. It 
is there said, that " among tke chief ruJ,ers many believed on 
Him ; but because of the Pharisees they did not confess Him, lest 
they should be put out of the synagogue." The Pharisaic party 
had such possession of the mind of the people, and had so 
worked upon the national pride, that any one, even among 
~he rulers, who did not submit to its dictation was thereby 
discredited. The legitimate authorities instituted by God 
Himself, the priests and Levites, whose vocation it was to 
oppose this noxious tendency, were either themselves infected 
by it or submitted to its tyranny, just as the priests and 
bishops of the Church of Rome have yielded, and to this day 
do yield, to the dreaded power of J esuitism. One alone was 
found who ventured to confront the ruling party, even Jesus, 
whose death was the reward of His courage and faithfulness. 
" Crucify him, crucify him ! " was the answer to His : " Woe 
unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites ! " The wolf, then, 
represents the principle which is positively hostile to the 
Messiah and the kingdom of God, viz. the Pharisees. In this 
case the hireling can only signify the legitimate authorities in 
Israel, the priests and Levites, the appointed teachers of the 
law, whose position made it their duty to fulfil the task 
accomplished by the self-sacrifice of Jesus. One fact which 
proves that there was more of cowardice than of actual hos• 
tility in their conduct, is the circumstance mentioned Acts 
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vi. 7, that " a great company of the priests were obedient to the 
faith." Comp. also ix. 16, which shows that even in the 
Sanhedrim there was a party well disposed towards Jesus, 
but not daring openly to oppose the violent intrigues of the 
Pharisaic party against Him. He is here bringing forward 
only the historic factors who concurred in accomplishing the 
decree of His death, and not the deep and divine reasons 
which overruled the decree itself. Hengstenberg and others 
see in the hireling only a fictitious personage intended to 
bring out, by way of contrast, the character of the Good 
Shepherd. But why in this case are two whole verses devoted 
to the description of this person, his character and mo_tives ? 
-The word apmise1,, seizes, is applied to the individuals 
whom the wolf reaches (avT£t); while the action of crtcop7risetv, 
to scatter, bears upon the whole flock. Hence the ra 1rpo/3a-ra 
of the Byz., a word which we must avoid omitting, with the 
Alex., as Tischendorf now does.-After thus describing the 
cowardly keepers, Jesus returns to the description of the Good 
Shepherd and his conduct towards the flock, and applies this 
image more expressly to Himself (eryw, I, ver. 14). 

Vv. 14-16. ".As for me, I am the Good Shepherd, and 1 
know my sheep, and I am known of my sheep.1 .As the Father 
knoweth me, and as I know the Father : and I give 2 my life for 
the sheep. .And other sheep I have, which are not of this fold: 
them, also must I bring, and they shall hear 3 my voice; and 
there shall be one flock, one Shepherd."-The repetition of the 
words of ver. 11, "I am the Good Shepherd," is occasioned by 
the contrast presented by the image of the hireling ; and the 
epithet good is explained by that tie of tender love which 
unites Jesus to His sheep. In the first place, He feels so 
lively an interest in them that each is individually known to 
Him, that He discerns what He possesses in each, and all 
that each will be to Him. There is a close relation between 
the verb I know and the possessive my sheep. But this 
knowledge is mutual. For believers also, when they contem
plate Jesus, discern how He feels for them, and what He will 

1 T. R., with 11 Mjj, all the Mnn. and Syr., reads, 'Y".,d~•I'-~' uw-, "", 'i'-"'· 
~ B D L It. Vg. and Cop.; .,,,..,d~••"" I'-' ,,.,. 'I'-''" 2 ~ D; il,il"'I'-' instead of "'''"!'-'· 

s The Mss. are divided between ,.,.,u"~"" (B D, etc.) and ,.,.,.,..,,...(NA, etc.). 
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be to them. From this relation between Himself and Rh, 
sheep, Jesus ascends to that which is at once its pattern and 
source, His own union with the Father. The term Ka0w-,, as, 
does not express a simple comparison, as ffi<1'7r€p would, but 
characterizes the knowledge which unites Jesus to His sheep 
as being of the same nature as that which unites Him to God. 
It is the same intimacy, in such wise that this relation of 
Jesus to God is the only medium in which the communion 
of Jesus with His sheep can be formed ; comp. xvii. 9 : They 
are thine . . . Thou hast given them to me . 

.After thus ascending to the ultimate source of the relation 
He is describing, Jesus comes to the second feature which 
distinguishes Him as the Good Shepherd. The words, " I giv(j 
my life for the sheep," form a kind of refrain (comp. vv. 11, 
17, 18), such as we frequently meet with in this Gospel in 
moments of exalted feeling (iii. 15, 16, iv. 23, 24, vi. 39, 40, 
44, 54). This saying of Jesus, even when the term sheep is, 
according to the context, confined to believers only, does not 
contradict that of St. John : " He is the propitiation, not for 
our sins only, but for those of the whole world" (1 John ii. 2). 
For the death of Jesus was, in the divine purpose, for all, 
though in reality it only benefits believers. Jesus well knew 
that the wep, on behalf of, would be realized only for the 
latter. 

But it is impossible that this sacrifice, the work of the 
holiest and most devoted love, should have for its object only 
those few believers, such as the disciples and the man born 
blind, who consented to separate themselves from the un
believing multitude. The survey of Jesus extends in breadth 
( ver. 16) in proportion as He soars to heights and plunges 
into depths (ver. 15). The death of such a Being as the Son 
must obtain an infinite reward. The other sheep, whose 
acquisition will compensate Him for the loss of those who 
now refuse to follow Him, are evidently ~eathen believers. Of 
these Jesus declares : I have, not merely: I shall have, them; 
for all who are of the truth, in all mankind, are His from 
all eternity (xviii. 37). We here meet again with one of the 
most profound thoughts of this Gospel, a thought which flows 
directly from the relation asserted in the prologue between the 
Logos and the human souL The Logos, the life and light of 



CHAP. X. 17. 18. 

unfallen man, continues to fulfil this office for the sinful world 
(i. 10); and among the heathen themselves, all who obey thifl 
inward light will recognise their ideal in Jesus, and will follow 
Him as His sheep.-The demonstr. adj. mv'T"I]<;, placed as it is 
after the substantive, this fold, assumes, as de W ette believes, 
and whatever Meyer and Luthardt may object, that Jesus is 
here regarding pagan nationalities also as kinds of folds, as 
preliminary groupings divinely instituted to prepare for the 
gospel. Meyer, again, committing the same error as in his 
explanation of the first allegory, viz. that of explaining the 
images of one similitude by those of the other, understands 
the expression a,rya"/f!iv in the sense of to feed, according to 
the image of vv. 4 and 9, and is now followed by Luthardt. 
But does not the end of the verse clearly show that the idea 
with which the mind of Jesus was at this moment filled was 
that of a great union to be effected ? And is it not evident 
that the Kat before ,yev~ueTai must be explained : and then, 
which assumes the meaning bring, and not feed? Vulgate: 
adducere. Besides, the parallel passage, xi. 5 2 : uvva"fa,yeiv 
el,; dv, does not admit any other explanation. When the 
historical application of the first similitude is well understood, 
the historical sense of the term a"fa,ye'iv cannot be doubted. 
It is, in fact, the work of St. Paul and the labours of succeed
ing missionaries that are described by this expression ; and 
thus this third similitude, which announces the call of the 
Gentiles, corresponds with the first, which represented the 
separation between the church and the synagogue. - The 
words : " They shall hear 1ny voice," recall the expression at 
the close of the Acts : " The salvation of God is sent to the 
Gentiles; and they will hear it" (xxviii. 28).-There is much 
solemnity in the last words, standing as they do in simple 
juxtaposition : One fold, one shepherd. They contain the 
grand thought which forms the text of the Epistle to the 
Ephesians : " the breaking down of the wall of partition 
between Jews and Gentiles by the death of Christ" (Eph. ii. 
11-22). This prophecy is, by the work of missions, being 
daily fulfilled before our eyes with respect to the heathen 
world. As to the final conversion of Israel. it is neither 
directly nor indirectly alluded to here. 

Vv. 17, 18. "Tlu:re/ore doth my Fath.er /QVe me, because 1 
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give 1ny life, that I may take it again. No one taketh} it from 
me, but I give it of myself. I have power to give it, and I have 
power to take it again. This commandment have I received from 
my Father."-The notion of a free gift is contained in the 
expression Ti]v ,frvx;iJv n0lva£ (to put one's life). But the 
image just employed by Jesus might have obscured this 
important idea. For though there is devotion, there is also 
impotence in the death of a shepherd who lets himself be torn 
to pieces by a ferocious wolf, to give his flock time to escape. 
This was undoubtedly the reason that Jesus, before concluding, 
brought out so strongly and expressly that essential feature, the 
complete freedom with which He accepted death. .dut TovTo, 
for this, refers, as generally in St. John, to an idea previously 
expressed, but about to be again taken up and developed in 
the succeeding proposition, beginning with 8n (ver. 18). The 
idea which Jesus means to bring out in this ver. 1 7 is not, 
then, that of the principal proposition : that His Father loves 
Him, but that of the subordinate proposition : that He loves 
Him, because He gives His life freely. Undoubtedly the Fathet 
loved the Son eternally; but when once made man, the Son 
could be approved and loved by Him only on the condition that 
He should perfectly realize the new law of His existence as 
Son of man. This law, which is that He should give His life, 
results from the solidarity into which He entered with a fallen 
race by uniting Himself thereto. The constant willingness of 
the Son to accept this obligation of love forms the object of 
the infinite satisfaction (the arya'TT'~v) of the Father. It was in 
this sense that St. Paul called the death of Jesus "an offering 
of a sweet savour" (Eph. v. 2). - The last words: that I 
rnay take it again, cannot, as Calvin and de Wette think, be 
simply added for the purpose of recalling the result of Christ's 
death. Nothing authorizes us in giving this diluted meaning 
to fva; nor must we, on the other hand, bring these words into 
such relief as to make them eclipse the idea, because I give my 
life, on which they are dependent. To grasp the sense, it will 
be sufficient to paraphrase as follows : My Father loves me, 
because I give my life, and that not to forsake it, but to take 
it again. The self-devotion of the Son in consenting to give 
His life, is infinitely pleasing to the Father. But it would co 

1 fC and B reru1 "?" (hM taken) insiead of,.,,., (taketil.), 
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no longer pleasing to Him unless accompanied by a resolu
tion on the part of the Son to recover this sacrificed life. 
Will not the love which urges one friend to expose himself for 
another, also prompt him to do everything to rejoin his friend 
after having saved him? He who gives his life through love, 
could not do so but with the intention of recovering it. The 
self-devotion whose end was not union would be of an inferior 
kind, and could not be pleasing to God, who is love. As 
Luthardt excellently remarks: "Jesus means to take His life 
again, for He designs to carry on in His glorified state His 
office of Shepherd to the church, and especially to the heathen, 
whom it is His mission to gather in" (Eph. ii. 1 7). If Jesus, 
in devoting Himself to death, had not done so with a deter
mined purpose to rise again, He would have but half given 
Himself. His death would have been a withdrawal, at the 
same time that it was a gift. And this incomplete gift of 
Himself to mankind would not have obtained the full appro
bation of the Father. 

This absolute spontaneity of the Son, this free disposal of 
Himself, whether dying or taking His life again, is asserted 
with fresh energy at ver. 18. First, in a negative form: 
nothing limits it ; it is not through impotence that the shepherd 
will yield to the hostile power, but because a time will come 
when He will freely consent to His defeat (xiv. 31). And to 
be afterwards delivered from the bonds of death, He has only 
to will it. The word ovoet,; includes every creature ; indeed, 
we may include in it God Himself, since if, in dying, the Son 
obeys the desire of the ]father, He nevertheless does it freely; 
and the last words of ver. 18 seem to affirm the freedom of 
Jesus with respect to the Father Him2elf.-It is evident that 
the words eEova-lav exro, I have power, are purposely repeated, 
for they express the essential thought of the passage. They 
recall the saying of Jesus to Pilate, xix. 11 : Thou couldest have 
no power over me . . . Jesus was not obliged to die, for He 
had not sinned, and death is the wages of a sinner. Being 
holy, He was at liberty to retain His holy life. At its very 
last moment, He could have claimed the assistance of twelve 
legions of a'rl{Jels to snatch Him from the hands of His enemies. 
-So also, having given His life, He was not forced to take it 
again. The resurrection was His own work, as well as the. 
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work of the Father's power. For it depended on Himself to 
demand it or to leave it unclaimed. A.s Luthardt says: In 
these two acts (His death and resurrection) the agency of the 
Son meets that of the Father. This is E!ovulav ifxew, to dis
pose freely of His own Person. Undoubtedly it was, as we 
are told in so many passages, the Father who raised Hirn, but 
not without the energetic action of His own will. The treasure 
of life was open to Him as to His people, through the infinite 
love of the Father (xi. 42) ; He had but to stretch out His 
hand to take it.-The last words : This commandment have I 
received, are generally applied to the command to die and to 
rise again, which was given Him by the Father. But this 
notion would weaken that just expressed by Jesus, and be con
trary to the motive of this discourse, which is to assert our 
Lord's complete independence. Would it not be better to 
apply the term l11ToA17, command, to the mandate with which 
Jesus came into the world, and which consisted in the power 
of being able to die and to rise again at will? This free dis
posal of His person, with respect to life and death, was the 
privilege He enjoyed here below. To cover this incompar
able privilege with a veil of humility, He thought good to 
call it a command, ev7'oA1J. This, then, was the tenor of the 
mandate with which the Father sent Hirn: Thou shalt die or 
not die, Thou shalt rise again or not rise again, according to the 
free promptings of Thy love. 

IV. Historical Conclusions.-vv. 19-21. 

Vv. 19-21. "There was a division ihe·refore 1 again among 
the Jews by reason of these words. Many 2 among them said, 
He hath a devil, and is mad; why hear ye him .2 Others said, 
These are not the woi·ds of one that hath a devil : can a devil 
open the eyes of the blind ?"-Always the same result, a division 
preceding a final choice; comp. vii. 12, 30, 31, 40, 41, ix. 
8, 9, 16. The word waXw, again, calls attention to the con
stant repetition of this result.-The words, Why hear ye him ? 
show the uneasiness with whbh the hostile party observed 
the favourable impression made on the better disposed by the 
discourses of Jesus.-The answer of the latter (ver. 21) con-

1 N B L X and lt. omit ...., 1 N &nd D here add ,.,. 



CHAP. X. 22-42. 399 

laii1s two arguments placed in juxtaposition. The first is the 
expression of their own experience. The second, which might 
be united to the first by : and besides, is added with a view to 
the opponents. on whom the words of Jesus had not made 
the same impression. 

Thus do the sheep of Jesus, within the vast fold of the 
theocracy, incrGasingly separate themselves from the body cl 
foe flock ; and I and you, which formed the theme of eh. viii, 
is more and more replaced by: I and mine, which forms 11 

brief summary of the new situation. 

THIRD SECTION. 

X. 22-42.-THE SECOND DISCOURSE. 

In eh. vii. we saw Jesus return, in a discourse delivered at 
the feast of Tabernacles, to the fact of the cure of the im
potent man, by which His preceding stay at Jerusalem, at the 
feast of Purim (eh. v.), had been distinguished. In like manner 
does He, in the second part of eh. x., take up the thread of 
the discourse delivered after the cure of the man born 
blind, and reported in the first part of this chapter. We have 
already explained this manner of proceeding (seep. 143). The 
exasperation of His enemies in the capital not having suffered 
Him to carry out His subjects fully, He took them up again 
at His next visit, as matters still in hand. 

The feast of the Dedication (ver. 22) was kept towards the 
close of December. Where, then, it may be asked, did our 
Lord sojourn during the two months which elapsed between 
this feast and that of Tabernacles, and which must be neces• 
sarily interposed between vv. 21 and 22? Meyer, Hengsten• 
berg, and others infer from the silence of St. John that H@ 

continued in J erusalern and its neighbourhood. But is such 
a supposition compatible with the precautions He had been 
obliged to take at the feast of Tabernacles, the end of which 
had evidently been to give this journey the character of a sur
prise ? Can we admit that, in this state of affairs, He could 
have dwelt in peace two whole months in the presence of the 
hostile party, especially after the contest had been further 
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aggravated by the scenes related in eh. vii.-x. 21 '? Certainly 
not ; for such a stay, whether at J erusalern itself or in the 
neighbourhood, would only have accelerated the crisis, and 
brought on the final catastrophe. Moreover, the narrative of 
St. John positively excludes this supposition. In the discourse, 
x. 25-30, Jesus reproduced in substance that which He had 
delivered after the cure of the man born blind. He even ex
pressly quoted it (ver. 26 : as I said unto you). Could this 
have been possible if He had remained at Jerusalem during 
the two months which elapsed between these two discourses? 
This fact, on the contrary, evidently assumes that this was the 
first time He had found Himself in the presence of the same 
hearers since the feast of Tabernacles, when He had first em
ployed the allegory of the shepherd and the sheep. This 
being the case, it may be well, without entering into harmonistic 
hypotheses, to bring forward the following facts from the 
synoptic narrative. St. Luke describes in detail the departure 
from Galilee, when Jesus finally left that province to betake 
Himself to Judaea and Jerusalem (Luke ix. 51 sqq.). To this 
act our Lord gave the greatest notoriety, by His farewells to 
the villages in which He had exercised His ministry, by the 
mission of the seventy to prepare for His appearance, and by 
the slowness with which He performed this journey; so that 
the report of this itinerant preaching reached even the ears 
of Herod, and gave him uneasiness (xiii. 31). This journey 
could not then have been that mentioned, John vii. 10, as 
taking place as it were in secret, and bringing Jesus suddenly to 
Jerusalem. Either, then, He must have returned to Galilee 
after the feast of Tabernacles, or this whole narrative of St. 
Luke (as also that of St. John) is a fiction. But are we justi
fied in treating as such two narratives which are so easily recon
ciled, although there is not in either the slightest allusion to 
the other'? · 

Already in eh. v. the return to Galilee was not mentioned, 
and the narrative went on (vi. 1) as though the abode of Jesus 
in that province were taken for granted. And this is also the 
case here. The silence of the narrator simply implies the 
return of Jesus to the place where He had previously dwelt, 
and which He had but temporarily quitted on the occasion 
of the feast. This is proved by the fact that when, after the 
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feast of the Dedication (x. 40), Jesus left Judaea to go else
where than to Galilee, His new place of abode (Perea) is ex
pressly mentioned by the evangelist : and He abode where John 
baptized. 

After His return, then, Jesus resumed for a time His 
Galilean ministry ; it was not till afterwards that He called 
upon His followers to break the last ties, for the sake of follow
ing Him to Jerusalem ; that He sent before Him into the 
towns and ·villages of Southern Galilee His seventy disciples, 
to prepare them for His last appeal ; and that He pronounced 
the condemnation of the cities on the shores of the Lake of 
Gennesareth. This prolonged tour, the recital of which occupies 
nine chapters of St. Luke (ix. 51-xviii. 18), must have been 
interrupted by a short journey to Jerusalem ; for the account 
which he gives of Jesus at the house of Mary and Martha 
(Luke x. 38-42) suddenly transports us to Bethany; and the 
parable of the Good Samaritan, which immediately precedes it, 
seems also to harmonize with a sojourn in Judaea. What, 
then, was this excursion to Jerusalem, assumed in the docu
ments used by St. Luke, though no account of it is given by 
himself? It is impossible not to be struck by the remarkable 
coincidence between this journey and that to the feast of the 
Dedication, recorded by St. John. After this rapid excursion 
to Jerusalem, Jesus must have continued His leisurely tour in 
Southern Galilee, and then have crossed the Jordan to go to 
Perea, as we are positively informed by Matthew and Mark 
I'his sojourn in Perea is the point at which the four Gospel 
narratives meet, Matt. xix. 9, Mark x. 1, John x. 40-42, aud 
Luke xviii. 15 sq., where the parallelism between the third 
Gospel and the other two Synoptists is resumed (the bringing 
of the little children, and the question of the young ruler). 
Thus the four accounts agree with each other, while each 
pursues its independent course. 

The succeeding paragraph contains an historical introduc
tion (vv. 22-24); a first address by our Lord, in which He 
shows the Jews the abyss which separates them from Himself 
(2 5-31) ; and a last instruction, in which He endeavours once 
more to do away with that accusation of blasphemy which 
was to them the great stumbling-stone (vv. 32-39). The 
paragraph finishes with the description of His abode in Perea, 

GODET II. 2 C JOHN. 
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I. Historical Introduction.-vv. 22-24. 

Vv. 22-24. "Now 1 it was at Jerusaleni the feast of the IJedi,.. 
eation,2 it was winter. And Jesus walked (Fr., came and went) 
in the temple in Solomon's porch. Then the Jews surrounded Him, 
and said unto Him, How long wilt thou make us to doubt? Ij 
thou be the Ghrist, tell 3 us plainly."-The feast of the Dedica
tion was instituted by the Maccabees in remembrance of the 
purification of the temple after its profanation by Antiochus 
Epiphanes (1 Mace. iv.; Josephus, Antiq. xii. 7. 6). It lasted 
eight days, from the 8th Chisleu, which, if this were A.D. 29, 
fell that year, according to the already quoted computation of 
M. Chavannes, on the 19th or 2 0th December. It was called 
-ra cpw-ra, the Ughts, on account of the brilliant illumination 
with which it was celebrated, not only in Jerusalem, but in 
the whole country. Jesus made it the occasion of addressing 
once more, before the Passover, a last appeal to His nation. 
·we may conclude, from what has already been said, that He 
probably made this hasty journey to Jerusalem, while the 
seventy disciples were accomplishing in Galilee the mission 
with which He had entrusted them, and there preparing one 
place after another for His last appeal. 

It was the rainy season, and remaining in the open air 
was no longer possible. Hence Jesus frequented Solomon's 
porch, an ancient peristyle, the last remains of the old temple, 
situate in the eastern part of the court, above the valley of 
Jehoshaphat. The place was endeared to the evangelist by 
the remembrance of the circumstance which he was about to 
relate, and seems to have been equally sacred in the eyes of 
the primitive church of Jerusalem (Acts iii. 11 ). The nature 
of the locality facilitated (then, ver. 24) the kind of manamvre 
at this time executed by the Jews, and described by the term 
lK{JJilviJrrav, they silrrounded Him. While Jesus was walking 
under this colonnade, they seized a favourable moment to 
interpose themselves between Him and His disciples, and to 
surround Him. Such is, whatever Meyer may say, the mean-

1 B and L replace ii, by .,,.,,. 
2 ~ B D G L X rr Jtaiiq and Cop. omit .,., before X"ft"'' ~•, which is t.ii.e read, 

Ing of T. R. with all the rest. 
a :,t: ""'"' instead of mr,, 
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ing of this unusual expression. Their fixed design was, not 
to leave Him at liberty till He should have uttered the deci
sive word. It was a repetition, in an intensified degree, of 
the scene recorded viii. 25. They were tired of replies which 
seemed to them ambiguous, while many among them undoubt
edly felt that never had any man so nearly approached the 
Messianic ideal. Let Him only consent at last to play in 
good earnest the part of Messiah, to purge the land from the 
Roman power, as formerly Judas Maccakeus had purified the 
temple from Syrian profanations, and they were ready to hail 
Him at that very festival. If not, let Him frankly own that 
He is not the Messiah, and cease to excite the expectations 
of the people !-The expression 'T~v ,frvx~v afpeiv, properly : 
to raise the mind, was very applicable to an agency like that 
of Jesus, which inflamed the national hopes without satisfying 
tlem. Philo employs the term p,E'TE(J)pt,Hv in exactly the same 
sense. 

II. First Address.-vv. 25-31. 

V v. 2 5, 2 6. " J esits answered them, I told you, and ye believed 
not: the works that I do in my Father's name, they bear witness 
of me : but ?}(}'lt, ye believe not ; because 1 ye are not of my 
sheep, as I said unto you." 2-Never had the position of Jesus 
with respect to the Jews been at such a state of tension. He 
could not answer : I am ; for the meaning which they attached 
to the word Christ had, so to speak, nothing in common with 
that in which He used it. Still less could He reply: I am 
not ; for He was indeed the Christ promised by God, and in 
that sense He whom they expected. His answer is mar
vellous for its wisdom. He appeals, as in viii. 25, to those 
preceding testimonies by which He had applied to Him
self.all the Messianic symbols of the Old Covenant, and had 
in some sort so spelt out His title of Christ, that, if they 
desired to believe, they had only to pronounce it themselves.8 

1 ~ B D L X, 12 Jlfon. ItPlerlque Y g. Syr""b and Or. read ,.-, •••dn8tead of•• ,-~p. 
2 ~ B K L M rr, some Mnn. Jta.Iiq Y g. and Cop. omit the words xr,,d.,r ,,,..., vµ,,., 

which are supported by 12 Mjj., almost all the llfnn. Itplerique and Syr.; some 
Mnn. and Yss. repeat them : As I said unto you (ver. 26): Did I not say unto 
you ( ver. 27) ? 

3 Gess (p. 99) rightly brings forward the perfect harmony here manifested 
between St. Jolm and the Synoptists. .In the latter also, Jesus, while acceptmg 
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It is thus that His answer: J told you, may be explained, 
although He had never uttered the word. To His own testi
mony is, moreover, added that of the Father. His miracles 
were all the works of the Father, for they were all performed 
with the invocation of His name ; and if Jesus had been an 
impostor, would God have thus answered Him ? But this 
divine testimony, not less than that of Jesus Himself, failed 
when opposed to their unbelief (ver. 26). He was not such 
a Messiah as their hearts desired, and that was why they 
affected not to understand that which was so evident. The 
subject vµe'ir;, you, standing first, implicitly contains the expla· 
nation which follows: you are not of my sheep. The Jews did 
not recognise His voice as that of the Messiah, of the Divine 
Shepherd, because they did not possess the moral dispositions 
by which the sheep destined to form His flock were dis
tinguished.-The form of quotation, as I told you, is omitted 
by the .Alex. Mss. But this omission may have arisen from 
the circumstance that these words are not found textually in 
the preceding discourses ; or for the still more simple reason 
of an accidental confusion of the syllables µr.ov (Jµ,rov) and 
µ,iv (vµiv). The authority of 12 Mss., supported by that c.,f 
the most ancient Vss., seems to vouch for their genuineness . 
.Almost all exegetes, editors, and translators connect them with 
ver. 26. In our first edition we thought it preferable, for the 
following reasons, to regard them as the preamble of ver. 2 7 : 
1 st. In several analogous though not identical cases ( vi. 3 6, 6 5, 
vii. 38, xiii. 33), the formula of quotation bears upon what fol
lows; 2d. This formula seems to have a rather languid effect if 
used to conclude a subject; 3d. The verse which follows con
tains an almost literal quotation of the words of the precedin,7 
discourse (vv. 3-5), while ver. 26 presents only a distant 
resemblance to preceding sayings. There is, nevertheless, ont 
point which seems to me decisive in favour of the connection 
with ver. 26, and that is the pronoun vµ'iv, as I said to you. 
For Jesus never applied to unbelieving Jews such promises as 
are found in ver. 27, while He frequently addressed to them 
reproaches similar to that in ver. 2 6. On such a reproach, in 

(in the conversation at Cresarea) the title of Christ from His disciples, forbid! 
them to utter this word before the people. As in St. John, He desires the thing 
1md not the name (Matt. xvi. 20 and parallel passages). 
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fact, the two first allegories, vv. 1-5 and 7-10, understood in the 
historical sense which I have given them, are founded. Reuss 
finds in this quotation an indisputable proof in favour of his 
own opinion concerning the discourses in the fourth Gospel : 
"Nowhere had Jesus thus spoken." And again: "The allegory 
of the sheep was delivered to an entirely different audience." 
But the first difficulty is obviated by ever so slight a compre
hension of the preceding similitwles ; for had He not, by oppos
ing in vv. 1-5 and 7-10 His sheep to the theocratic flock, 
said to the Jews who desired to remain such: You are not of 
the number of Messiah's sheep 1 The second difficulty does 
not really exist, for the discourse was not really addressed, 
as Reuss insists, to the pilgrims from a distance who had come 
to the feast, but in answer to some of the Pharisees who asked, 
Are we blind also J Now these latter were certainly inhabi
tants of Jerusalem, and hence it is not surprising that Jesus 
should again find Himself in their presence, or in that of 
members of their caste, at the feast of the Dedication. The 
assertions of critics have indeed great need of supervision ! 

In the words which follow, Jesus describes the privileges 
attached to the relation created by faith between Him and His 
sheep. Although He and His adversaries are separated by a 
great gulf, yet the image here introduced certainly contains an 
invitation ; for as yet a bridge is cast across the chasm, and 
Jesus has not renounced the hope of seeing some among them 
come to Him. 

Vv. 27, 28. "My sheep hear 1 my voice, and I know them, 
and they follow me ; and T give unto them eternal life; and 
Jhey shall never perish, and no one shall snatch them from my 
Jiand."-The six propositions of these verses have been divided 
(Bengel) into three pairs. Luthardt prefers dividinl them 
into two groups of three each: on the one side, the faith of 
the believer, his personal union with the Lord resulting there
from, and lastly, the faithfulness with which He continues 
in this union (ver. 27); on the other, the gift of life bestowed 
on the believer by Jesus, the salvation assured by Him, and 
the divine protection enjoyed through Him (ver. 28). But 
this division into two groups evidently fails by reason of the 

1 ~ B L X, Homel. and Clem.: ""'"'""" i,nstead of ,.,.,,,,, whieh is the rnadin~ 
of T. R. with H Mjj., em, 
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two Karyw, ani/. I, at the beginning of the second and fourth 
propositions. These two pronouns indicate a repeated reci
procity between the conduct of the believer and that of Jesus, 
and therefore speak in favour of Bengel's division, which is 
as follows: first pair, the faith of the believer in the word 
(hear my voice), and Christ's act of personal communion with 
the believer (I know them); second pair, the practical fidelity of 
the believer who is thus known and loved (they follow me), and 
the communication on the part of Christ of eternal life (I give 
unto them . . .) ; the third pair mentions a state rather than 
an act of the believer-his certain salvation (they shall never 
perish), and then the act of Jesus who ensures him this privi
lege (no man shall snatch ... ). The first pair reproduces the 
idea of the similitude, vv. 1-6; the second that of the allegory, 
vv. 7-10 ; the third, that of the picture, vv. 11-18.-The 
hand is not here the emblem merely of power, but also, and 
above all, that of property. 

Vv. 29, 30. "My 1 Father, which'gave 2 me them, is grea.ter 3 

than all; and no one is able to pluclc them out of my 4 Father's 
hand. I and my Fathm· are one."-One feels almost tempted 
to find, with Luthardt, a strict syllogism in the thoughts 
expressed vv. 29, 30. Major: My }father is greater than all 
(ver. 29). Minor: I and my Father are one (ver. 30). Con
clusion: Therefore no one can take them from me (ver. 29). 
Only, is not this too logical ? The reasoning of Jesus gene
rally tends rather to extend after the manner of a spiral, than 
to return upon itself like a circle. And this is the case here; 
the sentiment both rises and enlarges. To the first guarantee 
of the believer's safety, viz. that which results from the sheep 
being in the hand of Jesus as His property (ver. 2 8), He 
adds a second, that which is based upon the fact that this 
right of property is shared by God Himself, who, because no 
power equals His, will certainly be able to maintain it. 
Thence the thought of Jesus rises still higher, even to the 
intuition of that relation in virtue of which everything is 

l ~ It pl<rlque omit f.1.0V, 

'~ B L It. Vg. and Cop. read• ).l.,,.., (what He gave) instead of ,, },?.,,.,, 
(wl.o gave), which is the reading of T. R. with 14 Mjj. and Syr.-D has • d,l.,~.,,. 

3 A B X It. V g. Cop. : ,,..,~,. insteau. of ,,..,~,..,, which is the reading of T. R. 
with 15 l',fjj. 

' N B L X and Or. omit I<""· 
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common to the Father and the Son, viz. their substantial 
unity. This gradation is entirely one of sentiment, of the 
consciousness of Sonship exerted in its utmost profundity. 

There are four principal readings of ver. 29,-lst. That of 
T. R. and 11 Mjj. (I' ..:l II, etc.), o,; and µdf;wv: the Father 
who gave them me is g1·eater than all. 2d. That of B and It., 
o and µ€'i/;ov: what the Father hath given me is greater than 
all. 3d. That of A and X, o<; and µe'if;ov: the Father who gave 
them me is greater (neuter) than all. 4th. That of ~ and L, o 
and µ€{/;(J)v, which is really without meaning unless we can 
resolve to give a masculine attribute (µ€{/;(J)v) to a neuter 
subject (o, what the Father . . .). One must be much pre
possessed in favour of the Alex. text, the documents of which, 
in this case, all contradict each other, and present an almost 
equally intolerable meaning, to prefer it, under either of its 
forms, to the Received text. Luthardt himself is obliged to 
return to the latter. "The context," he says, "requires us, 
in spite of the best authorities (?), to keep to the Received 
text." 

In fact, how can we suppose St. John to say, according to 
B, that what the Father has given to Jesus is greater than all? 
We should be obliged to give to greater the sense of more pre
cious, which is forced, especially in this context, where the 
power to be exerted is the point dwelt on. The reading of .A, 
preferred by Meyer, is no less repugnant. For how could we 
give to God the attribute greater in the neuter : some greater 
thing ! The Received reading is, then, the only one possible. 
The safety of believers, already guaranteed by the power of 
the Son, to whom they are given (ver. 28), is still further 
ensured by the power of the Father, by whom they have been 
given to Him. For this power it is which acts through the 
instrumentality of the Son, and which is above all created 
power. Is this double guarantee to be referred also, as Heng
stenberg insists, to the falls of believers? Nothing indicates 
this; and when Jesus said greater than all, it is evidently of 
external enemies, and not of the unfaithfulness of the sheep 
themselves, that He intended to speak. 

To me it seems probable that the relative proposition &~ 
SeowKev was first replaced by the more flowing form ci 
81:Dw,a:i<; (the reading of D). From this o arose, by a mixture 
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with the primitive reading, that of ~ and B : 8 S~DwKev; and 
lastly, from this neuter the neuter µ,e'i:sav in B, as the attribute 
of g_ Such is the probable origin of these various readings. 

Several exegetes find in I and my Father are one 
only a unity of will. Evidently, however, the context re
quires more. The goodwill of the shepherd would not 
suffice for the safety of the sheep. Hence Calvin and most 
moderns (Meyer, Luthardt) rise to a unity of power. This, 
with the addition of the notion of community of property, is 
logically required by the context. But even this does not 
come up to the fulness and copiousness of the absolute ex
pression of ver. 30. The thought of Jesus rises still higher, 
even to the notion of a unity of nature, whence arises a unity 
of will, power, and property. Have we not here the cul
minating point of this discourse, as in the saying viii. 58, the 
climax of the preceding discourses ? If our Lord did not 
give to these words that transcendent meaning which we 
attribute to them, would He not have corrected the misunder
standing of the Jews, who, after having heard Him, set about 
stoning Him as a blasphemer ?-St. Augustine says that as 
the word we are refutes Sabellius, so does the word one refute 
Arius. Nor is he in the wrong. We might even say that 
Arius is already refuted by the former of these two expres
'3ions. For even this plural: we are, would be blasphemy in 
the mouth of a mere creature.-It has been objected that the 
expression : to be one, is elsewhere applied to the relation of 
Jesus to His people, and that this proves it to have only a 
moral signification. But the union of Jesus and His people 
is no mere harmony of will, but a consubstantial union. The 
incarnation has established a relation of nature between Jesus 
and ourselves, and this relation henceforth embraces our whole 
physical and moral personality. 

Ver. 31. " Then 1 the Jews brought stones again to stone Him." 
-Ovv, then: on account of the blasphemy (ver. 3 0) ; comp. 
ver. 33.-IIaXw, again, alludes to viii. 59, only there we had 
~pav, they lifted up, while here St. John says e/3a(rrauav, they 
carried. They had not these stones at hand in the porch, but 
were obliged to fetch them from the court, at some distance. 
This was no mere demonstration, as in eh. viii., but a real 

' OM• is omitted in ~ B L Jt&itq. 
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preparation, for at last accomplishing the so frequently threat
ened act of stoning Him. How completely is the testimony 
of an eye-witness, noting with increasing anxiety these dif
ferent degrees of malice, revealed by the delicacy with which 
these varying shades are rendered ! 

III. Second Address.-vv. 3 2-3 9. 

The answer of Jesus deals with two subjects,-lst, the 
blasphemy which was imputed to Him (vv. 32-36); 2d, 
His relation to God, which was contested (vv. 37-39). 

Vv. 32-36. The charge of blasphemy. 
Vv. 32, 33. "Jesus answered them, JJ,fany good works have I 

showed you from my Father ; 1 for which of those works do ye 
stone me ? '1.'he Jews answered Hirn,2 For a good work we stone 
thee not, bitt for blasphemy ; and 3 because that thou, being 11. 

man, makest thyself God."-This time Jesus did not withdraw 
as at viii. 5 9, but forced the stones from His enemies' hands 
by a question. Good works would be more literally rendered 
beautiful works, the epithet ,ca).,a designating not the benefi
cent character but the moral beauty of these works, the 
completeness of their holiness and power, as well as their 
goodness.-The term gsE,fa, properly : I have shown, charac
terizes these works as splendid specimens of those which the 
Father keeps in reserve, and as sensible and glorious proofs of 
the favour with which He regards the Son. The Father 
shows Him these works in the ideal sphere (vv. 19, 20), and 
He shows them to the world in that of reality.-The preposition 
€K indicates that the power by which Jesus performed these 
works proceeded from the Father.-The question of Jesus is 
full of cutting irony, expressive of the deepest indignation. 
Undoubtedly the motive for which the Jews intended to stone 
Him was not that which Jesus here imputes to them. But 
by alleging another motive they imposed upon their con
sciences, and He by this question disclosed the true state of 
affairs. Had not their murderous hate been first manifested 

1 ~ B D omit µou. 
• T. R., with 9 Mjj. (DEG, etc.), and against 8 Mjj. (KA B, etc.) 20 Unn 
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on the occasion of the cure of the impotent man (eh. v.) 1 
Had not the cure of the blind man increased its violence 
(eh. ix.)? .And would it not be a third miracle, the raising of 
Lazarus (eh. xi.), which would bring it to its fatal climax~ 
Jesus knew well that it was these great and good works 
which, by marking Hirn as the Son, destined Hirn to their 
fury. This is the heir; come, let us kill him.-This question so 
paralyzed them, that Jesus was able again to address them. 

In ver. 33 the Jews formulate the point in dispute as it 
appears to their deluded conscience. - The term blasphemy 
expresses the general notion, and the proposition following ; 
and because . . ., specifies the charge, and applies it personally 
to Jesus. 

Vv. 34-36. "Jesus answered them, Is it not written in your 1 

law,2 I have said, Ye are gods? If it called them gods, unto 
whom the word of God canie, and ij the Scripture cannot be 
destroyed ; say ye of Him, whom the Father hath sanctified, and 
sent into the world, Thou blasphemest ; because I said, I am the 
Son of God?" 3-This reasoning has frequently been brought 
forward as an implicit retractation of the expressions in which 
Jesus seemed to assert His divine nature. In this sense Ho 
has been understood to say: Mere creatures have been called 
gods because they represent God in some one of His functions, 
that of judge, for example; now it is solely in this sense that I 
assert my divinity. But Jesus is thus made to contradict all 
His preceding testimonies, the meaning of which is now 
admitted even by rationalistic exegesis. We must not forget 
that the only charge taken up by our Lord, in this first part 
of His answer (vv. 34-36), is that of blasphemy. With this 
end in view, then, His reasoning is: Scripture calls mere 
human beings gods, inasmuch as they were endued with a 
function in which they were the representatives of God Him
self. Hence, even were I nothing more than a mere man, I 
should not, according to the Scriptures, have deserved to be 
treated as a blasphemer for having called myself the Son of 
God. The argument thus understood, however, always leaves 
room for the objection, that Jesus had called Himself God in 
quite another sense than that in which the Sc-i:iptures had 

1 N D and It•Hq omit "I'-'"'· • N B D L and X here add ,,,.,, 
3 N D E G : o .. o instead of ""'" ~ .. .,. 
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given the title of gods to the judges. But there is also a 
second point to be noticed here, viz. a gradation: If Scripture 
did not blaspheme when calling those individuals to whom 
any revelation was addressed gods, how can I have uttered 
blasphemy by declaring myself to be God, in whom God senus 
into the world His revelation itself ? The monotheism of the 
Bible is absolutely different to that cold, dead Deism ex
tracted by Jewish orthodoxy from the sacred writings, and 
separating man by a great gulf from the Creator. This 
petrified monotheism is indeed the bond of union between 
degenerate Judaism, Mahometanism and modern rationalism ; 
but it is only a gross caricature of the scriptural conception. 
Every theocratic function conferred by, and exercised in the 
name of, Jehovah places him to whom it is entrusted in a 
living relation with the Most High, makes him share His in
spiration, and constitutes him His agent. Thereby the man, 
whether king, judge, or prophet, becomes relatively a manifes
tation of God Himself: "In that day, the house of David shall 
be as God, as the angel of the Lord," Zech. xii. 8. The 0. T. 
is, in its deepest tendency, ever advancing towards the incar
nation, the climax of the increasing approximation between 
God and man. It is on this that our Lord's argument is 
really based: if there is nothing blasphemous in the whole 
current, the end to which it is flowing, the appearance of a 
man who declares himself one with God has nothing in itself 
derogatory to the sovereignty of God. 

The quotation is from Ps. lxxxii. 6 ; and the term law 
here, as in vii. 49, xii. 34, etc., designates the entire 0. T., 
not as named a potiori parte, but rather because the whole 
book constituted the law of Israelite life and thought. On 
the expression, your law, see what was said on viii. 17 . 
.Asaph was in this psalm addressing the theocratic judges. 
Ver. 1 describes their greatness by reason of the exalted func
tion committed to them, of being the instruments of divine 
justice. God Himself sits in their midst ; hence it is from 
Him that their sentences emanate. In vv. 2-5, Asaph con
trasts the sad reality with the ideal greatness of this function. 
In ver. 6 he returns to the intuition of the first verse, that of 
the dignity of their office ; and the words : I have said, Ye are 
gods, refer to the saying of Asaph himself in ver. 1 : God sitteth 
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in the assembly of God, a saying iu which it is evident that 
the term God used the second time includes the persons of 
the judges. Vv. 7 and 8 remind the judges that they will 
themselves one day be judged, and have to give account of 
that divine function with which they were endowed. Jesus 
draws from the Psalmist's words a conclusion a minori ad 
rnajits exactly like that of vii. 23. His argument is based 
upon the principle, that the Scripture cannot blaspheme. 
By those to whom the word of God came, Jesus understands 
those judges whom the Holy Spirit addressed, saying: Ye are 

The expression : if the Scripture cannot be destroyed, 
shows the unbounded confidence with which the word of 
Scripture inspired Jesus. 

Suppose it had been the evangelist who had invented this 
whole argument, how could he, the creator of the theory of 
the Logos, have resisted the temptation of here putting into 
the mouth of our Lord that favourite title which He bestowed 
upon him in the prologue ? The most natural gradation 
would have been: The law calls them gods to whom the wm·d 
came; how much less can I be accused of blasphemy, who am 
the Word itself, when I attribute to myself the title of God! 
St. John does not, however, yield to this temptation, which in 
his case did not exist, because he confined himself to recording 
faithfully what his Master had said. - Jesus designates 
Himself as Him whom the Father has sanctified and sent. 
The first expression, strictly taken, might be referred to the 
earthly life of Jesus, and more particularly to certain acts of 
consecration, such as His miraculous birth, or His baptism. 
But then, either the expression which follows: sent into the 
world, would have to be applied to His public appearance, to 
the commencement of His ministry, or we must admit that 
there is a retrograde movement in the saying-two supposi
tions which are both very forced. The term, to send into the 
world, naturally refers to a fact anterior to the earthly exist
ence of Jesus, and indicates the mission with which He was 
entrusted when God confided to Him the task of redemption. 
The term, to sanctify, designates that divine act by which God, 
before sending Him, specially dedicated Him to this mission. 
The sending depends upon this dedication, which includes the 
mandate, the b.1To-;\.~ spoken of ver. 18. Comp. 1 Pet. i. 20. 
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The Father and the Son took counsel together prior to the 
coming of Jesus into the world ; and of this counsel He states 
the result when He says: I came down from heaven not to do 
rny own will, but the will of Him that sent me (vi. 3 8). How 
infinitely superior is such a Being to all those to whom the 
divine word was addressed below ! While indicating the 
contents of the charge brought against Him, Jesus passes on 
to the direct words : thou blasphemest. These vividly repro-

. duced the accusation of the Jews as it was still sounding in 
His ears. The words which follow : because I said, depend 
not on: tlwu blasphemest, but on: ye say. The title, Son• oj 
God, is here evidently the summary of the statement of ver. 
30: I and the Fatke1· a1·e one, which was the subject of their 
accusation. Again we see from this example how erroneous 
it is to regard the title of Son of God as indicating an office, 
even though the highest of theocratic offices. vVhat blas
phemy could this term, understood in this sense, have involved? 
Could the Jews, who had that very moment addressed to Him 
the question: "If thou art the Christ, tell us plainly," have 
regarded it as blasphemy for Him to call Himself the Christ 1 
Jesus here, as usual, includes His Messianic dignity in that 
which pertains to Him as Son of God. For the former, rightly 
understood, is but the corollary of the latter. He strives then 
above all to infuse into the hearts of His hearers the feeling 
of His deity, certain that the conviction of His Messiahship 
will naturally flow from it, and that in this connection only 
it will not be vitiated. Hence follows the conclusion : 

Vv. 37-39. The divinity of Jesus. 
Vv. 37, 38. "If I do not the works of my Father, believe me 

not. But if I do, and you do not believe me, believe1 my works; 
that ye may know and acknowledge2 that my Father is in me, 
and that I am in Him." 3-N ot only had He uttered nothing 
that was blasphemous from a scriptural point of view, but He 
had also stated nothing which was not truth itself, and demon
strated as such before them. Jesus gave to this assertion the 

1 N B D, etc.: ,..,,..,.,.,.-,; T. R., with A E G, etc.: .,.,,.,,.,v .. "'"'· 
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form of an invitation full of kindness. He consented to theiI 
not believing Him on His own word, although the testimony 
of such a Being as Himself carried its proof with it, to those 
who had ears to hear. But the works which the Father had 
wrought through Him had been added to His own testimony. 
If they had not ears, they had at least eyes ; and if they were 
not convinced by His words, they ought at least to be con
vinced by such works.-The reading of some Alex. : t'va ,yvwTe 
Ka~ ,ywdJuK71Te, seems to me preferable: that you may learn to 
know (,yvwTe), and may at length acknowledge (,ywwuK71Te). 
The union of these two terms expresses the long and painful 
labour by which this discovery is arrived at, a discovery which 
ought to have been made at the first glance : Come and see 
(i. 4 7). There is in this form of expression something 
humbling, which pe1fectly harmonizes with the context. But 
the apparent pleonasm of this reading, whose meaning was 
imperfectly understood by copyists, caused them to give to the 
text the more common form which we find in the Received read
ing : that you may know and believe. The words : the Father 
in ·me, and I in the Father, which point out the contents of 
this obtained knowledge, recall the declaration of ver. 34 (we 
are one), as well as the title, Son of God, ver. 36. But we 
must beware of finding, as has so frequently been done, in 
this 38th verse an exact rule for the sense of the two former 
sayings. Ver. 3 0 was the direct expression of the personal 
consciousness which Christ had of Himself. Ver. 38, on the 
contrary, only states the matter of His consciousness to the 
extent to which it may and ought to be the object of the 
believer's intelligence.-In saying: the Father in me, Jesus 
expressed the foll communication of the divine fulness to the 
human being who is the instrument of God on earth. In 
saying : I in the Father, He designated His entire self-abne
gation, by which He desired to have no life of His own, but 
derived all from the fulness and gift of the Father. It was 
indeed the expression of the unity of the Father and the Son, 
as it may become the object of our perception here below: 
that you may lcnow and acknowledge. 

Ver. 3 9. " Tkerefore1 they sought again 2 to take Him : bid He 
1 9 Mjj. (BEG, etc.) and 40 Mnn. omit•••· 
2 N D, 10 :Mnn. ItpJer;quo Y g. and Cop. omit _...,:,_,., 
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fScaped out of their hands."-Perhaps the milder form under 
which Jesus had j11st repeated the assertion of His divinity 
may have had the effect of somewhat calming the irritation 
of His hearers, as they renounced their design of forthwith 
stoning Him. But while they were devising by what means 
they might arrest and bring Him before the council for judg
ment, He succeeded in breaking through the circle which they 
had formed around Him, and, after joining His disciples, in 
leaving the temple with them. There is not in the narrative 
the slightest intimation of a miracle. 

It is absolutely impossible to suppose that a subsequent 
writer, the inventor of the theory of the Logos, would have 
invented such an argument as that found in this paragraph. 
How could such an one have put into the mouth of Jesus an 
argument which, superficially understood, seems to contradict 
all that he had hitherto made Him affirm with respect to His 
deity 1 This mode of discussion evidently bears the impress 
of having been actually used on the occasion, while it, at the 
same time, testifies to such a vital understanding of the Old 
Testament as was possessed by Jesus alone. 

Historical Conclusion.-vv. 40-42. 

Vv. 40--42. " .And He went away again beyond Jordan, into 
the place1 where John had atfirst 2 baptized; and there He abode . 
.And many resorted unto Him, and said, John did no miracle: 
but all things that John said of this man were trite. .And 
many believed on Him there." 3-As we have already remarked, 
this sojourn in Perea, a short time before the last Passover, is 
also mentioned by the Synoptists (Matt. xix. 1 ; Mark x. 1 ; 
and, in virtue of the parallelism., Luke xviii. 15). J esns would 
not have been able to stay long at Jerusalem without the 
conflict coming to a climax. Hence He quitted the capital, 
and continuing the tour which had been interrupted by this 
short journey to the feast of the Dedication, arrived at 
Perea, where He stayed some time. St. John does not relate 
any particulars of this sojourn, the Synoptists undoubtedly 
t:ontaining all that was essential. We feel, from the apostle's 

• ~ omits the words 11; .... ,,..,...,,. 
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tone, that this brief sojourn was not without its charms for 
our Lord. For there is a pleasure in finding oneself at the 
close of a ca1·eer in the same locality in which it began. 
Besides, Jesus was now reaping the harvest granted to the 
faithful labours of His forerunner.-The word again (ver. 40) 
by no means alludes, as Lange thinks, to a supposed journey 
to Perea between vv. 21, 22, but to that spoken of by St. 
John, i. 28, when Jesus was at Bethany, near Jordan, with 
His forerunner. The term TO wpwTov ( or, according to the 
Sinait., TO wp/m,pov) equally recalls those early days with all 
their serenity and brightness.-The meaning of the testimony 
given by the believers at Perea to John is: " If John did not 
work miracles himself, he at least predicted all that would be 
done by Him whose coming he announced." Thus did the 
greatness of Him who followed him, and to whom he bore 
testimony, enhance in their eyes the greatness of John.-'EFCEi:, 
there, ought certainly to be placed quite at the end of the 
verse. The word is emphatic, for the faith which was so 
quickly developed in Perea formed a striking contrast with 
the persevering and increasing unbelief of the inhabitants of 
Judea, as reported in the preceding chapters. This paragraph 
then forms, as Luthardt observes, the last item in the grand 
act of accusation brought against the Jews by this part of tha 
Gospel. 
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