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Chapter 1

01-1Jn1:1

1Jn 1:1

B EVUETTHQXECE HEKNKEQOUEV,m EEPEKOUEY TOomMGE@IQApUOmCEmY.E  mOsoom eba
KOm O/l X €M PECH UM VE (JNAE @gnoov TepmTOmAmYyoU Tm¢ (wmc. As to the construction of the first
verses of this Epistle, modern exegesis has come to a pretty clear agreement. The period contains
a double specification of the object; first, it is given in the relative clauses with m [“which”]; and
then, secondly, it is summed up in the words: Tepm Tom AmyouTts ¢{wm ¢ [‘concerning the word of
life”]. The predicate to which all these definitions of the object belong is mTyymAAopev [‘we
proclaim”] in 1Jn 1:3. But before this is announced the apostle inserts a parenthesis for the closer
explanation of the Tepm tom Amyoutm ¢(wm ¢ [“concerning the word of life”] (1Jn 1:2); and then the
broken thread is taken up again by a brief repetition of the object (= ®m p® KOUEVKOE B KN KB OLIEV
[*which we have seen and heard”]). But when the form is settled, the matter yet remains for
interpretation. What is the substance of the announcement which St. John has to make? Is it a
thing? In favour of this seems the neutral beginning, the fourfold m [*which”]. Or is it a person? For
this speaks the matter of these same neutral clauses: HVETTHOXEC,
omxcmpsCcm umvm YnAm gnoav, K.T.A. [‘was from the beginning, which our hands have touched,
etc.”]; for this also the allusion to the beginning of the Gospel, where in part the same is said
concerning the Logos; for this, finally, the summarizing expression: Amyoctm ¢wm ¢ [“word of life”].
It is certainly inadmissible to translate these words as meaning the annunciation or message
concerning life; for St. John’s aim is not to speak about the preaching of the apostles, but to
announce that preaching itself. We can understand mepm tm ¢{om ¢m Tyym AAOpEV [“concerning the
life we proclaim”]; but Tepm Tom Amyoutm ¢{om ¢ [“‘concerning the word of life”] would be, on such a
theory of interpretation, an embarrassing thought. The undeniable coincidence between the
beginning of the Epistle and the prologue of the Gospel requires that we take the Amyo¢ [“word”]
here in the same sense as there,—that is, as the description of the Son of God, the eternal
Revealer of the divinity.

All the expressions of the verse showing that it is a person who is in the apostle’s view, how comes
it that he begins with the neuter? We shall find the right answer when we seek for the solution of
another and easier question: why, that is, the apostle does not, in summing up the object of his
annunciation, use the simple accusative, TEvAEyovTE ¢wm ¢l TIOyym AAOUEY [‘we proclaim the
word of life”], instead of saying, TepmtomAmyou [“concerning the word”]. These two are by no
means equivalent. We might expect to find tmvAmyovs Toyym AAopev [‘we proclaim the word”] in
the beginning of the Gospel, or in the beginning of the Epistle to the Hebrews, or, in fact, of any
document which might be occupied with the person of our Lord; but it is obvious to the most
superficial consideration, that our Epistle neither gives nor professes to give a detailed disclosure
of the characteristics of the person and nature of the Logos. It is true that the Logos is the
fundamental matter and pith of the Epistle; not, however, His person in itself, but in its effects, in its
glorious outbeamings, which only in an indirect way lead to any conclusions concerning His own
nature as a person. Consequently the apostle announces assuredly Tepm Tom Amyou [“‘concerning
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the word”], merely things which stand connected with the Logos, but not directly TmvAmyov [“the
word”]. From this point of view we can explain primarily the clause: TepmTOmAmyoUTE (WM ¢
[“‘concerning the word of life”]. This phrase also carries us back to the prologue of the Gospel. We
read, Joh 1:4, concerning the Logos, mvom e {commv [“in him was life”]; in Joh 14:6 the Lord calls
Himself absolutely the Life; and, according to Joh 5:26:
B OwKeVE TOTE pTEUE B (cmvE xeivave aute [“the Father has granted to the Son to have life in
himself”]. It might appear, from this combination, as if the expression Amyovtm ¢{cm ¢ [“the word of
life”] signified only the Logos who hath life, the true life, in Himself. But a closer study of the
passages quoted shows that in all of them life comes into consideration not as shut up in the
Logos alone, but also as streaming forth from Him, so that His life is at the same time a power;
penetrating and filling the world. So even in the Gospel of Joh 1:4, the words which immediately
follow declare that m {cwmmvTm @m ctmve vOpm 1w [“the life was the light of men”]; and in Joh 5:26
the Lord makes it emphatic that He had life in Himself, only to demonstrate His authority as the
Giver of life, as the (womoimv [‘to make alive”]. And the same holds good of Joh 14:6 when we
consider the clause added: om dcm ¢m PXETOITOW CTH VTIOTE PO EM |um O1'®m LOW [“N0 one comes to the
Father except through me”], which states the design of the definitions of Himself given by Christ in
the former member of the sentence. But in order to arrive at a surer determination of the meaning
of Amyoctm ¢Cwm ¢ [“word of life”] in our passage, we must consider another series of Johannaean
passages—those, namely, in which, as here, the life is the genitival definition of another name,
such as m proctm ¢wm ¢ [“bread of life”], Joh 6:35, and qom ¢tm ¢{com ¢ [“light of life”], Joh 8:12. These
passages also lay down not only that the bread and the light are themselves living, but that they
are life-giving also. In the latter of them, the words mmkoAouvOmvm poim &eitm om cTm clwm ¢ [“the
one who follows me will have the light of life”] do not aim to show that where there is life merely
Christ will become to that life light also, but that the light which He gives awakens life; and, that
m procrm ¢loom ¢ [“bread of life”] makes emphatic not the internal quality of the bread, but its effect
as such, is proved, apart from other considerations, by Joh 6:33, where the words
mproc(wmvdidom ctmkmoum [“bread of life given to the world”] prescribe the sense in which the
m procTm ¢{oom ¢ [“bread of life”] ought in this connection to be understood.

Thus also in our passage we shall, guided by the analogy of these collective parallels, understand
by the Amyoctm ¢wom ¢ [*word of life”], not only the Logos so far as He has life, but so far also as He
gives life. As it lies in the nature of light that it is not only luminous itself, but also makes other
things luminous, so it lies in the idea of the Logos, as viewed by our apostle, that He
communicates and diffuses whatever He is, and therefore His life. This latter aspect could here
least of all be excluded; for the apostle’s design is not to impart any purely theoretical
communications concerning that which is in Christ, but to set it forth as the possession of His
people; and he sums up the scope of his Epistle, 1Jn 5:13, as consisting in this, that we by means
of our faith should know ourselves in possession of life. That which, therefore, conclusively and
distinctly, the writer would announce, is the life; as appears plainly from the circumstance that in
the expression Amyoctm clwm ¢ [“word of life”], in 1Jn 1:2, he selects and makes prominent that
element which is the most important,—that is, the life. Thus, when the apostle says that he would
make his record Tepm tom Am youtm ¢ m ¢ [“concerning the word of life”], he indicates, by means of
the genitive, that element on account of which he speaks generally of the Logos,—that is, of the
Logos in as far as He is life, and, according to what follows, life become manifest and
communicable. Thus, while it is the Logos which certainly is present to his view, it is not the
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Person in Himself, and as such, that is the matter of his announcement: not His acts nor His
process, but only that quality in Him which is life, life in His person and flowing from it.
Fundamentally, therefore, it is quid and not a quis of which the apostle would speak; hence he is
justified in saying that he declares not tmvAmyov [“the word”], but more generally TEpm Tom Am you
[‘concerning the word”]; and he is right in defining the object of his announcement not as
masculine, but as neuter.

Since it is plain that the expression Tepm TomAmyoutm ¢{wm ¢ [“concerning the word of life”] can
denote only the same object of announcement which the preceding relatival clauses indicate, the
task lies before us to ascertain whether our definition of that object accords with all these. It is
found that it does in the highest degree: the same interfusion of person and thing meets us as in
the Amyoctm ¢wm ¢ [“word of life”]. Of course it may be objected, that what the disciples heard,
saw, and touched had not been the life which was hidden in Christ, but the Person, the Logos,
Himself; and it might seem that this is fatal both to our explanation of the neutral pronouns and to
our definition of the object generally. But let this be closely examined. By the mkomelv [“to hear”]
certainly not the mere sound of Christ's words is to be understood, but the substance of His
discourse; what was that but the announcement of the life which was in Christ, and which was to
flow into the apostles? Surely, too, by the mpmv [‘t0 see”] and BemoBail [‘look upon”] was not
signified merely the beholding of the corporeal form of the Lord, so that a Caiaphas might have
been included under the plural m wpm kapev [“we have seen”]; but what they beheld was His works,
not according to their outward occurrence, but according to their inward significance; and what did
the disciples see, other than that the Lord both was the life and imparted it? Finally, it has
probability in its favour preliminarily, and will hereafter be more fully shown, that the ynAagmv [“to
touch”] refers directly to the narrative of Thomas after the resurrection. Moreover, it is
demonstrable that even this last expression does not allude to the touching of the person of Christ
as such, but to the knowledge of Him as the life which the touching was the medium of obtaining.
We know it had been the opinion of the disciples that He who appeared was an apparition, an
appearance which belonged essentially to the dead and had only the semblance of life. By means
of the ynAaqmv [“to touch”] Thomas discerned that the Saviour had in Himself true, perfect, and
not merely seeming life,—in fact, that He was the Conqueror of death. The main thing, then, was
not the handling of the Logos, but of the Amyoctm ¢{wm ¢ [‘word of life”]. And when, in virtue of that
touch, he broke out into the words “My Lord and my God!” the Lord approved Himself to him not
merely as the Possessor of life, but as the Dispenser of it. For the rest, what we have now arrived
at is as follows. As St. John says that what he had heard, had seen, had touched, was the matter
of his annunciation, he cannot mean the annunciation of external occurrences, such as the words
and acts of the Lord; for the Epistle contains directly no such matters. No more can he mean the
seeing, hearing, touching of the person of the God-man in itself; for that would have required a
masculine form at the outset. He means rather the seeing, hearing, and touching of the Lord as of
the life. In fine, the apostle speaks of Christ, but not of Christ as a person,—not of the Son in
Himself, but of the Son as He is the life. In this way every word of the clause finds its full and
unrestricted meaning.

Let us now descend to details. The relative clauses which introduce the Epistle are grouped
primarily in two parts: the first declares the objective existence of the Amyoctm ¢Com ¢ [“word of life”]
from the beginning, the others declare His manifestation as in the presence of the apostles. But
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these two divisions are, in the style adopted by the writer to arrange and connect the words, not to
be viewed as antithetic, but as gradational. The contrast is not between the eternal existence and
the temporal manifestation to certain persons, and at a specific season,—had it been so, we
should have read mm TTm px® cEV, VOVE Ol B cE CB KNK® eV [“that which was from the beginning,
but now we heard”], or mpcm commknkmapev [“‘but we heard”]. But the mkomelv [“to hear”] is an
advancement on the esmval [“to be”], as is plain from the precedence of the mv [‘was”] in the
former clause and the absence of the mpem ¢ [*we”] in the latter. The meaning of the earlier words
will be made more plain by a comparison with the Gospel. This begins with mvm pxm mve Amyoc [“in
the beginning was the word”]; in antithesis to the mvm pxm m Tom no¢ [“in the beginning he created”]
of Genesis [Gen 1:1], St. John writes mvm pxmmv [“in the beginning was”Joh 1:1]: when God made
all things, the Logos was already in existence. Here, on the other hand, the question is not of the
priority of the Logos as opposed to the world, but of the priority of His being as opposed to His
manifestation: the life that filled eternity had entered into the world of manifestation. Further, our
m 7'm pxm ¢ [“from the beginning”] is to be noted in its relation to the mvm pxm [“in the beginning”] of
the Gospel, In the latter we must understand, following the pervasive parallel with the first words of
Genesis, that mvmpyxm [‘in the beginning”] is the same as the seeEEeEmm |mum [‘in the
beginning”] of Gen 1:1,—that is, the element of the first creating, of the beginning of the creature,
is contained in it. If we take the word in the same sense in our own passage, then the apostle
affirms that m'm pxm ¢ [“from the beginning”], since the beginning of the creation, that of which he
will speak, the true life, existed. Nothing would then be said in this passage of the pre-temporal,
pre-creaturely existence of the true life, and the possessor of that life, the Word; nor, indeed, was
anything necessary to be said. But m pxm [“beginning”] may be understood in another sense,—that
is, not as the beginning of the world, and therefore of time, but as the starting-point of human
thought in its way over the limits of the creaturely universe. As we can form no conception of
timelessness, we are wont to define that which was before the creation by terms taken from
time,—even this “before” introduces the temporal idea where it does not belong, for we cannot
shake off the restraints of time and space. In this sense, as a help to express the notion of eternity,
mpxm [“beginning”] is often employed in Scripture. The beginning of the world is not then denoted,
as in Gen 1:1; but the absolute First, going before all things else. Thus, for example, in the
passage of the Old Testament which lies at the basis of the Logos-doctrine, Pro 8:23:
[Kmp1o¢“The Lord”] m BgpieAm (oom piem vl px ® TIDE TON B VE OXH TH Vym VTIOIE o0 [“established me in
the beginning, from in the beginning when he made the earth”], where the last words show that the
mvmpxm [“in the beginning”] cannot be understood of the beginning of the world, but designates
eternity. Furthermore, in 2Th 2:13, according to the right reading,
EMAOTOM LI Cm Ocm ¢m TTH D)W CEM G owtnpmav [“God chose you from the beginning for salvation”],
where mmpxm¢ [“from the beginning”] may be supposed to express the same thought as
elsewhere is expressed by TpmkataoAm ckm opov [‘before the creation of the world”] (Joh 17:24;
Eph 1:4; 1Pe 1:20). Similarly, the description of Christ as m pxm kom tm Ao, [“the beginning and the
end”] Rev 21:6[n], is intended to teach the truth, not only that Christ lives through all time, but that
He is above time: in fact, to declare His super-temporal nature. To accept in this way the
m T pxm ¢ [“from the beginning”] of our own passage is recommended to us by the thought which
St. John aims to express: it cannot be his design to assert, that, since the world was, Christ, or the
eternal life, has been; but he would describe the absolute primordial life of Christ Himself. When
we clearly perceive that in the whole verse the notion of {wm [“life”] is that which floats before the
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apostle’s vision, we shall be constrained to accept this idea as the substance also of the
= mvm T px® ¢ [“which was from the beginning”]: the eternal life, which | would publish to you, was
before all time, existing therefore before all manifestation of itself. As in Pro 8:22 it is said of
Wisdom that she was the beginning of the ways of God, so here it is said of the life; for both had
from eternity rested in the Logos, who Himself is or was the Wisdom and the Life. But that which
thus has its essence in the eternities has become to the apostle and to his fellow-apostles—this is
evidently the meaning of the plural form—the object of personal and most interior experience. As
St. Paul, with all his independence, and notwithstanding his self-assured relation even to the other
apostles, finds it a necessity, when he writes officially and of his office, to regard his own person
as part only of a greater whole,—that is, of the apostolate ordained of Christ,—and therefore to
use the plural, so also it is a necessity to St. John. “We note in the stream of his discourse, always
strengthening in its volume and never doing itself full justice, how important it was to him to make
emphatic the reality of the amazing revelations which had been made to him; and how, on the
other hand, an overwhelming joy on their account pours out everywhere on his words its inspiring
influence. Between the four predicates, which describe the manifestation of what was from the
beginning, we find a twofold relation in the fact that the last two by a single m [“which”] are linked
closely together; these take the place of one whole, as over against the first two predicates; while,
again, between the first and second, and further, between the third and fourth predicates, an
advance is indicated through the instrumental definition which is connected with the second and
fourth particularly. Thus we have two pairs of clauses; and there is, indeed, an elevation of
meaning discernible first between each pair, and then also between the first and the second pair.
First, by the mknkmopev [“we have heard”] the altogether general thought is expressed of a
knowledge touching the object; it is not yet said whether that was the result of direct hearing or
indirectly through a third hand. The mpmv [“t0 see”] takes a step in advance, with its addition
Tom ¢m oo Apom cm umy [‘with our eyes”], an addition which affirms the extraordinary character
belonging to this immediate contemplation: “it is scarcely credible, but | affirm it, with our own eyes
we saw it.” The mpmv [“to see”] in holy writ always stands higher than mkomigv [“to hear”; it
indicates the most assured and the most incontestable evidence. Again, we have the
mOsoom peba [‘we have looked upon”]. The word by its root (compare 6mppog [‘amazement’],
Bam pa [“wonder”]) points to a seeing which, in regard to its object, is connected with astonishment
and wonder; something was exhibited to the apostles which was most worthy to be beheld and
contemplated. With regard to the seeing subject, it connects the perfect energy and intensity of the
act; the word itself is stronger than mpmv [“to see”], and describes a purposed and most diligent
beholding. The WwnAaemv [“touch”] finally establishes, so to speak, the most material kind of
knowledge, which excludes even the faintest doubt. Now, as we cannot, of course, think of an
accidental or fortuitous touching of the Lord, while obviously the position at the close of the four
predicates leads to the conclusion that, with ynAagmv [‘to touch”], as with 6smoBal [“to look
upon’], the intention is to make prominent a deliberate and conscious and purposed attainment of
knowledge, we arrive necessarily, in a new and striking way, at the relation between the first and
second pair of predicates. mpmv [“‘to see”] and mkomgv [‘to hear”] indicate immediate perceptions
of sense; OemaBal [“to look upon”] and YnAagmv [“to touch”] indicate investigation pursued with
full purpose and diligence, and therefore with all exactitude. Now, as St. John, and only he, in the
Gospel records the transaction with Thomas, in which precisely this industrious 6sm cBai [“to look
upon”] and YnAagmv [“to touch”] plays a part, it is almost evident that in these words he is thinking
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of that event, and generally of the time after the resurrection. If this is the right point of view to
assume for the interpretation of the last pair of predicates, the change of tense is at once
explained, namely, that the first two verbs are in the perfect, and the last two in the aorist; the
former are to describe the evidences of the sense running through the whole of the life of Christ,
and completed as one whole; the latter by the aorists point to definite historical individual
occurrences, which are to be described as such.

Thus St. John has given a twofold utterance concerning the object of his publication: that He in His
nature is eternal, and therefore divine; and also that He descended into the domain of human, yea,
sensible experience, and thus became manifest, so that He became known in a perfectly assured
manner. More distinctly is the object of the writing laid down in the words TEpE Tom Am youTE ¢ wom ¢
[“concerning the word of life”]; the subject is the Amyoc [“word”], but, as we have seen, the Logos,
not as in Himself, but as He is the Amyoctm ¢{wom ¢ [“word of life”]; and precisely this makes it clear
why the apostle lays so much stress on the 6em abai [“to look upon”] and ynAagmv [“to touch”] of
the risen Lord; why the Lord was so emphatically present to his eye as risen. For Christ had
indeed from the beginning of His ministry manifested Himself as the life, and, like the
XmplckommAnBema [‘grace and truth”], the (wm [“life”] also had ever been reflected from His face;
but beyond all comparison more abundantly did the characteristic of {mv [“to live"] and {woToimv
[‘to make alive”] declare itself in Him when the long-restrained source of life was fully unsealed in
the resurrection:
BN VLN EKEKKOCTON OB TOUN TIOOE VM 0/l TH CLIN VOGM VEL,l B VOR B TIOOE VE , TIOAN VKO DT V (Ol PEI
[‘unless a grain of wheat falls into the earth and dies, it remains alone; but if it dies, it bears much
fruit” cf. Joh 12:24].
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Chapter 2

02-1Jn 1:2

1Jn 1:2

(Kom m {wm m@ovepm O, KON M PMKAUEV KOM LIOPTUPOM UEV KOM M TIOYy® AAOUEY M UEY THY
(omy THY OEEVIOV ETICEYV TEGTEY TOTE PO KON m@ovepm On mumv.) But with all this, St. John
has not laid down precisely enough the object of his Epistle. Of the two ideas contained in Amyog
™m ¢ (com ¢ [*word of life”] he therefore singles out and makes prominent that one which concerns
him particularly; not the person bearing and enfolding the life, but this life itself is the main idea.
The Gospel begins with m Amyo¢ om p¢ mymveto [“the word became flesh” cf. Joh 1:14], for it treats
of the person of Him through whose mediation the Cwm [‘life”] came. The Epistle says m
Comm gavepm On [“the life was made manifest”], for its object is not the person, but the influences
flowing through the medium of the person. It is true that in the Gospel also the influences and
energies of the Logos are depicted; but it is in such a manner as to exhibit His person in richer
light, and define that person more precisely. It is true also that, conversely, the Epistle speaks of
the person of the Logos; but it is in such a manner that thereby the influences of that person
should be made more conspicuous. This life has entered into the world of manifestation,
m @avepm On [“to make manifest’]. It is obvious that it could not be said of the {cwm [‘life”] that it
ompémymveto [‘became flesh”]; for while the Amyoq [‘word"], the person, might indeed become
man, no attribute or qualification of Him could be incarnate. The eternal life of the Logos with the
Father, and the earthly life below, are diverse forms in which the {wm [“life"] clothes itself; itself,
however, becomes not om pg [“flesh”]; rather, as the result of the incarnation, it presents itself to us
as manifested. But, apart from the logical impossibility in such a passage as ours of the
om p¢mymveTO [“became flesh”, it is to be remarked that elsewhere the Epistle of St. John betrays
a preference for the more general gavepom aBal [“to make manifest”]. And naturally so. For the
assumption of flesh was in fact only the means of the manifestation, and moreover, a medium
which had not eternal continuance; for, when the Lord was glorified. He remained indeed man, but
not om p& [“flesh”]. The flesh, whose note is weakness, was penetrated and swallowed up by the
power of the Spirit that pervaded it. In our Epistle, where the subject is the life-giving energy of the
Lord, and at this point, where the first verse has indicated that this was to be found specifically in
the risen Saviour, who was no longer omp¢ [“flesh”], the more general goavepomcBai [‘to make
manifest”] is on all accounts the most adequate and pertinent expression.

What has been said makes it clear that wm [“life”] cannot here be a personal name of the Logos;
it is rather that quality or characteristic of the Logos which the writer would by means of his Epistle
implant in us. The {wm [‘life”] is a potency constituting the personality, but not the person himself.
What has led to the contrary opinion, namely, that {com [“life”] is a definition of the person of the
Logos, is the second clause of our verse, where we read, m {wm mTI¢EV TORC TEY TOTE PA [“the
life which was with the father”], that being declared concerning the life which in the Gospel is
declared concerning the Logos, But the testimony of the Gospel may with equal propriety be
turned against this view; for there it runs expressly, {cwom mv mv amta [‘life was in him”], and thus
even in the Gospel the life is not used as a personal name, but as a characteristic inherent in the
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Logos. What there is of right in this opinion, which, however, we cannot accept, is that here, more
than elsewhere, the eternal life is described as something enfolded in Christ and inseparable from
His person. Only through the manifestation of the Son could the life become! manifest; but not on
that account is the life an idea which may be used interchangeably with Christ or the Logos. This
life, which has been manifested in the Logos, and which we have learned to recognise as the
object of apostolical annunciation, is in the second half of the verse more precisely defined as
Comommy10¢ [“eternal life”],—that is, looked at on the side most important for the aim of the writer.
At the outset it must be noted that “eternal life” is not to St. John merely a term for un broken
continuance in being, as if it were simply equivalent to the {wmmkatm Avtoc [“indestructible life”] of
Heb 7:16[N]; that it does not define the form of this life so much as the nature and meaning of it:
(omommyi0¢ [“eternal life"] is, in other words, a description of divine life, of the life which is in God,
and which by God is communicated. It is with this expression as it is with the
BaoiAem atmvom pavey [*kingdom of heaven”]. To the ompavm¢ [*heaven”] the New Testament
does undoubtedly attach first of all a local meaning. When Christ teaches us to pray that the will of
God may be done here as it is done in heaven, and when we read of a descending from and
ascending to heaven, this meaning is sufficiently manifest. But then the word passes from the
external and local into the internal and spiritual or ethical sense. The BaociAemoatmvompavey
[‘kingdom of heaven] is not only a kingdom whose seat is heaven in the ordinary sense, but, at
the same time, a kingdom which has the same ethical quality that characterizes the
super-terrestrial world, and hence this BaciAem atmvom pavmy [“kingdom of heaven”] may indeed
be literally on earth. In other words, om pavm ¢ [*heaven”] is the antithesis not only of the physical,
but also of the ethical idea of the km gpog [“world”]. The same thing holds good of the {wm ammviog
[‘eternal life”] primarily it denotes, of course, the antithesis of the external, temporal finiteness and
restriction of the earthly life, as, for instance, when we read of a (moecBoiem ctmvammva. [“will be
alive for eternity”]. But when Christ calls Himself com [‘life”], or is called {wmommvio¢ [“eternal
life”], Joh 17:3,[N]1Jn 5:20, this notion recedes before the internal quality of the life so defined; by
(omommy10¢ [“eternal life”] a life is meant which really and truly is life, life in the fullest sense, life
and nothing but life, in a word, divine life; while all earthly life is in some sense death. This last
interpretation of the (wmoammvio¢ [“eternal life”] is an absolute necessity in our present passage.
For only when it is thus interpreted does the added clause, mTi¢mv TpR ¢ TRV TOTE pa [“which was
with the Father”], acquire a satisfactory meaning. At the outset, the fact that instead of the simple
m [“which”] the connection by mT1i¢ [“which”] is preferred, indicates that the interjected relative
clause contains a reason for the preceding name, or an explanation of it. But, apart from that, only
two ways of interpreting the relative clause are possible. The first would be to consider the apostle
as resuming by means of it what he had said about the life: what he had said having been the
emvoimTTm pXm G [‘being from the beginning”] the gavepwbmval [“manifested”]. But we must reject
this explanation, because the emval =TT mpxm ¢emvoim Tm pXm ¢ [“being from the beginning”] is not
really taken up again, but instead of it comes in the idea of emvaimpm ¢ tmv Tt pa [“being with
the Father”], which is, after all, another; here the counterparts are being in the Father and being in
the world, while in 1Jn 1:1 they are being from the beginning and manifestation in time; and
however nearly related these two pairs may be, they are not identical, and the one is not a
resumption of the other. But, granted that the substance of what precedes was to be recapitulated
by the relative clause, and thus emvaimpm¢ tev ToTEpa [“being with the Father”] was to be
altogether equivalent to emvoil m 1T mpxm ¢ [“being from the beginning”], yet even this does not give
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ommv(0¢ [‘eternal’] the idea of mere superiority to the limitations of time, for then the ammviog
[“eternal”] would itself be a recapitulation of the emval m 1T m pxm ¢ [“being from the beginning”], and
this latter would be twice resumed, once by the ammvio¢ [“eternal], and a second time by mTi¢mv
Tpm ¢ TMV TOTE pa [“‘which was with the Father”]. But, as it has been made evident, this whole
notion of an analepsis of what had preceded by means of the relative clause is not to be justified;
there is, however, another analepsis which commends itself, namely, that the relative clause gives
a reason for the declaration, m Toyym AAopevm umy Ty (wEV TEYV ommVIOV [‘we proclaim to you
the eternal life”]. That this {com [‘life”] is an ammvio¢ [‘eternal’],—that is, as seen above, a divine
life, life in the true ethical sense—is established and proved by the fact that it springs from the
Father; that St. John can and will announce it, is established and proved by the fact that it has
passed into manifestation, that it has become knowable, and therefore communicable. It is not the
life, as it is in God the Father, that the apostle can and will declare, but the life which is in the Son,
who says of Himself, Joh 5:26, John 6:57: mym (m o/m tmv TOTEpPA [‘l live because of the
Father”]. The life of the Father is sealed and shut up in itself, and that which is said of the Father
generally may be said of His life: Oemv omdcEC TETIOTE EMEPOKEY, M [IOVOYEVEC UNE(
m <nymoato. [‘No one has ever seen God,butthe only begotten Son has made him known.” cf. Joh
1:18]. It is the life of the Son of God, more particularly of the incarnate Son of God, that St. John
beheld and would fain implant in the church. Hence it is not said, mtic mvmvtm Bem [“which was
with God"], but Tpm ¢ Tmv TIoTE pa [“with the Father”]. And here, as in the prologue of the Gospel,
we must carefully mark that it is not Topm [‘beside”], but Tpm¢ [“with"],—that is, it is thus to be
asserted that the life existing in the Logos is not a life originating in Himself, but one that is His only
in virtue of a permanent relation to the Father, through the eternal turning towards Him. And it is
precisely this reference of itself to the Father that makes ammviog (wm [‘eternal life”] the true and
divine life.

Let us now retrace our steps and measure our progress to this point. In always more specific
definitions and always narrowing circles, the apostle has laid down the object of his writing more
and more precisely. It is something eternal, yet, at the same time, something to him made known
in immediate and therefore most assured experience, that is the first point of his announcement. It
is something, again, as he still more closely defines it, which concerns the Amyoc e ¢ {cm ¢ [“the
word of life”]. That is, in the third stage, it is precisely the life existing in the Son; and, finally, this as
the only true life in the fullest sense, as (wm ammvio¢ [“eternal life”]. While he places this true life in
inseparable conjunction with the Logos, and makes it matter of knowledge and announcement
only through the manifestation of the Logos, he places it thus in antithesis to all that before was
called or might be called life. All previous life, even that which most of all bore the stamp of divinity
in itself, was nevertheless mingled with sin and death, and therefore no true life. Not till the
manifestation of Jesus Christ did the {com ommvi0¢ [“eternal life”] in its deepest sense appear, but
with its appearance all previous life was stamped with the character of darkness. As to the object
of the apostolical announcement, we might now feel tolerably clear; but the manner in which it is
and becomes known has yet to be considered. This is defined to us by the threefold predicative:
mwpEKapey [‘we have looked upon”], paptupompev [‘we bear witness”], mToyym AAopev[‘we
proclaim”]. In these we have a climax; the predicate that precedes is always the basis for that
which follows. Let us, in order to see this more clearly, observe the three predicates in their
inverted order. The last, m Toyym AAopev [“we proclaim”], denotes a promulgation for the hearers’
sake, through such means to be edified; what the apostle himself knows and enjoys he would
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make over to the hearers of his message. But if the message lays claim to be accepted, it must
itself be true, and this presupposition is guaranteed by the paptupemv [‘t0 bear witness].
Maptupma [‘testimony”], to wit, is ever the declaration of something self-experienced and
self-observed by the witness. A witness is not primarily appointed to be serviceable to others, but
purely to serve the cause of truth. Whether it is profitable or not, received or rejected, is a matter of
indifference to testimony as such: it is an actus forensis, though in this case the forum is a divine
one only. In the mTOyym AAem v [“to proclaim”] the emphasis lies on the communication of truth; in
the poaptupemv [“to bear witness”] the emphasis lies on the communication of truth. As already
noted, the paptupma [“testimony”] rests always on personal experience, hence the word which
Christ, Joh 3:11, spoke to Nicodemus, m ®mpEKOUEV LopTUpOm eV [“‘what we have seen and
testify t0”]; hence the sedulousness with which the apostles in the Acts present themselves as
witnesses of the resurrection; hence in our passage the mwpmkapev [‘we have looked upon”]
placed before the paptupom pev [“we bear witness”]. That this word and not mknkm apev [‘we have
heard”] is chosen, has its reason in the fact that the former rather than the latter expresses the
direct evidence of the senses, so that mpmv [‘t0 see”] is alone selected of the four verbs of
perception used in the first verse; as well as in the fact that in all languages the idea of seeing is
used for sensible cognizance of every kind. In the previous verse it is easily intelligible why the
apostle spoke in the plural, for the experiences recorded there had always been his in the
fellowship of the other apostles; but for the same reason he here also writes m Toyym AAopev [‘we
proclaim”], since, though he alone writes the Epistle that follows, he recognises himself in the act
as only the organ of the apostolical function as a whole.

Sermonindex.net | Page 14



Chapter 3

03-1Jn 1:3

1Jn 1:3

N N (OPEKOUEV KOM M KINKEOLEY, B TIOYy® AAOLEY B NV, VO KON W IEM G KOIVOWVE AV B XNTE Hebm
N[NV, KON B KOIVOWWEQ ON B N |IETHPO [ETH TON TOTPOEC KOM [IETH TON UNON ONTON HNOON
Xplotom.

Thus the object of the Epistle has evolved itself to our apprehension in a series of more and more
definite ideas. Nevertheless, the question as to the substance of his annunciation is not to St. John
the most important. This is obvious when we consider that he introduces the more exact
specification of it as {wm [“life”], and indeed (wmammviog [“eternal life”], only in a parenthesis.
That cannot possibly be the most momentous thing in the view of an author which he inserts in a
parenthetical manner. It is clear also when we consider that in the third verse the object is
reintroduced in the first more general expressions: m m wpm KO LEVKOE B KNK® apev [“which we have
seen and heard”]. This very circumstance points to the conclusion that the emphasis in the context
before us does not rest upon the object of the annunciation, but upon the assured knowledge of
that object. Even in the parenthesis of the second verse, the idea, for the sake of which generally it
is interpolated, is that of the m gavepm 6n [*he was made manifest”]. We have in the first two verses
a double series of ideas and a double tendency; one series specifies the object about which it
treats, the other the assurance concerning the nature of that object. But that the latter series is the
most important for the present aim of the apostle, is shown by the very commencement of 1Jn 1:3,
which, recapitulating all that went before, selects an expression which defines the object
altogether in its generality, while it defines the certitude of experience concerning it in the most
pregnant way. If it had run tmv {wmveToOyymAAopeY [“‘we proclaim the life”], this latter element
would, conversely, have receded instead. That the order of the words is not the same as in 1Jn 1:1
(here mwpmkapev [“‘we have seen”] before mknkm apev [“we have heard”]) cannot be regarded as
a designed gradation, the less so as we certainly have such a gradation in 1Jn 1:1, and there the
mkomelv [‘to hear”] is the first verb. The present order is rather to be explained from the
circumstance that the mpmv [“to see”] of the former verb is still lingering in the apostle’s ear, and
therefore presented itself first. But that only mpmv [“to see”] and mkomelv [“to hear”], and not also
Oem 0Ba1 [“to look upon”] and ynAogmv [“to touch”], are repeated, is to be accounted for on the
ground that for an epanalepsis or resumption, which should be as short as possible, and yet as
comprehensive as possible, the most general expressions are the most pertinent.

After the substance and trustworthiness of his document are satisfied, the writer lays down further
the aim of it. We may interpret this in two ways: either the apostle purposes to establish a
fellowship between himself and the readers, or between God and the readers. In the former case
the Kolvwvma pcom mpumyv [“fellowship with us”], would be translated as covimunio inter nos et
vos; in the latter as cadem quae jam nobis (mihi) est communio sc.eum Deo. The decision
depends upon two expressions: the pcom mpumv [“with us”] and then the kam [*and”] before m pem ¢
[*you”]. We decide for the former of the two explanations: the apostle says primarily that he would
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establish a fellowship between himself and the readers, not that he would introduce them into that
fellowship which he had with God. To be more particular, it is, in the first place, not true, as some
have maintained, that koivwvma [“fellowship”] is in the New Testament employed only of
communion with God: the passage Act 2:42 sufficiently refutes that idea. Secondly, it is highly
forced to take the petm in the same sentence, connected with the same substantive twice in close
succession used, in two different senses: the first time (koivwvmo pcom mpumv [“fellowship with
us”]) to indicate the same common fellowship, as it were, eadem communio quam nos inter nos
hahemus; the second time (mKolvwvEom ®ueTE po peTmTom TITPM ¢ [“our fellowship is with the
father”]) to indicate the subject with whom | have fellowship. And, finally, how in all the world can
the expression kolvwvmo peOm mpmv [“fellowship with us”] then define the same thing as
B ONTHKOIVWVE OEVKOE msmcmyopey [“‘the same fellowship which also we have with you”]? For
all these reasons it is plain that the purpose of the apostle is, in the first place, to establish a
communion between himself and his readers. And this makes the reference of the kam [‘and,”
“also”] as before mpem¢ [“‘you”] clear; on this supposition it cannot mean to say that the readers
also, like the apostles, should have fellowship with God, but that the readers of this Epistle should,
like other Christians, enter into fellowship with the apostles. And thus, once more, we have the
elements of decision as to the right reading: the reading m Toyym AAopev Kom mpumy [“we proclaim
to you also”], which on external grounds is to be preferred, yields an altogether appropriate sense
on this interpretation. The first kam [“and,” “also”] after m Tyym AAopev [“we proglaim”] emphasizes
the community of the announcement which is made to the readers as to others before them, and
the second kom [‘and,” “also”] before mpuem ¢ [“you”] the community and equality of the blessing
which should be the fruit of this announcement. That this bond between apostles and churches
was not only a high benefit to the churches, but that it was found such on the side of the apostles
also, we have a Pauline testimony in Rom 1:11-12; and the stress laid upon this is in precise
harmony with the drift of our Epistle, which aims always at the awakening of mym 1m [“love”], or the
sentiment of fellowship. It may be thought surprising that St. John here speaks as if this
community or fellowship was yet to be constituted, the readers being obviously Christians already,
and therefore such a link between them and the apostles already established. To this it might be
replied that the readers were as yet unknown to the apostle, and that of necessity the fellowship
between them would become much deeper if they entered into personal association, even though
it were only through the medium of a written communication. But apart from the historical grounds
of this hypothesis, there is a deeper reason to be sought. It is quite customary with St. John, on the
one hand, to consider his readers as perfected and in possession of all the blessings of salvation,
while yet, on the other hand, he regards them as altogether in the beginnings of development; as
when he expressly writes his Gospel to Christian men, and yet avows the creation of faith in them
as his aim (Joh 20:20). In order to understand the second part of the verse, it is of primary
importance to assign the force of mpustm pa [“our/your”]. Till now, the first person has been always
appropriated to the apostles. If we would accept it so here, the meaning would be: “the fellowship
which we the apostles have is a fellowship with the Father and the Son.” Then this sentence would
be a simple declaration, and by no means dependent on mva [“in order that”], for the abiding fact
of the fellowship between God and the apostles is altogether independent of the Epistle that
follows. This interpretation can be held fast, however, only so long as we explain the preceding
words, Koivwvm avuetm mumv [“fellowship with us”], as “the same fellowship with us,” that is, the
same which we have; but this explanation we have proved untenable. But if we translate these
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words, “that ye may enter into fellowship with us the apostles,” it is impossible that the following
mKolvwvm om m et pa [“our/your fellowship”] can be referred again to the apostles: “and indeed
we the apostles have fellowship with God.” The essential main idea, that the readers also should
have fellowship with God, is on this interpretation simply not expressed. Thus we are led to
understand the mpctm pa [“our/your”] otherwise, that is, in such a way as to make it combine the
mEmckom muem¢ [“‘us and you”], the apostles and the readers. The writer presupposes that the
aim prescribed in the preceding clause with mva [“in order that”] is accomplished, the fellowship
with his readers which he desired is established, and is regarded in the expression mKoivwve ol
mpetmpa [“our/your fellowship”] as perfect. The manner and the meaning of this fellowship are
now more clearly defined, that it is at the same time a fellowship with God. “The fellowship which
each one of us must have with God | would show, but at the same time thereby also most closely
bind us all together in one.” Thus we shall make the second clause depend on the mva [“in order
that”], especially as the grammatical impossibility of supplying the conjunctive m [*which”] is
certainly not proved. And thus the junction of the latter part by kam [“‘and”] has justice done to it.
This can enter only when a new thought is introduced (kam [“and”]), which, however, at the same
time stands in something like antithesis to the preceding (om [‘but”]. So it is here; the subject was
of brotherly fellowship, and now the new thought distinguished from the former is added. " But this
fellowship should at the same time and essentially be a fellowship with God.”
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Chapter 4

04 -1Jn 1:4

1Jn 1:4

Kom ToOETO ypHE @OLEY BUEY, EV0 B XOPpE EUEV B TETANPwUEVN. But not even this redoubled
specification of his purpose, as given in what precedes, exhausts the apostle’s design: his aim is
not only to establish a fellowship whether with God or with the brethren; but this itself is to him
again a means toward the elevation to its highest stage of their individual interests and their
attainment of the joy of life (xapm [‘joy”]), and that in its most perfect degree (TETANPwWUE VN
[“full’]). This is the substance of the fourth verse. Tamtaypm gopevm umv [“these things we write to
you”] (the reading m pem ¢ [‘us”] is neither sufficiently attested, nor is there any internal reason for
such prominence to the subject) cannot without violence be referred to anything but the letter
before us, to the m T yyeAm a [“announcement”] announced in the previous verse and defined more
closely as to its tendency. If we ask by what means this joy is brought to a state of TETAnpwum v
[“full"], we are led to the everywhere observable coincidence between the Epistle and the Gospel
of the apostle. Specifically we have in the latter the T\mpwoictmcxapm¢ [“fullness of joy”].
Primarily we find it in Joh 15:11; there we read: “If ye keep My commandments, ye shall abide in
My love; even as | keep My Father's commandments, and abide in His love. And this have | said
unto you, that My joy may remain in you, kom mxopm mumv TANpwom [“your joy may be full”].”
The meaning is, that the keeping of the Father's commands is Christ’s joy, and will be that of His
disciples, yea, that their joy would thereby reach its highest point. The commandment, the
fulfilment of which is here in question, is then in Joh 15:12 mentioned as
N O T VE AAR AOUC,K0Om ¢m ym T Ocm um ¢ [“love one another, just as i have loved you”], and thus
the TAm pwol¢ [“fullness”] of the joy is attained according to this passage through the confirmation
of brotherly love. With this let Php 2:2 be compared, where the m\mpwol¢ [“fullness”] of the
apostolical joy is sought in this, that the church has Tmvamtmveymmmv [‘the same love”]. A
second time St. John’s Gospel speaks of xapm Tem\npwumvny [“fullness of joy”] Joh 17:13;[N]
there the ground of it is given in the consciousness that Christ has kept His own, and that the
Father will go on to keep them: thus fellowship with the Father and the Son begins the
consummated joy. If we combine together the two passages in the Gospel, the fellowship with the
Lord and fellowship with the brethren is St. John’s ground of xoapmTEmMAnpwumvnyv [“fullness of
joy; literally, therefore, the same which is specified here in the combination of 1Jn 1:3 with 1Jn
1:4 as its ground and substance. We may further point attention to Php 4:4-5, where both these
are still laid down as the foundation of a permanent, continuous, intense Christian joy:
m km plocm yym ¢ [“the Lord if near”] comes first as the perfected fellowship with the Lord in the near
prospect, and then the requirement resulting from this, ™
B TIEIKE Cm W V\WwoOm Torm olve vOpm ol [“let your gentleness be made known to all men],
follows as the manifestation of brotherly love in its widest comprehension. And, in fact, all joy, that
is, every heightened feeling of life, rests upon the consciousness of a communion evermore firmly
established and articulated; hence the fulfilment of all joy is produced, first, through the highest,
object with whom this fellowship is entered into, that is by God, and then through the participation
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of others in, this fellowship; accordingly, throughout the Scripture the community of the heavenly
songs of praise is regarded as an essential factor of blessedness.

It is accepted by common consent, that with the first four verses the introduction of the Epistle is
complete. But as at the very outset a natural and justifiable expectation would independently arise
that the introduction will stand in an organic relation to the whole, so we are all the more warranted
in expecting it in the present case, inasmuch as the apostle has in express terms laid down the
scope of his communication. We shall venture, therefore, to enter on the Epistle with the
presumption that we shall find in it a twofold element; the requirement to enter into fellows hip with
God; but this such a form that from it shall issue the requirement to enter into brotherly fellowship.
Finally, however, we shall be constrained to expect that through both the apostle will lead us to
perfected joy. Whether, indeed, this presupposition, thus encouraged by the author himself, will be
found warranted in the Epistle, and if so, in what manner this, end is attained, will be shown by a
detailed interpretation.
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Chapter 5

05-1Jn 1:5

1Jn 1:5

Kom oETn moTEY B ETOYYEANQ BY BKNKEOMUEY BT OETOM, KON HVOYyEAAOUEY MUNY, BT| &
OeHC (G BOTI, KO OKOTEQO HV OETHE ONK EOTIV OEJeUmA. In one most impressive sentence
St. John sums up the whole matter of his annunciation. This message—we must read myysAma
[‘message”], not mToyyeAma [“announcement”], which, according to New Testament usage (2Ti
1:1 being no exception), could only have meant promise; here, as in 1Jn 3:11, the copyists
inserted the familiar m T yyeAm a [*announcement’] instead of the myyeAma [“message”], which is
found nowhere else—was communicated to the apostles mTmoamtom [“from him”], that is, by
Christ, who is the last most immediate antecedent (compare 1Jn 5:3); and they communicate this
fundamental declaration, thus unique, in their turn. Quod Filius annunciavit, renuneiat apostolus.
The substance of the record which had been given to him St. John condenses into one clause:
Oem cpm ¢ [“God is light”]. At the first glance this seems to have no discernible connection with the
constituent ideas of the introduction. The Zcwm [‘life”] was to have been the subject, and that as
manifested by One who had come within the range of personal and sensible observation and
experience. But both the idea of life and that of sensible experience here fall into the background
and disappear. The key to the connection in this case also is found in the prologue of the Gospel.
There, too, we find the three ideas which have hitherto entered as constituent elements; and we
find them in the same order, Amyoc [‘word”], Ccom [“life”], ¢m ¢ [“light”]; there also as here, and here
as there, the antithesis being supplied to ¢m ¢ [“light”] by the okotma. Now it is manifest, that in the
Gospel om ¢ [“light”] is a closer definition of the {com [“life”], and that in its highest stage. As {wm
[“life"] the Logos created all things which generally were created; as ¢m¢ [“light”] He is described
only in relation to man: my amTE{wE BV KOE E{wa =Y TEQEC THVEVOpE TW [“in him was life,
and the life was the light of men” cf. Joh 1:4]. This definition of the Amyoc¢ [*word”] as ¢m ¢ [“light"] is
that on which the whole Gospel rests; for the following words, to TE @m (e v TE GKOTE B QOB VEL KON
moKoTEO omkoTmAaPBevamtm [“the light shines in the darkness, but the darkness has not
mastered it” cf. Joh 1:5], might serve as the programme, particularly of the first great division of the
Gospel down to John 12:1-50. They declare, as the present tense itself indicates, something
altogether universal, running through the entire course of history, which reached in the work and
influence of the manifested incarnate Logos its highest stage of expression and development.

Inasmuch as the life is described as the light of men, it is declared that He manifested Himself for
them in a manner in which it was not possible that He would manifest Himself in regard to the rest
of the creation. It is self-understood that the designation light is not to be understood in the
physical sense, but in its reference to the spiritual domain. It is the property of light that it
communicates itself to those objects which are capable of receiving it, and makes them light. We
may compare that other word of Scripture: “The light of the body is the eye; if therefore thine eye
be single, thy whole body shall be full of light.” There our thought is expressly declared: the eye
receives the light, and thereby becomes itself enlightened and enlightening. So also in the
prologue of the Gospel: the whole creation manifests the Logos as the life; but only man is capable
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of light, that is, can so receive the nature of the Logos pouring forth toward him, that he himself
shall be consciously transformed into it. Inasmuch as man has not only a passive relation to his
life, that is, instinctively fulfils his destiny, but an active one also, his life being at all points and
throughout ethically ordered, therefore he has the capacity not only to receive life from the Logos,
but also to have this life as a light, that is, to be able to discern or know Him in His nature, in order
to reflect His image in himself. Now, wherever this destination is forgotten by man, and he closes
against it the eye which was given him in order to be able to receive the Logos into himself as light,
there is the dominion of darkness as the okotma [“darkness”]. According to St. John’s view, what
constitutes the ground or characteristic of belonging to the okotma [“darkness”], is not the fact of
not coming under the influence of the light, but only the fact of that not submitting to it which ought
or was destined to be subject to it. Only in the domain of the rational world does the Logos
manifest Himself as qm ¢ [“light”]; hence only in regard to that is there any question of @m ¢ [“light”]
or okotma [“‘darkness”]; all else lies outside of the sphere of these counterparts, and the two ideas
have no longer any application. Accordingly, what we have learned from Joh 1:4 is, that the
revelation of the Logos as light is the highest stage of His revelation, that it is specifically a higher
potency of His manifestation as life, and that therefore it takes place only in relation to men,
because these alone have the organ for receiving Him as @m¢ [‘light”]. To the same relation
between {wm [‘life”] and @m ¢ [“light”] we are led by Joh 8:12, m&eiv tm @m ¢ Tm ¢ {wom ¢ [“*he will have
the light of life”]: the Lord promises His believing disciples the life, not, however, life in general, but
in its development as ¢m ¢ [“light”],—such life, namely, of His as becomes at the same time light for
them. Where the ¢m ¢ [“light”] is, there is also Cwm [‘life”]; but the converse does not hold good.
When a man is said to be a partaker of eternal life, {comammvioc [“eternal life”], that takes place
through his becoming a tmkvovewtm ¢ [“child of light”]. Thus it is clear in what certain connection
the message here announced, Ocm ¢pm ¢ [“God is light”], stands with the introduction of the Epistle:
to wit, inasmuch as here, precisely as in the Gospel, there is an ascent from the idea of the {wm
[“life”] to that of the light, men having the possibility in the ordination of God for sharing in the life.
But there is another point of view from which, however little obvious it may be, the connection
between the fifth verse and what precedes may be traced. Hitherto the stress had been laid on the
@avm pwal ¢ [“announcement”] of the Amyo¢ tm ¢ (om ¢ [“the word of life”], on His entering into the
sphere of experience. And this element is noteworthy for the interpretation of 1Jn 1:5. In order to
discern this clearly, let us start from another difficulty. We know that the declaration ©sm ¢pm ¢
[“God is light"], which St. John lays down as the compendium of the message of Christ, does not
occur in the Gospels in this particular form, Christ indeed is called ¢m ¢ [“light”], Joh 1:4; John 3:19,
John 8:12, but not the Father. It may be said, of course, that in the Johannaean view, according to
which Christ and the Father are one, so that he who sees the one sees also the other, there is
direct propriety in assigning whatever Christ predicates of Himself to the Father also. But we do
not need this extrication; nor need we seek for individual passages in which the myyeAma
[“message”] with which we now have to do is literally contained. For, as the whole substance of the
Gospel may be epitomized in the expression femcmym T [“God is love”], even though in no one
passage this phrase is found, because the real essential meaning of every saving word and every
saving act is no other than this, that God is love; so also the real essential meaning, patent to
every unprejudiced eye, of all that Christ ever said and did, is no other than that which is
summarized and announced in the words: Osm ¢ @m ¢ [“God is light”]. ©sm ¢pm ¢ [*God is light"]: for
to this end was Christ born, and came into the world, that He might reveal the Father whom no
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man hath seen; and Oecmcom¢ [‘God is light”]: for if, according to John 1:4, this is the peculiar
vocation of mankind, that in relation to it God reveals Himself as qm ¢ [“light"], then all revelation of
the Father through Christ becomes a manifestation as light. And if Christ in His whole life, in word
and deed, reveals the Father, and yet this revelation of God as proceeding towards men is a
revelation of God as @m ¢ [“light”], then the whole life of Christ, His person and His work, must have
for its one meaning the proclamation ©Osm ¢pm ¢ [‘God is light™]; it is indeed the representation to the
senses, in a sense the incarnation, of the truth: ©@cm ¢pm ¢ [*God is light”]. Thus it is made clear that
the qovmpwolg [“announcement”], made prominent in the introduction, of the Amyo¢ tm¢ (wm¢
[“the word of life”], His entering into personal, sensible perceptibility and observation, is the
necessary basis for our affirmation that God is light; for all that the apostles had learnt concerning
the Logos by hearing and seeing, beholding and handling, may be condensed into this one
sentence. But with all this investigation we have not in the slightest degree explained the meaning
of this sentence. We do not yet know what it signifies that God is light, nor what thought was to be
expressed by this designation. There is a difference between this passage and the others in which
the fact that Christ is light appears. In these latter we have not so much to consider the immanent
nature of Christ, or the definition of His essence, as an assertion or vindication of His being. Thus
in Joh 1:4-5, mv @m¢ TmvEVvVOpE TV, TH @M G gamvel TEKmoum [‘was the light of men, the light
shines in the world”], where it is obvious that the question is, not what the Logos is in Himself, but
what He is and wills to be for men; in Joh 3:19, where the light as a judicial power is treated of; in
Joh 8:12, where, apart from the expression @m¢ tomkmgopov [“light of the world”], the light is
represented as a power passing over or reaching to man. We may compare also Joh 9:10-11.
Similarly, in our passage it is certainly affirmed that the nature of God, which is light, will have its
effect upon us, so that we also may mv @uwtm TEpITIOTE LV [“let is walk in the light”], or, to adopt St.
Paul’s parallel word, may be tmkvagwtm ¢ [Eph 5:8]. But, on the other hand, it is clear of itself that
the practical vindication of Christ or of God as light presupposes a quality in Him corresponding, as
in general every transitive energy implies an immanent characteristic. And it is this latter which in
our passage, otherwise than in those before mentioned, is placed in the foreground. Not only does
the general proposition Osm ¢pm ¢ [“God is light”] produce the impression that it gives us a general
definition of the divine essence, without any reference as yet to influence ad extra, but also the
subsequent teaching that we should walk in the light, m¢ omtmcmotivey e @uwtm [“he is in the
light”], shows that the apostle is thinking of His being light as of an absolute, immanent
characterization of God. As God is life, apart from any particular life-giving energy, so also He is
light, apart from any enlightening act. Consequently we see how impossible it is to accept qm¢
[“light”] as simply equivalent to cwinpma [“salvation”], salvation; for salvation is a relative idea,
absolutely requiring the added thought of someone who is the object of the salvation, while God
must be light, according to all that has been said, not only in a relative, but in an absolute sense
also.

It is usual to illustrate the idea of the ¢m ¢ [“light”] by making it a figure, in this case to be applied in
the intellectual or moral direction; for example, as the figurative designation of the divine wisdom
or holiness. But this way of looking at it does not meet all the requirements of the apostolical view.
When we reflect that, in the most strikingly abundant and persistent way, the scriptures of both
Testaments place God in peculiar and immediate relation to light,—calling it His garment. His
dwelling-place, ¢m ¢ om km vm Tpm g1 T0V [“dwelling in unapproachable light”], 1Ti 6:16[N],—we shall
be disposed to seek in these expressions for more than a mere figure of some particular attribute
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of God, and shall be constrained, giving up the purely figurative application altogether, to assign to
them the meaning of reality. Moreover, to this we shall be forced by another passage of Scripture.
In Jas 1:17, God is directly called Totmptmyv @mtwv [“Father of lights”]. This phrase cannot be
intended to designate God as only the Creator of the stars; it is nowhere, and in no connection, the
manner of the New Testament to identify the creative activity of God with His fatherly relation: the
latter always presupposes a fellowship of nature between Creator and creature, and therefore
stands in a higher sphere than the former. Where there is a father, the question is not of
production, but of generation. Accordingly God, in the passage quoted, must be called Totm ptav
om TV [“Father of lights”], only because the creatures or natures of light, which are intended here,
are in some sense of the same nature with Him,—that is, because He is Himself light. Thus, when
we have learned from Scripture that the definition of God as light or ¢m¢ [‘light”] is a
characterization of essence, there remains only the possibility that we have here a metaphorical
description of His divine nature, and that the ¢m ta [“lights”], whose Father He is, are so called in a
figurative sense. But that will not avail; for St. James, when he says @mta [‘lights”], is certainly
thinking of light-natures in the ordinary sense: even if the expression ¢mta [“lights”] were not to be
referred to the stars, but to any spiritual light-natures, yet even then the description would be used
not on account of any ethical quality in them, but on account of the bodies of light with which
Scripture customarily invests them. We must therefore hold to it as a scriptural view, that God is in
the proper and unfigurative sense light. Of course we do not mean to assign to Him material light,
nor, indeed, that supernatural yet still material light which shed its beams around the Lord, or
surrounded the angel forms; but we mean a light purely unmaterial. The matter stands simply thus:
The earthly light is not the proper and real, and the description of God as light therefore figurative;
but the divine light-nature is the true light, the earthly being only the divine light translated into the
creating domain and the earthly reflection of it. Everywhere it is not the bodily and the material
which is the reality, but the spiritual and the immaterial, which makes for itself a body in matter,
and thus comes to manifestation. As the tabernacle was the copy of heavenly realities, not merely
a symbol, therefore, but a type, so in the end everything material is only the copy of heavenly
realities. If, therefore, God is called light, we are taught to think that He possesses, in the fullest
intensity and in the most real because spiritual manner, that which for us upon earth is the light.
Consequently more is asserted than any particular attribute of God. All united attributes are far
from furnishing the essence of God itself; they are only particular modalities, outbeamings, or
forms of His nature: at the basis of them all lies the divine essence, as the source whence they
flow; and this. His essence, the Bem a@m o1¢ [“divine nature”], the primal ground of His being, it is
which St. John defines as @m ¢ [“light”]. The necessity of such a view will be evident at once, if we
cease to think of spirit as mere force. All force presupposes something in which it inheres; and it is
this something, this ground-essence in God, which is meant by the ¢m ¢ [“light”].

Thus our word ¢m ¢ [“light”] is not intended to be a figure for any particular divine attribute, but it is
the altogether real, though not materially understood, designation of the divine essence. We are
carried now a step farther by the circumstance that we read, as following hard one on the other:
Oemcpm ¢ [“God is light”] and Oemcmy T @wtm [“God is in the light”]. These are by no means one
and the same thing. It is only in the case of this word @m¢ [“light”] that such a variation of the
phraseology is possible. We cannot, in the same way, say Osmcmvim {wm [*God is in the life”], but
only Osm ¢lwm [“God is life”]; or (com mvTm Oem [“life is in God”]. The expression Osmcmy TH QTE
[‘God is in the light”] corresponds pretty nearly to the applications “light is His garment,” or ¢m¢
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omkmv [“dwelling of light"]. In all three the light is not thought of as in God, but, conversely, as
surrounding God. Thus they lead us to consider a similar representation, in which St. Paul
describes it by popom ©com [“form of God”], Php 2:6.[N] In this last-mentioned word we may most
easily trace the idea which all these descriptions would set before us. To the popem Osom [“form of
God"]corresponds, in Phil, ii., the popqm domAov [“form of a servant”]. Now, as the nature of the
popom dom Aou [“form of a servant”] is further depicted by obedience, this leads us to conclude, and
the connection of the passages confirms it, that the popgm ©som [“form of God”] is dominion. This
is the figure which God has given Himself, the form under which we see and know Him, which
Jesus Christ laid aside, and, instead of it, assumed the popgm domAov [“form of a servant”], when
He became obedient. The lordship of God is thus a transitive idea; if we seek the corresponding
immanent quality within the divine nature, in virtue of which God can exercise the dominion, we
are led at once to the biblical idea of the om a [“glory”]. The Scripture, to wit, understands by om&a
[“glory”] the perfect unfolding of the divine essence in its altogether infinite riches,—the revelation
of Himself before Himself, as distinguished from His revelation only in the creature and to the
creature. Now this, His essence, which He reveals before Himself, is called ¢om¢ [“light”] and
inasmuch as this self-manifestation of God before Himself, His om&a [“glory”], is yet to be
distinguished from His nature as pure potency, it is called His garment, or it is said of Him here:
Oemcmy TH@wim [“God is in the light”]. As the clothing of the lily is inseparably bound up with its
nature, and yet is the first gavmpwoi¢ [“reveal’] of its nature as unfolded in the germ, so the
light-nature of God has become a &m o [“glory”] surrounding Him, so that it may be said with equal
propriety Osm cpm ¢ [“God is light”], and also Osmcmv e @uwtm [“God is in the light”]. As we have
thus to keep steadily before our eyes the fact that by the word @m ¢ [“light”], the heavenly pattern of
our light, something purely super-creaturely—the essence of God—is intended to be expressed, it
becomes evident that we cannot think out and make clear, in human ideas, this divine nature. But,
on the other hand, it is assuredly true that the apostles tell us nothing which should have no
practical bearing, and therefore no conceivable meaning. Especially here, where St. John aims to
deduce from the light-nature of God conclusions affecting us, he evidently must intend that with
the expression Osm cpm ¢ [“God is light”] should be connected an altogether definite meaning. All
utterances concerning divine things transcend, it is true, all human understanding. Not, however,
that they are therefore empty of meaning; it is only that we cannot seize their full import. Hitherto
we have placed in the foreground that side of the apostolical utterance which points to depths
which go beyond all fathoming of human thought; but now, on the other hand, we must needs
consider what it contains for us of practical and accessible bearing. The way is indicated for us by
those passages of the Gospel, again and again referred to, in which Christ describes Himself as
the light of the world, and the light of men. The enlightening energy of Christ has relation
pre-eminently to the understanding of men: He shows them the right and the truth. He who would
give clearness to others must have it himself; he who would enlighten must be light. Now, absolute
clearness in human thought is to be found only when | know a thing altogether, and look through it
on all sides, and in its connections. If God is to give this intelligence. He must of course have it
Himself: that means. He must possess all truth. But the enlightening activity of God refers not
merely to the impartation of certain abstract truths, but to the communication of the good generally,
which, on its theoretical and intelligible side, we call the truth, and goodness on its practical side.
If, then, God is the light of men, it means that in Him all goodness an d all perfection dwell; there is
no good which is not in Him; He is the TAm pwpa [“fullness”], out of the fullness of which we all
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receive. And this is the concrete and practical import of the word Osm ¢pm ¢ [God is light”], that in
Him is all perfection, all truth, blessedness, and holiness; and in such a sense in Him, that as the
light everywhere diffuses around its own nature, so all that is good radiates from God.

What is beyond, that this metaphysical essence of God is to be conceived, not as the sum of
individual perfections, but as the substance and archetype of the light, passes, indeed, human
power of comprehension. But it is a gain even to know that such an original ground, such a primal
substance, is in God, out of which all His perfections flow; to know, further, that it is such as may
be most fitly described by the word ¢m ¢ [“light”], even though we cannot also know how this is to
be conceived. Is it no enrichment of science, that chemical researches have detected to us the
existence of ultra-violet colours, though we cannot discover them with the eye, and have no
suspicion of their appearance? Or was it no enrichment of theology, that the union of the two
natures in Christ was defined by the terms, mouyxmtw [‘without confusion”], muepmatocg
[‘unchangeable”], mxwpmotwe [“indivisible”], mdiaipmtwg [“inseparable”], although, being pure
negations, they say nothing positive as to the manner of that union? There are two kinds of
ignorance—one concerning the being of an object, and the other concerning its character as
being. The latter marks an advanced stage in relation to the former. So it is a great thing to know
that in God there is an essential nature which is to be called light, though we do not know how we
are to conceive of it. That in this expression we have in general a definition of the divine essence,
which is not to be limited one-sidedly to the region of His willing or of His thinking activity, is
confirmed by the progress of the apostolical discussion. That is to say, when it speaks of a
TEpITITLEMVE Y T @Tm [“‘walk in the light”], that points rather to the exhibition of the nature by
act, and therefore to the will; when it speaks of the mpoAoym atmvm paptimy [“‘confess our sins”]
as required, that points rather to the domain of the thinking. To make it more plain, however, the
negative is added to the positive declaration, KOm OKOTE 0E VOE TH ON KE gTIVOm Osum o [“and there
is no darkness in him at all’]. First, it must be observed that this sentence is, as to its form,
distinguished as well from Oemcpm ¢ [‘God is light’] as from Osm¢mv Tm @wimm otV [“God being in
light’]. To the former would have corresponded accurately omkmotivokotmo [‘not being
darkness”], He is light and not darkness; it is clear, however, that this would have been far less
pregnant than the expression selected by St. John. To the latter would have corresponded
omkmoTIvEmvTEoKOTE® [“not being in darkness”]. But this idea would be a harsh one, since it is
obvious that the self-revelation of God before Himself, His garment—for this is meant by emvaimv
[“being in"]—must correspond with His inmost essence; and it was necessary therefore to deny,
not that in it, but that in God, there is any darkness. The form omkmcTivevim ckoTmm [“not being
in darkness”] would not have been parallel with Osm ¢pm ¢ [*God is light”], which, however, it would
be supposed to be. Generally speaking, to God as ¢m¢ [‘light”] there is no counterpart nature
which in a similar way would be the sum of all okotma [‘darkness”]: not Satan; for though he is
indeed mvimokotmm [‘in darkness”], and mpxwv of the kingdom of darkness, he is not the
epitome of darkness, so that there is no darkness outside of him; while all light dwells and has its
source in God, and is derived from Him, and wrapped up in Him, the okotma [“darkness”] comes
to realization only in the community of collective persons who are mvtmokotmm [“in darkness”];
darkness, as a whole, is only an ideal, and not a concrete unity. For the rest, that the positive
expression Ocmcpm ¢ [“God is light] is followed by the negative one, has its reason—apart from
the tendency of St. John to move by preference in antitheses—in the consideration that follows:
because, to wit, the purport of the teaching is to make it emphatic that the slightest fellowship with
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darkness excludes fellowship with God, as God has no darkness in Himself, but is light, and only
light.
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Chapter 6

06 -1Jn 1:6

1Jn 1:6

EEV ENTOUEV HTI KOIVOVEQV EYOUEV LETEM OETON, KON HEV TH OKETEl TEPITIOTHEUEY,
Peudm B0, KOm Om TOIOM IEV THY MANBelavm

It is obvious at once that the following verses aim to deduce the consequences which flow from the
nature of God being light; and further, that these consequences are two-fold, each of the two being
again unfolded into two counterpart sentences. But, before we exhibit the thoughts in their clear
connection, it is important here also to define the ideas that constitute the whole. The first
consequence is, that we should walk in the light; the second, that we must ever remain conscious
of our sin. What is meant by mepimotemvavim gutm [“walk in the light”]? At the very outset we see
the incorrectness of the common explanation of @m ¢ [“light”] by holiness or holy love. For, since in
1Jn 1:7 the presupposition is assumed that we walk in the light as God is in the light, there would
be assumed also a holiness in us altogether corresponding to the divine holiness, which is
absolute; but how in that case would such a presupposition (mmv [“if']) of absolute holiness be
consistent with the necessity of kKaBapm{ecOoim Tm rm oncm paptmag [‘to be cleansed from all
sin”], and of a perpetual consciousness of sin? Such an explanation of the @m ¢ [“light”] requires the
exposition to soften down mv@wWTE TEPITOITEM v ¢om Tm ¢ vowtm moTIv [‘walk in the light as he is
in the light "[in a way that does violence to the plain meaning of the words.

Now, let us see if the interpretation we have given will help us on our way. Our starting-point is,
that in our verse it is not, as in the former, Osm ¢pm ¢ [“God is light”], and accordingly mpem com ¢
[‘we are light”], but omtmcmvewrm motiv [*he is in light”], and, corresponding with it,
B sECmVTE QTE [‘we are in the light”]. We saw that Osm cm vt @wte [“God is in the light”] defines
the divine nature not in itself, but in its self-manifestation before itself, the Bemagmoic [“divine
nature”], as St. Peter says [2Pe 1:4]; in short, that it is the sphere homogeneous with His essential
being. The expression, therefore, thus carried over to men, would indicate not so much the bearing
and character of a being in itself, as the sphere in which he moves. In relation to God, however, it
is not mvewim TEpITOTEMVY [‘walk in the light”], an expression which would not do justice to the
divine, immutable nature, but simply motiv [*be,” “exist”]. But the former expression is used of
men, because the apostle is concerned with a permanent, never-resting confirmation of the
mvQwtm emval [“being in the light”]. Thus the writer is not here reflecting upon the sinning or not
sinning, the holiness or the unholiness of human conduct; in fact, not upon its ethical quality at all,
but purely and simply upon the sphere to which this conduct belongs. This will be made yet more
plain when we carefully mark the contrast, mvokotm mTepiTotemv [“walk in darkness”]. We read in
the Gospel, Joh 8:12, | that he who follows the Lord “shall not walk in darkness;” and it is clear that
the darkness there means primarily something that is round about men, even as the light there is
primarily a sphere external to men. Similarly, in Joh 3:19 we read that men “loved darkness rather
than light, because their deeds were evil;” now here, while certainly there is a connection
established between the light and the ethical quality of men, it is clear, on the other hand, that the
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Saviour distinguishes the light and the darkness themselves from the works. Now, if the light is the
divine, taking it thus generally at the outset, then the darkness is the undivine or what is opposed
to God,—that is, the nature turned away from God, and not directed to Him.

Hence the okotm a [“darkness”] coincides with the New Testament idea of the km opog [*world™]; it
is the principle which animates and governs the kmopog [‘world”], and which comes in it into
outward exhibition and form. Similarly, the ¢m ¢ [“light”] must be the principle coming into exhibition
as opposed to the km opoc [“world”], which is represented, namely, in the BaciAem ot vom poava v,
the BaoiAemoatom@eom [‘kingdom of God”]. Thus the mv@uwimTepiTotemy [*walk in light”] is in
close affinity with the biblical idea of the petovoma [‘repentance”]. The meaning of petavoemv
[‘repentance”] is the being translated or turning oneself over to the interests of the kingdom of
God, instead of being, as before, rooted in the domain of the km opog [“world”], with all its thinking,
and willing, and nature. Through the petavosmv [‘repentance”], as well as through the
TEpITOTEm VA VQwTE [“walk in light”], a change passes upon the sphere in which the man lives, the
circle of his interests, the powers with which he reckons, only that in the petavoemv [“repentance”]
there is reference to the turning to a new sphere of life, while in the TepiToTem vmvwtm [“walk in
light”] there is reference to his belonging to it, the latter being the consequence of the former.
ECEOecmcmy TR@WTE mOTIV [‘as God is in the light”]: that is, as His self-manifestation is in
harmony with and adequate to His internal divine light-nature, so should man mv@wtm TEPITOITER V
[“walk in light”]; his light-sphere should be the same with that of God. The kingdom of God is the
element of his life which surrounds him, the air of which he breathes, and the breath of which
encircles him with its nourishing influence.

Thus it is now perfectly clear that the idea of the mvguwtm TepiToTem Vv [“walk in the light”] is by no
means coincident with that of personal holiness and sinlessness. For as, in Act 11:18,[N] the
forgiveness of sins is represented as the consequence of the petavoma [“repentance”], so in our
passage the kaBopm {coBa1m T T onCm o ptm a¢ [“to be cleansed from all sin”] is represented as
the consequence of the mvgwim TepiToTem Vv [“walk in the light”]. Only he who opens himself to the
light, and has entered into the domain of light, can experience in himself the effects of the light.
Only when the father's house sways all the thoughts of the prodigal son, and he has come back
again to this sphere of his home, does the father come to meet him with the announcement of
forgiveness. The kingdom of God, and its interests, its views, and its measure of all things, are to
the natural man altogether sealed up and strange. But when, instead of this, he obtains an eye
and a heart for these, he enters into the sphere of light, and that light begins at once its ethical
influence upon him and in him. The ethical deportment of the man is therefore a consequence of
his Tepiotemv [“walk”] in the sphere of light or of darkness respectively. But as the light by its
shining reveals, according to the Gospel, the darkness as darkness, so here also the immediate
result of the mvuwtm TepiTOTEm VY [“walk in the light”]is that the man perceives where in himself the
darkness is, and recognises it as darkness. The mveuwimTeEpiToTemy [*walk in the light”] is,
admitting all this, not, so to speak, a predominant, characteristic tendency of the human life only, a
series of points of light with which may co-exist another though smaller series of points of
darkness; it is rather a thorough and perfect characterization with which no other can co-exist.
Every interruption of it, every dissolution of the once established fellowship with God, must fall
under the condemnation of Heb 6:4-6. He who has once entered into this kolvevm otom @uim ¢
[“fellowship of light”] walks now habitually in the light. But with this it is quite consistent that the sin
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is not, so to speak, only a thing past for him, as might be concluded from the perfect
NN VEN TIOUEVE TIOM X Lo pTm KA ey [“if we say we have not sinned”], 1Jn 1:10; such an error is at
once repelled by the m paptm avom kmxopev [“we do not have sin”] in 1Jn 1:8. On the contrary, the
om p¢ [“flesh”] yet remains in the man as the stronghold of his sin, from which, indeed, it is not to
be ejected in a magical and instantaneous manner. This only is necessary, that, as every
fellowship in which we find ourselves reacts against all that is directly opposed to it, so the sphere
of light to the empire of which we have become subject reacts against every such indwelling sin.
Only he who should refuse to be convicted by the light, who should decline to bring all that is in
him before the bar of the light, would be said again to walk mvimokotmm [‘in darkness”].
Moreover, these individual sinful acts, the presence of which in the Christian life is admitted, and
the acknowledgment of which is required, have a deep significance in relation to what constitutes
belonging to the kingdom of God; for, after all, the man should not only be mv tm@wtm [‘in the
light”], but should also be m ¢ [“light”] itself. Now, God is first @m¢ [‘light”], and then afterwards is
said to be mv tm@wtm [“in the light”]; but in the case of man the order is inverted: he must first be
myv Tm@utm [“in the light”], in order that then, through the energy and operation of the light, he may
himself become @m ¢ [“light”]. Hence here, in the beginning of his exposition, St. John gives the
former side of the question precedence, reserving the other for later development.

Let us now descend to the details. It has long since been pointed out, that from 1Jn 1:6-10, 1Jn
2:1-8 the apostle speaks in the form of emphatic conditional sentences; that from that point he
applies the participial construction in order to express the conditional clauses: in harmony with
which we have in the first chapter the verb QemdcoBal [“to lie”], and in the second chapter the
substantival form Yemotnvemval [‘to be a liar’]. It is common to both sections that we find the
genuine Johannaean habit of carrying on the process of thought through the medium of antithesis.
The sixth verse takes up the idea of koivwvma [“fellowship”] laid down in the introduction. This is
fundamentally a fellowship with God; he, therefore, who will generally be a Christian—as was the
case with the readers of this Epistle—must, in virtue of an internal necessity, give utterance to the
avowal of such a fellowship with God. Rightly then does the apostle now lay down his proposition
in the first person; for the former part of the conditional clause,
N N VEN TIWEVE TIKOIVWVE ovE Xopevpuetmomtom [“if we say we have fellowship with him”], is
already an accomplished fact in regard to him and all his readers. Moreover, that amtm¢ [*him”]
refers to the Father, to God Himself, follows not only from the fact that He is the immediate
antecedent, but especially from the explanatory clause, 1Jn 1.7, m¢om THCm OoTIVEVTE QTR [‘as
he is in the light"]. But if, St. John continues, with this avowal there is connected a
TEpITOTEmvEyVTE oKkm el [“walk in the darkness”], a direction of all the interests of life to the
km opoc [“world”], then we lie. Here, too, we have the first person; not in the spirit of a “modesty
that would spare them,” but, conversely, in the spirit of holy severity which yields itself personally
up to the common judgment. The lie is evidently here the disparity between word and deed. The
second expression, however, demands special notice, om Tolom pevimvm Am Beiav [“we do not do
the truth”]. This expression is commonly explained as if it asserted that by our deeds we prove that
we are liars. The emdeoBal [“to lie”] which precedes is thus supposed to be more closely defined
by this, that it is made evident by works that it is so. But to signify that, the present expression
would be far-fetched; on the other hand, the repetition m mAmBsiqomkm otivevm umv [“the truth is
not in us”], 1Jn 1:8, as also the entire phraseology of the New Testament, point to another
interpretation. When we read in Joh 18:37,[N]Jm mvEK TE(EANOsm 0GB KO El IOV THV QuwvE YV [‘the
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one who belongs to the truth hears my voice”], and immediately before, mym mAmAvBomva
poptupmow TM mAnBemm [“l came in order to bear witness to the truth”]; and further, Joh 14:6,
mymempm mAmOeia [l am the truth”], and finally in St. Paul, Tm mAnBcmmom rem 6c0Ba1 [“not
obeying the truth”] [Gal 5:7]: all these passages urge upon us a peculiar, specific, objective idea of
the word mAm Be1a [“truth”]. We are accustomed to regard truth as a definite relation between two
things; whether the congruence between word and deed, or the congruence between nature , and
manifestation, or what not. In short, truth is to us an altogether relative idea, an idea of relation
between two things. Now this notion does not suit, or very badly suits, the passages which have
been quoted from Scripture; in them the truth is something independent and absolute. What shall
we make with the relatival idea in such expressions as mk Tec¢mAnBemacemval [“belonging to the
truth”], Tm mAnOcmm 7Em Be0Ba1 [“doing the truth”]?

It may be attempted to preserve the idea of a relation in the expression mym mAmOeia [l am
truth”], by saying that in God His actual essence and the notion of Him coincide with each other.
For first, on the one hand, we should thereby separate between the notion of God and His
essence, which is impossible; for the idea of Him exists only in virtue of His nature, and we should
by such a course only reach the empty conclusion that God is such as He is. Secondly, on the
other hand, Christ speaks this word concerning Himself, and that in relation to men; but the
statement that in Him idea and reality coincide does not permit, so far as we can see, an unforced
application to His relation to men. We are driven therefore to conclude that mAm8eia [“truth”] must
be accepted as expressing a purely absolute and objective truth. It means the being which is
absolutely filled with reality, and is substantially real; all generally that is, is in God pre-eminently;
and what is not in God has generally no reality, no real being. And this definition of the idea is
vindicated in its right when we observe the antithesis,—that is, the emdocg [“lie”]. The Kmopog
[“world”] is subjected to the father of the lie, and all its members are therefore liars; this signifies,
however, that they have no true, substantial, real being, that their being has no positive substance.
The kmopoc [“world”] belongs to death, but God is life; as it is essential to the world to be without
real being, to be nothing, so to God it is essential to have a being that is absolutely filled and
satisfied. Thus, truth and life are correlative and interchangeable ideas: the former is the
substance of the latter; no life would be possible without a being filling it, without a substantial
reality. God is accordingly the truth. His kingdom is a kingdom of truth, because here is the seat of
all substantial being, the only place where realities are to be found. The Lord came tm
mAnOcm mpoptupemy [“testify to the truth”], that is, to bring demonstration in His own Person that
there is a true being, the counterpart and antithesis of death; and to show in what this mAm8si1a
[“truth”] consists, and how it is to be manifested.

It is obvious, finally, that this notion of mAmBeia [“truth”] harmonizes well even with the common
application of the word in human affairs; all untruth is mere appearance, being which has only the
form of being, to which the substantial contents are lacking; but truth is the presence of a reality.
This being, as perfectly and substantially full, God has absolutely and primarily: He is therefore
truth. But man must first establish the reality of this truth in himself by his works. We do not,
however, read Tm mAnOmom ro1em [“not practicing what is true”]: for our passage does not mean to
intimate that the man in question fails to exhibit in action the individual realities which lie in the
collective being of God; but we read om Tolem T vm Am Bg1av [“not practicing the truth”]: his action
has in it altogether nothing of the divine fulness of truth, of real and substantial being; it is directed
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only to semblance and death. Not only the individual outbeamings of truth, tm mAn6m [“the true
things”], but truth itself, conceived as one whole, is absent from his deeds.

Consequently, the meaning of the whole verse is this: If any man makes an avowal of fellowship
with God, and yet the darkness, or the kmopog [*world”], is the object to which his life and action
tend (Tepiratem [“walk’), he thereby speaks untruth, and shows that his deeds are not directed to
the truth and its realization in himself. The TepiTiTemvmvTe @t [“walk in the light”] suggests the
existing sphere into which the man has entered; but in the expression tmvmAmBeiavroiemy
[*doing the truth”] we have the element of personal activity; for the entering into that sphere does
not come to pass without the act of man, without the direction to it of his own will.
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Chapter 7

07-1Jn 1:7

1Jn 1:7

EEY ON EV TH QWIE TEPITOTEEY, BC ONTHC MOTIV BV TH (QWIE, KOIVWVE AV BXOLEV LETH
EAAEAWY, KON TH OEO Emncom XPIOTOM TON UNOE (OETON KOOOPE{El MmUmC ETH TMGONCG
moptmacg The opposite case to that just assumed is introduced by a omtn [“but”]: that is, the
accordance between the word and the deed. But, instead of simply declaring this accordance,
there is connected with it an emphatic expression of its happy results, and in such a way that a
twofold progression of the thought is introduced. One advance is marked by the words
KOlvowvmovmXopey peT'mAAmAwv [‘we have fellowship with one another”]; this reading is
undoubtedly to be preferred to that of pet'omtom [“with him”]. It is true that the exact antithesis to
the previous verse would be mmvEvY TE QWTE TEPITOITE IEV,KOIV(WVE OVE XOLEVETE om Tom [“if we
walk in the light, we have fellowship with him”]; it is, however, altogether Johannaean not to repeat
precisely the same thought, but to define it more closely at the same time, or to supplement it. In
1Jn 1:3 fellowship with God is brought into view only as the foundation, as the essential
substance, of brotherly fellowship. So here, also, the superstructure is brought into view, the
consequence of that principle, that he who is in the light is connected by a bond with the
T Kvotom @wtm ¢ [“children of light”]. The bond, however, is at this point no other than the likeness
of the mutual life element: not yet brotherly love, or the reference of any action to the brethren, but
the foundation of every such personal relation, the similarity and community of the same element
in which we all alike, and in which we all alike have an interest. But that the apostle dwells first on
this side of the matter, and only afterwards passes on to the koBapm {ecBo1m T T GGl LLIOPTE OC
[‘to be cleansed from all sin”], has its reason in this, that in the present connection he can treat of
the former only m¢mv Topm dm [“as in passing”], in order then to go onward more specifically to
another fruit of the TepiTOTemvmv@wtm [“walk in the light”]. This second fruit, the second new
element that enters here, is embraced in the words kam e om pamnoom [“and the blood of Jesus”]
(the Xplotom [“Christ”] must be struck out)
TON UM ON O/E TOM KOO0 pm (eIm um ¢m TIH T 0N ¢l o ptm ag [“his son cleanses us from all sin”]. It is
obvious that the life in the light—in other words, the internal direction of the whole man towards the
kingdom of God—cannot but have its results as to the inner man. For, the kingdom of God is by no
means an abstract notion, it is something altogether real; and thus the life that is in him is not a life
merely in the sphere of dead thoughts, it is a life moved by the powers of the world to come. That
this light is poured abundantly into the man has the positive effect of making him a
Tmkvatom @wim ¢ [“children of light”]: negatively expressed, that of abolishing in him the ruling
power of sin.

Now this connection of thought itself shows that kaBapm (e1v [“‘cleanse”] must not be understood of
the forgiveness of sins past, but of sanctification. To the same meaning we are led by the words
themselves; the cleansing from actual committed sins through forgiveness would have been
expressed by kaBopmlciveTmToomy TEvEpopTimvEmy [‘cleanse from all our sins”], or
something of the same kind. But Tm com poptma, every sin, is much too comprehensive a word for
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the sins of the past; it signifies not “all our sins,” but “all that is called sin.” Up to this point the
expression has been altogether rooted in the context, but the addition tm om pomnoom K.T.A. [“the
blood of Jesus, etc.”] seems to introduce something quite new,—something of which the context
has given no indication. We have here two questions to discuss: first, how far sanctification is
ascribed to the blood of Jesus; secondly, whether this participation in the benefit of the blood of
Christ is not already included in the TepiTatem va vewtm [“walk in the light”]. As to the former point,
it is undoubtedly biblical doctrine that Christ in His death has borne the penalty of our sin, and
therefore released us from its punishment. But the power of the blood of Christ is not limited to
this. The fundamental passage as to the question is St. John’s sixth chapter in the Gospel [Joh
6:53-58]. There the drinking of the blood of Christ is presented as the means for procuring eternal
life. As the shedding of that blood brought about the death of redemption, so also it rendered it
possible that the blood should be an open fountain which might overflow upon others: the death of
the corn of wheat illustrates its effect, that of His life passing over as a power to others. Blood and
life are in the Scripture equivalent terms: where that is, there is this; for the life is in the blood,
according to the language of the Old  Testament. Thus, then, the
KoBopioum ¢m Tom TlE cncm poptm ag [“cleansing from all sins”] is possible only in consequence of
the blood of Christ entering into our life as a new principle of life. There is absolutely no Christian
sanctification imaginable which does not take place through the blood,—that is, through the
Redeemer’s power of life working its effects and ruling within us. As to the second point, it is
supposed that this blood has its effect only in those who walk in the light. The light is the circle
within which the divine life reigns; on earth, therefore, it is the kingdom of God, the church, whose
Head is Christ. But as that church has been founded only through the death of the Redeemer, and
as the life of the church has its basis and principle only in His blood, he who mv @uwtm TEpITOiITER
[“‘walks in the light”] by the very supposition comes into immediate contact with the influence of that
blood; and if the @m ¢ [‘light”] has its effect upon him, that is only in connection with the constant
carrying on of the work of Christ's blood upon him,—that is, in its cleansing from sin, from the
corruption still clinging to the soul. Now, as the expression ompomncom [‘blood of Jesus™,
according to this exposition, lies indicated in the previous expression, so has the supplemental
clause tomumom amtom [“his son”its relation also to that previous expression. As well in the third
as in the sixth verse the discourse had been of fellowship with God; accordingly, it is here said that
he who comes into contact with the blood of Christ, by that very means has fellowship with God.
For the man Jesus, whose blood that is, is at the same time the Son of God.

Textual note tnNestle-Aland 28th edition omits om in 1Jn 1:7, even though the manuscript
evidence seems to strongly support it. All previous editions of NA1-27 retain ém. The reason for
omitting dm from the text of Nestle-Aland 28th edition is unclear (and seems unjustified).

om is supported by m, A, B, C, K, L, P, 5, 18, 33, 69c, 81, 218, 307, 398, 424*, 436, 442, 453, 614,
621, 623, 630, 642, 720, 808, 1067, 1409, 1448, 1505, 1523, 1524, 1611, 1735, 1844, 1852, 2138,
2298, 2344, 2492, 2541, 2805, Vulgate, Syriacph Copticsa Clement, Ps-Oecumenius. || om does
not appear in W, 6, 322, 323, 424c, 945, 1241, 1243, 1739, 1881, ith,l,r,w,z* Copticbo mss Cyril,
and Jerome.
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Chapter 8

08 -1Jn 1:8

1Jn 1:8

EEV EWTIOUEY BTl MUOPTEOV ONK MXOLEV, MOUTOMG TACVE UEV KON B EMAEOEI0 ONK BOTIV BV
LIV AVE

After the author has, in the two previous verses, illustrated the first deduction from the Oem¢om ¢
[‘God is light”], and exhibited its special blessing, he goes on in this verse to exhibit the second
result with its blessing also. This second consequence, the acknowledgment of our sinfulness, has
in itself a close connection with what precedes; for we saw that it is involved in the very fact of
walking in the light. But the connection is made still closer by the words
KoBopm {ecBoim Tm T o ¢m poptma¢ [“to be cleansed from all sin”] at the end of the foregoing
verse. If the cleansing from sin is an essential element of our walking in light, so the denial of its
necessity is a token of emvaimvokmtel [“being in darkness”]. This inference is also unfolded, like
the other, in two antithetical clauses, so that 1Jn 1:8 corresponds with 1Jn 1:6, and 1Jn 1:9 with
1Jn 1:7.

First, then, for the false position, the denial of sin. The expression mpaptmovm xelv [‘to have sin”]
requires consideration. It is specifically Johannaean; comp. Joh 9:41;[N]John 15:22, John 15:24,
John 19:11. Obviously it says something different from, and indeed something less than,
mvEpopTEmemval [*being in sin”]. It is indeed impossible that he who abides mvgwtm [“in light”],
in the sphere of light, should at the same time continue mvokotmm [“in darkness”], in the precisely
opposite sphere; but there may nevertheless be sin yet in him. Accordingly St. Paul also uses the
peculiar form mvmpoptmmemval [‘being in sin”] only in the passage 1Co 15:17, where he is
denying absolutely any connection with God. He who denies that he has sin, would by that very
fact mM\avmv [“deceive”] himself. The word occurs in no other document of the New Testament so
often as in the Apocalypse. But in all the passages it is employed with a very definitely stamped
meaning; never for mere error with express limitation as such, but always for fundamental
departure from the truth. It occurs concerning the artifices of Satan, of the Antichrist, of the beast,
and once of the false teachers in Thyatira, Rev 2:20, whose work, however, is expressly marked
by its signs as fundamental deception. In precisely the same significance is the word used in the
only other passage of our Epistle where it occurs, 1Jn 2:26,—that is, of the Antichrist. Finally, we
find it twice in the Gospel said concerning the Lord, Joh 7:48, but in the mouth of those who in
John 8:1-159 reproached Him with being of the devil, and therefore with the most pregnant
meaning used it. Accordingly we must in our passage, too, assume that it is employed in the same
sense: “If we say that we have no sin, we enter upon an altogether false course, a godless way of
life;” not as if it were only that “we fall into an error.” The application of the word thus found is
confirmed by what follows; St. John’s TthAovmv [‘deceive”] is illustrated by m
mAmOsioomkmoTivmve umy [“the truth is not in us”]. As already remarked upon 1Jn 1:6, it is not
the apostle’s meaning that in the present matter we have no truth, but m mAm6eia [“the truth”] is
the truth in the absolute sense. In such a case our whole life and being is fallen into the T\avmv
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[‘deceive], the empty appearance; we are lacking in any real substantial life. For, where there is
even only a trace of life, and of the divine fulness, this must immediately manifest sin to be sin.
Hence, where there is no consciousness of sin, there can be not even the beginning of the only
true life and its rich substantial meaning.
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Chapter 9

09 -Jn 1:9

Joh 1:9

EEY HOANOYmIEV THC EMUOPTEHOC MMV, TIOTHC MOTIV KON ONKOIOC, MV E@E E|UEV TH(
B UOPTEOC KoM KOOOpEOoN mUmC | T T ONG mAIkKmac. In the same manner as 1Jn 1:7 forms an
antithesis to 1Jn 1:6, 1Jn 1:9 does to 1Jn 1:8; but here, however, also we have no mere logical
contrast, but at the same time the introduction of a new element which exhibits, like 1Jn 1:7, the
blessing of the right condition of the heart, of the TepiTTemvEvTE @uotm [“walk in the light”]. It is
true that the antithesis to 1Jn 1:8 is not introduced, like 1Jn 1:7, by a omtn [*but’]. On the one
hand, that antithesis appears of itself sufficiently marked by its matter, and St. John does not
prefer the accumulation of particles; on the other hand, the intention is that in this manner the
thought introduced should be brought forward in its own absolute significance, being presented by
an asyndeton, and therefore to be considered not alone in its relation to what precedes. As, in the
seventh verse, the mere assertion of a fellowship with God has not only placed against it in
antithesis the actual fact of fellowship, as stated in emvoimvtm @t [‘being in the light”], but also
this fact is, as it were, strengthened by the Tepiatemv [“walk”], and placed in its full intensity and
active force; so in our verse the em TEEVE TIE LOPTE OV OM KM XOEV [“t0 say we do not have sin”] is
not only paralleled by a mere emTem v Tim popTE avE XOUEV [“t0 say we have sin”], but the whole
energy of the consciousness of sin opens itself out in the mpoAoyemv [‘to confess”]. As to the
emphatic significance of this word, we may compare Joh 1:20,
KON B LIOAE y1|CEVKOE OB KH PVE 0O TO, KOl B loAm ynoev, [‘he confessed and did not deny, but he
confessed”], where the element of earnest emphasizing and prominence which lies in the of
mpohoyemv [‘confess”] is made still more prominent through the negative expression
omkmpvem oBal [“did not deny”]. It is not unimportant that, instead of the singular in 1Jn 1:8,
omKm yopevm poptmav [“we do not sin”], here the articulated plural comes in: the recognition and
confession has not reference to sinfulness in general, but to the individual sinful actions of which |
am conscious to myself. Against sin | cannot contend, and the consciousness of sinfulness in
general will not conduce to an effectual repentance; | control sin only by fixing my eye keenly upon
its particular outbursts and war against individual transgressions. This kind of acknowledgment of
sins cannot fail of its benefit; as a response to it, God, for the sake of His justice and
righteousness, forgives them all. But what, then, is that? In the majority of passages—of the New
Testament especially—where the faithfulness of God is spoken of. His fidelity to His promise is
meant: that He performs what He has promised. At the first glance this seems unsuitable here; for
where in the whole context has there been any reference to promise? The idea of promise must
needs in that case be enlarged. Not alone by words, but also through deeds, a promise may be
given, and it is of such practical promises that it is said Tnotm ¢m Ocm ¢ [“God is faithful”]; comp. 1Th
5:24,[NJrnotm ¢mkoAmvm ¢ Kom TOIm o<l [“The one who calls you is faithful and he will do it"], and,
so far as the thing goes, though the word is not used, Php 1:6,[N]rmroifomtim
EVapEm ievocu v Lim Ve pyovm yoOmve TiteAm oel [“that he who began a good work in you will
perfect it”]. This particular application of the Tnotm ¢ [“faithful”] would be more appropriate here; the
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mvotm TeEpIToTEmY [‘walk in light”], which is manifested in the mpoAoyemv mcmpaptmag [‘to
confess of sin”], is such a real beginning of the divine energy of which the final and good result
must be, in the faithfulness of God, the effectual cleansing from all sin. But even this explanation
has its difficulty. It is true, indeed, that the Tepiotemvmvtm@wim [‘walk in the light”] and
m LoAoyem v TH Cm popTm ag [“to confess of sin”] take place as the result of the divine action on the
soul; but this view of the matter is not made prominent in our passage, and both are brought into
consideration as human acts. Moreover, we are wont to speak of fidelity in yet another sense. One
is true to himself when he does that which he must do according to the constitution of his whole
nature. Now, here God'’s nature is described as @m ¢ [“light”] only; and therefore the fidelity of God
refers to His ever manifesting Himself truly as the light. Man, in the apostle’s supposition, has
already entered into connection with God, inasmuch as he has passed into the kingdom of light;
and it belongs to the very nature of God—that is, it comports with His fidelity—that He should
appear Himself as light in him who has come near to Him, and that by destroying and taking away
his sin.

Again, He shows Himself, in the forgiveness of sins, omkaiog [‘righteous”], righteous. This idea
occurs in St. John with the same two meanings which we attach to our word “right;” one, that is,
signifying the rectitude of the judge who judges according to the evidence, the other signifying the
rectitude of the judged who answers to the standard applied to him, who therefore in this case is
holy and sinless. The former is the meaning in almost all the passages of the Apocalypse, not only
Rev 16:5, Rev 16:7; Rev 19:2, but also Rev 15:3, where the connection leads directly to the same
signification; with which compare also Joh 5:30; John 7:24, both confirming this. In the second
meaning, that of holiness, it occurs in 1Jn 2:29; 1Jn 3:12 of our Epistle, as also in Rev 22:11 and
Joh 17:25, where the sense is not that the Father must, in His judicial capacity, hear the Son’s
request,—for in that case the address to the Father must belong to the preceding verse,—but that
He as the Holy One, withdrawn from all sin, cannot be effectually known by the world, save only by
the Son. These two interpretations, however, do not lie wide apart; because God is in possession
of immanent, objective righteousness, therefore He can exercise the transitive and subjective
righteousness of the judge; this latter is only the outgoing of the former. This reconciliation or
synthesis of the two meanings must be maintained if we would understand the omkaiog [“just”’] of
our passage. On the one hand, that is, the transitive righteousness of God is exhibited in its true
character when sin is forgiven, this being certainly an act of the judge: He could forgive no sin if
His righteousness, and not His grace only, did not require it. But, on the other hand, the immanent
righteousness comes also to its rights; God as the light cannot be otherwise than such towards
those who stand in a true relation to the light; He cannot regard them as mvoKOTE B TEQI TITOM VTEC
[“those walking in darkness”]. In other words, he who knows and acknowledges his sin has in fact
separated himself inwardly from it: hence the transitive or subjective righteousness of God
requires, that is, His judicial function demands, that He should in fact, by His pronounced
sentence, acknowledge this internal separation. Further, as He is in Himself in an immanent sense
righteous, God approves Himself holy towards the sinner, inasmuch as He, by virtue of His own
holiness, effectually takes away the sin that is still present in him, imparting instead a portion of His
own perfection. With all this correspond the two following predicatives, the m gemvaiTm ¢m popTE O¢
[“forgiveness of sin”] and the kaBapm eivm T T oncm poptmag [“cleansing from all sin”]: the
former refers to the actus forensis [“legal action”], the latter to the renewal of the nature in virtue of
the dikatoomvn [“righteousness”] indwelling in him.
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Thus the meaning of the supplementary clause is this: by rnotm ¢ [“faithful”] it is said primarily and
generally that God, in the forgiveness of sins, approves Himself faithful to His own nature, which is
light; then by dmkatog [“just”] it is more specifically said under what aspect this fidelity shows itself.
But in the previous discussion we have evidently laid ourselves open to the charge of inexactness,
inasmuch as we have treated the passage as if it had been omkalocmoTITECEOPTEAC
komkaBapm {w, K.T.A. [‘he is righteous and just to cleanse, etc.”]. But the apostle’s phrase, instead
of that, moves in a telic clause, or “in order that.” It has been attempted to rob the sentence of its
strange peculiarity by interpreting the mva [“in order that”] as ecbatic, as if it were mate [“so that”].
It is undoubtedly true that with the decline of a language there is frequently a marked enfeebling of
its conjunctions; and as to mva [“in order that"] in particular, looked at philologically, a multitude of
examples have been adduced from later Greek, especially from Plutarch. But, in the first place,
these examples from classical Greek require a very careful sifting, for there are not a few among
them which show that by the exhibition of the consequence as if it were a design, a certain effect is
attained and a precision intentionally introduced into the thought (as, for example, in Plutarch,
Moral, p. 333a); and, secondly, there is need of doubly careful sifting in the Scripture, where from
the very beginning much is viewed as design which to our apprehension is primarily only
consequence or result. We have only to think of the hardening of Pharaoh, which is referred to as
the purpose of God; and yet more appropriately, Mat 13:15. The thought is, as in all such cases,
only weakened if we do not hold fast the reference to design or purpose. Assuredly the
righteousness and fidelity is grounded in His inmost nature, and both attributes belong to Him
apart from every possible demonstration of them in act, and every purpose outside of Himself to
which they refer. But as all that He has, and not only; so, but also all that He is. He gives to the
Son, so that He places all, so to speak, at His Son’s service, so all is, absolutely and entirely
devoted to the service of man. The whole fulness of His unfathomable essence is turned to
nothing else but the salvation of His creatures, so that it is to Him only the means, yea, His very
self is only the means, to effect His creatures’ happiness and good. As a friend has lived for his
friend when his whole life has had his friend’s wellbeing for its aim, so God makes the whole
TA\m pwpaomtom [“his fullness”] into the means for bringing us to our salvation. It is a deduction
from the sentence OecmcmymTm [‘God is love”]that He refers His whole nature only to others,
whether to His own Son or to the creature. His fidelity, His righteousness, and in like manner all
His other perfections, are for Him existent, only to be applied to His creatures’ benefit, to our
salvation. Here is the impressive thought which lies in the mva [“in order that”]. In this one particle
lies the most comprehensive and the highest witness of the power of His love that it is possible to
conceive. For the rest, whether we are to read at the close of the verse kaBapm om [V-AAS-3S]tn
[‘he may cleanse”] or kaBapm el [V-PAI-3S] [*he cleanses”], is irrelevant to the sense; even in the
latter case the kaBapm el [‘cleanse”] must be in fact parallel with m@m [“forgiveness”], and the
form is only after the Hebrew manner released from strict grammatical symmetry. footnote
Plutarch, Moralia, 333a

KOE ETOOPE OEIC THVETITIOSUMVWY; KOETOUTE YEKE KEMVOI AEYOVTECHE TIOKVOE QUCIV,BV TAEC(
€M OOYWYO M Cl KB OTOTE ™mv “Tiom B0V m pI{ W LEVOI “ONUEM WOIVE TITEAEI M OEWC,”
Tmvom‘ETIfoAmY”  “‘mpumyv  TpM EpUmG”  “TOPOOKELMV'Om“TPEEIV  TiOM TPE EWC,”
“UVE UNV”Om “KOTEANYIVE &M UOTOC TOIPEANAUVOETOC, Om THTOPEVEE oM COm OgWC KATEAR @On.”
And yet those very authors rasp our ears by repeatedly defining in theirlntroductions“purpose” as
“an indication of intent to complete,” “design”as"an impulse before an impulse,” “preparation”as“an
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act before an act,”and“memory”as“an apprehension of a proposition in the past tense of which the
present tense has been apprehended by perception.” tnNestle-Aland 28th edition omits ém in 1Jn
1:7, even though the manuscript evidence seems to strongly support it. All previous editions of
NA1-27 retain om. The reason for omitting om from the text of Nestle-Aland 28th edition is unclear
(and seems unjustified).

om is supported by m, A, B, C, K, L, P, 5, 18, 33, 69c, 81, 218, 307, 398, 424*, 436, 442, 453, 614,
621, 623, 630, 642, 720, 808, 1067, 1409, 1448, 1505, 1523, 1524, 1611, 1735, 1844, 1852, 2138,
2298, 2344, 2492, 2541, 2805, Vulgate, Syriacph Copticsa Clement, Ps-Oecumenius. || om does
not appear in W, 6, 322, 323, 424c, 945, 1241, 1243, 1739, 1881, ith,l,r,w,z* Copticbo mss Cyril,
and Jerome.

tnThe print edition reads kaBopm {m [V-PAS-2S] [*you may cleanse”]. However, this seems to be a
typo, since there is no known manuscript with this form of the word at 1Jn 1:9.
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Chapter 10

10 -1Jn 1:10

1Jn 1:10

EEV EHTOUEV MTI OMY M UOPTEKOUEY, YEMOTNY TOIOMUEV OMTEY, KON H AEYOC OETON ONK
motiv my mpumy, With 1Jn 1:9 the author has developed his thought in a logically clear and precise
manner. The two deductions which he has drawn from the Osm ¢pm ¢ [“God is light”] in relation to
the Christian life have been plainly exhibited, each in an antithetical form. Returning now once
more to the idea already touched in 1Jn 1:8, that self-justification excludes from the kingdom of
God, it is evident that he has no logical interest in doing so, but is moved by purely practical
reasons, and aims only at edification. In fact, as the whole letter is directed to Christians as such,
members of the kingdom of God, it was important for the apostle to lay the utmost stress upon
what was the fundamental condition of this, the acknowledgment of sin. Hence the resumption of
the subject now before us. Not, indeed, that this resumption is at all tautological; the idea is so
ordered that, in harmony with the very solemn purpose of the verse, its characteristics are more
keen and more penetrating than in 1Jn 1:8. We would not, indeed, lay stress on the mpoptmvelv
[“to sin”] being used instead of the mxsivm paptmav [“having sin”] above. The former refers rather
to individual sinful acts, and the latter to sinfulness in general; and that the former is here selected
has its reason probably in the tm¢mpaptmacmporoyemy [“‘confess sin”] of 1Jn 1:9, which also
referred, of course, to individual sinful acts. But as to matter of fact, this can hardly be of much
significance here. The pith of the verse obviously lies rather in the words
Yemotnvrolom pevom ey [“confess sin”]. Till now, the verbs Yem deoBal [“make him a liar”] and
mavmy [“deceive”’] had been used only to make prominent the sin which we ourselves in our own
person bring upon ourselves by a false condition of our hearts. Here the emphasis is laid upon a
much heavier sin into which we fall: we make God Himself a sinner. So blasphemous is the denial
of our sinfulness that we thereby degrade God, who is the ¢m ¢ ["light”] and mAm B¢ei1a [“truth”], into
the domain of darkness and the lie. And here we have not to think only of the fact that God
expressly declares in the utterances of the Old and New Testament Scriptures the sinfulness of
man, and therefore that we make the Scripture, the word of God which omdmvataiAvOmval
[‘cannot be broken” cf. Joh 10:35; Psa 82:6], lie to us. All the spiritual institutions of the divine
economy, the m@mvoitmcmpoptmog, [“forgiveness of sin”] the koBoapmdcivmTm mpOPTEOC
[“cleansing from sin”], His entire government and work upon earth, yea, the whole manifestation of
the Son of God, which was based upon the presupposition of human, sin, is reduced to one
comprehensive lie. And thereby all possible fellowship with Him is broken off:
AR yOoCONTOmMONKE OTIVEVE UmV [“his word is not in us”]. That the AmyocOesom [“word of God”]
here does not mean the personal Logos, the Son of God, is plain enough if we consider that in the
preceding context nothing had been said of any indwelling of the Son in us. Nor must we regard
the sayings of the Old Testament as intended by the words; for not only is there nothing here to
suggest such an allusion, but it is a fact that the apostle in this Epistle generally refers very little to
the Old Testament, so that the Epistle in this respect is in a certain contrast with the Gospel and
the Apocalypse, which are pervaded with formal allusions to the ancient Scriptures. But then,
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again, we are not to think of specific sayings of Christ, as if A\myocamtom [*his word”] were simply
equivalent to mm paTOOETOR ON KE OTIVE VE UmV; [‘hissayingsare not in us”] that would mean only
that we observe not His commandments, or that they do not dwell in us. The Amyoc [‘word”] means
to say more than the mere mmpata [“sayings”] would say. We must be guided by such passages
as Joh 8:31: mEVE UER QUERMVNTERVIE AN YE TH B |UN, B ANOEcuaOnTam poum otw; [“If you continue
in my word, you are truly my disciples”]; or Joh 5:38: TEV Amyov QETONONKEYXETE
pmvoviomvomTe; [“you do not have His word abiding in you”]; or, so far as the analogy of the
matter goes without the word, Joh 6:63: TR EEUOTON HEYEAQAE N[ EVTVEE |EKOE(WE
[‘thesayingsthat | speak to you are spirit and life”]. As in all these places, so here also,
m\myocomtom [‘his word”] is the aggregate collective internal unity of the entire divine
announcement; not, indeed, as to the external words, but these words as they are spirit and life, as
a power laying fast hold upon men. The words of God, as they have been revealed in the
incarnate Logos, are the divine mAmBe1a [“truth”] comprehended in a definite form. Thus what was
said above, kom m mAmOsicomkm oTivEvE UmY [“and the truth is not in you”], corresponds to our
expression, mAmyocomTomomKkmotTivmvmumy [*his word is not in you”]; only that this latter
specifies, instead of the purely objective idea of the truth, the means whereby that absolute truth is
implanted in our nature.
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Chapter 11

11-1Jn 2:1

1Jn 2:1

Tekvm O OV, TONMTO YPE (W WMEY, EVO N HUEPTNTEM KON EEV TIC N NQTHE, TIIOEKANTOV
B XOLEV TIPW C THV TIITE PO, mnoomy Xpiotmy dmkoilovm The first two verses of this new chapter
are strictly connected with the preceding. The tamta [“these”] at the outset shows that. On a first
glance, the ummpum ptnTE [“you may not sin”], our not sinning at all, would not seem to be directly
prepared for by anything in the previous chapter. It is true that the second clause of our verse,
EEVTICEmOTE, TIOPW KANTOVE XOWEV [“if anyone sins, we have an Advocate”], is founded on what
the other chapter says as to man, and even the Christian man, being still sinful; but that is not the
case with the first clause, mvapummpumptnte [“in order that that youmay not sin”]. And yet it
appears as if precisely that second clause is introduced as a new thought; for it does not stand in
connection with what precedes by mva [“in order that”], as a resumption of it with tamta [“these”].
On the other hand, the first clause is actually placed by mva [“in order that”"] in telic connection with
what precedes, which, however, does not appear to afford any reason for such connection. When
we look more closely into the matter it takes a different turn. The first statement on which the
apostle laid emphasis was this, that we must walk in light, and that its consequence would be the
blessing that, so walking, the Lord would cleanse us from all unrighteousness. Thus the cleansing
from sin—and that we have seen to comprehend not only the atoning, but specifically the
delivering power of Christ, the abolition of sin in us—constitutes the consequence of the T @wtm
TeptTotem Vv [“walk in the light™]: it is therefore also at the same time the end for the sake of which
St. John exhorts to a walk in light. Thus, in fact, he has a right to lay it down as the goal of his
statements in 1Jn 1:6-7 that we should not sin, that sin should cease to be a power within us. Thus
the tomta [“these”] is primarily a resumption of these verses. But, further, he has taught in 1Jn
1:8-10 that sin still remains even in the Christian; that the purifying energy of Jesus Christ is not
consummated at one stroke; that fellowship with the kingdom of light does not immediately make a
man himself light. Thus what the apostle, in the words Tomtoypm @wmvopum = pmptnte [“these
things | write in order that you may not sin”], surveys in a single glance, is really the result of
continuous effort, a process filling the whole life of the man. It is to this second aspect of the
matter, as made prominent in the former chapter, that the second half of our 1Jn 2:1 refers.
Moreover, the paracletic work of Christ, the mAacum ¢[“*atoneing sacrifice”], which is wrapped up in
it, also refers back to the former chapter,—that is, to the mention of the om po mncom in 1Jn 1:7.
Hence we are justified, so far as the matter of the words goes, to include 1Jn 2:1-2 under the mva
[“in order that”], and accordingly to sum up under the Tomta [“these”] the whole substance of 1Jn
1:5-10. The fact that mva [“in order that”] does not formally stretch to the second clause of the first
verse, is to be accounted for by the particular form the apostle has given to his thought. It was
indeed impossible to write Tom Toypm @wm vaTIOpm KANTOVE XOUEV [‘these things | write in order
thatwe have an Advocate”], for the Tapm kAntovm xeiv [“Advocate we have”] is not the end of the
Epistle, as that goes on independently of anything the apostle or man may do: his aim in writing is
only that we mayknowthat we have a Paraclete. He might therefore have written
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TON TOYPE (QOLIEVE VO EM O TEM TITIIPM KANTOVE XOopev [‘these things we write soyou may know that
we have an Advocate”]. But the Gospel has given us abundant evidence how constantly the
apostle thinks in the Hebrew style, by co-ordinating thoughts, and not in the Greek style, by
subordinating them one to another. Thus, as in 1Jn 1:9 —the reading kaBapm el [‘to cleanse”]
being otherwise established—the close of the verse is formally sundered from the preceding telic
clause and becomes an independent sentence, precisely so it is here. And here with all the more
propriety, because the thought expressed in 1Jn 1:6 finds a more full elucidation in 1Jn 2:2, and
thus assumes or lays claim to a certain independence. Thus, if we have discerned the reference of
the tamta [“these”] to all that precedes, and therewith, at the same time, the connection of the
following verses, we shall not be in any doubt as to their actual significance, as to the reason why
they are added. In the previous chapter the apostle had spoken objectively, he had announced
simple facts; but the last verse came in with a hortatory meaning, and for practical reasons. These
two verses of the new chapter now give ex professo the subjective application of what had been
said, the practical aim which those objective declarations should subserve. Accordingly there
follows here, and that for the first time, the direct address to the readers; and the diminutive form
of this address, tekvma [“littlechildren”], shows how full the apostle’s heart is, and with what ardour
he pours out this exhortation.

Looking now more closely into the thoughts of the verse before us, we are immediately struck by
the collocation of its two leading ideas. That is to say, while the apostle first exhibits their ceasing
from sin as the essential aim of his words, he yet seems to take away from his exhortation its very
nerve by straightway supposing it not to be followed. Notwithstanding this, we must be on our
guard against explaining it, as it were, thus: “but if ye, despite of this, should fall into sin,” for the
words italicized are not there. It would be equally a mistake to understand in the first m poptmveiv
[‘to sin"] a TepiTTEmV [“‘to walk”] or a umveivevTempapTEE [‘remain insin”], and to make the
meaning of the second mere sins of infirmity. What shadow of justification would there be for that,
when the expressions are identical, the same words being used also in the same sentence? In
both cases the same kind of mpaptmm [“sin”] must be intended. It is better to say that the apostle
specifies two different ways of being delivered from sin: one, that of doing no sin at all, in the
phrase mvopumm pumptnte [“in order that that youmay not sin”]; and then the other, that any such
sins as might nevertheless remain may be done away by forgiveness. The circumstance that
these are conjoined as they are, so that the former comes first and the latter last, may be
explained by this, that if the forgiveness had been placed first, the result might have been a rash
and unthinking reliance upon the grace that freely pardons. That the two kinds were placed
together at all was demanded by what preceded. The first thought had been this, that the Christian
enjoys sanctifying fellowship with the light: whence followed the exhortation. Let sin cease entirely
in your case. The second thought was, that the Christian still sins: whence followed the
encouragement. Let the sins you have done obtain their forgiveness. Thus the mpoptmvelv
[“tosin”] refers in both cases to the sins of believers, and therefore, if you will, to sins of infirmity.
Most supremely must we be on our guard against them, for they easily lead to the TeEpiTOTERY BV
™m okotmm [‘walk in darkness”]. But the consciousness of this danger might very well lead to
despair, and therefore the reminder that we have in the Lord Jesus a Representative and
Propitiation, who as such secures the forgiveness of sins; of the two exhortations which result from
the preceding,—not to sin, and to secure forgiveness for any sin that may arise,—it is only the
former that the apostle urges in the form of exhortation; the latter he changes into the more
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needful tone of encouragement. And this gives us a new reason, the most real one, why the
apostle, instead of going on with the mva [“in order that”], so expressly shapes the second part into
an independent sentence.

The consolation which he would impart consists in this, that Christ is our
TIOpE KANTOCTom CTm v Tl pa [“Advocate with the Father”]. Of the two meanings which have been
assigned to the word tpmkAntog [‘Advocate”], Comforter and Advocate,—the former in the
sense of TpokoAmv [‘to encourage”], the latter in that of TopakAnBem¢ [“to exhort”],—most
decidedly the second is the only one admissible here; it alone answers to the passive form of the
word, and the explicit use of the term in classical Greek. Now as, apart from these reasons, it is
inappropriate to assume that in the same author, in the same general period of his writing, and
especially in the case of an idea so very important, the same word has two distinct meanings, our
passage must be regarded as shedding some light upon the passages in the Gospel where the
word occurs. It is true that there it is the Holy Ghost that is spoken of, while here it is the Son; but
apart from the fact that in Joh 14:16 the Holy Ghost is mentioned as mAAOCTOpm KANTOC [“another
Advocat”] which indirectly at least calls the Lord a Tapm kAntoc [“‘Advocate”] also, the difference is
only an apparent one; for the Holy Ghost is in the New Testament the Spirit of Jesus Christ.
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Chapter 12

12 -1Jn 2:2

1Jn 2:2

Kom oqETEC EAQCUEC BOTI TEPE THY EOPTINY EUEVE ON TEQE THV HUETHPWY O LEVOV,
EAAE KOm TEPE EAOU TOm KmOPOU. But there is a second condition which must be met if a
successful intervention with God shall take place: the question or case advocated must be in
conformity with the divine righteousness. The second verse shows us that this is the case, and
how: not in itself is our cause righteous, for the question is of sinners and sins; but because the
Lord Himself has taken away their unrighteousness.Komomtm¢ [‘and he”], the apostle
writes,mAacum ¢ otiv [“is an atoning sacrifice”]. Certainly,thekam amtm¢[“and he”] must not be
taken in the Latin meaning ofet ipse, as if it meant that the very same who is an advocate has at
the same time set right our cause; for thekaim [“and”] serves here only for the simple connection
of the two sentences. That idea, however, which we have discussed is in itself sound enough; for
the meream tm ¢ [“he”], without the appendage of akambelonging to it, itself asserts that concerning
the previous subject a second and new predicate is to be affirmed. This new element is the idea
ofmAaoum¢ [“atoning sacrifice”]. As the wordskaTaAAm ooelvV[“to reconcile”]
andkataAAoym [“reconciliation”] occur only in St. Paul's writings, and not often in them,
som Aaoum ¢[“atoning sacrifice”] is peculiar to St. John, and in his writings only twice occurs, here
and 1Jn 4:10. The two ideas are not identical.

KataAAm ooelv[“to reconcile”] means, to wit, that God and theworld are reconciled with each other;
the relation of the two is always understood in the word. It is not otherwise when St. Paul uses it of
human relations, as that of marriage, in1Co 7:11, and such we find it in its reference to the death
of Christ, 2Co 5:19,[NJkataAAmac mum¢ moutm, [‘reconciled us to himself’], and2Co 5:20,
KOTOAAmYNTE [mpecmg] Tm Oem [‘(you) be reconciled to God”], andRom 5:10,
KOTnAAm ynuev[mpemcjtm Oem [“(we) were reconciled to God”]. Thesame may be said of the
decompositumm TOKATOAAm 0ow [‘reconcile”]. Whether themTm [“from”] here means a perfect
reconciliation, or a renewed reconciliation, or a reconciliation which brings back out of
estrangement, inany case the reconciliation in Col 1:20andCol 1:21is, as inEph 2:16, that of
mankind with God, the opposition between the two parties being abolished. Even if, which we do
not believe, a reconciliation of two portions of mankind with each other is spoken of inEph 2:16,
our assertion would still hold good, for the verbwould have reference to the relation between two
separate beings or parties. On the other hand,mAacum ¢[“atoning sacrifice”] keeps in view the
reconciliation of God with Himself; it does not therefore refer to the relation of two to each other,
but to the relation of one nature to itself. It expresses the overcoming of the divine wrath, or its
being brought into harmony or understanding with the divine love; and thus it is the reconciliation
of these two characteristics of theinteriordivine nature which had been brought into collision by
human sin.mAaopum ¢[“atoning sacrifice”] is, indeed, according to the form of the word, that by
means of which any one is made favourable ormAgwc [“merciful”], and thus it is thepropitiation,
while kataAAoym [‘reconciliation”] is the reconciliation which has taken place in consequence of
the propitiation or atonement, which has, in fact, been rendered possible by that atonement. The
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atonement or propitiation applies only to the one party, the offended; the reconciliation takes place
between the two parties. Thus it comes to pass, that while indeed mAmokeobBal [‘expiate”] may
have things for its object (Heb 2:17, 1 ¢ mpaptmag [“the sins”] once), for there is an expiation or
atonement of sins, the katmAAaoaelv [“to reconcile”] can never be referred to things as its object,
for only personal beings can be reconciled.

Now, as it regards our passage in particular, it is first of all essential to inquire if there is any
sacrificial idea involved in the mAooum¢ [“atoning sacrifice”]. Certainly it is currently used in the
Septuagint in passages where there is no allusion to sacrifices; as, for example, in Psa 130:4.[N] it
is the translation of the Hebrew smmmmmmm [smimmmd, “forgiveness”]. But when we mark, on
the other hand, that mAm okeoBal is the standing translation of mmmmm [kipper, “atone,” “forgive”],
and that mAaoum ¢ [“atoning sacrifice”] is the specific translation off Emmmmmmmm, [Kippmrmmm,
“atonement”] we must decide in favour of the sacrificial element. It is true that Emmmm
[kipper,“atone,” “forgive”] itself occurs in many passages without any expressed reference to a
sacrifice (Psa 65:3;[N]Psa 78:38; Psa 79:9); but always it is the sacrifice which is the means,
whether expressed or not, through which, according to the Old Testament point of view, the
covering of human sin is effected. But more: it has not been proved that the substantive
esmmmmnn [kippmrmmm, “atonement”], which precisely corresponds to our mAacum ¢ [“atoning
sacrifice”], ever occurs without an express reference to sacrifice; rather is the idea so closely
associated with the sacrificial offering, that emsmmmmm [kippmrmmm, “atonement”], is the
standing term for the great day of atonement. Now, when we add to this that in Heb
2:17m \mokeobBal, on the only occasion when it is used, is brought in precisely at the point when
for the first time the high-priesthood of Christ is mentioned, and remember also that the ancient
high priest had, specially on the smmsssmsmms [yomkippmrmmm, “day of atonement”], the
function which made him the type of Christ; and observe further that the substantive mAaotm piov
[‘atonement,” “mercy seat”], derived from the same root, is in the New Testament (Rom 3:25, and
Heb 9:5), as in the Septuagint, the current reproduction of the mercy-seat or EEEEEEE N
[kappmret, “place of atonement,” “mercy seat”], which in that high-priestly sacrificial day occupied
so prominent and central a place, and by its very name at least alluded to that mercy-seat,—then
shall we feel inclined to take the expression mAacoum ¢ [“atoning sacrifice”] in our passage also as
connected with the sacrificial institute generally, and with the great sacrificial offering of the day of
atonement in particular. In accordance with this, the mAooum ¢ [“atoning sacrifice”] is the expiation,
inasmuch as it was wrought and perfected by our great High Priest on the New Testament day of
atonement by the sacrifice of Himself We do not mean that the expression mAoaoum¢ [“atoning
sacrifice”] of itself signifies that sacrifice: it points only to the atonement or propitiation
accomplished by its means. But this is what we maintain: smmEsEmmm, [Kippmrmmm,
“atonement”] has a sacrificial meaning; m Aaoum ¢ [“atoning sacrifice”] was the apostle’s designed
and chosen translation of that word. The whole New Testament beholds in the death oi Christ the
antitype of the great day of atonement, and the great central sacrifice of that day. Hence St. John
did actually, in the use of this in itself broader word mAacoum ¢ [“atoning sacrifice”], think precisely
and only of that sacrifice. And it is in precise and striking harmony with this that in our present
passage the apostle says that the mAaoum ¢ [“atoning sacrifice”] had reference not only to our sins,
the sins of believers, but also to the sins of the whole world. As in the classical passage of the
Epistle to the Hebrews special stress is laid upon the fact that, in contrast with the yearly renewed
sacrifices of the old economy, Christ presented His sacrifice once for all; so in this passage stress
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is laid upon the fact that the virtue of His oblation extends, not, like the old offerings, merely to the
covenant people, but to the whole world of mankind, having efficacy for all alike, believers as well
as unbelievers. Thus this universal dictum not only furnishes a most befitting conclusion for the
first section of our Epistle, but also the consolation or encouragement, which it is the apostle’s
desire to afford to those who still feel the weight of sin, is carried to its highest point. Tor, if all sins
are expiated or atoned for, how were it possible that their sins should not be included in the
propitiation, who, as mv gwte TEpITOTOMVTECG [“walking in the light], have, as it were, the first right
to stand in the closest connection with the Saviour and His atoning work?

Here we may perceive the right answer to the question why Christ is here termed not mAacoump
[“place of atonement”], but mAaoum ¢ [“atoning sacrifice”]. For this reason, namely, because it was
not the object to lay stress upon the fact that He was the true High Priest, but that He was that true
high-priestly offering in virtue of which sin is expiated. Moreover, the construction of mAaoum¢
[“atoning sacrifice”] with Tepm is in strict correspondence with the Hebrew, where mmm ['al lit.
“above”] or mmmmm [bear lit. “on high”] is used with the meaning de or concerning. A little above,
we said in passing that the mAo¢ km opog [“whole world”], for which Christ is the propitiation, is to
be understood of the world in the widest sense, all unbelievers included. It is well known that many
from predestinarian prepossessions have sought to restrict the compass of the word to those who
should obtain actual participation in the benefits of redemption. But, not to mention the
arbitrariness of any such enfeebling of the words, their hortatory and encouraging purport, as we
have shown above, pleads against such an interpretation. "Quam late patet peccatum, tarn late
propitiatio.” Through the mAaoum¢ [‘atoning sacrifice”] of Christ all sin and the sins of all are
atoned for; if the salvation of all does not take effect, the fault is not that God will not forgive the
sins of any one, but that the unforgiven sinner repels the fatherly heart that moves towards him in
mercy.
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Chapter 13

13 -1Jn 2:3-11

1Jn 2:3-11 The exposition of the following verses depends very much on our clear perception of
their relation to what precedes. The first thing that helps us to understand that is the verb
mywmKkopey omtmy [*know him”] in the third verse. Unless we assume that this idea enters here
without any link of connection, and so leave a yawning chasm between 1Jn 2:3 and what goes
before,—which, indeed, the kam [*and”], linking the two portions together, would not allow,—we
must find in what we have just been studying an idea of which the development is this
yiyvm okelvom ey [“not perceive”]. Now, to get a clearer notion of what it is, we must first of all
define who is meant by the omtm¢ [*him”], God or Christ. Certainly it cannot be other than the
same person who in the second part of the verse is again described by amtm¢ [*him”]: mmv TR
mvToAm ¢ amTom Trpmpuev [“if we keep his commandments”]. Now, as in all that follows God is
invariably the source of command, and Christ is introduced only as the pattern we must imitate in
obeying His commandments; as, besides this, Christ is distinguished as m kemvoc¢ from Him who is
marked out by amtm ¢ [*him”],—it will appear that amtm ¢ [*him”] here can be only God the Father.
But then, in that case, the iyvmokelv amtmv [‘know him”] cannot attach itself to 1Jn 2:1-2; for
they contain no element that enters into the knowledge of the Father, while they point to the
knowledge of Christ if to any knowledge at all. We may suppose, perhaps, that the train of thought
which begins with 1Jn 2:3 is a continuation of the passage, 1Jn 1:8-10: he who walks in the light
must first of all confess his sins, and, secondly, keep the divine commandments. But that is made
simply impossible by 1Jn 2:1-2. We have seen that these two verses sum up by way of
recapitulation the whole contents of 1Jn 1:6-10; and consequently 1Jn 2:3, when it begins again,
must be the continuation of this whole section. But that, after a resuming summary of the whole,
the thought should recur to one particular part, and rest upon it without actually and expressly
mentioning what, is hardly to be supposed. If, however, we ask to what yiyvmokelv tmv Ogov
[‘know God"] may positively be referred, 1Jn 1:5 points the way; for it tells us expressly that God is
light; and the most obvious explanation of the idea in our passage is, accordingly, that to know
God is to know His nature of light, to know Him as light. Then, in that case, 1Jn 2:3 would
immediately join on to 1Jn 1:5, and introduce a new second section which runs parallel with the
entire section from 1Jn 1:6-10, 1Jn 2:1-2. The construction of the whole, to which we have thus
been guided by the idea of yiywvmokelv tmv Geov [‘know God”], would receive its strong
confirmation from the ninth verse; for it is clear that the clause m Amywv mv T @uoTtE emval, Kam
TEY EOSAQEV OETON UICEHV, BV TH oKoTEE motmv [‘the one who says he is in the light, but
hates his brother, is in the darkness”] corresponds precisely to the sentence in 1Jn 1:6. But this
evidence is effectual only on the supposition of its having been already proved that 1Jn 2:9 is part
of the section begun with 1Jn 2:3, and that this section therefore does not end with the sixth verse.
Such proof, however, requires us to point out and establish that the mvtoAam Ocom
[‘commandments of God”], 1Jn 2:3, the AmyocOsom [‘word of God”], 1Jn 2:5, the TEpITITEMY
KoOm ¢ mKem VO TeEpIlETE TNOEV [“walk just as he walked”], and the commandment of brotherly love,
1Jn 2:9, have substantially the same meaning. It is in favour of this that, if we make the section
end with 1Jn 2:6, the clause concerning brotherly love is absolutely wanting in any, whether
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external or internal, connection with what goes before. Without that link the reader would not by
any means have understood the seventh and the eighth verses concerning the old and the new
commandment; for the previous verses, which on this supposition speak of sanctification in quite
general terms, furnish no point of help to the interpretation. But if we suppose that the apostle,
from 1Jn 2:3-6, has already the commandment of brotherly love in his eye, the readers are already
put in a right position to perceive the meaning in which he speaks of an old and of a new
commandment. In fact, they might at once have perceived, from the whole tenor of the paragraph
from 1Jn 2:3-6, that brotherly love was the subject treated. True it is that the first expression,
TnNpemy Tm¢ mVvToAmG Tom Ocgom [“to keep the commandments of God"], is quite general, and
signifies obedience to the will of God in all directions and in all the particulars of obedience. But
then the following tnpemv tmv Amyov amtom [“to keep his word”] reduces back the universality of
that first expression to its unity again, as we saw, indeed, already in 1Jn 1:10 that the meaning of
the latter sentence is, that the full manifoldness of the words and teaching of our Lord is summed
up in one living and life-giving unity. But those who are acquainted with St. John’s Gospel, as
these readers were, know at once that this unity is nowhere else to be sought but in the
commandment of love.

What thus in the word Amyoctom Ocom [“word of God”] lies wrapped up as a germ is clearly
unfolded in the words m mymTm TOom Ocom teTEAEmM wtal [“the love of God is made complete”] of
the following clause; if, indeed, we can suppose from other considerations that m mymTm tOm
Ocom [“the love of God’] here means the love which we have to Him. Certainly there are some
other reasons for adopting the inverted sense of the expression: the love of God to us. First, there
is the parallel clause that forms the pendant and sequel of the fourth verse. Then the result of
disobedience to the divine commandments is declared to be the inference, m
mAmOsiocomkmoTivmve umy [“the truth is not in you”]; and we have seen in the interpretation of the
preceding chapter that mAmBeia [“truth”] means the real fulness of the divine nature. Hence it
commends itself to our feeling, that in the fifth verse there is found a parallel thought: if we keep
the commandments of God, His love is in us in a perfected sense, analogous to His mAmBeia
[“truth”] being in us. Again, when we compare other passages, such as 1Jn 4:10, mv tomTE
EOTHYV B EYET, ONY Tl H|UEHC HYOTHOOUEY ONTEHY NAAN ETI ONTHEC HyETNOEY MumG [“in
this is love, not that we loved him but that he loved us”], and such as 2Ti 2:19, where it is specified
as the seal of belonging to God that He knows us, not that we know Him, then in our passage also,
thus looked at, the subjective genitive becomes probable, as in the interpretation: “the love of God
to us.” Nevertheless, there are equally strong reasons for taking it as the genitives objectivus, or
our love to God. For we have from 1Jn 1:6-10, 1Jn 2:1-11 a number of conditional sentences, the
conclusion of which in every case exhibits the blessing attached to a right posture of heart required
in those conditions; but in every case it is a blessing which we receive for use and application, not
only for enjoyment. So it is when it is said, m mAmOciomotivevmumv [“the truth is in you”], or the
purification from sin is ascribed to us. The same should we expect here also. But the meaning of
God’s love to us does not harmonize with this; for that is indeed an experience or enjoyment of
which we are partakers, but not something with which we can operate, and of which we can make
any use. Further, the love of God to us is a thought which in the present context is by no means
brought into prominence, but would enter here as an abrupt and isolated idea. If, then, on the one
side there are the strongest reasons for taking @com [“‘of God”] as a genitivus subjectivus, and on
the other side equally strong reasons for understanding something to be spoken of that we receive
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for use and application in ourselves, how are we to decide between them? The materials for
decision are presented to us in the text. It is purely arbitrary for one half of the expositors to speak
of God’s love to us, and the other half to speak of our love to God: we read nothing but mym 1M TOm
Ocom [‘love of God"],—that is, the divine love, love as it is in God, without the addition of any
object for that love. The right meaning has escaped them simply through the interjection of an
object for the love. The apostle says that he who keeps the commandment of God—that is, the
commandment of love—has the love of God, has love as God is love, and as it is in God, dwelling
and ruling within him as a power of life. As in the former passage the truth, which God is and which
God has, comes upon us as a power filling and penetrating our being; so here the love of God,
which He is and which He has, attains in us its perfected sway. He who keeps the divine
commandment, the apostle means, has in himself the love from which God’s commandment flows,
and which is in God. Thus the preceding Amyoctom Ocom [“word of God"] is, in the conclusion of
the fifth verse, more closely defined; the reader receives into himself the idea of love.

St. John takes one step further towards his end in the sixth verse, in the requirement of
TEQITITEMY KO Om ¢ mKemvoC TeEplETM Tnoev [‘walk just as he walked”]. Looked at on one side, the
word TepiTotemy [“walk”] contains an enlargement of the tnpemv TEC MVTOANC, THV AN YOV TOR
Ocom [“to keep the commandments, the word of God”]. We have seen—that is, on 1Jn 1:6—how
TEplTOTEMV [“walk”] denotes the whole complex movement of life, not only in the outward act, but
in the collective expression of it, inward as well as outward; and therefore in this closer definition
the Tnpemv tm¢ mvioAm¢ [“to keep the commandments”] must embrace not a greater or less
number of individual acts, but the essential habit of the entire life. On the other side, the addition
KOoOm ¢ mKemVOC TEPIETM TNOEV [‘just as he walked”] gives another and additional point to the
previous thought. As the mvtohom ©com [‘commandments of God"], ordered
TIOAUTPE TIICKO M TOAU LEPE ¢, [“many times and many ways”] find their ideal unity in the Amyoctom
Ocom [*word of God"], in the annunciation of Christ, which forms one living whole; so the real,
visible, concrete unity is found in the life of Jesus Christ itself. But the question how He walked is
answered in the whole Gospel. In Joh 13:1, His entire life is gathered up in one word: mncom¢
B YO T COC TON C W Om OUG Wyl T OsV €l ¢ T AOC [“Jesus loved his own, he loved to the end”]. Now,
then, at last in 1Jn 2:9 the apostle’s thought, to which he had been converging in ever-narrowing
circles, bursts into clear expression: he is treating of brotherly love.

If it has been established in detail that the four expressions now considered have as to their matter
the same substantial meaning; that the apostle has before his eyes in the first and most general of
them, ommvtoAom tom Ocom [‘the commandments of God”], the last and most special of them,
and aims to bring the reader only by degrees to the unity and central point of these mvtoAam
[*commandments”]; and thus that 1Jn 2:9 forms the pith of the whole discussion,—then it has been
demonstrated that we must not think of separating 1Jn 2:3-6 from what follows, but must make the
whole from 1Jn 2:3-11 as one connected whole. Again, as not only the expression mywwKmvaITEY
Ocov [“to know God"] points back to 1Jn 1:5, as we have seen, but also 1Jn 2:9 stands in express
dependence on 1Jn 1:5, and is parallel with 1Jn 1:6, it is further demonstrated that the section 1Jn
2:3-11 runs strictly parallel with the section 1Jn 1:6-10, 1Jn 2:1-2. As we have further perceived
that the contents of the new section are simply brotherly love, we have already half found the
mutual relation of the two main divisions of our Epistle which we now have in hand. The subject of
the first section, 1Jn 1:6-10, 1Jn 2:1-2, may be briefly stated to be the relation of man to God. He
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who walks in the light, says the apostle, receives the purification from sins on the one band
through deliverance from them, 1Jn 1:7b, and mva pym = pumptnte [“that you may not sin”], 1Jn 2:1;
on the other hand, he receives that purification through forgiveness of the sins still committed by
him, 1Jn 1:9; 1Jn 2:2. The new section treats of the relation of the Christian not to God, but to the
brethren: he who walks in the light must love the brethren. Thus the first two sections of the Epistle
strictly correspond with the purpose which, according to 1Jn 1:3, the apostle had in view in his first
announcement: the assertion and proof of the koivwvma [“fellowship™]: first, petm tom TOITPE G
KOm peTm Tom umom omtom mnoom [‘with the Father and with his Son Jesus”]; and then,
secondly, petm mAAmAwv [“with one another”] [1Jn 1:7]. The former end is kept in view in 1Jn
1:6-10, 1Jn 2:1-2; the latter, in 1Jn 2:3-11. This second section of the Epistle in its construction
answers almost exactly to that of the first. Both are complete in two sub-sections: the first, 1Jn
1:6-7, and 1Jn 1:8-10, if we leave apart for a moment the hortatory summing up in 1Jn 2:1-2; the
second, 1Jn 2:3-5 and 1Jn 2:6-11. There is a difference indeed in the detail: the former section in
the first chapter treats its subject in the form of antithesis; while the second, in the second chapter,
places a superscription before each topic, or, to put it better, there is a statement of the subject
placed before each. Its first general sub-section, which in a certain sense lays the foundation, 1Jn
2:3-5, has 1Jn 2:3 for its statement of contents; the second and more special sub-section, 1Jn
2:6-11, has 1Jn 2:6-8 for its heading. But then the most perfect similarity returns again in the two
chapters; for the proper development takes place still in antithesis, of which each particular
sentence is not indeed here formally a conditional one, but yet is really such, inasmuch as the
participial sentences have essentially a conditional meaning. And the conformity in the structure
may be traced still further. As in the first chapter the first sub-section, 1Jn 1:6-7, consists of two
sentences over against each other, so also the first of the second chapter, 1Jn 2:4-5; and as in the
first chapter the second sub-section runs in three opposed sentences, 1Jn 1:8-10, so does also
the second sub-section in the second chapter, 1Jn 2:9-11. Of course the apostle did not work
according to a scheme laid down beforehand; but this concert and uniformity, descending into the
very details, shows how clearly his thoughts were before his mind down to their minutest shade.
This portion of the Epistle itself, to go no further, shows how much injustice is done to the author
by those who refuse to find in him any regular process of thought.
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Chapter 14

14 - 1Jn 2:3

1Jn 2:3
Kom my TORTE yIVE OKOMEY BTI MYVEKOUEV N THY, EEY THC BVTOANC N TON THPE IEVE

Let us now descend to the particulars. The sentence at the outset, which gives us our point of view
for the whole, is to the effect that we know God only if we keep His commandments. If yiyvm okelv
@y O¢tov [‘know God’] means, as we have seen in full, to know Him as light, as He alone is
described, it is obvious of itself that the yiyvm okelv [*know”] must be taken in its ordinary meaning,
and by no means as equivalent to myaTmv [“love”]. But certainly this knowing is throughout the
New Testament never a merely external knowledge; it is rather, so to speak, a knowledge full of
soul, which involves and establishes of itself a fellowship with Him who is known. In the same
sense as St. Paul uses the composite word = m wwol ¢ [“full knowledge”], which is not found in St.
John, St. John uses the simple word. In this plerophoric meaning the term often occurs in the
Gospel: Joh 1:10, where the om kmyww [“not know”] answers to the omkotmAafev [‘not perceive”]
of Joh 1:5[N]; Joh 8:55[N]; John 14:7, and others. It is not altogether strange to the Synoptics;
comp. Mar 9:18[N]. If, then, to know is, in our apostle’s use of it, the appropriation or the personal
reception into | ourselves of another and foreign nature, it is clear that the knowledge of God
includes in itself a participation of His nature as known; and that thus the yvmvaitmv ©¢ov [*know
God"] here is essentially related to the Tepimotemvmvewtm [“‘walk in the light”] of 1Jn 1.6: the
rather as here also the connection requires us to assume that God is known as light. Such
fellowship with God should declare itself in the tnpemv TEm¢ mvtoAm¢ omtom [‘keep his
commandments”]. This sentence, laying its foundation for what follows, is then further unfolded in
two verses containing two antithetical clauses.
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Chapter 15

15-1Jn 2:4

1Jn 2:4

B AEVOV, “BWEKO OETEV,” KON TEC EVIOANCG OOMTON pE TnpEVY, PSEOTNC MOTH, KON HY
TomTe m mAmOsi0 omk motv. The former of these two clauses corresponds with perfect
exactness to 1Jn 1:6. It is true that, in the place of the expressly conditional mmv 11 emTm [“if
someone says”] there, we have here the more positive term m Amywv [“the one who says”], which
is the form that rules the whole of this new section; but it is obvious that the meaning is the same.
The uniformity of the external construction within the two sections,—in the one always mmv [“if"], in
the other always the nominative participle,—as also the slight change of form between the two,
serve only to set the parallelism of the thoughts in a light doubly clear. Further, that the mywwka
omtmyV [*know him”] in our passage corresponds as to its substance with the assertion koiveve av
mxopev petm omtom [‘we have fellowship with him”], 1Jn 1:6, we have just now seen; and it is
equally obvious that the um tnpemvim ¢ mvioAm¢ [“to not keep commandment”] runs parallel here
with the TeEpiTTemvmyTE okmtel [‘walking in darkness”] there. The form of the condemning
conclusion is, with all the similarity of contents in the two passages, rather different; and that
difference presents a slight change in the thought. In 1Jn 1:1-10 the conclusion lays down two
kinds of activity, Qemdeabal [“to lie”] and mAmBeiovom ToIEmV [“not do the truth”]; but here we
have, on the contrary, two states or conditions, that of yemotng emvai [“to be a liar’] and that in
which a man is not partaker of the truth. In the former it is said that the original pattern of truth, its
full reality, the real substance of the divine being, does not communicate itself to the man; here it is
said that generally it is not in him.
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Chapter 16

16 - 1Jn 2:5

1Jn 2:5

ECON EY TNPE OETON TEHY AENYOV, EANOEC HY TONTE H EYETI TOEM OOE TETEAEEM WIOI. WMV
TONTE VIVEOKOLEY BTl WV omTH molev. In the same way as 1Jn 2:4 corresponds with 1Jn 1:6,
1Jn 2:5 corresponds with 1Jn 1:7. Both passages urge the importance of the exhibition of true
godliness as opposed to the mere semblance of it. The form of the first limb of the sentence, or the
protasis, in the latter case is not the participle, as in the previous verse, nor is it an actual
conditional clause, as in the former chapter; but it is a relative sentence with ammvfn, which
closely approximates to the positive form with nominative nouns which prevails throughout the
section. In the present case also, the last limb of the sentence, or the apodosis, corresponds in
1Jn 1:7-10, 1Jn 2:1-5; as in the former the highest benefit of the walk in light is specified as the
KoBopm el Tmampomnoom K.T.A. [“the blood of Jesus cleanses, etc.”], so also here the closing
clause declares the blessing of Tnpemvimv Amyovtom Ocom [“‘to keep the word of God”] to be the
full and perfect participation in the divine nature of love. The passage of the Gospel, Joh 8:31,
which gave us above the right hint for the right interpretation of the Amyo¢ tom ©¢com [“the word of
God"] will shed some light on the mAn6m¢ [“truly”] also: mmy mcmC YEMYNTE WY TH AmyE TH
mpum, mAnOmc pobntam pouv motm [“If you continue in my word, you are truly my disciples”]. It
may be, indeed, that mAnOm ¢ [“truly”] occurs sometimes in the New Testament with the meaning
of mere affirmation, equivalent to profecto; but that is never the case in St. John, not even in Joh
1:48: the expression as he uses it always denotes the internal reality as opposed to the outward
appearance only. So it is here. With him who obeys the Amyo¢ Tom ©@com [“the word of God"], love,
the love which makes the character or nature of God, is perfected in its fullest reality and entire
fulness. TeAeiom gBal [“made complete”] is reserved by St. John for the consummation of love, and
of perfected fellowship with God through love; compare besides 1Jn 4:12, 1Jn 4:17-18; Joh
17:23[N] in the Gospel. In itself it is not a startling or revolting thought, that the love of God should
dwell in us in its full measure and in its simple perfection. According to Eph 4:13[N], we are to grow
up UETPOV MAIKE OC TON TIANPE paToC Tom Xpiotom [“‘the measure of the stature of the fullness of
Christ”]; but here our perfecting (um tpov mAlkma¢ [“measure of the stature”]) is this, that the whole
fulness of Christ dwells in us. Again, as Christ is the xapaktnmpkomomTomyoopa [‘exact
representation and radiance” cf. Heb 1:3] of the Father in such a manner that the whole
TANm pwpotom Ocom [“fullness of God”] dwells in Him, this proves that the TAnm popatom GOsom
[“fullness of God"] is supposed to dwell in us. And that this TAnmpwpa [“fullness”] of God is
essentially love, we are taught by the fundamental dictum of 1Jn 4:16; as also St. Paul exhorts us,
in the only place (Eph 5:1-2[N]) where he places God before us as a pattern, to strive after that
pattern through walking in love. The little clause that follows, mv Tom TR yivE OKOpEY BTI BV (mTH
mopev [“by this we know that we are in him”], takes up again the fundamental thought placed first
in 1Jn 2:3, and thus bears its witness that the first sub-section of the new section has come to its
close. Marking the uniformity of structure throughout, it is not to be overlooked—though we
venture to give it only as a supposition—that in 1Jn 2:5 there is but one conclusion, while in 1Jn
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1:7, the verse correlative with 1Jn 2:5, there are two; here then we have, instead of the second,
this summing up repetition of the fundamental thought. The parallel mv tom tm [“in this”] of 1Jn 2:3
testifies, were any proof necessary, that these words are not to be referred to the last conclusion,
E mymTT TOm Ocom TeTEAEm wral [“the love of God is made complete”], but to the first clause,
mmvTnpm pev [“if we obey”], or still better probably, to the whole preceding period.
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Chapter 17

17 -1Jn 2:6

1Jn 2:6

E AEVQV EV OETE UEVEV, E@EEAEl, KOONC EMKEMVOC TEPIETMTNOE, KON OETEC ONTWG
TEPITOITEM V.

It is clear now that there is a progression in the following verses; but it is important to keep it in the
right order. For instance, it is not to be found forthwith in the new idea pmveivmvOem [“to abide in
God"]. It is undoubtedly true that the three ideas yivamvai [“to know”], 1Jn 2:3, emval [‘to be”], 1Jn
2:5, ymvelv [‘to abide”], 1Jn 2:6, express a gradation: cognitio, communio, constantia in
communione. But because the progress of the thought might rest upon this gradation, that does
not prove that it does so in the present case. This is opposed first of all by the fact that in 1Jn 2:5,
at the end of the section which began with the yvm c1¢c©som [‘knowledge of God"], what was said is
summed up again by emvaimv omte [“to be in him”]; it could not have been the apostle’s point to
introduce a new thought in the recapitulation; and the emphasis must lie not upon the difference
between yivmvai [“to know”] and emval [“to be”], but upon what they have in common. The main
consideration, however, is this. If the gradation in the three ideas before us were the point which
carries the apostle’s thoughts onwards, the emphasis would have lain on the blessing conferred in
keeping the divine commandments; that, however, is obviously not the case, but it lies in the
following the commandment itself. The distinctive feature of our section is not promissory, but
hortatory. Consequently, the three ideas only in passing indicate the whole comprehensiveness of
the blessing which is attached to the keeping of the divine word, marking it out under its several
aspects. The emphasis, however, lies not upon their difference, but upon their relative identity.
The progression of the thought rests rather upon the TEpITITEm YV KOOM ¢ ® KEMVOC TEPIETM TNOEV
[*walk just as he walked”]. In that phrase the contents of the divine will, hitherto viewed generally
as mvtoham [“‘commandments”], and again made more specific as Amyocomtom [“his word”], is
yet again more closely defined. We also must exhibit the same walk which Christ exhibited. What
was said before had shown, even if the reader did not know it from the outset, that the walking in
love was alone signified. And this resemblance to the Lord is imposed on us as the supreme
obligation; if indeed the omtwc [‘thus”], against which there is certainly some slight external
evidence, is the true reading: the kom [*and”] and the omtwg [“thus”] would doubly emphasize the
omtm [*him”] and thus strengthen the parallel. And this walk is obligatory on the Christian
(m @em Agl [“to owe”]); moreover, through an obligation contracted by his own free act, that is, by his
own word (mAmywv [“the ones saying]). That, for the rest, Holy Scripture has exhibited Christ as a
pattern only in His sufferings, is a fact which, admitted by all expositors, we keep in our view here
in passing; without, however, entering upon the question whether our passage constitutes an
exception, and how far it does so. The sequel will clear up this point.
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Chapter 18

18 - 1Jn 2:7-8

1Jn 2:7-8

B OEA (PO, OB K HVTOARY KOIVEYV YPHE (W B UEV, EAAE EVTOAEY TOAQIEY, BV EMXETE BT HPXEC.
E EVIOAE B TOACIE ECTIV B ANYOC BV EKONCOOTE ETH EPOXECE [TEAIV EVIOARVY KAlvEVY
VOR QW EEY, B EOTIVEANOECEY ONTHE, KON BV EUEY, BT| B OKOTE O TIOPE YETOI, KON TH (EC
TH mANOivey mOn @amVEl.

We enter on that sequel with a double expectation. First, that is, we are obliged to expect a closer
definition of the contents of 1Jn 2:6, as we have seen in our general remarks upon the section that
we are still on the way to its central point in 1Jn 2:9. But what constitutes the closer relation
between 1Jn 2:6 and the sequel can, in the absence of any external bond of connection, be shown
only by a penetrating study of the particulars. But, secondly, the appeal, so emphatic and
disconnected, which stands at the beginning, and so obviously springs from a vehement feeling,
points us to the fact that the apostle attaches a special importance to what is about to follow. As to
the mdeAgom [“brothers”] of the Textus Receptus, however aptly it may suit a section on love of
brethren, we are obliged by external reasons to prefer the reading myarntom [“‘beloved’]. But the
main question is, what we are to understand by the mvtoAmkaive [‘new commandment’] and
ToAoim [“old”]. There has been a disposition to interpret them of two distinct commandments: in
which case, probably, the mvtoAm ToAcim [“old commandment”] would be brotherly love, and the
mvTOAmKOIVE [‘new commandment”’] the imitation of Christ; or the order might be inverted; or a
third interpretation might be supposable, since the section itself furnishes no key, and the idea of
two separate commandments of course opens the way for all kinds of solutions. But the notion of
thus dividing them is as a theory full of insurmountable difficulties, both formal and in the matter.
The expression itself opposes it, as it seems to us; for we should in such a case expect, not
ONKEVTOAEY KOlvEVEAARTOACIEY [‘not a new but an old commandment’], but “as well a new
commandment as an old,” or something like this; and similarly, in 1Jn 2:8, instead of
T AIVEVIOARY KOIVE YV Yo @w [‘on the other hand, | am writing a new commandment”], we should
expect “and yet again | write,” and so forth. For if the apostle, in fact, announced two
commandments an old one and a new one, it would be impossible for him to have said, without
any further explanation, that one of then he did not announce. Thus we must understand that only
one commandment is meant, which, viewed from different points, may now be considered as new
and now as old. But there are material as well as formal difficulties in the theory of two separate
commandments. For it would be most obvious on that supposition to describe the command to
follow Christ as the mvtoAm ToAc1m [“old commandment”], and that of brotherly love as the kaivm
[“new”]. But it is impossible to admit that the former of these was older than the other; even in the
sense that the churches received the precept to follow Christ before they received that of loving
one another. For where can we imagine a church which had not been taught to include this among
the elements of the faith? Still less can we conceive that St. John should call that commandment
old because it had been communicated in what he had said above, and the other new because he
was about to communicate it: for how can a commandment be called old because it has just been
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announced? Thus we must regard the mvtoAmkailve komToAaim [‘a commandment new and
old"] as one and the same commandment viewed under different aspects. This being so, of course
it can mean no other than that of brotherly love, of which the section before us treats. Even if the
commandment in question were referred to the TepITTEmY KO Om ¢ mKeEMVOC TEPIETM TNOEV [“walk
just as he walked"], that would make no material difference, for we have seen that even these
words have for their substance nothing but the example of brotherly love. Formally, of course,
there would then be a certain difference introduced into the thought; but we will for the time
assume that brotherly love in general is the matter of the precept. Further consideration will show
whether 1Jn 2:7 and 1Jn 2:8 are to be referred forwards to 1Jn 2:9, that is, to the myarmyv
Tom ¢m 0eAqom ¢ [“love the brothers”], or backwards to 1Jn 2:6, the TEpITIOTEM YV KOOM G M KEMVOC
TEplETM TNOoeV [‘walk just as he walked”]. In what sense, then, is the commandment of brotherly
love an old one? It seems obvious and plausible at the outset to consider this as meaning that it
had been already given in the Old Testament, and that it was called also an mvtoAmkaive [“new
commandment”], because Christ had in an altogether new way established it as a law. Nor would it
be a valid objection to this that the readers were for the most part Gentile Christians, to whom the
Old Testament had no authority; for the New Testament regards the whole kingdom of God as one
unity, so that the Gentile Christians were the legitimate heirs of the ancient oracles. But, certainly,
were this the right interpretation, we should expect to find the apostle using the plural, as including
himself and all: mv moyxete, mvmkomoapev [“which you have received, which you have heard].
But by speaking in the second person he distinguishes himself from his readers as his disciples;
and this of itself makes it probable that the mTmmpxmcmoxete [‘you have received from the
beginning”] refers to the beginning of their Christianity. Moreover, we have seen that
Amyoctom Ocom [“word of God”] in 1Jn 2:5 points to the announcement made through Christ, and it
would seem obvious to refer the Amyoc [“word”] of 1Jn 2:7 also to this; accordingly, the Amyo¢ mv
mkomoate [‘word which you have heard’] is the announcement of salvation communicated
through the apostles. We must note how delicately careful is the insertion and omission of the
article in our verse; not a new commandment write | unto you, the author says, but an old one,
which ye have had since the beginning of your Christianity; and the saving announcement which
ye then heard (the second mTmmpxm¢ [“from the beginning”] at the end of the verse must be
struck out), the entire Amyog [“word”] concerning the personal Logos, has only this meaning, the
very same old commandment (here the article comes in) concerning which | speak. And now, once
more, how can this commandment be termed a new one? The answer of this difficult question, or
the way to it, is indicated evidently enough; for in Joh 13:34 we have a quite similar utterance. The
Lord says in connection with the last Passover: EvtoAmvY Kalvey O dwUl EUEY, VO B YO TH TE
EAAEAOUCE KOOENC WymTNOO EUEC, EVO KON BUEEG EHYyoTMmTE mMAAmMAOULC [‘A new
commandment | give to you, that you love one another, even as | have loved you, that you also
love one another”]. In this verse we find the constitutive elements of our present passage: here as
there brotherly love is called an mvtoAm kaive [‘new commandment’]; here as there the same
closer definition is appended, for the TEpITTEm YV KO OmM ¢ mKeEMVOC TEPIETM TN OEY [‘walk just as he
walked”] corresponds precisely to the myarmvko6m ¢ mym oo mpum¢ [“love just as | have loved
you”]. But the same question arises as to the passage in the Gospel itself, how far brotherly love
could be there called a new commandment; since it was not only prescribed in the Old Testament,
but had been by Christ Himself, during the course of His ministry, again and again imprinted upon
His disciples’ minds as the second great commandment, like unto the first. But when we narrowly
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examine it, we find a difference. So to love as He Himself loved, the Lord had never before
commanded; and it will be evident that in this appendage not only is there a new and stronger
incentive to brotherly love, but that also the precept in fact receives an altogether new colour.
Brotherly love on this foundation, and enforced by this example, does in very deed become a
perfectly new commandment. To apprehend this more fully, we must take a step onward in the
evangelical history. The evangelist begins the second great division of the Gospel, the narrative of
the passion, with the words, mnoom ¢ myoTm oo TONC mONMOUC EMC TMAQOC M Yym TINOEV (/M TOM(
[“Jesus loved his own, he loved them to the end” cf. John 13:1]. It is manifest that this does not say
merely that our Lord also, in the last days of His earthly life, advanced in the love which He had all
along displayed: for how should it occur to the thought of any one to deny that? What was there in
this general idea that could have moved the apostle to place it in the foreground with such deep
emphasis? We are constrained rather to believe that the justification of an utterance thus made
emphatic lay in this, that a peculiar power of love was manifested in the passion of Christ, that it
was a specifically arduous love, a higher degree of love, which enabled the Lord to continue, even
em ¢ TmAOC [‘to the end”], in the course of love which He had always displayed. And, in fact, it
would have been—to speak humanly—natural if the Lord had been frightened back from this
myoTm em ¢ TMAOC [‘love to the end”], which imposed upon Him such an unspeakable burden; and
it signalized the full glory of His power to love, that it was capable of sustaining such a test. Thus
the verse of the Gospel distinguishes two grades or kinds of love with which the Lord loved His
own. The same result emerges from a closer examination of Joh 13:12 ff., especially of the Joh
13:15. The most superficial glance shows at once that the Lord Himself and His evangelist
exhibited the feet-washing as a demonstration of love bearing a peculiar character, such as His
former life had not yet displayed. And with this we now connect the remark, that precisely on this
occasion, and on this occasion alone, Jesus required of His disciples to love one another as He
had loved them. The washing of their feet is the theme which runs through its variations in the
whole of the following section. See Joh 13:15: mTm d€Iyuo ym P BOWKO H UMY, BVO KOOEC mym
ETONNCO HMumV, KOm mucH ¢ ToImte, [“for | gave you an example, that just as | have done to you,
you should do also”], with Joh 13:34: mvtoAmv kaivmy omdwpl mumv [“a new commandment |
give to you]. If, then, we ask wherein the distinctiveness of this proof of love lay, as distinguished
from all the other demonstrations of love which the hand of the Redeemer’s love had wrought out
during His previous life, the answer is threefold. First, in all the other deeds through which the
Lord’s love dispensed grace and help, He acted, according to His own express testimony, on the
suggestion of His heavenly Father: they were tokens of love, but He wrought them not as
expressions of love, but as expressions of obedience. But we cannot say the same in precisely the
same sense concerning this act of the feet-washing: beyond all other acts, it leaves the impression
that it sprang from a perfectly spontaneous and instantaneous impulse. It was indeed in absolute
harmony with the Father’s will; but the Lord performed it not as of obedience , but as from the
source of His own love gushing forth in unwonted power. Secondly, in all the previous
demonstrations of His love, the Lord had ever maintained His position of kmpio¢ [“Lord”] and
o1om okoAo¢ [‘teacher”]; they were the manifestations of Himself precisely as of a loving
o10m oKaAOo¢ [“teacher”]. But in the feet-washing He denied Himself this very position, and was
constrained to deny Himself of it in order to accomplish the act. In this deed of humility He was no
longer the &16m okaAog [‘teacher”], but rather the dlakovmv [“one serving”]. And there especially is
the emphatic love which, according to John Chapter 13, was manifested in the passion, that He
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surrendered the supreme and exalted place which, despite His humiliation, was always His, and
descended from the dignity of the prophet to the deep renunciation of the cross. Thirdly, in all the
other demonstrations of Christ’'s love we receive the impression that He must act as He did, and
that if He did not so act there would have been a blot on His image; we know also that His
disciples and the people expected from Him His miracles. On the other hand, the feet-washing
was expected by no one, nor could anyone have expected it; yea, if we suppose Him to have
pretermitted it, no blot would have rested on His person.

Thus we have, in connection with our Lord Himself, two different kinds of demonstration of love.
Only in the latter did He present Himself as a pattern to His disciples; and it is this precise love,
exercised in imitation of Him, that He Himself described as the mvtoAm koive [‘new
commandment”]. Now, as the Lord’s love em¢ tmAo¢ [‘to the end”], that which He showed in the
feet-washing, was related to His earlier demonstrations, so must, among His disciples, the love
which He commands them to exercise in imitation of Himself be related to the love with which they
had hitherto loved, such as they had found prescribed in the Old Testament. As the Lord,
according to our remarks above, until the night of the passion had performed His acts, not in the
first instance as from love, but rather from obedience, so until the night of the passion it had been
for the disciples a commandment obligatory to love their neighbour; they practised love as a duty,
and in every particular act were constrained to remember the obligation. For it is obvious that the
guestion is here not of those testimonies of love which spring from natural and instinctive
sympathy,—these do not generally lie at the basis of any ethics,—but of such love as is exercised
in conscious self-denying acts. Such acts of self-denial it was necessary for men before Christ,
and it is necessary to every man now, especially in the beginning of the Christian life, to constrain
himself to perform. As, again, in all the earlier demonstrations of His love, Christ had still remained
the o1om okaAog [“teacher’] and kmpiog [‘Lord”], so also the natural position of man in the first
stage of love thus considered remains uninvaded and untouched: in His loving acts the King
remains what He is: He is simply a loving King, even as the Lord among His own was a loving
o1om okoAo¢ [‘teacher”]. But when this same Lord presents Himself, that is to say, more
particularly His feet-washing, as the pattern of love, it is His will to put an end to this love from
mere obedience: from that time His disciples were to love after the model He gave them generally,
and gave them specifically at that very hour; in such a way, namely, that the individual act should
spring, not from the obligation of law, but from the direct and compulsory pressure of the heart.
Further, as the Lord surrendered His position as Lord in the feet-washing, and in His passion
generally, so should we also so love as that all human distinctions may cease in its presence: no
longer loving the TAnom ov [“neighbour”], but the m deAqm v [“brother”], as it stands written; om K mvI
EOUOOE OIC KOM EAANV, OBK EVI OOMAOC KON MAcH OgpOCH T VTECH LIEM G EMC M OTE BV XPIOTH
mnoom [“There is neither Jew or Greek, neither slave or free; for you are all one in Christ Jesus”
cf. Gal 3:28]. It is love when the Lord exhibits Himself as a loving Master towards slaves; but love
as the mvtoAm kaive [“new commandment”] is commended to us, to be regarded and to be felt,
not as Lord, but as itself domAog [“slave,” “servant”]. And this touches the third mark which we
perceived to be the peculiarity of the feet-washing: this love will not limit itself to cases in which
there is a visible occasion or external necessity for its display; but its unrestrained vehemence as a
living spring will go beyond all expectations, and approve itself literally without measure or degree.
Further, it is clear that this mvtoAm kaivm [“new commandment”] can be called such only in a
broader sense of the word commandment: it is, namely, a goal set before men, for ever to be
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striven after; not, however, as properly speaking an obligatory law; for as soon as it is exercised as
such, it ceases to be the new commandment. Rather the matter stands thus: that the new spring of
love, which in the passion issued forth from the Redeemer’s heart, streams, through His return to
the Father, His glorification, and the consequent mission of the Spirit, into the hearts of Christians
as an active energy of their life; and thus the commandment comes of itself into fulfilment, not qua
commandment, but as an irrepressibly energizing power. Finally, we may be permitted to complete
this biblical disquisition by pointing out how both the kinds or stages of love which we have
distinguished in the spiritual domain are reproduced in all human relations. As well the love of
friendship as the conjugal love exhibit them in their degree, seeking especially all individual
opportunities for their manifestation. But the more internal the relation is, the more surely does this
necessity of seeking cease; because the whole life and being are more and more fashioned into
one entire demonstration of love.

Having thus established the meaning of mvtoAm kaive [‘new commandment”] in the passage of
the Gospel, we may easily apply it to our present passage, and it will be found to harmonize with
the whole in the completest and most satisfactory manner. The commandment of love, St. John
says, is to you a ToAoimv [“old”]; for it is the Amyoc [“word”] which ye heard from the beginning.
There is no evangelical annunciation possible without this precept: indeed, the whole Gospel itself
is nothing but this precept. That is the first stage of Christian brotherly love; and, as the
benediction upon it, it is most pertinently assured by the apostle that the love of God, as that of the
Father, dwells in us after a perfected manner. That is to say, God cannot deprive Himself of His
nature: it is true that His love flows not from any obligation, but out of the inexhaustible source of
His being, which is love; yet He remains ever the loving God, the loving Lord. Hence it is this
blessed consequence of our brotherly love,—why speak we of consequence? it is this blessed
ground of it,—to wit, that His nature of love abides in us, and in us makes its dwelling, which the
apostle makes prominent first of all. But this is not the highest blessing of it. That the love of Christ
dwells in us is yet more, and a higher stage of love; for His was the self-renouncing, self-denying,
all-surrendering, and self-sacrificing love. And this love is the koivemmvtoAm [‘new
commandment”] which is proclaimed to us. The octoixema [*way of life”] of Christianity had been
long embraced by the church; now the great point was that they m7m tmvteAem wolvem pecBal
[‘pressed on to perfection”] (Heb 6:1). To the teAemwoig [‘perfection”], especially to the
teAemayopm [‘perfect joy”] would the apostle lead them on; and we have already seen in 1Jn 1:4
that this perfect joy rests in one sense iipon the perfectness of brotherly love. The one passage
has the other in view. At the point thus carefully secured we are in a position to decide whether our
verses look forward to the expression myoTmyv Tom ¢m deA@om ¢ [“love the brothers”], or backwards
to the TEpITTEmMY KOOmMC Xplotm ¢ TeEpleTM Tnoev [‘walk just as Christ walked”]. The latter is
obviously favoured by the circumstance that the readers, when they came to the words omk
EVTOARVY KOlvEy ypm @w mumv [“l am not writing a new commandment to you”], must necessarily
have at once thought that the apostle was referring to the commandment just given to them; but a
still stronger reason is, that he expressly describes the kaivmmvtoAm [‘new commandment’] as
the Amyoc, mv mkovoav [‘word, which you heard”], thus taking up again the Amyo¢ [*word”] of 1Jn
2:5. The weightiest argument, however, is found in what we have already perceived, that the
commandment thus impressed upon them was no other than that they should walk after the
example of Christ. The matter, strictly speaking, stands thus: First, he describes the conversation,
or rather the whole life of Jesus quite generally as the commandment; but then he goes on, more
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definitely, to exhibit the love of Christ manifested in the passion, and the imitation of it he makes
into a commandment by means of the word mvtoAm koiva [“new commandment”]: this word being
naturally understood by the readers acquainted with the Gospel, without any express reference to
the passage on which our exposition has been based. Thus, moreover, we may justify to ourselves
the remark already made, that Christ is presented to us as a pattern only in His passion,—that is to
say, after we have heard a quite general exhortation to the following of His life of love, the
emphasis in our passage declines upon the mym 1™ €m¢ TmAOC [‘love to the end”], upon the love
which the Lord manifested on the night of His sorrows. For the rest, it may be observed once
more, that not all the thoughts which we have brought in here were by the apostle himself
expressly set forth. They are rather only the premises which must have been living in his spirit
when he used the word which he did use. We may infer from his utterance here, that all this was in
the background of his mind. But a new difficulty emerges, after all our exposition, in consequence
of the appended clause, m moTIV EANOECEY omTE KON BV mumEV. The words admit of a double
grammatical construction. Either they are regarded as the proper object of ypm @w [“l write”], and
the preceding mvtoAm kaivm [“new commandment’] as an attributive describing it: | write now to
you this, which in you is the truth, as a new commandment. Or, inverting it, we may take the
mvioAmkoive [‘new commandment’] as the object, and the relative clause as merely a
declarative closer definition: | write to you a new commandment, namely, that which in you is truth.
When we now observe that the idea of the mvtoAmkaivm [‘new commandment”] is the
fundamental theme of 1Jn 2:8, that, further, the mvtoAmv ToAaim is certainly the objective of the
ypm@elv in 1Jn 2:7, which formally and materially corresponds with this, we are constrained to
decide in favour of the latter. But we must remember that the sentence with m [“which”] is by no
means the same as the sentence with m [“which”], or to be taken as simply a closer definition of
the mvtoAm [‘commandment”]. Apart from the question,—which, however, we ought not to
omit,—why the apostle in that case did not use the feminine pronoun, the thought would on that
supposition be altogether different. If we had a relative clause with m [“which”] belonging to the
mvtoAm [‘commandment”], we should have generally only one objective definition; brotherly love
would be simply called a new commandment; but as it is, we find two parallel definitions of it,—one
as a new commandment, and the other as something that is truth in the readers. But if we regard
the form as settled, the matter of the sentence meets us with new questions. For instance, how
comes it to pass that what is truth in the readers—that is, according to the firmly fixed idea of the
word, living reality in them—is yet exhibited as a commandment? This would seem indeed to place
the reality of what is commanded before the readers as their aim, and not regard it as a present
experienced fact. Again, how is it possible that what is supposed to be a reality in the readers, is
nevertheless described to them as a new announcement? But the view we have established of the
mvToAmKoive [“new commandment”] itself suggests the possibility of giving right answers to these
guestions.

We have seen that objectively, in relation to brotherly love, there has been a twofold
commandment; for, while it was taught from the beginning, both in the Old Testament and in the
New, it was so taught by the passion of Christ as to become an altogether new commandment.
Not only so; we have seen, further, that subjectively also in the life of every Christian the same
twofold characteristic approves itself: in the beginning of the Christian career love is of the former,
in its further stages it is of the latter kind. Further, we have discerned that brotherly love as an
mvtoAmkoive [“new commandment’] can by no means be fulfilled as an obligatory law; that its
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nature is rather to flow from its own free and independent personal impulse, while at the same time
it is effectual only through the Spirit of Him who exercised it symbolically and in its original and
perfect character. Now, if the readers of the Epistle have received this Spirit, there must be in them
at least the commencement or starting-point of this new and higher brotherly love; in some definite
degree it must have become in them mAnGm¢ [“true”]. It is therefore a new commandment only in
as far as now, in virtue of the apostle’s word, they are, on the one hand, made conscious of its
possession, the old precept becoming a new one because now it has become their own conscious
possession; and, on the other hand, that word presents to them that which they already had, being
Christians, as now to be a conscious end, the realization, and indeed perfect realization of which
must be their problem and goal: thus this higher kind of brotherly love becomes after all an
mvToAm [‘commandment”’] to them. What we, in our remarks upon Joh 13:34, saw to be a feature
of the new commandment,—that it was at once a commandment and yet not a commandment,
because springing directly from the impulse of the heart,—that the apostle says here expressly;
and this, as we think, impresses on our exposition the seal of its approval. Thus, as the previous
words present the brotherly love which the apostle commends as at once an old and yet a new
commandment, so in our verse it is presented as a commandment, and yet again as not a
commandment. But this double character of the idea is designedly not exhibited as an
antithesis,—as if it were mVTOARY TOACIEY ypR @w B UEY, TEAIV OB Koivey [‘l am writing to you
an old commandment, but on the other hand, new”],— but as perfectly interwoven and one. Hence
the first time it is the TmAtv [“again”], merely marking a new starting-point; the second time, the
simple appositional clause m moTIv mAnBGm ¢ [“which is true”].

Thus upon the complete sentence, as appended, mAn6m¢my om e Kom my mumv [“true in him
and in you”], there now falls a clear light—that is, the brotherly love now in question as
mvToOAmKOIVE [‘new commandment”] has been brought into the world only through the example of
Christ, and can by us be attained only through fellowship with Him. Hence the apostle, by mv
omTm [“in him”], assigns the reason on account of which this brotherly love was in them, so far as
it really dwelt in their souls. But how it comes to pass that what in Christ is truth is truth also in
them, the last words of the verse explain: ETI B OKOTEQ TIIPE YETAI, KOE TH (@EC TH EANOIVEVY
m on gamvel [“that the darkness is passing away and the true light is already shining”]. That this
m Tl [“that”] is not declarative, and to be taken as stating the contents of the mvtoAmkaive [“new
commandment”], is obvious from the very matter of the sentence. It describes, forsooth, a purely
objective historical fact, while the idea of mvtoAm [‘commandment”] in its very nature contains a
subjective element: | may indeed represent a fact as at the same time involving a requirement, as
indeed this clause shows; but a mere objective fact cannot as such be called an mvtoAm
[‘commandment”]. Thus the words simply announce a reason. But of what must a reason be
given? We might think of the mvtoAmkaive [“new commandment”], and say that the apostle gives
this command because of the fact now impressively stated: “since now the darkness recedes, the
true light now unfolds its reality; walk then as it becomes you, like Tmkvaguwim¢, [“children of
light”], in this light.” The warranty for the precept would then be essentially parallel with that of Rom
13:11-14.

Against this we have nothing really material to urge; but still the reason assigned is more pointed,
and appears to us more natural also, if we refer the causal clause to the immediately preceding
sentence, m WOTIV mANOmC my omTE Kom my mpumv [“which is true in him and in you”], thus
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making it explain how that commandment has its reality in us: to put it more plainly, a reason is
given for the kom in the words referred to. “Ye are indeed already under the power of the light;
therefore that which is mv amtm [“in him"] is also mv mpumv [“in you”], and the law which | demand
has its reality in you; but the great consideration is, that it be brought into full consciousness and to
its perfection.” The darkness is passing away, St. John writes. He does not add, in connection with
it, mv mumv [“in you”]: the proposition is therefore to be taken in its universality. The place in which
the darkness reigns is, as we saw on chapter 1, the world in its biblical meaning; and with the
appearing of Him who has overcome the world, both it and its prince are judged and condemned,
and the power of darkness is broken. It has not yet passed away, but it is in the act of passing; the
spread of the kingdom of God, and, what is equivalent to that, the passing away of the world, are
the signature and the very matter of all church history. But alongside of this negative, the
o pm yecBai [“departure”] of the darkness, there runs a parallel positive, T ¢m ¢ e mAnBGivav mdn
@omvel [“the light is already shining”]. This expression is a distinct remembrancer of Joh 1:4, 1Jn
1:9, in which latter verse we find it in the same words; and if we add that St. John always
understands by qm ¢ [“light”], Christ, or, as in 1Jn 1:5 here, God, it will commend itself to think of
the Lord Himself as here directly signified. It is not a contradiction to this, that in the previous
words the okotma [“darkness”] does not expressly refer to a person; for we have already shown
on 1Jn 1:5 that here lies the all-pervading distinction, that while the light is concentrated in a
person, the darkness never is. All goodness is in the power of divine light, a lesser jet from the
greater Flame; but all evil, while it is occasioned by Satan, is not in the same sense an effluence
from him as the light is an out-beaming from God.

Christ, however, is not called @m¢ [“light”] merely, but ¢m¢ mAnBivmy [“true light”]: a genuine
Johannaean appendage. While mAm6eia [“truth”] signifies the objective truth which is absolute
fulness and reality, mAnBivmv [“true”] signifies that a specified person is that which is predicated of
him in the fullest possible degree. It is the application of the mAmBeia [“truth”] to one particular
guestion or point; yet so that mAnBivm ¢ [“true”], as compared with mAn6m ¢ [“truly”], specifies the
form as opposed to the matter: ¢m ¢ mAn6m¢ [“true light”] would mean that the light is a true one,
and not merely has the semblance of it; gm ¢ mAn6ivmv [“true light”], on the contrary, declares that
the idea @m¢ [‘light”] must be taken in its full reality. The true light “already” shineth: the mdn
[“already”] is the correlative of the present Tpm yetal [“passing away”] in the preceding sentence;
the light has already commenced its activity. This clause also is altogether general and
objective,—spoken without any external or obvious reference to the readers. But when we
consider that, as the okotm a [“darkness”] comes to manifestation in the km apocg [‘world”], so the
light developes its energy in the BaciAema tom Ocom [‘kingdom of God”]; and again, that the
readers are supposed to be tm @wtm TEpITOTOMVTEG [“walking in the light™], living under the power
of the light,—it will be clear that these general statements also specifically indicate that the light
appears in them, that they have their portion in that love which is gathered up in the @m¢
mAnOivmy [“true light”].

How far this is the case, thus how far brotherly love can be exhibited as the consequence of
walking in light; that is to say, further, how far the close of the eighth verse demonstrates the
beginning of it; and lastly, how far the whole section results from the one sentence 6sm ¢ ¢m ¢ [“God
is light”],—is now the concluding question which requires summary answer. The collective
elements of the answer lie in the words of the apostle. If Christ, namely, like God, is (m¢
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[“light”],—if His walk was a walk in love,—it is clear that fellowship with His light-nature is and must
be fellowship with His walk in love. What inwardly, in the subjects themselves, approves itself as
mAmOBeia [“truth”], shows itself outwardly in relation to other subjects as m ym 1M [“love”].
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Chapter 19

19 - 1Jn 2:9-11

1Jn 2:9-11

EAEYWY BV TH QWTE EEVOI, KOE THY BOEA@EY 0N TON [ICEV, BV TH CKOTEE ECTEV B HOTI.
H EYOTEY THY BOEA@EY (N TON, BV TH (WTH IEVEl, KON OKEVOOAOV BV OETE ONK BOTIV- B ON
MiCEY THY BOEA@EY (INTON, BV TH CKOTEE EOTH, KON EHV TH CKOTHE TEPITIITEM, KON OMK
ONOE TIOW ETMEYEl, HTI M OKOTHO HTH@E\WOE TOmG m@oApom¢ omtom. The two verses just
expounded correspond, in their relation to the whole, with the third verse of the chapter: in both
cases the matter of the sub-section is summed up compendiously and placed at the head. The
following verses, from 1Jn 2:7-9, correspond, on the one hand, tolJn 2:4-5within our second
section; while, on the other hand, they run parallel with 1Jn 1:8-10. The thought presented in the
preceding words is now elucidated; but in the genuine Johannaean style, that of bringing out into
prominence the constituent elements involved in the ideas themselves. We might well wonder that
the apostle, after he had preparatively spoken of brotherly love with such solemn and plain
emphasis, should now descend to the terseness of simple dialectical disquisition about it. But it is
precisely here, where he has set the supreme beauty of brotherly love before his readers in the
preceding words, that he now, with inexorable logic, asks the question, Art thou of God or not?
Hast thou attained thisgoal or not? The former of the verses is here also negative, as we have
found to be the case always. He who saith that he is in the light—the expression is occasioned by
the words going just before, Tm @m cm dneamvel [“the light is already shining”]—and doesnotlove:
this is the first supposition. Fellowship with God, and with God as light, is ever the final goal of all
the apostle’s exhortations: hence this is placed here in the foreground. But here this fellowship is
only asserted: in very fact there is, hatred instead. The formal negation,ummyoTmv [“do not love],
is displaced in favour of the full positive expressionumvelv [‘to abide”].Tertium non datur.
Particularly in the case of brethren, and in relation to them,—for that is the question
here,—indifference is utterly impossible. We may indeed speak in common life of inclinations and
dislikes, but these are really nothing but stages of love or hatred not yet come to their full
development or into clear consciousness. Indeed, the apostle does not speak of hatred in general,
but of the most fearful and unnatural hatred: that which has our brethren for its object. The
expression may refer to thetnomov [“neighbour”], to every man; but also specifically to those
whowith us are members of the body of Christ. Now, as the apostle in what precedes had been
exhorting us so to love as Jesus loved; as he almost expressly reminds us of the feet-washing,
and this, we know, referred, like the whole section of the Gospelin which themvtoAmkaive [“new
commandment”]is the subject (John 13:1-38, John 14:1-31, John 15:1-27, John 16:1-33, John
17:1-26), to the disciples of Jesus in the strictestsense, we are constrained to limit the term
“brethren”to the inmost circle of the Christian discipleship. But we should expect here, as parallel
with the corresponding verse of the previous section, some such conclusion as pemotn¢motmy
[“is a liar"]. Instead of this, the apostle lays down here, with keen severity, the antithesis of the
mere assertion of walking in the light mAmywv [‘the one who says”] in the words TEmokKOTE®
m oTmvE Gm PTI [“is in the darkness until now”]. The last words evidently have the emphasis. Even
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yet: so much and so long as he nevertheless declares the contrary; or, probably with more
correctness: even yet, although the true light already shines and the darkness is wearing away.

Now for the obverse of all this. He that loveth his brother—here also, as in 1Jn 1:9, the direct
antithesis is not formally indicated, but to the feeling of the reader it is thereby all the more
emphatic—abideth in the light. Assuredly this light is not kindled in him by brotherly love; but this
latter is itself the result of the emvoimvte @wim [“is in the light”]. But as, in the natural life, life itself
is the condition of all living activities, and is then by these activities confirmed and strengthened,
so it is in this case. Hence the expression umvelv [‘to abide”]. By the side of this positive
benediction of the myarmvtomcmdsAgomc [‘love of the brothers”] there runs a negative:
oKmVvdaAovEy om TmOmKE 0TIV [“no cause for stumbling in him”]. But the question, very difficult of
decision, arises, whether the offence has for its object the myoarmv [‘love”] itself or the
brethren,—that is, whether the believer has no occasion of his own sin in himself, or is not to be an
occasion of sinning to his brother. There are weighty reasons on both sides. In favour of the former
is the strong consideration, that throughout the whole section the subject is how every individual is
to secure his own salvation, not how he may effect or influence his brethren’s. And this view of it
would yield a good meaning. As all sin is egoism, he who in love walks as Christ walked has no
longer any impulse of sin within him; every temptation to sin is restrained by the habitual stream of
love from issuing in act. On the other hand, in favour of the second meaning is the consistent
usage of the New Testament, which without exception regards ckmvdaAov [“cause for stumbling”]
as the offence or cause of stumbling which may be put in the way of others. And when we reflect
with what solemn earnestness our Lord, in St. Matthew and St. Luke, threatens those who are the
cause of offence, it is evident that in fact there is a higher blessing in being exempt from cause of
stumbling in our fellow-Christians. And with this agrees our experience, that lovelessness on our
part is wont to occasion sin in others beyond anything else; and the doctrine of St. Peter, that we
by well-doing, or by expressions of love, may stop the mouths of ignorant men. Consequently, we
may well temporarily decide for this latter interpretation, without, however, being able positively to
refute the other.

Just as in the second sub-section of the first section, the second of our present one also consists
of three clauses; and the third (1Jn 2:11) is here, as there, more full and more forcible than the
preceding ones. He that hateth his brother not only is in darkness,—that was also already in the
pmvel [“to abide”], of 1Jn 2:9, —but the darkness rules all the actions of his life, TepiToTem mv
tmokotmm [“walk in darkness”]; and, forsooth, as his way is wrapped in darkness, his goal also is
hidden from him, omk omdc Tom mTmyel. Now, when a verb of motion like mTmyelv [“going”] is
connected with a Tom [‘where”], that is, with an adverb of rest, corresponding to mv [“in"] with a
dative, two points are made emphatic: as well the movement to an end as also the result of it. And
what is the goal to which the hating man moves without knowing it? Generally, it is quite right to
explain that he knows not to what a depth of sinful ruin he may be driven down by means of his
hatred. But it is simpler and more exact to take the okotma [‘darkness”] itself as his goal. The
persons in question say, and that without conscious hypocrisy, that they are in the light; and
precisely through this ignorance as to their own condition, as to the way in which they are found,
they are blinded also as to the goal, which is again no other than darkness. And how comes it that
they so absolutely know not this sure end of all? The same darkness hath blinded their eyes.
m @OoApom ¢ [‘eyes”] is not the “natural power of apprehension,” the intellectual eye in the ordinary
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sense; but in the New Testament style it is the organ by means of which man becomes susceptible
to the powers of light and dark ness compassing him about, this being altogether distinct from the
mere understanding. According as it is determined in its function by the one or the other, is the
whole man light or darkness. Finally, let us not fail to observe the progression in the last three
verses: 1Jn 2:9 has only one predicate in the conclusion, 1Jn 2:10 has two, 1Jn 2:11 three.
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Chapter 20

20 -1Jn 2:12-14

1Jn 2:12-14

FPM @ E MV, TEKVEQ, BT B QN VIOl BUEY N B OPTEOIl OIN TH EVOLN OETON. [Pl @w B NV,
TOTEPEC, MTI MYWEKOTE THY HTE HPXEC YPE@W HUEV, VEOVECOKOI, BTl VEVIKMKOTE THV
TIOVINPEVY. YOR@W MY, TOIOM0, BTl E\WHEKATE THY TOTEPO. Bypayo ®UEY, TOTEPEC, WTI
H\WEKOTE THY BT EOXEC Hypao HUEV, VEOVEOKOI, BTI BOXUPON BOTE, KON B ANYOC TON
Oecom my WMV UmVEL, KOM VEVIKmMKOTE THV TOVNpmV. The position of the three following verses
in the organism of the Epistle cannot be determined before we have examined their meaning
somewhat in detail, and made it clear to our minds. The apostle addresses himself to his readers
in a sixfold appeal; but the meaning of this depends in some measure on the right reading in1Jn
2:13. If the Textus Receptusin that verse is correct,ypm @wm um v dm o [“I write to you children”],it
is inevitably necessary to connect thisypm @uw[‘l write”]with theypm @uw[“l write”]of the three previous
clauses; but in that case the Totmpec[“fathers”] must, in contradistinction from the TTm peg
[‘fathers”] and veavmokol [*young men”] of the two former members, be understood of actual
children, so that the apostle would be supposed to address three several classes of age. But the
external evidence is very strong in favour of the other reading, mypayompumvroidma [“l wrote to
you children”].In that case the clause no longer belongs to the preceding, but to the following; and
we have three denominations of the readers in parallel and contrast: on the one hand,Tekvma
[“little children”], Totm peg[“fathers”], and veavmokol [‘young men”] bound together byypm q@uwl[“l
write”;and, on the other hand,ridma [“children”], Totm pec[“fathers”], veavm okol[*young men”]
bound together by mypaya [‘I wrote”]. But then it is further obvious that by dma [“children”]
andtekvma [“little children”] children are not meant in the sense of physical age; all the readers are
thus classed together as a whole, as in1Jn 2:1. The very order seems at once to indicate this. If
actual children had been intended, the apostle would certainly have arranged the terms in natural
order, either advancing from the youngest to the eldest, or taking the inverted line; but to mention
children first, then the fathers, and then again young men, has in it something inharmonious. To
this may be added that, supposing children generally in physical age to have been meant, the
antithesis to the veavm okol[‘young men”]would require us to think of little children; but neither
were these present in the Christian assembly, for which the Epistle was primarily designed, nor
can they be supposed to have been in a position to understand the apostle’s missive. Thus, then,
the apostle addresses the whole church twice in the first place, and then turns to the older and
younger among them with special exhortation : whether older and younger in a physical sense
must be as yet left undetermined.

Then, further, the sixfold m1i [“that”] in the foreground requires explanation: the question being
whether it gives the matter of the ypm@w [‘| write”], or the reason assigned for it. The latter is
decidedly the right view. An emphatic assertion of the good degree, the kaAm c¢Bobum¢ [“a good
standing”], which the church had purchased to itself, is not the substance of the Epistle ; nor could
it be such, unless the document had been meant to be a letter of consolation against undue
despondency, or an epistle of commendation. But it is most manifestly neither of these. So then
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we must take m 11 [“that”] as causative : precisely because the churches were in the enjoyment and
in the labour of faith, the apostle writes to them the letter before us. He does not teach the
elements of Christianity; but it is his design to lay the finishing touches on their perfection, and
bring to maturity the TAm pwo1¢[LSJ] [“fullness”] of their xapm [“joy”].

What the apostle says to the church as a whole in his first clause, 1Jn 2:12,—that he writes to
them under the supposition that they were already partakers of the forgiveness of sins,—appears
not to be in harmony with 1Jn 2:1-1, where he mentions this forgiveness of sins as the object of his
writing. In fact, this contradiction is the same as in the eighth verse, where the apostle lays that
down as an mvtoAm [‘commandment”’] which he in the same breath acknowledges they had
already realized; no other than what pervades the whole Epistle, which everywhere presupposes
Christianity in the hearers and yet teaches it. It is precisely this relation, this substructure of the
whole Epistle, which explains why St. John writes nothing new, and yet writes the old as being
new: his presupposition and his object are one and the same. And the forgiveness of sinsl he
presupposes more definitely as having been dim tmmvopcomtom [‘through his name”]. That the
pronoun here refers to Christ, must be taken for granted because of the dim with accusative, “on
account of.” But the name might generally be explained as the revelation of His person, as the
name which the Lord by His deeds has made for Himself; but it may also refer to that name of
Christ of which mention had been made, and the idea inherent in which was in the apostle’s
immediate memory, gm cmAn6ivav [“true light”]. The Lord, who is light, and came to bring light into
the world, has for the sake of this His name vouchsafed us forgiveness.

Ifwehave not missed the meaning of thetekvma [“little children”],as referring, namely, to the whole
church, it will be thereby firmly established that the two specific utterances in regard to the
Totm pe[“fathers”]land theveavm okol[*young men”Jare simply deductions from the immediately
preceding general clause. Now the forgiveness of sin has two aspects: on the one hand, it
produces a strong warfare against sin, and that in the order of time is its first result; on the other
hand, it assures a deeper knowledge of the Saviour through whom so great a benefit has been
obtained and is continuously appropriated. This latter stage is not reached without some
experience of the Christian life; it is the point of contest with sin, and therefore belongs rather, or
belongs in a higher degree, to the later period of the Christian course. For, all knowledge of the
Lord which may be supposed to spring from anything besides a warfare for the more and more
perfect appropriation of the redeeming work of Christ, would be merely theoretic knowledge, and
dead therefore in its relation to the true Christian life. The apostle here gives prominence to this
second aspect of the matter; and the reason is that he will begin with the fathers, who naturally
assumed the more important place in the Christian church and in any allusion to its members. The
expressionstoitm pe¢[“fathers”] and veoavmokol[‘young men”] must not be referred to merely
intellectual stages of advancement: the second of the words will not allow this, as being entirely
unsuitable. At the same time, it may be naturally supposed that the elders, who had of course
occupied their place longer in the Christian church, and had more experience of life, were also
intellectually more mature than the younger. When the apostle presupposes that the elders had
knowntmv mTm mpxm¢ [“from the beginning”],the connection requires us to understand this of our
Lord Christ alone. The strongest argument is not that the first words of the Epistle,mmyv m1m
mpxm¢, [‘what was from the beginning”],as also the beginning of the Gospel, contain similar
descriptions of the Son; but that the forgiveness of sins emphasized in the previous
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verse,olm tmmvopaXpiotom [“through the name of Christ”],suggests at once rather the knowledge
of the Son than the knowledge of the Father. The young men, on the contrary, have overcome the
wicked one; they have successfully withstood hispebodem ag¢ [‘'schemes”] (Eph 6:11). The thought
seems to enter here without any point of connection and unprepared for. Forgiveness of sins had
been mentioned in the first chapter and in the beginning of the second: what, however, of
therovnpm¢ [“the evil one’] and the victory over him? But when we come to remember that
theokotma[‘darkness”], as in antithesis to the light, was a prominent idea in the previous
paragraphs, and that it is this wicked one who has them{ouvomatom okmtoug [‘the power of
darkness”],we shall not after all find the present mention of him so entirely isolated. That this
victory over the enemy is described in the perfect tense, is not to be regarded as meaning that the
victory was determined or finally settled and ended: it simply draws a conclusion from the already
past life of the young men. With the third member of the thirteenth verse the second triad of
addresses begins. The most striking difference we encounter is the changedmypaga [“l
wrote"];which is all the more important a difference because of the general similarity in the
contents of the two triads. The essentially identical substance of the two sub-sections makes it
evident that the apostle’s aim is to lay down in the most emphatic way possible the general fact of
the Christian life and of the Christian knowledge in the churches. Hence it seems at once obvious
to take the repetition of the verb in the sense of confirmation or additional assurance, in some
distant analogy with themymypoagoymypaga [“‘what | have written | have written”],John 19:22: “|
write unto you, and | assert it again that for these reasons | write to you;” essentially if not formally
the same repetition is presented here as in Php 4:4,xom pete, Tm Alvm pm X om pETE [“rejoice, again |
say rejoice”].But after all, this only accounts for the simple repetition generally, and does not
explain the preterite form of the verb. We do not read, as we might expect,ypm @uKom T Alvyps @
[“l write and again | write”].It is hardly admissible to refer the preterite to the first part of the Epistle
now finished, and the preceding present to the whole of the Epistle itself,—I write unto you
generally for these reasons, and for them have specially written the previous words,—because,
first, the perfectymypaga [“I have written”] would have been the more obvious form, and secondly,
we should naturally expect the order to be inverted: “I have written what precedes under this
presupposition, as indeed my whole Epistle proceeds from it.” Nor will it help the case to refer
themypaya [‘l wrote”] to earlier writings of St. John, such as the Gospel; for in that case there
would certainly have been some such appendage as “l write to you now, as | have written to you
before.” Nothing remains, then, but that we refer as well themypaya [‘l wrote”] as the ypm q@uwl[“|
write”] to the entire Epistle lying before us; in which case the great point is to determine why at one
moment the apostle regards his writing as a matter of the present, and the next moment views
itaoristically.

Now there is certainly a good reason for this, if the writer's purpose is to reassert what he had said
in theypm @w[“l write"]for the sake or in the service of some particular application. This distinctive
application must then be sought in what immediately follows. The meaning would be: “I write to
you on the ground of your Christian estate; as first said, | have been induced to write for this
reason, and hence the strong injunction which | must address to you, yum myqTmTE THY KE OOV
[“do not love the world”],” 1Jn 2:15.That, in fact, those following words of injunction did rest upon
the presupposition of their Christian character needs no proof; forlJn 2:15ff. themselves assert the
conclusion that the love of the world and the love of God cannot co-exist or tolerate each other. It
might be objected that this “and hence,” which we have supplied in1Jn 2:15, stands not in the text.
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But when we find in three consecutive sentences the reasons given so emphatically foryum
EyoTEYV THV KB OOV [“to not love the world”],there seems no strict necessity to express formally
the causal relation. AfterlJn 2:14 we have thus to insert a colon; beforelJn 2:13cnot only a point,
but a period, the close of a sub-section. “I have written or wrote unto you, as | have said, only on
the supposition of your fellowship with the light, of your victory over the darkness:” love not the
world, for otherwise(1Jn 2:15b)you discredit and shame my supposition.” In the presentypm @uw[*l
write”] the apostle has in view the passing act in which he is engaged; in theaorist mypaga [“I
wrote”] the Epistle is in his mind represented as finished; he speaks historically of the intellectual
conception of the Epistle which preceded the actual performance of the writing. Because the
conception of it was perfected, and in fact its realization half accomplished, the apostle could
speak of his letter as of an historical fact; that he actually does so speak has this for its reason,
that his writing rests upon the presupposition that his readers will follow his exhortation, pm
myoTmTE TMY Km ooV [“‘do not love the world”]. Because his letter was produced by these express
presuppositions, the churches must on that very account answer to them. To sum up all: the
preterite form has for its reason this, that the following injunction is presented as the necessary
result of the expectationsand presuppositions which lie at the basis of the Epistle. In this way the
course of thought pursued in the portion of that Epistle now closed reaches the conclusion which
the unity of its structure would lead us to expect.1Jn 1:6-10 corresponds most exactly in its
construction with1Jn 2:3-11; but forlJn 2:1-2 we find no parallel member remaining. From quite a
different point of view, we have come to the conviction that this parallel member is to be found
here: it in fact consists 0ofl1Jn 2:12-13b. The most important difference between these two parallels
is this, thatlJdn 2:1-2 recapitulates only one half of its theme in the arrangement; while, on the
other hand,1Jn 2:6, 1Jn 2:12-13b not only brings in the other half, but also winds up the two
previous sections, though its form is specifically determined by the second of them. With this
parallel relation of the two periods theypm @w[“l write”] beginning each of them,1Jn 2:1 andl1Jn
2:12, and the address to the church in tekvma [‘little children”] common to the two, agree. Both
recapitulations or resumptions give prominence to the forgiveness of sins, but in a different way:
the former makes it an end to be attained, the latter makes it the basis or reason of the apostle’s
writing. We have already seen that the difference is only an apparent one; but that the form in1Jn
2:12 is determined and occasioned by the thought expressed inl1Jn 2:8. The two clauses which
enter into detail,1Jn 2:13aand 1Jn 2:13b, answer admirably to the resuming purpose of the period.
The ymom¢ [‘knowledge”] is in1Jn 2:3 the first fundamental thought of the second sub-section;
hence it is taken up again, not, however, as the knowledge of the Father, as in1Jn 2:3, but as that
of the Son, for throughoutlJn 2:6ff.the knowledge of God has been specifically defined as the
knowledge of Christ. And the idea of the victory over the wicked one is contained,1Jn 2:8, in the
clausem okoTE O TIPE yETOI KOm TE @m ¢ mOn gomvel [“the darkness is passing away and the true
light is already shining”],which, to those who know the Gospel of St. John, includes the notion of a
contest between light and darkness, God and Satan.

Thus with the mypaga [l wrote”] of 1Jn 2:13c there begins an altogether new section of the
Epistle, which first of all resumes the presuppositions of the apostle uttered at the close of the first
part, in order to carry them onwards to further uses. But, after the Johannaean manner, this
resumption takes place not in exactly the same words. In the place of the forgiveness of sins,
which was attributed to the church as a whole in 1Jn 2:12, comes in here the knowledge of the
Father. When we mark that in the section commenced with these words the xpm opa [“‘anointing”]
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from God, and the knowledge of the truth thus guaranteed, forms the conclusive particular in the
apostle’s argumentation, that the whole subject is the separation from the antichrists, and the
marks by which they are to be known, it is very evident why the apostle describes fellow ship with
God under the precise aspect of the knowledge of the Father. This knowledge of the Father falls
in 1Jn 2:14 again into two elements: the knowledge of the Son, and victory over the evil one. Like
the forgiveness of sins, the knowledge of God also has two sides, one more theoretic and the
other more practical; yet so that the former is the foundation or presupposal of the latter. The latter
is the conflict against sin resting upon the knowledge of the good and holy will of God; and it is
pre-eminently ascribed to the young men. They are, in virtue of their knowledge of God, or, more
strictly, in virtue of their living insight into His nature as light, moxupom [‘strong ones”]: the
knowledge that they stand not alone, but that the strength of the light works in them, and on them,
and for them, makes them strong; further, the Amyoctom 6som [“word of God”] abides in them, the
living and effectual message of Jesus Christ and about Jesus Christ, the concrete substance of
the ywmomcrtommotpm ¢ [‘knowledge of the Father”], has found a place in them; and, finally,
through this divine power, which lies in the divine word, they have maintained a victorious contest
against the darkness and its prince. On the other hand, the ywvm om ctom Totpm ¢ [*knowledge of the
Father”] has also a more theoretical side; the repose of age and the experience of the Christian life
have matured this in the fathers. They have known tmvmTmmpxm¢ [‘the one from the
beginning”], that is, according to the explanation already given, the Son of God. The general
fellowship with God, with the light, is specialized into fellowship with the Saviour; he
who knoweth God knoweth Him in His Son, who has said, “He that hath seen Me hath seen the
Father.”

Footnote

1The form m@mwvtal [“have been forgiven”] is grammatically difficult. But in Suidas, Etym. ex
Herodiano, gram. Bekk. 470, 15, there is for mgemka [“l have forgiven”], a Doric and even Attic
form vouched, from which m gem kapev [“we have forgiven”] and m geckmval [“they have forgiven”]
have sprung; similarly, the Pass, in inscript. Arcad. in the imperative form m gem gBw [“forgive™]. All
this leads to the assumption of an extended form mmw (heoom) instead of the
common mw (heom), against the formation of which nothing can be grammatically urged.
Compare on the passages quoted, Steph. Thes. |. p. 2662.
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Chapter 21

21-1Jn 2:15

1Jn 2:15

Mm myoTmTE THY KBGOV, UNOM TH MY TH KECUEE EEY TIC NYOTH THV KEGUOV, ONK BCOTIV B
HYyETH TON TOTOPECEY R THE

1Jn 2:13-14have laid the foundation of what now follows. Theapostlehas written only on the
presuppositionof their estate of Christian life and knowledge as just described: thusresults for the
churches the requirement to correspondwiththis presupposition; and thiscanbe only through
thehabsolute abnegationof the powerofdarknessandwithdrawal from it. Hitherto theapostlehas
spoken positively on the whole;thenegative clauseshavebeenintroduced only fortheclearing of the
thought. But now theorderis inverted. No longer is the nature ofkoivevm atom @wtm ¢ [“fellowship of
light”] the matter of his theme,butthe nature of theokotm a [“darkness”].Now, in order to warn them
againstalland every fellowship with darkness, the author exhibitsin concretothe form in which the
darkness presents itself,whereits kingdom is to be found, and thereforeagainst whatthe Christ has
to defend Himself. Hence, in theplaceof themoreabstract andgeneralidea of darkness,comesin the
more concrete ideaof thekm opog [“world”],which isthenagain resolved into its elements and further
developed.Zkotma [“darkness”] andkm opog [“world”] have the
samesubstantialcontents;but,whileckotm a [“darkness”] is theanimating principle,km opog [“world”]
isthe domainin which thisprincipleworks;and theyare relatedto each other as thesoulandthe
body;thekm opog [“world”] becomeskm opog [“world”] through theokotma [*darkness”] manifesting
itself in it.Everything,however, is subjected tothepower of darkness whichgenerally is on earth,
sofar asit has not beenrenewedbygrace;thus not only the worldof mankindbelongstothekm opog
[‘world”]; themTuBupuma tm¢ copkm¢ [‘lust of the flesh”], which ispresentlymentioned as
anelementofthekm opog [‘world”], does notalways spring absolutelyfrom man;thewhole region
ofcreated things,as described inGen 1:2ff., is subjectedto sin. But, onthe other
hand,mankindbelongs also tothekmopog [‘world”], because mankind is absolutely and
throughoutentangledin sin. The counterpart of thekm opoc [“world”], as the kingdom of darkness, is
that of the light, theBfaciAema tom Ocom [‘kingdom of God"], the limits of which in the divine
ordination and its final goal are precisely the same as those of thekm ouoc [“world”], that is to say,
the whole domain of the creation.

Thus betweenkm opoc [“world”] andBaociAema tom Ocom [‘kingdom of God”] there isprecisely the
same relation as there is in a narrower spherebetween two similar antitheses or
counterparts.om pa [“body”] towit, is avox media,the corporeity of man purely of itself, apart from
the power dominating in it. Butompg [“flesh”] is thatompa [‘body”] so far as it is thoroughly
penetrated andswayed.by sinful powers; so far as it is, on the other hand, filled with divine
energies, it iscalleda newor glorifiedbody. Just so in regard to our present counterpart ideas.
Thevox media,which here corresponds to theom pa [“body”], ism ym Kam TE TARPWUA OETEC,
[“the earth and the fullness thereof’] Psa 24:1[LXX 23:1], thektm o1¢[“creation”],Rom 8:19.Sofar as
this sum of created things is interpenetrated andswayed by the powers of darkness, it is
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calledkm opoc [“world"]; sofar as it is, on theotherhand, filledandanimated by divine energies, it is
called the new heaven anu thenew earth. With the injunction not to lovetmv kmopov [“the world”]
is connected the further injunction not to lovetm mv Tm kmoum [‘the things in the
world”]. Twoexplanations may be given of this. It were mostobviousto understand by it the objects
present in the world, the things which collectively make up the ideaof thekm opoc [“world”]. But that
would involve tautology. If it was the apostle’s mind to make emphatic that we should love neither
theworld in general nor anything in particular belonging it,the expression chosen would not
havebeenappropriatefor that thought; instead oftm mv T kmoum [ta en tom kosmom ,“the things in
the world”], itoughtto have beenunémv tev mv T Kmoum [memden tomn en tom kosmom ,“and not
of things in the world”], orsomething like it. However, the following verse makes it quiteimpossible
tounderstand bytm mv tTm kmoum [‘the things in the world”] the particularobjectsexisting in the
world. That is to say,whenl1Jn 2:16begins withrmv Tm mv Tm kmoum [“all that is in the world”], it is
manifestthatthisexpressionis equivalent to ourtm mv e kmoum [“the things in the world"]:what in
the one case is comprehended in the neuter plural is inthe second case reduced to unity by the
Tm v[“all’]. But when we read, further, that them TuGuum o T ¢ copkm ¢ [“desire of the flesh”land tmv
m OaAumv [“of the eyes”], as also them Aalovem atom 3mou [“boastful pride of life”],are thetmv Tm
my e kmoum [“all that is in the world”],we have given to us a fingerpost for the true interpretation
of our expression. Those three terms are obviously not individual objects in the world, but the
ethical quality adherent to those objects. It is true thatm TnBuuma [“desire”] might express not the
desire itself, but by metonymy the objects of the desire; yet the additiontm ¢ capkm ¢ [“of the flesh”],
and still moretmv m@airumyv [‘of the eyes’],demands the former meaning; and
certainlymAalovema [‘boastful pride”Jcan only be referred to an ethical subjective quality.
Accordingly, we are not permitted to interpret thermv ™ mv tm kmoum [“all that is in the
world”],and by consequencetm mv Tm kmoum [‘the things in the world"],of the objects which
constitute the kmopoc [“world”]. As in the expression, “that which is in man,” we may understand
not merely the individual attributes that are found in him, but also the characteristic quality which
marks and expresses his whole life and nature; so also in our expression, “that which is in the
world,” we may understand the element that makes the world to be world, its fundamental
determination and inmost nature. And this idea, as it comes out of the context, admirably fits into
the context. That which makes the world into the kmopog [“world”], with the New Testament
meaning, is not any one object in it, but the sinful power inhering in all and pervading its collective
whole. Thus the apostle says: Love not the world, the whole circle of objects comprised in it; and
also love not—thepndem [“and not”] is thus as oftenascensivein meaning—that which is in the
world as its kernel and pith. The appended clause brings out and makes prominent that which
makes the love of the world sin.

Before, however, St. John more closely in1Jn 2:16 defines and specifies the general phrasetm mv
™m kmopum [“the things in the world"],he indicates in the second half of1Jn 2:15 how it is that the
love of the world cannot accord with the presupposition of a Christian walk which gave him his
reason for writing,—that is to say, because the love of the world and the love of God are absolutely
incompatible. He says,mymTm tom TOTPmMG [“love of the father”]: for internal reasons we may
decide against the reading ©com .This, indeed, appears at the first glance better to correspond with
the general wordkm opog [“world”],and therefore was by some transcriber involuntarily substituted
for theratpm ¢ [“father”], which seemed to him without any point of connection. But, in fact,1Jn 2:14
itself, as the fundamental beginning of one section, sprang from the mywwkmval ey TOTE PA
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[‘knowledge of the Father”],and it is with allusion to that the apostle here resumes this word: “the
fellowship in which | supposed you to exist ye do not then possess; and my letter does not at all
apply to you.” Moreover, this reference back to the fundamental idea oflJn 2:14 establishes
clearly that themym 1) TOm TOTPW ¢[“love of the Father”] here does not denote the love of God to
us, but our love to God. footnote Septuagint Psa 23:1

mym Ko TE TAE pwpoom Tm G the earth and the fullness thereof
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Chapter 22

22 -1Jn 2:16

1Jn 2:16

T TEY TH BV TH KEOUSN, B ET06UUS QO THG OOPKEG, KOM ® mT1fupmo THY B @OOAUmY, KON =
mAQ{OVEmQ TOM 3EOU OMK EMCOTIV BK TON TOITPE G, EAAN EK TON KN GUOU MOTH.

Very noteworthy and strictlyJohannaeanis the method of establishing the thought thus uttered,
with which is at the same time connected a further explanation of the idea tm mv Tm kmoum [“the
things in the world”]. The former takes the form of an emphatic repetition of what had been said,
while the consequences involved in the matter itself are now brought out more tersely. This is the
apostle’s genuine method of demonstration. When we closely examine the thoughts themselves,
we find that, first of all, he specifies the con tents ofrmv e mv tm kmopum [“all that is in the
world"]by the three definitions already mentioned,mTu6uumotm¢ capkm [“desire of the flesh™],
mT1Oupuma tmyv m@BoAumyv [“desire of the eyes”], mAalovemotom [(3mou [‘boastful pride of life”].In
the form we have a trichotomy, which, however, resolves itself into two parts, as
them T Bupm a[“desire”] is developed in two directions. relation of the mAalovem a[*boastful pride”]
to themTuBuuma[‘desire”]is easily perceptible: the latter presupposes a want, the former a
possession; they are related as the desire for enjoyment, and the enjoyment of what is desired, but
in such a way that the egoistic element is prominent. The mAalovema [*boastful pride”]is not
enjoyment in itself, but as connected with proud contempt for others; and, in harmony with this,
them rnBupum a[“desire”] is not desiring in itself, but the desiring of what does not belong to me, the
envying of others for the sake of self, though this may be an unconscious sentiment. | will have,
and I as in contrast with others(m Aalovem a [“boastful pride™).But
notm T Buum a“desire”]andm Aalovem a [“‘boastful pride”] are spoken of: they take a definite form.
The desire is partly that of the flesh, partly that of the eyes. It is obvious that the eyes refer rather
to an intellectual, psychical element of enjoyment; the flesh rather to enjoyment in the physical
domain. With this it is connected that the flesh seeks rather active enjoyments, in which it is itself
not merely the means of that enjoyment, but also the subject that enjoys; while the eye can only
take up objects external and alien, and is viewed only as the medium of enjoyment. Active and
therefore more sensual, passive and therefore more psychical, enjoyments are thus distinguished
by the apostle. A similar isolating specification of the eye, which, however, one might say is
already subjoined under the notion ofom pg [“flesh”],but by which it gains a more independent
position, we find in Mat 6:22. There the eye is set over against the whole body; and in such a way
that its characteristic quality conditions that of the whole body. But this view of the matter is here,
in conformity with the connection, left altogether out of view.

Similarly, the termmAalovema [“boastful pride”]is more closely defined by the genitivetom [3mou
[“of life"].St. John uses this word only once more,1Jn 3:17 but in both passages, as throughout
theNew Testament, with definite distinction from{wm [‘life”].That is to say, like the verb
Biom w['life”] of 1Pe 1:1,—amTm& Acympevovlhapax legémenon, “said only once”] in the New
Testament,—the noun signifies only the external life of man as belonging to the material world,
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which is sustained by eating and drinking; on the other hand, the {com [zomem, “life”[refers ever to
the personality of life, the spiritual being of the man, thus forming a contrast to Bimoc[bios, “life”]:
passages such as Luk 12:15, Luk 16:25; 1Co 1:1,[N] andJas 4:14, are no exceptions to this rule.
But bothpBimoc[“life"]land Cwm [“life"] occur, each in its several sphere as just indicated, with a
twofold reference. As {wm [“life”] now describes natural personal life, and now that life as filled with
the divine eternal life; so Bimoc[‘life”] is sometimes used generally of the natural life in itself, and
sometimes of the powers which fill and sustain it,—that is, of thesustentationof life. In1Jn 3:17 it is
to be understood without doubt in the latter sense: how here, is a question. The passage of this
same Epistle just mentioned would recommend us to attach to it here the same narrower meaning;
but, on the other hand, there is nothing in this passage to indicate such a restriction, while such a
restriction of the idea is not in harmony with the context, which points to the widest possible
interpretation. Not only rich nourishment, but all the good of the present external life, high position,
money, honour, and the like, givesustentationto themAalovema [‘boastful pride”].But the word
Bimog[“life"]is chosen, because the life of the natural man is after all only a purely external life. As
the natural man is calledom pg [“flesh”], although he has also the natural human spirit, because the
flesh has the dominion, and even the most seemingly spiritual interests stand in the long run under
the empire of corporeity impregnated with sin; so the whole life is here calledpim og["life”], because
the pride and exultation in honour, personal consideration, and other apparently spiritual things,
are in reality nothing but the same hanging on and cleaving to the things of the created, material
world, although in another form. As selfishness may sometimes deny itself, and postpone its
pleasure, and appear as self-renunciation; so themAalovema [*boastful pride”lmay sometimes
assume the forms of a higher life, although it fundamentally springs from theom p¢ [“flesh”]and its
life, the Bimoc["life”]. Now this double desire and this pride are said to bermyv Tm my Tm Kmoum
[“all that is in the world”].Or may they be only examples of what is in the world, individual examples
of thermv[“all’] in the beginning of the verse? In favour of this it may be said that the dependence
on false teachers, presently spoken of, certainly belongs to the km gpog [“world”];while yet it cannot
be dovetailed into the specimens here adduced. But that would be unsound argument. For the
anti-Christian nature is not independent of themAalovema [‘boastful pride”]and themnBupuma
[“desire];it is only the concrete form into which these run, and it grows out of them directly. All else
that may be mentioned is only the development of these germs. But that we may exhibit in all their
clearness the thoughts of the apostle, we must once more return and fasten our thought upon the
idea of thekm opoc [“world”].We have seen that the creation and all it contains is not of itself called
Kkm opocg [“world”], but only as it is determined by sin and impregnated by sinful forces. This sinful
characteristic does not inhere in itself, but it becomes partaker of it through the fact that man
makes it the instrument of his sin. Hence also its nature and essence is presented as a subjective
one; theom@BaApoim [‘eyes”’] andompf [“flesh”]; which desire belong to man, and the
Bimoc[“life"]is the sphere in which the man absorbs that from the earthly creation which he had
taken into his service, and has consequently also a subjective side. But in any case, the desire
and the pride itself which proceeds from the eyes, the flesh, the life, is absolutely and altogether
something subjective. Accordingly, the proper ground and substance of the idea km gpoc [“world”]
lie not in the things of the world, but in man, who uses them. But when, on the other hand, it is said
that this desire and this pride aremk tom kmgopou [“from the world”],the opposite seems to hold
good; sin seems to be transferred to created things, and from them sinful desires and sinful pride
seem to take their rise, and come into men. And this view we find elsewhere in Scripture. InRom
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8:19-20, pataiomtng[“depravity”] is ascribed to the irrational creature, which longs to be freed
from it, and adouAem o Tm ¢ @Oopm ¢[“bondage of decay”] under which it groans. And this, like much
else in the Scriptures of the Old and the New Testaments, leads us to the thought of a change or
depravation of the creature through sin. The world, which stood in no original contact with evil, is
not only depraved by man in individual cases, or in virtue of specific sinful acts, but, as the
originally sinless body of man was not only made into the organ of sin, but in consequence of sin
evil so penetrated and pervaded it that it on its side also influences and makes sinful the spiritual
life of man; so also the whole earthly creation has been drawn into the kingdom of darkness, and
exercises now a depraving influence on man, who had previously corrupted it. Man originally, or,
more specifically, the flesh and the eye, lusted, and he perverted the creature to the service of
pride; as the result of this, the world is so pervaded with sin, that out of itself now the lust that
covets it and the provocation to pride proceed. The mmuuuma [“desire”]andm Aalovema [“boastful
pride”], which originally sprang from man, now proceed from the world, and thereby it becomes in
the scriptural sense thekmopog [“world”];thereby all that is the tTm mv T kmoum [‘that in the
world"],the evil principle filling the creature, may be said to come mk Tom kmgopou [‘from the
world"].And it is this very thing that it is the apostle’s purpose to emphasize in one verse: he has
said in the verse preceding that love to the world and to that which is in it, as its moving principle,
cannot consist with the love of God. The evidence thus lies in the progression from that which ismv
Tm kmoum [“in the world”] to the mk tom kmopou [“from the world”]. The difference of origin
between love of God and love of the world affirms and establishes the all-pervading and
ineffaceable opposition between the two for all time and for all stages of development.
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Chapter 23

23 -1Jn 2:17

1Jn 2:17

Kom ® KEQLOC TIPE YETAI, KON B ETIOUUE O QETONE B ON TOIEV TH OEANUC TOEM OO0l LM VEl
em¢ Tmv ommva. The thought is assuredly carried onward by the introduction of a
newelementinlJdn 2:17; but it is questionable whether the idea oflJn 2:16or that oflJn 2:15is
developed further. If that oflJn 2:16then 'Ye have here a second reason given forlJn 2:15: the
love of God and the loveofthe world cannot agree together, because, first(1Jn 2:16), their origin is
diametricallyopposite; because,secondly(1Jn 2:17), their end isequallydiverse. Nevertheless, it
seems more appropriate to regard itasdevelopinglJn 2:15:love not the world(1Jn 2:15a) ; for, first
(1Jdn 2:15-16), the love of the world is incompatible with the love of God; and,secondly(1Jn 2:17),
ye would, loving it, perish with the world, while obedience towards God brings eternal life as its
result. The TopmyeoBal [‘pass away”], which is here asserted concerning the world, is not
absolutely identical with that which in 1Jn 2:8 is predicated of the ckotma [“darkness”], although
kmopog [“world”] and okotma [‘darkness”] are, as we have seen, equivalent ideas. It was said in
that verse that in the present state the darkness is, in virtue of the appearance of the true light, in
process of passing away; this, therefore, is a fact stated. But here it is asserted that the world in
itself pertains to transitoriness, and this denotes an internal quality or characteristic. That which
turns away from the light is | on that account devoted to inevitable ruin; for only the @m ¢ [“light™] is
the (wom tmv mvOpm TV [“life of humankind” cf. Joh 1:4]. But this germ of death, existing in it
potentially from the beginning, comes into actuality when the light strikes upon it with its full power;
for, as it produces life where the germs of life are, so it produces death where they are not. And
with the world passes away also its essential nature, m mTiupuma amtom [“its desire”]. This, in
harmony with the connection, does not mean the desire towards the world, but the desire resting
or abiding in the world, and constituting its signature and mark. How it is in very deed the nature of
the world appears most clearly from the antithesis, the Tolemvim 6mAnua tom ©¢com [“‘do the will
of God”]. The lust here is the life creaturely which makes itself independent. According to the
original divine ordinance, there should be no individual desire personal to self, no knowledge or
will of our own, but only a will responsive to what God wills. Hence the idea, 6m Anuo tom Ocom
[“will of God”], does not by any means enter here without introduction; it is the necessary antithesis
of the mmuBuum a[“‘desire”] after the creaturely life which would constitute itself independent. But
with the world its own desire must cease. That is precisely the condemnation, that the possibility of
sinning ceases because the material of its activity is taken away from sin; and so, the 6m Anuo tom
Ocom [“will of God”] not being the power of life in the man, his existence becomes a fearful waste,
devoid of all substantial contents. But it is far otherwise if the divine will has become my will;
because the willing of God is infinite, an inexhaustible spring of ever new invigoration and
confirmation of life, consequently to the life of the man who makes God’s will his own there is
given an infinite matter, a never-ceasing series of aims and problems; and therefore he pmvel em¢
Tmyv ommva [“abides forever”]. There is hardly another example of the transformation of Greek
ideas by Christianity equally suggestive with that given by the word ammv [“forever”]. While the
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Hebrew mmmmm, [“forever”] translated, as is well known, by this ammv [“forever”], signifies at
least, in its proper original meaning, the dark futurity, lost in the distance, ommv [“forever”]
originally referred simply to the limited and definitely measured continuance of a certain period
(acvum). The New Testament has not only given it the meaning of a long continuance,—a
meaning it had obtained also in classical Greek,—but it has used it to express the idea of
timelessness. As in the previous section of the Epistle, 1Jn 2:3-11, the apostle adopts the course
of starting from altogether general ideas (at am mvtoAam tom O¢com [‘the commandments of
God"]), and then lighting on the specific commandment of brotherly love, so also it is here. In what
immediately precedes he has treated of the kmaopocg [‘world”] as the opposite generally to the
kingdom of light; he now passes over to the development and potentiality which the kmopog
[“world”] has received in consequence of the appearance of the gmcmAnBivev [“true light"],—that
is to say, he proceeds to the expression of anti-Christianity. For most certainly the light has,
according to 1Jn 2:8, the power to bring about the passing away of darkness; but that takes place
only through the fact that first of all the km opocg [“world”] developes its enmity to the light to the
utmost extreme, and reveals itself as perfectly dark. As sin becomes through the law exceeding
sinful, or sin in reality, so the darkness becomes truly dark through the contrast to the perfect light.
It is precisely through its own internal development and energizing that the darkness in very truth
puts an end to itself.
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Chapter 24

24 -1Jn 2:18

1Jn 2:18

Moidmo, mOXETN PO WOTE - KOM, KOOEC BKONOOTE MTI B EVTEXPIOTOC M PXETAl, KON VEY
N VTEXPIOTOl TOAAOR YeEymVOCOIV- mOeV YIVE OKOUEY BTl mOXETN mpo motmy. This isthe general
relation of the following versesto those which precede. They are closely attached to 1Jn 2:17. The
exhortation to keep themselves unspotted from the world is all the more urgent, because the final
decision and separation is immediately before the door. And this thought of the solemnity of the
time, which makes it doubly necessaryyum myoTmyv tmv Kmgpov [‘to not love the world”], moves
the apostle with all the vehemence of his love to appeal to the churches; hence the repeated
address, o oma [“children”].

“It is the last hour.” What is it this expression would say? moxmtnmpa [‘last hour”] is not a phrase
current in the New Testament, though with the same meaning we have moxoatoimumpal [“last
days”], Act 2:17; 2Ti 3:1[N]; Jas 5:3; or moxotov tmv mpuepmv [“the last days”], Heb 1:2[N]; Jud
1:18[N]; 2Pe 3:3, as well as koipm¢ moxatoq [‘last time”], 1Pe 1:5.[N] These expressions
correspond collectively to the Old Testament phrase, smmessssenessnnnnnE [‘these days’],
as partly a comparison of the Septuagint, partly the quotation in Act 2:17, will show; but it is the
expression moxatov Tmv muepmyv [“the last days”] which formally and most exactly answers to the
Hebrew. The precise meaning which the phrase in question bears is very various, no doubt, when
understood in concrete. Whilst in Gen 49:1-33 the taking possession of the promised land is
indicated by the end of the days, the same expression in Mic 4:1-13 and Isa 2:1-22 points to the
time of Christ’s first manifestation, and in 1Pe 1:5 it refers to eternity. This variety of interpretation
must be explained by the fact that Holy Scripture everywhere knows only a dichotomy in this
matter of times: the period of the introductory preparations of salvation and that of its
consummation. The latter is in the Old Testament denoted by smsssssseeeeEEEEm
[“these days™].

Now, every new period, every important event in the history of the kingdom ofGod, contains a new
germ of final development, a marked progress towards the end. When the eye looks into the
future, those new potencies in that future strike it first which are not yet contained in the present,
and in consequence of which it believes that with the new periodthe final development will enter. If
the predicted period has actually come, then to those who live in it the new elements, the germs of
development, recedefurther into the future, and the imperfect and unaccomplished which still
lingers in it assumes its worst form and in the clearest light. And hence the new period will come to
be reckoned in with the first of the two halves of time, and thenmmmeeeeeeeennnmn [‘these
days”will retire back into the futurity. Both views have accordingly their full justification. Every age,
looked at from the past, belongs to the end; looked at from the present, it belongs to the beginning.
The present has never an eye for the procedures and gradual growth of things in the time
following; ithas no eye but for the unity of the future end. The manifoldness in this distant goal,
which is to be unfolded in sequences of events, is hidden from its view. So Jacob beholds the
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possession of the holy land and the future of the Messiah in one great picture: to him both belong
to the moxmtaic mum paig [“last days”]. When the land was laid waste, the germ which was in that
fulfilment receded further, and the development of the end passed into a later futurity. Thus the
earlier prophet beheld deliverance from the captivity as one with the final deliverance through the
Messiah; and though it was revealed to Daniel how long was the interval between these, the entire
prophecy of the Old Testament, down to Malachi and even the time of Christ, nevertheless
combined together in one vision the incarnation of God and the coming to judgment, the
EEEmEEEmmmmmEmmmm [‘geat and terrible day"] of Mal 4:1-6 as the
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE [“these days”]. It must not seem strange, then, if, in harmony with all
this, the New Testament pushes further back the moxatoim um pai [“last days”], and understands
them of the second appearance of Christ. This is decisively the case in 1Pe 1:5, where the future
glorification is assigned to the kaipm moxmtm [‘last time”], where also the present epoch is
reckoned as the first. But in the other New Testament places the idea of the moxatov tmv
m pepm V[“the last days”] appears to us to depart more widely from that of the Old Testament. That
is to say, because in the Old Testament the entire eschatology, the immortality of the soul, and so
forth, retired far back, so also did that of eternity, and of the endless development of the world. But
the more clearly the {com om mvi0¢ [“eternal life”] was unfolded to Christians, the less adequate was
to them the use of the phrase moxotaim um pai [“last days”], to express the infinite fulness of what
was in their expectation; the endlessness of an eternal life would no longer be fitly described by
the definition, “end of the times.” To this concurred also, that the view of the Old Testament, just
indicated, to the effect that the smmsemsssssmmmmmnE [‘these days”] would come in with a
mighty break in the passing away of heaven and earth, was brought forward both by the
eschatological discourses of our Lord and the explanations of the apostles into the foreground;
and that therefore it must have appeared far more befitting to describe the EEEEEEEEEE,
[‘coming days” cf. Mal 4:1-6] as a new beginning, instead of the end, as was natural in the Old
Testament. Hence, while the sssseeesssemmmmnn [‘these days’] in the Old Testament
was equivalent to smmmmmmmmm, [‘coming days”], it becomes in the New Testament, for the
reasons assigned, a constituent element of the vomvammv [“present time”], and that as its last
period, its last stage of development. In this way we can explain such passages as2Ti 3:1; 2Pe
3:3; Jud 1:18, easily and without violence. They speak of the stage of development which
precedes the ommvumAAwv [“‘age about to come”]. But in our present passage and in Jas 5:3
there is this peculiarity, that the apostolical period itself—not any as yet future epoch—is described
as the moxmtnmpa[‘last hour”], or, what is substantially the same, as moxatoimpumpal [“last
days”]; and even Heb 1:2[N] seems to belong to the same category, where the
B OXOTOVTE VE Uepm VTOm TV [‘these last days”], that is, Tom ommvoctomTov [“this age”], begins at
once with the incarnation of Christ. This introduced the concluding epoch of the present world;
when it runs out there does not enter a new epoch, but the ammvumAAwv [“age about to come”],
the second great half of time, that of fulfilment; of all the stages that prepare for this, the present is
regarded as the last. And in fact this view has been hitherto corroborated by experience: from the
manifestation of Christ down to the present day there is running out a great epoch which will not
reach its end but with the m TokoTm otooI¢[LSI]Tm vtwv [“restoration of all things”]. But this does
not exhaust the meaning of the expression in our passage. For when we consider carefully with
what sedulity the apostle here makes prominent the end of the world as the motive of his
exhortations, how he intensifies and sharpens the usual phrase moxatoim umpai [“last days”] into
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moxmtnmpa[‘last hour’], we are at once penetrated by the feeling that he beholds this last
preparatory fraction as hastening to its end, and the final catastrophe as impending,—in other
words, that he, like St. Paul, as we well know, expected within brief limits the end of the world. Nor
can we say that this was an error which he himself corrected in the composition of the Apocalypse,
showing there as he does how much was to take place before the Lord’s return; for,
notwithstanding these its contents, the book introduces the final and definitive utterance of Christ
to this plain effect, mpyxoupaitaxm [‘I come quickly”]. Accordingly, we also must confront the
much-agitated question, how an apostle, who had like St. John so deeply penetrated into the
process of development of the kingdom of God, could nevertheless cling to such a view as this?
For the solution of this difficulty it is necessary, before all things, not to lose sight of the fact that
the Scripture has for the process of the times a standard of measurement different from ours: it
measures them not by their length, but according to their weight and importance; not according to
their external matter, but according to their internal meaning. Expressions like those now before us
can be understood only when we interpret them according to the canon of 2Pe 3:8, uma = pumpa
Topm Kupmm mG XEAIO BTN, KON XEAIO BTN, = mumpo umo [‘one day with the Lord is as a
thousand years, and a thousand years as one day”]. But that tells us no other than this, that in the
divine estimation one day may wrap up in itself a thousand human years, and the converse. Now
if, with the Scripture, we measure time by its contents, it is clear that the essential meaning of no
epoch has been so perfectly condensed into its beginning as that of the epoch in which we live,
and which had its commencement with the manifestation of Christ. With the substance of the
Gospels, the life of the Lord, and the outpouring of His Spirit, its essential and proper meaning and
substance were already given. According to the adduced passage of the second Epistle of St.
Peter, objective hindrances to the coming of the world’s end are no longer present; but through
Christ's appearance the world is already ripe for it. Only the mvoxm [“forbearance”] of God
protracts the last hour, deferring it to a later and later period; and precisely because every moment
has in it the possibility of the end, and only the long-suffering of God, unaccountable to every
other, makes the finger of the dial go more slowly, no man knows in heaven or earth the day and
the hour of the end. But if this be so, it is the true Christian and apostolical | wisdom to keep before
our keen vision this possibility, we might even say this objective probability, of the judgment of the
world. The end of all things will judge concerning the good as concerning the evil; both must
therefore have found their full development. The former took place with Christ’'s manifestation; but
the latter also: the power of distinction had reached its climax in the tTmkvoi¢TmcmTEIOEm O
[“children of disobediance™], as the rising up of the mvtmxpiotol [“antichrists”] proved. This was to
the apostle the sign of the approaching end; now was he assured that the axe was already laid at
the root of the tree. Its development was quite complete: the fruits might indeed ripen more and
more, but no new fruits would yet spring forth. Thus there may be, to speak with the Apocalypse,
silence for half an hour, or, according to human measurement, of half an eternity: potentially the
development is consummated; at any moment both Christ and Antichrist may appear, and the
decisive stroke may follow the placing of the axe at the root of the tree. All peoples and individuals
who have become Christians since the apostle wrote this, all the developments of the Christian
church, are but the growth and ripening of germs then present, with nothing new superadded.
Thus we have two things in the present verse, according to the explanation given: one is that we
stand in the last period before the ommvumAAwv [“age about to come”]; and the other, that it is
already advanced to the top of its development, and therefore hastens to its end. And both are
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true. As the token by which the readers may know the time, the antichrists are expressly
mentioned. They had heard of the Antichrist as of a unity; but they may see the antichrists as a
plurality. It is a question how these expressions are related to each other: whether mmvTm xpiotoq
[“the antichrist”]; is an ideal combination of many antichrists which in concrete form will never show
himself; or whether ommvTtmxpiotol [‘the antichrists”] are only the forerunners of that one whose
near coming their appearance foreannounced. When we first of all examine what our own Epistle
affords for the decision of this question, we see that the four passages which mention Antichrist
(1Jn 2:18 and 1Jn 2:22, 1Jn 4:3, 2Jn 1:7) contain no irrefragable argument on the one side or the
other. For if, first of all, in our passage the ToAAom mvTm XpioTol [“many antichrists”], are supposed
to furnish demonstration that the last hour was at hand or come, then, indeed, it is possible to
argue that in them “the Antichrist,” the anti-Christian nature, had manifested itself, and that
therefore there was no further individual to be expected who should exhibit personally the might of
anti-Christianity. On the other hand, the apostle may have meant to say: “As we already see many
antichrists in vigorous activity, we thereby discern that the scene is fully prepared for the
appearance of the one personal Antichrist. In these he is foreshadowed and predicted; and we
have therefore entered on the period of his manifestation, into the last hour.” In fact, not only are
both interpretations possible, but there is literally nothing in this passage of ours which suggests
anything for or against either distinctively. The same may be said of 1Jn 2:22. There the
characteristic of Antichrist is declared to be the denial of the Father and of the Son; and it is
evident that such a characteristic was manifested fully and clearly in those antichrists. But beyond
this nothing is said as to whether or not all the rays of enmity against the kingdom of God may
hereafter be concentrated and reflected from one individual: the words do not exclude the
possibility; the necessity, however, they do not include. In 1Jn 4:3 Antichrist is described as the
spirit of negation; there all pertain to Antichrist who deny the incarnate Son of God; and
anti-Christianity is pre-eminently a principle. But neither does this passage absolutely shut out the
possibility that one man, surpassing all the forms in which the anti-Christian element has been
manifested, and summing up in himself the whole power of darkness, may hereafter appear,—that
is, that the personal Antichrist may come. Finally, in2Jn 1:7 it is said that the denial of the
incarnation is the token of the deceiver and of the Antichrist, having been just before said explicitly
that many become guilty of that great sin of denial: hence it is clear that Antichrist primarily was
understood to signify a principle, that of unbelief, and not an individual person. Wherever this
principle exists, there is Antichrist, But is the thought thereby excluded, that this principle may
hereafter be embodied in one person after such a manner that all earlier forms of manifestation
shall be thrust into the background, so that this one individual might be designated mmvtm XpiGTtoC
[“the antichrist”] in the same way as, for instance, Christ Himself was called m Tpo@mtn¢ [“the
prophet”]? Thus we may confidently assert that, on the ground of Johannaean passages alone, we
should not be constrained to expect a personal Antichrist; but rather that the apostle, especially in
the last two passages quoted above, understands, and would have us understand, by
mmVvTEXplotoc [“the antichrist”] the personified anti-Christian principle working in all the variety of
its individual manifestations. But should we have other reasons for assuming that such an
individual person is to be looked for hereafter, there is certainly nothing in the passages written by
St. John to contradict such an expectation: collectively, they allow the possibility of assuming,
together with the preliminary reflections of the anti-Christian spirit, a yet future and final personal
consummation of them all.
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Further, there is an argument against the theory of a concentration of anti-Christianity in one
person in the very diverse pictures which Scripture sketches of the final destination, and which on
a first glance at least seem hardly compatible with a living individualization in one person. For,
while in our Epistle anti-Christianity bears a theological character, resting upon a denial of the
incarnation of God in Christ, and as such originating within the church itself (m& mpumyv m¢mABov
[“they went out from us”] 1Jn 2:19), in the Apocalypse it distinctly assumes a twofold physiognomy:
one, that of the many-headed beast, that is, of the God-opposed power of the world, which is
established in direct contradiction to Christianity; and the other, that of the beast like a lamb, which
corresponds to pseudo-prophecy, and thus has some affinity with the anti-Christianity of our
passage. While one of these beasts goes forth from the world, the other goes forth from the
church. All this seems plainly to indicate two totally distinct forms of the corruption, which could
hardly be combined in one person. But when we compare 2Th 2:1-17 the matter assumes another
aspect. It is obvious that St. Paul borrowed the colours of his description from the prophet Daniel;
and we must accordingly think of his man of sin as, according to the analogy of Daniel, a worldly
potentate. It is equally plain that he speaks, on the other hand, of a great mTootoom o [“apostasy”]
out of which the son of perdition should emerge; and that leads at once to a corruption within the
Christian church: the enemy sitteth in the temple of God, and as God exacts worship, which points
at least in a pseudo-prophetic direction. The two diverse presentations of the beast in the
Apocalypse are thus combined by St. Paul into one sole picture; and the Apocalypse itself gives us
a hint how that comes to pass when it says, Rev 13:15, mdm6n amtm [“there was given to him”]
(that is, to the beast representing pseudo-prophecy) domval TveEm O T cEKEVI TOm Onpmou,
EVO KOE A\OARCE B EEKEV TON Onpmou [“to give breath to the image of the beast, that also the
image of the beast may speak”]. According to this, the hostile ungodly power of the world receives
the spirit of pseudo-prophecy opposed to God; and it is not until then—that is, until both forms of
opposition are united in one—that this enmity is raised to its highest form of activity. But again,
2Th 2:1-17 is so constructed that we can hardly escape the conviction that it speaks of an
individual in whom the mTootOOmaO [‘apostasy”] should be consummated. To this all the
expressions used by St. Paul point; in the other case the singular would not be constantly used as
it is; but the real multiplicity lying at the base of it would somewhere appear, as it does, for
instance, in St. John, who in fact has primarily a principle in view. With all this perfectly
corresponds the fact, which the Scripture gives us to discern in the ways of God, that every
principle is finally presented in its concentration in one person. As the “ideal righteous man” of the
Old Testament is not a mere abstraction, finding its full realization only in the sum of all the
individual righteous, but in Him whom our Epistle, 1Jn 2:1, terms OmKalOCKOTEEEOXMY
[“righteouspar excellence”] finds its concrete and full manifestation; as the EEEEEEEEEE®
[“servant of the LORD"] is not only the type and ideal of a true servant of God, but has found its
final concrete realization in Christ: so also the power of darkness will have its climax in a person
who will fulfil all that has been predicted concerning Antichrist. We have felt it necessary briefly to
indicate the true doctrine of Antichrist, because a new question attaches itself here to the subject.
If, to wit, a personal Antichrist is yet to be expected, and if, moreover, St. John must have known
this and would have it known, the reason must needs be assigned why he altogether keeps out of
his Epistle this view of the case, and, after the single mention of mmvtmxpiotoq [“the antichrist”],
which did not positively require it, yet at once occupies himself with the ToAAOmmvTE XpioTOI
[“many antichrists”] generally, with anti-Christianity as a principle. But the reason of this it is not
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hard to discover. That a personal Antichrist was to be expected, had its importance to Christianity
at that time only so far as the end of all things was not immediately impending, this being proved
by his appearance not having yet taken place. It is with this significance that St. Paul alludes to it,
in order to obviate misconceptions as to the approaching and instant end of the world. But our
apostle follows an altogether different line, having a different end in view: it is his purpose to show
not the distance, but the nearness of the world’s consummation; and therefore he could not make
prominent what was yet to take place, but must point out that all had taken place which was
previously to take place. Hence he says nothing about the concentration of evil still in the future,
but dwells on the fact that the antichrists already existing fore-announce that highest climax.
Prominence given to Antichrist as one person might well have produced a relaxing effect: there is
time enough to be in deep earnest about perfect holiness until we see him come. But the
conclusion, that Tm ymp puotEpiov mdn mvepyemtal [“the mystery of lawlessness is already at
work” cf. 2Th 2:7], is a strong exhortation to the utmost possible holy earnestness. Now, as the
apostle must, according to the design of this Epistle, have felt himself moved to give prominence
to this latter aspect, so it is in harmony with his general habit, instead of placing the final
consummation of the evil in contrast with its present imperfectness, rather to place in a strong light
the germs of that consummation already appearing in the present. Thus we find it in his Gospel,
and with specific reference to the final judgment. When our Lord, in Joh 5:25, says, mpxetol mpa,
KON vEV EQOTIV, BTE ON VEKPOM HKONOOVTIOl TEC QWVEC TOM UEOE TOm OgoN, KOE 0N
B KOE oavTeC (moovtal [“an hour is coming and now is, when the dead will hear the voice of the
Son of God, and those who hear will live”], He by no means refers only to the bodily raising of the
dead which He accomplished during His life, but to the internal judgment which already takes
place in virtue of His manifestation. So also when, in Joh 3:17 ff., He makes it emphatic that the
unbeliever is not to be judged first when he stands before the bar, but that he is already because
of his unbelief condemned. The apostle terms the great enemy of the Lord and His principle
mVvTE XploToq [“antichrist”’]. Now it is certain that in the earlier classical Greek most compounds
with mvtm [“against”] signify not merely an opponent of the idea contained in the simple noun, but
such an opponent as would fain make himself also what the simple noun means, and be so
termed himself. mvtiBaciAmoac[LSJ] [‘rival king”] is not the enemy of a king, but a king who
declares himself the enemy of another king; mvtiToAaiotm ¢[LSJ] [“antagonist in wrestling”] is not
the opponent of a wrestler, but a wrestler who contests the place of another wrestler. Accordingly,
mVTE XploToC [“antichrist”] would not be a mere enemy of Christ, but such an opponent as himself
claims to take the place of Christ. Thus the term mvtm xpiotog [“antichrist”] would be an equivalent
of the Yevdm xpiotol [“false christs”] of whom the Lord speaks in Mat 24:1-51; and it would be in
strict accordance with this that in 2Th 2:1-17 the man of sin puts himself in the temple of God, that
he might be worshipped in the place of God, or, as we should say here, in the place of Christ. But
if this applies very well to the one personal Antichrist, it does not apply to the many antichrists of
whom St. John here speaks. These, so far as we know, never made pretension to be honoured
equally with Christ; nor does the mark of the anti-Christian spirit, which is laid down in 1Jn 2:22
and 1Jn 4:3, agree with it, for that was only the denial of Christ, and therefore enmity to His
person. Now the usage above referred to does not hinder our taking mvtmxpiotoc [“antichrist”]
also in its wider meaning of an opponent of Christ; for that usage refers only to substantives, and
there is no reason why mvtmxpiotoc [“antichrist”] should not be taken as an adjective. Thus, as
mvTm Oupoc[LSJ] [‘opposite the door”] means that which is over against the door, so would
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mVTE XploToc [“antichrist”] mean anti-Christian, that which is set in opposition to Christ. In precisely
the same way is mvtimpBapog [“anti-barbarian”] constructed. That the name Antichrist occurs
only in St. John has this ground, that this apostle regards him specifically as the opponent of
Christ, as is seen in 1Jn 4:3; 2Jn 1.7, m pvom LIevocm com vXploTE vEANAUOm Tom voapke [“those
who deny Jesus Christ has come in the flesh”], while St. Paul emphasizes his enmity against
everything divine, and more general names, such as mvBpwrocTe ¢m poptm actn [“man of sin” cf.
2Th 2:3], suggested themselves more obviously to him. In fact, these are only diverse aspects of
the same thing differently presented here and there. St. John’s description helps us, moreover, in
the examination of the course of thought in our passage. In what preceded, the exhortation was to
preserve themselves unspotted from the world as the general sum and substance of the spirit
contrary to God; here, the apostle proceeds onward to a warning against the specific embodiment
of the km opog [“world”] in anti-Christianity. The beast has become one with the pseudo-prophecy.

Concerning the coming of Antichrist,—and after what has been said, we must think here of the
personal Antichrist,—the church had already heard. But from whom? It has been usual to refer at
once to the passage in the Thessalonians so often quoted. But though it is not improbable that, at
the time when St. John wrote, that Epistle had already found its way into Asia Minor, yet this
allusion is rendered doubtful by the consideration that in such a case the apostle would have kept
closer to the Pauline expression. Still less tolerable is the reference to Daniel; for the figure the
prophet draws of the man of sin traces other features than those which here come into view. Thus
we are led to assume that the words point to certain instructions given by St. John himself or by
other teachers to the churches concerning the eschatological discourses of Christ, and especially
those about the Yeuvdmxpiotol [“false christs”] and Yevdorpopmtal [“false prophets”] in Mat
24:1-51. They had heard that Antichrist cometh; and by the previous words, moxmtnmpomoTmv
[“it is the last hour”], as well as by the matter itself, it had been more closely defined that he would
appear in the last age. At the same time, then, that they knew the coming of Antichrist, and indeed
his coming moxmtnmpa [“last hour”], they also see kamvmv [“‘even now”] many antichrists: the
kom [‘even”] refers to the congruence of the then present time with the time for which the
Antichrist was presented prominently to their view. And since there were so many of them already,
this was all the more plain an indication that the last hour had actually struck; that the
anti-Christian principle had already attained to its mighty energy. For the rest, we have probably in
the words of the apostle a subtle indication of the fact that he did not in the TOAAOE ¢m vTm XpI1OTOIC
[“many antichrists”] already contemplate the one Antichrist, but only the preparation for his
appearance. If he had meant the former, he would have used some such words as
EKONCOOTEMTIN EHVYTHXPIOTOCE PXETAL,VEVORKOE TOAAOE BVTEXPQIOTOlYEymvVOolv [‘you have
heard that the Antichrist is coming, but even now many antichrists have appeared”],—that is, in the
many the prophecy was abundantly fulfiled—not one alone, but many had appeared. But
inasmuch as he does not admit into his words this intensifying sense, he points to the idea that the
many antichrists were not an intensification, but rather a diminution of the one Antichrist.

Textual note tnMost manuscripts, including AD F G W lat sy, read m uoptm ag [hamartias, “of sin”]
in 2Th 2:3, but several important manuscripts, including m B 0278 6 81 1739 1881 al co, read
myvoum a¢ [anomias, “of lawlessness”]. This is why some English translations read “man of sin”
while others read “man of lawlessness.” Regardless, this textual variant among the NT
manuscripts does not affect the general meaning of the text.
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Chapter 25

25-1Jn 2:19

1Jn 2:19

B mumy E¢EAOOV, EAAR ONK ECOOV B NUEVE N yEQ ECOQV B HUEY, LEUEVEKEIGAY BV
peOm mpymvm mAAE EVO @QOVEQPWOmQOIV MTI OMK cmom TmVTeC m& mumy, The warning to
Christians to be on their guard against this enemy was all the more needful, because the
antichrists came forth from the bosom of the church itself: on the one hand, it is evident how these
Christians might themselves be entangled in their corruption; and on the other hand, their earlier
connection with these men suggested the danger of their being willing to remain in fellowship with
them notwithstanding their anti-Christian spirit. There is a peculiarly painful feeling breathed in the
words of this nineteenth verse. If to any men the apostle’s appeal in1Jn 1:1applied, that they were
not to be prayed for, it might appear that these antichrists were the people. Nevertheless, he
manifestly looks upon them with sorrowful sympathy, with the same sympathy which we observe
in our Lord when He remembers in His high-priestly prayer thevmm¢ tm¢ mTwAemag[“son of
perdition”cf.John 17:12]. The antichrists, like Judas their type, had once been in another relation to
the church of Christ:m & mpumvm {mABav[‘went out from us”]. This may be understood in the sense
ofexierunt;but also in the sense ofprodierunt;either that they left us, or that they sprang up in our
midst. The former view is distinctly opposed by the followingm AAm [“but”]. It would be an illogical
thought that they have separated from us, hut they were not of us: we should have expected in
that case aym p[“for”]. This conjunctive requires us to takem {m ABav[“went out”], as inActs 15:24, in
the sense of origination:prodicrunt a nobis. They have indeed gone out from among us, they stand
in historical connection with us, butomkm cavm ¢m umv[‘they were not of us”]; inwardly they have
always been estranged from us; for if they ever had belonged to us, they would not have been
able to leave us. He who goes back into the world has never perfectly broken with the world. It
follows from what is said here, that not the denial, but the renunciation of Christianity is the
essential nature of Antichrist: the light has come upon him, has touched him, butm ckotma om
kKotmAaPBev amtm[“the darkness did not comprehend it"]. With a brachylogical turn the apostle
goes ON:EAAE B V0O QOVEPWOm IV BTl OmK em ol TmVvTeC m & mumv[“so that it would be shown that
they all are not of us”. ThemAAm[‘but”] is most easily supplemented bytomtaymyovev[‘these
became”]; and thism AAmmva[“but so that”] is not unusual with St. John: compareJohn 8:18;John
15:25; but notJohn 14:31, where the close of the versem yem peoBek.T.A.[“at raise up, etc.”] is not to
be separated from the preceding, as in theTextus Receptus,by a point, but forms the main
sentence belonging tomAAm[“but”]. The apostle says that it was the divine purpose that the
anti-Christian spirit which clung to the church should in the course of time be revealed, should be
made known as such, and thus the congregation be cleansed from it. The divine purpose is
represented as seen only in thegavepwomvai[“to make known”], and not in the existence of the
anti-Christian element itself. Predestinarian theories can be no more extracted from the sentence
than they can be refuted by it; for, in fact, such questions are altogether out of the scope of the
passage. The presentation of the design is here entirely the same as in the words of the psalmist
(Psa S514AN)EEEESEEEEEES EEEEESEEEEEN EEEEEN S SN NEEEE EEEEEE
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EEEE|EEEEEEEEEEEE |EEEEEEEEEE|EEEEEEEE [‘So that you are justified when you
speak and blameless when you judge”]. David there does not by any means attribute his being evil
to any determination of God, but the doing of sin, the expression of his interior evil. The meaning
is, that if | had not fallen into any of these courses of wickedness, and Thou hadst nevertheless
punished me, that would have been perfectly righteous; for only the expressions of my evil nature
would have been wanting, because the opportunity was wanting; myself would then have been as
evil as | am now. But my punishment would then have had the semblance of injustice, because my
sin would have been perfectly known only to myself, and not to another. But now hast Thou let me
fall into dreadful guilt. Thou hast let my heart’s evil be brought to light, that Thy judgment might be
seen to be righteous. Thus, in the psalmist’'s words, not the being evil, but the manifestation of the
evil was brought into act by God. So it is also here. It is not regarded as God’s work that the
antichrists were such as they were, but they unfolded their character as such; that the mask was
withdrawn, and thus they were proved never to have belonged to the church. Thus the divine
purpose in this clause refers not to theomk m& mpumv moav[‘they were not of us”], but to their
manifest appearance and exhibition as antichrists,1Jn 2:18. Formally, indeed, thetelicclause is not
constructed with exactness: thetm vtec[“all”] is embarrassing. The author does not mean to say
that not all anti-Christians arem {m umv[“of us”]: that would have been awkward, as they certainly
are all of them notm m pumv[“of us”]; but that these anti-Christian elements demonstrate that not all
Christians arem&¢m umv[“of us”]. The two ideas that all the antichrists are not, and that Christians
are not all, belonging to the Christian church, are packed together into one, as often happens in
ordinary phrase. Here it is with ease explained if we assume that St. John, like St. Paul, was in the
habit of dictating his Epistles.
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Chapter 26

26 - 1Jn 2:20-21

1Jn 2:20-21

What the apostle now suddenly says of the xpmopa [“anointing”] of Christians seems to be in no
immediate connection with what precedes. For if we should suppose the intention to be that of
setting the true nature of Christians in contrast with that of the antichrists, we should expect the
conjunction om [“but”] instead of kam [*and”]. It is obvious that the thought entering the context
with 1Jn 2:20, that the Christian church possesses the xpmopa [“anointing”] and knows all things,
is not a subordinate one, but introduces the whole of the ensuing dissertation. It will therefore be
necessary to examine if we can find an element in the following context for which 1Jn 2:20 will be
the simple preparation, and which in itself stands in organic connection with the statements made
concerning the antichrists. The last idea prominently in our minds was that these antichrists had
not remained in the church, but had separated from it. Now, that would obviously suggest the
same exhortation or appeal which Christ uttered when, Joh 6:67,[N] many went no longer with
Him: umkom mpcmc OmActem tmyelv; [“You do not wish to go away also?”],—to wit, that at least
the remainder are and will be faithful to the Lord’s fellowship. And this idea of the pmveivmvom ta
[“abide in him”] is palpably the very nerve of the entire remainder of the chapter. In 1Jn 2:24 it
comes forward in all its strength and emphasis; in 1Jn 2:27 it is taken up again. The whole section
is concerned with exhortation to Christians to keep themselves apart from the world; this is then
rendered more specific as a requirement to guard themselves against antichrists, for the sin of
Christian men leads immediately not only to the unchristian, but also to the anti-Christian spirit and
life. But, as the essence of the spirit of the antichrists is apostasy or infidelity, the negative
injunction to be on guard against them slides naturally round into the positive one of maintaining
their faithfulness. He, however, who would maintain his fidelity must before all things know what
that infidelity is by which faithfulness is wounded. This is the lie; every lie greater or less. Such
knowledge the readers have, the apostle tells them in 1Jn 2:20-21, in virtue of the anointing of
which they have been made partakers. The last words of 1Jn 2:21, Tmv emd0oC OMK B OTIV WK
Tm¢ mAnBemag [“every lie is not of the truth”], form the pith of the verses before us, 1Jn 2:20-21:
for the sake of them these were written, and they themselves, on the other hand, form a point of
connection with what ensues. Thus we gain the following train of thought. Ye see the antichrists,
whose principle is infidelity, acting out their nature (1Jn 2:18-19). Ye know further (our resolution of
the order takes away any temptation to assign to the kam [“and”] of the beginning of 1Jn 2:20 an
adversative meaning; it rather introduces an actual and simple progression), in virtue of the
anointing which ye have, that Tmv (em do¢ [“every lie"]; excludes from the kingdom of God the lie in
any and every form, because it (1Jn 2:21) is in the issue always a denial and renunciation of the
Son of God. Ye, then, who are by the supposition of your anointing in a satisfactory condition to
discern anti-Christian error, will assuredly avoid that error and approve your fidelity. Thus the
whole section is lightened up, and vindicates for itself a simple but sure and orderly course of
thought. The passage 1Jn 2:20-23 thus primarily indicates that the Christian church is in a position
to discern and detect anti-Christian error down to its most subtle ramification. This it is by virtue of

Sermonindex.net | Page 91



the xpm opo mTm Tom mymou [“an anointing from the Holy One”].
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Chapter 27

27 -1Jn 2:20

1Jn 2:20

Kom miEm ¢ Xpm OO0 M XETE M T TOW HymOU, Kam om doTe TMVTA. This idea rests of course upon
the ceremony of anointing, everywhere so common in the Old Testament. It is well known that in
Hebrew the word is rendered in two ways, by mmm [“to anoint”] and by mmmmm [“to anoint”]; the
former signifies always merely outward anointing, and for common uses; the latter is the unction
as a symbol of religious consecration. So also the Septuagint has two words to reproduce the two
Hebrew terms respectively, mAem @elv [“to anoint”] and xpm elv [“to anoint”]. It is generally said that
the former corresponds always to the mmm [“to anoint”], and the latter to the mmmmm [“to anoint”].
This is certainly not exact, nor is it absolutely and at all points borne out by an induction of
instances. For, although we may not lay much stress on the fact that in Eze 16:9mmm [“t0 anoint”]
is translated by xpmetv [“to anoint”], inasmuch as the translator might there have had in his mind a
religious anointing, we find, on the one hand, mAem @e1v [“to anoint”] used in Exo 40:15 of religious
anointing, and, on the other, xpmelv [“to anoint”] used in 2Sa 1:21 of the anointing of a shield for
the sake of greater smoothness, and thus without any concomitant religious idea (the similar
anointing of the shield in Isa 21:5 is mtoiumZev [“to prepare™]); as also classical Greek uses
m el @elv [“to anoint”] and xpm €1v [“to anoint”] promiscuously and interchangeably. Appeal may be
made to Exo 40:15, and it may be said that there the translator had in view only the external act of
anointing; but when we find in the same verse, and concerning the same anointing, xpmev [“to
anoint”] afterwards employed, it is very obvious to infer that the distinction observed in the Hebrew
is not carried out thoroughly by the translation. But, notwithstanding these individual exceptions, it
remains true that on the wholexpmetv [“to anoint”] is used for religious anointing as such. As to the
substantives depending on the verb, xpmopa [‘anointing”] is the only one used in the New
Testament, and there only three times in this Epistle: the Septuagint has in connection with it
xpimolc[LSJ] [“a smearing”] also. These last, however, have not quite the same signification:
mAaiovypm oew[LSJ] [“anointing oil”] is the oil with which | anoint; mAaiovxpm opatog [“anointing
oil”], the oil with which | am anointed. Xpmopa [‘anointing”], absolutely used, thus signifies
(compare with our passage Exo 30:25, mAaiovypm ouomyiov [“holy anointing oil]) that with which
we are anointed, or the oil of anointing.

If we pass from the application of the word to the meaning of the symbol, we are met by the
expositors who point for the explanation of our passage to 1Pe 2:9,
BoaomAciovm epm TeL O, m Bvocm yiovm oTe [‘you are a royal priesthood, a holy nation”], as if the
Xpmopa [“anointing”] signified the dignity and elevation of the Christian estate. But this exposition
does not accord with the train of thought. How should the apostle, without any point of connection,
without any bearing on what precedes or what follows, make such an allusion as this? Moreover, it
is plain that, according to the close of this verse, the knowledge of the truth is the subject treated
of. Then it was neither the priestly nor the kingly, but the prophetic vocation of Christians that was
involved; and the prophetic vocation is precisely that which could not be distinguished by the term
Xpmopa [“anointing”]. For, in the Old Testament, while priests and kings were anointed, prophets
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were not anointed. We find indeed the word once in 1Ki 19:16, where Elisha’s institution to the
prophetic office is referred to. But when we observe that in the succeeding very full narrative of the
calling of Elisha, not a syllable of allusion to anointing occurs, and when we bear in mind that
nowhere else and under no circumstances do we hear of prophets being anointed, we shall be
disposed to prefer explaining the mmmmm [“t0 anoint”] in the cited passage as a breviloquence, or
summary way of describing. The Lord commands that two kings be anointed, and thus
consecrated to their office; when Elisha is mentioned, we have to eliminate from the anointing its
peculiar idea of consecration and take that alone, understanding the expression as figurative. This
one passage being cleared away, we have no shadow of right to refer the xpm opa [“anointing”] of
this verse to the prophetic dignity or position of Christians.

We must rather make our starting-point the fact, that in the Old Testament not only persons, but
things also—for instance, altars—were anointed. This, together with the connection which the
Pentateuch loves to establish between anointing and amyiom e1v [“to consecrate”], shows that the
anointing generally signifies the separation from profane or common to religious use. Accordingly
the exposition will need to be modified by the thought that the anointing signifies the reception of
the Holy Ghost. Certainly, in Isa 61:1 this element is expressly declared; but it is obvious that
neither altars nor vessels might receive the Spirit. This symbol was the preparation for the feasts;
the oil pertained to the expression of festal and elevated feeling; hence in times of lamentation it
was omitted. It is in such a meaning that the idea occurs in Mat 6:17. As a result of this, everything
was anointed which was brought out of the profane and common world into fellowship with God.
The fundamental meaning of the unction is that an object is withdrawn from the domain of
creaturely life, and is supposed to enter into sacred relation with God. At the stone which Jacob
anointed, the Supreme revealed Himself to him; and it was marked out by him with oil as the place
of that manifestation. The anointed altar was thereby declared to be a sacred spot at which God
would enter into union with men, and place them through sacrifice in union with Himself.

Now, if persons are anointed, or separated from profane life to the service and to the revelation of
God, that must assuredly take place through this, that the Holy Spirit of God works in them; and in
such cases the anointing was the symbol of the impartation of the Spirit; but it is such only as a
consequence of the fundamental idea of separation from common use; the fundamental meaning
is always the same; and xpmelv [“to anoint”] is thus the symbolical expression for amyiom elv [“to
consecrate”]. And in this passage of ours, that expression is to be understood as taken precisely in
this sense. Undoubtedly, of course, the xpmopa [“anointing”] is here used for the reception of the
Holy Ghost; for the emdmvolr Tmvta [“‘you know all”], emdmvor tmv mAmBeiav [‘you know the
truth”], the derivation of the anointing unction from the Holy One, the resulting pmveivmvom tm
[*abide in him”],—all this, too surely to leave any doubt, reminds us of the Lord’s explanation
touching the Paraclete whom He would send, whose office would be mdnyemvem crm oovimy
mAmBelov [“to guide into all truth”], Joh 16:13, whose proceeding from the Father and the Son is
there taught, and who is the bond of the umveivmvam e [“abide in him”]. But, on the other hand,
all that does not make it clear why St. John should describe the Holy Ghost precisely here as
Xpmopa [‘anointing”]; for the mere similarity of sound between it and mvtmxpiotog [“antichrist”]
would be, after all, an altogether too external reason.

It is quite otherwise if we firmly hold fast the idea that separation from the profane is the real
meaning of the symbol. The apostle is speaking pre-eminently of the separation of Christians from
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the world, especially from the world in its most perilous form as anti-Christianity. That separation
was already accomplished in the church; through their participation in the Spirit they had been set
apart from everything ungodly and opposed to God; and this significance of the bestowment of the
Holy Ghost He imprints on their souls by the descriptive xpm oua [“anointing”]. This separation was
given them as their portion mTm Tom mymou [‘from the Holy One”]. When we observe that the
Xpmopa [“anointing”] is to form the antithesis to the anti-Christian spirit, and therefore to the
renunciation of Christ, not of the Father, we shall see fit to understand the myioc [“Holy One”] here
of the Son and not of the Father. He who Himself was indeed in the world, but yet not of the world,
has also defended His own that they should not be mingled again with the world, Joh 17:16 ff. The
whole contents of the high-priestly prayer generally gives sufficient confirmation of the truth of this
exposition. What is here figuratively expressed by the xpm opa [“anointing”] is there expressed by
the literal amyiam {ev [“to consecrate”]. And as here the being released out of the lie through the
knowing of the truth is regarded as the matter of the xpm opa [“anointing”], so there the mAmBe1a is
the sphere in which the anointed are myiaopumvol [“sanctified”].
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Chapter 28

28 -1Jn 2:21

1Jn 2:21

Omk mypao mpumy, mTI OmMK OmOOTE THY MANOEIOYV, BAAN ETI ONMOOTE OMTHY, KON HT| THV
PemdoC mK THC mANOsm o omK moTl. For it is not only as matter of fact that the church, through
the anointing of the Spirit, is severed from the world to God: it is such also theoretically and in point
of knowledge. They know through the Spirit's power how to distinguish truth itself from error:
omdateTm vTa [“you know all things”], the apostle adds. And what is first as to the form laid down
as mvta [“all things™], is now as to the matter defined as amAnmBeia [“truth”]: the latter is the
concrete substance of the Tmvta [“all things™]; it gives the quality and meaning of the emémvai
[‘know”], as Tmvta [“all things”] gives its range and comprehension. When studying 1Jn 1:6 we
recognised the am AnmBela [“truth”] to mean the collective fulness of all real being which dwells in
God, as the T\m pwpotom TmvTom v Tm olvTnpoupm vou [“the fullness of Him who fills all in all” cf.
Eph 1:23]. So it is here; because Christians have the xpmopa [“anointing”], and are brought over
out of the world into the fellowship of God and His kingdom, therefore they also have a certain
knowledge of all things that are in that divine kingdom and have to do with it; they know the fulness
of its possessions, with the powers and energies that work in it; and all this together is the
omAnmBeia [“truth”]. And indeed they know all things, and therefore Tm cavimv mAmBeiav [“all the
truth”]; because in the Spirit of God, whom they possess, all this fulness lies enfolded and hid; the
possession of Him, therefore, includes, although ever so potentially alone, the whole compass of
this knowledge. But the em dmval Tmvta [“you know all things”] has another side to it, and that is
found in the close of the verse, kom mTI TEV PemdoC mK THC mANOsm o omK motl [“and that every
lie is not of the truth”]. The kom mTI [*and that’] adjoins, that is, as is fully acknowledged by
expositors, the matter of the following clause as a second and co-ordinate element in the
knowledge of the truth. The first assertion, that Christians know the truth, is related to the second
or new one, that they know also the incompatibility of every lie with that truth, just in the same way
as the proposition, God is light, 1Jn 1:5, is related to the proposition that in Him is no darkness at
all. The emdomvol Tmvta [“you know all things”] includes a knowledge of the lie, which is here
simply the knowledge concerning the absolute contrariety between it and the truth. Since there is
such a thing as the lie, that is, seeming existence, to which all true and deep reality is wanting
because it is sundered from God, the source and substance of the {cwm [“life"], therefore as well
God as the man enlightened by God must take it up into consciousness as fact, though only as
absolutely denying and rejecting it. And this absolute negation of the lie it is which receives here
the emphasis: the whole weight of the sentence rests upon the Tmv yemdog [“every lie”]. The
emomvol Tmvta [‘you know all things”] is mentioned only in order to show that Christians are
supposed in every particular case to know the difference between truth and lie; their knowing of
the whole is to demonstrate that every part of the whole also lies in the sphere of their knowledge.
The apostle’s meaning is, that, let the lie show itself in what form it may, in great things or in small,
in every instance ye know it as lie as certainly as ye know that ye are forever separated from it.
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Yet it is not the fact in itself that the apostle declares in 1Jn 2:21, that Christians know everything,
and can distinguish the lie as lie; but his firm conviction of that fact, from which conviction and for
the sake of which conviction generally he writes this Epistle, mypoayom pumv m1i om date [‘| wrote to
because you know"],—that is, by reason of this your knowledge, prompted by it, | have written. It is
the very same kind of declaration as we found, 1Jn 2:13-14, in the beginning of this section. As in
this passage emomval tmvta [“you know all things”] corresponds to mywwkmval TEY TIOTE PA
[‘know the Father”], as emOmvol mTI TmY Jemd0C OMK WMOTI mK THC mAnOemac [‘you know that
every lie is not of the truth”] in this passage corresponds to the vevikmkate Tmv TOVNPEV [‘you
have overcome the evil one”] in that, so also the mypaya [l wrote”] in our present verse
reproduces the same word in the former. In both cases the preterite or aorist refers back to the
internal conception of the letter as a whole, the apostle speaking of that as of an historical fact
preceding the actual external accomplishment of the purpose in writing; in both we might translate
without impropriety, “I have brought myself to write.” And in fact we may find good reason if we
seek it for the reminder concerning the apostle’s presupposition in writing the Epistle: as in the
beginning of the section, so in this passage especially, the motive is obvious. The subject is the
absolute and total turning away from the kmopog [‘world”]: but this presumes that already a
separation of the readers from the world has taken place; were that not the case, were the
preliminaries for that now to be arranged, the apostle would have had to write in a very different
way; something after the manner of St. Paul, in the first part of his Roman Epistle, concerning sin
and its power of corruption and ruin. But he who would exhort to umveivmvim gute [“remain in the
light”], must presuppose an smvoimvTe @gwim [“to be in the light”] in those whom he exhorts. And in
our passage particularly he would warn the church against every the least contact with the
antichrists. But that presupposes in them the ability to detect the anti-Christian nature even in its
most subtle expressions and ramifications (Tmviem do¢ [“every lie"]).
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Chapter 29

29 -1Jn 2:22

1Jn 2:22

TRCEOTIVE YEMOTNG €M [N B B POVON IEVOC M TI MNCONC ONK MOTIV B XPIOTHGE ONTE G B OTIV
B EVIEYXPIOTOC, ® N PVOM IEVOC THY TOITE pa KOm Tmy ummy. The proposition, that Tmv (em d0¢
mK TmC mAnOsmoc omKk motTiv [“‘every lie is not of the truth”], seems at the first glance to be so
perfectly clear and self-evidencing, that it needs at the utmost only to be expressed for the sake of
logical completeness. But, however plain it may be to the theoretic consciousness, it very little
governs the practical. With Christians in general, sin can be possible only through their forgetting
that every, even the slightest lie (understood in St. John’s full meaning), excludes from the truth.
And how solemn is that assertion! It follows from it that Tm vem do¢ [“every lie”] leads directly into
fellowship with the antichrist nature. This is the consequence which is deduced in 1Jn 2:22. All
depends here upon rightly understanding the article in the clause tm¢ motiv m emotng [‘who is
the liar"]; the parallelism with the mmvtmxpiotocg [“the antichrist”] in this second part of the verse
would suggest at once that we must interpret this of the Antichrist himself, and to translate the
article as meaning: who is the one true arch-liar? But this yields a very loose connection with what
precedes. Hence it commends itself that we refer back the m (em otng [“the liar”] simply to the last
words of 1Jn 2:21, and place m yematnc¢ [“the liar”] in correlation with the Tm vipem do¢ [“every lie"].
In what precedes, every lie was declared to bear witness that the amAnm 6eia [“truth”] has no place
in the man who is the subject of it. That leads then further to the question: who makes himself thus
partaker of such emdoc [“lie”]? wliat is his spirit and nature, that it bears in itself such fearful
consequences? The answer is: that is the liar,—the article thus indicates the liar as the person
spoken of just before,—and his nature is that he does not acknowledge Jesus as the Christ. In the
assertory form the proposition would run, omk moTIv YJemotng em umK.T.A. [*he is not a liar except,
etc. ”]. The interrogative form is adopted in order to indicate to the reader that the proposition
concerned is one self-understood, resting upon the fact of his own consciousness, about which
there can be no contest or doubt. The nature and moving principle of every lie (Tmvcm do¢ [‘every
lie”], 1Jn 2:21) is here declared. It is constituted by the strong mpvem gBal [“to deny”]: that is more
than mere denying; it rather expresses that the denial is based on the ground of opposed and
better conviction. We may compare Joh 1:20, where it is said of the Baptist, m poAmynoev Kom
omK mpvmoato [‘he confessed and did not deny”],—that is, he gave to the truth, well known by
him, its full honour. Thus the repudiation of Jesus as the Christ is the essence of every lie. Two
guestions here emerge. One is, how far this may be regarded as the fundamental nature of the lie;
and the other, how far this may be even accounted as equal to the only lie (smpum [“except’]). The
former question is easily answered. If Jesus, to wit, is the truth, and that simply because He is the
Messiah who was anointed by God with the Spirit without measure, then the denial of His
Messiahship is not only the turning away from a truth, but a break with all truth; for He is the
concentration of all truth, which is one with Him, and there is no other method of reaching the truth
than He. But the other question is more difficult, as to this being the only lie; since even with the
acknowledgment of the Messiahship of Jesus we may conceive many other falsehoods as to other
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regions of truth to be bound up. But that is only a false conception, and it seems so only so long as
we think of a merely intellectual or theoretical acknowledgment of the Lord; which is never the
case with St. John, who in 1Jn 2:14 connects the mywwkmvaitmvOemv [‘know God”] immediately
with the vikmvtmvTovnpmv [“victory over the evil one”]. As soon as we regard the confession of
Christ as the power of spiritual life, which is supposed to sway the whole of man’s being, it is
natural to behold every lie, Tmvem doc [“every lie"], any kind of fellowship with the ungodly, as a
removal from Christ, a renunciation of Him as the Messiah,—that is, of Him who has the
XPE CLOOE KH KL TPOU [“anointing without measure”], the full and perfect truth. As certainly as the
slightest obliquity in the circumference of a circle causes the circle to be a circle no longer,
disturbing the equal supremacy of the centre, so the slightest lie is a disturbance of the supremacy
of Christ.

Every lie, be it fashioned however it may, has in its essence the denial of the Son of God. Hence,
therefore—and that is the next proposition of the apostle—every lie is a direct participation in the
antichrist nature; for the mpvemcBal m1I mnocom¢ motiv m Xplotm¢ [“to deny that Jesus is the
Christ™; is the distinctive mark or token of Antichrist. m em otn¢ [“the liar”], that is, according to
the explanation now given, everyone who enters into fellowship with the lie, denies Christ; and
thus the lie and the antichrist nature, and the liar and Antichrist, are one and the same. And, in
order more vigorously to emphasize this identity of the two, the apostle repeats after the omtm¢
moTIVEmVTE XPLoTOC [“the one who is the Antichrist”], once more in the form of an apposition, the
element in common between the Yemotnvemval [‘being a liar’] and the mvimxpiotovemval
[‘being an antichrist”]: and that is, = mpvom pgevoC TMY TOTE PO KOm TEV ummEvV [‘the one who
denies Father and the Son”].

Now, it is undeniable that the proposition, which we have thus derived from the whole, is of so
extremely severe a character that it sounds almost repulsive. But it is equally clear that it thus
presents the most urgent reason which the exhortation could bring forward in favour of utter
severance from the Antichrist: he who in the least degree recedes from the amAnmBeia [“truth”]
falls away from fellowship with Christ, has denied Christ Himself, and has become a member of
Antichrist. Now this, even apart from the stringency of the context, is a doctrine precisely
conformable to the whole Johannaean view of things. There is no apostle who to the same extent,
and with the same consistency, carries out the total severance between the world and the kingdom
of God. The third chapter will give us occasion to bring forward abundant evidence of this.
Commonly those men only are called antichrists who have openly displayed the sentiment of
opposition to Christ, and in whom this sentiment rules the entire life. But here it is amply shown
that every Qemdog [‘lie”]; involves this principle, and therefore internally makes men into
antichrists, and the weight of the propositions asserted so peremptorily by the apostle is much
augmented by the total absence of conjunctions: neither does a ym p[“for”] unite the first half of 1Jn
2:22 with 1Jn 2:21, nor does a om [*but”] connect the second half of 1Jn 2:22 with the first. The
sentences fall on the reader’s soul like notes of the trumpet. Without cement, and therefore all the
more ruggedly clasping each other, they are like a cyclopaean wall.
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Chapter 30

30-1Jn 2:23

1Jn 2:23

Mg m mpvVOmEVOC THY UEEY OEOE TEY TOTEPO EMXEl, @ EMUOAOYEV THY UEEY KON THVY
Totm pa mxel. At the end of 1Jn 2:22 the apostle brought forward a new point, which has not in
what precedes been demonstrated: the declaration, namely, that the Antichrist denied not only the
Son, but the Father also. The twenty-third verse takes this up again with emphasis, in order that a
due consideration may establish it as truth. Now, if no man hath ever seen God nor can see Him,
but He is declared only by His only-begotten Son, it follows that he of necessity loses the
knowledge of the Father who rejects the way in which alone it can be found. If Christ as the
mTom yoopa [‘radiance”] of the Father is equally with the Father the truth, it follows that he who
has not the One cannot have the Other: else would he at once have and not have the truth. But
that the Redeemer is not here, any more than at the close of the previous verse, called Xpiotm¢
[“Christ”], but umm ¢ [“Son"], has its simple reason in the fact that He is placed in direct relation to
the Father. At the same time, the choice of both terms points to the absolute and necessary unity
and mutual indwelling of the Two, which affects that no man can be partaker of the One without
being partaker of the Other. And because this is an internal necessity, it holds good in every
particular case of error; Tmcmmpvompevog [‘everyone who denies”] declares that even the
members of the church fall under the condemnation of this sentence if they in any measure
become confederates of the lie. Yet this most solemn declaration has also its bright converse. That
lies in the second half of the verse: m mpoAoymv Tey ummY KON TEV TIOTE PO WXEl [“the one who
confesses the Son has the Father also”]. Manifestly the mpoAoyemv [“to confess”] is the antithesis
of the mpvemoBal [“to deny”] in the previous verse; but, instead of the more diffuse m 11 mnoom¢
moTiv B Xplote ¢ [“that Jesus is the Christ”] or m umm¢ Tom Ogom [“the Son of God"], the simple
Ty ummy [“‘the Son”] is appended. For he who sees not in Jesus the Son of God, does not
acknowledge another being as such, but denies generally the existence of the Son of God. No
man who has ever contended against the Christology of Christian doctrine has ever accepted the
Christian doctrine of the Trinity.
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Chapter 31

31-1Jn 2:24

1Jn 2:24

H[EECONYV H BKONOOTE NTE EOXEC BV H[/EHV UEVETWE BNV BV B EV UEEVE B ETHE EQOYEC
E KON OOTE, KON H|IEECHEHY TH UEE KON HV TH TIOTPOE UEVEMTE.

Thus has the apostle exhibited to the church the activity of the antichrists; he has further appealed
to their own knowledge of the truth, to the intent that he might win from themselves the confession
that by any degree of departure from the truth they would be drawn into the antichrist fellowship. It
remains now that he should draw the practical conclusion from these premisses: therefore guard
yourselves against every declension from the truth; or, in its positive form, hold fast that fellowship
in which ye now safely stand in despite of all the pebodem actom rTovnpom [“schemes of the evil
one”]. The apostle begins by an asyndeton,—for the omv [‘therefore”] of the Textus Receptus
must be struck out,—and yet with specific notification of the antithesis, by means of the absolute
m em ¢ [*you”] that stands first. True, that in the last words there is contained no express antithesis
to the mpuem¢ ["you”]; but the antithesis is in the sense, inasmuch as the whole of the previous
discussion treated of the nature of Antichrist. Accordingly, the m pem ¢ [*you”] is not to be referred to
the mkomoate [“you heard”], for then the hearing of the readers would seem to be placed in an
inscrutable contrast with the hearing of others; but it must be referred to the umvelv [“to abide”] of
the main sentence, so that it is in reality parallel with or equivalent to its mvm pumv [“in you”]. That
which they had heard they should hold fast: the object is given in a general manner, but its
concrete meaning is preserved to it by the connection, according to which the doctrine that Jesus
is the Christ is meant. The expression occurred before in 1Jn 2:7; but, instead of the general o
here, the object there was the Amyoc [“‘word”], the entire message of Christ: here His person is in
view, there it was His work of love; but both are only diverse sides of the same matter. His whole
work was the commentary on His person; His person was the text of his whole work. But in this
connection we should expect that an earnest and express exhortation would follow to keep
themselves from the antichrists, or, putting it positively, to abide in the truth. And this abiding in the
truth is undoubtedly the prevailing motive in all the verses that follow; yet the form of
commandment is almost altogether absent. More than that: human energy generally is kept as
much as possible in the background. At the outset, indeed, the pevmtw [l abide”] has the
imperative form; but the contents of the commandment in a very marked manner restrict human
activity. That which they had heard, which had therefore come into them from without, that should
abide in them: not, that should they suffer it to abide in them, in which case the Christians
themselves would be the subjects of the action. This turn of the thought—which is all the more
evidently intentional, as the preliminary mpuem¢ [“you”] itself suggested that the church’s own
activity was coming—is intended obviously to refer the pymvelv [“to abide”] to the meaning and
substance of the announcement: it was not that the church must abide in the word which they had
heard, but that word abide in them. The same word which had made them Christians should keep
them such; the self-activity of the brethren recedes entirely into the rear; it has nothing to do but to
avoid hindering the power of the truth. Essentially, therefore, it is just as when the Apostle Paul
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exhorts the Thessalonians, e Tvem po um of3mvvute [“do not quench the Spirit” cf. 1Th 5:19]; only
a negative activity, a suffering themselves to be kept, was needful on their side. Similarly, in the
second half of the verse the abiding in God is represented, not as a commandment, but as the
inevitable and natural result of the preceding; and, finally, in 1Jn 2:27 the very necessity of any
command is expressly precluded.

Now all this coincides most graciously with the set and posture of the whole section. Not only the
Christian estate of the church in general, but also specifically the abiding of the word of God in it
(1Jdn 2:14), forms the fundamental presupposition of it throughout; indeed, their vikm vimvTovnpmv
[“victory over the evil one”] was expressly declared to be the result of their abiding. Thus the
apostle’s exhortation is of a more negative kind: disturb not this energy of the truth, guard against
all interruptions of it; all else will this word, implanted in you, itself accomplish. If this continues in
them, the result will be—according to the second half of the verse—that they will continue in the
Son and in the Father, This double relation, the pmveivmvam e [“abide in him”] and the umvelv
[*abide”] of the word of God mvm umv [“in you”], occurs also in the Gospel: compare Joh 15:7, mmv
LMEMVNTE MV EMOM, KON TH EE[QOTE JOU My mumy pemvmEK.T.A. [“If you abide in me, and my
words abide in you, etc.”]. And as the word of Christ is not viewed here as a dead letter, but as the
bearer and instrument of His Spirit, as pervaded and filled by Him, these expressions are parallel
also with Joh 15:4-5, where to the pemvatemvmpom [‘abide in me”] corresponds the
Kmymmvmpumy [“and | in you”].

Now, that these counterpart expressions are in fact two various sides of the same thing, and that
at their basis lies a real and not merely dialectical distinction, is shown at once by the causal
relation in which one is here placed to the other. But it is rather hard to define the distinction
sharply, because in the Gospel our abiding in God is ever exhibited as prius, while in this passage
the order is reversed. Let us try to mark the relation of the two expressions discussed by another
view, seemingly wide apart from this, which, however, only brings before us the figure of which this
is the reality. Through all the Scriptures of the Old and the New Testaments there runs this double
aspect of the matter, that we on the one hand are the temple of God in which He dwells, and that,
on the other hand, we dwell in God Himself as our temple. In the latter case, God is, or His temple,
which comes into consideration as the sphere of His revelation of His nature, is, the place where
we find rest and peace, and security and life: thus is expressed all that we possess in God; He is
here the giver, and we the receivers; He is active, and we are passive. When, inversely, we are
regarded as the temple in which God dwells, we are considered ourselves as the objects in which
God works and as the organs of His will; thus is expressed, by what seems a paradox, what He
has in us; we in this case are the active. Precisely thus is it in the terms of our passage, which are
only the pure spiritual expression of the figurative statements just examined. If we abide in God,
He is the proper and essential subject, we are parts of His I: out of His fulness we receive all,
having absolutely no independent life. If He abides in us, we are ourselves the proper and real
subject, He becomes a part of our I, insomuch as in our actions His will comes into effect. This will
make it plain why in our text the former of these two comes first. The beginning of the relation does
not lie with us, but with God; the word of Christ, and through that word His Spirit, becomes a living
power in us, ymveimvm umy [“abide in you”]; and the more perfectly the entire Christ enters into us,
the more perfectly and the more inwardly we are wedded to Him on our part, and enter into Him
essentially: ymvopevmvomta [“abiding in him”]. Such is the actual historical process; we may,
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however, with propriety invert the order with Joh 15:4 ff.: there, forsooth, the disciples are regarded
as already standing in the fellowship of Christ; the words kaBoapom moTE oim THV AmYyov pHov [“‘you
are clean on account of my word” cf. Joh 15:3], just as in this passage, specify the indwelling of the
Amyo¢ [“word”] in them as the first stage of their religion; but then comes in the pmveivmvom tm
[“abide in him"] as the result, and through this result again the abiding of Christ in the disciples is
nourished and strengthened. It is a permanent and continuous reciprocation: the abiding of Christ
in men furthers their abiding in Him; this again facilitates the former; and so it goes on. Did they
indeed but let the great message of salvation, that Jesus is the Christ, and with that message the
ruling of Christ Himself in our hearts, have its full living development as a power! Emy my mpymy
pemvm m mkomoote [“if what you have heard abides in you”]: then, indeed, would they be secure
against any contamination of the antichrist spirit; yea, more than that, fellowship with God would
become more continuous and perfect, and that as fellowship with the Son and the Father. In the
twenty-second verse the Father was first, here it is the Son. That is not an accidental or indifferent
circumstance. The Father preceded before, because the apostle there had the last consummation
in his eye, and would place it before the readers as the goal from which the antichrist lie would
lead them astray, and to which fidelity would surely attain. Here the Son precedes, because
already in Him is the means and the only means for attaining that end.
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Chapter 32

32-1Jn 2:25

1Jn 2:25
Kom Om TN EOTEY B ETOYYEARQ, BV QN THC B TTYYERAQTO RpUEY, THY (WEV THV O(EEVIOV.

Now at length the apostle may regard his exhibition of the truth as completed and closed; he
brings in the conclusion when he indicates that the abiding in our Lord is the final goal and issue of
the whole saving institute of Christ. For we must be sure that the amtn [“this”] in the beginning of
1Jn 2:25 refers to this abiding in the Lord,—that is, to what goes before, not to what follows. It is
indeed not to be disputed that, generally speaking, in propositions which are constituted like this of
ours, St. John is accustomed to refer the demonstrative pronoun to what follows; but a
grammatical necessity it is not, and the sense here forbids it. For if the amtn [“this"] is referred to
the sequel, its meaning is the {cm ammvi0¢ [“eternal life"]; and the thought would be, that eternal
life is the promise given to us. But in that case the accusative Tmv {wmv [“the life”] would be a still
greater difficulty than it is in the explanation we shall presently give; and, moreover, the apostle
would then introduce into the close of the whole period two absolutely new ideas, without the least
indication of their connection with what precedes. It is quite otherwise if we refer amtn [“this”] to
what goes before: then the {wm ommvi0¢ [“eternal life”] is essentially in apposition with m ToyyeAm o
[‘promise”], and put into the accusative only through attraction to the relative clause
mm T yyem Aopev [“what we proclaimed”]. From this, then, we derive a meaning as clear as it is
appropriate: it is this, that the abiding in the Lord forms the contents of the promise of eternal life
which Christ has given us. It is certainly true, again, that the words mTayyeAma [“promise”] and
m TOYyym AAELY [“t0 announce”] are not generally current in the Johannaean idiom; and we do not
find, in his Gospel, eternal life specified as the contents of the mmyyeAma [“‘promise”] of
Christ,—that is, in any formal expression. It is indeed the goal to which He would conduct us, the
end that He sets before us; and in this sense is a promise actually running through the whole of
our Lord’s life and teaching. Particularly, there are two passages, out of many which treat of
eternal life, which here come into consideration. One is in the sixth chapter, where Christ exhibits
this life as the fruit of faith in Himself, Joh 6:40, John 6:47, John 6:54, while it comes further into
view as the result of His words in us, compare Joh 6:68, mmpata (wm¢ omwvEou mXelg [‘you
have words of eternal life”]: precisely as here, in our passage, the mkomeivimvAmyovom 1Ol [“t0
hear his word”] forms the presupposition for that abiding in Him which is the substantial meaning of
the (comammvio¢ [“eternal life”]. The second is Joh 17:2-3, where eternal life consists in this, that
VIVE OKWOR o€ TEV Umvov mAnBiveyv Oemvkam [‘they may know you, the olly true God, and”]
(and the addition following is the point concerned here) mv mTm oTeIAGC mnoomy XploTmy [“Jesus
Christ, whom tyou have sent”]. This yiyvm okelv [“to know”] corresponds to the mpoAoyemvom ey
[‘to confess him"] in our present passage.—Thus the Lord has set forth eternal life as the final
scope of His work; to this He will lead every man; and therefore it is called the promise which He
hath given. And this promise, according to our present verse, He has fulfilled; this life we have
received, inasmuch as He abideth in us and we in Him: the contents and meaning of the am1tn
[“this”]. This definition of the strict meaning of eternal life is the same—and this shows its
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correctness—which we found in the introduction to our Epistle, that is, in 1Jn 1:3, where fellowship
with the Father and the Son is laid down as its substantial meaning. Moreover, it is very plain, from
a consideration of our passage, how necessary it is that we should take ammvio¢ [“eternal’] not as
a metaphysical, but as an ethical idea: it is not its super-temporal character, but the divinity of this
life which is expressed by the term.
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Chapter 33

33 -1Jn 2:26-27

1Jn 2:26-27

Tomta mypo)0 MpUEY TEPE THY TAOVEVIGY EUECEKOE EUEHC TH XPEOUO B HAN(BETE MM
ONTON, NV NNV UEVEl, KON ON XOEWM OV HMYETE MVO THC OIONCOKE EUECE EAAN ECTH OETE
XPE OO OlOM OKEl MM C TEPE T VTWY, KON EANOEC BOTI, KOM ONMK EOTI (JEmA0C, KOM KaOm (g
momdaéey mumc, UevemTte my amTmm The very fact that the apostle, in 1Jn 2:25, has come round
to the selfsame point from which he started, shows that the previous discussion has now attained
its close. More particularly: since the discourse does not return to the starting-point of the last
section (from 1Jn 2:13c onwards), but to the beginning of the whole letter (compare only with the
(omommvi0¢ [“eternal life”] of 1Jn 2:25 the mention of it in 1Jn 1:2, with the pmveivmvom tm
[‘abide in him”"] the koivwvmapctmomtom [“fellowship with him”], 1Jn 1:3), it follows that the
development since 1Jn 1:5 has now come to its end. But, like the two former sections of the whole
first part now reaching its close, this third section also has a summary recapitulation, 1Jn 2:26-27.
Up to this point (tamta [“these things”]) the apostle has written to the churches concerning the
antichrists. Tamta [“these things”] does not refer to the brevity of the discussion (“only so much”),
nor to the specific matter of it (“this and no other that might be added”); but it places what goes
before in contrast with what follows—with what the apostle has it in his purpose yet to write. As the
section 1Jn 2:3-11[N] treats of brotherly love, although the matter is first of all quite generally of
keeping the divine commandments, so the topic of this section has been the antichrist nature,
although first of all (1Jn 2:15-17) the discourse was of the km opog [*world”] in general, whose full
form is anti-Christianity. But the antichrists came into consideration as TAavmvtecm um ¢ [“leading
you astray”]: they have aimed to make the church wander from the truth, and then to lead them to
wander back to the world. This was the practical starting-point of the whole discussion. Against
this practice of seduction the church had, as we have seen in the previous exposition, a defence in
the xpm opa [“anointing”]: hence this, then, is particularly taken up again in the recapitulation. Even
in the form it assumes, the resumé is faithful to itself: here also we have the muem¢ [“you”] placed
significantly first; here also, moreover, there is a marked absence of any injunction as such. The
holy anointing oil which they had received, which separated them from the world, is within them a
permanent power,—for m UETOMANTO TH XOPE GUATO Kam m KAmQI¢ Tom Ocom [“the gifts and the
calling of God are irrevocable” cf. Rom 11:29] ,—and makes every exhortation, even every
apostolical exhortation, superfluous. And so had the Lord promised to His disciples that the
Paraclete should lead them into all truth. To establish the undeceivableness of this heavenly
instruction is the object of the second clause in our verse. This second clause, EAAm m¢Tm amTH
XPW OO OlOM OKEl MM G TEPE TMVTWY, KOm EANOEC moTI, Kom omK moTl emdog [‘but as his
anointing teaches you about all things, and is true and is not a lie”], is related to the third just as a
general proposition as a whole is to its particular concrete application. Not only does the Tepm
Tm vty [“about all things”] give the former its general colouring, and the pmveivmvom ta [“abide in
him”] give the latter its specific colouring, but the present d10m okel [*he teaches”] also shows that
in the second clause a general proposition is before us, whilst momdaéev [“it has taught”] in the
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third makes prominent one definite historical single fact out of the general domain of that clause.
And thus it is established that the words kam koOm¢ momdo&ev mpum¢ [“and just as it has taught”]
are not merely a resumption of the mAAm mcK.T.A. ["but as, etc.”],—that thus kol kom mAnOm¢
B OTIK.T.A. [“and is true, etc.”] is not a parenthesis, but a conclusion to the proposition with m¢
[‘as”]. Certainly it is extremely difficult to accept the redoubled kam [“and”] as meaning, “not only
but also;” for that anything is true and not false is after all essentially no more than one attribute
which is only viewed on two different sides, while “not only but also” presupposes two different
ideas. But such a view as this of the former kam [“and”] is not imperative; rather is the former to be
translated by “also:” the congruence between the declaration of the xpm opa [“anointing”] and the
real bearing of the matter, between the &1omokelv [“teaching”] and the mAn6mcemval [“is true”],
was thereby to be marked. The following kom omk moti Yemdog [“‘and is not a lie”] is genuinely
Johannaean: it is a peculiarity of this apostle to place every idea in full prominence through setting
by the side of it its antithesis. This o15m okelv [“teaching”] of the xpm opa [“anointing”] is true, and
there is no lie in it; and thus the moti [“to be”], in virtue of its deep emphasis, becomes equivalent
to an mveoTi [“in essence”].

Thus, then, the apostle in the first of the three clauses of 1Jn 2:28 has summed up and resumed
the whole fact that the xpmopa [“anointing”] gave full instruction to the church; in the second, he
has declared that this instruction was simply and purely true; in the third, he then draws the
practical conclusion that the church should stand firmly by the substance of the teaching here in
guestion, and here treated of (this is the meaning of the aorist mdmdagev [“it has taught”]. The
pevemte[V-FAI-2P][“you will abide”] of the Textus Receptus would indeed admirably suit the tone
of the whole section, in which the apostle less commands the pmveiv[V-PAN] [“to abide”] than
points to it as an internal necessity; but the imperative umvete[V-PAM-2P] [“abide”] has too strong
authentication from external evidence to be rejectedtn; and it is in itself easily to be understood
that, at the conclusion of the whole discussion, the imperative, everywhere latent in the preceding
words, should for once come out into clear expression.

Let us throw a glance back along the course of the first part, now concluded, of the whole Epistle.
It is completed in three sections, of which each again contains three sub-sections, two giving
instruction, and one exhortation or recapitulation. The first section deduces from the idea of the
om cemval [“being light”] of God the nature of our fellowship with Him, and as viewed under two
aspects: that of mv@wtm repiTotem v [“walk in the light”], and that of mpoAoysmv e ¢m poptm ag [“to
confess of sin”]. The second section discusses, on the same basis, the nature of our fellowship
with the brethren, and that also under two aspects: as obedience to the mvioAam Ocom
[‘commandments of God”], and as imitation of the converse and walk of Christ. The third section
points to the enmity which exists between the kingdom of God and this world: here, again, first as
against the world in general, and then as against its antichrist development in particular; but both
in order to enforce the obligation of breaking off from the world negatively, or positively of abiding
in God. That the two former sections of the whole discussion have their basis in ©sm ¢gm ¢ [‘God is
light”], and are evolved from this, has been shown in the proper place. But it is true also of the third
section, only that it takes up the negative side of 1Jn 1:5[N]: KoOm OKOTEO MV OETE ONK EQOTIV
omodeuma [“and in him there is no darkness at all’]. This thorough and pervasive antithesis
between them, such as forbids the very slightest contact, is the theme of the whole discussion in
1Jn 2:13-27. km opog [“world”] and mvtmxpiotog [“antichrist”] are only terms, interchangeable for
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the okotma [“darkness”].

Textual Note tnumvete[V-PAM-2P] m AB C P W5 33 81 323 614 630 945 1241 1243 1448 1505
1611 1735 1739 1852 2138 2298 2344 2464 2805 Syrp,h Arm Eth Beza WH Treg =
pevem 1e[V-FAI-2P] K L 049 056 0142 6 18 307 424 Copticsa mss ps-oec | TR HF RP.
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Chapter 34

34 - 1Jn 2:28-29

1Jn 2:28-29

Kom vy, TEKVEQO, UBVETE MYV OETH, EVO ETOV @OVELWOEM, MYXWUEV TOEENOEAY, KON LN
OmQOXUVOEpEY EMTE (QETON, MV TH TOPOUCEE (OETON. EEY EHONTE ETI OMKOINC MOTI,
VIVEOKETE MTI TMC W TOIMY THVY OIKOIOCE VNV, B OMTOM VEYm VNTAl.

We have assumed, in opposition to the current view of our day, that 1Jn 2:28 belongs to the
second part of the Epistle. One circumstance may be mentioned here as making this probable:
with the exception of the umvelv [“to abide”] at the beginning of the verse, all the ideas in it are
new ones, and enter the Epistle for the first time; but that would be a startling close of a discussion
which should introduce a new series of ideas instead of summing up the old ones. But the
connection of this verse with the second part becomes a certainty, when we observe that the
special ideas that are literally touched here for the first time are the ever-recurring constitutive
elements of the second. Thus the gavepom gBal [‘to make known”] is taken up again in 1Jn 3:3-8;
the Tommnomavm xeiv [“to have boldness”] is elucidated in 1Jn 3:21; 1Jn 4:17, 1Jn 5:14; the
TolEmMVTE VOLKOLOOm VNV [“to practice righteousness”] forms the fundamental idea of the first ten
verses of the following chapter; the m& amtom yeyevvm gBal [“having been born of him”] is not only
repeated in the tmkva Ocom [“children of God”], 1Jn 3:1, but also from 1Jn 3:24 onwards is more
closely considered. But all this only introduces the all-decisive reason, which is, that the thought
announced in 1Jn 2:28 is precisely in the same sense the theme of the next part as 1Jn 1:5 was of
that we have just closed. This argument, however, must approve itself as our exposition pursues
its course.

Now, if we have in 1Jn 2:28 the beginning of a new part, it follows that the emphasis does not lie
on the pumvel [“abide”], at the beginning, but on the clause which follows and gives the writer's
design. That word serves to place the new part in connection with the other; the telic clause points
to the progress of the thought. The goal of abiding in God, as the end of the development so far, is
represented positively and negatively: the former by Tom mnomovmxeiv [“to have boldness”], the
latter by um omoyxuvomval [“not put to shame”]. Both these ideas derive a more specific definition
from the appendages, common to them, mmv@oavepwOm [“if it may be made known”] and
mVTE TOpoucE mom TOm [“at his coming”]. That these expressions refer to the Lord’s return needs
of course no proof. But it must be observed that gavepom cBal [‘to make known”] never occurs
throughout the other New Testament Scriptures as denoting the appearing of Christ for judgment:
they are accustomed to express that by mTokaAm tecBai [“to disclose”], while St. John, again,
never uses this latter word (not even in Rev 1:1) for that purpose, but invariably gavepom abai [“to
make known”]. (The substantive gavm pwai¢ [“disclosure”] is not to be found at all in his writings.)
Further, it will help to clear up the the general subject if we bear in mind that in 1Jn 3:8 the same
@avepom oBal [‘to make known”] is used concerning the manifestation of Christ in the flesh. The
peculiarity of St. John’s phraseology just alluded to is not a fortuitous one, but has its deep internal
reasons. Throughout the Scripture, m TokmALYIC [“laying bare”] invariably designates a revelation

Sermonindex.net | Page 109



which has taken place in an extraordinary way, through a direct interposition of God, and therefore
as i a perfectly new development. In gavepom cBal [“to make known”] this element of the entirely
new and the absolutely extraordinary is neither asserted nor denied; but the definite meaning
attached to mTokaAm TIelv [“to disclose”] assigns to the gavepomv [‘to make known”] at least a
predominant application to such a revealing as is the development of a definitive germ,—a
development which is, in comparison with m Tokm Avyi¢ [“laying bare”], natural and ordinary. This
is the general law in the Bible. This explains how it is that in Scripture the twofold manifestation of
Jesus in the flesh and for judgment is spoken of as one mToKmALWIC [‘laying bare”]: His
appearance in the flesh was not in fact a result of past development, but, beyond everything else,
an immediate and extraordinary interposition of God, an entirely new creation; and His
appearance for judgment is revealed as nothing less than an instantaneous and sudden
catastrophe taking place purely through divine causality, whose product will be a new heaven and
a new earth.

Now, however obvious would be here such an application of m Tokm Avi¢ [“laying bare™], it is not
the less easy to be understood how St. John in particular comes to use, concerning both these
events, not this word ever, but always @avepomaBal [‘to make known”]. “We have already often
remarked that he delights to bring out into prominence the germs of the future lying in the present;
it is the effect of this peculiarity that the difference between the present and the future is reduced
from an absolute one to one merely relative; and when the question is of a revelation, he exhibits
this rather as a @ovepomcBal [“to make known”], or making visible of potencies long working
secretly, than as an m Tokm Avi¢ [“laying bare”], or something entirely new, resting immediately on
divine causality. Now when St. John, in his Gospel, Joh 1:3, teaches us to behold the operation of
the Amyocg [“word”] already in the creation, and, since the creation. His energy as that of the
eucmAnOivey [“true light”], it must of course have been very natural to him to regard the
manifestation of our Lord in the flesh not as something new, and as an mTokmAvYI¢ [‘laying
bare”], but as a gavm pwoi¢ [“disclosure”]: this indeed we find him doing in our own Epistle, 1Jn
1:2; 1Jn 3:8. And similarly, to this apostle, with such a habit of looking at things, who sees the
decision of judgment already involved in unbelief, who always regards the resurrection as a thing
present (compare especially Joh 5:25 with Joh 11:25), the future judgment would appear not as
altogether a new thing,—that is, as an mTokmAvyi¢ [“laying bare”],—but as a natural result and
conclusion of a long series of sacred events which only now brings out into light (gavepomv [“to
make known]) that which had been long present spiritually and secretly. The apostle therefore
describes by mmv@avepwom [“if it may be made known”] that day in which the Lord, who abideth
with His people always, will make His presence apparent at once and forever to all eyes. In the
second member of the sentence which contains the purpose there comes in an
EVTETOpoUCE mOmTOm [“at his coming”] instead of the mmv@avepwbm [“if it may be made
known”]. This expression, which is so very current among the other writers of the New Testament,
occurs in St. John nowhere but in this passage. Probably this is not an accidental circumstance;
but has its reason, though the apostle might not have been altogether aware of it, in the very same
habit of considering things which we have been trying to explain. It was far from his thoughts at
any time to regard the appearance of the Lord as an arrival from a distance: the presence of Jesus
in the midst of His disciples, and within their hearts, was ever before his thoughts. This, however,
did not hinder him from using this expression for once concerning the last day. When the Lord
shall in that great day enter into the world of manifestation, our relation to Him will also be a
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manifest one, revealed and withdrawn from all delusion. And the pmveivevomta [“abide in him”]
will then fit us and enable us in our appearance before Him Tommnomovmyxelv [‘to have
boldness”]. It has been thought, without reason, that in this and other similar passages,
Tommnomo [“boldness”] has lost the fundamental idea of free and unrepressed speech. But we
must remember that the subject here is the appearance of the Lord for judgment; that therefore
guestion and answer, charge and exculpation (compare Mat 25:34 ff.), enter into the accessories
of the scene; and then it will not be thought absolutely necessary, at least in this passage, to resort
to an enfeebled interpretation of the word. If we have continued in Him, we shall be able to answer
with perfect tranquility of mind, unqualified by fear and trembling, the questions of our righteous
Judge. The negative counterpart of Tommnoma [“boldness”] is given us in the am oxuvemval [“put
to shame”]. Formally, the correlative is not exactly adequate; while the former presents to us the
joyful tone of mind which we shall maintain in the day oi judgment, the latter refers rather to the
result of the judgment, as appears from the added words mTm omtom [‘from him”]. The phrase,
formed after the analogy of the Hebrew mmmmmm [“from shame”] compare, for example, Jer 2:36,
Sept., mTm AmymTrOLOE OXUVOm om [‘you will be ashamed of Egypt”]), does not describe the
source from whence the shame springs, which would be expressed by mTm [“from”], but the object
from whom we are in our shame severed. But as the Tommnoma [“boldness”] is possible only on
the ground of the testimony of a good conscience, which in itself includes the result of the
judgment, its happy consequence, so also the omoyuvomval [‘put to shame”] includes its
necessary result, the separation from the Lord.

Looking at 1Jn 2:29 apart and by itself, as detached from what precedes and what follows, we are
met by no difficulties of any kind. It is obvious that the subject in the dmkoimcmotiv [he is
righteous”] at the commencement is God. For, as the meaning and bearing of the verse is that as
“He” is righteous all must be righteous too who are His children; as throughout the New Testament
we never read of a relation of sonship to Christ, only of sonship to God; as, finally, in 1Jn 3:8 we
are expressly called tmkva ©som [“children of God"],—it is impossible to understand the dmkoim ¢
[“righteous”], whose nature we as His children should carry in ourselves, of our Lord Christ. It is
true that 1Jn 2:28 had spoken of Christ. But a transition, immediate and not marked by any
external sign, from discourse concerning the Son to discourse concerning the Father, is not
strange in the case of St. John, in whose consciousness the two are so profoundly intertwined,
that he very seldom thinks it necessary to mention either, or distinguish them otherwise than by a
pronoun. And this transition need not favour the notion of a new part of the Epistle beginning with
1Jn 2:29; for in 1Jn 4:21 we find in the same way that after the Father has been spoken of
throughout several verses, suddenly the Son is mentioned, and obviously mentioned, by the
simple pronoun omtm ¢ [*he”], and no more. Thus the plain meaning of the verse is: As the nature
of God is righteousness, so must this same righteousness be the token of sonship in relation to
Him; the children must bear their Father’s stamp upon them. But it is hard to determine the kind of
link which the verse has with what precedes. At the first glance there is as little internal connection
with the preceding thought as there is grammatical bond. Nevertheless there must be connection,
even on the supposition that our verse begins the new part; for the mmvemomte [“if you know’]
would certainly be much too naked for the commencement of a different theme: we should expect
at least a tekvma [“littlechildren”] or Tidm a [“children”] in a new address. And there is certainly a
natural presumption in favour of the idea that the apostle was moved to set out on this fresh topic
by something just before said.
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There are two thoughts which appear here as new, the Toiemvimvdikalioomvnv [“t0 practice
righteousness”] and the yeyevvm gBoim ktom Osom [‘t0 have been born of God”]. Now, when we
observe that in the first section of the third chapter it is said, 1Jn 3:6, Tm¢® my OmTH LIEV®WY OB X
mpoptmvel [“everyone who abides in him does not continue to sin”], and in 1Jn 3:9 the same
thought is expressed by Tm ¢ m yeyevvnumvoC mK TOm Osom W OPTE AV ON TolEM [‘everyone who
is born of God does not continue to practice sin”]; when we further mark that in 1Jn 3:24 the
pmveivmyvomTm [“abide in him"] is in the same way connected with the Tnpemv Tm¢ mVTOAm(
omtom [‘keeps his commandments”] as the yeyevvm cBoim§ amtom [“having been born of him”] is
here connected with the Toiemvimvdikaioomvny [‘to practice righteousness”,—we shall no
longer discern in the yeyevwmcBoim & amtom [‘having been born of him”] of our verse a new idea,
but only the resumption of the umveivmvte ©¢m [“abide in God”] often dealt with in the previous
section, and mentioned in it finally at 1Jn 2:28. That the expression here used is substituted for
that one has its reason, apart from what later development will show, in this, that here the divine
essential righteousness (m11 dmkoim¢ motl [“that he is righteous”]) comes into consideration as
the source of our Toiemvimvdikaloomvny [“to practice righteousness”]; but that this relation of
causality is made prominent as our being born of God rather than as our abiding in Him. Thus
there is at once presented a point of view from which the connection of the present verse with the
preceding becomes plain. This connection becomes still plainer when we more closely examine
and appreciate the relation which is here established between the Toiemvimvdikaioomvny [“to
practice righteousness”] and the yeyevvm gBaim ktom Osom [“to have been born of God”]. Manifestly
the emphasis rests upon the latter. It is not the apostle’s purpose to say that whosoever is born of
God must therefore of necessity work righteousness, although in itself such a proposition would be
perfectly justified; but he draws the inverted conclusion, namely, that he who doeth righteousness
is also born of God, because God's nature, the dmkoaimvemval [“to be righteous”], has become his
nature also. Thus this new sonship is not the basis or supposition from which St. John proceeds in
order to found on it the exhortation to righteousness; but the dikaioomvn [‘righteousness”], as
already present, is the presupposition from which he deduces the reality of their sonship. The
guestion is here to lay down a mark of the regeneration of the soul. Now, if we bear in mind that
the yeyevvm cBo1m KTom Ocom [“to have been born of God”] is simply a resumption in another form
of the umveivmvom e [“abide in him”"], being related to this as the planting of the tree is to its
flower, we shall perceive that here we have also a mark given us of the ymveivmvom tm [“abide in
him”]. And why is this given? In the preceding passage the Tommnoma [“boldness”] in the day of
judgment was made dependent on the umveivmvte Oem [“abide in God”"]; here it is said further
how it is this Tommnoma [“boldness”] comes into effect,—that is, it operates thus, that he who
continueth in God, and therefore is born of God, becomes firmly assured of this his fellowship with
God through his Toiemvimvdikaioomvny [“to practice righteousness”]. The synthesis of the
pmvelvevomta [‘abide in him”] and the Tommnoma [“boldness”]—that is, their close relation,
which the former verse merely asserted—is here expressly indicated through the mediating link
between them, which is the newly introduced idea of Toiemvimvdikaloomvny [“t0 practice
righteousness”]. The idea of the Tom mnom a [“boldness”] presupposes not only the abiding in God,
but the conscious assurance of it: this, however, is produced by the doing of righteousness. Strictly
speaking, indeed, our abiding in God and the abiding of God in us are in their unity something
entirely internal, perceptible only to the feeling or the consciousness; therefore it is, like every
feeling, something subjective which is itself and as such no pledge of its own objective reality. This
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additional guarantee or assurance it receives through such a confirmation in act: we are to know
others by their fruits, and by our own fruits we are to know ourselves. He who finds this
TolEmVTE VOLKOIOOm VNV [“to practice righteousness”] in his life has in sustaining this sure test for
his knowledge of himself (yivmokete [“you know’] is in the indicative), the guarantee of his being
born from above, and therewith also the Tommnoma [“boldness”], which the apostle bound up with
fellowship with God.

Thus a close consideration of 1Jn 2:29 shows, what appeared plain enough on 1Jn 2:28 itself, that
the new part begins with 1Jn 2:28, the idea of which is supplemented and made specific by what
follows. Further, there is thus afforded to us a clear view of the relation of the part of the epistle
now closed to that which now begins. In both the apostle keeps in view the end he proposed in the
introduction, that of helping towards advancing fellowship with God and fellowship with the
brethren; but the method differs in the two. In the first part this fellowship comes into consideration
as an internal habit; in the second it is rather its confirmation in works. From the very beginning we
have accustomed ourselves to understand the TepiToTemvmvTe @t [“walk in the light”] in the
first chapter of more than the mere external actions of man in the narrower sense; of the sphere,
rather, in which his whole life and being are rooted. The mpaptmal [*sins”] and the mdikma
[‘unrighteousness”] are by no means limited to actual sins of commission; they include all sins
whether in thought, or in word or in work. Similarly, in the second chapter the tnpemv tm¢
mvtoAm¢ [‘to keep commandments”] is not to be restricted to the Toiemv [‘do”] in the external
sense, but, as the ideas myormv [‘love”] and pioemv [*hate”] immediately following show,
pre-eminently to the inner mind. And then in the third section of the first part the nature of it is
traced to the mmmBuuma [“lustful passion”] and mAalovema [“boastfulness”]: therefore it is not so
much in the outward expressions of a quality as in the quality itself. That in 1Jn 1:6 we read once
of TolemvimvmAmOBeiav [“doing the truth”], and similarly in 1Jn 2:17 once of Tolemv Tm OmAnua
Tom Ocom [“doing the will of God”], are exceptions which have no power to alter the definitely
marked character of the section in each case; in fact, it is not the inner mind as opposed to the
external confirmation which is the subject, but the habitus of the Christians generally, which
includes the approval of its reality in works. Out of this habitus generally is now in the second part
the Tolemvimvoikaloomvnv [“to practice righteousness”] taken and brought forward prominently
and laid down as the token of that habitus: on its reality, as we have seen, the Toummnoma
[“boldness”] of Christians, as its final consummation, depended. In details, we may observe at the
outset and in advance, the course of the whole of the second part is very similar to that of the first.
First, the TolemvTmvdlkoioomvnv [“to practice righteousness”] is viewed in reference to God, then
in reference to the brethren; finally, from their combination the Tummnoma [‘boldness”] is
deduced, and thus once more we have supernumerary confirmation in the tenor of this part, that
its theme is to be found in 1Jn 2:28; for the Tommnom a [“boldness”] spoken of there is dilated on
after the full illustration of the Toiemvimvdikaioomvny [“to practice righteousness”], which is
introduced in 1Jn 2:29; in harmony, therefore, with our analysis, according to which the
TolEm VTR VOIKOoloomvny [“to practice righteousness”] is the middle term between what the
pmvelvmvom e [“abide in him”] treated of in the preceding and the Tommnoma [*boldness”].

Finally, in this way we are extricated, as easily as satisfactorily, from a difficulty which we
designedly left behind in 1Jn 2:27. There the xpmoua [“anointing”] is introduced as an absolutely
right guide, never erring and always to be depended upon, which the church therefore might follow
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most implicitly. We have seen in the proper place that the anointing oil, by which the church is
withdrawn from the world, is the Holy Ghost; and it is of course self-understood that the Spirit
cannot deceive. But here comes in the question as to how this xpmopa [‘anointing”] may be
known as such, as to what its tests are,—that is to say, if instruction through the apostolical word
is represented as superfluous, then the door seems to be opened for all fanaticism, which is
always so ready to appeal to the internal voice of the Spirit, either esteeming the apostolical word
less or altogether despising it. The answer to the question here proposed is given in the new part
of the Epistle: only there is the xpm opa [“anointing”], the new birth, present with its abiding in God,
where the Toiemvimvdikaloomvny [“to practice righteousness”] is found. Doing is the evidence of
all evidences; and such a doing as harmonizes or corresponds with the divine dmkoimv emvai [“to
be righteous™].

Now it is precisely this relation between the governing ideas which we now have to do with that
brings out the exquisitely careful steps by which the Epistle goes onward. The first part leads up to
its climax by developing its ideas to the point at which, by an internal necessity, they must issue,
unless they are to remain both one-sided and untrue. That the TolEmvImVdIKaloomVNVY [“t0
practice righteousness”] is the conclusive evidence of any man’s personal Christianity, the only
undeceiving mark by which the Christian may test himself, is in perfect agreement with the Pauline
view; in 2Ti 2:19 it is said concerning the sure foundation of God, that is, according to the context,
the Christian community: mxel Tmv ogpoym d0 Tom TNV, myWw Kmplo¢ Tom ¢ mvTag OmTON, KOM
ETOOTETW BT EOKEQAC TMC B myvoum{wv TE mvoua Xpiotom [“having this seal, ‘The Lord
knows those who are His,” and, ‘Everyone who names the name of Christ is to abstain from
unrighteousness’]. In this passage also there is, by the side of the divine knowledge which is not
within man’s apprehension, the turning away from mdikm a [“‘unrighteousness”], that is, positively,
the Toiemvimvdikaioomvny [“to practice righteousness”]; and this latter is the only possible
ground of our own personal knowledge concerning our belonging to the omkm a©com [*household
of God”]. Not unlike this is the passage, Rom 10:10. There it is said that while it is faith that
justifies, confession saves (cwomval [‘save”]). Internally, the right relation to God is attained
through believing; but in order to the full enjoyment of the righteousness of faith, and the
realization of its purpose, there must be the outward righteousness of the life: St. Paul, however,
here speaks of its expression in word, while St. John makes the work prominent. The divine
sonship spoken of here is imparted before any doing of man can claim or approve it; but man’s
good work demonstrates its reality, and only thus is the full assurance of sonship attained.

After having found our position by means of a careful examination of 1Jn 2:28-29, let us take a
parting glance at the details. St, John begins with kom vev pymvete mv amta [“and now, abide in
him”], joining on to the preceding context. The kamvmv [“and now"] is always appropriated to this
use,—namely, that of introducing something new on the basis of a previous discussion; such is its
service in the only passage of St. John’s Gospel where it occurs, Joh 17:5. The new thought that
enters is the rTommnoma [‘boldness”] in the judgment, which thought is mediated and introduced
by the Toiemvtmvdikaioomvny [“to practice righteousness”]. The principle of this mediation
between them is that God Himself is righteous, and righteousness is therefore an essential
attribute of one who is born m& amtom [‘of him”],—that is, of God’s own very nature. From the
connection it follows that the righteousness of God does not here refer to His judicial
righteousness: as if it were, Ye know that the judgment will be a righteous one, therefore so act
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that ye may stand in such a day as that. The Toiemvtmvdikoaioomvny [“to practice righteousness”]
does not correspond to the judicial righteousness of God, but to His righteous character and
holiness. Amkoim¢ [‘righteous”] here has the same meaning as in 1Jn 2:2 and Joh 17:25
(compare on 1Jn 1:9). This principle, that God is essentially righteous, is to the Christian
undoubted and fundamental, omdate [‘you know’]; and that we on our side have in the
ToIEm VTR VAIKOIOom vV [“to practice righteousness”] the assurance that we are born of Him, is the
logical deduction that naturally follows, yivm okete [‘you know”]. A thing, however, which is to be
represented as necessary is nut expressed by the imperative, but by the indicative; consequently
we must understand yivm okete [“you know”] as indicative here.
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Chapter 35

35-1Jn 3:1

1Jn 3:1

B OETE TIOTOTMY HYETTV OMOWKEY UMY B TOTE P, BV0 TEKVO Otom KANOEevm Olm TORTO B
KE OLOC ON VIVECOKEl BB G, BTI OBK H\Ww amTEV. The external bond of connection between this
verse and what precedes is clear; the Christian sonship, which in 1Jn 2:29 was mentioned in the
last place, is resumed by means of the tmkva ©OsomkAnOmval [“called children of God”], in order
to make prominent the greatness of the divine gift which is imparted in it. Yet this evident
connection decides nothing as to the chain of thought in the following verses; that will have to be
detected on a careful consideration of the details. modecte [‘see”], St. John says,
TIOTO T vV ym T VOm dwKeVE um vl TOTE P [“what manner of love the Father has given us”]. Into the
thought of the glory of this sacred relation our minds should profoundly sink: the emphasis of that
high dignity is not alone in mdcte [“see”], which announces something most specific, but also in the
pronoun TotaTm ¢ [“what manner of”]. This never occurs in the New Testament save as introducing
an exclamation of amazement. It never serves, however, to indicate merely external greatness (as
equivalent to quantus), but always that which is internal (qualis). The meaning is not that it is a
special kind of love which we have to wonder at in the divine relation of father, as if in proportion to
other kinds of love; but the reference is generally to the wonderfulness of its interior characteristic:
the full depth, interiority, and grace of it is marked impressively by this word. mym Tmvidmval [“to
give love”], says more than a mere demonstration of love; the full power of divine i love has
imparted itself to us as our own, is a free gift to us; not only specific manifestations of the love of
God, but that love itself is given to us. And this was the Father's act, mtotmp [“the Father”]. It
might seem obvious, since the subject here is our relation towards God as children, to refer this
Totm p [“Father”]to the relation between God and us, and thus to read it as if it were Totm pm umv
[*our Father”]. But a closer consideration teaches that throughout the entire Gospel of St. John the
expression Totm p [“Father”], when it is used absolutely of God, always indicates the Father of
Jesus Christ. The only two passages in which it might be thought to have a different meaning are
Joh 4:21, John 4:23; as the woman of Samaria did not know the specific relation of Jesus to God,
the expression must have been unintelligible to her in that sense. But they need not be made
exceptions, especially as the woman certainly understood that the Lord was speaking concerning
God, and there was no need that she should apprehend precisely in what sense He used the
word. In our Epistle the expression m ot p [“the Father”] is either obviously to be understood at
once of God as the Father of Jesus Christ, as, for example, in 1Jn 2:22 ff.; or it occurs without
manifest reference to Christ, as in 1Jn 2:14-16. But even in these last cases it is not obligatory to
supply mumv [“our”]; rather, in harmony with the frequent use of the word in the lips of Jesus, it
seems preferable to find in them the standing designation of the first person in the Godhead, so
that mTotm p [“the Father”] should correspond to our “God the Father.” If this be so, we are then
disposed here also to regard the expression as indicating the way in which God has demonstrated
this love to us,—that is, as the Father of Jesus Christ, and through the mission of His Son. That
the final clause with mva [“in order that”] is by most expositors softened down, and the philological
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purism of those rebuked who are not content that it should be so, is easily understood, because in
fact, according to the connection, the kAnomvoite kva®com [“called children of God”] seems to be
the content of the mym M [‘love”]. We should, indeed, have a perfectly satisfying interpretation if
we take the mva [“in order that"] in its rigorous meaning as stating the design. What a depth and
inwardness of love is that which the Father hath given us in order that we might be called His
children! The thought would be: “How much it cost Him that | am redeemed!” But since this idea of
the mission and death of His Son comes in without any direct mediating link, we must prefer to
take the kAn6mvoitmkva©eom [“called children of God”] as certainly the content of the mymm
[“love™]; but that which is its content and meaning is at the same time its end. The love of God is
manifested in this, that He makes us His children; but that very same thing is the goal He aimed at,
the object He pursued. Now it is precisely the latter point that is brought into prominence, and
there is no reason whatever why we should take the mva [“in order that”] as ecbatic. It is God'’s will
to make us His tmkva [‘children”]: that it does not run simply tmkvaomtom [“his children”], but
Ocom [‘of God”] is placed instead, was intended to point to the height and greatness, past all
understanding, of this gift, to be children of the eternal and all-glorious God.

It is well known that St. John has only the expression Tmkva®©com [“children of God"], while St.
Paul has by the side of it the umom ©com [‘sons of God”]. The internal reason of this distinction in
the expression will appear when we come to examine the second verse. But the material
difference between the two manners of viewing the relation to God we may here at once illustrate.
The idea of the yevvm Omvoim ktom Osom [“to be born of God”], which, according to the connection,
constitutes the tmkva©®esom [“children of God”], is not current in St. Paul’'s writings; and when he
uses any expressions like them, they have a different signification from that of St. John. We know,
indeed, that the former speaks of an mvakomvwol¢ Tom vom ¢ [“renewing of the mind”] (Rom 12:2);
of a v ocm vOPWIOCE VOKOIVOR LIEVOC €M ¢ B T WOV TON KTE oOVTO¢ om ey [“a new man who is
being renewed in the knowledge of the one who created it"] (Col 3:10); of an mvdmcooBal tTmv
Kolvey mvBpwrov Tey Katm Ocsmy KTioOmvta [“put on the new man created according to God”]
(Eph 4:24[N]); of a kaivm kKTmol¢ [‘new creation”] (Gal 6:15). But in all these places the renewal is
a formation back into the original human nature as created of God. This is expressly brought into
prominence in the passage to the Colossians by the definition tom ktmoavto¢ omtmv [“the one
who created it"]. It is a reforming back again which indeed comes to effect through the grace of
God; and it has its measure or standard (kotm Osmv KTIoOmVvTa [“created according to God"]) in
the nature of God, because it was simply in the image of God that man was originally created; but
it is not on that account said to take place, as it were, out of or from God’s nature. This, however,
is the side which St. John brings out in the idea of the ToAlyyeveoma [‘renewal”], of the
yeyevvm gbom ktom O@com [“having been born of God”], and keeps always before him. Even in the
passage where St. Paul uses the word ToAlyyeveoma [“renewal’], Tit 3:5, we shall, after the
analogy of his general habit of thought and statement, be constrained to find only the element of
the renewal through the help of the Divine Spirit, through a renewal or reimpartation of the original
gift of the Spirit (mvokomvwoi¢ Tvem poatog mymou [‘renewing of the Holy Spirit”]), while St. John
never fixes his eye on the mere outpouring and help of grace, but always on the communication of
God’s own divine nature. This difference is in close connection with another which has often been
dwelt upon,—namely, that St. Paul regards us as children of God adoptive, and therefore uses the
word vmoBsoma [‘adoption”], while St. John regards us as children in nature and reality. The
former stands hard by or is closely related to the Pauline emphasis on the Christ for us, his
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juridical doctrine of satisfaction (this word we use, be it remembered, without the slightest
undertone of condemnation); the latter is more in harmony with the Johannaean emphasis upon
the Christ IN us. According to St. Paul, we receive for Christ's sake the rights of children;
according to St. John, we receive, through Christ, the children’s nature. According to St. Paul, the
old nature of man is transformed into a new according to St. John, an altogether new principle of
nature takes the place of the former. It is most evident that the two views are substantially one and
true; but they depend on the respective general systems of the two apostles. And this explains,
too, how the full meaning of dm dwkev [“‘gave”] is in the leading clause: the love of God is a gift; it is
particularly the gift of His Spirit; still more | particularly it is the gift of the Spirit of Jesus Christ.

There is a remarkable difference of reading in the telic clause. According to the authority of the
manuscripts, there should be after the kAn6mpuev [“we would be called”] a very decisive kom
mopev [“and we are”] added. Respect for the important witnesses in its favour will not permit us to
strike it out absolutely; yet it seems to us in a high degree suspicious; not, indeed, on account of
the continuity in the form of the sentence which it mars,—for of this there are examples enough to
be adduced,—but on account of the sense of the whole. The greatness of the divine gift does not
consist in this, that we are acknowledged as God’s children, but primarily and pre-eminently in this,
that we are such in reality; which also the recapitulation of the thought in 1Jn 3:2 by tmkva Gcom
mopev [‘we are children of God”] makes emphatic. The kKAnBmpev [“we would be called”] of our
passage would be suitable on this supposition only, as it includes the emvai [“to be”] or mopev [“‘we
are”]. But if, after the kAnom pev [“we would be called”], this latter idea was supernumerarily added,
then the former word must mean only the acknowledgment of sonship, and not the being sons.
The emerging thought would then be harsh and distorted. We might, indeed, accept mpev
KamkAnOm pev [“and we may be called”], but not the inverted order. It is preferable, therefore, to
regard the kam mopev [‘and we are”] as a gloss which came very early into the text; this would
explain the many testimonies in its favour as well as its indicative form. The subject of the verb,
who calls us children, is not to be regarded as God—for what would there be remarkable in His
calling us what we are?—»but believers themselves; and in favour of this way of taking it comes in
the antithesis in the sequel, m kmopo¢ om yivmokel mpumc [‘the world does not know us”].
According to our general exposition of the Epistle, the apostle is occupied from the very beginning
with the idea of the kingdom of God, the kingdom of light; the individual comes into consideration
not as an individual, but as a member of the whole body, as a stone in the temple of God. This
recognition which the single member receives from the church is what lies in the kaAem oBal [“to
be called”]. And there is a double propriety of the word in this section, which treats of the
confirmation or proof of sonship in deed. In the spiritual generation lies the point or characteristic
to approve ourselves children of God,—that is, the necessity of proving ourselves such; and the
precise counterpart of this is our recognition by others as children.

But, indeed, only on the part of the church. For, precisely in the proportion that we approve
ourselves to them as children of God, shall we be unintelligible by the world. The éim tomto [“for
this reason”] of the last clause in 1Jn 3:1 does not refer to the following mva [“in order that] any
more than it does to the kaAem oBal [“to be called”] that precedes, but to the Tmkva Gcom emval
[“to be children of God"], or, still better, to the whole of the previous clause. Because we have
become partakers of this divine love, which communicates to us its own essence, the world cannot
know us, because it knows not Him whom we have come to resemble so much. Substantially,
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therefore, this proposition is quite naturally proved by that out of which it flows; nevertheless there
is a touch of strangeness about it, inasmuch as there is scarcely any allusion throughout the entire
section, 1Jn 3:1-10, to our relation to the world. And in fact the significance of this added clause is
gathered less from the particular thought precisely touched upon here, than from the whole tenor
of the Johannaean habit of thinking generally. It is St. John’s manner, as we have seen it
illustrated abundantly throughout the two former chapters, always to think in antitheses: to
construct the matter of a positive idea out of its combination or contrast with its opposite. Precisely
S0 is it here. The greatness of God's love, which admits us into fellowship with God Himself, is to
be brought out all the more vividly through this antithesis, that our perfect and absolute separation
from the world, even down to a total want of common understanding, is made so prominent. Thus
the second hemistich is introduced, not for the sake of the discussion that follows, but purely to
illustrate the thought itself and as such now in hand.
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Chapter 36

36 -1Jn 3:2

1Jn 3:2

HYOTTTOM, VEY TEKVO OcOm EMOUEV, KOM O T M @OVENPmOn ™M mompebom omdopey Om WTI
EEV QUVEPWON, B IOIOI M TH HOm b0, mTI mmuebo amTmy KaOm¢ motim The fellowship with
God, which is based upon the yevwmOmvaiméomtom [“t0 be born of him” or the
TmKVovOeom emval [“to be a child of God"], is the prominent idea of the section before us: the
tokens of this divine sonship, which are no other than the Toiemvtmvdikaioomvnv [“to practice
righteousness”], are not to be more carefully exhibited. Great as the love of God is which approves
itself in the gift of our sonship (1Jn 3:1), in that gift it has not reached its highest goal: it will make
us partakers of something higher still. What that higher prerogative is the second verse shows.
The apostle begins by an emphasized repetition of the present gift, vmv tmkvo Osom m opev [‘now
we are children of God”]. The verse before had spoken of the kKAn6mvoaitmkva©esom [“called
children of God"], this verse speaks of the emvai [“to be"]; for in 1Jn 3:1 the apostle’s aim was not
only to bring out our filial relationship to God, but at the same time the position which in virtue of it
we attain as to other children of God in His kingdom; but here this aspect of the matter recedes,
and our absolute relationship to God and to Him alone comes again to the front.

It is usual to expound the thought of the verse thus: we are already indeed internally the children of
God, though not yet such in the fullest sense of the word; hereafter this internal habitus will also be
externally manifested (mmv@oavepwOm [“if it may be made known”]), and then will this sonship be
revealed, through the contemplation of God, through the mpoiovom tmemvai [“to be like him™], in
all its glory and fulness. The distinction between the now and the then would accordingly in that
case be only quantitative and not qualitative; not a difference in the thing, but in the degree of it;
only the difference between the germinal beginning and the developed consummation. But this
analysis seems to us by no means in harmony with the phraseology of the verse. For when we
read vmv TEKVA Osom B OUEV KON Om T W @avepm O Tm m om peba [“now we are children of God
and it is not yet made known what we will be"], there is a difference certainly and obviously
established as to the predicative definition of the sonship: the declaration of what we shall be one
day is placed in contrast with what we now are, that is, with the TmKvo©com emval [“to be children
of God"]. If we seize the exact sense of the words, it can be only this, that we shall be hereafter
something different as children of God from what we now are. If it had been the apostle’s design to
express the thought given above as the alternative, to wit, that the sonship now begun would
hereafter be consummated, we should expect om Tom @ovepm OnTmmopev [‘not yet been made
known what we are”] instead of om rom @ovepm Ontm m om peba [“not yet made known what we will
be”],—that is, what we essentially are now already is simply not yet come to its full expansion and
development (om Twom @ovepm On [“not yet made known”]). Moreover, we should in this case look
for tmkva ©com [“children of God”] in the beginning of the sentence, emphasized thus as the idea
common to the present and the future, TmKvo Oeom mdn vEv BOUEVK.T.A. [“now we are already
children of God, etc.”]. But, as the words now run, the tmkva [“children”] is in antithesis with what
follows: now the children of God, hereafter something different. Of course, this antithesis is not an
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absolute one. By the gavepom cBal [‘to make known”] the future development is also exhibited as
a consummation of the present estate; only that this development leads to something beyond the
TmkvaOcom [“children of God”]. Thus, then, an unbiased consideration of the whole verse arrives
at this idea: we have now the mighty gift of sonship to God, but hereafter it will be shown what we
shall be; in any case, something more than this. The crisis at which this new development will
enter is indeed, strictly speaking, not declared; for we do not read mtav [‘when”], but
mmv@avepwom [“if it may be made known”]; but, inasmuch as this @avepwbm [“may be made
known”] does substantially look back to the gavepwbmval [‘to be made known”] of 1Jn 2:28, it is
manifest that the apostle is thinking of the development commencing with the judgment, that is, of
eternity. But | this does not by any means decide that the gavepwbm [“may be made known”] has
the same subject as in 1Jn 2:28, Christ namely; rather it is more obvious to take tmmompsba
[“what we will be"] as the subject: when it will come to the light of day to what consummate and
final development we are called.

But, though the matter and meaning of our full development does not actually lie before our
thought in revelation, yet it is already well known to us (omdapev [‘we see”]). What it is we find
announced in the two sentences, mpoiol omTm mompeda [‘we will be like him”] and
m m pcboom tmvkoOm ¢m ot [“we will see him just as he is”]. The stricter apprehension of what this
means depends primarily on the view we take of the mt1 [“that”] which introduces the second
clause. It either gives the reason of the first, exhibiting the likeness as the result of the seeing, or it
gives the reason of the om dapev [“we see”]. But since in the latter case it must, taken exactly, have
meant that we know that we shall see Him; and further, since the mrecBaiom ey [“to see him”]
as a reason for our mpolovom tmemval [“to be like him”] is, as we shall see, a decidedly biblical
idea, we shall adhere to the first view, and accordingly proceed from the second clause as the
presupposition on which the first depends.

Now, however, raises the question who is to be understood by the pronoun omtmv [*him"],
whether God or Christ. It cannot be denied that, taking the preceding sentence into account, the
more obvious subject is m@em¢; [“God"; it is further in favour of referring the pronoun to the
Father, that in 1Jn 3:3 the Son is defined by mkemvoc [*he”]; for, if the Son is throughout spoken
of, why this change of the pronoun, why the mkemvoc [*he”], which obviously seems to refer to a
more distant subject? But, as it respects the first reason, we have just now seen that in 1Jn 2:29
the Father is without any further intimation spoken of after the Son had been decidedly the subject
in 1Jn 2:28; while it was there obvious enough that the reader should understand the Son to be the
subject because St. John points him to the mpumpokpmoewg [“day of judgment”], on which,
according to scriptural teaching generally, as in particular that of 1Jn 2:28, the Son is the active
person. As to the second reason, the entering of mkemvog [‘he”] into the third verse, we may
appeal to 1Jn 3:7, where mkemvoc [‘he”] stands although in what precedes the Lord had been
more than once spoken of as omtm¢ [*he”]. But yet more stringent is the appeal to Joh 5:39:
B PEUVETE TG YPO@ECG, MTI WEHC OOKEMTE MV OMTOMG (WEV OEEVIOV MYEIV, KON EKEMVOE
EMQOIV O pOopTUpOom OOl TEpm m oM. [“You search the Scriptures because you think that in them
you have eternal life, but it is these that testify about me”]. Here the change of the pronouns in the
same verse obviously did not arise out of a change in the subject, but mkemvoc [*he”] is substituted
only for stronger emphasis on the same subject: “these very same are they which testify of Me.”
Precisely so is it here: “He that hath this hope in Him purifieth himself, even as the same He is
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pure.” But all this only proves the possibility that the pronouns of the second and third verses
collectively may be referred to Christ; it is shown to be necessary, however, by the expression
itself, m (m peBoom tmvkoOm ¢moti [‘we will see him just as he is”]. It is everywhere the scriptural
doctrine that the Father can in no sense whatever be seen. That does not follow so much from the
Johannaean utterance, Osmv omdem ¢ Tm TOTE TEOmM ATl [‘no one has ever seen God” cf. 1Jn
4:12],—for, although He is not seen here below, He might, nevertheless, in some sense be seen in
eternity,—but it is absolutely required by the Pauline saying, mv emdev om dem ¢ mvOpm 10¢ Om Om
mocmy OmMVOTOl . . . (MG OmMKEY ETOWOITOV [“not one person has seen or is able to see” . . . “the
one who dwells in unapproachable light” cf. 1Ti 6:16]. It is true that in some passages of the New
Testament—not to speak of figurative expressions in the Old—a seeing or beholding of God is
spoken of. But Mat 5:8 can hardly be reckoned among these; on the one hand, because the seven
benedictions revolve so directly in Old Testament terms that we must needs understand them after
the meaning rather of the Old Testament than of the New, as, for instance, in the verse
immediately following the one referred to the idea of the um om ©som [“sons of God"] is altogether a
different one from that which is exhibited, as we have seen, in our Epistle; on the other hand,
because, as promise and requirement must stand in a close relation, the preceding
KoBopom tmkapomm [‘those pure in heart”] seems clearly to indicate the sphere in which the
seeing is to be enjoyed, that is, in the heart. The meaning of the words is thus no other than that of
Psa 17 1A EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEESEEEE EEEEEEEE EEEEEEEE EEEEN
emmmmmmmn’[‘As for me, | will behold your face in righteousness; | will be satisfied when |
awake”] form of God which David would contemplate is His manifestation of Himself; and thus the
first hemistich also, as similarly Mat 8:15, understands by the seeing of God the immediate
fellowship of the heart with Him. As it respects Rev 22:4, the visions of this book also are
extremely analogous with the Old Testament style of representation, and it is hazardous to derive
any dogmas immediately from its figures; while, in addition to this, we have there the
Tpm cwroviom Ocom [“face of God”], and this of itself points us to the sphere of transcendent divine
manifestations. The doctrine of Scripture on this point comes most clearly out of Joh 14:7. There it
is expressly said that the disciples have seen the Father because they see the Son: this is the only
way in which a vision of God is practicable. From the beginning of days down to the most distant
aeons the Logos is the only revealer of the Father; and no one enters into any union with the
Father save through His mediation. That general signification, according to which the mTteo8al
[“to see”] may certainly be predicated also of God, cannot be applied in our present passage: here
there is no allusion to any spiritual beholding. For this takes place even on earth, and could not
therefore be appropriately assigned to futurity. Moreover, in that case, the consequence deduced
would not hold good; for, although in that spiritual sense we may indeed already see God, we are
by no means on that account mpoioiamtm[‘like him”]. The reference to God is also excluded by
the kaOm ¢m o1 [“just as he is”]: this addition can mean to indicate nothing less than an absolutely
adequate knowledge of God; but how is it possible that man, the creature, should ever reach by
contemplation the interior and perfect fulness of the Creator? But, if we are reduced on such a
supposition to accept the beholding of God in a limited sense, the consequence deduced from it,
the mpolovom tmemval [“to be like him”], must in like manner be limited; and the full and weighty
expressions of the apostle must become altogether indefinite and nebulous. Only in one way can
we know God, that is, through knowing Christ; and Him we may know because He has become
like ns. The same inference we draw from the expression mpoiol omte mompeda [“we will be like
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him”]. Is it the style of Scripture to say that we shall be like unto God? Concerning Christ it affirms
not only the m polovemvai [“to be like"], but also the emvaim ca®em [“to be like God”] (Php 2:6); but
is this said also of us? One we are to become like, the Lord Jesus; therefore it is said in Php 3:21
that our earthly body is to be glorified into the likeness (em¢ Tm yevm cBol om ppopgov [“made into
conformity”]) of His glorified body, and that we should grow up em¢ pmTpov EmAIKEQOC TOM
TANpm patoc tom Xpiotom [“into the measure of the stature of the fulness of the Christ” cf. Eph
4:13]. But nothing of this kind could be said of God, nor is anything of this kind ever said. Finally,
then, as after all our discussion there is a phraseological possibility of referring the pronoun to
Christ, while all scriptural analogy most decidedly favours our doing so, we must follow this
guidance; and we shall find that fuller investigation of the details will furnish further justification of
our doing so.

Now when St. John declares that Christians “know” that they shall see the Lord, the question
immediately rises as to the ground of that knowledge. First of all, we must go back to the sayings
of our Lord Himself; and we find in the high-priestly prayer, Joh 17:24, a thought altogether similar:
T TEP, OM ¢ OM OWKM G |U0I, AW B VO ETOL €W |UN EyE, KEKEWM VOl B Ol UETH W IOM, BVA Bswpm ol
Y OmEoy THY mumy my mOwKm ¢ ol [“Father, | desire that they also, whom you have given me,
be with me where | am, so that they may see my glory which you have given me”]. From these
words was derived and formed the Christian hope of seeing the Lord as He is in His glory. It is
precisely this which the expression says, m s ieBoom Tm vkoOm ¢m oTiv [“we will see him just as he
is”]. A beholding of the glorified Redeemer as He is (kaOmcmotiv [“just as he is™]), is, in fact, on
earth impossible; it is altogether outside of the ability of the human spirit to form a conception of
the Son of man as He is now, since He has been received again into the fellowship of Deity, the
man Jesus with the attributes of the Godhead; yea, even His glorified body we cannot conceive of.
For all this we have no faculty nor ability to contemplate now. Kaom ¢cnmmv[‘just as | was”], as He
once walked on the face of this earth the Son of man, the apostles had seen Him; thus have we
also seen Him, at least in spiritual contemplation, since the apostles have set Him before our eyes
as if He were visibly amongst us crucified; ko6m ¢m otiv [“just as he is”], in the glory which He had
before the foundation of the world, and which He has again now restored, no one has ever yet
seen Him, nor can any one see Him. If, then, the kaOmcmotiv [‘just as he is”] of our passage
corresponds to the phrase tmv dm&av mv om dwkm ¢ pol [“the glory which you have given to me”]
(Joh 17:22); if, further, the dm&a Becom [“glory of God”] of 1Jn 1:6 has been understood of His
mvQwTm emval [‘being in the light’],—then must the seeing of the Lord as He is be no other than
the seeing Him as He is qm ¢ [“light”]. Assuredly, the expression Ocm ¢pm ¢ [“God is light], 1Jn 1:5,
applied primarily to the Father; not only, however, is it a firmly settled point that what the Father
hath the Son hath likewise, but also it is expressly said that the Logos is to Tm ¢@m ¢ T vm vOpm TV
[“the light of men” cf. Joh 1:4], and in 1Jn 2:9 the expressions mv@wtmemval [“being in the light™],
m gmcTH mAnOivey mdn gumvel [“the true light is already shining”], are referred to the Son. The
idea of light is so entirely the fundamental idea of the Epistle before us, that in this passage we
may translate mrecBa1 om tmvkaOm cm oti [“to see him just as he is”] by beholding the light of the
Redeemer’s glory. God dwells in an inaccessible light; but though we cannot find direct access,
indirect access we can find to His presence. Our verse lays down the means of this: we may
hereafter see the Lord in His glory, as the m Tom yoopatom gwis ¢ [“radiance of the light”]. And thus
the apostle’s assertion, that through this beholding of the Lord (m1i [‘that”]) we may be made like
Him, comes to its clear meaning. Here again we may refer to Mat 6:22: the eye is not only the
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organ by means of which we see the light as an external thing; it is, at the same time, the medium
through which our whole body becomes light,—that is, the medium through which the light outside
of us is translated into our own eye. Thus, he who seeth the Lord in His glory as light, becomes
thereby a light himself; what is beheld becomes his own immediate possession; he becomes like
his Lord. The mpoiog [“likeness”] must not be pressed too far, nor must it be softened away: of the
former we are in danger when we think of anything like absolute equality, which the word says
nothing about; of the latter we are in danger when we think only of holiness in general. This
holiness, the turning away from all sin, should, according to the tenor of what follows, be found
even upon earth; that is a prerogative which we already have as tmkva®com [“children of God];
but when it shall be manifested tmmompeba [“what we will be”], there will be something beyond
that privilege, even the glorification of our whole being after the analogy of the being of our
glorified Lord. It is an altogether wrong and inadequate idea that limits the blessedness of heaven
to sinlessness. Through sin our whole nature has become different; and therefore the heavenly
life, the mpolovemval amtm [“to be like him”], will be something beyond the mere ceasing from sin.
Sinless our Lord was upon earth; yet, notwithstanding that, His present existence is altogether
different from that which He had upon earth. And now we have arrived at the point from which we
may clearly discern what is the distinction between the tmkva®com [“children of God”] and the Tm
[“what"], of which it is said that such we shall be. That the consummation of believers here dealt
with is to be something different from the sonship, has been hitherto maintained and proved by
appeal to the expressions here used. But now we shall vindicate the correctness of this assertion
by substantial reasons taken from the nature of the case. Here on earth the Saviour was a Son of
God in the fullest and highest sense. Indeed, He was also very much more: even here already He
was the Son of God, equal to God in power. But was He equal also in honour? The dignity, the
divine form, He had laid aside, and with respect to this He was while upon earth, in virtue of His
own spontaneous decision, not mpolo¢ Tm Ocm [‘likeness of God”]. To that He was restored in its
fullest and deepest sense only by the ascension. So shall it be with us. We also are now
TmkvaoOcom [“children of God"]; but that does not constitute us like the Lord any more than He
Himself was in an absolute measure like God while in His humiliation, where the popqm 6som
[“form of God"] was lacking to Him. But this we shall be, the apostle’s promise tells us. And what
means the expression which the New Testament Scripture elsewhere uses to describe this
consummated likeness? mdeAgom Xpiotom [“brothers of Christ”]. Our Lord gives His disciples this
name once after the resurrection (Joh 20:17); for through what it signifies the likeness is rendered
possible; that is the very foundation of it, as the Epistle to the Hebrews clearly shows (Heb 2:11).
But, on the other hand, the feeling of every one of our hearts tells us that, while we even now may
assume to be the children of God, we cannot arrogate the dignity of brotherhood with Christ. He is
not ashamed to call us brethren (Heb 2:17); but we must not be bold enough to adopt the name.
The brotherhood, which consists in perfect likeness to the Lord we shall reach only at the end of
the days when we shall see Him as He is.

Now comes out clearly the reason of that peculiarity in St. John’s phraseology to which we have
referred,—to wit, that he uses the phrase tmkva®@com [“children of God”], but never adopts St.
Paul's word umom ©som [‘sons of God”]. The former is a relative and transitory designation; the
latter is one that never ceases. One remains a vimom ¢ [‘son”] all through his life; He even who is
exalted to the right hand of God is a uimom ¢tom ©com [“son of God"]; but it would be impossible to
call Him any longer a temkvov [“child”], for in this idea there is always the element of subordination
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or of a development not yet fulfilled. On earth human parents may, indeed, still term an adult child
temkvov [“child"]; but that is only because, in relation to their offspring, they are conscious of being
in authority, or of standing in a higher position. If St. Paul uses, in addition to the expressions
TEKvOoOeom [“children of God"], that of umom®com [‘sons of God"], it is simply because he
condenses all that we have or ever shall have into this latter term, without reflecting specifically on
the beginning of the development as the definition Tmkva [“children”] would suggest it. On the
other hand, St. John uses only this latter expression, because he never leaves out of sight this
element of the commencing development. St. Paul uses child and son promiscuously; St. John
does not, for to him child always denotes the idea of immaturity or of being under age. For the
present, therefore, he knows only the onevimomc@eom [‘son of God"], Him who is our common
Master; all the rest of us are tmkva©som [“children of God”]. But thus it shall not be always. He
thinks of a stage when we shall be in full possession of equality with Christ; and he expresses his
idea of this by the mpoiovemval amtm [‘to be like him”], that is, Xpiotm [‘Christ”]. The filial
relation, viewed as tmkva emval [‘to be children”], is therefore not yet identical with the
mpolovemvaiXpiotm [“to be like Christ”]; it is rather the germ and the principle out of which the
latter grows into full formation, like the moth from the pupa-chrysalis. And it is this which makes the
term @avepom oBal [“to make known”] so admirably expressive: nothing new will then be imparted;
it will be only the full evolution or expansion into the light of the germs already deposited. That our
view of the filial relation in St. John’s words is the right one, receives, as we think, strong support
from the circumstance that the Apocalypse, which points throughout to this @avepwalg
[“manifestation”], altogether omits the word we now consider.
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Chapter 37

37-1Jn 3:3

1Jn 3:3

Kom Tm¢ m myYev THY EATEOQ TORTNY ETHE OETE, H\yWE(El BOUTEVY, KOOEC BKEMVOC BYWEC
moTl. The apostle’s aim in inserting here the reference to the future consummation in the other
world, becomes obvious in the third verse. His eschatology is one that is altogether practical. To
this estate of glory we attain only through intermediate stages; it is not reached through an act of
divine despotic power; but a way is definitely marked out. If the goal is likeness to Christ, it is of the
utmost importance to have that goal always and steadily and practically in view. Thus the third
verse impresses its seal on our interpretation of the previous one. That is to say, taking as we
have done both pronouns (omtm¢ [*he”], 1Jn 3:2, and mkemvog [*he”], 1Jn 3:3) as indicating
Christ, the idea is extremely plain: Would you be hereafter perfectly like Christ, you must even now
aim at this same end. On the other hand, if we refer the amtm ¢ [*he”] of the second verse to the
Father, the point of connection with the third is lost: how from the hope of becoming like God may
spring the zeal to preserve the myvema [“purity”] of Christ is not said; and yet it is that we should
expect. But we must even now aim to resemble the myvema [“purity”] of our Lord. We must be on
our guard against taking this idea as interchangeable with that of the mpolovemvaol omtm [“to be
like him"] in the previous verse. myvema [“purity”] is essentially the requirement of sinlessness; this
is exhibited as the goal and problem of the earthly development of the Christian. But if | think of
this requirement as fulfilled, yet this is far from including the full meaning of the mpoiovemvai
omTm [“to be like him”] as it was still more closely defined by the addition kaOm c¢moti [“just as he
is”]. Christ was, indeed, sinless here upon earth; but that did not constitute Him the glorified one
whom we are to become like. The weakness of which the Apostle Paul speaks, in relation to
Christ’s earthly life (2Co 13:4), the constraints and manifold limitation to which He had subjected
Himself, would remain in us also, even if we were supposed to be sinless. It is therefore with
perfect propriety that St. John regards this myvema [“purity”] as only a preliminary and condition of
the mpolovemval omte [“to be like”] hereafter to be attained. But the requirement of myvema
[“purity”] requires to be defined more closely. Despite its etymological affinity with myioc [“holy],
the word myvm ¢ [“pure”], in profane as well as in scriptural use, has a perfectly distinct and definite
meaning apart from myioc [‘holy”]. On the one hand, it is to be observed that myvm¢ [“pure”]
contains even in classical Greek a negative element, which takes form in an abundance of
connections, such as myvm ¢emvou [“pure murder”], myvm cym pov [‘pure marriage”]. Further, the
etymological link with m{eocBal[LSJ] [“stand in awe”], fear, and myopai[LSJ] [‘wonder at”], wonder
at, is more firmly adhered to in myvm ¢ [“pure”] than in myio¢ [“holy”]. myvm ¢ [“pure”] is he who is by
any authority, or by any power swaying him, preserved from evil. The mywmv emval [“to be holy”]
comes to effect through the am om ¢ [“reverence’], the sacred fear. Hence the word is never used of
God Himself; though myio¢ [*holy”] is used of Him, signifying as it does generally severance from
all evil. Hence, further, myvm ¢ [“pure”] is especially used of the chaste spirit; it rests essentially on
the internal abhorrence of anything that would, tarnish virgin purity and honour. Similarly, when
m\wm¢ [“‘pure”] is said of the Nazarite: his abstinentia is grounded on the dread of tainting by
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contact with the profane the divine to which lie is consecrated. In like manner, the word is in
Exodus applied to preparation for the divine revelation of the law: here, also, there is a dread of
bringing the natural into too close proximity to the divine. From all this it appears that myvema
[“purity”] is substantially the virtue of reverentia. But this being so,—and all passages of the New
Testament in which myvm ¢ [“pure”], and words derived from it, appear, confirm it,—the idea seems
altogether inappropriate to the exalted Christ. If we read ko6m¢ mkemvoc myvm ¢ mv [“just as he
himself was pure”], that would not seem quite so strange, for we might suppose this reverentia to
have been displayed by the Lord while on earth; His perpetual waiting on the will of the Father,
which is so prominent in St. John’s Gospel, is nothing but that holy fear. But can this be affirmed
also of the glorified Christ? Is that now necessary to Him? can He indeed yet exercise that? The
breath of disciplinary severity, which cannot be detached from the word myvema [“purity”], may yet
in a certain way be predicated even of the Exalted One. For His present glory He reached,
according to Scripture, only through His absolute obedience, in virtue of His overcoming all
temptations, and most entirely submitting Himself to the obedience of the Father’s will. And that
which He thus as man attained through exercise of the myvem a [“purity”] is now still stamped’ upon
the countenance of the Redeemer; even as He is beheld by the same St. John in the form and
under the aspect of the m pvm ovm ogoyum vov [“a lamb that has been slain” cf. Rev 5:6]. Nothing of
what the Lord possessed upon earth has passed away; everything has become an eternal
element of His personality. As with man nothing that he has experienced and has become passes
away, but without it he would be through the ages of ages different from what he is, so also with
the Lord. If, then, we are to become hereafter like Him, the apostle says, we must on our part
appropriate to ourselves the myvema [“purity”] which the Lord exercised here below, in virtue of
which He passed into His glory. There is no word which to the same extent as this expresses the
whole grace and tenderness of the ethical habit.

Let us now gather up the connection of the strain now developed. St. John taught us, in 1Jn 2:29,
that we shall have confidence in the day of judgment only on the ground of the
TolEmVTEVOIKaloomvny  [‘to  practice righteousness”, which will approve us as
yeyevvm gBoimktom Oesom [*having been born of God”]. This yeyevvmoBoimktom@esom [“having
been born of God"] is first of all, as we have seen, and as the apostle himself firmly establishes by
the mdwkev [“he has given’], a divine gift, entirely independent of human act, the gift, that is, of the
Spirit, or, more particularly, of the Spirit of Jesus Christ. That is the beginning of all Christian
development. We are called the sons of God (kAnompuev [‘we may be called”], 1Jn 3:1) not on
account of anything we do, but in virtue of a divine act accomplished in us. But, on the other hand,
we are to become, mmv@avepwbm [“if it may be made known”], like Christ; and that can take place
only if the possibility of this likeness is on our part afforded by the amyimeiv [“to purify”].
Between that originating divine act, by which He gives us the Holy Spirit and declares us to be His
children, and this conclusive and consummating divine act, by which He makes us like Christ, that
is, glorifies us, there is thus a mediating human act or doing, which is called as to its internal
characteristic myvema [“purity”], and according to its outward expressions ToIE® VTR VOIKOIOCE VNV
[‘to practice righteousness”]. Thus, while God now beholds us as His sons on the ground of His
gift. He will call us such in the judgment only if, in the strength of that gift, we have become sons in
our act, that is, in the full transformation of our life. The subject, therefore, of the first three verses
of our chapter is to establish the ground of the assurance that the regenerate have confidence
through the working of righteousness: the reason is contained in the exposition that the sonship as
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the gift of God is only the beginning, and that between this and the consummation (1Jn 3:2) the
m\wema [“purity”], or the moral character and life by which that beginning is to be confirmed and
approved, is to be intermediately carried out.
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Chapter 38

38 -1Jn 3:4

1Jn 3:4

Muac¢m TOIMY THY B UOPTEQY, KON THY EVOLEQOV TOIEEE KON B EOPTEQ EOTHY B EVOUE(Q.
The exhortation to the Toiemvimvdikaioomvny [“to practice righteousness”] takes a form habitual
to our apostle: first of all, he presents sharply to view the mpaptma [“sin”], its opposite, in order
that thereby he may illustrate the meaning of the positive idea concerning which he has to speak.
Here it is above all needful that we should regard anything that opposes the dikaioomvnv
[“righteousness”] as also a contradiction and absolute opposite to the divine nature, as contrary to
God in its very essence; and that we should be careful not arbitrarily to restrict in any way the idea
of sin. This definition and delimitation of the idea of mpuaptma [“sin”] is the subject of the fourth
verse. This word is not supposed, in the apostle’s teaching, to convey a more comprehensive idea
than mvouma [‘lawlessnes”], but to be strictly co-extensive with it: wherever, therefore, we are
constrained to find mpaptma [“sin”]. Nothing evil can to the Christian man be merely imperfection,
or sin, so to speak, of the second degree: all is to him transgression of the law. Such is the strict
meaning of the word mvouma [“lawlessnes”] even in classical Greek: it signifies not the conduct
which proceeds from a state in which the law is either absent or unknown, it does not imply the
exclusion of a vm poc [“law”], but rather expresses a guilt which casts aside the law already existing
by actual neglect of its requirements, just as in the German Ungesetzlichkeit is interchangeable
with Widersetzlichkeit. And thus mvouma [“lawlessnes”], when the word really occurs in its full
meaning, is the very strongest definition or description of sin: the vm poc [‘law”], indeed, according
to St. Paul, makes sin generally exceeding sinful, and his emphatic word m TiKoTE paTOC T G B G
ONK NUUmVEl MY TCOl TOmG YEypOo U myvolC my TH BiAmm Tom vmpov [“‘cursed is everyone who
does not continue in all the things written in the book of the law”] (Gal 2:20), refers, precisely as St.
James does, Jas 2:10, mOTIC ymp MAQOV THV VE[OV TNPWOEl, THOMCOEl OM EMY EVE, yEYOVE
T VTLV mvoXo¢ [“For whoever keeps the whole law and yet stumbles in one point, he has become
guilty of all.”], to sin as definitely and strictly mvoum a [“lawlessnes”]. This sunders man unfailingly,
according to the very idea of man, from God. And the force of the apostle’s declaration is, that
mvouma [‘lawlessnes”] is not a subordinate kind or a specifically aggravated degree of the
mpoptma [“sin”], but that every mpuaptma [“sin”] is at the same time mvouma [‘lawlessnes”]: in
short, that the two ideas cannot be separated from each other. The solemn earnestness of this
proposition will appear more fully when we inquire what the vmpocg [“law”] is, and what is in St.
John’s estimation that vmpoc [“law”], the violation or not following of which he speaks of in the
mvouma [‘lawlessnes”]. Most certainly it is not the universal law of conscience; for the New
Testament never calls that vmpog [‘law’]; nor yet is it, however, the law of Moses or the old
covenant as such. It is not this, first, because in the Old Testament the strict congruence or
coincidence here declared between mpaptma [“sin”] and mvouma [“lawlessnes”] did not yet exist:
there were actually multitudes of mpaptmai [“sins”], or moral delinquencies, for instance, in the
connubial relations which were not forbidden by the letter of the Mosaic law, and were not
therefore mvouma [‘lawlessnes”]. Secondly, not the old law, because St. John furnishes no
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instance of the word vm pog [“law”], standing absolutely, being applied to the Mosaic law. It is true
that in two passages (Joh 7:49, John 12:34) it stands absolutely and as the definition of the Old
Testament canon; but it must be observed that this is put into the mouth of the Pharisees only; and
elsewhere there is the invariable addition m v po¢ mumv [“our law”], m vm po¢ Mwm om w¢ [“the law
of Moses”], or the like. The reason of this is to be found in the fact that St. John starts originally
(Joh 1:18) from the great principle of a sharp antithesis between the revelation of the law and the
revelation through Christ. The Mosaic law was to him absolutely and only the law of the Jews:
although  this  did no violence to the truth that Christ was  born
ON KOTOAE COITH VVE LOoVE AR TANpm oal [“not to abolish the law, but to fulfill it” cf. Mat 5:18].

Thus we are constrained to understand the vm pog [“law’], opposition to which is here expressed
by the word mvouma [“lawlessnes”] of the divine law generally and universally, as it is revealed
through Christ: the expression refers as well to the as it were new commandments given by the
Saviour, as to the spirit of the Old Testament which our lawgiver has only released from the
ypm ppo [“written code” cf. Rom 2:27] enveloping it and thrust forward into the foreground. The
uttered or revealed will of God is the vmpog [‘law”], therefore mvouma [‘lawlessnes”] is the
opposition or rebellion of the lawless will against this will. Every mpuaptma [“sin”], consequently,
bears on its front the impress of mvoum a [“lawlessnes”] as thus explained: every transgression or
shortcoming in the widest sense of the word. But this view of the matter was not obvious to the
churches here addressed, any more than it is obvious to us who have received this fundamental
declaration in its true meaning: it is only too common in the very nature of men to establish
distinctions and gradations among individual sins. As to the countless little failures and defects in
common life, no man indeed who is filled with the Spirit of Christ will justify these, or even hold
them as indifferent: but have we in relation to them a pressing consciousness of actual
transgression of law? Do we look at the manifold discords of our life, and its deviations from the
line of the Christian ideal as positive sins, every one of which immediately and certainly separates
us from God, and can be expiated or abolished only by deep repentance and a distinct act of
forgiveness? Most assuredly in multitudes of cases it is not so: such things are thought of as
imperfections, but do not press on the consciousness as mvouma [“lawlessnes”].

Now, St. John declares here that this current view of the matter as entertained by us is not of the
truth; he lays this down as an axiom without any further demonstration: the demonstration of it is
plain enough throughout the whole teaching of the apostle. If, in fact, the Spirit of Christ guides us
into all truth, and therefore in every particular case shows us what is right, every sin must be an act
of resistance to the drawing of the Spirit, and consequently of disobedience to the will of God as
shown by the Spirit, and consequently against the vmpoc@com [‘law of God”]. | may not in the
specific case have been conscious of the drawing of the Spirit; but then that was my fault, and
does not alter the position of things. As in the well-known passage in the Sermon on the Mount
concerning the oath, the centre and pith of the explanation—too often unobserved—is that the
mere utterance of yea must itself contain equally inviolable truth as the oath with its strong
emphasis, the simple affirmation being lifted up to the height of the oath; so here in like manner it
is the design of St. John to elevate every sin in its whole and wide domain to the degree of
mvouma [‘lawlessnes”]. There lies in every sin, of whatever kind for the rest it may be, the highest
grade of guiltiness. But this definition of the nature of sin, as it is contained in the words m
EOopTEO moTEY m myvouma [‘sin is lawlessnes”], does not itself constitute the motive of the
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verse, but serves only for the illustration of the first member of it: he who committeth sin
committeth also a breach of the law. The article before mpaptmav [“sin”] is not intended to
distinguish a specific kind of sin from other kinds; for nothing whatever had been said about
various kinds of sin in the present Epistle. It simply comprehends the diversified acts of human sin
which may take place into the unity of one idea. He who mpoptmavtivarolem [*he who practices
sin”], by that very fact also committeth tmvm paptmav [“sin”]; in every individual transgression the
nature of the sin is manifested. The emphasis lies in the first hemistich plainly upon the Toiemv [“to
practice”]; for generally the apostle is here occupied with the doing of men. That the
TolEmVTEVE LOpTEOV [“to practice sin”] is identical with the Tolemvimvmvoumov [‘to practice
lawlessness”], the apostle proves by the simple declaration that mpaptma [“sin”] and mvouma
[“lawlessnes”] are or ought to be for Christians interchangeable ideas. Similarity of nature implies
or produces similarity of outward manifestation. Substantially, therefore, the second universal
proposition of the verse is the demonstration or proof of the first particular proposition; but,
inasmuch as they are bound together by the general kam [“and”], we see that the apostle reflects
not precisely on the causal connection of the two propositions, but simply regards the second as
the illustration of the first. Now, if every sin is, as well in its internal nature (1Jn 3:4b) as in its
outward revelation (1Jn 3:4a), mvouma [‘lawlessnes”], this assertion must bear to be applied to
every specific case: hence the m ¢ [“all’] placed first with strong emphasis, which in this particular
section appears as abundant as in the section parallel to it in the organism of the Epistle, 1Jn 1:6
ff. (compare 1Jn 1:3-4, 1Jn 1:6, down to 1Jn 1:9-10 ff.). It is precisely this emphatic assertion of
the universal and exceptionless fact that is calculated to impress deeply the conviction that the
guestion here is of every individual sin and of every individual sinner.
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Chapter 39

39-1Jn 3:5

1Jn 3.5

Koam om30Te MTI MKEMVOG M@IVEPEON, MVO THC MUOPTHOC NNV HOE, KON EUOPTEHC EVY
ONTH ONK HOTI.

Now, as every sinful work is express opposition to the commandment, the revealed will of God, so
also it is further a contradiction as well to the manifestation of Christ (1Jn 3:5a) as to His person
(1Jdn 3:5b); for He appeared to no. other end than tmcmpoptmocmpal [“take away sins”]. This
phrase may have three meanings: either that Christ has borne our sins, or that He took them upon
Himself, or that He has taken them away. At a glance it will be plain that these three interpretations
are substantially very near to each other. If Jesus took sins upon Himself, that could be only in
order to bear them; and if He did this, it was, however, for the sake of taking away, and with that
design. On the other hand, if the word signifies here that He has borne them away, there are
abundant reasons from other quarters to assure us that this was accomplished through His
bearing them. Nevertheless, the decision of this point is not matter of indifference; for in the nature
of the case St. John must have had expressly in view one or other of these elements. The
signification of bearing we must give up at once, because St. John never elsewhere uses ompelv
[‘to take away”] in this meaning; it would be necessary, therefore, to resort to it only if the ordinary
meaning was not sufficient. Our apostle uses the word either in an external and local sense for
“lifting up anything,” for example, xempav [“a hand”], AmBouq [“stones”], and the like, or with the
significance of “taking away.” Now, if ampelv [‘to take away”] is here to mean “take on Himself,”
the additional clause kom mv omTE B OPTEO OEK BOTI [“and in him there is no sin”] must signify
only that although there was no sin in Him, nevertheless He suffered Himself to be treated as a
sinner,—that, in fact, not His own sin, but the sin of others lay upon Him. But there is nothing here
to indicate such a thought as that; and, moreover, in this case we should have read not motiv
[“is™], but mv [*was”]. Further, the expression “take sin on Himself” would lead us to the atonement;
and the idea would be strictly parallel with that expressed in chapter 2, that Jesus is the mAocum ¢
TEpE TR VE LAPTIMY [“atoning sacrifice for sins”]. But any such remembrancer of the atonement
must be supposed, as in the instance just quoted, to be applied as a consolation to those who are
still and ever harassed with sin; and what the context here requires as its design is exhortation
rather than comfort. In the case just supposed the meaning would be: as ye were the cause of
such pains to your Lord, now show yourselves thankful; of this, however, there is not the faintest
indication. But there is perfect appropriateness in the thought of a remembrancer of the
redemption from sin fully accomplished by our Lord, as that redemption consists in the “doing
away of sin” (the mpumv [“our”], “our sins,” must be struck out). If Jesus put away sins, then no one
has any part in Him who suffers himself to have any confederacy with sin. And by what means was
this putting away accomplished, and the new man who tmvdikaioomvny ToOlIEm [“practices
righteousness”] implanted instead? This is answered by the gavepwom [“may be made known™]. It
is clear that the expression is larger than Tm oxelv [‘to suffer”] or m To6vm okelv [“to die”], of which,
when redemption is in question, we usually think first of all; but it is also quite distinct from the em¢
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TmV KEopovmAmAvBey [“has come into the world” cf. Joh 3:19] or the omp& mymveto [*became
flesh” cf. Joh 1:14]. On the one hand, it signifies less than those phrases, inasmuch as the manner
in which His manifestation was consummated is not indicated; while at the same time more than
they, inasmuch as it does declare that before the passion His work was actually efficient, although
by it alone it was brought to full manifestation. The entire contents of the prologue, Joh
1:1-13,—that the Logos had been from the beginning the light and life of the world, but by means
of His incarnation had manifested Himself as such in the highest sense,—lies wrapped up
germiually in the gavepom gBal [“to make known”]. This self-manifestation was ordered expressly
with this design (mva [“that™]), that sin should be made to disappear. In the fact that the {cwom [“life”]
as such is made manifest, the power of death is substantially taken away through its
manifestation; in the fact that the omc¢mAnBivmv [“true light”] shineth, the darkness recedes
immediately and in virtue of its very shining: by a natural necessity the design of our Lord is
accomplished; and in reality His entire life, which is here comprehended in the gavepwom [“may be
made known], has not only a redeeming aim and tendency, but also a redeeming power. Through
His whole influence, word, suffering, dying, rising again,—that is, through the whole process of His
@avm pwaol ¢ [“manifestation”]; taken on all sides,—He implanted in the world subjected to sin the
germ of sinlessness. According to the apostle’s view, this power was not wrapped up and
concluded in His death, although it was in His death that this power was pre-eminently unfolded.
The parallel passage, Joh 1:29, confirms this view of the matter; and that is peculiarly important,
because the two passages cannot well be separated from each other. There we read, m mpuvmg
TOm Ocom m om PV THY WMUAPTEQOV Tom Kmopou [‘the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of
the world"]. The present participle in this sentence does not require to be explained by the theory
that St. John brings forward into the present the element of Christ’s death; nor on the principle that
the present is chosen because the effects of that death always continue to the time that now is: on
either of these suppositions the present would really be treated as the future. The participle must
be understood in its most proper and distinctive meaning. Already at that very time the Lord was in
act to take away the sin of the world, because He was such through His whole life; already at that
time He was the muvm ¢tom ©com [‘Lamb of God”], because He was so through His whole life, and
not first in His death became the Lamb. This aspect of the matter would have much more
importance attached to it, and it would exert a healthier influence on our entire soteriology, if we
conceived more justly and laid to heart more simply the words of Mat 8:17. The evangelist there
regards the work of Christ as already, in the first period of it, fulfilling the prophetic word, tm¢
moOcvemoC mpumy mAGfBE, Kom TG VEooug m[3motaoey [‘He took our infirmities and carried our
diseases”]: this prophetic word we are accustomed to refer to the death of Christ; but the
evangelist’s use of it points directly to the view we have just been exhibiting and defending. For if
our Lord through His whole activity, and specifically in His healing of the sick, bore our sorrow, so
also throughout His whole life He took it away; for the former was a reality only on account of the
latter. In Joh 1:29 we certainly find, in connection with the redeeming and delivering element,
which is represented by ampeiv [‘to bear’], the atoning element also, as contained in the
expression mpuvmctom @com [“Lamb of God"]; for even if we consider this to refer at once to the
paschal lamb, at any rate there was an expiating and therefore sacrificial characteristic in it. It is
indeed otherwise in our passage: here the ummctom6som [“Son of God"] is the subject: the Son of
God was manifested in order to abolish sin, establish His kingdom, and destroy the kingdom of the
devil (1Jn 1:8); here, therefore, prominence is given, not to the form of a Servant which our Lord
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assumed in order to our reconciliation with God, but to the might of the Ruler who has brought to
light life and our immortality of being.

Thus the only two passages (ours and the parallel in the Gospel) which have been adduced
against the interpretation of ampeiv [“to bear”] as take away, have been seen to admit it as
possible, and our own to require it absolutely. It is useless, in opposition, to urge, finally, that
ompelv [“to bear”] is the translation of mmmmmm [“to bear”], and that therefore it must mean bear,
or at least to take upon Himself Not only may be opposed to this the fact that the Septuagint
invariably reproduces “bear” by qmpeiv [‘to carry”] and the like, but that the mmmmmm [“to bear],
particularly in its combination with mmmmm [“transgression”], has precisely the meaning of taking
away sin; compare Psa 32:1. Thus the Old Testament gives our interpretation its full sanction. The
second clause of the verse is externally to be taken as a leading proposition; for the Johannaean
diction is so far Hebraizing, that it prefers the juxtaposition or co-ordination of sentences to their
subordination; whence it sometimes happens that the second member of a subordinate clause is
changed into a main proposition. It is precisely so here. But if we take the second hemistich as
only formally independent, it is substantially to be regarded as dependent on the omdate [‘you
perceive”]. But then what is the relation of the clause, linked with it by kam [“and”], introducing the
thought of the righteousness of Jesus, to the preceding thought of His redeeming work? When we
observe that the verse following is joined on to the close of this one,—as there is no sin in Jesus,
there ought not to be sin in him who, for his part, belongs to Jesus,—and thus that the
mpuoptmocmpol [‘take away sins”] apparently comes no further into consideration, we shall
obviously see in the words mpoapteo mv amTe omK mOTIV [“in him there is no sin”] the apostle’s
more particular specification of the grounds of the mpaptmacm pal [“take away sins”]. That being
the case, the second hemistich only bringing out into prominence the fundamental thought of the
first, this latter must be regarded as really included in the reference when we find that the following
verse is formally linked only to the second clause. The concluding words of the verse thus indicate
the way in which Jesus has brought to effect the mpoptmocm pal [‘take away sins™: it is because
He manifested Himself as the sinless one, and through that same manifestation communicated
His sinlessness to men also. For if a mere human word or work can produce a transforming effect
on him to whom it is communicated, how much more will the revelation of the righteousness of
Christ be able to act transformingly on the recipients of that revelation! For the rest, mpoptma mv
omTm omK moTIv [“in him there is no sin”] is by no means the equivalent of myvmcm ot [*he is
pure”] in 1Jn 3:3 : the latter marks especially the internal habitus of the character, on the ground of
which sinning is impossible; the former refers rather to the expressions of that internal quality.
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Chapter 40

40 - 1Jn 3:6

1Jn 3.6

ME¢m my ONTE UEVEV ONY EUOPTEVEIN THC M HUOPTEVWY ONY HEPOKEV ONTEY, ONON
B \YWWKEV OMTH YV,

When, therefore, the apostle deduces from the end of the manifestation of Jesus, and then more
particularly from the nature of Him who appeared, that sin and belonging to the Lord are perfectly
irreconcilable opposites, this is logically altogether clear and incontrovertible. But, on the other
hand, there is much that rises up against the simple and unlimited acknowledgment of the saying
before us: not only does the common Christian consciousness which—despite sin still operative in
believers—still clings to the fact of sonship to God revolt against it, but also this exaggeration of
the antithesis seems not to harmonize with our Epistle itself. While in our verse the apostle makes
it emphatic that everyone who sins neither has nor can have had any fellowship with the Lord, he
has notwithstanding, in 1Jn 1:8-10, not only recognised the presence | of sin in believers, but even
described their denial of it as an essential lie, and as a clear token of the absence of fellowship
with the Lord. Hence it is easily to be understood that many industrious attempts have been made
to soften down the meaning of our verse, and thus to reconcile it with clear and express
declarations elsewhere. But all these efforts are discredited by the phraseology and the context of
our passage. It has been attempted to explain am paptomveiv[‘sinning”] as continuing in sin; but
the arbitrariness of such an exegesis is manifest at once. And if the sins are limited to very grave
sins, such as the sin unto death, this is evidently contradictory to the context and spirit of the
argument, in which the apostle is simply denying every distinction between sin and sin, and
exhibiting every muoptma [“sin”] as also an mvouma [‘lawlessnes”]. But not less erroneous is the
explanation that the Christian does not in fact sin, because, as a Christian and according to his
new man, he cannot sin, but as such cherishes nothing but hatred against the sin which, according
to his old man, he commits. For although | may hate the sin which | do, it still remains sin; and as it
is in me, it cannot possibly be said of me that | sin not: granted that | cannot in my new man sin,
nevertheless it is the I, my person, which is the sinning subject. Generally, the view cannot be
psychologically sustained which would introduce a total cleavage of the one human constitution,
making the half of the man a sinner—that is, the old man—at the very time that the other half is
under the influence of the Holy Spirit. All subterfuges of this and of similar kinds are exploded by a
touch of the passage itself. We have seen that the apostle pleads against every sin as mvouma
[‘lawlessnes”]; and that, further, according to the Scripture, every mvouma [‘lawlessnes”]
inevitably separates from God. Then it follows directly and most closely from these premises, that
every sin, be it what it may, sunders from God; and that he who commits it can have no
communion with Him. How such a rigid scriptural utterance as this can be reconciled with the rest
of Scripture is another and a second question, which we leave at present unconsidered. It is
enough now to establish that St. John did lay down the propositions we now consider. The second
half of the verse gives us the converse of the proposition we have been studying, but in such a
way that its idea is only made essentially more intense. The thought of the former clause, Tm¢ =
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EYV omTE pumvey omy muoptmvel [“everyone who abides in him does not continue to sin”], is in
itself not absolutely inexplicable: it might be said that the sinning man had fellowship with God, and
will have it again; and that his sin has also interrupted that fellowship. But all this is taken away by
the second clause, which makes it more startling than ever: the yumvelv [“abide”] of the former
does seem, indeed, to presuppose that there had been an actual past union with God; but here
this is expressly denied, for we read: T C m ®OPTE VWY ONY HEPOKEV M TEY, ON O M \WWKEV
omTEV [“everyone who continues to sin has not seen him, nor known him”]. If we had the present
tense in each case instead of the perfect, the meaning of the latter clause would be very much the
same as that of the former: supposing that in the critical time of sinning the image of the Lord is not
on the table of my heart, might it not have been there before though it is not there now? The
m wpokmval [*has seen”] here might be explained by the same word in 1Jn 3:2. It is true that they
do not refer to the same object: in 1Jn 3:2 the glorified Son of God is the object beheld; but He
cannot be meant in our present passage. He cannot according to the connection; and because,
simply, we have no image in our minds of the glorified Christ, nor can our thoughts of Him serve us
here in the least degree. Here the object beheld is the Lord as He was once manifested,
m Qovepm Bnv [“made known”], and as He in fact in whom mpoaptm o omk mgotiv [“there is no sin”].
Thus the mwpokmval [‘has seen”] refers to the Lord not kaOm ¢motiv [“just as he is”], but kaOm¢
mv [‘just as he was"]: just as the apostles have depicted Him in His life and sufferings before our
eyes, as if in fact He had been crucified amongst ourselves (Gal 3:1, after Luther). Yet even if the
two beholdings in this and the second verse are different as to the aspect of the object beheld, the
seeing itself is of the very same nature, and is followed in both cases by the same results. When
we behold the glorified Lord we shall be changed into the same image, and be in fact glorified
ourselves; and so here likewise, he who has truly beheld the Sinless One should through this
beholding himself become sinless. This consequence is so express to the apostle’s mind as to
bring out the declaration, that he who is not sinless proves by that very fact his never having yet
beheld the Lord. Of course it needs not to be insisted on that the seeing here meant does not
consist in historical knowledge of Christ; but that such a perception is meant as is brought about
by the instrumentality of the Spirit of Christ Himself, whose office is to bring to remembrance of the
disciples both Him and all that He has said. Hence the apostle goes on to say that the sinning
man, as he has not seen the Lord, so also he “has not known Him.” This position after mpmv [“t0
see’] is intended to stamp the yivm okelv [“to know”] as either a higher grade or as a consequence
of the seeing. It is not that mpmv [“to see”] is a figurative expression, and yivm okelv [“to know”] its
translation into fact: this is evident partly from the omdm [“nor”] itself, which points to a distinction
between the ideas which it divides, and partly from the circumstance that to St. John the mpmv [“t0
see’] is by no means a figure, but the standing expression for a spiritual energy which absolutely
refuses to be translated into anything else. The difference between the two words is rather this,
that mpmv [“to see”] indicates the intuition, the act in virtue of which | take something immediately
into myself or my mind; while yivm gkeilv [“to know”] defines the apprehension or knowledge which
is found as the consequence of this intuition,—that is, the consciousness and the means of it, its
reconciliation with all the other objects of my thinking. Consequently the yivm gkeiv [“to know”] is
the result of the mpmv [“to see”]: the former without the latter would be an impossibility. It is
customary with the Scripture generally to take the word yivmokelv [“to know”] with a specially
emphatic meaning. Thus, when in Mat 7:23 the Lord says to those who would bring to His mind
their great deeds: om om ToTe myvwv mum¢ [“l never knew you”]. And yet it is unimaginable that a
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Tpogntemelv [“prophesying”], a dompovoacmKPmAAely [‘casting out demons”], in the name of
Jesus, could be wrought without some corresponding relation to the Lord behind them; but the
Lord denies any such relation. This is substantially the same case as that in our verse, and
corresponds to its assertion that he who sinneth never had fellowship with the Lord. The only
guestion is, how we are to understand a doctrine of Scripture which is so clearly expressed. The
history of St. Paul's conversion may give us help. It is said there, on the one hand, that the
apostle’s companions had not heard the voice which spoke to him (Act 22:9); and, on the other,
that they had heard it (Act 9:7). There is no contradiction here; for in the one case it is declared
that they heard a sound and perceived a voice, while in the other it is said that they did not hear
the words of this voice. It was the same with the heavenly voice which the Lord heard in Joh 12:28:
some heard the sound as it were only of thunder; others discerned an angel’s voice; the disciples
alone heard the words which were pronounced. In this latter case it might have been said of the
people that they heard a voice as well as the seemingly direct contrary. In both the examples thus
adduced it might have been said that nothing was heard, inasmuch as that was not heard which
was properly to be heard. The relation in our present passage between seeing and knowing is
precisely similar. St. John uses them here, as in Act 22:9 the hearing is used, with an emphatic
meaning: the sinning man demonstrates by his sin, that knowing in the strict sense cannot be
predicated of him; for had he really known, he could not have sinned. But that does not exclude
the possibility that elsewhere the same ideas may be found with a more lax application. Even from
the hem of our Saviour's garment a virtue issued, and there was healing in the apostle’s
handkerchief; but he who had experienced the healing power of the handkerchief was far from
being on that account acquainted with all the treasures that flowed from the spirit of the apostle.
We may here and there and in some various degrees submit to the influence of the Holy Ghost,
and break off many a sin; but so long as sin is still in us, it is proved that we have seen only the
hem of the Lord’s garment, not His very nature; for His nature is dikaioomvnv [‘righteousness’],
and he who had seen and known Him as dimkaioq [“righteous”] must through that seeing have
become himself sinless.

Now let us sum up the meaning of the verse. He who abideth in Christ sinneth not. The present
does not express precisely the actual now, but a continuing condition: in him in whom the pumveiv
[*abide”] has become a reality, for umvelv [“abide”] carries with it the idea of abiding continuously.
In him there is the abiding condition of the omxm paptmvelv [“does not continue to sin”]. Again, on
the other hand, in the case of him who sinneth, such an abiding state has not been attained: the
actings of the mpmv [“t0 see”] and yivmokelv [“to know”] are—let the perfects be observed—not
accomplished facts. Then the sum is: every sin demonstrates that we are not found in the
fellowship of the Lord.
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Chapter 41

41 - 1Jn 3:7

1Jn 3:7

Tekvma, UNOEMC TAOVETW MUMC. W TOIMY THY JIKAIOOEVNY, OEKOIEC B OTI, KOOm G mKEMVO(C
omKoIm ¢ motiv But this thought is too keen, too repellent to the natural man, for reception in this
plain form, and without qualification. Hence follows the express exhortation not to be led astray by
opposite and erroneous thoughts. The direct appeal by no means introduces a new thought; but
here as everywhere its aim is to bring close home the apostolic utterance to the individual reader.
The words pndem ¢ TAavm T mum ¢ [“let no one deceive you”] lead at once to the supposition that
the church was in danger of giving heed to such spirits of error; but we must not overlook the fact
that the temptation to lower views is not supposed to lie in any definite relation to others and in any
definite sect, but is always grounded on the thoughtlessness of the natural man. We are too often
content with the consciousness that we stand in some special relation to the Lord, and come to
regard sin as an unavoidable evil which is not so very hurtful as might be thought. In opposition to
this, the apostle makes it emphatic that the only test, the only sure evidence, of the righteousness
of believing is the righteousness of living: where the latter is wanting, there must be something
fundamentally wrong in the former. The stress of the seventh verse lies on the Toiemv [“to do”]: he
only is righteous whose righteousness is approved in act. As we read in Joh 3:31, m mv mK TEC
ymC, mK TmCymcmotl [*he who is of the earth is from the earth”],—he whose origin is the earth has
in fact an earthly origin, bears its signature in himself,—so it is here with the m TOImV TEV
olkaloomvnv, dmkoim ¢ moTl [*he who practices righteousness is righteous”]: he who is righteous
must be simply righteous, and bear the stamp of righteousness on himself. It is then added that
this righteousness, thus approving itself, makes us like the righteous Christ. This does not mean to
say that by such a procedure we may attain to a specially distinguished kind of righteousness,
such, namely, as Christ had; for the apostle in this present connection knows nothing about
gradations in righteousness any more than he acknowledges gradations in sin. The clause
KoOm ¢K.T.A. [‘just as, etc.”] rather points back to 1Jn 3:3: there it was said that the goal of our
earthly development is the myvema [“purity”] of Christ; and this we are supposed in the present
words of St. John to reach in the doing of righteousness.
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Chapter 42

42 - 1Jn 3:8

1Jn 3:8

E TOINY THY HOPTEQOV BK TON JIO3EAQU ECTEY, BT| BT HOYXECE Ol [30A0C B UaPTEVEL. EmC
TONTO B @AVEPEON B UEEC TOm OLom, EVO AECE TH EpPyd Tom dlofmAou. As we in this way
enter into fellowship with the Lord, so through the Toimvtmve poptmav [“the one who practices
sin”] we enter into fellowship with the devil: this is, generally, the matter of the eighth verse. The
latter part of it first of all demands our attention; as it in fact furnishes the logical basis of the
former. Because the devil sinneth from the beginning, do all sinners therefore spring from him?
There is certainly a suspicious tone of the post hoc ergo propter hoc about this. But all depends on
the right view of m Tm m pxm ¢ [“from the beginning”]. The idea of the mpxm [“beginning”] is applied
in such manifold ways, that it must in every individual case be explained by the context. The
interpretation that the devil sins from the beginning of his being or existence is by no means
justified by the expression; for the absolutely general m 7m m pxm ¢ [“from the beginning”] would be
quite unsuitable to such a notion. The only tolerable reference is to the ampoaptomveiv[“sinning:
the devil was the origin of sinning, or it made its beginning in him. When that beginning of sin and
of his sinning took place is not here—mentioned: it is enough that his sin was the first. But there is
assuredly no reason, and it would be entirely wrong, to understand this beginning of the fall of
Adam. What allusion can there be in the general and indefinite m Tm m pxm ¢ [“from the beginning”]
to the fall of man? It is of no use to appeal to Joh 8:44[N] in favour of such an interpretation: that
passage affirms that the devil was a murderer of man from the beginning; but the mTmmpym¢
[“from the beginning”] has there its closer definition in the mvBpwroktmvocg [“murderer”], he could
have been such a murderer only when men began to exist, and thus the context in the cited
passage absolutely determines the reference of mTmmpyxm¢ [“from the beginning”] to the
paradisiacal history. But here we have no closer definition of the mTmmpxm¢ [“from the
beginning”]; and it must therefore be referred to the beginning of sin in general, to the act by which
the devil became the devil. The idea of sin through him first came into life and reality. Thus viewed,
the thought is the same as would have been expressed by mv mpym [‘inthe beginning”] or
Tipm ToCm Ot m BoAocm um pTnKev [“the devil sinned first”]; and that this form was not selected, is to be
accounted for; by the fact that the writer thinks of his sin and would have us think of it, not as one
act once performed, but as the permanent habit and at the same time the original deed of sinning.
The combination of these two ideas hardly allows any other expression to be used than that which
the apostle employs.

Thus the clause mTm mpyxm¢ m dim3oAo¢ mpoaptmvel [“the devil has sinned from the beginning”],
only declares really that the devil before any other being sinned, and has since been in the
continual act and habit of sinning. Now again, consequently, the question arises with new force,
how it follows from this that every later sin, or here human sin as such, springs from the devil, and
may be traced to diabolical causality. Is it not quite conceivable that man might have sinned, after
the devil indeed, but independently of him; and this being only possible, is not the deduction of St.
John a vain one? But though we do not find it established in the idea of the first sin, we do find it in
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the idea of the first sin, that all successive sinful creatures must enter into a state of dependence
on the first one. Sin has just been described as mvoum a [‘lawlessnes”]; it therefore presupposes a
vmo¢ [“law’]; this, again, a Lord who gives the law; and he who rebels against the law thereby
makes himself into a lord. This establishes the fact that he who first falls from God places himself,
in virtue of this apostasy, over against God, and therefore in rivalry to His kingdom: in fact, setting
up, though at first only in a germinal way, a kingdom of evil in opposition to it. No sinner that
follows can erect a third kingdom, but must through his sin enter into the kingdom already opposed
to God, incorporating himself into it as a member. Whether he wills it or not, whether he knows it or
not, he makes himself dependent on the originator and representative of this kingdom. But more
than this: after these two kingdoms, that of the light and that of the darkness, are founded, no one
can any longer be good or evil of himself from his own most proper impulse; but because he is
placed in the midst of the two kingdoms in their concrete reality, he necessarily receives
solicitations from both sides to determine his action: thus, if he sins, his sin proceeds not from his
own, but mktomdiopmAov [‘of the devil’]; and his sinning is the evidence that he is
mktom dlaPmAou [“of the devil”]. Thus the deduction of the apostle is perfectly just; only it is based,
not on the mTmmpxm¢ [“from the beginning”] of itself, but on the oampaptamvely
m Tom m pXm ¢[“sinning from the beginning”]. That the spiritual dependence of human sin on sin
Satanic, here only expressed as a logical necessity, was an actual fact in human history needs no
demonstration in the light of biblical and especially Johannaean teaching. With our apostle beyond
all others it is customary to establish the Satanic origin of sin. As, in the Pauline view, the sin of
Adam was not only the temporal beginning of evil, but also the principle of all sin in his
descendants, so stands it when, with St. John, we carry up the matter a stage further, in regard to
the relation of human sin to that of Satan. True as it is that every man is enticed or drawn away of
his moma mmuBuuma [‘own desires”], it is equally true that every sin is a work of the devil, in a
certain sense an incarnation of devilish thoughts. Just as the tm pvol [“fornicators”], according to
St. Paul [cf. 1Co 6:16], in virtue of their Topvem a [“fornication”] belong no longer to themselves but
to the Tm pvn [“prostitute”], so does the sinner belong, in virtue of his sin, no longer to himself, but
has become a member and a living stone in the kingdom of Satan. The thoughts we have
indicated are not only necessary consequences of the expression m TRV TRV EUOPTE OV BK
Tom dlofmAov motm [“the one who practices sin is of the devil”], but are also needful to enable us
to understand the second hemistich of the verse. The proposition, that Christ was manifested to
destroy the works of the devil, is parallel with that other in 1Jn 3:5, that He appeared
TmCmpopTEOocmpal [‘to take away sins”]. The works of the devil are identical with our sins. But
they can bear that denomination only if each of them has in fact the devil for their proper agent, is
a reflection of Satanic thoughts, and a realization of Satanic tendencies. It is this relation which
explains the expression Amelv Tm mpya Tom dlafBmAov [“to destroy the works of the devil”] exactly
to the very letter. The devil will indeed never cease to be evil; to restore him to goodness the Lord
did not appear; but to be evil is not an m pyov [“work”]. A work requires a material to be fashioned.
Without the material to be wrought upon, no created being can perform a work. Therefore the devil
also requires for his work matter which he can impregnate with his thoughts. This material is the
earth, and the men upon it. This being withdrawn from him, he may indeed still be evil, but he can
no longer accomplish evil by mpyoicgrovnpom¢ [‘evil deeds”]. From this point of view we
understand how, in the well-known narrative of the Gadarene demoniacs, the devils ask the Lord
permission to enter the swine: they seek the matter which they may destroy; if men no longer are
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available, they desire at least some equivalent. If from Satan is taken away all material that is his
consummate misery. Absolutely not to be able to accomplish the evil lusts of his heart, to be
obliged—Iet the word be pardoned—to consume his own wretchedness in himself, to find no
sphere of activity while yet burning with desire for it: that is the acme of unblessedness. If men are
loosed from Satan (Luk 13:17), then is he bound, the nerves of his energy are restrained.
Conversely, if Satan is loosed (Rev 20:7), it means that he can bind men and does bind them.
Thus the expression Amelv [‘to destroy”] has justice done to it. All loosing presupposes a
dissolution into the constituent elements. The devil uses in his activity his evil lust on the one hand,
and, on the other, the material in which it becomes flesh. To take from him this material is to
resolve his works into their elements, and thus to cause that they can no longer come to effect.
This Amelv Tm mpyo tom dia3mAou [“to destroy the works of the devil’] has been accomplished by
the Lord through the fact of His manifestation: m @avepm6n [‘made known”]. The expression is
obviously to be taken in the same generality as in 1Jn 3:5. Through the appearance of the light the
darkness loses its domain and is destroyed. And He who appears is with deep propriety described
here as umoctom©som [*Son of God”]. As St. Paul in Romans chapter 5 places Christ as the
bringer of righteousness over against Adam as the cause of sin, so St. John here, in harmony with
his higher position, places Him over against Satan himself. Hence we find that, while in Rom
5:1-21 the Lord is described as mvBpwrog [‘man”], here He is the umoctom ©som [“Son of God:
the sin of the first man is taken away by the righteousness of the second Adam; but in the place of
the kingdom of the devil enters the kingdom of the Son of God.

Let us now glance, in conclusion, at the strain of the whole verse. It contains the antithesis of 1Jn
3:7. This had, by means of the kaOm cmkemvocomkoimcmotiv [‘just as he himself is righteous],
declared that righteousness brings us into union with the Lord; the new verse, conversely, draws
the conclusion that sin proves us to be members of the Satanic kingdom. It is the same severity
which we were obliged to recognise in 1Jn 3:6: there it was said that every sin gives proof that we
have not yet known the Lord; here it is said to show that we belong to Satan. This bondage to
Satan, however, the Lord in His manifestation purposed to abolish. Hence the latter clause
obviously corresponds to 1Jn 3:5; just as similarly the first part of our verse corresponds to 1Jn
3:4. 1Jn 3:4-5 exhibit sin as a principle opposed to God and to Christ; here it is exhibited as
subjection to the devil, yea, as resistance to the only means of the only redemption from it.
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Chapter 43

43 -1Jn 3:9-10a

1Jn 3:9-10a

Mmgm yeyeVVNE VoG MK TOM OLom , B UOPTE OV ON TOIEM, BTl GTM PO OMTON Y 0N TH N VEIN
KOE Om OEVOTOIl HLAPTEVEIY, BTI BK TOE OEOm YeymVVNTOl. BY TOETHE @UVEQPHE HCOTI TH TEKVO
Tom Ogom Kom T TEKVO Tom dlaf3mAov. To the declaration of 1Jn 3:8a, that he who sinneth is of
the devil, the proposition of 1Jn 3:9 is attached, that he who is born of God sinneth not. But this
latter is by no means to be understood as an antithesis to the former verse; for this 1Jn 3:8 was
itself the negative counterpart of the positive contained in 1Jn 3:7. We must rather take 1Jn 3:9 as
strictly connected with 1Jn 3:10a, and as a recapitulation of the whole section; in such a way,
however, that 1Jn 3:9 briefly sums up the matter of this section itself, and then 1Jn 3:10a indicates
its place in the whole organism of the latter, pointing to the result which has been gained by the
development of it.

Let us first look more closely at the context of 1Jn 3:9. Its recapitulation takes the form of two
clauses, each of which has its own reason briefly assigned. It is clear that in the second clause the
emphasis rests upon the om dmvatal mpoptmvelv [“he cannot sin”], the impossibility that a child
of God should sin is made prominent; accordingly, the emphasis in the first clause can fall only on
the om TOIEm mpopTmav [“does not practicesin’], that is, upon the actual condition and character
of God'’s children: this latter, however, not being viewed as a transitory fact; for the present roicm
[“practice”] marks it as an abiding and continuous state. Thus the actual character, and the internal
necessity of that character, of the regenerate are the two affirmations of our verse, and to these
two main propositions most precisely correspond the two subordinate ones introduced by mTi
[“that”] to establish the others. In the former of them the emphasis falls on the umvel [“abide]:
because God (we leave for a while unconsidered the orem pua [“‘seed”]) abideth in such a man, his
not sinning is a permanent condition or state. In the latter the emphasis is on the @com [“‘of God"]:
because he is born of God, in whom there is no alternation of light and darkness, of whom we
know that He is essentially and of necessity righteous (1Jn 2:29), therefore the regenerate is
necessarily righteous. We observe that the positive Toiemvimvdikaioomvny [‘to practice
righteousness”], which recurred again and again in the previous verses, is exchanged throughout
the present verse for the negative om yxm paptmvelv [“does not continue to sin”]; and this fact has
the same reason as that which governs the predominant negative in the decalogue. Because in
man, as he is by nature, evil forms the paramount principle, the negative definition of the new man
as one free from sin is more obvious than the positive one of his being righteous.

It has been remarked that 1Jn 3:10a indicates the place which the completed section has in the
organic whole of the Epistle. The emphasis falls therefore on the gavepm [“manifest’]. In 1Jn 2:28
ff. it had been said that the Toiemv TmvdIkaloomvnv [“to practice righteousness”] imparts the true
Tommnoma [‘boldness”] in the day of judgment: this is demonstrated with the help of the idea
@avepm vyevm oBal [‘become manifest”]. The doing of righteousness makes the nature inherent in
me manifest, withdraws it from the sphere of delusion or self-deception; and this revelation of my
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sonship to myself produces the effect of parrhesia or strong confidence. In other words, if | am to
have rommnoma [“boldness”] in the judgment, | must have become absolutely assured of my filial
relation to God—that must have become to me a @avepmv [‘manifest’]; but only through its
confirmation in my life can that have taken place. This confirmation in deed, the ToOIEMVY
TmvolKaloomvnv [“to practice righteousness”], is therefore in the third chapter represented as the
necessary result of sonship to God; and 1Jn 3:10 draws the final conclusion, inasmuch as it
connects the whole of what precedes with 1Jn 2:28 ff. by showing that the external act makes
manifest the internal character of the man.

There are only two individual expressions in the verses we now consider which demand
elucidation. One is the orem ppotom ©Osom [‘seed of God”] which is said to be in the new man.
There is not the slightest justification for referring this phrase to the word of God, after the analogy
of Mat 13:24-37 or 1Pe 1:23; for in the context of this passage, and in the Epistle generally, this is
not spoken of in any sense. The word is entirely unique here; and the thing intended can be made
plain only by entering into the figure used. The human seed is the germ whence a new man
proceeds, which developes into man; accordingly the spiritual seed is the divine principle, the
divine germ, out of which the new spiritual man is developed. This principle is, according to Joh
3:5, the vem pa [“Spirit”]: the Divine Spirit, viewed as seed or otem pua [“seed’], is the power of
life entering into the man, the living germ sinking down into his nature. As, through the otem pua
[“seed”] coming from the human parent, the newly-begotten man becomes a child of his father,
because he simply springs from the nature of this man, so we are the children of God in virtue of
the community of nature with God, because we have grown out of His I, His Spirit. And thus
oTem ppoumvel [“seed remains’], the seed abideth: it is not that a single impulse proceeds from it,
and it then is again withdrawn, but it unfolds a continuous energy. And it abides mvomtm [“in him™];
it works not as the quickening ray of the sun works upon the plant by energy from without, but it
developes its directing and fashioning power and activity from within outwardly. The second
expression which demands special attention is that of tmkva tom dlafmAou [“children of the
devil’], 1Jn 3:10. On the one hand, it is clear that this definition is a distinct correlative of the
closely connected tmkvatom Osom [“children of God”]; the word tmkva [“children”] must in the two
cases have the same meaning. On the other hand, it is plain that, in the meaning which we attach
to the expression tmkva©@csom [“children of God”] in 1Jn 3:1, it can have no distinct correlative. The
sonship there we understood to be not merely ethical, but a relation of being, a real
communication of the divine nature; and in this sense there can be no Tekva Tom dlo3mAov
[“children of the devil"]. God can indeed beget life, but Satan cannot. The question then arises,
whether we will give up the former explanation of tmkvatom ©com [“children of God"] in favour of a
more general meaning, and regard the expression as signifying a purely ethical relation, or
whether, considering that in the tenth verse the tmkva®@eom [“children of God"] and dia3mAov [“of
the devil’] must necessarily be understood alike, we may assume a different meaning of the term
Tmkva [“children”] in the tenth and first verses of the chapter. It is to be taken for granted that any
such change in the meaning must receive its warranty in some way from the apostle himself. Now,
as to the beginning of this chapter, which is relatively the end of the preceding, we cannot by any
means surrender the meaning of the sonship established there. It is certainly Johannaean, it is
established by the one expression of the Gospel, “born of water and of the Spirit,” and it will be
found confirmed by the fourth chapter of our Epistle. And in our 1Jn 3:1 it is further rendered
necessary by the word m dwkev [*he gave”]. An ethical relation is not a gift of God; the moral habit
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of the man rests naturally not upon a mere divine bestowment, but also upon the human
co-operation in act. The ethical relation of the child of God is spoken of from 1Jn 3:3 onward: up to
that point the ground of nature which is the condition of that act is alone treated of. Finally, there
can be no doubt that in 1Jn 2:29 the yeyevvm cBoimktom ©com [“having been born of God”], the
confirmation of which in the deeds of righteousness is in question, cannot be identical with those
confirming deeds of righteousness themselves; and, as 1Jn 3:1 resumes that description in
TmkvaO©com [“children of God”], it must there have the same meaning. We must therefore hold fast
the explanation of sonship given in 1Jn 3:1. But then it is obvious that the description TeKva Tom
olapmAov [“children of the devil”], and accordingly also that of tmkvatom @com [“children of God”]
in 1Jn 3:10, will tolerate only an ethical interpretation. When St. Paul calls Elymas umm ¢ dio3m Aou
[“a son of the devil” cf. Act 13:10], and Christ in St. John’s Gospel calls the devil the father of the
Jews [cf. Joh 8:44], these expressions say no more than what is elsewhere meant by being
mktomdlapmAou [“of the devil”]: the sense is that of an ethical dependence, the being under the
influence of the devil, which, however, by no means constitutes the inpouring of a devilish spirit.
Accordingly, the expression Tmkvatom @com [“children of God”] in 1Jn 3:10 a will say no more than
the parallel motiv mk Tom Ocom [“is of God”] in 1Jn 3:10 b. But how can we reconcile ourselves to
accept the same phrase in the same section according to two different meanings? The answer is,
because of the changed view of our relation to God which has intermediately entered. As we have
seen in the section 1Jn 3:1-3, the apostle shows that sonship as a gift, according to 1Jn 3:1, is not
the basis on which the final consummation of the man rests, but the ethical development springing
from that as its principle. The objective divine act of begetting requires the subjective unfolding of
the new nature on the part of man. Thus also in the tenth verse reference is no longer made to the
regenerate ground of nature which is the principle of all religious development, but to the ethical
position which the regenerate has acquired, of course always on the ground of that divine
principle. Hence it is natural that the phrase tmkvatom @com [“children of God”] must no longer be
taken in that earlier metaphysical sense; the ethical likeness to God is now the predominant idea;
and therefore it can be employed as the correlative of tmkva tom diofmAou [“children of the
devil"].

Let us now look at the section here ended as a whole, and first with regard to its form. We shall
find the same scheme of construction which was adopted in chapters 1 and 2: not indeed as if the
apostle wrote according to a plan fore-arranged down to the minutest analysis; we see only the
clear and methodical spirit of the writer involuntarily adopting an order and measure which
appears in the harmonious articulation of his Epistle. We note in 1Jn 3:1-10 two sub-sections, 1Jn
3:1-3 and 1Jn 3:4-10. The former of these gives the substructure of the latter, by showing to what
extent at the final judgment, to which 1Jn 2:28 had pointed, works come into consideration:
because, namely, the question will then be what we have become through the divine gift of
regeneration, in order that it may then be given to him who hath, that he may have more
abundance. The second sub-section, which introduces the proof that on the ground of
TolEm VTR VOIKOoloomvny [“‘to practice righteousness”] we become assured of our sonship, is
constructed with extreme symmetry. It is complete in four members: 1Jn 3:4-5, 1Jn 3:3-6, 1Jn
3:7-8, 1Jn 3:9-10a, each of which again consists of two clauses. The first of these four members
lays the foundation of the evidence, exhibiting sin as a principle absolutely opposed to God
(mvouma [“lawlessnes”], 1Jn 3:4), and absolutely opposed to Christ (1Jn 3:5). The last member,
1Jn 3:9-10a, recapitulates the whole demonstration (1Jn 3:9), and at the same time exhibits the
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result gained on the whole (1Jn 3:10) with reference to the purpose of the section. The two
intermediate members furnish the proper assertion of the antithesis: mktom ©com emval [“to be of
God"] and righteousness of life, sin and emval mktomdlopmAov [‘to be of the devil’], are
interchangeable ideas. The whole discussion proceeds in the antithetical form with which 1Jn
1:1-10 and 1Jn 2:1-29 have made us familiar. The first pair of antitheses are in 1Jn 3.6, the
second in 1Jn 3:7-8. After the Johannaean manner, the second pair throw a stronger light on the
antithesis, the opposites being carried up to their principles: righteousness being referred to Christ
(koOm cm kemvocomKoImcmoTI [“just as he himself is righteous”]), and sin being referred to the
devil.

Clear and analytical as is the form of the section, and exact as is the logic pervading it, its several
clauses are full of difficulties. The whole finds its keenest point in the assertion that he who is born
of God cannot sin. When examining 1Jn 3:6, we saw that this proposition seems opposed as well
to Christian experience as to St. John’s own doctrine, which, addressed to the regenerate children
of God (1Jn 2:13 ff., 1Jn 3:2), nevertheless urges them to the confession of sin. We have also
come to the conviction that the force of our passage must not be softened down, as also that
Christian experience cannot be explained away. It is resorting to a hopeless expedient to say that
the Christian does not practise sin, but suffers it. Such affirmations as these seem excellent
enough, but in fact they are unmeaning. It ought not to be denied that in a certain sense sin is
actually to the Christian matter of passive endurance—he feels himself under an alien and hostile
power. Such was the experience of St. Paul in Rom 7:1-25. But this truth would be applicable in
the present case only if the guilt of sin ceased,—that is, if human freedom were not disparaged in
connection with these failings: for a mere accident of evil cannot be matter of personal
responsibility. But it was not St. John’s intention to teach this; every sin, even of the Christian man,
is the free act of the will,—though, it may be, not altogether spontaneous,—and is sin therefore in
the fullest sense. Moreover, this distinction between doing and suffering sin is out of the question
in our passage, as may be seen in the change between omTmoOIEmvEpopTEaV [‘does not
practicesin”] and the simple ampaptomvelv[‘sinning”]. In order to reach the solution of the
difficulty, let us look more narrowly at its proper bearing. The edge of it does not lie in the word, “he
that sinneth is of the devil,” viewed in itself. If we had this alone, it must appear to us a frightful
truth; but we should be constrained in the end to bow before the word of Scripture, and say: “Then
are we all, since we all sin, not children of God.” The difficulty lies rather in the opposition between
this word and the oft-repeated recognition of our sonship on the part of the apostle. There are,
however, two things which serve to throw some light on the embarrassment. One is the distinction
between the sense in which St. John speaks of our sonship in 1Jn 3:1, and that in which he
speaks of it from 1Jn 3:4 onwards; the other, connected with this, is that in 1Jn 3:4 ff. he takes his
stand at the day of judgment. The former point, the twofold meaning of tmkvatom Osom [“children
of God”], has forced itself as a necessity on our previous exposition. Our sonship is first
considered as a divine gift, independent of all human act (om dwkev mpumyv m TTE P [“the father
has given to us”], 1Jn 3:1); in virtue of this gift, which consists of the impartation of His Spirit, God
beholds us as His children; in virtue of it we have the forgiveness of sins, for through this Spirit we
have become one with Christ, the God-man, whose Spirit He is, members of His body, partakers
of all that He has wrought. Through this act of God we are, before any corresponding acts on our
part, His children: as He will also have us regarded by men (kAn6m pev [“we would be called"]). But
what we now are as the result of a divine act, we must become as the result of our own deeds; the
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principle of righteousness which the mvempa [“Spirit”] implants in us must develope itself into
realization; the divine gift must be appropriated and made our own. A field which had hitherto
borne thorns and thistles, but in which the corn is sown, is, in virtue of the seed in it, a field of
wheat; its owner speaks of it as such, and treats it as such. But if the ground is stony, so that the
good seed cannot germinate freely, but produces weeds, and only weeds, it is thenceforward,
regarded from the result, no field of corn. The owner was justified in regarding it, and bound to
regard it, first as a wheat-field; but after the good seed has been choked, the right and obligation
so to regard it cease. So is it with men. Through the gift of the Spirit, the oTem ppotom ©com [“seed
of God"], we are children of God; we are myiol [‘set apart ones”], that is, appointed to His service,
Kam myoTrnumvol [“and beloved”], according to the divine act and destination. But as, in the
comparison just used, the seed must be developed and productive if the field is to be, not only
according to the owner’s purpose, but also in reality, a field of wheat, so we also must place our
whole life under the influence of the Spirit, and be swayed altogether by His power, that is,
TolEm VTR VAIKOloomvny [“to practice righteousness”]. Now, that by tmkva®com [“children of
God"], from 1Jn 3:4 onwards, only those are to be understood who, on the ground of the divine
generation of 1Jn 3:1, have become that in their character which they had already been in their
destination, we have established in our exposition of the structure of the whole section; it is evident
also from the correlation of tmkva®@ecom [“children of God”] and tmkva diaBmAov [“children of the
devil’], 1Jn 3:10, and is demanded by the expressions mmpakev [‘having perceived”],m WwKev
om TV [“having seen him”] in 1Jn 3:6, both these being appropriating activities by which | receive
into my consciousness something objectively existing and real. In this way it becomes clear how
the same persons are called children of God, and yet have this name denied to them as sinners: in
the one case it is the gift which is meant, in the other the ethical habit. The child of God in 1Jn 3:1
can sin, just as the field sown with corn can bear weeds; the child of God in 1Jn 3:9 cannot sin, for
he is by the imparted otem pua [“seed”] determined consciously and mightily against it.

If we now examine carefully what the Christian life really is, we shall not find in it a series of distinct
and opposite elements, one half of which belong to the kingdom of light, and the other half to the
kingdom of darkness. Rather, if we closely watch these particular elements and analyse them, the
result will be found, that in every one of them the powers of light and the powers of darkness carry
on their work in the man, so that there is no moment in the Christian’s life when he is purely
mkTom Osom [‘of God"], as also by parity no moment when he is purely mktom diapmAouv [“of the
devil]. It may seem hard to reconcile with such a view the energetic way in which St. John in this
section lays down the antithesis or the alternative aut . . . aut. But this alternative is a necessary
consequence of the position he assumes in speaking; it is that of the final judgment. The question
has been ruled by 1Jn 2:28 as that of the last Tom mnom a [“boldness”] in the great day. But then it
is plain that no man can be saved on the ground of a mere work of God wrought upon him; if
salvation cannot be reached through an opus operatum OF man, neither can it any more be
reached through an opus operatum ON man. God can never reckon that man blessed who has not
in himself the conditions of blessedness. Further, it is certain that no admixture of good and evil
can enter into the inheritance of heaven; that God will apply to human destiny and character not a
relative but an absolute standard. Thus he who shall stand in the judgment must be absolutely
righteous. The question in the great day will not be concerning a gift imparted by God to man (as in
1Jn 3:1), not concerning a power or principle infused into him, but concerning what he has made
of the power he received,—that is, in fact, concerning his works. Hence it is the pervasive biblical
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doctrine, especially that of the New Testament, and emphatically that of St. Paul, that man will be
judged according to his works; compare Mat 16:27; Rom 2:6; 1Co 3:8; 2Co 11:18; Gal 6:7; Rev
2:23; Rev 20:12, Rev 22:12. As in the case of the owner of the field already mentioned, God
beholds His children below, and regards them as such, in the hope and in the expectation and to
the intent that the germ infused into us will prove itself fruitful. The idea of a umo0Bsom a [“adoption”]
in hope suggests that it is only a limited sphere of privilege which points beyond itself. The limit of
it is the judgment, and of this the apostle treats. Wilt thou know how thou standest towards thy
God, apply to thyself the standard which God will apply in the judgment, the standard of perfected
righteousness. St. John gives us that in the words: m TOIEV TRV EUApPTEOV MK TOm dl0[3mAoU
motm [‘the one who practices sin is of the devil’]. However terrible the proposition sounds, it
approves itself mighty and wholesome in its effects. He who admits that we have not to fight with
flesh and blood, but with the kingdom of darkness, must needs also admit that every deed of
darkness bears witness to our standing yet in some relation to that kingdom, and that we are not
entirely withdrawn from it. Thus judging ourselves according to the test, the absolute test, of the
divine judgment, we shall not, as sinning every day, be able to refrain. from confessing that we are
yet mk tom diapmAouv [“of the devil’], that the kingdom of darkness is still mighty within us. The
deed of darkness makes us manifest as children of darkness. We have, so long as we abide on
earth, the gift of sonship in an altogether stedfast manner; but that will not be the main test at the
day of judgment. It will be asked then how we appropriated the gift and used it. Thus, therefore,
the question is with the apostle not as to whether and in what way, at any particular moment of our
earthly development, light and darkness are intermingled in the Christian; he only expresses the
truth that in the day of awards he will not stand who still in any measure sins; and that we shall
have no title then to regard ourselves as Tmkvotom Osom [“children of God"] in the ethical sense.
Although these thoughts, in the form we give them, do not govern the ordinary Christian
consciousness, they nevertheless find in ordinary Christian experience their justification. It is an
experienced fact that the most advanced Christians cry to God with a full heart, “Turn Thou me,
Lord, and | shall be turned!” They regard themselves, on the evidence of a series of concurring
elements, as still not entirely converted. But what other is this than the consciousness that, tested
by the true standard of God’s final judgment, they are not yet withdrawn from the m&ovoma tom
okmtouq [‘power of darkness”]. The difficulties of the section, however, are not in this way
altogether solved. If we are thus rigorous in impressing our minds, when sin occurs, with the fact
that every such sin manifests us to be tmkva tom diapmAov [“children of the devil”], then that
Tommnomo [“boldness”] which it was the apostle’'s aim to mature seems altogether cut off and
buried out of sight. The teteAeicoumvnxapm [“perfected joy”] promised in the Epistle is exchanged
for an ever-renewed and ever-enduring mo¢ [‘fear’]. For though the experience, constantly
confirmed, that we are still mx Tom dia3mAov [“of the devil’] may urge us to a more full surrender
to the Holy Ghost, that the union between Him and our own | may become a perfected reality, yet
we know, on the other hand, that down to the end of life we must needs go on sinning again. Now,
if St. John infers from every sin that we have not yet seen and known the Lord, it certainly must
seem that there is a stamp of unreality and self-deception impressed on any kind of surrender of
the heart to the Lord from the very beginning. Thus may it not be said that all our believing and
struggling, all our confidence and peace, are rendered doubtful in their very nature? How are we to
understand—that is the question of habitual urgency—the appropriation of the divine gift, the
perfect coincidence of our human condition and character with the Divine Spirit? First of all, it is
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certain that a self-surrender to the Lord, in connection with which we have consciously retained
any sin, could be of no service to us; that would never inspire anything like Tommnoma
[“boldness”]. Secondly, and conversely, it is equally true that if we actually have yielded up to the
Lord the whole sum of our being, and surrendered ourselves absolutely to the illuminating
influence of the gm ¢ mAnBIvm Vv [“true light”], either all sin must cease, or, supposing it to reappear,
it would subject us to the doom of Heb 6:1-12. Between these two hypotheses—a dedication,
consciously not entire, to the sanctifying Spirit, and a dedication consciously perfect—there is a
third conceivable. We may possess that is, the will to surrender ourselves, with all that we have
and are, to the Lord; but yet, in an unconscious manner, as it is now said, the dedication may be
imperfect: either as to its extent, so far as sinful parts remain which have either not at all or not
rightly been revealed to us as darkness, and therefore have not yet been brought under the
searching influence of the light; or as to its intensity—and this is psychologically more exact—so
far as our devotion has not reached its full consummation in the perfect energy of the spirit, in the
absolutely decisive and influencing power of the will. In such a case the word would hold good of
us: “she hath done what she could.” Consecration to the Lord would not indeed be absolutely, but
yet relatively, perfect: according, that is, to the measure of our knowledge and the strength of our
will. So far, then, as this consecration appears to me perfect, and is perfect in the sense just
indicated, there may be a Toummnoma [‘boldness”] at the moment of this consciousness: | am
assured that at this moment the light has the victory over the darkness. But if, in the course of
further development, sin nevertheless manifests itself, this gives me to see that the last act of
consecration to the Lord was, after all, not a complete one, and thus that, in the light of the
absolute standard of the judgment, | do not stand as a temkvovtom@com [“child of God”]. This
experience, then, evermore urges us, with respect to the past, to admit the force of the apostle’s
word, omkmymKapuevam Ty [“has not come to known him”], but only to aim at it all the more
diligently. The consequence of this view is obvious, that in the moment of death every man must
have come or must come to this perfect devotion, or he cannot stand in the judgment.

It hardly needs to be added, that this exposition of the section does not make it in the most distant
way support the merit of good works. These come into view only as confirmation of the emvai
mKTom Osom [“‘to be of God”]. But most assuredly they are in the apostle’s meaning the test, the
standard of self-knowledge, by which we are to measure our relation to God. It cannot be made
too emphatic that it is St. John himself, who impresses us always with the predominant inwardness
of his spiritual nature, who founds the assurance of sonship on something more than any feeling or
consciousness. He leaves the decision to the simple practical question as to the indwelling of sin.
When the decision is against us, we are rescued from despair by the needful testimony, given in
1Jn 2:1-2, to Him who is the mAaoum ¢ Tepm tmyv mpuaptimy [“atoning sacrifice for sins”]. To make
the works the means of knowing our spiritual state is not Johannaean only, it is Pauline also. We
may compare 2Ti 2:19, according to which the firm foundation of God, that is, the Christian church,
has for its seal or testing token: myvw Km plo¢ TOm ¢ mVTOC OmTOM , KOM B TIOCTE T M T MW OIKE 0C
TmC m myoum{wv T mvopa Xpiotom [‘the Lord knows those who are his, and everyone who
names the name of Christ must abstain from unrighteousness”]. Of these two elements, however,
only one falls into the domain of experience, and that is the second: this is therefore the norm or
standard of our judgment of ourselves; the former is the source of our consolation. As soon as we
view the words of St. John from the point to which they themselves conduct us, all difficulty
disappears. Nm¢m yeyevvnumvoC BK TOM Ocom Om OmVATOI M UOPTEVELY [“everyone born of God
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cannot sin”]: this is and must ever be an ideal for us; but it is at the same time the actual
requirement, in the presence and by the application of which we can ascertain our position before
God.

1Jn3:10 b

Mug¢m pym TOIMY OIKOIOOEMVNY, OMK EOTIV MK TON Ogom, KON H LN EYOTHEYV THY EOEAQEVY
omtom. As early as the introduction of his Epistle the apostle announced its twofold aim: to
confirm, on the one hand, fellowship with the brethren, and, on the other, fellowship with God. The
first part of the document is constructed on this principle of division; and the one we are now
examining is similarly divided into two halves. The first and second chapters had treated generally
of thekoivwvmotom gutm¢ [“fellowship of light”], the apostle has proceeded in this to the
confirmation of the fellowship which produces Tommnoma [“boldness”]. This confirmation takes
place, on the one hand, through the works which are referred to God, that is, through the Toiemv
TEVAlKaloom VNV [“to practice righteousness”]: this has been discussed in the section just ended,
1Jn 3:4-10 a. It takes place, on the other hand, through the works which approve brotherly love:
these are discoursed of in 1Jn 3:10-18. That in a certain way brotherly love also belongs to the
obedience to the divine commandments, and thus penetrates into the first section, the apostle had
recognised in the second chapter, and it will be seen also in what follows. But it is also self-evident
that the commandments of the second table have a relative independence by the side of those of
the first. Looking at it from this point of view, St. John connects brotherly love with the exhortations
to dikatoomvn [‘righteousness”] by means of a kam [‘and”], which makes it a second and
co-ordinate exhortation. But who are the brethren thus to be loved? Are they the other members of
the Christian fellowship, or men generally? When we consider that Cain and Abel are adduced as
an exemplary warning, who were nevertheless only connected by physical consanguinity, and not
by similarity of relation to God; when we find that the unrighteousness of hard dealing with those
who are in bodily need is the subject; when the opposition to brotherly love is stated to be, not that
the children of the world hate one another, but that the world hates us; when the example of Christ
is urged, who, however, died for us when we were yet sinners: all these considerations might
induce us to interpret the mdsA@gom [“brothers”] as meaning all men at large. But, on the other
hand, the exhortation myoTm pcvmAAmAoLC [‘let us love one another’] can only refer to the
Christian fellowship; for a mutual love between Christians and the world is, according to 1Jn 3:13,
impossible, since the world must hate us. Moreover, the entire discussion of the apostle
concerning love and hatred looks back to the final discourses of the Lord in the Gospel, and these
refer exclusively to the relation of the apostles to each other. The arguments on both sides can
have justice clone to them only when we recognise that St. John does not absolutely exclude love
to all men, and that lie by no means limits with any care his requirements to the relations of
Christians to each other; while, on the other hand, he reflects primarily and expressly only upon
these, since the mutual conduct of the brethren lay at the moment nearest his heart. The world
comes into view in the present Epistle, not so much as the field of Christian labour, or as a power
to be vanquished and Christianized: it is rather the negative pole to the kingdom of God. The
former view the apostle does not aim to deny; but he does notbring it directly into notice.
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Chapter 44

44 - 1Jn 3:11

1Jn 3:11

ETl ONT EOTHY B HyEANQ HV EKONMCOTE NTH EPXEC, HVO HYOTHUEY MAAEAOUCE The
declaration, that he who loveth not his brother is not of God (1Jn 3:10b), is established by the fact
that the church had received the commandment of brotherly love mmmpxm¢ [“from the
beginning”]. A commandment which had been impressed among the first fundamental ideas of
Christianity, which had further been, enforced ever anew (om rom [“from”]), must assume a central
position, and be decisive concerning the emval mkOesom [‘to be of God”]. The words obviously
point back to 1Jn 2:7, where the mkom sivm Tm m pxm ¢ [“to hear from the beginning”] a similar way
referred to brotherly love. The same reasons in this passage and in that make it impossible to refer
the mpxm[‘beginning’] to the Old Testament economy; in both the beginning of the Christian
estate of the church is intended. The matter of the announcement here before us—for amyyeAima
[“message”], not mToyyeAm a[“proclamation], is the approved reading—is at the same time its end
and purpose: that the matter is brotherly love is testified by the amtn [“this”]; that it is the purpose
mva [“that”] declares. Though these two distinct ideas, thus indicated by the amtn [“this”] and the
mva [“that”’] and as it were blended together, did not present themselves as sharply defined to the
first readers, yet it is to be observed that both language and the truth it delivers often mean more
than either speaker or hearer is conscious of; and the expositor—especially of the poets in
classical literature, and more especially still in sacred literature—has a right to take into account
the full scope of the words, unless, indeed, the meaning of the whole shows that part of this scope
is rendered impossible.
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Chapter 45

45 -1Jn 3:12

1Jn 3:12

Om KoOm¢ Kmmy mK TON TOVNPON MY, KON EO@aés TMY MOSAQPEY ONTON, KON XEPIV THVOC
EOoQoéey ONTHVE HTI TH EPYO GETON TOVNPE EHY, TH 0N TON EHOEA@QOE OETON OmKAlA. As to
the detail, the apostle orders his exhortation to the exhibition of brotherly love in this way: in 1Jn
3:12-15 he warns against hatred as the ungodly principle, which is the token of death; and in 1Jn
3:16-18 exhorts positively to active love. The example of Cain, adduced to affright us in 1Jn 3:12,
might seem at the first glance fitted to support that reference of mTm m pxm ¢ [“from the beginning;
to the Old Testament which we have denied to exist here: “in the very first pages of the Bible the
deterring example of Cain preaches the duty of brotherly love.” But mTm mpxmcmkomelv [“to hear
from the beginning”] is, after all, something different from mkomelv mmv mpyxmymyovev[‘came to
hear in the beginning”]; and while the deed of Cain showed the horror of hatred, that is something
different from the amyyeAima [“message”], mva myoTm ey mAAmA0UC [“that we should love one
another”]. As to the construction of the sentence, it is not enough for the explanation of the words
KaOm¢ Kmmyv mk tTom TOVNpom mv [“just as Cain who was of the evil one”] to assume a simple
ellipsis, and therefore to supply mpev [‘we may be”]; for that would leave the om [‘not”] to be
accounted for, as um [“not”] ought then to have been found instead of om [“not”]. It is obvious that
this is a case of simple attraction. The thought present to the apostle’s mind was obviously this: pum
N [IEV B K TON TOVNPOm KOOm ¢ Kmmy mK TOm TOVNpOom mV [“may we not be of the evil one as Cain
was of the evil one”]. First of all, the point of comparison, the mk Tom ToVnpom emval [“to be of the
evil one”], is only once uttered, and that as a subordinate clause; and then the negative, which
belonged to the cohortative sentence generally (um [‘not”]), is by attraction drawn to the
subordinate clause, which is merely declaratory, and thus, instead of the subjective negation, the
objective (om [“not"]) appears. The apostle’s thought was—to make the grammatical point clearer
by an example—in its form similar to that of 1Co 10:8, um TOpvEm WUEV KOOMC TIVEC Om TMY
m ToW pvevoav [“let us not commit fornication as some of them committed fornication”]: which was
under the apostle’s pen so changed as if in the cited passage it stood ou om Ka6m¢ TIveC OmTHY
m TOW pVELOQV [“not in accordance with some of them who committed fornication”]. In 1Jn 3:10 it
had been declared that brotherly love was a sign of divine sonship; and, conversely, that the
absence of it was a proof that regeneration was wanting. Hence the apostle’s exhortation is
directed in the first place, not against the om {eiv [“to slay”], which was only evidence of the mk
Tom ToVNpom [“of the evil one”], but against this latter itself, and subordinately against its evidence
in murder. The part of the Epistle now before us does not, indeed, refer to works in themselves,
but to these as the marks and signs of the internal condition. The second half of this verse shows
the internal connection between the relation to the brethren, of which the apostle will now speak,
and the Toiemvtmvdlkaloomvny [‘to practice righteousness”],—that is, the relation to God of
which he had already just spoken. The former, that is, depends upon the latter: because Cain’s
works, the collective expression of his inner man, were not righteous like those of his brother,
therefore there arose in him hatred to that brother. Molemvtmve papteav [“to practicesin”] and
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omkmyoTmvTmvm dcA@my [“to not love the brother”] are not simply co-ordinate evidences of the
EmVOl mK Tom TOVNPom [‘to be of the evil one”], as the kam [“and”] in 1Jn 3:10b declared this
co-ordination; but the latter is, on the other hand, the plain result of the former. That the
unrighteousness of Cain is here exhibited as the ground of his hatred to his brother, is altogether
in harmony with the Old Testament record. For there we see that the motive of his hatred to Abel
was his envy, because Abel was more acceptable to God; but this latter was founded, according to
the express divine declaration, in the mmmmmmm [“the good”], the “good work” of Abel, which was
wanting to Cain. It is extremely appropriate that St. John does not speak of the picemv [“hate”] of
Cain, but of the opmZev [“to slay”] in which that hatred found expression; for he is treating
generally of the outward evidence of the internal disposition, through which outward evidence the
internal disposition appears manifestly and incontrovertibly to the man himself; and that he uses
the word o@mleiv [‘to slay”], which occurs elsewhere in the New Testament only in the
Apocalypse, and there used, so to speak, as a vox solemnis, with a special fulness of meaning,
was designed to exhibit before the reader’s eyes the unmitigated fearfulness of the act of Cain. But
St. John does not pre sent the fratricide of Cain only as one individual result of the general
unrighteousness of his works, but rather as specifically evoked by the opposite character of the
works of Abel. As everywhere, so here also evil is brought to its full maturity by means of
juxtaposition with the light, which reveals its character and makes it truly dark. The wicked man
who feels himself miserable at heart grudges the good man the blessedness he has in his
righteousness; and therefore has the disposition to rob him of it by annihilating the good himself.
As it is in the nature of the devil, so it is in the nature of the child of the devil; they are alike
m vOpwrokTmvol [“murderers”]. And the mention here of envy as the cause of the murder accords
with the record of Genesis: Cain was urged to his sinful act by knowing that his offering was not
acceptable to God, while his brother’s was acceptable.
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Chapter 46

46 - 1Jn 3:13-15

1Jn 3:13-15

Mm Boupum {eTe M OEAQOm IOV, €M UICEE EMUUEC E KECOLOG HEHC Ol dOUEY BTl UETOREPm KOEY
EK TON GOVETOU ENG TNV ((EV, BT HYOTH [EV TONG BOEAQONCE B /N EYOTHEY THY HOEAQE YV,
pEVEl my T QovETE. [(ECE QJiomy THY BOEAQEY O TOM , BVOPWTOKTE VO B OTH N KoM ON 0 TE
BTl THC MVOPWITOKTEVOC OMK MYEl (WEV mmVIoV My omTE mvoucoav. The following verses
certainly make an application of this scriptural example to the relation between Christians and the
world. There is still a Cain on a large scale, which is the world; and there is an Abel, which is the
Christian church. What wonder is it if the same relations are sustained which we see in the
primitive times between the two brothers! But what direction does the teaching of the apostle seem
to take, when carefully examined? Does he aim really to show that the world corresponds to Cain,
and we to Abel,—that is, will he assure us that the hatred of the world as being evil is naturally
excited against us as being good? The form which the writer has given to his present thought does
not accord with this. In such a case lie must evidently have thrown the accent upon the fact that
the world hates us, and assigned as the obvious reason of it that we were good and the world evil.
But it is not so ordered: he speaks only of the loving and hating of brethren; an expression which
does not point to the great difference in character between the parties as an explanation of the
hatred, but, on the contrary, shows how unnatural the feeling is as between persons of the same
nature. And were that other order of thought the right one, the conclusion would have been drawn
from the character as a whole to the consequent hatred or love; while the apostle conversely
concludes from the existence of hatred or love what is the ethical character as a whole. All this
leads us to another analysis of the three verses before us. The apostle does not mean to indicate
how natural it is(um B8avum {ete [“do not be surprised”])that the world hates us, but that the world
hates: the stress is not on the object hated, but on the subject hating. This is evident, first, from the
emphasis laid on them pem ¢ [‘us”]of 1Jn 3:14, as over against thekm gpoc[“world”] of1Jn 3:13; and
it is confirmed by the marked position of the kmopoc[“world”] at the end of the sentence. It is
natural for the world to hate,—the apostle proceeds,—for hatred is simply a sign of the death into
which the world, according to the true idea of the world, has fallen; while the Christian must love,
because he, by his very nature, belongs to the life. Thus the section does not by any means
contain consolation as to the world’s hatred which falls upon Christians, but is simply
adehortationfrom hatred: the world, and only the world, can hate; there is nothing strange in its
hating; and this makes it clear that the Christian cannot and may not hate. In1Jn 3:13 the object of
the hatred is added(m um ¢ [“you”]),not because the following observations have reference to this,
but simply in remembrance of the preceding comparison between Cain and Abel; the progress of
the thought does not rest upon this, that the world hates us, but that the world hates. That hatred is
characteristic of the world, the apostle dilates upon in two ways; first, by showing that the token of
divine life is love, the very opposite of hatred (1Jn 3:14a) ;secondly, by dwelling on the fact that
hatred infallibly springs from death(1Jn 3:14-15). The conclusion, that thus it is only the world that
can hate, is not expressly repeated. The emphasizedm pem ¢ [‘us”]in1Jn 3:14 accordingly contrasts
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Christians with the world; but it does not refer only to theom dapev [“we know’],as if the meaning
were: “we indeed know that we belong to the kingdom of life, but the world does not know it:” the
antithesis is found between the nature of Christians defined in the verse and that of the world. “We
Christians are partakers of life, and know it by this, that we have brotherly love; the world hateth,
and thereby gives evidence that it belongs to death.” This part of the Epistle we now consider
deals, as a whole, with the signs ofsonship;and as such brotherly love is here introduced.

It is not, however, that we know ourselves to be children of God, but that we have become such,
that we have passed from death unto life; for every Christian has the conscious ness that by
nature he also belonged to the world, and was withdrawn from it only through a petavosmv
[‘repentance”]. That in the second hemistich the apostle does not say, as a formal parallel, “the
world abides in death, because it does not love (causa cognitionis),” but constructs the clause
generally, “He that loveth not, abideth in death,” has its reason in this, that he is not really thinking
of the world, but refers his dehortation to Christians alone. All who hate, be they who they may,
and ye also, therefore, if in this ye are conformed to the world, are fallen under the power of death.
That this is the case the apostle makes still more emphatic, when in 1Jn 3:15 he makes hatred
equivalent to murder, which manifestly and obviously pertains to death. But this is not meant to
prove that the hater is essentially a murderer, that, as the common exposition runs, hatred is the
germ of murder; for, while it would follow from this that the murderer must have been a hater, the
converse would not follow, that every hater is already a murderer; and yet this was to be proved.
Rather the congruence between the two lies in this, that in hatred there is no element wanting
which is contained in murder, that the animating thoughts of the hater and the murderer are the
same. In both, the existence of the brother is opposed to me, and | seek to take it away: inwardly
in hatred, denying him existence in my thoughts; in murder outwardly, seeking to remove him out
of the world of the living. As the thought not uttered aloud does not essentially differ from the
thought spoken out, no more does hatred differ from murder. If it does not lead to murder, that may
be due to accidental circumstances, not inherent in the hatred itself, that hinder; and then there is
no difference between it and murder in the moral estimate. Or it may be that | hate another not
enough to murder him; and in that case hate is not present in the full comprehensiveness and
maturity of its idea. But a murderer, the apostle goes on to say, hath not eternal life abiding in him;
and by the om date [“you know”] declares that to be a fact which needs no demonstration. Here it is
primarily obvious in this passage that {com ammvi0¢ [“eternal life”] has in it no thought of time, but
is altogether an ethical idea or characteristic: for, if we would take it in the sense of
(ommkotmAvTOG [‘indestructible life”], it is clear that an om pmvelv [‘not abide”] of the
(ommkotmAvTOC [“indestructible life”] would be a contradictio in adjecto. And the expression
om umvelv [“not abide”] leads us to infer that the apostle is really addressing his inference to the
readers themselves as a dehortation, and not speaking objectively concerning the world; for they
alone have as yet received a portion in this life, and it is they alone who could undervalue and lose
this prerogative. That the murderer is under the power of death, is placed in a clear light by the
consistency between his nature and his act: he who would deliver others to death is himself in the
power of a much more fearful death; what he purposes for others affects himself in a much higher
degree. As God can give nothing but life, because He is Himself life, so he who is under the power
of death can effect only death. Thus has the apostle, not only by the example of Cain, but also by
dialectical argument, shown that hatred is a token of being bound in death, that therefore only the
world can hate; and thus he has in the most urgent way warned his readers against hatred. And
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here we have another instance of the double-sidedness of treatment which abounds in this Epistle:
on the one hand, the warning against hatred, and, on the other, the presupposition (1Jn 3:14a)
that the church does not need such a warning, being conscious of being actuated by love.
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Chapter 47

47 -1Jn 3:16

1Jn 3:16

BV TONTE HYWEKOUEY THY BYRTTV, BTl BKEMVO(ETEO H|UEV THV JUXEV OETON HONKER KOm
HUEHCE@EMAOUEY MTH O THY BOsA@mY TH G PuUXm ¢ TIOmval. To the negative view, the dehortation
from hatred, the apostle appends as an antithesis the positive (1Jn 3:16-18), love as shown in act
and not merely in sentiment. As he has sharply exhibited hatred of the brother in the example
which proclaimed first in the history of man and in the most fearful manner its type, so that in him
and in his acts we may learn what hatred really is; so now in the verses before us he places Him in
contrast who furnishes the supreme and perfect type of what love is, that we may learn it from
Him—Jesus Christ. But as the apostle is writing to Christians, who, according to 1Jn 3:14, mk Tom
Bavmtou em ¢ Tmy {wmvpetaPeBm Koy [“passed out of death into life”], their learning of Christ is
supposed to have already taken place, myvmkapev [“we know”]. The counterpart or opposite of
Cain, which the Lord presents, is as perfect as can be conceived by the mind. Cain’'s hatred
consisted in this, that he sacrificed his brother’s life for his own advantage; and in this consisted,
by contrast, the love of Christ, that He sacrificed His own life for our good.
TmvuyxmvomtommOnke [‘he laid down his life”]: a unique expression, found in Greek literature
only in St. John. We meet with it in the Gospel, and often especially in the tenth chapter (Joh
10:12, John 10:15, John 10:17-18), as also in Joh 13:37-38; John 15:13; and we have it here. That
it occurs first in the discourses of our Lord Himself, which are pervaded by Old Testament
references, must suggest a derivation from the Old Testament; which, indeed, is otherwise much
more probable than the explanation that makes it an application of profane Greek, such as
Om cOom oTm do¢[LSJ] [“to lay down one’s arms”], and so forth. The Hebrew at once presents the
verb mmm [“t0 put’], which in so many ways responds to theti6mvai [‘to lay down”]. More
specifically we have then, on the one hand, the phrasec smmsssssmmsmmmm [*he put his life
in his hand” cf. 1Sa 19:5], and on the other, a suggestion oflsa 53: 10N EEEEEEEEEEEEEEN
[“he will make his life a guilt offering”]. The former of these applications signifies not so much the
surrender of life as the staking it, and therefore expresses no more than the readiness to surrender
life; whether that life be lost or not, is in the first place irrelevant. In the passage of Isaiah the case
is otherwise. For if in this place, as we think,mmmmmm[‘t0 appoint”] is in the third person,
andm m m m m ["life”] the subject preceding, then we must translate: when the soul(sc.of the servant
of Jehovah) pledges compensation. Wherein the compensation consists is not contained in the
words; for we must not give the verb a reflexive aspect, and translate: “when his soul shall pledge
itself for compensation.” But what is not justified as translation is nevertheless true of the matter
itself: the sacrifice of restitution consists essentially in the life of Him who pays it down, that is, in
the life of the Messiah. But the chief thing is here to take the verbm m mm [“put”] in both the phrases
not in the sense of “laying down,” but in that of “pledging,” gauging His life for something. But this
interpretation is not merely possible here; it is the only one which harmonizes with the connection,
as will presently be shown. Nothing is here said of thatsatisfactio vicariaof which the passage in
Isaiah speaks; for then we should have read,TmvyuxmvTiOmval mviemumyv [‘to lay down life
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instead of us”],whereas them tm p[“in behalf of’] only indicates that the interposition of the life of
Christ was for our advantage: every more exact determination of it the apostle leaves untouched.
In this act of Christ we have learned to knowts vm ym TmVv[“the love”],—that is, not His love, but love
generally, what it means to love. And, in fact, there can be no more profound conception of love
than that which is contained in the words T10mval teviuxmv [“to lay down life”].Every deed of love
is a staking of theguxm [“life"]:] cannot discharge the slightest office of charity to anyone without in
some degree denying myself, my own I. As the denying of the personality of the brother on my
own account is the essence of all hatred, so the denying of my own | for the brother’s sake is the
essence of all love. And as the apostle already in 1Jn 2:6,[N] and that with special reference to
love, had declared that KaOm ¢m KEm VOCTEPIETM TNOEKOM oM Tl COM TWCTEPITOTEMV [“‘ought himself
also to walk just as he walked”], so here also the same requirement is urged with specific
reference to the demonstrations of love: as the mind of the Redeemer’s love found expression in
the T1IOmval Tmvuxmyv [“to lay down life”], so it is our obligation (m gem Aopev [“we ought”]) to copy
this expression of love in our own life.
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Chapter 48

48 - 1Jn 3:17

1Jn 3:17

ECON WMV YN THY BEOV TON KECOUOU, KoM BEwpE THY EOEAQEY (M TON XPEM OV MXOVTO, KON
KAEMOEM TH CTA\MYXVO OETON ETHH OETON, THCE HymTT TOM Otom umvel my amtem With this
requirement, that we lay down in this sense our life, is associated the antithetical observation (dm
[“but™), how it is with him who does not act thus: it is most natural—as the rhetorical question
really says—that there can be no relation to God in that case. If | give not Tmv mov [“resources”],
what | possess for the need and nourishment of bodily life, that signifies no other than that I will not
myself lay down my life in the very least, in the most external circumference of it, for the advantage
of my brother. The apostle says (moctomkmopou [‘the world’'s resources”], in order by this
appendage to make prominent the triviality of the matter: if ye do not in this which is least evince
your love, how will ye do it in that which is greater? Such a man as St. Paul would surrender the
very highest thing, his fellowship with Christ, for the brethren (Rom 9:3); and will ye not surrender
the least important of all things? And it is yet more base, since ye must absolutely shut your heart
against sympathy (kAemelv [“to shut”]), and suppress the most natural impulses, natural even in
the world.1 The entire unnaturalness of such hardheartedness appears in all its prominence in the
Becopem vTm vm A m vom TOm X pEm avm XovTa [“to see his brother in need”]: his need is supposed to
be well known to me, my eye rests upon it, my thoughts are concerned with it, sympathy urges its
claims; but yet | bolt the doors of my heart. We need not here assume, any more than in the case
mentioned by Jas 2:15-17 ff., that such lovelessness had occurred in a marked and express
manner among the disciples; it is everywhere so common that we may understand the exhortation
without any more especial occasion for it. But if the unnaturalness of the behaviour thus rebuked is
SO great, its deviation from the required TiOmval tmvuxmv [“to lay down life”] so wide, it is clear
how little consistent it must be with any near relation toGod.

St. John has from the beginning of his discussion of the subject exhibited brotherly love as the test
of emval mkOeom [“to be of God”"], and therefore as its result; if this love be absent, the being born
of God must be absent too. As in the negative section, 1Jn 3:12-15, brotherly love was considered
to be the reflection of our relation to God, not of the relation of God to us; so also here the mym )
Tom Ocom [“love of God"] is not God'’s love to us, but our love to Him. We might indeed here, as in
1Jn 2:5, take the mym M TOM O¢com [“love of God”] quite generally to be love, as it is in God and
will have its reflection in us, and therefore as a unity which contains reference to both its
directions; but since in what precedes the specific love of Christ to us had been spoken of, the
other view just presented is the more appropriate. The umvelv [“abide”] is here to be explained as
in 1Jn 3:14-15: since the apostle is writing to Christians, he obviously presupposes the right
sentiment of the heart; but through hardness against brethren that must needs be lost. For the
rest, our verse plainly enough shows that the profound speculation of St. John is laid at the service
of the most immediate practical requirements of Christianity: there is here andnowhere a gulf
between them. footnote
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1mTOKAEm lVTIVE G [“to shut up something”] is a phrase well known in classical Greek; but KAem el
m T TIvE ¢ [“to shut off from something”] seems, on the other hand, formed simply after the type of
the Hebrew smmmm mmmmmm R, [‘shut up because of” cf. Jos 6:1]
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Chapter 49

49 - 1Jn 3:18

1Jn 3:18

TekvmQ [OU, UM WY T EY Amym, Unom yAmoom, mAAm mpym Kom mAnOemm. The men here
spoken of have no sort of love whatever. But it is not necessary that this lack of love should exhibit
itself in words. We may present the semblance of love by words, while remaining absolutely
without it in deeds. Hence follows the exhortation to avoid such hypocritical semblance of charity.
But as this is about to close the section, and the apostle purposes here to sum up the whole in one
clause, he turns his address in affectionate earnestness to the hearts of his readers. The
wordsAmym unom e yAm oom [“let us not with word or tongue”], with which we should not love,
derive their explanation from the antithesismv mpym kom mAnOemm [“‘in deed and truth”].To the
Amyoc [“‘word”] the m pyov [“deed”] is opposed. The word of love to which the Amyoc[“word"] refers
may be meant sincerely, inspired by warm feeling, but be wanting in readiness for sacrifice; we
may wish the best to the brethren, but not procure it for them by the proper t16mvoi Tevuxmv [“t0
lay down life”]. The Christians represented inJas 2:16 were suchmyormvtecmvamym [“those loving
in word”].Opposed to this is themyarm vm ve pym [“love in deed”].Them v[“in"] must be noted as the
opposite of the lack of it inA\mym [“word”].The apostle certainly could not have written
pmmyoTmtemvAmym [“do not love in word”],for this would have meant that we should not love in
words, which is obviously not his meaning; but we are not to lovemvAmym [“in word”],in the sense
that the word is made the representative, instrument, and only herald or spokesman of our love.
We then come to the second pair of the four expressions: um TEyAm commAAREANOsmm [“not in
tongue but in truth”](them v[“in"]is to be supplemented beforemAnBemm [“truth™]).To the truth, the
inward actuality of love, stands opposed the y\m coa [‘tongue”], the mere outward babbling about
it. In the first member of the sentence we are exhorted against a love which approves itself only by
good, sincere, and well-intentioned wishes; here, against hollow phrases as such. That
Amyoc[“word”]might come from a sympathizing soul, without, however, energy enough in its
fellow-feeling; but in the other case mere phrases disguise the utter absence of all true sympathy.
The apostle has thus, in contrast with the hatred which reigns in the world, not merely demanded
of Christians love in general, but that love which the Lord Himself has taught; it must be
self-sacrificing(1Jn 3:16); this self-sacrifice must approve itself in the outward relations of life(1Jn
3:17); and that not in deceptive words, but in deed and in truth(1Jn 3:18).
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Chapter 50

50 - 1Jn 3:19-20

1Jn 3:19-20

Kom mv TOmTE yIVEOKOUEV BTl MK THC MANOEmM QG MOUMY. KON B UTPOCOEY O TOM TEM COEV
TEC KOPOM QG MUY, HT| BBV KOTAYIVECKE EEY B KOPOm O, BTl Uem{wv MOTEY B OtHC THC
KOPOM OC M UMV, KOM VIVE OKEl T VTO.

There is certainly in the following words an advance in the thought: this is clear on the first glance.
But wherein the progress consists, and how these verses are therefore related to what goes
before, cannot be decided at the outset. Expositors are so divided as not to know whether the
passage refers to forgiveness or condemnation, whether brotherly love or ToOIEmY
TmvilKaloomvny [‘to practice righteousness”] is the subject; and this division shows the
importance of considering the expressions in detail before we can gain even a preliminary point of
view whence to understand the whole connection.

First of all we must settle the readings, which itself will be a great gain for the exposition.
The kom [*and”] beginning 1Jn 3:19 is indeed wanting in many influential manuscripts, especially
Codex A and Codex B; but it is otherwise extremely well attested. The decision as to its
genuineness would be really important only if on it depended the answer to the question whether
1Jn 3:19 introduces an altogether new thought, or is connected with what precedes. But
the kam [*and”] has no such critical weight as this: certainly 1Jn 3:19 does spring from the
preceding words, as mvtomtm [‘by this”] in the beginning shows, which must necessarily be
referred to them. For otherwise, if mvtom e [“by this”] is to be referred to the following m 11 [“that],
the condensed statement would be simply, we may know our emvoi mktom Osom [“to be of God”]
by this, that God is greater than our heart. But it is plain that the proposition taken in this general
way proves too much, and therefore nothing. Laid down thus, and without any cautionary guards, it
might be used to demonstrate that even the um m ¢tm ¢m TAEm a¢ [“son of perdition”] is of the truth.
But if the substance of the mvtomtm [“by this"] is what precedes, and the connection of our verse
with the foregoing is held fast, then it is a matter quite irrelevant whether the kom is or is not read
in the beginning of the verse. Similarly, it is of litle moment whether we read yivm okopev [‘we
know”] or ywwom peba [“we will know]. As to the internal grounds, the genuineness of the present
tense may be argued from the probability that copyists, having before them the future immediately
following, Tem copev [“we will persuade”], which is co-ordinated with the yivm okopev [“we know],
would be likely to change this latter also into a future through mere lapsus memoriae; while, on the
other hand, that the future ywwom peba [“we will know”] was the original reading, might be argued
from the fact that the phrase or turn mvtom e yivm gkopev [“by this we know”] is so current with St.
John that the transcribers would naturally choose to write it. If internal reasons are to decide, we
must judge by the strength of the evidence as it appears to us; and the future seems more likely to
have been the primitive reading. The two futures, ywwom peba [“we will know”] and Tem oopev [‘we
will persuade”], are then to be explained, not so much from the cohortative tone of the section (“we
should know,” and so on), but in their strictly logical sense, as deduction from the conditions laid
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down by the apostle to be at once explained: “under these suppositions shall we, as a necessary
result, know.” Finally, it is of no importance whether at the end of 1Jn 3:19kapdmac [‘heart”]
or kKapomav [‘hearts”] is to be read, but the former is to be preferred. On the other hand,
everything depends on our striking out, or otherwise, the second mt [‘that”] in 1Jn 3:20, that
before pemlwv [“‘greater”]. But it happens that here we have good grounds, both external and
internal, for decision. While the external testimonies are in favour of keeping it, we can much more
easily understand that the transcribers, taking it as purely epanaleptic, left it out, than that they
inserted it where it was not, since its insertion has greatly embarrassed the passage.

Let us now proceed to the exposition itself. After what has been discussed we may assume
that mvtomtm [*by this”] looks back to what has just preceded, and there its meaning is plain
enough: it is the true and inward brotherly love to which it refers as the ground of the yivm okelv
[“to know”]. We have perceived that the design of the whole section from 1Jn 2:28 onwards has
been to exhibit the demonstration of divine sonship in work as its sure criterion. First, there was a
requirement of Tolemv tmvalKaloomvny [“to practice righteousness”] as it respects God; then it
was shown that the lack of this gives birth to hatred towards brethren; and conversely, that love to
brethren gives sufficient evidence of the Toiemv Tmvdikaioomvny [“to practice righteousness”] as
a character. Consequently the inference is a sound one, that true brotherly love, as demanded in
1Jn 3:18, gives assured evidence (mvtomtm yive okopev [‘by this we know]) of the right relation
to God. Here, however, this is not, as before, described as emval mktom ©com [“to be of God"], but
as smvol mKkTmcmAnOsmag [“to be of the truth”]. Primarily, we may suppose, because so much
prominence had just been given to truth and semblance. We must love mv mAnBemm [“in truth”],
and only when we do this are we mktmcmAnBemag [“of the truth”]. But, further, this expression
probably was intended to indicate that only in virtue of the consciousness that we are of the truth
can we have tranquillity in thinking of the divine judgment. He who is Himself the truth must
acknowledge those as His who by genuine brotherly love approve themselves as
mKTE CmANOsm acmVTeC [“being of the truth”]. This position of confident assurance as in regard to
God, the apostle expresses by the words, m upocBsy oM TOm TEM COLEY TH G KOPOm oC W um v [“‘we
will persuade our hearts before him”].

There is a controversy about the meaning of the TemBeiv [to persuade”]. If we translate it
“persuade to something,” it may be asked what it is that we persuade our hearts to accept. The
omission of the object itself would not be so strange; but in the present connection nothing has
been spoken of to which we might be supposed to persuade our hearts; for the brotherly love
which had been the matter of discourse is taken for granted in our verse (mvtom ta[“by this”]), and
we have no need to persuade ourselves of that. Moreover, it is not to be denied that “to persuade
our heart to anything” is very artificial; it would come to this in the end, that we are supposed to
form some purpose: but it is obvious that it would be extremely forced to describe that by Tem 6ei1v
TmVKapom av [“to persuade hearts”]. Besides this one, there are two other significations of Tem Bei1v
[‘to persuade”] which are suggested: “convince” and “soothe.” Now here again we have, in respect
to the former of these, the same difficulty of finding an object concerning which we are thought to
convince ourselves. The most obvious course would then be to take the clause mt1i1 pemlwv
EoTEY m Osmg Tmg Kopom o mpumv [“for God is greater than our heart”] as this object. And the
preliminary inquiry must be the reference and meaning of the second mt [“that”] in 1Jn 3:20,
which must be decided before we can decide the other point. This may be understood as either a

Sermonindex.net | Page 162



causal particle (because) or as defining the object (that). Let us begin with the second of these
possibilities. In that case the m11 [“that”] would introduce the objective matter of the Tem Belv [“to
persuade”]; and it would be declared concerning what we TEvKapdm av TEm COLEY [“we persuade
the heart’]. Now, if we take Temoopev [“‘we persuade”] with the meaning “convince,” we must
translate: “we shall convince our heart of this, that God is greater than our heart.” But then it must
not be forgotten that the proposition pem {wv m Osm ¢ THC Kapom ag mumyv [“God is greater than our
heart”] is so clear in itself, that there could be no necessity of our being in any manner persuaded
of it. It might indeed be used as a premiss from which a conclusion should be drawn; but certainly
not as a thesis which itself needed to be demonstrated. But, that being the case, on what principle
should we here have to be convinced of it? Is it that the apostle looks back on the mvtomtm [‘by
this”], so that in the consciousness of brotherly love we are supposed to penetrate to this
assurance of God’s greatness? But what in all the world has brotherly love to do with the divine
greatness and our conviction of it? Thus this translation is altogether untenable.

Now let us try the second possible interpretation, and take m11 [“that”] as defining the object; but
taking Tem Be1v [“to persuade”] in the sense of “soothing or allaying.” Then the meaning would be:
“we shall encourage our heart as to the fact that God is greater than it.” It is clear that in this case
pem v [“greater”] refers to the greater severity of God; for, in relation to His greater mildness, we
should not need any special solace. But then again it would be incomprehensible how this
soothing should take effect: however conscious of brotherly love we might be, the simple thought
of the greater severity of God must needs make every such solace impossible. To this must be
added that, even if we admit the meaning of soothe or solace to be right generally (of which
hereafter), yet Tem8e1v [“to persuade”] with this meaning is always used absolutely, never with on
following it; that at least “comfort concerning” must be expressed. Thus it is perfectly impossible to
understand the clause with m11 [“that’] as objective; and we are forced to revert to the causal
meaning of the m11 [“that”]. But then it becomes impossible to translatetem Beiv [‘to persuade”]as
convincing of something. For if, as we have shown, we do not find the object of therem Beiv [“to
persuade”]in the clause with m11 pem{wv [‘because greater”],there is generally none to be found.
Yet some such objective is peremptorily necessary if we take the meaning “to persuade or
convince:” we must be convinced of something. The question then arises, whetherrem 6e1v [“to
persuade”lmay not have a meaning which will allow its being without a substantial object after it.
Such a meaning would be the “soothing” already mentioned, if only it can be defended on other
grounds. Classical Greek is supposed to furnish many instances in its favour; but in most of the
cases (especially those out of the lIliad,1.100,9.112, 181, 386) this signification is at least not
obligatory, since the connection allows us to translate “persuade,” the object of the per suasion
being invariably supplied in the context. On the other hand, the passage cited in Plato,de Rep.
iii.390, probablyHesiodic,seems to us to establish the meaning of “soothe:” ompa Bsom ¢rem B¢l
omp’ amdomoug BaoiAmac [“Giftspersuadegods, giftspersuaderevered kings”]. As it concerns the
New Testament, Act 12:20 andAct 14:19 do not belong to this subject, as in these passages the
object of the “persuading” is easily supplied. It is other wise withMat 28:14, where the members of
the council bribe the watchers of the sepulchre, and promise them that, if Pilate should hear of
it,em copevam Ty [“we will persuade him”.To supply here mkoAmotougLSI|mpumcmmy [“if you
are undisciplined”] is venturesome, on the one hand; and, on the other, this thought needed not to
be expressed, since it was already prominent enough in them piepm pvou¢ m um ¢ To1m goplev [“make
you free from anxiety”]. Ratherwe must assume that the high priests aimed at accomplishing two
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things: first, they would soften Pilate’s displeasure on account of the supposed sleep of the
watchers at the sepulchre; and, secondly, they would thus deliver these watchers from suffering
the penalty. But if once the meaning of a word is established by any confirmatory passage, as it is
in the present case by the quotation from Plato, and, less directly, by that from St. Matthew, then
we are justified in adopting this meaning in other passages which, though they do notpressingly
demand such an interpretation themselves, yet are most successfully interpreted when such a
meaning is applied to them by their help. This is the case in our present passage, and we
therefore translaterem 6e1v [“to persuade”]by propitiate or soothe. And this solacing of our hearts,
the apostle says, will take place m umpocBevOeom [“before God"]:that is, when we place ourselves
inwardly before God, and judge ourselves with His measure, in the consciousness of His holiness,
SO can we, even in the presence of this standard, take comfort. But this soothing presupposes
anxiety of heart: whence this comes, and in what it consists, is shown in the beginning of the
following verse. That the second m 11 [“that”] is to be takencausativelycommends itself at once; but
the first one involves us in new difficulties. For this first m11 [“that”] may itself be viewed in two
ways: either it may be understood as equivalent to the second, m11 [“that”] that this latter is only an
epanalepsisor resumption of the former, and then the clause withmmv [“if"]is a conditional clause;
or the first on is to be written with the diastole(m,t1 [“that which”]),and understood relatively, and
thenmmv [“if"] is only the particleam mvfn which is so frequent in the New Testament. Against the
first explanation, according to which the second m 11 [“that”] is anepanalepsisof the first, many very
decisive arguments may be urged: For instance, the causal m11 [“that”] (and we have shown that
its clause,pem v m Oem k. T.A. [‘God is greater than, etc.”],is of this character) is never resumed
or repeated in such a way as this; certainly such an un exampledepanalepsisis out of the question
here, where only some words separate the first mt1 [“that”] from the second. And then, again, the
conditional clausem mvkatayivm okm [“if it condemns”] would in that case stand in a false logical
position. For we should have to translate: “We can comfort our hearts, because God, in case our
heart condemns us, is greater than our heart.” The position of the conditional particle after mTi
[“that”] would make this meaning inevitable; the conditional clause would be dependent on the
clause with m11 [“that”], and thus the greatness of God would appear to beconditionedby the
accusation of our heart. That would lead to the conclusion that, if our hearts did not condemn us,
God would not be greater than they. But the only appropriate thought is obviously that, in case our
hearts condemn us, we may console them,—that is, the conditional clause must not belong to the
phrase m 11 pem {wv[“that grater than”],but torem copev [“we will persuade”].

Accordingly, as we cannot take the mt1 [‘that”] opening 1Jn 3:20 as a causal particle, it only
remains that we take it as a relative, and resolve mmv [“if"] into the simple ammv.fn Certainly the
combination moticmmyv [“if whatever”], m,immv [“if that which”] is not frequent; indeed, it is very
remarkable that it is not found uncontradicted in any passage of the New Testament. Yet the
reading m , Timmv [“if that which”] seems to us secure enough in Gal 5:10 and Col 3:17, where the
preponderant probability is in favour of retaining the mmv [“if’], though even the two other
passages, Acts 3:23;[N]Col 3:23;[N] must be struck out. The interpretation of the mti mmv [‘if
that"] in this manner in our passage is not only demanded by the sense, but it is grammatically
admissible; since katayivm okelv [“to condemn”] elsewhere occurs with the accusative, not to say
that the pronoun even with such verbs as generally require other cases may stand in the
accusative. Moreover, the generalizing m,immv [“if that which”], instead of the usual mmmyv [‘if
that"], is here peculiarly appropriate; for it expresses the idea that in all instances in which our
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hearts may happen to condemn us, we may solace them. The two verses under consideration
might therefore be thus translated: “Herein, by this love mv mpym kam mAn6smm [“in deed and
truth”], rests our consciousness that we are of the truth; and hereby (the mviomtm [‘by
this”] belongs also to Tem copev [“‘we will persuade”]) may we soothe our hearts, in all cases in
which our heart condemns us (that here the singular kapdm a [‘heart”] enters is very refined: each
heart has its own particular accusations, and the individual is in the apostle’s view), for God is
greater than our heart, and knoweth all things.”

After all this, we have only as yet busied ourselves about the mere vesture of St. John’s thought:
we have now to look at the very thought itself. Two things the apostle takes for granted: one, in
themvtom tm[“by this”loflJn 3:19, that we have brotherly love; the other, in the clause onmTti
mmvKoToylve okm K.T.A.[‘that if it condemns, etc.”],that in some measure our hearts reproach us.
According to the explanation given, we are supposed to have, in the consciousness of brotherly
love, the means whereby we may allay the reproaches of our conscience. But this thought is, as it
appears, quite an alien one to the Christian sentiment. The accusations of my heart certainly can
have reference only to sins and thesinfulnessof which | know myself to be a partaker: concerning
that, am | supposed to take comfort simply in this way, and in this way alone? and if so, could that
consolation lie in the possession of brotherly love? does not this lead to the most superficial and
vapid Rationalism ?The Apostle James says that he who keeps the whole law, and yet sins in one
particular, is guilty of the whole law. Does not St. John here say the very opposite: if you only keep
the commandment of brotherly love, you may leave all else behind you with confidence? Not in
any work wrought by us, but in the blood of Christ or the grace of God we are accustomed to see
the only genuine ground of our hearts’ pacification. But it is God who comes primarily into view
here; for the wordspyem{wv motmy m Oecm¢ TEC Kapdmog mumv [‘God is greater than our
heart”]can, according to the interpretation given above, be brought into consideration only as the
ground that justifies our taking comfort to our hearts. Consequently the much-contested question,
whether thepem {wv[“greater than”] refers to the condemning severity of God or His pardoning
kindness, is made easy at the very outset: having become convinced thatrem 6e1v [“to persuade”]
must be understood in the sense of “soothe,” and m11 [“that”] with a causative signification, it is
clear that the clause mt11 pemlwv[‘that greater than”] must, as containing matter of consolation,
exhibit not the greater strictness of God, but His greater tenderness. For the sake, however, of the
deep importance of the matter itself, and to become still more convinced of the soundness of our
interpretation, let us look at the other way of taking the pem{wv m Oem¢ [*God is greater
than”].Referring it to the greater severity of God, we must make the meaning of the verse this: we
condemn ourselves, God will much more condemn us. There would then be found a contrast
between the subject-ideas, God and we; but the predicate would apply to both, though it may be in
a different degree: both condemn. But such an antithesis as this is assuredly not supported by the
arrangement of the words: the wordsm ©sm ¢ [“God”] and kapdmompumyv [“‘our heart"lhave by no
means any emphasis on them—rather come in among different ideas. Observing the
Katayive okm [“it condemns”],placed first in the subordinate clause, this might appear to be the
strength of the antithesis; and then the condemnation would require to have a non-condemnation
set over against it. Further, the view ofm,immv [‘if that which”]as a relative, which we have
established, would not so well harmonize with the end of the verse,yivm okeiTmvta [*he knows all
things”],on any other principle of interpretation. For, that we thereby come to the persuasion that
God is greater than our heart, in the matter of its condemnation, is not logically and strictly
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demonstrated by the proposition that Godknowethall things, but by the proposition that He more
fully knows the thing in question. Of course it may be said against that, that this is naturally
included in theyivmokeitmvta [*he knows all things”];but there would be a certain inconcinnity,
nevertheless. We therefore adhere to the conclusion thatuem{wv[‘greater than”]Jmust be
understood to exhibit the greater gentleness of God. The gentleness of God is not regarded as
absolutely and in all matters a valid ground of consolation; but it is such as based upon His
omniscience(yivm okelTm vta [“he knows all things™]).Thus, if our conscience condemns us, we can
find solace for ourselves only if we have made ourselves worse than we really are, or thought
ourselves more entirely sundered from God than is actually the case,—than could indeed actually
be the case, since God knows everything. Notwithstanding the accusations of our heart, we are
not altogether rejected of God; we are mktm ¢mAnOemoc [“of the truth”] and can determine that we
are so. But in what way? mvtom ta [“by this"],by the fact of our having brotherly love in deed and in
truth. When we measure ourselves by the terms of the whole previous section, especially from1Jn
3:1-10, we must see that we are wanting in the first token ofsonship,theToiemv TevdiKaioomvnv
[‘to practice righteousness”].our heart condemns us on that account, because we find much
unrighteousness still clinging to our lives. Now we perfect the self-judging, in the way the apostle
has taught us; and place ourselves in the position of the last day; and recognise that we cannot
stand before God,—that, measured by so strict and absolute a standard, we are not yet altogether
withdrawn from the sphere of darkness. But, so long as we live below, we shall never attain to any
such maturity as to fix us absolutely on the one side of the religious alternative; we are yet in the
process of a development, in the course of a conflict between light and darkness; and it is
essential to the idea of such a struggle that the territory contended about belongs not altogether
either to the one or to the other of the several powers. In other words: though we must day by day
measure ourselves by the standard of the goal set before us, theom dmvatoimpoaptmvelv [“not
able to sin”].we may, on the other hand, know where in the course we are now found; we must
needs be assured whether or not we have made a good beginning towards the final victory. This is
the question considered and determined in the present verse.

1Jn 3:19 and the following contain a summary of what goes before; but only in a preliminary way.
The question was about the Tommnoma [“boldness”] on the day of judgment: if we would know
whether that will be ours or not, we must judge ourselves according to our works. If on such a
judgment our heart does not condemn us, we have already now, and already here, the
parrhesia: that is the substance of 1Jn 3:21. But if—and this is the other possibility—our hearts
condemn us, we being not as yet conscious of the dikaioomvnv [“righteousness”], what then? is
the question of 1Jn 3:20. The confidence or parrhesia of a period and secure trust we assuredly
cannot, in any case have; but something less than this is possibly,—we may be joyful in hope if we
have only made a good beginning, as evidenced by the required outward practice corresponding
to the divine gift within. And this good beginning is brotherly love. It is the first and easiest
commandment: for how can he who closes his heart against his brother (1Jn 3:17) love his God? It
is the first stage and first test of the love of God. He who has this mv mpym Kom mAnOsmm [“in
deed and truth”] will be able to conclude from his having it that there is the commencement of that
love in him as the evidence of his fellowship with God; and even supposing him to be not for the
moment conscious of it, God is greater and sees deeper: He knows this very beginning that may
be concealed from ourselves. True, that in the absolute judgment of eternity no mere beginning
will avail; there must be an entire and perfected holiness: thinking on this, we must evermore say
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that we have not yet attained. But it is, nevertheless, a great thing to know that we have at least
made a beginning; for from that springs the confidence that mv mumv mpyov myoOm v, m TITEAR €l
mXpi¢ mumpoc mnoom Xpiotom [*he who began a good work in you will perfect it until the day of
Christ Jesus”] (Php 1:6). And this very passage demands for the day of Christ the same that St.
John demands in our Epistle, 1Jn 2:28: the perfection of religion. But it may be repeated, that the
beginning of the good work itself inspires the hope that its completion will not be wanting at the
last. Thus our verse (1Jn 3:20) contains the counterpart of that fearfully solemn doctrine of the
judgment to which the apostle had led up in the previous verse; and, indeed, a necessary
counterpart, since, unless we bring this also into prominence, the solemnity of the judgment might
well lead us to despair.

But, that the consolation which the apostle now administers to those whom he had previously
smitten is not sought, as in1Jn 2:1, in the remembrance of the propitiatory death and intercession
of the Lord, has its reason in the bearing and motive of the whole section. The question in it is only
of the confirmation of fellowship with the Lord,—a fellowship the existence of which must always
and only be known by its fruits. As to the reality of my faith, the depth of my devotion to Him, | may
deceive myself; | dare not base my security on my feeling; the energies and actings of faith alone
give me a sufficient guarantee for my confidence. If these are found in an absolute degree, so that
my heart no longer condemns me, then | have the perfectparrhesia;but if they are present in their
beginnings only, in vigorous brotherly love, that affords me the consolation of knowing that as to
my relation to God the way is fairly open before me. And the inference which I only thus deduce is
naked and open before the eyes of Him whormvta yivmokel [*he knows all things”]. Thus our
verse takes its place in the unity of the chapter as a perfectly homogeneous constituent; and at the
same time gives us additional security for the correctness of our interpretation of what goes
before. In conclusion, we may turn our attention for a moment to the word kapdma [“heart]. In
express terms and by inference this word has been accepted as interchangeable with cuvem dnoig
[‘conscience”]. This latter word is, as we are aware, unknown to the Johannaean phraseology; for
Joh 8:9 must not come into consideration, on account of its suspected genuineness. It might
therefore be regarded as possible or probable that the apostle expressed the more special idea of
the conscience by the more general one of the heart. But kapoma [‘heart”] itself occurs
comparatively seldom in St. John’s writings; in no case, however, with the meaning of conscience.
It rather signifies, especially in those passages which are closely dependent on the Old
Testament,—that is, in the Apocalypse (Rev 2:23[N]JRev 17:17, Rev 18:7), and in the citation of
Joh 12:40 ff.,—the entire inner man, the interior of the nature, corresponding to the quite general
mmm [“heart”] In other instances of his use, it signifies particularly the life of feeling and sentiment,
Joh 14:1, John 14:27, John 16:6, John 16:22. The only question then is, whether we may take it
here in the latter of the senses just mentioned, or must needs limit it to the express idea of
cuvemdnol¢ [‘conscience”]. This term cuvemdnaoig [‘conscience”] itself occurs in the New
Testament with a double application. One is in harmony with the classical ocuveiom ¢[LSJ] [‘to be
privy to”], as the knowledge of anything, especially of an action past: as in Heb 10:2, where
ovvemdnolctmvm poaptimy [“‘conscience of sins”] is simply the consciousness that my sin is a
certain fact of the past, as is made quite clear by the parallel mvm pvnaoi¢ [‘remembrance”] of Heb
3:3. Similarly the myo6mouvemdnoi¢ [‘good conscience”] of Act 23:1,[N] which is simply the
consciousness of the amyoBomvemval [“being good”] of the past conversation. In this and similar
passages ouvemdnol¢ [“‘conscience”] defines the moral judgment concerning the ethical position
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of a person, whether he is good or whether he is evil. On the other hand, St. Paul attaches to
ouvem dnaol¢ [“‘conscience”] a more abstract notion: it means the measure of moral discernment
which is peculiar to any man,—that is, the consciousness of what is good and evil, not the
consciousness of my being good or evil. So, for example, in Rom 2:15: the cuvemdnaoig
[“‘conscience”] of the Gentiles is not the judgment or verdict which they pronounce on their own
conduct, but the moral consciousness, the moral discernment which belonged to them, out of
which that verdict sprang. For, not until after the apostle had first ascribed to them generally such
a theoretical knowledge does he in the clause tmv Aoyiopumv KOTNyOpOMVIWY B KoM
m ToAoyouumvey [‘their thoughts alternately accusing or else defending them”] declare the
sentence which they themselves pronounce upon their own concrete actions in virtue of that moral
consciousness. So, too, in the first Epistle to the Corinthians it is plain we are not to understand by
the ouvemdnoigtmyv mcoBevomviwvy [“those with a weak conscience” cf. 1Co 8:7,1Co 8:10], who
would eat no sacrificed flesh, that they considered this particular thing as sin; the phrase indicates
in general the weakness of their moral perception, which allowed them to detect sin, as in other
things so in this. To be brief, ocuvemdnai¢ [‘conscience”] signifies first the abstract moral
consciousness, which is quite independent of my own moral conduct, which may be very strong
even in ethical wicked ness and very weak even in great moral earnestness; and, secondly, the
judgment which | pronounce on my own deport ment as the result of this my moral discernment. It
follows that, if we would make the word kapdma [‘heart”] in our passage strictly parallel with
ouvemdnaol¢ [‘conscience”], we must hang to the latter of the two meanings above, for the
Katayivm okelv[“‘to condemn”] is certainly an actus forensis. But it is also made plain how little the
Johannaean ideas induce such a strict parallelization with those of St. Paul. They do not entirely
coincide or cover each other; hence we do well to consider the kapdma [“heart”] as meant simply
and generally of the inner man, in which inner man St. John does not so rigorously as St. Paul
distinguish between the voum¢ [‘mind”], the Aoyiocpomi [‘reasoning”], and thecuvemdnoiq
[“‘conscience”]. footnotes Homer llliad, Book 1

100 TETE KMV LIV BACCOHE PEVOl TETM 601 PEV

100 thus we might propitiate and persuade him.

Homer llliad, Book 9

112m ¢ KmV IV B PECOM [IEVOI TETM BWLEV

112 thus we might propitiate and persuade him

Homer llliad, Book 9

181teIpm Vv m CTETE BolEvm Lm pova [NnAsm wva.

181 how he attempts to persuade the noble son of Peleus
Homer llliad, Book 9

3860mOm KEV HMCETI BULEY W LINVTER O M B YO LN VWV

386 not even so shall Agamemnon any more persuade my soul
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Chapter 51

51 -1Jn 3:21-22

1Jn 3:21-22

EYOTTTON, EEYV H KOPOMO EUmV N KOTOYIVECOKE EUEV, TOEEOEQY MXOUEY THOEC THV
Osmvm KON B EmEV ONTHEY, AOU[BEVOLEY TOPE OETON, MT| THC MVTOANCG /M TON TIPOM IEV,
KON TH EPECTE HVETIOV O/ TOM TOIOM [EV.

After the apostle has thus illustrated the one presupposition that we are in many ways conscious
of sin, and has laid emphasis in connection with that upon brotherly love as token of a life of faith
at least germinal in us, he now passes over to the second presupposition, smy m Kopdm o umV
pm kKotayiveokm mpumv [“if our heart does not condemn us”]. He obviously regards this case to be
possible, as is plain not only from the conditional clause, itself, but also from his proceeding at
once to base upon it the most important practical consequences. And in this he is found in
accordance with St. Paul, who certainly and unconditionally gives himself the
testimony, omomvm pouTEomvolda [“1 am conscious of nothing against myself’] (1Co 4:4). It is
indeed a noteworthy psychological fact, that in the hours of the most vivid consciousness of sin all
former faith and love will seem to us no more than delusion; but, on the other hand, it is also in
hours of more than ordinary elevated faith that we regard sin as under our feet. Of such hours as
these last St. John here speaks. At such hours the Tommnoma [“boldness”] as towards God
appears in force. What we mentioned preliminarily in the explanation of the previous verse must
again be brought to remembrance, that the point of view under which in 1Jn 2:28 the parrhesia is
assumed is not regarded here: it is not the final judgment that is now concerned. Accordingly, it is
clear that the section began with 1Jn 2:28 has not here reached its absolute, but only its relative
end. That is to say, when the apostle was speaking of the judgment, which we in a certain sense
are supposed to anticipate in ourselves after a preliminary and typical manner, the first effect was
the question, what results to us as to our condition here below from a course of conduct thus or
thus ordered: first, in the case of the imperfect (1Jn 3:20), a consolation springing from the
consciousness of God’s nearness, at least affecting happily the present time (1Jn 3:2),—that is to
say, a feeling of elevation, the Tom mnoma [*boldness”]. The having our prayers heard is exhibited
as a result of this. It is clear from this, first, that the idea of confident speaking is prominent to St.
John in the Tommnoma [“boldness”]; as finally, before the Judge, so now before foe Father we
have the consciousness of artless and perfect simplicity and freedom. Even at the last judgment
we may conceive of a real Tommnoma [“boldness”] as a joyous request: of such supplication as
that which Christ once preferred on leaving the world, vmv dm&aomv pe om Tm TEP TP CEOLTH
[*now, you Father, glorify me with yourself” cf. Joh 17:5]. The remembrance of this word is here all
the more appropriate, because not only shall we on that day ask to be transfigured into the glory of
Christ, as He asked to be transfigured into the glory of the Father, but He also in the same way as
we attained the Tommnoma [‘boldness”] of His supplication,—that is, through the confirmation of
His divine Sonship by the work of perfected obedience (John 14:31), and of perfected love to man
(John 13:1). That which was then the matter of Christ's prayer offered mviommnoma [‘with
boldness”], that which will be the matter of our prayer at the end of the days, the do&m {coBal [‘to
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make glorious], the full and absolute fellowship with our Lord, will naturally in some degree be the
matter of our prayer even here.

But, on the other hand, the expression mmmvomtmpev [“whatever we may ask”] points by its
generality to a manifold supplication. Had St. John anything definite in his eye? When we bethink
ourselves that in the last discourses of Christ to the disciples He reminded them of the confident
prayer assured of its answer, and that in two ways, first, when He exhorted them both before and
after to brotherly love (John 15:12-17); and, secondly, when He promised to them the Paraclete
(John 16:23 ff.), thus showing that He referred to prayer for perfect brotherly love and perfect
fellowship with the Father; moreover, that the high-priestly prayer of Jesus Himself partly referred
to His own glorification and partly to that of his disciples; again, that in our Epistle, 1Jn 5:14, the
certain assurance of prayer is again mentioned in connection with intercession for erring
brethren,—remembering all this, we shall think it probable that in this passage also the
apostle had in his mind these two sorts of petition, for the accomplishment of our own salvation
and that of our brethren. Thus viewed, our verse assumes a position of definite and necessary
importance in the whole section. To him that hath it shall be given: if you have once obtained this
parrhesia, you will by virtue of it urge ever renewed supplications for the fulfilment of our salvation
and the consummation of the kingdom of God, and so urge them that you will always obtain what
you ask. Tolemv TEVAIKaloomvny [‘to practice righteousness”], that is fellowship with God, and
the mymmm [‘love”], fellowship with the brethren, were the conditions of the Tommnoma
[“boldness™]; and this again leads to an increased and deeper possession of those two elements of
religious experience. The parrhesia and the answer of prayer are strictly correlative ideas. For the
former rests upon the knowledge of my fellowship with God; the latter upon the fact that my will is
one with the divine: essentially, therefore, they have the same foundation. it becomes probable
that the clause with mTi [‘that”’], which gives the reason, will refer not only to the
AoppPmvely mmmyvomTE ey [‘to receive whatever we may ask”], but to the two co-ordinated
propositions of the former half of the verse. If we remember that Tnpemv Tm¢ mvtoAm ¢ tom Ogom
[‘to keep the commandments of God”] was a main idea of the first part of the Epistle, and
that Tolemv [“to practice”] is made prominent in the second, but that the two parts are related as
the internal to the external presentation, then we have perceived the relation of the two clauses in
our verse.
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Chapter 52

52 -1Jn 3:23

1Jn 3:23

Kom omTn moTEYV B EVTOAE OETON, V0 TIOTEM OWUEY TH EMVE OTI TOM UEOE N TON HTCOM
XpIOTOm , KOM W O T [IEV MAARAOUC, KOOm ¢ m dwKeV myToAmY mum V. The commandments which
the apostle is discoursing of and commending are now exhibited by him again with reference to
their meaning and aim. Two things strike us on a superficial glance: the precepts we must obey
are described in their unity (the singularmvtoAm [‘commandment”]),then being again described as
twofold; and the import of the second is specified by the wordruotemelv [“to believe”], which now
for the first time enters the Epistle. As to the former of these points, the two commandments of
faith and brotherly love are in the same sense one commandment, as the two tables of the law are
in the issue one table and one law: they enforce simply and only this, | am the Lord thy God, walk
before me and bethouperfect. The other question is moredifficult,how it is that faith is here so
suddenly mentioned, coming inunintroducedby anything that precedes, and without any bearing on
anything that follows. Whenever Christ has been before alluded to, the objective value of His work
has been specified as anmAacum ¢ [“‘atoning sacrifice”|securing the forgive ness of sins, without
any reference to the method of subjective appropriation; and whenever the subjective position of
man before God has been spoken of, the confirmation of it in act and deed has alone been made
prominent, without any side glance at the root and spring of this action. Similarly in the fourth
chapter the Tuctemelv [“to believe”]recedes into the background in comparison of the m poAoyemv
[“‘confession”]: obviously for the same reason again, because the Epistle has for its aim the
confirmation and consummation of the joy of faith by means of the active work of religion, the
external expressions of faith. It is not until the fifth chapter that the idea ofrm oti¢[*faith”] begins to
lead the development of the thought. All this makes it more urgent to ask why thernotemelv [“to
believe”] enters precisely in our passage, where the wordmvtoAm [‘commandment”]itself points to
a course of action and not a state of being, while, on the other hand, it forms the conclusion of a
section that professedly treats of works and of works alone.

If we now look at the other ideas brought forward in these verses, it becomes evident that they
also are not the same with those which have ruled the contents of the third chapter, but that they
have reverted back again to the thoughts and phraseology of the first two chapters. It has been
already remarked that tTnpemvim¢mvtoAm¢ [“to keep the commandments”], 1Jn 3:22, has in the
first part of the second chapter its own distinctive position; and similarly, the combination of the
variousmvioAom Ocom [“‘commandments of God”]into the unity of one single commandment, just
as we have it here, is observable in the same earlier part of the second chapter. In1Jn 3:24 we find
the reciprocal abiding of God in us and our abiding also in God which was already present in the
second chapter;, and not only so, its juxtaposition or co-ordination  with
thetnpemvim cmvioAm comtom [“t0 keep his commandments”] is substantially to be discerned in
that chapter, though not expressed in precisely the same words. On the other hand, any such
emphasis on the works as we find pervading the whole of the second chapter is altogether wanting
in 1Jn 3:23-24. The first and second chapters contain, as has been fully shown, an exhibition of
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fellowship with God and the brethren as belonging to the internal character of Christians; and this
is met in the third chapter by a requirement of the outward confirmation of that sentiment in act.
From this it appears why at the close of this final exposition the apostle falls back again into the
tone of the first chapters. The former is supposed to be only the superstructure upon the
foundation of the latter. If | approve my fellowship with God, then must | have it already; and on
this having, this internal characteristic of the Christian, rests here in conclusion the apostle’s eye.
By the works of love to God and man we discern that we keep the commandment of God; but this
commandment itself points first and directly, not to the external demonstration of an internal
character, but to that internal character itself: not to show that we are, but to be. Thus, therefore, in
the requirement of thernotemelv [“to believe”]land themyatmv [“to love”], the internal state of the
heart is made prominent, of which we all should be and must be partakers. But all this has only
served to vindicate the substance of the Tuotemelv T mvmpoti mnoom Xpiotom[“to believe in the
name of Jesus Christ”] as appropriate in this place; it is the mvtoAm [‘commandment”]in its interior
spirit and tone; but the expression or phrase itself is not accounted for. Would it not seem more
obvious that the apostle should have used the phrase TepiToTem vmv@wte [walk in the light”],or
something like that? But we must remember how emphatically the writer has in1Jn 3:2 ff.laid it
down that the one essential thing on earth as the indispensable earnest of eternal glory is the
following of Christ; that he has, further, from the beginning onwards shown that the manifestation
of Christ is the principle of our entire Christian new life(umveivmvtmumm [“abide in the Son”],1Jn
2:3, 1Jn 2:6). Accordingly, throughout the whole process of his discussion it must have been
natural to the apostle to lay emphasis upon fellowship with Christ in particular when meaning
fellowship with God. That His self-manifestation(mvim mvm paTti [“in the name”])as the Son of God
(tomumom amtom [“his Son”])and as the Saviour of the world (mnoom Xpiotom [“Jesus Christ”]) at
the same time and especially, has passed into our being and inmost consciousness as a fact
determining our life(tnotem owpev [“we believe]):that is the will of God on one side. And that this
self-revelation of Christ should determine us in the obedience of His commandments(ka6m¢
mOwKEY mvToAmyY mpumyv [‘just as he gave us a commendment’])to love the brethren(myorm pev
mAAmAouC [‘we should love one another”]):that is the will of God on another side. Thus is
explained also theaorist Tuotem owpev [‘we believe’]:brotherly love presupposes faith, and this
preterite form of the verb serves to indicate that very presupposition. And this shows that in
m dwkev mvtoAmy [*he gave commendment”],at the close of the verse, Christ is the subject, which
is to be assumed also for other reasons, especially because the addition, after the already
preceding amtn motmy m mvtoam omtom [‘this is his commandment”], would otherwise be
perfectly pleonastic. Moreover, brotherly love is throughout the Epistle exhibited by preference as
the commandment of Christ; and, further, His person is formally alluded to at the close, and that
with a specific emphasis on its two aspects, the divine and the human natures. Faith also is
defined as a commandment, though not of Christ but of the Father; and in presence of the fact that
precisely in St. John’s Gospel the awakening of such a faith is represented as the final goal of the
entire work of Christ among men, we need not seek for specific passages that demand from man
this faith. Yet these are not entirely wanting. First, John 6:40 comes at once into consideration:
TONTHE EOTIV TH OEANUO TON T JYOVTEC [E, BV0 TG B TIOTEM Y ENC THY UEEY EYXE (WAV
ommviov [“this is the will of the one who sent me, that everyone who believes in the Son may have
eternal life”]. For it is plain that these words declare not only that in the divine will the believer shall
have eternal life, but also that faith is the commanded condition of this life, and therefore equally
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and in the first instance the matter of the divine will. So again in John 14:1: TNOTEMETE EMC TV
Oemyv, KOm cmC mum TICOTEMETE [“you beleive in God, beleive also in me”], where faith in the Lord
enters not as a second requirement by the side of faith in God, but is introduced as the way to the
latter, and is really therefore the first requirement of all.
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Chapter 53

53 - 1Jn 3:24a

1Jn 3:24a

Kom ®m Tnpmy TEC EVIOAEC ONTON, NV ONTE UNVEl, KON OENTEC mV oETE. As generally
throughout the Epistle, so especially in the passage before us, 1Jn 3:22-24, the apostle recurs
again and again to the Lord’s last discourses. The fundamental ideas are the same in both: the
observance of the divine commands, specifically those of faith and brotherly love; the answers to
prayer; the abiding in God; and, finally, if we include 1Jn 3:24b, the mission of the Holy Ghost. We
may compare, moreover, Joh 14:11, the requirement of the faith that God is in Christ,
corresponding here to faith in Him as the Son of God; and then as the result of that faith, Joh
14:14-15, John 15:1-27, m ,TimvamTECONTE TOMTO TOIMOW [‘whatever you ask this | will do™],
corresponding here to 1Jn 3:22, m mmv omTtmpsy AapupPmvopev [‘whatever we ask we will
receive”]. And again, Joh 14:15-16a, mmy myoTm TE |, THC MYTOANC THC NN TOM OOTE.KOM
HyE NOWINGCWTEVY TOTE PO, KOE EMAAOV T PE KANTOV om oel mumy [If you love me, you will keep
my commandments.|l will ask the Father, and he will give you another Comforter], corresponding
here to 1Jn 3:24, the mention of the gift of the Spirit in connection with the tnpem vim ¢mvtoAm ¢ [“t0
keep the commandments”]. And the pmvelv [“abide”], finally, is really the fundamental idea, as of
the last discourses of Jesus, so also of the Epistle before us. In Joh 14:16 the Spirit is sent mva
pmve pcOm mpymv [“that he may abide with you”] in John 15:1-27 the pmvelv mvepurmAm [“t0
abide in the vine"] is the centre of the whole parabolical discourse; compare, in proof, Joh 15:4,
HEmMVOTE my mpom, Kmym my mpumv [“abide in me and | also in you”]; Joh 15:7mmv pemvnte mv
HION, KON TH EE[COTHE JJOU BV EUEY [IEHEVE, @ EEY OmANTe om TE 000, K.T.A. [“If you abide in
me, and my words abide in you, ask whatever you wish, etc.”]; Joh 15:10mmv Tm ¢ mVTOAR G IOV
TNPEMONTE, HevemTe My TH mymTm pou [“If you keep my commandments, you will abide in my
love”]. And as here, at the end of the section, the umvelv By om e Kom omTEC mY mumV [“abide
in him and he in you”] is made prominent, so it forms the conclusion of the last discourses of our
Lord, the theme of the second part of the high-priestly prayer, that the relation between God and
Christ, as it is expressed in the words mym mvgomkam om mv mpom [l in you and you in me”], is,
as it were, to be the pattern of our relation to God, and to find its reflection in us. These simple
citations testify abundantly that there and here the thoughts in detail and as a whole correspond.
For the furtherance of a definite view of the spirit of the passage, we have yet to decide whether
the pronouns in1Jn 3:24 refer to the Father or to Christ. If, as we have established, the last words
oflJn 3:23 have Christ for their subject, it seems obvious that in this verse also He is the subject.
But Christ had come into consideration in what precedes only as the giver of one commandment,
that of brotherly love; on the other hand, at the beginning of1Jn 3:23 the Father was mentioned as
the proper vopobming [‘lawgiver’],and therefore thetnpemvimc¢mvioam¢ [‘t0 keep the
commandments”lmay well refer to the latter; and it is in favour of this that in1Jn 4:13, where a part
of our verse is repeated almost literally, the pronouns decidedly must, according to the connection,
point to the Father, while certainly the Son, on the other hand, is often in the second chapter the
subject of theumvelv [“abide”],as He almost always is in the Gospel. InJohn 15:1-27this is
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absolutely the case; compare Joh 15:4,uemvate mv mpom [‘abide in me”,and the
often-repeatedpycmvate mv Tm mym T pov [“you will abide in my love”]. InJohn 17:1-26,it is true, it
begins to be common to the Father and the Son,Joh 17:21,mvaomtommvepmvmal [‘that they
may be in you"]; but afterwards, in Joh 17:23, the Son alone comes forward as the subject: mym
EV OETONC KoM om my mpom [‘]in them, and you in me”].

Thus we have once more reached the end of a division. The thesis with which the apostle set out
in 1Jn 2:28 ff. was, that our abiding in God, or, more definitely, our sonship to God, must be made
manifest in works in order that we may be capable of confidence at the day of judgment. Has this
thesis been now actually demonstrated? It has been shown that the idea of the emval mkTom ©com
[‘to be of God"], as well as the requirements of the judgment day, must lead to most scrupulous
and complete works of righteousness, to full and perfect deeds of love; and thus that everyone
who would profess to be of God must exhibit these deeds. But the converse has not been
established, though this is quite necessary, namely, that he who doeth these works is necessarily
a child of God. It might, indeed, be thought that there could be such a practice of righteousness
without the divine sonship; this latter having been rightly defined as not a mere ethical deportment
of man, but as a substantial change in his nature preceding and laying the foundation or that
deportment. If | am therefore to enjoy the full parrhesia at the final bar, | must have exhibited not
merely a thus and thus well-ordered deportment, but must have the assurance that this
deportment could be the result only of a divine sonship or regeneration; and thus the one must
help the assurance of the other. And this demonstration, that the Toiemv tmvdikaioomvnv [‘t0
practice righteousness” is not only necessary, but also the certain evidence of
the yeyevvmoBaimktom Osom [‘having been born of God”], it was the apostle’s purpose to
establish; for otherwise he would, in 1Jn 2:29, have been obliged to write
TIW Gl YEYEVVI UM VOCE KTOm Ocom TolEm THVAIKOloomvny [“everyone who has been born of God
practices righteousness”], but not Tm ¢ m TOI® VTEVAIKAOIOCE V)V, B E0MTOM yeym VN Tal [“everyone
who practices righteousness is born of him”]. It is plain from what has been said that the thesis
of 1Jn 2:28 ff. has not been fully established, but only in its first principle; we yet want the
argument that the Tolemv TEVAIKAIOCE VNV, ByoTE Y TOM CE OEAQOm ¢ [“t0 practice righteousness,
is to love the brothers”], which have been seen in chapter 3 to be so necessary, are also a certain
testimony of regeneration from above. The close of the section now ended points in a preliminary
and preparatory way to this internal change of sentiment, of which the works give certain
testimony; for, instead of expressions which describe the external conduct, it chooses simply
those, as we have seen, which refer to the inner mind. That we, in the consciousness of upright
walking before God (Toiemv tmvdikaloomvny [“to practice righteousness”) and before the
brethren (myormv [“to love”]), attain to confidence, and the more perfect that consciousness is to
all the more perfect confidence, has been already shown; but how far and in what sense this our
conduct lays the foundation of confidence, how far it is the absolutely sure evidence of fellowship
with God, has yet to be shown. When the apostle enters upon this question, and gives us to
know (ymokelv [“to know”]) that we in this way are united with God, he furnishes the complement
of the third chapter. The new section, whose theme is contained in 1Jn 3:24b, will be, so far as we
can now perceive, co-ordinated with the third chapter, but only as subordinate to the theme
announced in 1Jn 2:28 ff.

1Jn 3:24b
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Kom mv TOETE yIVEOKOMEY MTI UEVEl HY MMV, BK TOM TIVEMUATOC OM mUmV HOWKEV. The
contents of the new section are preliminarily determined by two points in1Jn 3:24, the mention of
thervem pa [“Spirit”],at the close, and theyivm oketemTipmveimve um v [“you know that he abides in
us”]. This latter must be compared at once with the beginning of the second main division,1Jn
2:28, where we read,kom vmv tekvma pmvete myv amtm [“and now, little children, abide in
him”],thus the precise converse of our present passage. This is of importance for the whole matter
of the section. For we have already become persuaded that these two phrases are not identical,
but that thepmveivmvOem [“abide in God”]makes prominent the human relation in the Christian
estate, and theymvelv Osmvmvm umy [“God abide in you”] the divine. Now, at the close of 1Jn
2:1-29 it was strictly in keeping that we should hear the exhortation to abide in God, for there the
apostle’s aim was to show that it was our duty to approve our fellowship with God by works;
therefore the question was of the human relation. But our new section begins with God’s abiding in
us, because the apostle is about to point to the fact that our works make it evident that we are born
of God,—that is, that God had begun and was carrying on His work within us. Thus the very
expression leads us at once to the subject which our study of the previous train of thought in the
Epistle gave us reason to expect in the new section. The second element is the mention of
thervem pa [“Spirit”]. That this will be a leading idea in the new part is shown by this, that in1Jn
3:13, at the close, namely, of the development here beginning, the clause is repeated: it must
therefore have been reckoned by the writer as containing its substance. And this is all the more
striking as the idearvem pa [“Spirit”],not failing, indeed, in the detailed discussion, is nevertheless
only found at the beginning of it, and afterwards altogether retreats from view.

Let us, in order to harmonize these facts, take a preliminary glance at the sequel. It is obvious at
once that the two main themes which we have hitherto found in each section of the Epistle recur
here also: 1Jn 3:1-6 treat of our relation to the Lord ; 1Jn 3:7-12, of our relation to the
brethren; 1Jn 3:13-16 then give us a supplementary summary from one point of view, or, more
strictly speaking, the essence of the two discussions. It is of the nature of such a resumé that the
thoughts which are summed up should he reduced to the briefest expression; in it, therefore, we
shall be able most easily to perceive the substance of the two preceding sections. The former is
comprehended in this, that God has sent His Son, and the confession of this divine act guarantees
fellowship with God; the second is comprehended in this, that God is love, and he who hath this
love must, again, have fellowship with God. Thus fellowship with God and consciousness of it—for
our verse shows that the yivmokeivmtiumveimvmumy [“t0 know that he abides in us”] is the
apostle’s point—rests upon the acknowledgment and appropriation of a divine act and of the
divine nature of love. But where the acknowledgment of the divine act in the incarnation of Christ
exists, there, as 1Jn 3:16 show, must the Holy Ghost have wrought it; similarly, where love to the
brethren exists, there, according to 1Jn 3:7-12, it must have resulted from the love of God, and
thus again have been produced by the same Holy Spirit. Accordingly, the argument of the apostle
is generally this: where there is a true confession of the incarnate Son of God, it is the effect of the
operation of the Holy Spirit; where love exists, it is the outflowing of a divine love imparted first,
and consequently is wrought of God: he, therefore, who is the subject of this confession and this
love is in fellowship with God, and hath the Holy Ghost, who is the sole agent of all the operations
of God in man. This, therefore, perfectly establishes the thesis laid down in 1Jn 2:28 ff. According
to 1Jn 3:3, the apostle requires that our TolIEmv TEVAIKaloomvny [‘t0 practice
righteousness”] should spring from the example of Christ the incarnate (1Jn 3:5, @avepwOm [“may
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be made known]), and now exalted (1Jn 3:2), Son of God. But where the true acknowledgment of
the Son of God exists, it must be of the operation of the Holy Spirit (1Jn 4:1-6); if, therefore, in this
confession, and urged by it, we practise righteousness, we have in ourselves the evidence that we
are in God, and God in us. Similarly, brotherly love shows, inasmuch as it can be only the
expression of a divinely-wrought love (1Jn 4:7-12) if it demonstrates its reality by works (1Jn
3:11-18), that we are of God. 1Jn 3:1-24 and 1Jn 4:1-21 thus together contain, in fact, the effectual
demonstration of 1Jn 2:28-29. Their relation to each other is also, as we have already seen, this:
that 1Jn 3:1-24 shows the necessity of deeds, 1Jn 4:1-21 the security of the confident argument
based upon them. The exposition of the details will abundantly confirm all this.
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Chapter 54

54 -1Jn 4:1

1Jn 4:1

B YOTTTOM, N TOVIE TIVEM OTI TIOTEMETE, MAAN OOKIM (€TE TH TIVEM LATO, €M MK TOM Ogom
EOTIVE BTl TOAAOE PEVLOOTPOEM TCl WMEEANAROBOCIV EmC THV KM OUov. The first six verses of the
fourth chapter give evidence of the conclusion that the confession of the incarnate Son of God is
the assurance of the energy of the Holy Ghost within us. This demonstration is so conducted as to
set over against the Holy Spirit, who testifies of Christ and for Christ, the spirit of the world and of
Antichrist, which not only opposes this witness, hut diffuses the opposite lie. Thus it is an
argumente contrario. The exhortation of the first verse is thus not the main thing to the apostle; but
the emphasis lies on1lJn 4:2b: TV Tvem U0 B HIOAOYERm K.T.A.,BK TOm Ogom mOTI [‘every spirit
that confesses, etc., is from God”]. The Holy Spirit, indeed, is the sure token of divinesonship,but
there are many spirits; hence a test is necessary, a standard must be found, to distinguish the
divine Spirit from lying spirits. Now assuredly there are only tworvem pata [“spirits”],that of God
and that of the darkness; but since each of these assumes a different character in individual men,
there must be as great a variety of spirits as there is of individuals, while yet they fall into two
classes, according as they bear the signature in themselves of the divine or the anti-Christian
spirit. Now the necessity of such a testing the apostle grounds on this (mt1 [“that"]), that lying
spirits are not only possible, but also in great numbers actually emerge. Theeudorpopm tal [“false
prophets”],are not here alone, but everywhere in the New Testament, wherever they are spoken
of, connected most intimately with the Antichrist; and as the token of this here and everywhere,
there is only one thing adduced, that is, thedenial of the mission of Christ. In Mat 24:24 and the
parallels theyevdm xpiotol[“false Christs”] are named together with the false prophets; the former
are falseChrists,and the latter bear testimony to them as if they were trueChrists.In Acts
13:6,Bar-jesus announces himself as a false prophet, in that he opposes the preaching of St. Paul
concerning Christ. In 2Pe 2:2 we have the sign of false prophets, that they tmv myopmcavta
omTom ¢ dcoTm TNV mpvompevol [‘the ones denying the Master who bought them™;and in the
Apocalypse it is the false prophet who seduces men to the beast,—that is, to apostasy from Christ.
Thus there is literally everywhere the connection withanti-Christianity.

Yet it is not to be overlooked that the name false prophet is more comprehensive in St. John than
in theSynoptists. For as he understands by themvimxpiotoq [“the antichrist’] something more
general than they understand by their pevdm xpiotog[“false Christ”],—that is, not only those who
give themselves out for Christ, but all who are opposed to Him, who belong to the host of the
arch-Antichrist,—so also the false prophets are in his estimation not only those who bear
testimony to a false Christ, but all who do not give due honour to the true One. Thus it comes to
pass that in the Synoptists the false prophets are only servants and helpers of the Antichrist; in St.
John they appear as antichrists themselves. Further, it is not accidental that hereevdorpopm tal
[‘false prophets”],is used, and not Yevdodidm okaAol [“false teachers”]In the former word, to wit,
prominence is given to their dependence on a higher spirit working in the souls of men; but this
token is wanting in the latter word. Since in our passage the question is of that very higher

Sermonindex.net | Page 178



principle energizing in men’s souls, the former word, and not the latter, is appropriate. And these
prophets of the lie em¢ Tmv kmopov m&sAnAmBaaciv[‘have gone out into the world”].The words
may bear two interpretations: either we may take them EeEAnAmBaciv[‘have gone out”] here in the
same sense asmimpumvm¢mABov [‘went out from us”linlJn 2:19, of the origination of the false
teachers in the bosom of the congregation, in which case kmopog [*world”] is the world as the
enemy of the church; or we may understand the m&eAnAvBmval [“those who went out”],quite
generally asprodire,without referring the m &[“out of"] to the bosom of the church, and then km opog
[‘world”] is the world in its widest meaning, as the scene of their activity. This latter is
recommended, not only by the circumstance that the m&mpumv [“from us”] of 1Jn 2:19 is wanting
here, and that without any hint that could supplement it in the connection, but also by some more
urgent reasons. For the clause containing the statement that many false teachers had gone out
from the congregation into the world, and given in their adhesion to the kingdom of darkness, is by
no means a foundation for the requirement doKium {€IVTE TIVEM OTO, €M MK TOM Ocom mOTIV [“t0
test the spirits, whether they are from God"]. Such spirits would not have needed to be tested; they
had become manifest by their very severance from the church. If it was a plain and palpable fact,
and this is presupposed by the m 11 [“that”] which assigns a reason, that they had gone out into the
ungodly kmopog [“world"], then in this fact there could be no inducement to the dokiumelv [‘to
test”] for itself was the accomplishment of the dokipaoma [“test”]. Therefore we take the km opog
[‘world”] in the wider meaning of the scene of the activity of those liars, and the m&mpxeoBal
[‘departure”] as their appearing. That, in fact, they had gone from the midst of the Christian
community is not indeed denied, it is simply not asserted here; that it was so is to be assumed
from the fact that the false prophets of this passage must be identified with the antichrists of the
second chapter (compare especially, 1Jn 4:3). If we must find an express allusion in the
m <mpxecBal [“departure”], we must think of the kingdom of darkness generally from which they
sprang, and into which they in due time will be thrust out as being their m dioctm 10¢ [“own place”].
This trying of the spirits, which the presence of the lying prophets thus alluded to so urgently
required, must all Christians discharge; for the exhortation is addressed to the entire community.
Indeed, there was, according to 1Co 12:10, a proper Xops cUaTH (Ol 0K P® OEWCTIVEL M TwV [“gift of
discerning of spirits”], which was related to the charism of the prophets as the mpunvema
[“interpretation”] was related to the yAmoccaichaAemv [“speak in tongues”] but as every charism
was potentially the property of every Christian, the apostle might well enforce, nevertheless, this
testing duty upon all. In the very presupposition that all had the Holy Spirit, lay the possibility that
every one might detect the spirit opposed.
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Chapter 55

55-1Jn 4:2

1Jn 4:2

BV TONTE YIVECOKETE T TIVEM L0 TOM OEOME TMV TIVEM U0 M M JOAOYEW ENCOmMV XPIOTEV WV
COPKE EANAUOETO BK TOR OEOm HOTI.

St. John mentions and commends the standard of judgment in 1Jn 4:2: we must take yivm OKeTe
[“you know"] in the imperative sense; that elsewhere the indicative yivm okopev [‘we know’] so
often occurs, cannot affect the application of the second person These few words must be all the
more carefully studied, because their meaning is so important: the decision concerning others,
yea, the decision concerning my own relation to God. An mioAoyemv [“confession”] is demanded:
the question is not here of Tm oti¢[*“faith”], for that is an act of my inmost and most secret life;
visible to no other, often un known to myself while often | am conscious of it, it cannot be a
standard or mark for judgment upon others. It is something that must show itself, and be
confirmed, and that in act (chapter 3); but the act must be judged by its motive and spring, and this
judgment is measured by the confession that | make concerning my motive. But thus it is not the
confession of itself which is laid down as a standard, as if it were opposed to the fear of
confession; the emphasis rests upon the matter of the confession or its object. In general, it is
made plain by a comparison of 1Jn 4:3, where the right readingtn comprehends the full contents of
the confession in the one word mnoomv [“Jesus”], that the question here is of the historical person
of Jesus of Nazareth. But in what sense, we must again more closely ask, is this to be the matter
of my confession? What concerning it am | to confess? Here, first of all, the words must be
grammatically arranged in their due order. Much depends on the grammatical place of the word
Xpiotmv [“Christ”]. Is it to be immediately combined with mncomv [“Jesus”], so that Jesus Christ is
the definition of the person concerning whom something—that is, the mAnAvOmvaiTomvoapkm
[‘has come in the flesh"]—is to be confessed? or is it to stand as an attributive, so that | am to
confess Jesus as the Christ, and that He appeared as such in the flesh? In the former case, the
apostle presupposes that Jesus is the Christ; and his requirement is only this, that | avow this
Jesus Christ to have become incarnate; in the other case, the presupposition is that there must be
a confession concerning Jesus, and the requirement is that | avow concerning Him Messiahship
and incarnation. The question is not an irrelevant one, nor one of mere logomachy. If we take the
former view, we suppose that the confession demanded was in opposition to Docetism, which
acknowledged Jesus as the Christ, as sent of God, as the mvwBevm pxom pevov [“the one who
came from above”], but not as real man, who had become flesh; if we take the latter view, we
suppose it demanded in opposition to Ebionism, which would not acknowledge Jesus as the
incarnate Christ, but denied His higher nature. For it is quite certain that Xpiotom ¢ [“Christ”] here
does not define Jesus as the promised Messiah of the Jews, but expresses His higher and divine
nature. It is true that the former is the meaning in all those passages of the Gospels where by
Jews, or in opposition to Jews, Jesus is described as the Christ. But wherever
Imnooum ¢Xpiotom¢ [“Jesus Christ”] is used as a proper name, the former word expresses His
human nature, the latter His divine; and in a series of places Xpiotom¢ [“Christ”’] simply is
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interchangeable with umm ¢ Tom Beom [“Son of God”]. Thus it is in Joh 1:18,[N] where the words
m lovoyevm ¢Bsm ¢K.T.A. [“the only-begotten God”] define the meaning of the Xpiotom¢ [“Christ”];
thus it is in Joh 3:28, for the subsequent words in Joh 3:31, m mK Tom ompavom mpym UEVOC [“the
one who comes from heaven”], define the substance of the name. In our Epistle we must hold fast
this significance in every passage where Xpiotom ¢ [“Christ”] occurs: in 1Jn 1:5 it is clear from the
added clause that Jesus Christ is introduced as the Son of God; in 1Jn 2:22 the denial of Jesus as
the Christ is more closely defined by the words of 1Jn 2:23, m mpvompevog Tev ummv [“the one
who denies the Son]; the close of the ninth verse of the second Epistle confirms this meaning of
the name. And finally, as it concerns our present passage, it may be most absolutely proved that
Christ is interchange able with Son of God. First, the sum of Christian doctrine which the apostle
here lays down is identical with that which he utters in Joh 1:14, m Amyoc omp¢ mymveTo [“the
word became flesh”], and therefore the Xpiotom ¢ [“Christ”] here corresponds to the idea of Amyog
[“‘word”] there. Secondly, in the resumé of our section in 1Jn 4:14 the apostle sums up what he
here says thus, that God sent His Son as Saviour into the world: thus the Xpiotom ¢ [‘Christ”] here
is equivalent to umm ¢ Tom Bsom [“Son of God”] there; just as similarly in 1Jn 4:15 he demands the
confession that Jesus is the Son of God.

After having established the full significance of the word Christ, let us turn back to the original
guestion: does the apostle demand the confession that the Son of God, who is acknowledged
Jesus by the supposition, became flesh and a true man; or does he demand that the man Jesus
be acknowledged as the Son of God? In other words: Is the divinity of Jesus the thing
acknowledged, the humanity in its full meaning the thing doubted,—that is to say, the thing denied;
or is it precisely the converse of this? Finally, in the grammatical terminis, does Xpiotom ¢ [“Christ”]
belong to the subject or to the predicate? In favour of the former, it may be urged that the
combination Imnooum ¢Xpiotom¢ [*Jesus Christ”] is so common, that if the apostle had meant to
divide them, he must have shown his intention by his specific arrangement; and this he might
easily have done by simply putting the mnoomv [“Jesus”] before the mpoAoyemv [“‘confession].
Not the less on that account must we decide for the separation of the Xpiotomv [“Christ”] from the
mnoomv [“Jesus”]. For the recapitulation in 1Jn 4:14, and especially that of 1Jn 4:15, shows that
the matter of primary importance to the apostle here was the recognition of Jesus as the Son of
God: he sums up the confession introduced before to this effect, that Imncovm ¢motiveumE ¢ TOm
Beom [“Jesus is the Son of God"]. Now if, as we have seen, Xpiotom ¢ [“Christ”] here is equivalent
with umm ¢ Tom Bsom [“Son of God”] there, it cannot belong to the subject, but must be separated
as the predicate of the confession demanded. Thus the question which should serve for the
OoKIpoom aTveuum Twv [“testing of spirits”] was the old one: What think ye of Jesus? The right
answer to the question was the common confession of the church concerning His divine human
person as the God-man; but this introduced in such a way that the emphasis rests upon the
divinity, while the humanity is here, as everywhere else in the New Testament, simply taken for
granted or not open to any suspicion. In making the divinity prominent, the apostle does not say
that Christ became flesh, but that He came into the flesh. Concerning His birth as the physical
entrance into the world, St. John neither here nor anywhere else uses mpxecOoiem (Tm vK® GOV
[‘to come into the world”] and the like; it is always rather with him the coming as the result of a
higher divine causality. All the three Johannaean documents agree in representing the coming of
Jesus as essentially a coming from heaven. mv Tm ¢m ¢ T mAnBivmv [“the true light was coming”
cf. Joh 1:9] is the announcement of the gospel, coming, that is, from the Father into the world; the
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Saviour promises to His disciples His own coming from the Father, to whom He returns as the
Paraclete; the entire Apocalypse revolves around the voam m pxoukm piemncom [‘yes, come Lord
Jesus” cf. Rev 22:20], His final coming from heaven. Accordingly, it is not the intention of the
apostle to aver here primarily that the Son of God became truly man,—that follows only from the
words used,—but by the mpxeoBal [‘t0 come”] to indicate plainly that the man Jesus was
nevertheless the Son of God, that He came into this humanity from heaven, and therefore entered
it as the eternal Logos.

We are then to regard Christ in our thoughts as mvoapkmmAnAvbmta [“the one who has come in
the flesh”]. The phrase expresses something different from emcompka [‘in the flesh”], and
something more than em ¢tmvkm opov [“into the world”]. Something different from emcom pka [“in
the flesh”], for this would mean only that He descended into the sphere of the ompg [“flesh”], of
humanity as infected by sin and guilt, without expressing in what sense He personally became
om pg [“flesh”]. Something higher than em ctmvkm gpov [“into the world”]; for we have already seen
on 1Jn 2:16 that kom opog [“world”] is a much more comprehensive idea than om p¢ [“flesh”]: all
potencies opposed to God which are found in the kom opoc [‘world”] are condensed in the om pg
[“flesh”], in human nature sold under sin, as in a focus. Zm p¢ [“flesh”] means human nature not in
itself, nor as exclusively in its corporeal relation, but that human nature as having sin lodged in it.
Sin does not originate indeed in the om pa [“flesh”] of man; but all that man is and does makes for
itself an organ in the body, makes indeed the body its organ. Not only does the body of man
participate in the dissolution of the human constitution which entered as the effect of sin, sickness,
suffering, and death itself included, but every sinful psychical impulse conditions or determines
man’s bodily nature, inasmuch as, in consequence of sinful impulses, the body is adapted to the
service of sin, and unfitted for the service of righteousness. Thus, while we cannot indeed say that
the flesh, that is, the body infected with sin, is itself sin, for sin can be predicated only of that which
is psychical or spiritual, it is nevertheless pervaded through and through by the results of sin. As
nature cannot be evil, though no longer by any means responding to the original design of the
Creator, not being any longer the representative and organ of pure, divine thoughts, so also is it
with the body of man. And this corporeity thus perverted is the om pg [“flesh”] in which Christ must
appear if He would and should approve Himself the cwtm pa Tom kmgpou [“Saviour of the world”]
(1Jdn 4:14). He must thus be manifested in it as the Reconciler or Atonement, thus also as the
Redeemer. As the former, for in taking upon Himself the ompg [‘flesh”], He bore all the
consequences of sin; not even His body was the adequate and homogeneous organ of His spirit,
as St. Paul declares in the averment of His moBmveia [‘weakness”] (2Co 13:3); He tasted
thoroughly the sorrow which sin has poured out upon the whole human estate and life. But by this
very fact He has redeemed us from the om pg [“flesh”]; for in that He, by virtue of the power of the
Spirit indwelling in Him, gradually overcame, blessed and glorified the om p¢ [“flesh”], that is, the
corporeity deteriorated and bound by sin, it has become a ompatmcoméng [“glorious body”], or
om poTveupoTikmy [“spiritual body”], that is to say, a body which is the absolutely perfect organ of
the spirit; and thereby He has opened the way for us also on our part to undergo this process of
glorification with our om pg [“flesh™].

Now he who confesses to this Son of God, who was manifested in the flesh, gives witness that he
has the rvem potm ¢mAn6emoag [“Spirit of truth”], for no man can call Jesus Lord but by His Holy
Spirit; thus also, in his case, the Toiemv tmvdikaioomvny [‘to practice righteousness”] is the
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glorifying process upon the flesh wrought through Christ’s Spirit, and after His pattern. His works
are therefore the full pledge of His divine sonship, which fact the apostle aims here to corroborate
with force this section concurs with the former to make one whole. And the confession here
demanded is not alone an unconditional token of my estate of grace; for, while it does indeed
prove that the Holy Spirit is operating within me, it does not prove that my whole personal life is
brought under His power; again, the testimony of works demanded in 1Jn 3:1-24 is then only
efficient when it is certain that these works have the right principle as their source, that is, the Holy
Ghost. Both these elements taken together, however, establish an unassailable security.

Textual note thntmv mnoomv A B W 33 81 206 322 323 429 436 630 945 1067 1241 1409 1505
1611 1739 2138 2200 2298 2344 2495 itq,z vg copbo (eth) Ir1739mg CI1739mg NAm mnocomv
Xptotmv K 056 0142 5 6 18 82 175 181 221 330c 424 442 450 454 457 459 469 623 627 629c
920 1127 1243 1292 1735 1852 1862 1891 2080 2127 2492 2805 2818 HF RP m Tmv mnoomv
Xpiotmv L 049 1 61 88 104 326 451 456 468 1175 1845 1875 Lect TR m tmv XpIoTHY E1|COMV
93 307 614 1678 1837 2147 2412 m 10V XpilOotov 1846 m mncomy KEpiov m m TRy ymmEY 2541
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Chapter 56

56 -1Jn 4:3

1Jn 4:3

Kom TmVY TIVEN IOl B UM M [IOAOYEN THV EJCONVY MK TON OSON ONK EQOTIV- KON TONTHE ECQTIV TH
TON EVTIXPEOTOU, B BKNKEATE BTl BPXETAI, KON VEY BV TH KECUE EGTEY BJN.

Over against this truetvem pa[“Spirit”] the apostle now introduces the false one: to the Spirit of
Christ is opposed that of antichrist. But we have first to establish thegenuine reading. It is generally
admitted that the object denied is defined as simplytmvmncomv [*Jesus”], and that the
Xpiotmvmvoapkm mAnAvomto [‘Christ has come in the flesh”]of theTextus Receptusis an
addition. If, now, the right reading is Tmv Tivem U0 = = m LOAOYEm TH VR COmV [‘every spirit that
does not confesses Jesus”], this must be so explained as to show that the apostle connects with
the name Jesus the whole matter that he had announced in the previousverse. And, in fact, a
confession of Jesus is impossible without the full substance of that: if | do not hold Him to be the
Son of God, | may speak of Him and know, but | have then nothing to confess. To confess to
aMAN:is a thing without meaning: it is nothing. But it is to me doubtful whether the reading given
above is the genuine one. The old reading,Tmv Tvem 0 mAmcITRVENcomy [‘every spirit that
dissolves Jesus”], appears to me to have more value than is mostly conceded to it. That it was
guoted by Socrates as an ancient one is indeed unquestionable. The words referred to are these:
[Nestorius]mywmncey ®mTI EYV TE KOOOAIKE E@OEVVOU HEYEYPOTOIO HY TOEMC TIOACIOEC
EVTIYOE @OIC, MTI TMY TVEM LI M ANEl THY MNCOMY BT TON Ocom ONK MOTIV. TamTNY ymp TAY
OlmVOIaY EK THV TOACIEY EVTIYPE @V TEPIEEAOV O XWPE{ElV ETM TOM THC ONKOVOUEOG
mVOpm 1OV BouAm pevol Tey Bsmtnta K.T.A.[*Nestoriusdid not know that in the Catholic Epistle of
John it was written in the ancient copies,‘every spirit thatdissolves Jesus, is not from God.’For to
remove this understanding from the ancient copies is attributed to those wishing todissolvethe
humanity from the divinity, etc.”] (Hist. Eccles. vii. 32).tn Dlsterdieck supposes that it does not
follow from these words that theverse so ran, as Nestorius quotedthem; he thinks that the
phrasetepiem Aovim voimvolav[‘remove the understanding”] shows rather that he was only giving
the sense of the text. But in this he is wrong. We cannot see what endthe mention of
thetoAoimmvte ypoga[LSJ][“ancient copies”] would serve if there was not in them something
different from what the Nestorians read in these texts. If the heretics only by exegetical
manipulation made themeaningof the passage favourable to their views, nothing was to be gained
by a reference to the old manuscripts, and the worddimvola[‘understanding”] thus receives its
rights. While the heretics changed the words,they did also in the judgment of Socrates change the
sense of them. It cannot therefore be denied that we have the testimony of Socrates thatm Am el
[“which dissolve”], was the original reading. For the rest, indeed,the words are not to be pressed;
in spite of the repeatedtm ToAcImmvTmypa@a[LSJ][“the ancient copies”], we may not believe that
all the manuscripts were collated by Socrates and found to give evidence of his reading. Further, it
is to be observed that in the time of this Father even the manuscriptAmel[“to dissolve”] was no
longer common, since, opposing Nestorius, he in a certain sense introduces the old reading as a
novelty:myvmnoev [“to be ignorant”]. In itself, therefore, the testimony of Socrates to a reading no
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longer found in any manuscript would have no great weight; but we have other witnesses. Among
these we reckon Tertullian first. It is true that his citation inDe carne Christi,Chapter 24. (“certe qui
negat Christum in carne venisse, hie antichristus est” [‘he who denies thatChristhas come in the
flesh, he is antichrist”]), seems on the first glance to support theTextus Receptus. But it is so only
in appearance; for we have not here an exact quotation of our verse, but a blending of it with part
of the preceding; the idea of thein carne venire [“‘come in the flesh”] was the chief thing with
Tertullian, and must therefore be made prominent whether his copy readum m ploAoyem [“‘does not
confess”] orAmel[“he dissolves”]. This passage, therefore, is decisive on neither side. But it is
otherwise with the citation,adv. Marcion.5.16. Tertullian agitates the question as to whom St. Paul
meant in2Th 2:3-4, and answers: “secundum nos quidem anti christus . . . ut docet Joannes
apostolus, qui jam antichristos dicit processisse in mundum praecursores antichristi spiritus,
negantes Christum in carne venisse et solventes Jesum, scilicet in Deo creatore” [“According to
our view, he is Antichrist . . . and especially by the Apostle John, who says that already many false
prophets are gone out into the world, the fore-runners of Antichrist, who deny that Christ has come
in the flesh, and do not acknowledge Jesus, meaning in God the Creator”]. In these words he
gives an extract from the first three verses of our chapter: the processisse in mundum [“‘gone out
into the world”] refers to the first verse; the in carne venisse [*has come in the flesh”] to the
second; the solventes [“acknowledge”] to the third. As the second verse specifies as a sign of the
reception of the Holy Ghost, the mpoAoyemvencomvXpioTevevoopkm mAnAuvbmta [‘to confess
Jesus Christ has come in the flesh”], he simply inverts this; the Antichrist denies that fact and
confession. So, too, the change of Christ in the second, of Jesus in the third member, points to the
fact that the former was to be the second, and the latter the third verse. Tertullian, therefore, had
not, as some suppose, the true readings of the third verse before his eyes; but only the one,
m\m ¢l [“that which dissolves”], and what precedes was derived from the second verse. Nor is the
solventes Jesum [“acknowledge Jesus”] to be regarded as a gloss or addition of Tertullian, for the
construction of the sentence, dicit processisse negantes et solventes [‘those who proceed to deny
and not acknowledge”], manifestly indicates that the latter words also belong to his citation: it is
only in the following scilicet that the gloss of the expositor enters. If we add to all this the quotation
from adv. Psych, 1, “quod Jesum Christum solvant” [‘acknowledge Jesus Christ”], and further, that
Irenaeus, somewhat earlier than Tertullian, has the same reading (adv. Haer. 3.18), we shall find it
impossible to doubt the existence of this reading. It will hardly be thought necessary to go further,
and examine the testimonies of Leo and Augustine, the latter of whom does not certainly unite the
two readings, as is thought, when he says, solvit Jesum et negat in carne venisse [“‘deny and do
not confess that Jesus has come in the flesh”]: rather does he mark the meaning of the obscure
and difficult solvere by adding the clause derived from the previous verse, which alone makes it
intelligible. If in this citation of Augustine the solvere did not rest upon a reading in the text, but was
inserted merely as an interpretation, it would have been more appropriately inserted, not before
the negare [“deny”], but after it. Against the genuineness of this reading as the original one its
early existence cannot be contended against after what has been said we have the fact of that
earliest citation of our Epistle and of this passage of it in Polycarp, Phm 1:7 : Mucymp m¢ my um
N JOAOYym EmNCOmV XPICTEY BV COPKE EANALOEVQl, BVTIXpIOTEC moTIve [“For every onewho
shall not confess that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh, is antichrist’]. When we weigh this
narrowly, however, we find that even this citation says nothing against the existence of the mAm &l
[“that dissolve]: were it not so, it would be of great significance against the reading, for Polycarp
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certainly was older than the ToAoimmvtmypa@a[LSJ][“ancient copies”] of Socrates. We have, in
fact, here no actual literal citation, but a paraphrastic interpretation of the passage: there is hardly
a word of the third verse which is distinctly reproduced in the passage of Polycarp. The reason
was the same which actuated Augustine and the others: the expression Ameiv Tmvmncomyv [“to
dissolve Jesus”] was found too difficult to make a clear sense as standing alone. To me, therefore,
it seems highly probable that in fact the reading in dispute was in the original text, and that it was
very early lost. But how? that question cannot well be answered of course: probably through the
intrusion of an explanatory gloss. Certainly the Oriental manuscripts must at the time of the
Nestorian controversies have contained the text of the Catholic manuscripts on the whole as we
read them now; for otherwise they would assuredly not have forgotten to cast their falsification of
the Scripture in the teeth of the heretics. Moreover, internal reasons strongly recommend the
reading Amelv Tmvmncomv [“to dissolve Jesus”]. The phrase ummpoAoyem e vmncomyv [“does not
confesses Jesus”] seems always to my feeling something harsh; one involuntarily expects an
attributive definition of the object to be confessed. On the other hand, Amelv tTmvmncomyv [“t0
dissolve Jesus”] is an expression which, after the preceding verse, is as intelligible as it is
pregnant: it signifies to rend asunder those two sides of the person of Jesus as they had been
united in the phrase Xpiotmv mAnAuOm tamvoapkm[“Christ has come in the flesh”], which referred
preeminently, as we find in the explanation of 1Jn 4:2, to the denial of the divinity of Christ. Lastly,
it is more in harmony with St. John’s manner not to make the two points in an antithesis simply
contradictory of each other: he would scarcely write m poAoyemv [“to confess”] and pum m poAoyem v
[“not confess™], but place in the second member something positive. The second half of the verse
now declares that such a denial of the incarnation is not only a token that one is not of God, but a
stamp also of positive anti-Christianity. As it respects the meaning, it is comparatively matter of
indifference whether with each of the neuters, Tomto [“this”] and TmtommvTiXpmotou [‘thespiritof
the antichrist”], the Tvem pa [“spirit”] is supplied; or whether we regard Te pmm poAoyemv (AmELV)
[“thespiritthat does not confess (disolves)”] as the contents of tomto [‘this”], and translate
TmTOm mVTIXPEoToU [‘thespiritof the antichrist”] as the nature or characteristic of the Antichrist.
Both are grammatically possible, though the former seems on the whole the more obvious. The
Antichrist, concerning whom ye have heard that he will appear as the highest and most fearful
error, and as the most bitter enemy of Jesus, has manifested himself in this denying of the
divine-human nature of Jesus. He who was to come is already in the world: in the future he will be
the final, perfected, and personal exhibition of the principle; now he is present in the first
beginnings of the principle. footnotes tnThe textual variant AmeiTmvmnoomv ( = solvit Jesum in the
Latin Vulgate) “dissolves,” “separates,” or “severs” Jesus, i.e., separates the divinity and the
humanity of Jesus, aptly defines the Cerinthian heresy. It was much appealed to in later days
against Nestorius. The ecclesiastical historian Socrates (Historia Ecclesiastica, 7. 32) says it was
the primitive reading, and was altered by “those who wished to dissolve the humanity from the
divinity.” um mpoAoyem is the reading in all known extant Greek manuscripts of the New
Testament. m Amel is found in some Latin sources, including itar,z Vulgate; 1r1739mg Cl1739mg
Origen.
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Chapter 57

57 -1Jn 4:4-6

1Jn 4:4-6

B EEC WK TON OLOm WOTE, TEKVEO, KOM VEVIKEKOTE OMTONCG, BTl UEM{CV HOTHV H BV E|EV B
E EY N KEOUE. ARTON EK TON KECLOU EECN, 5|N TONMTO MK TON KEOUOU AOAOEQCI, KON ®
KE OLOC OB THY BKONMEl. MUENC MK TON OEON EOLEVE H YIVEOKOY THY OEEY, BKONEl N EVE
EG ONK EQOTIV MK TON OgON, ONK MKONE| H|UEY, HK TONTOU YIVEOKOUEV TH TVEEO TH(
mAnOGemag Kam TE Tvem o TEG TAMVNG The opposite principles which animate Christians and
the antichrists have their reflection also in the relation of both to the world: the antichrists are in full
friendship with it; mkm opocam Tmvm kom €1 [“the world listens to them”];Christians are at enmity with
it, and that a victorious enmity. From the principle the apostle passes to the effects of it; and thus
connects and combines his discussion of thervem pa[“Spirit”’Jas operating in the Christian with that
upon his practical life as given in the 1Jn 3:1-24. For,vikmvtmvkm gpov[‘victory over the world”]
andmoiemv TEVAIKaloomvnV [“to practice righteousness”] are interchangeable ideas. Already in
1Jn 2:1-20 themyormvimvkmopov [‘to love the world”] is placed in opposition to
thetepirotemvm vim @oote [“walk in the light”];in the third it was exhibited as the work of Christ, as
HisToiemv tmvdikaloomvny [“to practice righteousness”],that He vanquished the devil: then the
deeds of His members will consist in this, that, as their Head overcame the head, so they, the
members, shall overcome the members of the kingdom of darkness; that is to say, vanquish the
kmopog [‘world”]. There is here below no mere positive construction, no mere negative
destruction: all doing of good is at once building up and pulling down. For this correlative
arrangement of thevikmvtmvkm gpov[“victory over the world"landroiemv tmvdikaioomvnv [“to
practice righteousness”,we may compare, in particular,1Jn  5:3-4, where the
mVTOAm (Ocom tnpemVv [“to keep God’'s commandments”]and tmvkm ouovvikmy [‘victory over the
world"]are equivalent terms and ideas.

What our section contains as to the trying of the spirits, and the relation between the Christian and
the anti-Christian spirit, is accordingly only the means used by the apostle to bring out his subject,
not the absolute end he has in view: his sole end is the sign that the Holy Ghost is the energy and
spring of all holy action. That the testing the spirits is only the means in his exposition appears at
once from the beginning of the fourth verse. For there it is declared as a fact, the reality of which is
simply presupposed, that the readers have the Holy Ghost and are therefore of God: this is the
main proposition of the apostle, to which all the rest leads up. But this, of course, implies at the
same time that the victory over the antichrists is achieved. That victory is accomplished (perfect);
for, in that the church has turned away from all error, and witnessed the good confession laid down
in the preceding words, it has already been successful in the conflict and overcome
theanti-Christianity: yet not indeed in its own power, but through the power of the Holy Ghost ruling
init. Thecarrying back of all human activity for good to a divine and spring of all holy action. That
the testing the spirits influence is quite characteristic of this section. m mv mpumv[“‘the one in you”]
is the God who hath given us His Spirit, and thereby begotten us of Himself.m mv tm kmopm[‘the
one in the world"] is he who elsewhere is called them pxwv Tom kmopou tomtou [“the ruler of this
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world"] (John 12:31). The prince of the world has his work in the false prophets, for—thus it is
in1Jn 4:5—these belong to the world, to the kingdom of darkness pervaded and governed by sinful
powers; and therefore the world acknowledges them as flesh of its flesh, and hears them. mk tom
Km opou AoAomal [“they speakasfrom the world”]:that is, all their words are moulded and ordered
by the spirit ruling in the world, and therefore have a well-known and familiar sound to the children
of the world. Compare John 15:19 : em mK TON KEGLOU BTE, B KEQLOG Y TH mOlov m@mAel [“if
you were of the world, the world would love its own”]. It is obvious that the converse must also be
true (1Jn 4:6): we who are of God must be understood by him who himself knows the divine. The
pronouns refer, according to the connection, not to the apostles alone, but the whole Christian
fellowship; for they cannot possibly have another subject than the yivm ockopev [“we know”] (in the
second half of the verse, and that this refers to all Christians is perfectly obvious. The mpoAoyemv
[“to confess”] of 1Jn 4:2 indeed referred not to any individual, but to all who would belong to the
Christian community: they all witness the | same confession, and they all understand that
confession when it is borne by others. Each is at once the speakerand hearer of the confession.
The second period brings in the end of the discussion. By this we may know the Spirit of the truth
and the spiritof error. But what is meant by the mktomtou [“by this"]? Is it the substance of the
entire six verses; or only the last, the mkomelv [“to hear”] on the part of the world or of the children
of God? Certainly the former, and pre-eminently the confession of the incarnate Son; for the last
three verses have, in fact, only laid down the effect which such a confession produces: enmity of
the world, friendship of the children of God, in other words, incorporation into the whole organismof
the divine kingdom.
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Chapter 58

58 - 1Jn 4:7

1Jn 4:7

B \OTINTOM, B YOI T LIEV EAARAQUG, BT| B HYETI BK TON OgON BMOTI, KON TG E EYOTHEY, K TON
Ocom yeymvVNTAl, KOM YIVE OKEl THY OcmvE

Hitherto St. John has exhibited the confession of the Son of God manifested in the flesh as the
principle of the divine life in man: the foundation he lays, therefore, is not anything that is in us, but
something that God has done for us. Similarly, he places— this is the meaning of the paragraph
from 1Jn 4:7-12—the ground of our love to the brethren not in ourselves; he makes it only the
reflection of the divine love to us, therefore the result again of what has been wrought for and upon
us. Thus when he begins with the hortatory myoTm pevm AAm Aouc¢ [“love one another”], we are to
regard this only as the introductory form, the sentence of transition; the essence of the section is
not an exhortation, but, so to speak, a physiology of love. We ought to love, for
mmym T mKTON Ocomm oTl [“love is from God”]: it has its home, its primal dwelling-place, in God;
thus where there is love, there is somewhat that must have come from Him. Hence, therefore, he
who loveth is born of God, and he is a partaker of the divine nature; to him God hath revealed
Himself, and he on his part knoweth God. Neymvvm gBol mktom @com [“‘to be born of God”"] and
yivm okelvimvOemv [“to know God”] are related as principle to result, as gift and appropriation of
the gift. We have here once more the same fundamental principle which in 1Jn 3:2 is so clearly
prominent, that all knowing pre supposes a spiritual likeness to the person known; and that
knowledge of the divine rests upon a possession of the divine. If, accordingly, the knowledge of
God is a result of divine regeneration, and this again is discernible by the evidence of love, it
follows that the absence of this token allows the conclusion to be drawn, that there is a lack of the
knowledge of God. But here it is also shown clearly that to the apostle the yivm okelv [“to know’] is
something very different from a thinking based upon merely logical categories. It is indeed
perfectly possible that a man may understand all the teaching of Scripture concerning God, and
receive it into his mental being, without having any real love. But such a fact as that does not
contradict the apostle’s assertion. For he who knows all plants by their scientific names, classes,
and orders, but has never seen any of them, must be held to be far from knowing the plants. In like
manner, he who professes to know God without love has no spiritual perception, no experience of
Him; because his ideas are only constituent elements out of which he seeks to produce a living
unity. He therefore proves that his idea of God is a false one, since God is not a substance
compounded of marks and attributes. Only from experience, that is, from devotion, can there be
any yivm okelvimvOemv [“to know God”]; since love, which is here represented as the token of a
divine birth, is supposed to be the pure copy or mere effluence of the divine love, we, of course,
must not limit it to the love of the brethren, but must understand it in its widest meaning.
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Chapter 59

59 -1Jn 4:8

1Jn 4:8

E N EyOTEYV, ONK ByWW TEY Osmy, BTl B Osm¢ mymTn motmy. As if it was impossible for the
apostle with too much formality to draw out a contrast, he employs here also another antithesis
which1lJn 4:8 presents tolJn 4.7, in order to add an impressive enlargement to the thought.
Before, he had taught thatmmymTmmk Ocommoti [‘love is from God"];now, he teaches
thatmOem¢mym TMm otmy [“God is love”]. But what does this import? Love is primarily under all
circumstances a reciprocal idea, or idea of relation: it necessarily requires a loving subject and an
object loved. Even in self-love this maintains its truth; for that can exist only where the subject is
conscious of itself as an object, and has differenced a self from the self. In love the subject goes
out of itself; and this takes place more particularly in that it opens itself towards another, and
communicates itself. Moreover, it lies in the nature of love that what it imparts is something good;
is, in fact, a good: communication of what is evil as such is the opposite of love; it can only take
place at all under the supposition that | regard the evil erroneously as something good. To wish to
communicate what is known to be evil is Satanic, and therefore the precise opposite of loving.
Accordingly, there are in the idea of love two things: one, the pre supposition that | have a good,
or, more particularly, since good if ethically considered cannot be an accident, that | am good;
another, that | refer this good not to myself, but to another, or am conscious of the tendency to
impart it. If, now, it is said that God not only has love, but is love, that means His being altogether
and only love, love and nothing but love; and in that again appears the second thing, that He not
only has good in itself, but that He is altogether good, has all perfection, and absolutely refers
nothing to Himself, but all to others. By means of this it is possible to determine the relation which
exists between the definition of the divine nature given here and that oflJn 1:5, God is light. That
given in our passage presupposes, as we have seen, that goodness is the essential quality of God
which in virtue of Hismym tmemvai[“to be love”] He communicates. This essential quality is in1Jn
1:5 described by the termm¢ [“light”’]. We foundqm ¢ [‘light”]to be the compendium of all His
perfections, ther\m popa[“fullness”] of His nature; it is, in fact, the definition of the metaphysical
essence of God, asmym 1 [“love”]is of that of His ethical nature; the former is the immanent side of
the divine essence, the latter the transitive which presupposes the former; and the two together
express nothing but this, that God at no moment and in no measure ever has, or ever can, or ever
does refer the perfect fulness of His being to Himself. The unfathomable and inconceivable fulness
of life which is named asom ¢ [“light”]lis from eternity to eternity existent under only the modality of
love. Against the unlimited force of the©em ¢mym Tm [“God is love”]is dashed to pieces every notion
which represents God as in any way or at any time living a life turned toward self or folded within
self.

If we take the two definitions Osm ¢ om ¢ [“God is light”] and Gcmcmym 1M [‘God is love”] together,
we reach the result that no action of God is conceivable which has not for its aim the
demonstration of love; and that there is no evidence of love which has not for its substance the
communication of the divine nature of light, of the divine om &a [“glory”]. If this self-communication
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of perfect love is conceived as in a literally absolute sense consummate, as a ray of light passing
unbroken from one point to another, then we have the
eternal m TIE yaOpOKOE XopakTe p TE (Ol {nctom Ocom [‘radiance and exact representation of the
golry of God” cf. Heb 1:3], the Son. If it is conceived as dispersing itself in all possible gradations of
colour, which in their combination and sum, however, are again like the colourless indifference of
pure light, without image,—consummate in time and space,—then we have the world, or, as it is
called in its final reference to God, the divine kingdom. Thus it is plain how not only Christ, but
the mkkAnoma [“glory”], that is, the church, the perfected kingdom of God, with its body, the
earthly creation, may be called the Tampwpa [“fullness”] of God. If, then, light and love are as
inseparably the nature divine as form and matter make up any material thing, then it follows that
everyone who is born of God must be a partaker of this light and of this love. But as, according to
1Jn 4:7, the birth from God is the presupposition of the yivmokelvamtmy [“to know him”], the
conclusion reached in our eighth verse is perfectly clear, that he who loves not cannot know
God,—that is, because he is not born of Him.
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Chapter 60

60 - 1Jn 4:9

1Jn 4:9

N myoTEY, ONK BWW TEY Osmy, BT B Ocm¢ mym T motmy. That love, which God is in His
inmost essence, has now become manifest, and that through the mission of His Son. But the
proposition is not here laid down in this wide generality. Certainly it is true that herein the love of
God has been demonstrated in its broadest comprehensiveness (compare Joh 3:16,
omTOCH ym TN Oocvm Osm ¢K.T.A. [“God so loved, etc.”]), so that it might have been said that mm ym 1)
[“the love”], this very perfect love itself, was first manifested in the Son; but when we mark that the
conclusion is, mva (mowyev olm amtom [“so that we may live through him”], and that it runs in the
beginning mgavepm Onmmym TME v um v [“the love was manifested in us”], we feel that both these
circumscribe the comprehensiveness of the statement above: it is not that all the love of God
generally was manifested in the sending of His Son; but the apostle would say that His love
towardsus was in this way approved. In order to obtain a more distinct idea, we must determine
whether mvm pumv [“in us”] belongs to mym 1™ [“love”] or to m@avepm BN [“made known”], and how it
is more particularly to be understood. The former might require the article before mvm pumv[“in us];
but that is not an absolute argument against it, for, though we find no instance in our apostle, yet
we have one in Col 14 of its absence in a similar or parallel case,
EmymTEpumvmvXpiotmmnoom [‘your love in Christ Jesus”]. But since this construction must
under any circumstances be harsher than the reference to m @avepm 6n [“made known”], we must
needs prefer this latter.

But, this granted, even then the mvm umv[“in us”] may be variously understood. The most obvious
interpretation would be that of “among us;” but this is opposed by the form of the resumed thought
in 1Jn 4:16, where it is EmymTNEVE XcIm Ocm cmve umV[“the love which God has in us”]. If this
were to be translated “among us,” the whole phrase might easily be reduced to mean the love
which God finds existing among us, that is, our love to Him. But this is rendered impossible by the
preceding TeTnotem Ka ey [“‘we have believed”]; for my love to God can be no object of faith to me.
Therefore it must be that mmym TImve xc1m Ocm ¢ [“the love which God has”™], 1Jn 4:16, defines the
love which God has or feels; and mv [“in”] can by no means be translated “among.” But then, as
mvEpmv[“in us’ in 1Jn 4:16 and in 1Jn 4.9 stand or fall together, we cannot admit the
interpretation “among” in our present verse also. It may be added that throughout the entire
context mv [“in"] never occurs in any other than its proper meaning of “in.” What this apostle meant
to express by the phrase m@avepm Onmmym Tmmvm umv [“the love was manifested in us”] may be
best illustrated by comparing a similar Pauline passage. The mgovepm Goimvm yumv [“the love was
manifested in us”], that is, must be understood precisely in the same sense as St. Paul's
B TIOKOA R TIETEIV mvm pom [“to reveal in me”], Gal 1:16. This is something different from the simple
B TOKOA M TIETEIVHOL [“to reveal to me”]. St. Paul would make it emphatic that not only Jesus Christ
had been revealed to him, and that he himself had been the receiver of the revelation, but that the
revealed Christ had become an element of his own being and life. The expression presupposes a
change which had passed within the apostle’s own nature, a renewal of his being; without this we
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can form no conception of an m TIOKOAR TIETEIV mnoomy myvomTE [“to reveal Jesus in him”]. And
here also the m@ovepm Onmmym 1M TOmM Ocom mvmpmv [‘the love of God was manifested in us”]
implies much more than if the ending of it had been mpumv[‘us”] simply. It means to say that not
only had the love of God become known to us through the mission of His Son, but that in virtue of
that mission it had fixed a permanent dwelling-place in us. The matter is so simple, both in phrase
and meaning, that we could hardly wish it more so: if | say mXpioTom ¢m @oveEPE ONmVTE KE oM
[‘Christ was manifested in the world”], | define the world as His dwelling; if | say
mgavepm Onmvm umyv [“was manifested in us”], we ourselves then become His dwelling. Similarly,
when it is said that mmym rmTOm Ocom mQovepm 6n mvmumy [“the love of God was manifested in
us”], we ourselves are the sphere in which the love of God has pitched its visible tent. The love of
God, of which the verse preceding spoke, has become manifest, has been clearly made known to
us; and that—for here is the second point connected with the former—in such a manner that it has
made for itself a dwelling-place in us. The correctness of this interpretation must be confirmed
abundantly when it is shown how in that mission of the Son here spoken of this dwelling of love in
us or that mgovepm Onmvm umv [“was manifested in us”] is verified. Let us look more closely at the
declaration of the apostle. The revelation of the divine love of which St. John speaks did not
consist in the fact that the Son was manifested, that He as m Tom yaopo tom Totpm ¢ [“the radiance
of the Father”], in whom we see the Father, has through His life of love also made known the
Father’s love; nor will St. John make it emphatic, that the mission of the Son, or more strictly the
Son sent, shows us in His person the divine love: that love is manifested in the mission of the Son.
The former thought is true, indeed, but is not here impressed. That God sends TemvummvoETON
[“his Son”]. Him in whom He beholds Himself, who possesses the whole fulness of His own divine
essence, yea, Tmvummvtmvpovoyeva [“the only begotten Son”]. Him who alone has this place in
deity,—sent Him, m tm otaAkev [‘he sent”], so that He has not that Son for Himself, for Himself
loves Him not nor will enjoy Him, but sent Him to enter into the living agitation, the sinful agitation,
of the human world, em ctmvkm opov [“into the world”], that human world which deserved not love
but wrath,—this is the act of love which has brought the divine nature of love in God to full
development, in which it m@avepm6n [“was manifested”]. And now for the mvmpymv [“in us”]. All
other acts of God in history and nature manifest also His love, though not in the same degree as
this; but when we discern in these the tokens of love, our knowledge is, so to speak, at second
hand: of all this we might say only mmym TmjTOR ©com avepPOm TO I VTE KE oum m um Vv [“the love of
God is manifested to the world in us”]. But it is otherwise in the mission of the Son. This had for its
purpose and result, mvo {mowuev olm omtom [‘so that we may live through him”],—that is, we
ourselves are to be transformed by it, the divine life is to be implanted in us, and thus most
assuredly the love of God is to be manifested in us because we are to be ourselves drawn into the
fulness oi this divine nature of love. In this, as we have seen, consisted the love of God generally,
that He refers not His whole being to Himself, but to others, and in such a manner that He
communicates it to others; He not only works with its energy for the world, but commits it into our
own very being. And under both aspects His nature of love has been most perfectly revealed in the
mission of His Son: by it He has surrendered the whole fulness of His divine nature, all that He
has; and so surrendered it that He communicates it to us as a free gift; it is not merely a power
working for us and in us, but the power energizing within us has become part of our own
personality. Only when the Christ for us is really the Christ in us, do we exhaust the meaning of the
word Osm ¢cm ym T [“God is love”].
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Chapter 61

61 -1Jn 4:10

1Jn 4:10

EV TONTE ECOTEHYV B EYETI), ONYX HT| HUSHC EMYNTMCOOLEY THY OcHY, EAAN ETI OETE(
HVETINCEV BN G, KON BT OTEIAE THY UEEY OETON EAQCUEVY TEPE THY EUOPTIEY EuEVY. The
love of God has become in the mission of His Son a power of love working in us,—that is, it infers
the thought that in this way only can we ourselves love in the manner and after the standard of the
mvToAmKoIvE [“new commandment”] (compare 1Jn 2:8): this is the idea of the ninth verse, which
the tenth more fully expands. It begins with mvtom tmm otmve m ym T [“in this is love”]. This cannot
mean the love of God, for an amtom [“of him”] would in that case hardly have been left out; rather
the subject of the loving must be derived from the following clause with m 11 [“that”]. That, however,
contains two of them, mpem ¢ [“‘we”] and Oem ¢ [“God”], and thus we must take the mym M [“love”]
quite generally, as it might be plainly expressed in the infinitive expression “loving.” The topic is the
nature of love generally, all love which may be found in God or man: neither the love of God to us
alone, nor our love to God alone. The mvtomtemotmYv [“in this is”] suggests an unfolding of the
nature of love; “it consists in this, that;” the mTimpemcmyormoapev [‘that he loved us”,
mTimTmoTelAey [“that he sent”] point through the very tense up to the causality of love, the
principle of its origination. The two, however, are in fact inseparably united. This let its try to make
clear by an example. Concerning the publicans, whom the Lord in Mat 5:46 introduces, the very
converse of the proposition before us might have been said,
EVIONTEECOTEVEE VE T TEVIEACVEYV,OBKET H|/HEYyETICOVEARETI EHYE(ETONCHYE TT00
[“in this is the love of the tax collectors, not that they love me but that | loved them”]. The ground of
their love to me lies not in them, but in me; if | cease to love them, they cease to love me; thus their
love to me is essentially no other than my love to them. Therefore, as the publican’s love to me
consists of or may be resolved into my love to him, the apostle says here that all loving on earth
and in heaven has its originating cause and consists (thus are the two forms of the proposition to
be united) in God’s loving. All human loving is a flame from the divine Flame, having in itself no
independent existence: “I love” means no other than that the divine love has become in me an
over-mastering and all-pervading power of life. Accordingly, it is not the apostle’s design here to
make prominent the priority of the divine love, to exhibit it as causa sui, as we find it in Rom 5:8.
Had that been his intention, to show that love in us has been enkindled by an anticipation on the
part of God, he would have used the perfect instead of the aorist, in order to express the finished
action and expression of it. But the explanation we have given is in precise harmony with the
aorist. The historical fact of the mission of the Son is love: it is the demonstration and; substance
of divine love, and it is the germ and ground and substance of our love. If we introduce the priority
of the divine love, that it is the divine manner of love to take precedence and anticipate, and that
we must follow and copy it, we derange the whole thought of the apostle. The Tpmtog [“first™],
which the Vulgate interpolates here, and which actually occurs in 1Jn 4:19, would on such a
supposition not have been wanting. To repeat what we have said: the apostle does not say that
God loves first, and we then in the second order; true as that is, he says something more
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comprehensive and much higher, including the former, to wit, that the divine love dwells in us. And
this must regulate our view of the standard aimed at in the last words of the clause, m T gTeIAe
TEHY UENEY ONTON EAQCUEY TEPE TEV mpuaptimy mumyv [*he sent his Sonto bean atoning
sacrifice for our sins”]. They do not, like similar words in Rom 5:8, mTI BTl BUOPTWANY BVYTWV
mpumy, Xplotm¢mTmp mpumy mmOove [‘while we were still sinners, Christ died for us”], indicate
the anticipating love of God; but they point to the means by which God has made us capable of
being the recipients and representatives of His love. They are altogether parallel, therefore, with
the concluding words of the previous verse, mva (mcwpev oim amtom [‘so that we may live
through him”], and lay down only the negative condition for the positive awakening of a new life.
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62 -1Jn 4:11

1Jn 4:11

B \VOTITOM, €@ ONTEC M OsHC MYETI|OEV HUNC, KON HUEHC B @EEAOLEV EAAEAOUC B YUTHE V.
From 1Jn 4:8 till now the apostle has been exhibiting how the love to the brethren, which he
enforces, comes to reality in us; purely on the ground of a divine operation, God is love, and has
through the central act of the mission of His Son established this His love as an efficient power in
us. Now in 1Jn 4:11 comes forward the application: the exhortation to suffer the germ thus
deposited in us to come to its full development. The words as they run show in the most beautiful
manner the accuracy of the above explanation of the previous verses. For, if the current exposition
were true, according to which the anticipating love of God is argument to us that we all should love
our brethren in the same anticipating manner, the conclusion of the proposition ought to have the
om 1w [“s0”] of its beginning repeated; for then the apostle would not be commending brotherly
love in general, but a definite kind of brotherly love (om 1w [“s0”]). But the apostle has not inserted
this, and we must seek another explanation. The emphasis lies upon the m gem Aopev [“we ought”]:
it is explained that, in virtue of the mission of the Son of God, love mvm umv[“in us”] is manifested,
that is, is implanted in us as an energizing power. Let then your light shine, trade with the pound
given, is the apostle’s exhortation. This trading with the pound, the evidencing of brotherly love, is
your most solemn duty: every gift like that of the infusion of divine love, makes us responsible for
its use. And now the interpretation of the om tw¢ [“s0”] in the beginning suggests itself at once: it is
our duty if God has so loved us: how? in that He hath revealed His love mvmpumv[‘in us’],
implanted the germ of it in our hearts. The myarmtom [‘beloved”], which introduces the verse,
resumes that of 1Jn 4:7: the former one was only the foundation for this superstructure of
exhortation. And, when he has come to this, the apostle brings it home to his readers by an
affectionate appeal to the heart of each.
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63 -1Jn 4:12

1Jn 4:12

Oemv oW Ocm ¢ T TIOTE TEOMOTOIM MEY YO TH LIEV BAABMAOUC, M OEEHC MY NNV UEVEl, KON =
YR OETOm TETEAElUmyYN motmy my mpumv. The following verse brings in the close of the
discussion: attributing to brotherly love the pmveivmvOem ¢ [“abide in God"]. It is true that, on the
first glance, the words ©cmvom dcm ¢Tm TOTETEOM ATAI [‘NO one has ever seen God”] seem to stand
in the text without any mediating link. The first thing we have to ask is, whether the emphasis rests
on the Gemv [‘God”] or on the teBmatal [*has seen”]. The arrangement suggests the former. In
that case we should have an antithesis between God as the invisible and the brother as seen; but
then there would arise only one sense, that we could love the unseen God only in our brethren,
and that this brotherly love would have the same blessed result (umveivmyv m umv[“abide in us”]) as
if we could have seen God. But where do we find in the Bible the faintest trace of the thought that
we can love God only in our brethren? Not indeed in 1Jn 4:20, where the subject is only the
confirmation of brotherly love. Love in its direction and impulse takes no account of the visibility or
invisibility of the object beloved. It has indeed the tendency to desire sight of the object; but that is
by no means necessary to its existence or strength. Moreover, if the apostle had wished to speak
of the contrast between loving the invisible God and the visible brethren, of the ease or the
difficulty of loving the unseen and the seen, he might have by one word indicated that contrast.

Thus we fire driven to the second possibility, that of laying the stress on the tcbm atal [*has seen”].
The meaning then is, that no man hath indeed seen God; any visible fellowship with Him is out of
the question; but a spiritual fellowship of another kind is possible, and becomes actual if we love |
the brethren. It is plain that this meaning is unexceptionably suitable; and, for the rest, it may be
easily explained why, notwithstanding the emphasis, the object comes before the verb. Tor, to look
closely, while it is true that inside the verse itself, as we have just seen, there is an antithesis
between the invisibility of God and the spiritual union with Him which is nevertheless necessary, it
is still true that the verse as a whole lays the stress on that fellowship with God into which we
through love of the brethren enter, and of which 1Jn 4:11 had spoken. Hence the Osmv [‘God”], as
the point around which the whole revolves, is placed at the outset. That, instead of the direct
phrase omduvmpcboOsmobaitmvOemy [‘we are not able to see God’], the more limited
om ocm (T TIOTETEOM aTal [‘no one has ever seen’] is used, rests on the thought that we certainly
need not hope to attain what has been inaccessible to all before us. The promise which is here in a
certain sense given to brotherly love as the equivalent for not being able to see God, is at a first
glance twofold: first, that God will abide in us; secondly, that m m ym 71 amTOm TETEAEIWUM VB OTEY
mvmpumv [“his love is perfected in us”]. But let us ascertain whether these two are really distinct.
That would be the case only if mmymm amtom [lit. “the love of him”] meant “our love to God.”
Then the two clauses would issue in what we commonly find distinguished as mOem ¢uvm umv
Kommpcmcmy om Tl [“God in us and we in him”]. But this translation is impossible. For, throughout
the section we have heard of our love to our neighbour, but never once of our love to God; and this
latter idea would be a new one entering without any bond of connection, and furthermore at the
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close of the section. But it is equally out of the question to translate mym 11 amtom [lit. “the love of
him”] of the love of God to us; for it would be quite out of harmony with the tenor of a section which
exhibits our love as the reflection and effluence of divine love to turn round and inversely represent
the divine love as the result of our love to the brethren. There remains only, therefore, the solution
which we found it needful to adopt in 1Jn 2:5,—that is, to exclude from the expression every
objective or subjective reference of the mym Tm [“love”], and to take it simply as the love which God
has, and which He is. Brotherly love shows that love which is in God is also in us: a thought which
obviously is the most striking conclusion for the whole discussion of the section before us.

Moreover, the apostle inserts a teteAeiwpmvn [“perfected”], an idea which from this point plays a
conspicuous part; compare 1Jn 4:17 and 1Jn 4:18 (bis). By this last fact we may note at once that
the writer is approaching the end of his discussion. Thus also is explained the relation between the
two members of the leading clause, m@sm¢umveimy mumyv [‘God abides in us”] and mmym T
omtom K.T.A. [‘his love, etc.”]. In the latter the emphasis lies on teteAeiwumvn [“perfected”], and
the two are related as general to particular: that God abideth in us, on this or that condition or
supposition, the apostle had more than once said; but here at the end he adds expressly, that the
divine nature of love in its whole fulness and glory takes up its dwelling in us. This is the highest
perfection in God, that His love neither excludes any nor ever suffers interruption; and this is
therefore the image and ideal for love among Christians, so that all individuals should love one
another without exception (mAAmAou¢ [‘one another”]), and that with uninterrupted energy (the
present myoTm pev [“we love™).
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Chapter 64

64 - 1Jn 4:13-16

1Jn 4:13-16

EV TOMTE YIVECOKOUEV ETI MY ONTH |IMVOUEV KON (EMTEC NV NNV, NT| K TON TIVEM LOTOC
OmTON OmOWKEY MUMVE KON McHC TOsm ueba, KOm LOPTUPOMUEY MTI W TOITH O M TM OTOAKE
THY UNEY OWIE PO TON KECOUOU. B¢ EV HIOAOYECN ET| ENCONC ECTIV B UNECG TON Otom, m
Oem¢Ey (N TH NVEl, KON OETECEY TH OsH. KON W UENC B YWEKOUEY KOM TETIOTEMKOLEY THY
EYETNV BV BXEl B OcECEY BUEY. B OcECHYETI BOTH, KON B UEVWY BV TH EyETHE, BV TH
Oem UmVEL, KOM B OcECEY (W TH,

It has been shown already that the following four verses give a recapitulation: 1Jn 4:13 summing
up the substance of the whole section 1Jn 4:1-12, parallel with 1Jn 3:24, while the two particular
sub-sections, 1Jn 4:1-6 and 1Jn 4:7-12, are taken up again by 1Jn 4:14-16. But it will be plain, on
the other hand, if we examine carefully, that we have by no means a mere resumé; though what is
found to be added may be explained by the consideration that the apostle is here in the act of
gathering up the threads of his whole discussion from 1Jn 2:28 downwards. Hence at the very
beginning of 1Jn 4:13 we have the double expression mv OETE LEVOLEY KON OETEC EY H|/EY
[‘we abide in him and he in us”], while in the last section, and in the theme of 1Jn 3:24
corresponding to it, only the latter part of it comes forward. But if it is remembered that the last
section is only the substructure or pendant of the third chapter, which treats of our abiding in God,
we shall perceive how fitly the apostle, in his recapitulation here, combines the two thoughts, and
that in each of the three resuming clauses. Even the yivm okelv [‘to know”] enters here again very
appropriately; for the whole of the second part of the Epistle treats of no other than the tokens by
which the sonship of Christians may be discerned. The thing here adduced is
B TIWKTON TIVEM LATOCH M Tom Om dwkevm umy [“that he has given us of his Spirit"]: the same words
as in 1Jn 3:24. That this is in fact the matter contained in 1Jn 4:1-12 can, after the exposition we
have given, be no longer questionable. For, to set out from the last sub-section, 1Jn 4:7-12, where
it is said that all human loving rests upon the infusion of the divine fire of love, what does that
mean but that it rests upon the Holy Spirit? And in 1Jn 4:1-6 the subject is expressly the
confessing of the God-man as a sign of possessing the Holy Ghost. What 1Jn 4:14 brings in as
new, as also in 1Jn 4:16, are the two introductory clauses each emphasized by komm pem ¢ [and
we”"]. That these aim to exhibit the contents of the section as the experience of Christian life, is
clear enough; but it is not so evident to what end the experience is here introduced. Is it alleged as
the guarantee of the truth of what St. John had said, just as the apostles collectively, and St. John
in particular, elsewhere adduce the experience of Christ's resurrection as the demonstration of the
truth? But that would suit only the first kamm pem¢ [“and we”], and not the second; for, as to the
love which God has in me, my faith in that love gives me no certain assurance, since it might be an
erroneous faith. Nor does there seem any absolute necessity for a pledge of the truth of the
assurance, mOcsm cm ym T [“God is love”]. Rather are the clauses kom m pem ¢ K.T.A. [“and we, etc.”]
necessary, and absolutely necessary, to show that the theme of 1Jn 3:24, 1Jn 4:13 has been
demonstrated. We read there, om dwkevm umvm Osm ¢ mKTOM TVEm PO TO¢[“God has given us of his
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Spirit”], which expresses an experience that the readers had known. Now in the development of
1Jn 4:1-12 nothing is said of this actual gift and experience; only abstract and no concrete
relations are treated of: he who confesses Jesus has the Holy Ghost; he in whom the love of God
is manifested must love the brethren. Whether this was actually the case with the readers is
certainly not said here; if, therefore, the om dwkevm umv [“given us”] was really to be established,
there must be at least a single word to express the evidence of this fact. Now that we find in the
clauses before us: confession of Jesus is necessary, and we have it; love is necessary, and it is
found in us,—therefore we have received the Holy Ghost.

Granted that we have now come to a general understanding as to our verses, we are far from
understanding them yet in detail. The first question is, to whom the mpem¢ [‘we”] emphatically
standing at the outset refers. Primarily, it appears, to the apostles; for in 1Jn 1:1 these are made
prominent as Bsaom pevol [“those who have seen’] and paptupom teg [‘those who bear witness™;
and, even if we took the Bem obai [“look upon”] in a figurative sense, yet the poaptupemv [“to bear
witness”] demands ever a personal eye-witness. Equally clear is it that the second Kommpem¢
[‘and we”] refers to the whole congregation inclusive of the apostles; for what would be the
meaning of saying that the apostle or the apostles had known by living experience of faith the
divine love ruling within them? Certainly the object with St. John is not to show that he had
received the Holy Ghost, but that all, even the whole church, had received Him. But here again
there is a difficulty; as it seems to be asserted that the first kommpem¢ [“and we”] refers to the
apostles without including the church, while the second refers to both: in each case the komm picm ¢
[“and we”] is so emphatic, and they are both put in the beginning as so manifestly corresponding to
each other, that it is almost matter of necessity to take them in the same meaning. To this must be
added, that even in 1Jn 4:14, and equally in 1Jn 4:15, as we have perceived also in 1Jn 4:16, the
apostle aims not to show that he has the Spirit, but that the church has: that is, the emphasis
cannot rest on the Bewpima[LSJ] [“contemplation”] of the apostles, but only upon the mpoAoyma
[“‘confession”] (1Jn 4:15) of the congregation. The former is brought forward only for the sake of
the latter. Our confession of Jesus as the Son of God rests indeed in the first instance on the
poptupima [“‘testimony”] of the apostles, their poaptupima [“testimony”] again on their being
eye-witnesses: by this they became pmptupeg [‘witnesses”], not merely announcers, but
trustworthy announcers, of the truth. Thus, by means of their testimony we obtain a participation in
what they had first personally beheld and spiritually apprehended. This observation makes it plain
that the two kom m pem ¢ [“and we”] are perfectly parallel, and how they are so. For, in the first, the
apostles are not regarded in contradistinction to the church, but as the principle of the church’s
m LoAoym a [“confession”]; their Bem oBaikom paptupem v [“to look upon and bear witness”] was the
ground and essence of that confession; in their personal experience concerning the mission of the
Son of God, the experience of the church was as it were involved. Thus, as the komm pem ¢ [“and
we”] in 1Jn 4:16 refers to the apostles and the church, so essentially it is in 1Jn 4:14, although that
verse formally embraces the apostles alone. So the meaning of 1Jn 4:14-15 is: we have the Holy
Ghost; for we have the token of this, the confession of the mission of the Son as Saviour of the
world,1 on the ground of apostolical testimony; and consequently we have perfect mutual
fellowship with God. As if he would make evident at once the reciprocity of the connection between
God and man, the apostle changes the arrangement of the words in 1Jn 4:13, 1Jn 4:15-16: now
the ymvopev mv omtm [“we abide in him”] comes first, now the cmtm¢ mv mpumv [“he in us”]. The
historical fact of the manifestation of Christ, belonging to the domain of the visible world, could be
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established only by the experience of testimony; the internal fact, on the contrary, of the love of
God ruling in us can only be inwardly experienced: hence here the myvm KOUEVKOE TETI GTEM KO UEV
[‘we have come to know and to believe”]. That which is known and believed is love, the love
mvmycimOcmcmvm umv[“‘which God has in us”]. The expression has already been dealt with on
1Jn 4:9: it is the divine love, which is in God, but which He, by virtue of the mission of His Son,
implants in our hearts, so that it now is also mvmpumv[‘in us”]. It must first be known and then
believed: for | can believe in the biblical sense, that is, enter, with all the soul and perfect trust, only
into that the existence of which | know. So St. John says: we have known, it has become plain to
us, that divine love has taken up its dwelling in us; and, after we came to know this, we have also
believingly apprehended it. Let it not be wondered at that we are said to believe in what is after all
mvEumV[“in us”]. As certainly as | must believe in the power of God which is mighty in the
weak,—this, however, being in myself,—so certainly must | believe in the love of God which
abides in me. Without such faith neither can that power nor this love approve itself mighty within
me. The following clause, m@smcmymTmmoTmyv [‘God is love”], is quite necessary for the
conclusion that we, in virtue of this love, have perfect fellowship with God. It might, indeed, be
conceived that he who loves, he who has the divine love in himself, may in some degree enter into
communion with God; but not on that account into a full and complete fellowship. This argument,
however, is very plain, when it is said that God is love, and only love, and altogether love. For, if
the whole nature of God is love, it follows that he who has this love participates in the whole nature
of God; he who possesses the love of God has God entire. This we may establish also in other
ways. If the apostle’s proposition, that by means of love we have absolute fellowship with God, is
correct, it may equally be averred that we also have everything else which may be said concerning
Him: for instance, the light-nature of God may assuredly become the portion of him who loves.
This also is quite true; for we have seen in 1Jn 4:8 that love in its nature is diffusion of good, this
latter being presupposed; and, as the love of God presupposes His light-nature, so does loving on
our part presuppose that we participate in this nature of light. Similarly, it follows from the
declaration that both the confession of Christ and the love of the brethren exhibit full and complete
fellowship with God, that both these are perfectly involved in each other. And so indeed it is. For
the confession of Christ rests, according to the exposition in presupposed; and, as the love 1Jn
4:1-6, on the impartation of the Divine Spirit, or, more strictly, of the Spirit of the incarnate Son of
God; and love rests upon the communication of the same Spirit,—that is, as He is the Spirit of
love. Confession and love are therefore only the outbeamings of one and the selfsame Spirit; each
of the two pledges the perfect unity with God. Neither is a true avowal of Christ possible without
brotherly love, nor is this latter possible without the former; either both are wanting or both are
present: at least, that is, in their germ.

Let us now look at the position of the track in which we now find ourselves. The theme of this
division of the Epistle was said to be, in 1Jn 2:28 ff., uymvelvEvaETE ®BVYOTOEEOEOV
B XWUEVE VTR TipoucE m om Tom [“abide in him so that we may have boldness at his coming”]. This
parrhesia, according to 1Jn 2:29, was to spring from the consciousness of divine birth, or being
born out of God, and this consciousness to rest upon the sign of works. The concluding
proposition in 1Jn 2:29, Tm¢ m TOIMVY TEV JIKOIOCMVNV, B (mTOM yeymvntal [‘everyone also
who practices righteousness isborn of him”], is thus the argument of proof for the main proposition
in 1Jn 2:28. This last-adduced proposition is now developed in two directions: first, in 1Jn 3:1-24,
that he who is born of God must practise righteousness; secondly, in 1Jn 4:1-21, that this practice
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of righteousness (especially brotherly love) can only proceed from a divine new birth. For, as
chapter 4 expounds, all vikmvtm vkm gpov [“victory over the world”], and thus all opposition to sin,
as also all love, depends upon the infusion of the Divine Spirit. Thus we may say that in 1Jn 3:1-24
it is demonstrated =TI myeyevvnumvocem Eom Tom THVAIKOIOOE VNV TolEm [“that everyone born of
him practices righteousness”]; in 1Jn 4:1-21, on mTI T W TOIWMY TEY JIKOIOCE VY B OmTON
yeymvntol [‘that everyone who practices righteousness isborn of him”] Finally, it is shown,
especially in the resumé of 1Jn 2:13-16, how, in this communication of the Holy Ghost, that
pmveivmvom e [“abide in him”] comes to perfection which was spoken of in 1Jn 2:28. It remains
now that the apostle should disentangle the knot he created, by showing that thus the Tommnoma
[“boldness™] is attained in the final judgment. He does this in the following verses. They are the
qguod erat demonstrandum. footnotes

1It must not be unnoted that St. John has the expression owtm p [“Saviour”] only twice (Jn 4:42, in
the mouth of the Samaritans), but each time with the addition tom kmopou [‘of the world”].
Elsewhere the word occurs always as connected with mpumv [“of us”] (that is, Christians) or
absolutely; St. Paul alone speaks of the Father once as cwim prm viwve vopm v [“Saviour of all
people”] (1Tim 4:10). Even in this otherwise insignificant peculiarity St. John shows his
predominant tendency to give prominence to the universality of the divine purpose of redemption.
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Chapter 65

65 -1Jn 4:17

1Jn 4:17

EV TONTHE TETEAEMWIOI B HYETI UEON EMUmY, EVO TOEENCEQOV EXWUEY BV TH EUEPE TH(
KPE OEWG, BTI KOOE G MKEMVE C BOTI, KON H|IEE G BOEY BV TH KECUE TOETE. But this 1Jn 4:17
has its difficulties, by no means insignificant. First, as to the direct meaning of the particles mv
TomTm [“by this”], mva [“so that”], mT1 [“because”]. The mv tomtam [“by this”] which leads off in the
verse may refer either to what follows or to what precedes. In the former case it must receive its
specification of contents by a clause in the sequel; and this it might first receive through the
sentence with mva [‘so that”], which must in that case have its telic meaning modified, or,
secondly, through that with m11 [*because”]. This latter, however, is rendered intolerable by the
extremely hard trajection which it would assume. How could the apostle have in such a way rent
asunder the mv Tom e m 11 [“by this because”] so strictly united? Much better than that would it be
to accept the former, which makes the clause with mva [“so that”] the substance or matter that the
myv tomTm [‘by this”] refers to. This would follow the analogy of 1Jn 3:11, 1Jn 3:23, where the
means through which love is brought to perfection are at the same time the end to be attained. We
should have then presented to us two thoughts interpenetrating each other: the confidence as to
the end is the highest consummation of actual love; but it is at the same time the goal to which that
love aspires, and at which it aims. But with regard to this we must observe, in the first place, that
St. John, while he uses the combination auvmmtn mva [“for this”], toumtomva [“for this"], Tamta
mva [“for these things”], gives us no other example than this of mv Tomte mva [*by this so that™]:
Joh 15:8 has it, but it is obvious that the sense there decidedly requires the mv Tom e [“by this”] to
be referred to what precedes. Again, we certainly find the combination mv Tomtm mTi... mmv [‘by
this because ... if”], 1Jn 2:3, but never once that of mv Tom e mva m11 [“by this because so that”].
All this of course does not prove that St. John could not have written thus. Proof, however, that he
did not, may be gathered from the connection of the passage. If we refer mv tomtm [“by this"] to
what follows,—that is, to the clause with mva [‘so that”],—we absolutely take away the bridge
between what has gone before and the new section. The apostle had just been saying (1Jn 4:12),
that in brotherly love m my®m T amTom TeTEAEIQUEY BoTHY BY EUmRY [“his love is made perfect in
us”]; again, he here suddenly announces that it is perfected in parrhesia or assurance: but as to
how these two are related he suggests not a word of explanation. Asain, if we translate it to the
effect that love is fulfilled in this, that we have confidence in the day of judgment, we obviously
defer its perfection to the future; but how does that accord with the fundamental mopevmy tm
KmoumtomTE [“we are in this world"]?

Now we escape from all these difficulties, and place our passage where it both gives and receives
light, if we refer the mv tom tm [“by this”] to what precedes, following examples which abound in St.
John; compare, for example, 1Jn 2:6; Joh 4:37; John 15:8, John 16:30. What mv tom tm [“by this”]
means is then the pmvelv mv Oesm kom Oemveyv mumv [“abide in God and God in us”] of 1Jn
4:16,—that is, the “this” points to the conclusion of the entire preceding development of the
thought. The first half of our verse is therefore to be translated to this effect: in the reciprocal
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relation of fellowship betwixt God and us, love is—usOm mpumv [“with us”] may wait awhile for its
examination—perfected, to the end that—the goal which this earthly perfection arrives at—we may
have confidence in the day of judgment. This verse is thus, in fact, the precise close or pendant of
that beginning in 1Jn 2:28: there we have yumveivay om e [“abide in him”], mva mTav @avepwom
[‘so that when he appears”], m xwuevrommnomav [“we may have boldness”]; here, by the help of
myv tomTm [‘by this”], we have again the abiding in God corresponding with that; to the
@avepom oBal [“to make known”] there the m um patm ¢kpm ocw [“day of judgement”] answers here;
while the mxseivimmmnomav [“to have boldness”] is common to the two passages in the very
letter, and, similarly, the reference to the end in the umveivmyv am e [“abide in him”]. But, as befits
the closing idea of a section, the abiding in God is no longer here an exhortation as in 1Jn 2:28,
but something assumed, already to exist as a consummated reality mv Tomtm TeETEAEM WO [“by
this is perfected”]. The words teteAem wrol m mym 1M YeOm mpumv [“love is perfected in us”] are new
in this passage; they are wanting in 1Jn 2:28; in them lies the whole argument in nuce which the
apostle has been conducting. Why is the umvwv mv Oem [“abiding in him”] full of confidence and
joy? Answer: because this umvelv [“to abide”] contains in itself the perfecting of love, and thus of
itself renders possible and actually produces a free uplifting of the eyes and a free opening of the
mouth even in the presence of God the Judge of all. That which is perfected, which has reached
perfection, is love. For the peom mpumv [“with us”] which follows must not be combined with the
mym N [“love”]: not only on account of the absence of the article, but, as we have seen in the
similar combination of 1Jn 4:9, on account of the sense. What can mym 1 pcOm mpumv [“love with
us”] be supposed to mean? Love between us,—that is, God and men? But it need not be again
observed that God and men cannot be conjoined by m pem ¢ [“‘we”]. Is it our own mutual love? That
would require the mAAmAwv [‘one another”]. Or is it the love, scilicet, of God with us,—that is,
again, the relation of love between God and men? Apart from the harshness of such a contorted
sentence, we should then expect, of necessity, mym rmoamtom [“his love”]. The only thing possible,
and that which is of itself the most probable, is to take mym 1M [“love”] in the same meaning which,
since 1Jn 4:9, has been demanded: as the divine love, the love which God has, and which He
sends down into the spirit of man. The peom mpmv [‘with us”] is to be connected with the
verb,—that is, with the teteAem wrtal [“perfected”],—and testifies that the love among Christians,
within the church, has reached this perfection: the apostle does not, indeed, write to any
individuals as individuals, but to the members of the congregation as such. In the midst of the
church alone, but certainly there, is to be found such a consummation of love, such a perfection of
fellowship with God. Two things are inseparably bound up in the text. The infusion of divine love in
the heart of man establishes the principle of this fellowship; the development of this principle or
germ in continued brotherly love brings this germinal fellowship with God to its perfection; and this
perfected fellowship with Him is again the perfecting of love. Communion with God and love are
reciprocal ideas; they require each other, and are each the other’s condition; and the growth of the
one carries with it ever the growth of the other.

It being now clear in general, that perfected love must produce confidence or parrhesia in the day
of judgment, the apostle proceeds to unfold this connection between the two in detail; first setting
out with the clause which has its argument of proof in the mt1 [‘because”]. The passage runs,
KOOECBKENVEC BOTI, KON EEEC BOUEY BV TH KECUE TORTE [“just as he is, we also are in this
world”]. The words are obscure. Their explanation must start from the sure basis that the
concluding words mv T kmoum tomtTm [‘in this world”] cannot refer to both parts of the
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comparison, but only to the latter part. Otherwise, that is, the emctim [“to be”] would have been
found altogether absent; and, moreover, we cannot see then how either generally or in the present
connection it can be asserted that Christ still is (for the emotimv [“to be"] is certainly not equivalent
to mv [“to exist"]) in this world in the same manner as we are. Precisely the converse of this is the
truth. Thus the apostle will affirm, as we gather at once, an equality between Christ as He now is,
that is, the glorified Christ, or as He has ever been and still is—this is also possible—the Son of
God, and us in our condition below not yet made perfect. But how may we now more precisely
apprehend the tertium comparationis? The expression itself is so general, that it can be
understood only from the whole system of the apostle’s thinking, and not from itself alone. Now, as
there is hardly an important phrase in the whole Epistle which does not rest upon the Gospel, and
as, in particular, the matter of the thought in the section just studied, 1Jn 4:9 ff., is based upon Joh
3:16, so we shall find it in the present passage. The explanatory text in the Gospel is Joh 17:21 ff.;
the Lord declares there that He is no more in the world, but that the disciples are in the world,—the
same antithesis which we have now before us,—and He asks the Father, who had hitherto kept
them in fellowship with Him, to keep them still, and with them all who should believe on Him
through their ministry: not taking them out of the world, but so ordering it that (Joh 17:21) ka6m ¢
ON TETEN MV N|/ON, KNYE EY OON, V(O KON ((NTON NV NV mV BOlV [‘even as you, Father,
are in me and | in you, that they also may be in us”]. Compare, further, Joh 17:26, mva = m ym 1T
EY EYETNOEG |UE, MY OWMTONC W, KNYym mY omTOm¢ [“so that the love with which you loved me
may be in them, and | in them”], and Joh 17:23, keym mvV OETONC KON ON mV Eom [‘] also in
them and you in me”]. These passages throw on our present one a clear and steady light: as
Christ is one with the Father, in inseparable fellowship with Him, so we are to be indissolubly
united with Him, although we are still in this world and while we are still in this world. And this takes
place, as in our passage through the teAem woi¢ [“perfection”] of the mym 1M [“love”], so according
to Joh 17:26 through the love wherewith God loves Christ dwelling in us. In this perfect fellowship
with the Father consisted the whole life, essence, and being of the Lord upon earth, and in that it
exists from everlasting to everlasting: hence the absolute kaOm ¢ motiv [“just as he is”]. And as in
this fellowship with God (mv tomtm [“by this”]) our Lord becomes teteAeiwumvn [“made perfect”],
so in virtue of the same the Lord’s love also was perfected (teAeiwBem¢ mymveto [‘be made
perfect’], Heb 5:9). As He in Gethsemane subordinated all His own thinking, feeling, and willing to
that of the Father, as thereby His umveivmyv tm Oem [“abide in God”] had reached its highest
degree, thereby was His own love and His work of love brought to perfection; thus was the m ym 1
emcrmAo¢ [“love to the end”], which was at the same time the teteAeiwumvnm ym M [‘love made
perfect’], conquered and won by Him. Thus the apostle’s train of thought in our passage is this: If
we have perfect fellowship with God (mvtomtm [‘by this"]), then have we already upon earth
become like, or conformed to, the being and nature of Christ; and when the day of judgment, that
is, the day of His manifestation (1Jn 2:28), comes, we shall on the ground of this conformity freely
and openly look Him in the face (Tommnomav mxopev [“we have boldness”]). Fellowship with God
is at the same time the perfected indwelling of the divine love in us; both these, however, make us
like Christ; according to this conformity to Him shall we be finally judged; and if we have it, we
have also confidence at the last day.

Let it be further observed how affectingly our verse, thus understood, concurs and coincides with
1Jn 3:1-4. There it was said that full and entire conformity to Christ, which we saw to be
comprehended in the idea of brotherhood, lay before us still as the issue of the judgment; but that
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in order to attain it (1Jn 3:3) we must have attained even here another kind of likeness or equality
to Him—we must have become mywom [‘pure”] like Him. Then the following exposition showed
that this mywema [“purity”] consists in righteousness and love, which on their part also again
depended on the infusion of the Divine Spirit. Comprehending all in one, we must abide in God
and He in us. Now the apostle returns back to the beginning: this fellowship with God, this
perfected love in us, is the likeness to Christ above indicated as necessary in the judgment; in
virtue of it we pass through the terrors of the judgment unappalled, and then press onward to that
higher thing, the kaAm¢ Pobum¢ [‘good degree”] of perfect equality with Christ. In the
mym TNTETEASlUm VN [“love made perfect”] we have attained all that we may hope to attain mv Tm
Kmopum TomTm [“in this world”]; if, then, we have entered through the m um patm ¢ckpm oew [“day of
judgement”] into the ammvumAAwv [“age to come”], the further development will not be found in
arrear: @avepwom oeto e m om PUeba [“it will be made manifest what we will be ”].
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Chapter 66

66 - 1Jn 4:18

1Jn 4:18

OEB0CONK EOTIVEY TH HyETHE, EAAE B TEAENQO HyETH B EW BEAAEl TRY @m0V, mTI B @m30G
KEAOCIV mXEIm m Om (pO[30om UEVOC Om TETEAEM IOl my Tm mym T . The apostle’s exposition in 1Jn
4:17 has shown that we have in the m ym TmteteAeiwumvn [“love made perfect”], which involves in it
the umveivmy Tm Ocm [“abide in God"], the parrhesia, because we are thus conformed to Christ the
standard of the judgment. But he has now another method of exhibiting the connection between
love and confidence, that is, by reference to the nature of love itself. To the parrhesia, he says,
fear is utterly opposed, | as this is incompatible with love: where love is, there is not fear, but
confidence. This is generally the substance of 1Jn 4:18. That confidence and fear are opposed is a
presupposition of the verse which is not further demonstrated; the emphasis rests upon the
evidence that fear and love are not reconcilable with each other. “Fear is not in love:” love is the
feeling of internal union with another, the opening out my person to that other; fear is the sense of
wanting harmony, and therefore the separation and shutting up of my person as it respects him.
Love springs from the feeling that God is for us; fear, from the feeling that He is against us. Thus it
is plain that the two ideas exclude each other. Yea, so little do they agree together, that, on the
contrary (mAAm [“but”]), love, where it exists, has the power and tendency to drive out fear. But
certainly it can do that only where it is teAem a [“perfect”], that is, penetrates and fills the whole life
and being of man. That love must cast out fear, however, appears from this (m 11 [“because’]), that
fear kmAaoivmxel [*has punishment”]. For the explanation of this idea we are directed to Mat
25:46. There it is said that the ungodly ®mTEAEm COVTOI OMTOl €MC KEAQGIV OEEVIOV, ON OE
omKalol em¢ (wmv ommyiov [“these will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous into
eternal life”]. We therefore perceive that kmAaoig [‘punishment’] is the punishment, the
condemnation itself, not merely the feeling of it; the objective condition, not the subjective sense of
it or pain. As this is required by the verb m m pxecBaiem ¢ [“to go away into”] itself, so still more is it
demanded by the antithesis to {com ammvi0¢ [“eternal life"]: as it would be highly forced to speak of
going away or entering into a feeling, so the state of eternal life is not the description of a
subjective feeling, but of a condition appointed. Similarly, in our passage kmAaol¢ [“‘punishment”]
cannot be understood of a mere painful feeling; for it was surely not necessary to emphasize that
fear is in itself a sentiment of distress. Rather, the pregnant thought of St. John is this, that in fear,
which has been shown to be fear of punishment, the punishment itself is already included and
involved. If we remember the saying of the Gospel, that he who believeth not is condemned
already; that the condemnation consists simply in this, that light shineth into the darkness and
declares it to be darkness,—it will appear plain that in St. John’s thought condemnation is
consummate in separation from God. Now, as we have seen that fear has its ground in the feeling
of being sundered from God, while this separation from Him is in St. John’s doctrine already the
state of judgment or condemnation, it is evident that fear contains in itself the element of judgment:
om BockmAaoivmxel [“fear has punishment”]. The last clause of 1Jn 4:18, which is linked by om
[“moreover”], does not intend to introduce the antithesis of @mBockmAacivmyxel [“fear has
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punishment”], that is, does not carry further the argument brought in by m1 [‘because”], but
contains the inverse of the clause m telema mym T mMEw BmAAel THY @mBov [“perfect love casts
out fear”]. It is perfectly clear that St. John might have exhibited this proposition, that where fear is,
love cannot be perfected, as the conclusion of the first clause itself; but it is clear, at the same
time, that the form of the antithesis is justified as it is, and is more appropriate to the Johannaean
genus dicendi.

Thus, then, the proposition which was laid down as a theme in 1Jn 2:28 has been argued out on
all sides and justified; while, at the same time, the end has been reached which St. John,
according to 1Jn 1:4, set before himself in this Epistle, that the Christian church should attain the
perfection of that joy, which, according to 1Jn 1:3-4,[N] consists in fellowship with God and with the
brethren. For the teteAeicumvn [“made perfect”] or Temnpwumvnxopm [“fullness of joy”] is
nothing but the Tommnoma [“boldness”], the feeling of perfect unity and harmony with God, which
will approve itself even before the rigours of the final judgment. How, in fact, this consummate joy
rests upon the two things which 1Jn 1:3 lays down, communion with God and communion with the
brethren, it has been St. John’s object throughout the whole Epistle to show. Every section of it is
based upon this double relation. But there is one thing yet wanting that had to be evinced; and that
St. John introduces supernumerarily in the paragraph from 1Jn 4:19-21, 1Jn 5:1-5: the exposition,
namely, how these two aspects, which had been hitherto viewed always as co-ordinate, the
relation to God and the relation to the brethren, form an internal and indissoluble organic unity, so
that neither of them can be conceived without the other. Our relation to God has been presented
by the apostle under various phrases: sometimes in act, as Tolemvtmvdikaioomvny [“to practice
righteousness”] positively, and negatively as vikmvtimvkmopov [‘victory over the world™;
sometimes as the energizing potency lying at the root of the act, the confession to Christ. In this
last section, which is to exhibit the unity of all these aspects by the myormv Tev mdcA@mv [“to love
the brother”], we accordingly find all these expressions gathered up again: the actual side by
npemyv tmcmvioAm¢ [“to keep the commandments”], 1Jn 5:2 ff., as also by vikmvimvkm ouov
[“victory over the world”], 1Jn 5:4-5; the principle by Tuotemelv mTimnocom ¢ motivm Xplotm ¢ [“to
believe that Jesus is the Christ”]. In what preceded, the relation to God has been based upon the
acknowledgment of the mission of the Son of God; the relation to the brethren upon the divine love
infused into us. In order now to show the internal unity of the two relations, the apostle begins by
deriving both first from the idea of love, and then from that of faith in the God-man. The former
occupies 1Jn 4:19-21, the latter 1Jn 5:1 ff.

Sermonindex.net | Page 208



Chapter 67

67-1Jn 4:19

1Jn 4:19

EUEHC HYQTH |UEV ONTHY, ETI N THC TIPETOC Wym TN Oy mumG. The nineteenth verse resumes
what was said in 1Jn 4:8 ff. From this it at once follows that we must not read. mpcm ¢ myoT™ LiEV
omtmy [‘we love him”], but only mpcm ¢myoTm pev [“we love”]. Here primarily love is demanded in
its universality: that we generally must love follows from the anticipating love of God; that this our
love must have two directions, towards God and towards the brethren, is then explained in what
follows. Similarly, it is plain from the point of view in which we have sought to place what follows,
that myorm pev am tmv [“we love him”] is not in the indicative, but in the conjunctive. The sense is: |
have told you that we, as the result of the love of God manifested to us, must ourselves also love.
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Chapter 68

68 - 1Jn 4:20

1Jn 4:20

ERVTICERNTE BT HYQTH THY OEMY KON THY BOEA@EY ONTON ICE, JsBOTNCMOTEY- B yEP UN
HYOTEY THY BOEAQEY OINTON HY HEPOKEY, THY OEMY MY OB Y B EPOKEY ON ON VATl B YyOTHE V.,

It is now unfolded that the love of God without the love of the brethren is a thing impossible. Of
love to God not a word had been hitherto said; only of the divine love which is infused into us, and
which must approve itself as brotherly love. That we must love God enters here as a new thought,
which, however, is so self-understood that it is introduced simply as a matter taken for granted.
The emphasis lies only on the evidence that the love of God is not conceivable without love of our
brother. The form of the exposition has been made familiar to us by 1Jn 1:1-10 and 1Jn 2:1-29 :
here we have mmvticemTm [“if someone says”], there it was mmvemTwopey [“if we say” cf. 1Jn
1:6,1Jn 1:8,1Jn 1:10] or m Amywv [‘the one who says” cf. 1Jn 2:4,1Jn 2:6,1Jn 2:9]; we may
compare also the amAN'mpemTI¢ [*but someone will say”] of Jas 2:18;[N]1Co 15:35; only that in
this last passage we have objections introduced, while here there is no theoretical denial of the
apostolical doctrine, but a delusive assertion of being in the true state. Similarly the
Yemotncmotmy [“is a liar’] has been familiarized by the first division of the Epistle, and this severe
sentence the apostle justifies by the clause with ym p [“for”]. The question now arises, how far the
invisibility of God as such, for on it the stress is evidently laid, demonstrates that we cannot love
Him without loving the brethren. It is not to be thought that the apostle should mean to deny the
possibility of loving generally what is invisible. This would not only contradict our experience that
we are capable of loving with all our hearts persons whom we have never seen, but the
consciousness of all true Christians who know that they love God notwithstanding that He is
unseen. If it be said that we at least know something of the men whom we love without having
seen them, and that this knowledge is the ground of the love, then we say in reply that such a
knowledge of God also we may have in the fullest degree. The error of this explanation lies here,
that m ¢ [*how”] is taken too hastily as rhetorically used; so that the clause is made to express the
simple affirmation omdmvatal K.T.A. [“not able, etc.”], as, indeed, some codices have actually
substituted this om [“not”]. But the fact is that the Tm ¢ [*how”] has the emphasis in the sentence. “In
what way can he love God who loves not his brother?” Obviously the love of which St. John
speaks is the same of which he had said in 1Jn 3:18, that it consists not in words, but mvm pym [“in
deed”]. Love in mere words is no love; all genuine love presses to its demonstration in act. But the
act requires, as we have been reminded in another connection, a material on which it may exert
itself. God, as in His nature and being withdrawn from visibility, does not present in Himself
absolutely such a material on which we may work; but He has given Himself a body, si verbis
audacia detur, in man who is made after His image: that is then the only material on which my love
to God may show its energy and reality. If | scorn that, Tm ¢ [*how”], in what other way, in what
other sense, can | then love God, scilicet, mvm pym [“in deed”]? But all this has not done full justice
to the tensefnm m pake[V-PAI-3S] [‘he has seen”]: if the matter were of visibility or invisibility in
general, we should expect rather the present, or simply mpmvdmvatal [“able to see”]. But the point
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of view from which all is regarded indicates the right sense: if the matter here is the demonstration
or love in any way whatever (Tm ¢ [“how"]), it is clear that | can approve my love to my brother only
if I know the precise point in which he needs it; in short, love requires for its exhibition a specific
opportunity. Hence | must have seen, if he is to present such an opportunity to me; without having
seen him, | cannot approve my love to him in act; whence naturally the mpmv [‘see”] is to be taken
in so wide a sense that the hearing about him is involved in it also. Such occasion for the
expression of love, however, such stimulant to testify love to God as if to His own person, is not
possible without the medium of the brethren. My deeds of charity to my neighbour may indeed and
must spring from love to God; but there are no means (Tm ¢ [*how™]) of testifying our love to Him in
act, to Him as invisible, or to Him in and for Himself, without such a mediating element.
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Chapter 69

69 - 1Jn 4:21

1Jn 4:21

Kom TomTnV TEYV EYTOAENY EXOLEY ETT OETON, BVO B EYOTEY THY OcEy EyOoTE KOE TEHVY
HOEAQEY O TOM.

There is nevertheless one way, it might be thought, of loving God directly, that, namely, of keeping
His commandments—the way of obedience. But 1Jn 4:21 explains that this method of loving God
mvmpym [“in deed’] is not really a second one; for it is God’s express commandment that we love
the brethren. Certainly the words do not indicate that this is the only commandment which we have
received; for if the apostle says tam tnvimvevtoAmvE xopev [“we have this commandment”], that
does not hinder us from supposing that, besides the one in question, we have many others. But
yet, strictly speaking, the | precept of brotherly love is actually the T\m pwpave pou [“fulfillment of
the law”]. If, for example, we would reckon the vikmvtmvkmgpov [“victory over the world”], the
suppression of self, the subjection of pride, and so forth, as other commandments, yet it is plain
that every victory over the evil is utterly impossible save through the might of the one principle
opposed to them all, that of love. If love consists in this, that | refer my life absolutely not to myself,
but altogether to others, then there can be no other commandment like unto this; and this laying
down or throwing away of our own life, as Christ terms it, is possible as an act only in relation to
man, not in relation to God: or it is possible as towards God only through the mediation of brotherly
love. A passage literally expressing the commandment here given we certainly nowhere find. Yet
we need not fall back upon the fundamental text of the Old Testament, “Thou shalt love the Lord
thy God, and thy neighbour as thyself;” the apostle himself will give us what we want. In Joh 14:15
we read, mmvmEyOTE TH LIEKOE TH ¢l VTOAE couTtnpm octe [“if you love me, you will also keep my
commandments”]. The plurality of the precepts here mentioned is reduced again, according to the
context, to the unity of the one commandment given in Joh 13:34: mvTOARY KOIVEV OE S0l W um YV
EVQ myoTm TE mAAEAOUC [“A new commandment | give to you, that you love one another”]. That in
the Gospel the love of Christ is spoken of, while here it is the love of God, is of no moment; since
the apostle knows no love to Christ which is not love to God, and no love to God which is not love
to Christ.
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Chapter 70

70-1Jn 5:1

1Jn 5:1

[MECm TOOTEM QY BTl HNCOMC MOTIV B XPIOTHC, MK TON OOm YEYm VYV TOIE KON TG E HYyoTHV
THV YEVVE OOVTO, YO T KON TEV yeyevvnumvov m& amtom. The synthesis of our relation to God
and to the brethren, which the apostle here perfectly sets forth, he has thus educed primarily from
the love of God supposed to exist in us: the right relation to God is confirmed and corroborated
only by the right relation to the brethren. He now seizes the matter from the opposite side:
brotherly love is to be measured by the reality of our fellowship with God. This thought, expressed
in 1Jn 5:2, is the fundamental note of the verses which follow, the first verse of the chapter forming
only a transition to it. Several new ideas enter here. First, instead of the mdsAqm ¢ [“brother”], as
the hitherto usual designation of the neighbour, the phrases yeyevvnumvocm ktom Osom [“having
been born of God”] and tmkvotom©com [‘Children of God”] (1Jn 5:2) are selected to be
reproduced. This is done in the service of the synthesis here brought out perfectly: because we
are to love our neighbour as the child of God, the genuineness of our love to him is proved, as 1Jn
5:2 declares, by the genuineness of our love to God; if this love to God is absent, | cannot love my
neighbour as a child of God, and therefore do not regard him with the right kind of sentiment. For
since, according to 1Jn 4:1-21, charity to the neighbour depends upon the infusion of divine love,
that is, of the divine Spirit, such charity must be always absent where the right relation to God is
not sustained. The first verse of our new chapter asserts generally, that between our relation to
God and our relation to the brethren there must be a reciprocal influence; 1Jn 5:2 ff. then explains,
as we have seen, how the approval of our relation to God is a sure token of our right relation to the
brethren. Similarly significant is the introduction of the idea Tuotemelv [“to believe”]. It had twice
before occurred, 1Jn 3:23 and 1Jn 4:16, but on both occasions only in a certain sense as signals
for the future, without taking any definite place in the organic train of thought in the Epistle. It does
not take that place until this fifth chapter. In other respects the beginning of the first verse is based
upon 1Jn 4:2 and 1Jn 4:15; the question therefore arises, why in those passages mpoAoyemv
[“‘confession”] is the subject, while here it is Tnotemelv [‘to believe”]. It is clear that mpoAoyemv
[“‘confession”] presupposes Tuotemelv [“to believe”] and includes it. In the fourth chapter, as our
investigation has shown us, faith in Christ does not appear as a characteristic in man himself, or a
property of his own; but as the token by which he may be known to be a child of God, a partaker of
the Divine Spirit. But what is in man may be known only so far as it takes outward expression; and
the outward expression of faith is simply and only the mpoAoyemv [“‘confession”]. Here, however,
the question is not of an external, but of an internal token of divine sonship; hence the word
Tm oTI¢ [“faith”] is introduced. That Tuotemelv [“to believe”] in this place and generally expresses
primarily the acknowledgment of a truth is sufficiently obvious: as here, the proposition that Jesus
is the Christ is to be acknowledged. So, when we read of Tuotemeivtivm[“to believeinsomeone™],
we acknowledge the trustworthiness of the person generally. But this does not exhaust the idea:
for, when in Joh 544 the Tmotemev [“to believe”] is opposed to the
om {avTopm mAAE AGVAOUPE VOVTEC [“you accept praise from one another”], that is, to the egoism
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which seeks tmm dia [“its own”], such a view of faith as that is seen to be insufficient; and when in
Joh 20:31 the end of the whole Gospel is laid down as being mvoTiotem ovtec{wm vm xnte [“that by
believing you may have life”], it is impossible to suppose that a mere acknowledgment as truth
could include the whole Ccom [“life”], which is the state of the whole man as thinking, feeling, and
willing. In very deed, there lies in Tnotemelv [“to believe”] the idea of the unio mystica; more strictly,
the union and conjunction of the human with the divine, which is effected fundamentally in the
acknowledgment of the central fact of salvation (mncom¢ motivm Xpiotm¢[“Jesus is the Christ"]).
Now it is certainly true that the ™maotic [“faith”] is not in itself the sonship; for to this belongs
another element, the gift of God. Compare as to this two passages of the Gospel, in which, as
here, faith and sonship are placed in juxtaposition. The first is in Joh 1:12: mcol ém mAofov
OETHV, BOWKEY OETOMC MEOUOM OV TEKVO Ocom yevm oOal, TONC TIOTEMOUGCIV ENC TH H VOO
omTom. [“But as many as received him, to them he gave the right to become children of God, to
those who believe in his name”]. If to believers the power is given to become sons of God, then
they are not such in virtue of their faith: there is necessary beyond this a special gift of God
(mdwkev [*he has given”]). And as, in the immediately following words, this divine sonship is
explained as a yeyevvm oOa1m K Tom OeAm patocrom Ocom [“to have been born by the will of God™], it
cannot be regarded as simply equivalent to the human acting of faith; but the divine causality is
there brought prominently forward which makes us the children of God. The second passage is in
Joh 3:3-7. In the fourth verse the yeyevvm ool mvwBev [“to have been bornagain” / “from abovefn]
is described as a yeyevvm gBaim Em daTOC KOM TIVEm O TOC [“to have been born of water and Spirit”];
it is therefore marked out as an act of God, or rather as the communication of the Divine Spirit. But
then Christ answers the question of Nicodemus, Twom ¢cdmvaTtal tomTa yevm obBal; [“how can these
things be?”],—which was by no means an exclamation in the wondering rhetorical form of
interrogation, but literally a simple question: “In what way, through what means, is such a total
renewal possible?”—Christ answers it, we affirm, summarily by the requirement of faith: “Dost
thou, the celebrated teacher of the law, so little know the law?” As, in the Old Testament, the
people stung by serpents were saved by believing on the sign divinely lifted up, so in the New
Testament men are saved by faith in the divine sign of the Son of man lifted up. Thus through faith
omvotal Tamto yevmoBal [“these things can be”]; and still this tomta [“these things”] is, according
to 1Jn 5:2-3, a divine act, the yeyevvmoBaiem knvem patog [‘to have been born of the Spirit”].
Between these two, the human faith and the divine act, there is no contrariety, but a synthesis is
necessary. In order to the yeyevvm oBaimk tom @com [“to have been born of God”] there must be,
first of all, an infusion of the orempua©ecom [‘seed of God"], the divine germ of life, and this
represents the one element. As, however, the yeyevvm gBal [‘to have been born”] is not a new
creation, but rather a renewal or transformation, the new life can come to realization only as it
stamps its impress on the original elements of man’s nature, and makes that its organ; or, in other
words, as the subject under the operation unites himself and is conjoined with the divine oTem pua
[‘seed”]. Now this latter element is the moti¢ [“faith”]. When, then, our passage says that
everyone who believeth is born of God, the ideas of subject and predicate are not in themselves of
equal comprehension, that of the subject is narrower than that of the predicate; and it is only
established that where faith, the act demanded on the part of man, is present, there certainly also
the divine act, the impartation of the Spirit, may be found also; and thus the existence of the former
is a sufficient and satisfactory sign of the reality of sonship. Where, however, a yeyevvm c6o1m K
TomQ@eom [‘to have been born of God"] is experienced,—this is the further meaning of the
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verse,—a relation is proved not only to Him who begets, but also to those begotten of Him, that is,
to the brethren.

Textual note fnThe word mvwBev (anomthen) has a double meaning, “again” and “from above.”
The meaning is determined by context. This word is used 5 times in the Gospel of John (John 3:3,
John 3:7, John 3:31, John 19:11 and John 19:23). In the latter 3 cases the context makes it clear
that it means “from above.” But in John 3:3 and John 3:7 it could mean either. It seems the primary
meaning intended by Jesus is “from above,” in terms of a spiritual birth. But given Nicodemus’
guestion in John 3:4, he thinks Jesus is talking about a second physical birth. This gives Jesus the
opportunity to explain more fully and in more detail what he really meant. Both meanings seem to
fit, as being born “from above” is to be “born again” spiritually.
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Chapter 71

71-1Jn 5:2

1Jn 5:2

Y TOMTHE Y|VE OKOLEV Tl MYOTH JEV TH THKVO TOM OLOM, BTV THY OsHY HYOTHE JEV, KON TH(
EVTOAEm G O TOm ThHpm UEV. But it is not the apostle’s purpose to show that love to God and love to
the brethren must go hand in hand; this is only the basis of the subsequent exposition, that our
relation to God must lay down the standard for our love to the brethren. The two verses, therefore,
are connected as the more general and the more particular. The thought presented by the new
verse is, however, in itself very striking. If it said that brotherly love rests upon the divine love, and
that the latter is the causa essendi of the former, this would be perfectly clear. But what of the
causa cognoscendi? Has not St. John at the close of the former explained simply that brotherly
love is the token of the love of God, indeed the only evidence of it? First, it is to be observed that
not the love of God in itself is the approving mark of brotherly love, but as connected with the
addition kam TEC mvtoAm¢ omtom Trnpmpuev [‘and we keep his commandments”], while the
relation between this love to God and obedience to His commandments is laid down in the first
clause of the third verse: herein consists the love of God; there is no other than that which
approves itself in obedience. The same relation between love and practical obedience we find in
Joh 14:31: mvo ywE ® KECOUOC ETI MyoTH THV TOTE PO, KOM KOOMC MVETEMANTE Ol W TOITHE P,
omTw TOIM [“sO that the world may know that | love the Father, | do just as the Father commanded
me.”], where certainly the clause with m 11 [“because”] shows how the world is to recognise the love
of Christ to His Father. Compare also Joh 14:15: mmy myqTm e g, THC BVTOANC THC HM|UNC
npmoate [“If you love me, you will keep my commandments”]. But what does this mean, what the
commandments which are here spoken of? Do they mean brotherly love? Impossible, for then the
sense would be pure tautology: we know our brotherly love by this, that we keep the
commandment of loving the brethren; or, in other words, he that hath brotherly love hath it. It is the
following verse, rather, which specifies the contents of the mvtoAam@com [“‘commandments of
God"], that is, in the vikmvtmvkm opov [“victory over the world”]. As the world is vanquished, the
kingdom of God is built up; these two are not separate and distinct factors; they are inseparably
bound up with each other. Accordingly, the mvtoAom ©¢com [‘commandments of God”] are no other
than what St. John had laid down in chapter 3 as the Toiemvimvdikaioomvnv [‘t0 practice
righteousness”]. And now we may take complete survey of the apostle’s thought. Besides the
genuine Christian brotherly love there is another, a purely natural love, which, however, is in fact
only a sublimated egoism, and concerning which in its various forms the word of St. James holds
good, that it is in its gradation m Tm yeio¢ [“earthly”], Yuxikm [“natural”], daipovimdng [“demonic”]
[cf. Jas 3:15]. These may in their most amiable and seductive aspects easily enough suggest the
erroneous idea that in them the commandment of the apostle is fulfilled. Now, whether the love is
a thoroughly Christian sentiment, a love towards the Tmkva ©com [“children of God”], flowing from
the yeyevwnumvoc mktom Ocom [“to be born of God”], we may surely judge by the answer to the
guestion whether we practise the dikaioomvn [‘righteousness”], or, negatively, whether we
overcome the world. Every imaginable exhibition of brotherly love approves itself as Christian, and

Sermonindex.net | Page 216



therefore genuine, by this, that it is a stone contributed to the house or kingdom of God, a blow
dealt to the kingdom of darkness; only as we are the performers of the divine will and conscious of
divine ends, can we recognize ourselves as myoTm pevim TmKvotom Osom [“we love the children of
God"]; for only then has our deportment any reference to men as they are children of God. At the
close of the previous chapter it was said that brotherly love alone was the test by which we must
try our love to God; because, as we saw in 1Jn 4:21, there is no obedience towards God possible
which should not be at the same time and equally a working and striving and living for the
brethren. Here we have the converse. If we build up the kingdom of God, the same thing as laying
low the kingdom of the world, then we give a plain token of true brotherly love; for there is no
genuine love to God'’s children which has not in itself this mark or this tendency. In sum, the love of
God and charity to our fellow-Christians confirm, corroborate, and approve each other reciprocally:
the one idea cannot be considered perfect without the supplement of the other. And here, then, we
have found the most absolute synthesis between the two leading thoughts or aspects of truth
which govern the whole Epistle, the koivwvmapstm tom @com [“fellowship with God”] and the
Kolvwve apetm mve deAgm v [“fellowship with the brothers”]. As objects of thought, or ideas in the
mind, we may hold these apart; but in the reality of life they cannot be disjoined. And, looked at
from this point of view, our exposition of 1Jn 2:3 ff. receives a confirmatory light. We perceived
there, regarding only the context, that all the commandments of God in the end are gathered up in
that one focus of brotherly love; and the point we have just been establishing must make that
appear perfectly natural: in fact, all other precepts are summed up in this; as, on the other hand,
the presence of obedience towards God in any other supposable respects must in the long run
react upon or lead up to brotherly love. But the form of the sentence in our verse demands some
further consideration. The construction emvTom Tm yivE GKOUEY . . . mmV [“‘by this we know . . . if"] is
common enough both in the Gospel and in our Epistle; but we never find emviomtm
yivmokopevmtav [‘by this we know when”] save in this place. That mtav [‘when”] is never
elsewhere used by St. John with a conditional meaning, will make us hesitate about taking it so
here. mtav [“when”] is primarily, just as mT1 [*because”], a particle of time; the ammvfn added to
this certainly introduces a conditional element, without interfering with the idea of time in it: either
its force is to define the action as indefinite and often recurring, on each recurrence, however,
having a specific result (whenever); or it means that the time of its recurrence is to be expected in
the future (when once). Here the former is the case: in every such supposed case (ommvfn) there
must concur simultaneously (mt1 [*because”]) with brotherly love obedience also; and it is
precisely in the fact of the latter (mv tomtm [‘by this”]) that we are confident in discerning the
former. Whether we are to read at the close of the verb Toim pev [“we practice”] or Tnpmpev [‘we
keep”] is essentially matter of indifference; yet the circumstance that Codex A omits the next line
down to the second tnpmpev [“‘we keep”], seems to indicate that the eye of the transcriber might
easily go astray and wander to the following clause, and thus the tnpm pev [“we keep”] of the third
verse was wrongly brought forward into the second, in which originally the unusual
EmVTOAm (TOIEMV [“t0 keep commandments”] stood.
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Chapter 72

72 -1Jn 5:3

1Jn 5:3

AETN yEP ECTIV B EYyETI] TON OLON, BVO THC EVTIOANC OETON TNPHEEV. KOE OE HVTOAON
omtom Bopsmal omKk emomy. The first clause of the third verse has been made clear so far as its
meaning goes: the strict connection between love of God and obedience, introduced before in
passing, is here expressly established. This is the substance (amtnmotiv [“this is”]), and this is, at
the same time, the tendency (mva [“so that”]) of love to fulfil the commandments of God. And that
follows, not only from the idea of love, but also from the way in which it was brought into our
hearts. If love is the reference of my | to another I, love to God is the reference and subjection of
my will to the will divine; and if the genesis of love to God is the fact that His prevenient love has
been infused into my nature, then, again, the will of God must have become my will. And this
obedience to the divine precept, thus demanded, the apostle proceeds to say, is easy; compare
Mat 11:30. Assuredly, the expression Bapem al [“burdensome”] means, primarily, pressing or hard,
not “easy to be fulfilled;” but as the commandments are pressing or hard only from the fact that we
cannot fulfil them, or fulfil them only with pains, the two meanings come to one and the same thing.
God’s laws are not termed light in themselves, as if, that is, they did not require anything heavy or
difficult; for, strictly speaking, nothing is easy and nothing difficult of itself; all difficulty lies simply in
the relation between the thing concerned and the power of the person concerned. Only to the
Christian are the divine commandments easy; because, in the power of faith, of that faith which
links him with Christ, there is the strength of union between his will and the divine will. But in the
spiritual domain the measure of the will is also ever the measure of the power. Every sin rests not
only on a deficiency of power, but also on a deficiency of will.
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Chapter 73

73 -1Jn 5:4

1Jn 5:4

ETl TV TH VEYEVVIUEVOV BK TON OON VIKE THV KEQOUOV. KON (OETN ECTHY H VEKN B
VIKE 0000 THY KEOUOV, m TmOoTIC mumy. The reason which makes the law of God become easy
is given in 1Jn 5:4a. The commandments are hard only through a certain opposition which thwarts
them and hinders their being obeyed. This depends upon the power of the world, the
km opog[‘world”]. The world, as the kingdom of darkness, pervaded through and through with
powers of evil (compare on 1Jn 2:15), has evermore the tendency to act in opposition to the divine
will; and inasmuch as all that is earthly has in and for itself this tendency, so all obedience towards
God must be wrested, so to speak, out of the power of the world. The manifold temptations which
issue from the mTnBuuma [‘lust’] and the mAalovema [“arrogance”]; that dependence on the
visible which is inborn in all men; the sins also which predominate at any period and throw their
influence on all things accordingly, an influence purely of this earth: all these are the issues and
outgoings of the km opog[“world”]; which is by us to be renounced and vanquished. But what is the
power which shall gain the abiding victory in a war like this, which shall in fact permanently
conquer (present vikm [‘he conquers”)? What is the might that is equal to this? Tmv tm
VEYEVVNUE VOV mK Tom Ocgom [“everyone born of God”]. This phrase in the neuter, after the manner
of St. John in some other applications where persons are really meant (compare Joh 3:16; John
6:37, John 17:2), is, however, not to be at once regarded as identical with Tmvtecom yeyevvnumvol
[“all those who have been born”]. The distinction makes itself easily felt on consideration: this latter
phrase would make the person prominent; such and such men, so furnished, conquer; but St.
John’s expression places in the foreground the power by which they conquer, the divine cause,
working in the personality, which carries away the victory. The divine energy, the power of light,
wherever it truly works (rmv [“all’]), does without exception (vikm [*he conquers”]) win the cause
and triumph over the world as the seat of all darkness. Now, because this victory is so absolutely a
thing of necessity, therefore the divine commandments which require and enforce this victory
cannot be grievous.

What power is there that can successfully oppose the world, which is the sphere of the transitory
(compare 1Jn 2:17, mkm opocropm yetal [‘the world is passing away”]) because it is the sphere of
the visible (compare 2Co 4:18, Tm ym pBAETE UEVATE OKA 1P, T Om Lim BAcTm pievoom myvia [“for the
things seen are temporal, but the things not seen are eternal’]), save that power the nature of
which is, according to Heb 11:1, to have commerce with the invisible (om AeTm peva [“things not
seen’]), that is, the virtue of faith? The three clauses, 1Jn 5:4a, 1Jn 5:4b, 1Jn 5:5, are so related to
each other that this victorious energy is in each case brought into clearer definition. First, we have
it in general that this victory depends upon regeneration; then, more distinctly, it is so far as the
divine birth evokes faith; finally, in 1Jn 5:5, that this faith is, more particularly viewed, a faith in
Jesus as the Son of God. In the words vmkn vikmoaoa [‘the victory that has conqured”], two
elements of thought are combined,—that is to say, while the perfectfnvikmoaoa[V-AAP-NSF]
[*has conqured”] leads us to think of the armour and stress of the combat that wins the fight, vekn
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[“victory”] gives simply the result of the contest. There is no need to explain away one in order to
make the other clearer: both should have their full expression. In believing itself, the world is
already virtually overcome; and faith has ever vanquished from the beginning, being the armour or
the means to which victory is always attached. On the other hand, faith is also the victory itself, for
it is the result of the conflict: through believing | vanquish the world, and win for myself as a prize
the same faith; so that it can now, as the result, unfold without fatal opposition all its force. But
inasmuch as faith involves in itself, germinally, a victory over the world, its development takes
place in actual life through a series of crises or stages; it becomes gradually manifest in all its
character. Even as Christ Himself had already conquered and slain the world and its prince, while
yet this victory has to be brought out into external manifestation gradually in the history of the
kingdom of God, and through that history, which is no other than the more and more perfect dying
out of Satan’s power and the more and more nearly approaching death-struggle of Satan himself:
so also is our faith, as reflecting the whole work of its Lord in itself, essentially and in germ the
completed victory, while yet this victory must find its external and full expression only through a
series of stages and processes. The yeyevvm cBoimktom Ocsom [*having been born of God”]—that
is, the indwelling of the Divine Spirit in us—is the principle of the victory, faith; as the union and
conjunction of our own | with this Divine Spirit, this principle becomes energetic and effectual in
individual acts.

Note tn[[Actually vikm gaca [nikm sasa] is an Aorist Active Participle of vikm w [nikaom ], “conqure,”
“overcome.” If it were a Perfect Active Participle here, it would read viviknkm teg [nikm kotes]. The
primary consideration of the tense of the verb in biblical (koin€) Greek is not time, but rather the
“kind of action” the verb portrays. The Aorist tense points to an action that has happened—as a
simple “punctiliar” occurance—without making specific reference to progress or result. The Perfect
tense, on the other hand, points to a completed action with continuing results. That said, the Aorist
tense here supports Haupt's argument just as well as the Perfect tense would have. It is merely a
grammatical error on Haupt’s part—for which he may be excused— and not a theological point.]]
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Chapter 74

74 - 1Jn 5:5

1Jn 5:5

TmqOm EMOTIVE VIKEV THY KEGLOV €H [N B TICTEM (W EMTI BNCONMC MOTIV B UNEG TOm Ogom;
And that faith is no other than faith in Jesus as the Son of God: according to 1Jn 3:8, it was the
work of Christ to destroy or undo the works of Satan; and His work specifically as the Son of God.
He could say Bopocm1e mym vevmknko tmv kmgopov [‘1 have overcome the world”] (Joh 16:33);
and faith in Him, full fellowship with Him, reflects all His work even in us. Thus the close of our
section, 1Jn 5:5, most exactly returns again to its beginning, 1Jn 5:1. Birth of God, faith, and the
accomplishment of the divine will, which constitute the victory over the world, are exhibited in their
combination and interdependence, and at the same time as evidence of brotherly love.

Sermonindex.net | Page 221



Chapter 75

75-1Jn 5:6-11

1Jn 5:6-11

OmTEC mOTIV B mAOEVY dim mOOTOC KON ONOTOC, MnoomG m XPIOTHCE ONK MY TH m3ATI
p{EVOV, EAAE mV TH EOOTI KON TH OEQQATIE KON TH TVEN|N ECOTI TH POPTUPOEYV, BTl TH
TWVERM M EMOTIV B MAEOEIQ. WT|I TPEMG EMOIV ON POPTUPOMVTEG [MY TH OEPOVE, B TOTEP, W
ANYOG, KOM TH HYIOV TVEM[OE KON ONTOl ON TPEMC WY EWMOl. KOM TPEMG ENMOIV OM
HUOPTUPOMVTEC MY TH yE], TH TIVEN L0, KOE TH EOWP, KOE TH O /0N KON ON TPEMCENCTH BV
emQlv. Em tEV poptupmov TEYV EVOPETIWV AOUPEVOUEY, WM pPOPTUPE O TOM Ogom el {uV
EOTHY, HT| NTN EOTEY B POPTUPE O TOM OcON MY UEUOPNTE PNKE TEPE TOM UNOE OETON. N
TICTEM (Y €M THY UMY TON OLOm, MYEl THY LOPTUPE QY BY EOUTEE B B TICTEM WV TH Ocl,
YEMOTNV TETOMNKEY OMTEY, ETI ON TETMOTEUKEV EMC THV UOPTUPEOV MV LEUOOTE PNKEY W
Oem¢ TEpm TOM uUmOE omTomE KOm OETH EOTEV B POPTUPEQ, BTl (MY OEEVIOV B OWKEY
EUmYVE OSEG KOR ONTN W (0N By TH UNE ((NTON HCOTIV.

Thus, then, it appears that the section we have just been considering forms one whole with that of
1Jn 4:19-21; but we observe that there is in it one distinct element, which carries us back again to
the beginning of the Epistle. In the middle of its first sentence it was declared that the Amyoc Tm¢
(om¢ [“word of life"] would form the contents of it; that St. John’s purpose was to give an
annunciation concerning Christ; and if not to exhibit His person, yet to exhibit His work in us. He
had then in his first main division described the interior religious character of the Christian life in its
relation to God and to the brethren; in the second, the external confirmation of this as a token of a
right posture towards God and man, and as therefore a condition of true Christian joy. But all this
is subsumed under a higher aim: not for its own sake, but for the sake of an annunciation
TEpE TOm Amyou TE ¢ {wm ¢ [“concerning the word of life”]. The relation to Him—that is, to Christ the
Son of God—it was to which his final aim was directed. But this relation is in the New Testament
phraseology embraced and expressed by the idea of tm oti¢ [“faith”]; and in here introducing this,
the apostle rounds off the Epistle into unity; he seems to declare that the design laid down in 1Jn
1:1 ff. was in this at length fulfilled. But there is one element in the Introduction which has not yet
had justice done to it, having only once, 1Jn 4:14, been touched upon in passing: the idea of
poptupma [“testimony”]. What other was the purport of the copious sentence of 1Jn 1:1 ff., with its
so emphatic development of one idea, but the guarantee and witness of the truth of the apostolic
tendency? This element is now, in the section 1Jn 5:6-12, taken up again, although in another
form than what it assumed in 1Jn 1:1. All that the apostle had aimed to teach he had now taught:
luminous and distinct, complete and self-contained, lies the full development of his thought before
us. He has established the true relation towards God and the brethren; the Toummnoma
[‘boldness™, as the result even in relation to the EEEEEEEEEEmEmEmEE [‘awesome and
terrifying day”]; the xapm teteAeiwumvn [“joy made perfect”] is guaranteed and secured; while all
this rests upon the outgoings of tm oti¢ [“faith”] in the divine Son of God. On this last, therefore,
rests the superstructure of the whole. This faith must accordingly in itself be a spiritual possession,
absolute and unconquerable; its object must have the strongest possible confirmation and

Sermonindex.net | Page 222



assurance. To show that this is so remains now the apostle’s final problem. The idea of paptupma
[“testimony”], which, apart from these explanations, must appear to the most superficial and
external observation the centre of all that follows, is one that has a remarkable prominence
throughout the Johannaean writings. This idea appears at the beginning, and recurs at the end of
all the three greater documents which we have received from St. John. In the Apocalypse he
commences, Rev 1:2, with the vindication of his trustworthiness: m ¢ m popTE pnoe T8V Amyov Tom
Ocom Kam TEV LOpTUPE OV mnoom XploTom moo T cmdev [“who testified to the word of God and
to the testimony of Jesus Christ, as much as that he saw”]. It is matter of indifference whether the
m poptm pnoev [“he testified to”] referred to the work itself which he was beginning, or to the earlier
written Gospel, or to his general and ordinary oral ministry: in any case, it is the drift of the apostle
to introduce a guarantee of his veracity by the mention of his eye-witness-ship (mcatmem dev [“‘as
much as he saw”]). So, again, at the close of the book, Rev 22:1-21, its contents are summed up
again and again as a paptupma [“‘testimony”] of our Lord. The Gospel, in its turn, goes on, after
the prologue, with the paptupma [“testimony”] of the Baptist, Joh 1:18 ff., and ends with that of the
evangelist himself, Joh 21:24. And, finally, our Epistle begins with the personal testimony of the
apostle, while it ends with that of God Himself. But to return, the body of the Gospel gives the
same prominent part to the idea of the paptupemv [“to testify”]: the valid and sufficient witness
which the Lord has to appeal to in His controversies with the Jews is a thought which is constantly
on His lips. In particular, He appeals in His own behalf again and again—compare Joh 5:3; John
8:18, John 15:26 (strictly speaking, it is the Holy Ghost who is referred to in this last)—to the
witness of His God to His mission. Now it is precisely this, as we have seen, which is spoken of in
our present passage. It is true that in 1Jn 5:6 the witness is that of the Spirit; in 1Jn 5:8, that of
water, and blood, and the Spirit; but as from 1Jn 5:9 onwards THE witness of God is spoken of
(mark the article) without any kind of specification as to the manner or the medium in which this
testimony reaches us, it follows from this last circumstance, as well as from the definite article, that
the water, and the blood, and the Spirit have no independent meaning of their own, but are only
the mediating representations of the divine testimony. They together form, in fact, the
poptupm atom Bsom [“testimony of God”].

We have here, however, two things sharply to distinguish. First comes the question as to the
substance of the witness of God: what does it testify? This question is fully and clearly answered in
1Jn 5:11, KOm QW T MOTEY B JOPTUPE O, BTI {WEV OEMEVIOV B OWKEY MUmY B OsHm, KOm om 1N
m (= my TE ymm gmTom mOTIV [“and the testimony is this, that God has given us eternal life,
and this life is in His Son"]; but it is also, in a more condensed form, contained in 1Jn 5:6.
However, if we are content for a time with the perfectly clear answer in 1Jn 5:11, we perceive that
the object of the divine testimony is the eternal life sealed for us in the Son of God: He is the
possessor (mv amtm moTIv [“in him is]), and He is the mediator, of this life. The second question
is this: by what means does God bear His withess? And its answer: by water, blood, Spirit. Now
we have in the substance of the divine testimony, given to us in 1Jn 5:11, a standard by which we
may measure and ascertain the correctness of our interpretation of these three witnesses. They
must be such as can testify concerning Jesus as the possessor of eternal life, and as the giver of
eternal life to us. In what sense, then, do the water, the blood, the Spirit furnish this witness for
Christ? In order to explain the water and the blood, we must consider the twofold relation which
they here assume. First, they are witnesses, or media of the testimony, pepoptmpnkey m Oem
TEpm Tom vmom [‘the testimony God has given concerning the Son”]: the water and the blood
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must therefore represent some divine act, some divine institution, in virtue of which God appears
in behalf of Christ. Secondly, it is to be observed that Christ Himself is said to have come
Olmm daTockam om patog [“by water and blood”]. Now, as St, John uses always the word “come,” or
the mpxeoBal [‘to come”], concerning Christ, as a vox solemnis which refers to the coming of
Jesus as the Messiah,—not to His being born generally, but to His manifestation as Saviour of the
world,—the proposition before us must needs signify that Jesus attained His Messianic position
through water and blood. These two are therefore not only the pledge of His divine sonship, but at
the same time the powers through which He was constituted the Saviour: the water and the blood
must, accordingly, be pointed to as constitutive factors in the life oi the Redeemer. Before,
however, we look more closely at the sense in which this is true, we must first justify the
phraseology we have just used. We have, that is, described the testimony here concerned, now as
witnessing His divine sonship, and now as witnessing His Messianic activity,—that is, as at once
testimony to His person and as testimony also to His work. For this double way of describing it we
have the apostle’s own warranty; for in 1Jn 1:1 he refers both to the gift of life and to the bringer of
life as the object of the divine witness. And, in fact, the one is involved in the other: He who is to
give the life must first have it in Himself; and He who has it in Himself is thereby declared to be the
Son of God, according to Joh 5:26, moTeEp ymp m TOITEP WXEl (WEV MY EOUTE, ONTWC M OWKE
Kom Tm ymm (comy myelv myv mauTe [“For just as the Father has life in himself, even so he gave
to the Son also to have life in himself”] life is thereby demonstrated to be the Son of God; and He
who shall give life to others must mv moutm mxeiv [“have in himself’] that life. Thus in reality the
divine sonship and the Messiahship of, Jesus are bound up together. But what manner of water is
that, concerning which so great things are said? Primarily, we are led to think of the baptism which
Christ received at the hands of John the Baptist. In truth, He was by that baptism inaugurated into
His Messianic function: the three Synoptists make this point of view abundantly prominent; and at
the first glance it seems therefore perfectly intelligible, when it is said dim m dato¢ [“through water”],
that He came as the Messiah by this baptismal water, that this event was the medium of His
introduction to His Christly function, and fitted Him to enter on it. But we must bethink ourselves to
examine this closely. What prepared Jesus for His office was not the baptismal water, but the
communication of the Spirit connected; with His baptism. In our sacramental Christian baptism,
indeed, the water and the impartation of the Spirit through the rite are so inseparably united, that
the one word water may well be used to signify the whole, including the heavenly blessing: the
earthly sign and the heavenly reality are in the sacrament indissolubly one. But it was quite
otherwise in the baptism of John. That was assuredly no sacramental act, and certainly did not of
itself confer the Holy Ghost: whence, indeed, John himself could say that, in contrast with his own
baptism, Christ would baptize with the Holy Ghost: compare Joh 1:33, m Tm pgac pe farum ey
BV EO0TI, BKEMVEC L0l EMTEY, QA BY BV EONC TH TIVEE A KOTOPBOMVOV. . .ONTEC BCTIV B
Borum{wv mv Tvem poTI mymm [‘the one who sent me to baptize in water said to me, 'the one
upon whom you see the Spirit descending . . . this is the one who baptizes with the Holy Spirit™].
The communication of the Spirit, of which our Lord at His baptism was the object, was not itself
connected by any means with that baptism as such; but it was an extraordinary event, which was
attached to it. John’s baptism and Christian baptism are in antithesis to each other: in the former,
man is, primarily, the giver; in the latter, he is the receiver. He who submitted to John’s rite laid
down this confession: as the water cleanses my body, so will | henceforth dedicate my soul to God
in pure service. Anything like an extraordinary supernatural gift of God to man was not by any
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means connected with this act. Thus, if the question here is of the inauguration of Christ to His
office, the designation of baptism by mdwp [‘water’] would be altogether unsuitable; since the
introduction to His function was not by baptism in itself, but by the gift of the Spiritlnot necessarily
connected with that rite. Moreover, the water of Christ's baptism cannot by any means be
exhibited as a witness of His divine mission: this external rite was in fact one common to the Lord
and many besides, which therefore did not involve of itself any such virtue of special testimony.
The voice which sounded from heaven, or the Spirit who moemTeEpiotepm [‘like a dove”]
descended on Jesus, might indeed have this virtue; but they would not be designated by mdwp
[‘water”], because, as we have seen, the baptism of John did not necessarily include the gift of the
Spirit.

We must therefore look about for another interpretation of the mdwp [‘water”]. Does it signify
Christian baptism? It is clear that this, in contradistinction to that of John, may well be described by
mowp [“water”]; since that essential and necessary interpretation of water and Spirit, form and
matter, is found in it which is absent from John’s baptism. And the phrase mmAOmvdimmdotoC
[“the one who came by water”] is thus perfectly intelligible. The Baptist himself comprises the
whole work of Christ in this, that He would baptize with the Holy Ghost and with fire. Even the fact
that the baptismal sacrament was instituted only at the end of our Lord’s ministry would not stand
obstinately in the way of this explanation; for the proper unfolding of the Messianic activity of
Christ, to which the mpxecbai [‘to come”] refers, actually attained its consummation only at the
end of His course upon earth. We should indeed expect to read mpxmpevocg [“the one coming;
since the historically completed fact of the manifestation of the Messiah in the world was not
consummated by means of the baptismal sacrament; rather in it He continuously comes as the
Saviour and Redeemer of men. Another reason for rejecting this view is suggested by the way in
which the mdwp [‘water”] and the aimm pa [*blood”] are here placed in correlation or opposition: for
Christian baptism itself includes a reference to the death, and therefore to the blood of Christ,
according to the Pauline declaration of Rom 6:3, emctmvOmvaTovom Tom m BoTcm oOnuey [“‘we
have been baptized into his death”]. Now, where it is said that Christ came not by water alone, but
by water and blood, there is ascribed to each of these elements a specific matter: there is
somewhat in the blood which is not found in the water. But, as we have seen that in the baptismal
sacrament water and blood are together efficient, the interpretation which makes the water the
sacrament of baptism is not altogether suitable. And this objection is strengthened when we
consider the peculiar position which St. John assumes to the sacraments generally. We certainly
find in his Gospel passages which must be referred incidentally to the sacraments, having in them
their highest fulfilment and truth; but we find no reference to the institution of these rites, nor
indeed any mention of them as such. In John chapter 6 our Lord speaks of the eating of His flesh
and drinking His blood, and the words in question doubtless allude also to the holy supper; but the
explanation of eating by the idea of faith itself shows that the paragraph is primarily to be
understood as a symbolic way of teaching the full and living appropriation of Christ Himself (
mymemmmprocrm c(wm ¢ [‘l am the bread of life” cf. Joh 6:35,John 6:48,John 6:51]) and of His
atonement (cimmpa [“blood™]). Similarly, when John 3:1-36 speaks of regeneration of water and
the Spirit, the words certainly allude to the water of baptism; indeed they cannot be read by
Christian people without bringing this allusion to their consciousness. But the very fact that there
existed at the time no sacrament of baptism, that therefore Nicodemus, to whom the words were
applied, could not, if this were their only meaning, have understood them, indicates that the water
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also must primarily be accepted in its symbolical sense. Now, as we have seen that our Epistle
never in any passage goes beyond the circle of thought prescribed by the Gospel, this of itself
must make us suspicious of accepting a reference to the sacraments as the direct and exclusive
meaning of our present passage.

Thus we are led to make the experiment, whether the same interpretation of m dwp [“water”] which
applies everywhere to the Gospel may not be here also applicable,—that is, in effect, the
symbolical. A test of this method of interpretation we have in the fact that the meaning of the water
in our text must be different from that of the blood: this latter must involve an element which the
former has not; while both must be available and equally valid as witnesses for Christ. Now at the
outset we find the symbolical use of the mdwp [“water”] in 1Jn 4:1-21, “he that drinketh of the water
that | shall give shall never thirst;” [Joh 4:14] and, further, in Joh 7:38, “he that believeth on me, out
of his body shall flow rivers of living water.” In these passages we must understand by the water
the new and saving life, which springs up fresh and clear as from a fountain: compare the
TN yom Tom owinpmov [“springs of salvation”] of Isa 12:3, and Psa 23:2. On the other hand, the
washing with water is in the Old Testament ritual the means of purification; and the water very
frequently elsewhere occurs with this meaning, apart from the legal observances. The two
symbolical applications must not be sundered, for they rest on the same fundamental ideas: water
is the symbol, not only of the attainment of purification, that is, of holiness, but of the possession of
it as the result. Thus we find it in the passage, Joh 3:5, which is fundamental for the meaning of
our present text: the new birth of water and of the Spirit describes the production of new and pure
and saving life, mdwp [“water”], through the Holy Ghost, rvem pa[“Spirit”]. Thus the relation of the
water and the blood is clear, at least clear in general: in the blood lies the element of propitiation;
this is wanting in the water, which points rather to redemption. Regeneration is, in fact, primarily
not so much the expiation of the past, as the implanting of a new nature, the establishing of
salvation. That negative aspect, according to which the AomtpovroAiyyeveomag [“washing of
regeneration” cf. Tit 3:5]; becomes at the same time Barmioum ¢ cm ¢ m@eolv mpapTimy [“a baptism
for the forgiveness of sins”] (Act 2:38), is introduced first by the above-mentioned reference to the
death of Christ. Accordingly, the mdwp [‘water”] would here be the symbol of the new divine life,
filled and replenished with purifying energies, which the Redeemer has brought. In virtue (o1m
[“through™]) of this power existing in Himself, as the source of the fountain (John 4:1-54). He came
as the Messiah (mABev [“he came”]): only because He had this life of salvation and could impart it
to us was He fitted to be the Messiah. And, at the same time, the fact that the powers of a new and
saving life came from. Christ, is the witness that legitimates Him as the Son of God. For, as we
unfolded at the outset of our discussion, He who can impart life is thereby guaranteed as the
possessor of it, and, moreover, therefore attested to be the Son of God. So far we are led by the
principle of a purely symbolical interpretation; it must be admitted, however, as the exegetical
feeling of every one will suggest, that the Interpretation of m dwp [“water”] thus arrived at is not at
all points satisfactory and sufficient. But before we penetrate further, we must deal in a similar way
with the cimm pa [“blood”] for its preliminary symbolical exposition. That the cimmpa [“blood”] is
not to be understood, primarily at least, of the sacrament of the altar, is shown—apart from what
has been already said, which partly applies here also—by the fact that there is in the New
Testament no allusion to the Lord’s Supper, which mentions only the blood. But we have in our
Epistle itself one passage which expresses to us the significance of the blood of Christ, and from
which, therefore, we must not in our interpretation of the present text without strong necessity
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depart: it is in 1Jn 2:2 (also 1Jn 4:10), where the mAacoum ¢[“atoning sacrifice”], the propitiation, is
described as the result of the death of the Redeemer. And to this we must add 1Jn 1:7, to
THOm omoom XplotomKoBopm (eim |im ¢m Tom Tom O\ Gm o ptmog [‘the blood of Jesus Christ
cleanses us from all sins”]. Accordingly St. John says here that Christ, by means of His propitiatory
death, came forward as the Messiah; that in this lay the realization of His work as the Saviour. And
this atoning power, which proceeds from Him and fills His being mABev mvam pati [*he came with
blood”], is the second witness which God bears to Him. It demonstrates that He in whom such
power dwells is the Son of God. This symbolical interpretation of the m dwp [“water”] and cimm pa
[“blood”] by no means excludes the possibility that the sacraments are also included in these
expressions. It is, in fact, not fortuitous that in baptism the water, in the Eucharist the blood,
assume so prominent a place; it was so appointed, because in the former the renewal of the power
of life, the purifying and saving energy of the Spirit, is the main point; in the latter, the appropriation
of the atonement lying in the blood of Jesus. Indeed, with baptism also is connected the
forgiveness of sins, and therefore expiation, and with the Eucharist renewal to pure life; but still in
such a way that with baptism the element of the implanting of new life comes into the foreground,
with the Eucharist the suppression of the sin indwelling in the flesh by the diffusion and penetration
of the glorified body of Christ. While, therefore, the reasons already alleged forbid our thinking of
the sacraments primarily and exclusively, they are so far included as the symbolical meaning of
the water and the blood finds in them its application, indeed its culminating application. Our
passage, accordingly, ranks side by side with the third and sixth chapters of the Gospel. It is even
probable that the thought of the sacraments, and the order in which they are received by
Christians, prescribed the order of the words m dwp Kom oimm po [“water and blood™].

But, as we said before, the interpretation thus reached does not perfectly satisfy. For, though
m Owp [“‘water’] and aimmpa [“blood”] often occur in St. John symbolically, or rather tropically, this
does not explain how this tropical expression finds its way here. Instead of saying that the powers
of the new life which Christ has brought testify for Him, to say that the water testifies for Him,—is
and must ever be thought inexpressibly hard. In addition to this: granted that the blood is here a
symbol of expiation, yet it is not as a mere trope, or figurative style of speaking; actual and true
blood was shed and effected the propitiation, and therefore the expression aimmpa [“blood”] is
perfectly intelligible in this connection. The blood, that is, the expiating blood of Christ poured out
on the cross, witnesses to His divine sonship. But is not this precise background of reality
altogether wanting in the mdwp [“water”]? Is it not merely a purely figurative expression, and one
that in this passage has no foundation for it assigned? It would indeed be altogether different, if in
the life of Christ—apart from His baptism, which we have found to be inapplicable for our
purpose—there could be specified any point at which actual water appears in the higher
symbolical sense we have indicated, thus giving our passage just such a concrete historical
foundation as the blood has in it: such an event as we now contemplate would assume in the mind
of the apostle and of his readers a place of peculiar prominence, so that the mention of the water
would at once and necessarily suggest it. Now such an event is found; and our whole passage
would receive a rich illumination if it could be shown that it refers to Joh 19:34: a passage the
reference to which is so obvious that it is difficult not to point to it at once. It is not simply that in
these two passages of Scripture alone blood and water are thus placed in juxtaposition; in both
cases they are conjoined in an equally marked manner, with manifest emphasis; and in both cases
poptupemy [“to testify”] is the idea under the light of which the aimmpa [“blood”] and mdwp
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[“water”] are introduced. Now, if it can be shown that that water and that blood which are spoken of
in the history of the passion are to be typically understood, that is, that there an external fact
occurred which bore in it a deeper meaning; that, further, the interpretation of the type, or rather of
the typical ideas m dwp [“water”] and cimm pa [“blood”], is there the same as we have discerned to
be true in our present passage: then shall we be constrained to regard the passage in the Gospel
as the foundation of this; and similarly, the relation of these symbolical expressions, as well as the
meaning we have discovered in them, will be demonstrated afresh and more fully illustrated. The
only external reason which can be adduced in opposition to our reference to John chapter 19 is
this, that the blood comes first in the Gospel, while here the water has precedence. But the force
of this objection is altogether neutralized by a consideration of two things. First, in the Gospel the
apostle observes the order in which the elements issued from the Lord’s side, while here the water
comes first on account of the reference, mentioned above, to the sacraments. Secondly, the
difference urged has the less significance, because (presupposing the symbolical meaning of the
water and the blood in the Gospel, which we shall confirm presently) the difference between
redemption and propitiation is generally a fleeting one, the two ideas being involved in each other.

Now let us examine Joh 19:34 ff. more carefully. First of all, it is an altogether wrong view of the
incident, that blood and water issued from the Redeemer, which sees in it only a demonstration
that Jesus had actually died. It is not only the fact—often remarked—that Christian antiquity never
had doubts about the reality of Christ’s death, and that therefore so emphatic a demonstration of it
might appear quite without reason; but to attain such an end the apostle is supposed to have
adopted the worst possible means. At any rate, it would have been much simpler to say that the
soldier pierced the heart of our Lord. Moreover, we can scarcely attribute to the evangelist so
much physiological knowledge as to be aware that the dissolution of the blood into placenta and
serum was a sure sign of consummated death: even granting that this can be proved, which we do
not believe. How could a fact of such special peculiarity that its physiological explanation has not
to the present day been arrived at, have been used as a decisive evidence of the death of Jesus?
Since these elements do not usually flow from a corpse any more than from a living body, the
conclusion might have drawn with equal truth and un-truth to the life of Christ, or His death not
consummate. But the main point is this: the Old Testament citations introduced by ymp [“for"] in
Joh 19:36-37 must, if it had been the apostle’s design to confirm the fact of Christ’'s death, stand in
some connection with that design. But we see no trace of such a connection. The quotations are
no more linked with the flowing of blood and water than they are with the certainty of our Lord’s
death. They furnish evidence that the piercing with the lance, and the pretermission of the
breaking the legs, were predicted in the Old Testament: not, however, to establish the reality of
these facts themselves, but to point out that He, as to whom that took place and this did not take
place, was the Messiah. No bone of the paschal Lamb was to be broken; Jesus therefore, by the
circumstance that the crurifragum could not befall Him, was marked out as the paschal Lamb.
They were to look on Him as Jehovah whom they pierced: the piercing of the lance, therefore,
marked out Jesus as Jehovah, as the Son of God. Thus all else that is recorded in this section was
to demonstrate Jesus to be the Messiah and the Son of God: the flowing of blood and water from
His side must be regarded from the same point of view. And that this is the only right one, appears
from Joh 19:35: KON ®m E@POKEC UELOPTEMPNKE, KOM ®WMANOIvE OETOE EOTIV B LOPTUPEQ,
KB KEMVOC Om sy MTI MANOE AW Ve[, VO B UER G TIOTEM ONTE, [“he who has seen has testified, and
his testimony is true; and he knows that he is telling the truth, so that you also may believe ...”] m 11
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E ENCOECEQTIVE XpIoTEGE umEGTOom Otom [‘that Jesus Christ is the Son of God"Joh 20:31].
St. John says, mmwpakm¢ [“he who has seen”]: in this he includes in one whole all that he had
related, the pouring out, therefore, of blood and water included; and he declares all to be testimony
that Jesus was the Son of God. If, indeed, the words quoted in Joh 19:35 produce the impression
that they record something miraculous, something so wonderful that it might appear incredible to
the readers, this cannot refer so much to the piercing itself, which was not such a matter of
wonder, but to the water and blood which flowed from the side of Jesus. For the fact of the
piercing, and the pretermitted crurifragum, the apostle can appeal to other witnesses, those of the
Old Testament, which also explain the facts as indicating the divine sonship of our Lord. But he
has no other witness for the water and the blood; instead, therefore, of that, he must himself give
the most confident assertion of his exact and true observation; and he must himself explain what
he saw. Accordingly, the facts adduced by the evangelist receive a twofold illustration: first, the
truth of each is attested by the apostle’s eye-witness, with that of the Old Testament superadded;
secondly, their significance is confirmed, and this significance is declared to be the same in all
three, that is, the vindication of Christ as the Son of God. But it is clear that the flowing of blood
and water could not of itself attest this truth; this it could do only if the two ideas are symbolically
understood. These symbols we must interpret according to the general usage of Scripture, and
especially that of St. John, and thus obtain for the passage in the Gospel the same results which
we have arrived at in the case of our text in the Epistle. As the prophecy of Hosea [Hos 11:1], “Out
of Egypt have | called my Son,” would maintain its applicability to Christ even if He had never set
His foot in Egypt, though He was carried to Egypt that the prophecy might be set in a clearer light;
as the word of Zechariah concerning the meek King sitting on an ass would maintain its truth even
without its external fulfilment in the history of Palm Sunday: so would the significance of the death
of Jesus naturally be the same if it had not been symbolically exhibited in the flowing forth of the
blood and water. But God so ordered it that the internal should become external; and the apostle’s
wonder approved and attested this divine and altogether miraculous order of Providence. If we
revert to our passage in the Epistle, this now receives its most satisfactory and final elucidation.
First, it is plain how the powers of purifying renewal and reconciliation might be here expressed by
m dwp [“water”] and cimm pa [“blood”]: they are used on the ground of the fact in the Gospel, which
is by St. John made prominent with such emphasis, and in which water and blood occur with so
symbolical a meaning. Whenever one acquainted with the Gospel read this passage, and noted
that the question was concerning a witness borne, he must have recalled to his mind that historical
event. Secondly, it is clear how water and blood could be adduced as witnesses appointed of God:
for in a most marvelous way God had so ordered it that blood and water should flow from the side
of the Crucified, and thus symbolically seal His vocation as a Saviour. But there is yet a third
witness given by God, the Spirit; and the matter of His testimony is guaranteed (m 11 [‘because”]),
because the Spirit is the truth. This clause must he considered well on all sides. It needs no
argument that vem pa [“Spirit”] is the Spirit of God, the Holy Ghost, without whom no man can call
Jesus Lord, and who bears witness to Jesus as the Christ in our hearts; but we must note the
accordance with Joh 15:26, where in like manner the paptupemvrepm Xpiotom [“to testify about
Christ”] is exhibited as the function of the Paraclete. In the paraphrase we have given, the clause
with m11 [“because”] is not regarded as the substance of the testimony, but as the ground of its
truth. If it is taken as the substance of it, and translated, “The Spirit beareth witness that the Spirit
is truth,” thus making the Spirit bear witness to Himself, we have only to observe that He is
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certainly introduced here only as a witness for Christ. Moreover, it would be a poor specification of
the matter of His testimony, that He witnesses His own truth, that is Himself: the main idea. His
testimony that His witness to Christ is true, would be wanting. Or we should be obliged to
understand the first Tvem pa [“Spirit”] of the Spirit as the third Person in the Godhead, and the
second of the Spirit as dwelling in man, or of the Spirit of Christ as blended with the human spirit.
But, apart from the question whether we may establish such a severance at all, we know nothing
generally of a testimony of the Holy Spirit of the Trinity in His distinction from the Spirit of God as
ruling in man. Finally, if we should understand the second Tvem pa [“spirit”] of the human spirit, and
explain it after the analogy of Rom 8:16, aE TE TE TIVER 0l CULLIAPTUPER TH TIVER LTI B MY [‘the
Spirit himself testifies with our spirit”], we should then miss this precise mumv [‘our”] in our
passage. On the other hand, the thought is perfectly clear and truly Johannaean if we take m1i
[‘because”] as the causal particle: the Spirit of God, who enters into man, is in Himself a Tvem pa
Tm ¢ mANOemac [“Spirit of truth”] (Joh 15:26), and therefore the testimony which He bears for Christ
in our experience is true. But there yet remains one difficulty, and that is the article before
poptupomy [“‘one who testifies”]. The proposition, Te Tvemum moTI TH poptupomy [“the Spirit is
the one who testifies”], by means of this article produces the impression that the Spirit is the only
witness, while, nevertheless, the apostle goes on, Tpem ¢ emolv om paptupom vieg [“there are three
that testify”]. In this last clause the Spirit is mentioned co-ordinately with the water and the blood:
the three have all one office of withess. On the other hand, our proposition in its formal
construction exhibits the Spirit not as conjoined with the water and the blood, but as conjoined with
Christ. That is to say, 1Jn 5:6a, om1m ¢ (scilicetmnoom¢ m XpioTEG) EOTIV B EAOEY SIm B JATOG
Kam ompatock.T.A. [“this (namely,Jesus the Christ) is the one who came by water and blood,
etc.”], manifestly corresponds with 1Jn 5:6¢, Tm Tvem um moTI TE poptupomy [“the Spirit is the one
who testifies”]. Accordingly, the Spirit assumes a twofold position: one as parallel with Christ, who
came by water and blood, and another as parallel with this same water and blood themselves. As
to the former, Christ came as the Messiah by water and blood. He brought salvation and
propitiation; the Spirit's office is to witness for this, and then to appropriate and be the means of
imparting in detail what was once accomplished as a whole by the Redeemer. Thus we can
explain the article in our text, T Tvem um m oTI TR poptupomv [“the Spirit is the one who testifies™]:
the Lord is the bringer (m mA6mv dimk.T.A. [‘the one who came. etc.”]), the Spirit is the attester.
The article does not therefore refer to the fact that the Spirit and no, other attests, but to the fact
that He in relation to Christ's work has the function only of witnessing, not that of any fundamental
work of His own. Thus, in a certain sense, Christ and the Spirit have their distinct offices in the
accomplishment of our salvation. As to the latter, the Spirit has also a function running parallel with
the water and the blood. If these last, to wit, are the actual demonstrations that He is the Saviour,
that is, because He administers salvation, then they are also witnesses, umptupeg [“a witness”];
and, the Spirit being reckoned with them, whose specific office is that of testimony, we have three
witnesses. Thus we assign its rights to the telicm 11 [“because”], as establishing the fact m11 Tpem¢
emolvV ol poptupomvieg [“because there are three that testify”]. It must not be forgotten that in the
very order of the sentence the emphasis falls upon the tpem¢ [“three”]. It is not as if the general
proposition, firmly established to the apostle, concerning the threefold witness, confirmed the
correctness of the deductions drawn in 1Jn 5:6 as to the fact of the three testimonies—for how
should such a proposition be a priori firmly established in his mind ?—but the mT1 [*because”]
refers also to the second part of the clause, kom om Tpem¢em¢ TH WV emolv [“and the three are in
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agreement”]; and what was to be established is not the immediately preceding proposition, but
OETEC HOTIV B umEC TOom Ocom [“this is the Son of God”], the statement whose demonstration
was the chief question throughout. That three witnesses give the same testimony is, according to
Moses, the guarantee of the truth of any matter; Jesus Himself appealed to this (Joh 8:17), and on
this the apostle here rests. The trinity of the witnesses, therefore, which furnish one testimony, is
the demonstration (m11 [“because”]) of the divine sonship of the Lord. But all the three witnesses
named were given by God (1Jn 5:9): He is in the end the only Testifier. His witness, however, is by
the perfect pepaptmnkev [“he has testified”] described as one that is closed and perfected. If the
blood and water were referred exclusively or even primarily to the sacraments, this would be
unintelligible; for their influence goes on perpetually. But if we are to think first of the m pxeaBai [“to
come”] of Christ, and further of the event that took place in His death, the perfect tense is
explained clearly: this is the witness of God, that He sent Christ filled with purifying and atoning
powers, that He provided an external authentication of this power given to Christ in the issuing of
blood and water from His side in death; and similarly, that He sent the Spirit as a witness. The
Spirit Himself paptupemv [“to testify”]; but God once for all withessed in sending Him.

After we have thus generally elucidated the constitutive fundamental ideas, we have the details to
observe on; and pre-eminently to decide the question whether 1Jn 5:7 belongs to the text or not. If
our decision invariably depended on the testimony of manuscripts known to us, there could be no
guestion about the genuineness or spuriousness of this verse; for it is undeniable that no Greek
codex earlier than the sixteenth century contains it. If the text is defended in spite of this, it must be
on the ground of quotations from the Fathers; and then it must be explained how it came to pass
that the words vanished from the text without leaving a trace. In both these respects the matter
here is very different from that involved in the reading of 1Jn 4:3, Ameiv Tmvmncomyv [“to dissolve
Jesus”]. In this latter case a reading no longer extant at the threshold of the third century was
attested in the east and in the west by such men as Irenaeus and Tertullian, while, as we saw, it
cannot be proved that Polycarp did not know it. But in the case now before us this 1Jn 5:7 is found
for centuries only in the west, while in the east there is no trace of it; and it may be taken for
granted that it could not have been known in the east, for otherwise it would have been used in the
Arian controversy. And this leads to the other question, as to the possibility of its vanishing from
the text. Let us in this respect also compare 1Jn 5:7 with 1Jn 4:3. The phrase Amelv Tmvmnocomv
[‘to dissolve Jesus”] might indeed, as Socrates shows, have been applied to refute the heretics;
but it was in itself too profound to put an end to the controversy by one stroke; at any rate, it was
not of such a kind that every transcriber would at once perceive in it an m dpoam wuomAnOemac [“‘a
pillar of truth”]. But how different is it with 1Jn 5:7! No one can deny that in the whole compass of
holy writ there is no passage even approaching the dogmatic precision with which, in a manner
approximating to the later ecclesiastical definitions, this one asserts the immanent Trinity. Such a
verse could not have been omitted by inadvertence; for, even supposing such a thing possible in a
text of such moment, the absence of the words mvtmym [“in the earth”] of 1Jn 5:8 would still be
inexplicable. The omission must then have been intentional, and due to the hand of a heretic. But
would such an act have remained un-condemned; and were all our manuscripts produced by
heretics or constructed from heretical copies? In spite of my subjective conviction of the
genuineness of the Ameiv tmvmnoomv [‘to dissolve Jesus”], | could not decide to receive this
reading into the text of 1Jn 4:3; for our editions must, above all things, keep close to the substance
of the manuscripts. But to preserve 1Jn 5:7 cannot by any means be justified. The most acute
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argument that has been adduced to this hour in its favour is represented by the venerable Bengel,
who asserts that here the analysis of the Epistle is summed up in one point, the Trinity being the
governing principle of its arrangement. But we have found that an altogether different analysis is
the right one; and to us, therefore, this argument for the genuineness is neutralized. As to the
dogmatic shortsightedness which bewails in its loss the removal of a prop for the doctrine of the
absolute Trinity, this might be expected in lay circles, but ought not to be found among
theologians. A doctrine which should depend on one such utterance, and in its absence lose its
main support, would certainly be a very suspicious one. Omitting the verse, we have in this very
section the doctrine of the Trinity just in the form in which Scripture generally presents it: the
Father, who witnesses, 1Jn 5:9; the Son, who is attested, 1Jn 5:6 ff.; the Holy Spirit, through whom
the Son is witnessed by the Father, 1Jn 5:6b; the passage being thus very similar to the narrative
of our Lord’s baptism.

We have recognised that the leading idea of the entire section, 1Jn 5:6-12, is that of the
poptupemy [“to testify”]. The whole Epistle rests upon faith in the Son of God: He is to be exhibited
in the fulness of His divine attestation; and it is accomplished in such a way that 1Jn 5:6-9 present
to us the witnesses, 1Jn 5:10-12 the effects of the witness. This and no other (hence the omTm ¢
[“this”] at the outset, resuming the subject of the preceding proposition) is He who came with the
powers of a new life which overcomes the world; that is, the Jesus Christ already named. He
came: the aorist specifies His coming simply as an historical fact; not marking it as one
accomplished event, as if it were mAnAuOm¢ [‘the one who had come”], nor as something
continuous, as if it were mpxmpevog [“the one coming”]. The words must be taken in their strict
order and meaning: it is not mnoom¢ Xpiotm¢ [“Jesus Christ], as if the person were mentioned
with a double nomen proprium, but mnoom¢ m Xpiotm¢g [“Jesus the Christ”]; the article before
Xplotm ¢ [“Christ], and only before it, makes it a closer appellative definition of mnoom ¢ [*Jesus”],
Jesus who is the Messiah. The Messiahship of Jesus is taken for granted; for nothing new
concerning this is asserted throughout the section, only the old is confirmed afresh. Moreover, we
do not read omtm¢motivm ABm v [“this is the one who came”], after the manner of Joh 1:9, tm ¢@m¢
myv mpympevov [“‘the light was coming”],—as if, for the sake of more strongly emphasizing the
verbal idea, the copula were separated from the verb,—but omTmcmoTiv mmAOmvy dimmdaTOC
[“this is the one who came by water”].

Thus the purport of the whole is this: You call Jesus the Messiah; and you are right in this, for it is
He who has in Himself the necessary and settled (mark the article) sign of Messiahship: which is,
that He has brought the powers of renewal and atonement. By means (d1m [“by”]) of the water and
the blood He has come; and His coming is comprehended in the water and the blood (mv [“in™]). If
we abidingly receive these powers of renewal and atonement, then is He no longer mmAGmv [“the
one who came”]: for here we must remember that m pxeoBal [“to come”], spoken of Jesus, does
not signify a mere appearing or being born; but, on the ground of the Old Testament, His
manifestation as Saviour and Redeemer. And, in very deed, He has the two necessary tokens of a
Saviour in Himself: not as it were only the one, that of water (omk mv Tm mdoti pmvov [‘not by
water only”]). We saw above that in the symbol of water the element of atonement as such is
wanting. It refers to the establishment of a new life, and thus looks forward to the future and not
back to the past. Past sins are not washed away by water, but only by blood; for
XWpm COm LOTEKXLOM ocom Km oTIVE @eOl ¢ [“without the shedding of blood there is no forgiveness”
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cf. Heb 9:22]. It is true that this seems to be contradicted by Mar 1:4, where the baptism of John is
called BmTIOUO pETOVOROG M C W @eCIV B UAPTIMY [“a baptism of repentance for the forgiveness
of sins”]. But it is not really contradicted. The baptism is expressly termed [3m Ttiopa PETAVOM OC
[“a baptism of repentance”], having its character in the change of mind; and we have therefore to
assume that the forgiveness of sins also comes as the result of the change of mind. It is therefore
such a forgiveness of sins as took place in the case of David: viewed as in the future, on the
ground of an atonement hereafter to come. The expiatory element was by no means involved in
the baptism of John; it implied an act of God’s grace standing in no necessary connection with this
ordinance. Sins were, in the baptism of John, as generally down to the manifestation of Christ,
placed under the mvoxmtom ©com [“forbearance of God"]; but a propitiation was not connected
with it, save symbolically through the shedding of blood. Through that propitiation itself was man’s
sin done away in the sight of God; and hence it is the sign of the true and only Saviour that He
came OEMK MV TH mOQTI UEVOV, EAAE mV TR mOOTI KOm TH om Tl [‘not by water only, but by
water and blood”]. By the side of this work of Christ, laying the foundation, comes in the attesting
and confirming work of the Spirit. Our Lord’s work had its own confirmation in its power to renew
and to abolish guilt; but it receives a new and most express confirmation through the Spirit, whose
only office is to witness (tm paptupomv [‘the one testifying”]), and who possesses the fullest
adaptation to this office, inasmuch as He is m mAm6eia [“the truth”], the compendium of all truth.
But that which was to be attested is the subject of the first clause, the fact which this testimony
makes unassailably secure to faith: mnoom ¢cm otivm Xpiotm ¢ [“Jesus is the Christ”]. It is secure, for
the condition is fulfilled to which the Mosaic law attaches all security, the concurrence of three
witnesses. These are emctmmy [“in the one”], converge to one goal, that is, the fact already
announced and the consequence deducible from it (1Jn 5:11-12), that we possess in Jesus Christ
eternal life. Inasmuch as this goal has been already named, and is known to the readers, it is not
said that they merely agree emcmv [“in one”], but emctmmv [“in the one”], that particular end with
which the whole was concerned. The mighty force of conviction inherent in these testimonies rests
emphatically on this, that they are given not by men, but by God Himself, the source of all truth,
1Jn 5:9. The comparison between human and divine witness is suggested to the apostle by 1Jn
5:8, in which he had referred to the fact that the testimony adduced by him fulfilled the conditions
demanded by valid human testimony. It not only furnishes valid human testimony; it does more
than that,—he goes on,—for it springs from God. A corresponding development, fundamental for
our passage, is found in Joh 8:17 ff. There, our Lord avers that in His case the requirements were
met which men are justified in demanding for the guarantee of any truth; here. His apostle goes
further, and. says that more than this is furnished for Christ. Therefore, as men are wont to receive
attested facts without contradiction, and always thus to receive them (Indicative Presentfn), so
must we yet more heartily yield our assent to truth. Thus the pem {wv [“greater than”Joh 8:53] does
not refer to the matter of the testimony, as if the thing here attested were of greater and higher
moment than the things which men attest,—these latter being about mTmyeia [“earthly”], while
God vouches for mToupmvia [‘heavenly”],—but simply to the trustworthiness of the witness. For,
the apostle says, the question is here essentially of nothing less than a divine testimony (the
emphasis falls on Tom @com [“‘of God™]); the witness of the Spirit, the water, and the blood of which
we speak (amtn [“this"], scilicetm paptupma [namely,“the testimony”]) is only the means by which
God Himself testifies. The clause following these words with m11 [*because”] is not to be attached
to them by mv [“which”]: this appears certain from the evidence of manuscripts, and is confirmed

Sermonindex.net | Page 233



by internal arguments; for, in the first place, we can easily understand the lapsus oculorum, which
might take up the mv [“which”] of the similar words of 1Jn 5:10 into our verse; and, secondly, this
mv [“which”] produces at once the impression of being an explanatory correction. For it is not
obvious at first sight whether the m11 [‘because”] here means “that” or “because.” If we take the
former, m11 [*because”] is the unfolding of the preceding amtn [‘this”], and must be translated
thus: “it is for us to receive the testimony of God rather than the testimony of man, because (the
first mT1 [“because”]) it consists in this, that God has witnessed concerning His Son.” Then the
contents or the object of the testimony would establish its higher trustworthiness. But, as we have
already remarked, it is impossible to see what significance in that case there is in the contrast
between the witness of God and that of man. The divine testimony is for its own sake, and not
because it is given to this or that fact, more trustworthy than human testimony. In fact, we might
deduce from this view the inference that if God were to give His witness to anything else, His
witness would not be more strong than that of man. Hence we must take the second mTi
[‘because”] as causal, and lay the emphasis on the pepaptmpnke [“he has testified”], to which,
indeed, we are led by its prominence in the order of the verse. The meaning then is, that we must
receive the witness of God as greater than the witness of men; for (the first m11 [“because”]) the
guestion is of a divine testimony, and God hath borne witness concerning; His Son. The first
clause of the verse thus has two reasons assigned: the first confirms that the matter is of God's
testimony, the second that it is of a testimony of God. When we go on to observe the injunction to
the readers to believe in this testimony, a difficulty arises from its appearing that the witnesses
mentioned speak only in the believer. For in whom but the believer does the Spirit speak
concerning the Lord, and, to use the Lord’s own word, glorify Him? and to whom does the water,
the renewing energies which proceed and have proceeded from Christ, witness of Christ, but to
him who finds evidence in himself of these invigorating powers, and who is conscious that he has
received from Him every inspiration to a new life? The same may be said of the witness of the
ommpo [“blood”], the atonement centred and rooted in Christ. Ave not then these witnesses
superfluous, witnessing only to those who already believe? Now such a contradiction as seems
here to emerge would not, apart from other considerations, be intolerable; for it would not be
greater in our passage than in those which speak of our Lord being come as a light to those who
sit in darkness; while, on the other hand, those only can hear His voice who are of the truth. But
the case is different here. If the subject were, as we presumed, the witness of God in believers, it
would not be, as we read here, pepaptmnkev m Oem ¢ [“God has testified”], but only paptupem [“he
testified”]. As it is, the testimony of God must be a definite and closed testimony, perfected in the
past. And such it is in very deed: that the powers of renewal and atonement lie summed up and
sealed in Christ, is indeed an historical fact. No one with open eyes can possibly deny that all such
energies as have been manifest in the world have without exception resulted from the name of
Jesus Christ. No man can gainsay that the Spirit sent to the apostles witnessed to them on behalf
of Jesus Christ as the Son of God. Thus the testimony of God in its threefold direction is not only
one that lives in individual believers, but it stands before us as an incontrovertible historical fact. It
is with faith in this testimony of God as it is with faith in the miraculous power indwelling in Christ
and in Christianity. He who has experienced the miracle of sinful man’s renewal needs no other
witness for the miracles which the Lord aforetime wrought. But has not he to whom this is not a
living experience historically before him the great and undeniable miracle that a sunken, dying,
ruined world has been awakened through Christ to a new life? Thus, as this one great, undeniable
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miracle is even to the unbeliever a real demonstration of the miraculous power of Christ generally,
so the historically undeniable witness of the water and the blood and the Spirit is obligatory on all
who have not as yet experienced it in themselves. In a word, the witnesses here adduced are valid
not only to believers, but also for unbelievers; they stimulate and invite faith; for they are not only
subjective in men’s hearts, but objective also in history.

These observations make the progress of the thought between 1Jn 5:6-9 on the one hand, and
1Jn 5:10-12 on the other, quite clear. 1Jn 5:6-9 treat of the witness of God as of one that is
historically present, completed, and closed (pepaptm pnkev [‘he has testified”]). Then in 1Jn 5:10
the new thought enters, that if we believe this objectively present testimony, it becomes a
subjective one which we find experimentally in ourselves (m TnoTem v WXEl TRV POPTUPEOV BV
movutm [“the one who believes has this testimony in himself”]). But he who believes not (um [‘not”],
for the participle is to be conditionally understood, as it were, mmvum [“if not”]) makes God a liar:
he charges the historically present testimony of God with falsehood. We see at once how in this
proposition we can again expect only pepaptmpnkev [“he has testified”], and not poptupemv [“to
testify]; for the divine testimony, which has its realization in man, the unbeliever has indeed not
experienced.

Now follows the explicit statement of the substance of the witness, which 1Jn 5:6 indicated only in
few words. That is to say, Jesus is generally attested as the Son of God and the Messiah. At an
earlier stage it was impressed on us that these two ideas are regarded by St. John as involved in
each other, so that if He is said to be the Messiah, He must be the Son of God; if the Son of God,
He must also be the Messiah. The idea Son of God or that of Logos is not in our apostle a mere
metaphysical description of what Christ is in Himself or in relation to the Father: the idea in both its
terms stands in an immediate connection with the created universe. In the first verses of the
Gospel it is said that all becoming and all being in the world proceed from the Logos,—the former,
the becoming, in 1Jn 5:3; the latter, the being, in 1Jn 5:4,—and it follows from this that He who is
the medium of {com ammvi0¢ [“eternal life”] to the work must therefore be the Son of God; and that
the Son of God, because it is His to procure and accomplish all, must also be the mediator of
salvation,—that is, the Son of God and the Messiah are in St. John’s consciousness
interchangeable ideas which necessitate each other. Accordingly, the testimony which God here
bears concerning His Son cannot be a merely theoretical proposition, mncom¢motTiv m ymm ¢ Tom
Ocom [“Jesus is the Son of God”]; but it is a proposition in which there lies a thoroughly practical
element: to wit, that He, as the Son of God, is the Saviour of the world. Thus it is accounted for
that the two phrases are introduced quite promiseue, as indicating the object of the testimony: in
1Jn 5:6, mnoom¢ m Xpiotm¢ [*Jesus the Christ”], the Messiahship of Jesus; in 1Jn 5:9-10, by the
words TeEpm tom umom omTOEm [‘about his Som”], His divine sonship. Finally, in 1Jn 5:11 both
elements are placed in correlation, and thus the whole is summed up.

Footnote

11t may seem strange that, according to the consentient narratives of the evangelists, Jesus first
received the Holy Ghost in connection with His baptism, whereas He was filled with the Spirit in
His mother's womb. The solution of the difficulty lies in the distinction between the Spirit as a
principle filling His personal life, and the Spirit as an official gift for communication to others. This
distinction finds a more distant analogy in the fact that among men the knowledge of a matter does
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not involve either the vocation or the gift to appear as a witness and teacher concerning it, which
latter is wont to be matured by definite experiences. A nearer analogy lies in the double
impartation of the Spirit to the disciples on the evening of the resurrection and on the morning of
Pentecost.
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Chapter 76

76 -1Jn 5:12

1Jn 5:12

H EXWY TEV UEEY, BXEl THY (OEVE B /B EBYWY TEY UEEY TON Osom, TRy ((omv ONK mXEl. But
the apostle does not only say that through Him, the source of life, life has been brought to men
generally, but that it has been brought to (m umvm dwkevm Osm ¢ [“God gave to us”]). For it is taken
for granted in this verse that the witness of God, the historically actual witness, has been received
by us, and thus become a paptupma mvepumyv [“testimony in us”] (compare 1Jn 5:10); in other
words, that we have received our portion in the life brought by the Redeemer. The connection
between the Son of God and the life, declared in 1Jn 5:11, is then in 1Jn 5:12 evolved under two
aspects: where the Son of God is, there is also life; and it is to be found only where He is. And thus
the apostle has come back to the idea which he had laid down at the outset of his document; in
1Jn 1:1 he had declared that His annunciation concerned the Logos, but as the Amyo¢ e ¢ {wm¢
[“word of life”], that is, the divine and eternal life which is in the Logos, and flows forth from Him.
That Son of God and life are correlative terms, is here obviously the conclusion of all his
development. The conclusion it is; for that which now follows is not a continuation of the discussion
of 1Jn 5:6 ff.: that it is not this is evident from the matter of what follows, in which the paptupemv
[“to testify] no more appears; as well as from the emphasized resumption of the twelfth verse in the
thirteenth, a thing to be accounted for only on the ground that something new is about to be
entered on. Nor is what follows a new train of thought, which stands co-ordinately by the side of
the previous development. We have rather only a recapitulation yet before us, in which, indeed,
the apostle expands one single thought, that of intercession, under one aspect, intercession in
regard to the sin unto death. That this close of the whole Epistle falls again into two members is
evident at the first glance: 1Jn 5:13-17 and 1Jn 5:18-21 must be taken together; but it will require a
discussion of the details to show in what relation these two sub-sections stand to each other.
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Chapter 77

77-1Jn 5:13

1Jn 5:13

TomTO mypa)0 MUmY TOMC TIOTEMOUCIV EMC TH EVOUN TON UNON TON OLON, VO cHOmTE N TI
{wEmV O VIOV BXETE, KOM MVQ TICTEMNTE EMG TH MVOUO TON MO TOm Oom.

First, we have to decide the reading of this verse. There are three various forms which it assumes.
The Textus Receptus reads: TOETO ®ypa)a B UMY TOM G TOICTEMOUCIV ENC TH EMVOUN TOM UM QM
TOm Ocom, mVQ EMOMTE MT| (MY WYETE OMMV(OV, KOE BVO TICTEMNTE EMC TH MVOUC TON H|ON
Tom O¢com [“These things | have written to you who believe in the name of the Son of God, that you
may know that you have eternal life, and that you may believe in the name of the Son of God"].
The manuscript form most generally accepted is that of Codex A: Tomta mypajo mpumy mva
EMOMTE MTI (MY MXETE MMVIOV OB TIOTEMOVTEC TH WMVOUO TOm umom tom Bsom [“These things
| have written to you that you may know that you have eternal life, those believing in the name of
the Son of God”]. Finally, Codex B reads: TomTo mypao mpumy mvo cEOmTE WMTI {wmV WYETE
OEEVIOV, TOEC TICTEMOUCIV EBC TH EMVYOUQ Tom umom Tom Beom [“These things | have written to
you that you may know that you have eternal life, ho those who believe in the name of the Son of
God"]. The decision between these readings, especially between the latter two, is, as to external
arguments, difficult. The most important question is here, of course, as to which of the readings
would most easily suggest the reason for the origination of the others. Now, that is the third. If,
namely, the tom ¢ruotem ouolv [“to those who believe”], according to Codex B, stood after the telic
clause with mva [“so that”], we can easily understand how it was that it came to be changed into
the nominative,—that is, to refer to the ¢m om 1€ [*you may know”] (as in Codex A); and we can also
see how those transcribers who rightly viewed the grammatical connection placed it before the
intermediate telic clause, immediately after the mypayompumv [“| write to you”] (as the Textus
Receptus). The second clause with mva [“so that”], found in the Textus Receptus, appears to have
sprung from a gloss which the parallel definition of purpose in the Gospel (Joh 20:21) contained. If
we suppose the Textus Receptus genuine, we cannot account for the origination of the two other
readings; nor will the second of the two readings help us to explain how the first and third arose.
Then, if the third reading is the right one, the closing words, tom ¢riotem ouaIVK.T.A. [“to those who
believe, etc.”], may be compared with Joh 1:12, mdwkev amtom¢ mEovomayv TEKVO Osgom
yevm gBal, TOmC TIOTEMOUOIVK.T.A. [‘gave to them the right to become children of God, to those
who believe, etc.”]. Thus the aim of the Epistle is the firm assurance of the readers that they have
eternal life; and both the writing and the establishment of this assurance are designed only for
those who believe in the revelation (mvopa [“name”]) of the Son of God.
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Chapter 78

78 -1Jn 5:14

1Jn 5:14

Kom OETN EOTEY B TOEENCEQ HY EXOUEY TOEC ONTHY, HTI EEY TI OETEUEOO KOTH TH
OmAnuo omTom, mkomel mpumy. This assurance, that we are partakers of a true and divine life,
produces in us Tommnoma [“boldness”] as it respects God,—the sentiment of unity with Him, and
therefore of perfect freedom, or the unrestrained and unreserved utterance of our whole thought.
But the apostle has not in view here, as in the second division of the Epistle he had, the approval
of this confidence at the day of judgment. Here, at the close of all, he points rather to the fruit
which this parrhesia already bears in our experience, in the confirmation even now of our
possession of the {com ammvio¢ [“‘eternal life”]. It takes the form of confidence in prayer, founded
upon the assurance of being heard. But prayer here comes into consideration only in its
intercessory character, as 1Jn 5:16 shows. This, however, is not an isolated thought which is
made prominent at this point for practical reasons; it will be seen to correspond with the general
tone of the Epistle, when we reflect that it regards the whole life of prayer as finding its deep
expression in prayer for others. We have seen in previous expositions that St. John subsumes our
whole religious life under the one commandment of brotherly love; that he regards our entire moral
obligation as discharged in this precept; and hence it is plain that there was to him no other prayer
imaginable than that which in its issue should be bound up with our brethren. If | pray for my own
person, it is that | may become a living member of the kingdom of God; but my place in the
kingdom of God is conditioned by this, that | am helpful to my brethren in that kingdom.
Accordingly, the final, at least the indirectly final, end of all prayer—viewed from the point which
connects our whole life with the service of the divine kihgdom—must be prayer for the salvation of
our brethren. The kolvwvmavpustmmAAmAwv [“fellowship with one another”], which it was the
apostle’s aim in 1Jn 1:4 to help to its perfection, is in its deepest principle fellowship in prayer. It is
remarkable that at the close of several of the catholic Epistles we find an exhortation to
intercession for sinful brethren. Compare the close of the Epistle of St. James and 1Pe 4:8, mpm
T VTV ON THY N C BQUTONC B yE TNV BKTEVE B XOVTEC, BTl M YE TI) KOAE gl TAE 60C B LOPTIEY
[‘above all, keep fervent in your love for one another, because love covers a multitude of sins”].
We may appeal also to Rev 2:4, where it is the reproach of this very Ephesian church m1i tmv
HyE TV COL TV TPE TNV mEmKoC [‘that you have left your first love”]. Though, primarily, it is the
love of God which there is spoken of as grown cold, yet in our Epistle St. John establishes so close
a connection between the love of God and the love of the brethren, that the coldness of the one
must needs draw after it, or with it, the coldness of the other. Our passage, and that of 1Jn 3:21 to
which it refers back, are not the only ones in which the most intimate connection is established
between mommnoma [‘boldness”] and prayer. We may compare also Eph 3:12,
TN momoKom Tpocoywym [‘boldness and access”]; and Heb 4:16, mpooepyxmpueba petm
TOmEnOomOoc T Opmve TEC XmPIToC [‘let us approach the throne of grace with boldness”]. It must
be carefully noted that the apostle does not write that the parrhesia consists in our knowing that
God hears us, but that it consists in this, that God heareth us. And yet the parrhesia is a subjective
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feeling, while God’s hearing is an objective fact: now this pregnant juxtaposition of the two ideas is
intended to make prominent the indissoluble connection between the Lord's hearing prayer and
the joy of man in offering it. In all cases in which God heareth, there is necessarily joyful
confidence in praying, and never otherwise; conversely, whenever there is this joyful confidence,
there is also the mkomelv [“to hear”] of God. It is obvious, however, that supplication Katm Tm
Om Anua omtom [“according to his will"] is the presupposition both of the mkom €1v [“to hear”] and of
the Tommnoma [‘boldness”]. By this, indeed, the apostle does not so much mean to warn against
carnal requests, such as the sons of thunder addressed once to their Master and received a
rejecting answer; in the present connection, spiritual things alone are concerned; the thought of
external and temporal matters of desire are far from the apostle’s mind; and to introduce them
here would be to bring a perfectly foreign element into the train of thought. 1Jn 5:6 sheds the true
light on our passage: there is a certain kind of prayer even in spiritual matters which is not
according to the divine will; which, therefore, is neither heard by God nor offered with perfect
confidence by man.
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Chapter 79

79 -1Jn 5:15

1Jn 5:15

Kom mmy ONS0LEY MTI MKONEl MMV B EY O THEON, O SOEY MTI M XOUEV TH N THUATO W
B T KOEV TIOPE /N TOM .

We must, however, consider more carefully the idea of God’s hearing. Are we to limit it to mere
hearing, or to regard it as a hearing with approval and intent to answer, hearing and granting being
one? The fifteenth verse seems to plead for the former; for there the hearing comes first, and
afterwards the mxeiv Tm am e pata [‘to have the requests”], or the granting of the request. But, on
the other hand, this general meaning of the mkom 1v [“to hear”] has its difficulty: in this sense the
God m¢yive okeitm via [“who knows all things”] (1Jn 3:21) hears all prayers, even those which are
not according to His will; consequently this indefinite kind of hearing could never impart confidence
in the petitioner. Moreover, it is remarkable that St. John, and he only, employs this very word
mkomelv [“to hear’] in the sense of hearing favourably or granting; compare Joh 9:31; John
11:41-42. As to the fifteenth verse, we have only to interpret it rightly. It does not mean to indicate
the unity of the hearing and the granting of petitions; but the unity of the being heard with
acceptance and the reception of what is supplicated. Many petitions KaTe T® OmAnuoTOmBeom
[*according to the will of God"] are outwardly granted, it may be, after a long season; so granted
that their acceptance appears manifest. But—and this is the pith of the apostle’s declaration—faith
has the thing asked, which probably will not be granted externally for a long time, already inwardly
in possession at the moment of asking: in the consciousness that God hears, there is to this
believing petitioner the actual mxelv T om e pota [“to have the requests”], the possession of the
thing asked, though it may be for a season only in internal experience. As the Christian hope
brings the Christian man immediately into possession of the thing hoped for,—so that by virtue of
the very hope itself he may inwardly rejoice in the experience of the object hoped for as his
own,—so the believing petitioner needs not to wait for the time to come when the fulfilment of his
prayer will be an external reality: he has what he asks, he enjoys it already, before he actually
sees it. To sum up all: the parrhesia which, within the limits of the present life, a Christian may
have, is indeed primarily only a confidence in prayer and an alacrity for prayer (1Jn 3:20),—that is,
it does not rest so much upon the having as upon the possibility of future having, upon the fact that
the door is opened into all the treasures of heaven. Nevertheless there is, on the other hand, a
present sense of having, though it be only in faith and not in sight; for there is a full assurance of
the absolutely necessary attainment of the request, which is no other than an internal and spiritual
possession of it already. Believing, we have already eternal life,—that is, fellowship with God (1Jn
3:13); in believing prayer we have—that is, more particularly, in believing intercession—already
perfect fellowship with our brethren as members of the kingdom of God (1Jn 5:14 ff.).
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Chapter 80

80 - 1Jn 5:16

1Jn 5:16

EEY TICEOE THY MOEA@EY ONTON M IGOTEVOVIO B UOQTEQOVY UE TE G OmVATOV, O/l TH OEl, KON
OmQogl mTE ((EV, TOMC N LIOPTEVOUC! Um TEC OmVOTOV. mOTIV B UOPTEO TPEC OmvaTov, ol
TEPE W KEMVNC AN YW HVO B PUTH ON .

What follows shows that intercession has for its aim the winning of our brethren for the kingdom of
God. But, before we look closely at the link between 1Jn 5:16-17 and what precedes, we must
examine the meaning of the verses themselves. What are we to understand by the
mopTE aTOm COmvaTov [“sin unto death”]? At the outset it is clear that the apostle has in view sin
which irrevocably shuts the gates of eternal life, the consequence of which is death in its most
awful character. That there is such a sin, or that there are such sins, is affirmed by the New
Testament in other places (Mat 12:31 and parallels; Heb 6:4 ff.); and this lies at the foundation of
all such passages as proclaim an eternal condemnation. What is peculiar and startling in our
passage is this, that our intercession is made to depend upon the question whether or not the sin
is Tpm cTmvOmvotov [‘to the death”], thus indicating that its character as such may be and is
discernible by us. Now our possible knowledge of this absolutely mortal kind of sin may be fairly
guestioned. In Mat 12:1-50 our Lord sees the Pharisees in the manifest act of committing a sin, or
the sin unto death, Tpmc¢Omvatov [‘unto death”] (which of the two let us at present leave
undecided), because they would assign His works to the inspiration of Beelzebub; but, on the
other hand. He prays for His murderers, and therefore did not, according to our present passage,
regard the sin unto death as consummate in them: now in these cases would not human eyes
have judged the very opposite? Saul heard the rejecting words of the prophet, while David’s sin
was forgiven; but according to appearances, and therefore so far as men could judge, was not
David’s sin much heavier than the sin of Saul? And, to speak generally, it is impossible to decide
confidently the greater or less alienation of a sinner from eternal life on the ground of the more or
less violent demonstration of his sin as an act. For, even as a hardened sinner may be brought
round by the divine grace and saved from destruction, so may a man, devout in the eyes of his
fellows, become perfectly reprobate to everything divine. Or are we to assume that there is one
definite and definable sin which is absolutely mpmcOmvatov [‘unto death”]? But would not the
apostle, in that case, have taken care to warn against it, and to mention it by name? Would he not
at least have written moTivepaptmatic [“there is a certain sin”] or ymom poPTE OTOE (O VATOV
[‘only one sin unto death”]? These difficulties can be solved only by observing what St. John
elsewhere teaches concerning the ideas lying before us: first, that of the sin; and, secondly, that of
the prayer. As to the former, it is demonstrable that St. John measures all sin by the relation it
assumes to Jesus Christ. In Joh 1:5 he describes sin to the effect that the
okoTm m Tm (pm com KaTm A0 Be [“darkness has not mastered the light”], and thus places it in direct
opposition to the light which appeared in Christ. Our Lord says, in Joh 8:24, mTo6avem 06s mv
TONC EUOPTEQIC NUNVE EEY YEQ /N TICTEMONTE EMTI Mym cEm|l, MTOOOVEm GO MV TOEC
mpoptmoic mpumy [“you that you will die in your sins; for unless you believe thatl am,you will die in
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your sins”]. He thereby assigns the real ground of death—that is, of eternal death—to the state of
unbelief towards Himself. Finally, in Joh 16:8-9,[N] He defines the judgment or conviction of the
Spirit to be this, that He mAmy€el Tmv kmopov Tepm mpuaptmog [“he will convict the world
concerning sin”]; and what sin He has in view appears plain from the subsequent words, mti om
TIOoTEmMOLOIV em ¢ mum [“because they do not believe in me”]. In our Epistle, St. John defines the
nature of the Antichrist, who is, however, the Pauline mvBpwro¢ tm ¢mpoptmoag [‘“man of sin” cf.
2Th 2:3], the incarnation of sin, as that of one who denieth the Son, 1Jn 2:21; and also, in 1Jn 4:3,
as that of one who AmeimncomvXpiotmy mv capkm mAnAvOmTa [“to dissolve Jesus Christ has
come in the flesh”]. From all this we must infer that the essential sin, which makes all other sin to
be sin, is in the apostle’s estimation unbelief in our Lord. And no doctrine is more firmly
established in the New Testament than this, that we shall hereafter be judged by the relation in
which we stand to the Son. According to the measure in which any act betrays the mark that tins
relation subsists aright, or does not yet subsist, or has ceased to subsist, according to the
measure in which any action confirms, or interrupts, or entirely dissolves this relation, is the value
of that action and its estimation before the divine judgment-seat.

Accordingly, the sin unto death can be no other than consummate enmity to Christ. It is obvious
how perfectly this thought is in accordance with the tenor of our Epistle: the kingdom of the world
and the kingdom of God, Christ and Antichrist, life and death, are the fundamental ideas and
inseparable antitheses which govern it throughout. But however clear it is, that in harmony with his
general views St. John might have regarded unbelief in Christ as the conclusive and consummate
sin, yet this is not here expressly stated; the words have too general a bearing to be a mere
paraphrase of “Antichrist;” they lead our minds rather to practical errors than to an intellectual
m pvem oBal [“denial”]. Moreover, while the antichrists, according to the second chapter, certainly
mimAOGovmEmpumy [“they went out from us”], they are at the present time sundered from the
church, and no longer are regarded as belonging to it; and those who are the m poptm vovtec Tpm ¢
Om vatov[“sinners unto death”]; are supposed to be still living in the bosom of the community. The
sinner is described as an m dsAqm ¢[“brother”]; and we have seen that throughout the Epistle this
name indicates Christians alone. The world comes into St. John’s view in this document only as to
be avoided; the intercession which may be urged on behalf also of the children oi the world is
never alluded to here. Thus we have reached the twofold result: first, that, on the one hand, St.
John must, in harmony with his whole system of thought, have regarded the determinate sin as
apostasy from Christ; and, on the other, that he here at least speaks not of any theoretical denial
of Him, and not of any external apostasy. We must not, therefore, accept the sin unto death and
the antichrist nature as ideas of the same exact import.

Let us, for the sake of a more thorough understanding of the matter, look at the development of sin
in men generally. If every man is consigned in biblical teaching either to salvation or perdition
according to his conduct during his bodily life, it is clear that he must on earth have become ripe
for one or the other; that no man dies without being a child of heaven or a child of hell. The latter
case is then only possible when the accesses of the converting grace of God are effectually
closed, and every possibility of its influence cut off; for, so long as this is not the case, the final
decision and full maturity cannot be predicated. In other words, every organ for the reception of the
Spirit of participation in the kingdom of God must have withered and died; and that moment in
which the decision follows, in which the evil principle attains the absolute supremacy, is that which
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is the essentially condemning crisis. That act, external or internal, which in this crisis is
consummate, is the mpaptmarpm ¢émvatov [“sin unto death”]: the sin, which finishes irrevocably
the soul’s death. It is involved in this, that no deed as such, in virtue of its external character and
quality, is the m paptm ampm ¢Omvatov [“sin unto death”]; for no sin—be it named what it may—is in
itself too great for the mercy and the might of the Lord; but a sin becomes the
m popTE aTpm ¢Om vatov [“sin unto death”] in virtue of the interior quality out of which it springs and
of which it gives the fatal evidence. Such a central position, one that determines the whole life of
man through eternity, can be assumed by no sin of infirmity; only a sin of presumptuous
wickedness, that is, such a sin as is committed in spite of the power to resist it,—such a sin as
man commits not only in resistance to the protest of conscience, but in contempt of the gracious
power proffered to avoid it,—such a sin as he is not seduced into, but commits in the pure love of
sinning: thus it is not simply a human sin, but sin that is essentially devilish. The Old Testament
analogue of our mpapTm oTOm cOmvatov [“sin unto death”] is found in those passages where sins
emmmmmmmmm [‘with a high hand’fn] are spoken of, on which rests the curse,
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEREE [“that person will be cut off’]. Excommunication from the
people of God was in the old covenant what now exclusion from the kingdom of God is. Thus
every sinful act may be an mpoptm arpm ¢Omvatov [“sin unto death”], while no act is such in itself;
hence the apostle does not use the article, nor could he use it. moTive papte aTipm ¢Omvatov [“it is
a sin unto death”]: in the domain of sin there is such a kind as is absolutely mortal. But when Christ
calls Himself the door of the kingdom of God, m mxwv TV KAemd0 Tom Adf3E S, B B VOE YWY KoM
OmOEmM G KAEMEl, KoM KAEmEl Kom omdsm ¢ myvomyel [‘the one who has the key of David, who
opens and no one will shut, and who shuts and no one opens” cf. Rev 3:7], it is plain that absolute
death can be reached only when all relation to Him is broken off. If the apostle, as we have seen,
thinks here of members of the congregation, the sin unto death can consist only in their having
internally and in act—if it were externally done, and by words, they would indeed be no longer
members of the congregation—nburst the last bond of their fellowship with Christ. According to Joh
1:14, Christ brought grace and truth. As truth the antichrists rejected Him, as grace the sinners
unto death: more precisely, the antichrists were introduced by the apostle in the aspect of their
rejection of Christ the truth; and the sinners unto death in the aspect of their rejection of the grace.
This extended observation has demonstrated that sin unto death does not signify any definite
external form of sin, but the sin through which the internal link between God and man is severed
and the gulf fixed absolutely.” But this infers how difficult it must be to discern whether any man
can in such a sense have sinned tpmc¢Omvatov [‘unto death”] or not. How then can it be
introduced as a test for the offering or the withholding of our intercessory prayer? If this question is
not solved by studying the idea of mpopte armpm ¢omvatov [“sin unto death”], it may be solved by
studying the nature of the prayer. In His last discourses our Lord exhibits prayer in His name as
something that the disciples had never hitherto exercised, but which must be unconditionally
answered with acceptance. The promise is perfectly unrestricted; if one single exception were
possible, the promise would be invalidated. On the other hand, Scripture testifies that many men
enter into the way of eternal death: is not a prayer ever to be offered up to heaven on their behalf?
According to the Lord’s word it stands eternally fast, that if such prayer ever did go up mv ™=
mVEOTI mncom [“in the name of Jesus”], mvroppnomm [“with boldness”], as our passage terms
it, that is, if the petitioner ceased to be the mere man, but were the Spirit of Jesus Christ dwelling
in him, and moving his heart to such intercessory prayer; thus, if his petitions were like the
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petitions of the Lord Himself, already in their essence thanksgivings,—these all being the signs of
prayer in the name of Jesus,—then must his supplication be heard and answered, and it were
impossible that the soul interceded for should perish.

It follows, conversely, that if a soul perishes, that soul has never been thus prayed for, and never
could have been thus prayed for. Many petitions, indeed, in the ordinary and more general sense
may have been offered for him,—such petitions, for instance, as we offer for temporal things,
uttering our wishes as children to our heavenly Father,—but not prayers in the name or in the
person of Christ, in the full and inwrought consciousness that they are heard, not such prayers as
offer violence to the kingdom of heaven. Prayers of the higher order like these are, however, the
proper Christian prayers, and such are inwrought of God alone; but He cannot inspire them in
regard to men concerning whom He knows that they will perish. Such considerations as these will
help to make our verse intelligible. The apostle says that if any man sees tmvm dsh@mvom ol [“his
brother”], his own brother bound to him by the bonds of the most interior love,
sinning,—m popTE ovm Lo pTE VELY [“to sin sin”] is quite general, without limitation to any particular
kind of sin,—and has the conviction (the subjective um [‘may not"] is used) that the sin is not unto
death, then—and now follows not an exhortation, but a declaration—he will pray, he will, simply
because it is his brother, feel himself constrained to pray for him. We must not interpret the future
omTtmoel [*he will ask”], like the futures of the ten commandments, as the strongest form of the
imperative speech; for it must certainly be understood in the same sense as the future omoel [*he
will give”] near at hand, and that would not tolerate any such imperative meaning. A Christian, the
apostle tells us, cannot do otherwise than run by intercession to the help of an erring brother. And,
as definitely as this prayer will be offered, the result of it will also be definite, dm osiom tm {comv [“he
will give to him life”]. The subject in om el [*he will give”] cannot be God; that would be harsh, in
immediate view of the preceding amtm gel [*he will ask”], which has man for the subject, especially
as God is not mentioned anywhere else in the whole verse. Nor is the thought that man may by his
prayer give life to his brother a repellent one; in Jas 5:20, and in a perfectly similar connection, we
read that om gsipuxmvmkBavmtou [“he will save his soul from death”]. We have here, therefore,
no direct contradiction to the seemingly opposite statement that no man can redeem his brother;
for believing prayer, and consequently its result also, the domvailcmv [‘to give life"], rests
essentially on divine operation, and impulse from above. The expression omoeilwmv [“he will give
life”] shows, however, how the mpapteormpm cOmvatov [“sin unto death”] must be taken; to wit,
that a sin so named is left to death irredeemable. In a sense, every sin must be exposed to death,
otherwise there would be no giving of life to be thought of. The explanatory words that follow,
TOM CH O PTE VOUC! um TiOm ¢Om vaTov [“those sinning not unto death”], introduce really nothing new,
for the preceding conditional clause has already brought forward the same element; but the
repetition is intended to impress more deeply on the readers two things: first, by means of the
plural tomcmpoptmvouot [‘those sinning”], that the result indicated will follow, not in isolated
cases, but in every one; and, secondly, that the limitation must be ever remembered which is
bound up with it, um rpm ¢Bm vatov [“not unto death”].
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Chapter 81

81-1Jn 5:17

1Jn 5:17
Muoo mOIKMO B UOPTEQO BOTE, KON ECOTIV BUAPTEO ON TIPE ¢ OmVATOV.

What had been in the previous words indirectly said, that there are two altogether different kinds of
sin, sin unto death and sin not unto death, St. John now in what follows directly declares,
B OTIVE LIOPTE OTPE COMVATOV KON B OTIVE JopTE oM TpE ¢ Omvatov [“‘there is a sin unto death
and there is a sin not unto death”]. That these two clauses are thus connected is not generally
acknowledged; still less is it the common view that the words Tm com dikm om poptmomotm [“all
unrighteousness is sin”] are to be linked with what precedes instead of with what follows.
Nevertheless, this view is absolutely necessary. That the two clauses just mentioned correspond
to each other in their entire construction, and are in thought fitted to each other, scarcely needs
any demonstration; it is, in any case, enforced upon us when we observe that the proposition
TmoomoikmompopTmomotm [“all unrighteousness is sin”] cannot belong to what comes after. If it
did so, we should scarcely see what induced St. John to introduce here the idea of mdikma
[*unrighteousness”]: this idea not only has no organic connection with the proposition that all sin is
not sin unto death, but it is decisively foreign to it, and somewhat discordant. We should be obliged
to take it only in a concessive way: “it is true that all mdikm o [“unrighteousness”] is sin; do not think
too tenderly concerning m dikma [“unrighteousness”], it also is sin;” but we should expect to read,
“it is not sin unto death.” That, however, we do not read, but only that there is sin which is not unto
death. The idea of mdikma [‘unrighteousness”] is therefore at once dropped again; and it is
entirely irrelevant to the proposition motivepoptm oom pm ¢Omvatov [“‘there is a sin not unto
death”]. Are we indeed to suppose that the apostle felt himself called to occupy himself with
teaching here, in an incidental way and without any necessity, the relation of mdaikma
[‘unrighteousness”] to mpaptma [“sin”]?

All is changed, if we connect the words with what goes before: there is sin unto death, but to this
(mark the emphatic Tepm m kemvn¢ [“about these”] coming first) my words do not refer; you cannot
suppose it the design of my words (omAmywmva [‘I am not saying that]) to recommend
intercession concerning it. There are indeed other cases quite enough, he proceeds, to which your
intercessory prayer may find application, Tm com dikmompaptmamotmy [“all unrighteousness is
sin”]; wherever there is any measure of unrighteousness, there is sin, and the fit occasion
therefore for intercession. Thus the apostle really says that there are sins unto death and sins not
unto death. To the former of these two propositions there are added two parenthetical
explanations: concerning these sins unto death St. John’s exhortation does not treat, he does not
speak of them; and the range of sin for which intercession may be valid is otherwise large enough.
This is the general bearing of the clauses; they can be fully understood only through a close
investigation of the idea involved in mdikma [‘unrighteousness”].

m OIkm a [“unrighteousness”] and mpaptma [“sin”] are often regarded as synonyms varied simply in
order to define the nature of sin on all sides: for example, in Heb 8:12, mAgw¢ moopal tom¢
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EOIKNQICONTEY, KON THY HUOPTIMY ONTEY KON THY EVOULIEY ONTEY ON pym pvnoom [ will
forgive their wickedness and will remember their sins no more”], where obviously there is no
consideration of the distinction in the three expressions respectively. But there are passages
where this distinction comes into prominence. mdikma [‘unrighteousness”] is the antithesis of
olkaloomvn [‘righteousness”], as well in the sense of justitia distributiva as in that of justitia
interna. The former antithesis we find in Rom 9:14, um mdlkma Topm T Osmm [“is God unjust?”]
and 2Co 12:13, xapmoactm Lol ey moikmav [“forgive me for injustice”],—that is, pardon me if in
this | have been unjust, and dealt with you in a manner not correspondent with justitia distributiva.
But we find mdikma [‘unrighteousness”] much oftener used as the antithesis to justitia interna,
internal righteousness; and in this sense only is it a synonym of mpoptma [‘sin”]: in the former
sense it is only one species of mpuaptma [‘sin”] as a genus. As dikaloomvn [‘righteousness”] is
one of St. Paul's fundamental ideas, it is in his writings that we find mdikma [‘unrighteousness”]
most frequently occurring. For its relation to mpaptma [‘sin”] we may consult Rom 6:13, as a
leading passage, Um TOIPICTE VETE TH UMAN BBV BTAC BOIKEOG T mpyoptem [“do not offer the
members of your body to sin as instruments of unrighteousness”]. Unrighteousness uses the body
of man as the means by which it declares itself: this is certainly the sense of mT\a [“instruments”],
even though we should leave undisturbed its proper signification. And the end of this employment
of men’s members, its result—thus we accept the dative—is the mpuaptma [‘sin”]. This latter,
therefore, is the full expression in fact of that former, the form under which the mdikma
[‘unrighteousness”] in every particular case appears; mdlkma [‘unrighteousness”] is the mind
which suggests the meaning of mpaptma [“sin”], and what it presupposes.

We are carried one step further by the comparison of mdikma [“unrighteousness”] and mvouma
[“lawlessnes”]. Aikaioomvn [‘righteousness”] is the ideal which man should set before him, and
moIKma [“unrighteousness”] is disharmony with that; but mvouma [“lawlessnes”] is not simply the
falling below a standard or ideal, it is also a violation of right. The idea of obligation is wanting in
the molkma [‘unrighteousness”], but it is present in mvouma [‘lawlessnes”]; the notion of guilt
inheres in mvouma [“lawlessnes”], but not in mdikma [“unrighteousness”]. This latter presents the
condition of man as one opposed to perfection; mvouma [“lawlessnes”] at the same time suggests
that it is one of guilt, because it is TopmBaoiq [“transgression”]. If the vmpog [“law”] makes sin
exceeding sinful, then mvoum a [“lawlessnes”] is the definition of this deepest and most aggravated
aspect of sin. From what has been said, it now appears that mpaptma [‘sin”] marks out the
individual act, or even the total character of the man, as evil; while m&ikma [‘unrighteousness”]
and mvouma [“‘lawlessnes”] indicate the point of view from which it is thus evil,—that is, either as it
is discordant with the idea of dikaioomvn [‘righteousness”], or as it is violation of positive law, the
v po¢ [‘law”]. When St. John teaches that Tm com dikm o moTmve popteo [“all unrighteousness is
sin”], he intends to say that every instance of declension from the normal character of the
Christian, from the Christian ideal, is realized and condensed into m paptma [“sin”]. No man can be
mOIKo¢ [‘unrighteous”] without doingmdikma [‘unrighteousness”; and the doing of
unrighteousness is simply mpoaptma [‘sin”]. The proposition here laid down is in principle
equivalent to saying that the corrupt tree must bring forth evil fruits; only that here more emphasis
is laid on the fact that all unrighteousness, everything not right, that is in man, is at the same time
mpoptma [“sin”] or positive sin. Every defect of righteousness is concurrently absolute sin; every
negative must suggest its corresponding positive; every minus of righteousness employ a plus of
sin. Thus the proposition TmoomdikmompopTEamotmy [“all unrighteousness is sin”] indicates
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how wide a range the idea of sin has. While the definition of each sin as mvouma [‘lawlessnes’],
1Jn 3:4, enlarges the meaning of the idea mpuaptma [“sin”], our present sentence enlarges its
comprehension or range. And thus this proposition is well adapted to the purpose of showing how
little the apostle, speaking of intercession, could have thought of sin unto death: there are, indeed,
so many sins with regard to which intercession may be applied, that the sin for which it has no
validity may be left altogether out of notice.

If this, then, is the meaning of our two verses, it is plain that St. John neither says nor purposes to
say anything about the nature of these sins Tpm ¢OmvaTtov [‘unto death”]: all he emphasizes is, that
intercession and its fruit avail only for sins not unto death. Intercession has only to do with them:
that is the deeply important presupposition of the writer, never too much to be considered. That is,
when he says mmy TICmOE THY EOEA@EY (M TON MW OPTEVOVTO M UOPTEQOY UM THEC OmvaTOov,
omTmOel, Kom omogl [“if anyone sees his brother sinning a sin not unto death, he shall ask and
God will give” cf. 1Jn 5:16a], this takes for granted that, while only in this case, yet certainly in this
case, he has confidence in the intercession being heard. If he had meant to say that only in this
case intercession would be heard, he must have written either mmv TiI¢ mdm Kam omTEON, OB €l
[“if anyone sees and asks, he will give”] or mmy Ti¢ mdm THY EOEA@EY W LOPTH VOVTO, 0N TH O€l,
Kom omggl ((mv TOmC W OPTEVOLC! um Tpm ¢ 6mvaTtov [“if anyone sees the brother sinning, he
shall ask, he will give life to those sinning not unto death”]; but, as he places the
HOopTE VEIVUE TIPE ¢Om vaTov [“to sin not unto death”] in the premiss and the amtmoel [*he shall
ask’] in the conclusion, his meaning can be only this, that prayer must be offered only in case
there is no sin unto death involved. The same follows also from the proposition, om TEpm mKEMVNC
Amyw mvo mpwimom [“1 do not say that he should make request for this”]. If these words of the
apostle do not make prayer for sin unto death an end, it follows that there was no such prayer, for
an end always refers to the attainment of something not present; if he had purposed to inhibit
prayer that might be hesitating as to the sin unto death, he must have said Amywmva pm [l am
saying thatheshould not”] and not om Amycom va [“l am not saying that”].

After having thus discussed the details, let us once more glance at the general connection.
Supposing a right state of heart (1Jn 5:13), there may be confidence in prayer (1Jn 5:14), in that
prayer which has in itself the assurance that it is heard (1Jn 5:15). And hence (as the future
omtmoel [‘he shall ask”] asserts) that must and will be offered wherever it is possible, that is, in
regard to sins not unto death. How then, in the apostle’s meaning, is the sin not unto death to be
discerned? By this, that for it and only for it are we to pray,—that is, in the sense of 1Jn 5:15, in the
name of Jesus and pestm rom mrnjom o ¢ [“with boldness”]. Such prayer as this is in the case of sins
unto death impossible. For as it is essential to this prayer that it has its energy in God, and accords
perfectly with His will, it can never be offered where a man has fallen hopelessly into ruin; when,
generally, a man is lost, while this takes place undoubtedly through an act of self-determination, it
is also according to God’s will, and God cannot possibly by His Spirit prompt to prayer which is
contrary to His will. Presupposing that we have the true Christian feeling,—and this presupposition
impresses the whole of the conclusion of the Epistle,—I must feel myself urged to intercede for an
erring brother; and when | have this impulse, this constitutes the assurance that his sin is not unto
death: in regard to a sin unto death, | may indeed entertain good wishes for a brother, but never
offer prayer mv mvm ot Encom,sTE TOm B nomac [“in the name of Jesus, with boldness”]. And
where this strong confidence of petition is wanting to the Christian, who as such is filled with
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vehement brotherly love, and is conscious of freedom from every personal impulse,
omAmywmvompwrm ol [‘1 am not saying that he should ask”]: he must not think himself urged by
the apostle’s words, misunderstanding those words, to offer such a prayer; he must not stimulate
his heart to that. Thus our passage is made most aptly to accord with what we have discerned to
be the issue of the biblical teaching generally, and specially the Johannaean. St. John gives no
external mark of the sin unto death; for this it cannot have, inasmuch as it is not the nature of the
sin, but that of the sinner, that stamps its signature on sin unto death. He says only that where
there is no sin unto death the Christian (the presupposal that he is a true Christian must be made
very emphatic) will offer the true and all-acceptable intercession: wherever, then, such a prayer
issues from the full heart there can certainly be no sin unto death. But he says nothing positively
as to our relation to sinners unto death: he only declares that he does not exhort to intercession for
them; they are for the rest altogether left out of his consideration. Nevertheless, it is plain, however
indirectly plain, as well from these words as from the nature of the case, that for such sinners the
prayer of acceptance is utterly out of the question.1 footnote

1So far as concerns the general apprehension of our text, comparison with the passages of the
Gospels respecting the sin against the Holy Spirit, and that of the Epistle to the Hebrews
respecting those who cannot be renewed to repentance, is, strictly speaking, irrelevant.
Nevertheless it is an interesting question whether the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit and
apostasy from grace received are of the same import, and of the same import and comprehension
as the sin unto death; or whether this last is the genus of which the others are species. For, that all
blasphemy against the Holy Ghost is an m popte ampm ¢omvatov [“sin unto death”] seems certain,
because the impossibility of forgiveness certainly involves everlasting death; and the same may be
said of Hebrews chapter 6. But the sins marked out in these passages might be individual
expressions of the sin unto death by the side of others. It is not so, however; but we have in all
three places only diverse expressions of one thing; they all have the same range and extent. As it
respects Mat 12:31 and the parallels, this is proved by the circumstance that these passages and
our present one look back to the same Old Testament fundamental declarations concerning the
sins emmmmmmmmm [‘with a high hand’fn] which are followed by excision. More exactly, Mat
12:31 refers back to Num 15:30. The Septuagint translates mmmmm [‘blaspheme”] there by
BAaognpemv [“to blaspheme”];fn and the Peschito gives for the BAaoenum a [“blasphemy”] of Mat
12:31 the word standing in Num 15:1-41 in the form of smmmmmmm [‘reviling words”]. Now, if
Num 15:1-41 is the original text for Mat 12:1-50, that is very important for the meaning of
BAaognuemv [“to blaspheme”] in the latter. That is to say, in Numbers, sins not of word but of act
are alluded to, and we must therefore take PAaocenuemv [‘to blaspheme”] in the wider sense;
accordingly in Mat 12:1-50 also the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost is intended not of words
only, but also of actions. Indeed, it follows from this passage itself that the PAaoc@uma tom
Tvem patog [“blasphemy the Spirit”] is possible without the Spirit being mentioned: the Pharisees
were in danger of committing this in the words they had spoken before, in which the Holy Ghost
does not occur. To blaspheme the Spirit means to ascribe to the evil spirit that which men might
and must acknowledge to be the work of the Holy Ghost; to ascribe it to the evil spirit against their
knowledge and conscience, and thus deliberately to harden themselves against the operation of
the Spirit. And this very sinning in spite of the knowledge of the truth and the power to follow it, this
hardening, is meant in Heb 6:1-20. But all this is essentially the same which, as we have seen, St.
John here signifies by the m paptm apom ¢cOmvatov [“sin unto death”]: for he alone falls unsalvably
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and irremediably into death who refuses the power of life brought near to him, and absolutely
closes his heart against it.

Textual note

[[*Correction: In Num 15:30, the Septuagint actually translates mmmmm [‘bDlaspheme”] as
mVYelpm B TEPNQOVE OC [“with a presumptuous hand”]. Perhaps Haupt was using another version
of the Greek OT. But | am unable to find any version with this rendering. —Allan Loder]]
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Chapter 82

82 -1Jn 5:18

1Jn 5:18

Omd0pey WMTI TG B YEYEVVI UM VOC MK TON OEOm ONY M OPTEVEIN MAAN B yeVVNOcm( mK TOm
Oeom TnPEm WOUTHY, KON B TOVNPE G OMY WTIETAl OMTOM .

We have the close of the Epistle in 1Jn 5:13-17. What the Christian receives for himself, the
Coomommvi10¢ [“eternal life”] in faith, and what it confers on him for the benefit of the brethren, that
is, the power to bring them into the kingdom of God by intercession, has been fully and
conclusively exhibited. The three verses that follow, which bespeak their internal connection by the
thrice-repeated resumption of the om dapev [“we have seen”] at the beginning of the clauses, give
a kind of recapitulation of the three constitutive elements out of which the happy estate of
Christians has been constructed, as in the exposition of the whole Epistle so particularly in the
summary of the three previous verses. The first point of importance is to seize the relation of the
three clauses to each other. As the yeyevvm aBaim ktom Osom [“to have been born of God”] of 1Jn
3:18 and the emval mktom @com [“‘to be of God”] of 1Jn 3:19 mean essentially the same thing, the
element that distinguishes the two thoughts must lie in the second half of the two clauses
severally: as to the former, the emphasis rests on this, that the child of God does not sin; as to the
latter, on this, that the world lieth in the wicked one. The substance of the first two verses is
therefore to this effect: that one born of God is as such withdrawn from sin and the devil; and that
one born of God as such stands in opposition to the world subjected to the devil and sin. For the
conjunction of the two propositions omdapey mTI mK Tom Ocom moumyv [‘we know that we are
children of God”] and m kmoupo¢ mAo¢ mv Tm TOVNPW Kemtal [“the whole world lies under the evil
one”] can yield no other meaning than that, in virtue of our assurance touching our being born of
God, we know ourselves to be in contrast and opposition to the ungodly world. It would be more in
formal harmony with the phraseology of St. John to regard the second clause as not dependent on
omdapevm Tl [“we know that”], taking it as an independent proposition; but as to the thing itself, it is
understood that the evil of the world is also known to us. The first part of 1Jn 5:18 is both in
substance and in form a resumption of 1Jn 3:9a. The apostle is not concerned about what the
Christian may be at any supposed period of his militant course, but about what he is according to
his vocation and the end of his development. The sinlessness and the perfect antithesis in which
he stands to the world are not found in the whole of his history, but are the result of that history. As
we during our stage of development still have sin in us. so also the world is not at first wholly
surrendered to the power of darkness, but the power of light still more or less works in it; it wall,
however, finally come to this, that on its part there will be total night, and on the part of the children
of God absolute day and light. Concerning this relation between us, which more and more clearly
works itself out, we have already the knowledge (om dapev [‘we know”]), we know it as the true and
the right relation. The second part of 1Jn 5:18 does not form, like the first, a resumption of a
previous statement: it is true that Tnpemv [“to keep”] is common enough in our Epistle, but it has
always had emvtoAnm [‘commandment”] as its object; just as in the Gospel this word or Amyoc¢
[*word"] is the ordinary object of the tnpemv [“to keep”]. A person is the object, as in our passage,
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in Joh 17:12-16, as also in Rev 3:1; but in both cases there is a prepositional definition connected
with it: in the former mv [“in"] defines the sphere in which, in the latter mk [“out of"] defines the
sphere against which, we are to be defended. In our present passage there is no such closer
definition: the child of God keeps himself in the estate of a child of God simply. As to the reflexive
form of the sentence, we may compare 1Jn 3:3:[N]JTm ¢ ® mycv THY EATE S0 TORMTNY BT ONTH,
m\ywmcl mautmy [“everyone who has this hope on him purified himself’]. Generally speaking,
sanctification and preservation are elsewhere regarded as God’s work in man; but here they are
regarded as duty incumbent on man himself: thus the ethical side, that of our freedom, is placed in
all the clearer light. This self-preservation is the hindering cause that the devil, m TOVNPWC, oM X
mTreTol omtom [“the evil one cannot touch him”]. Probably there lies in the words a remembrancer
of Genesis chapter 4, where sin is described as a ravenous thing at the door; and watchful care of
self appears to be the means for securing ourselves against it. The seduction of the enemy is only
admissible to him who does not rightly guard his house. The mretal [“touch”] may be taken in the
strongest sense: the devil cannot even touch such a child of God, much less carry him off as a
prey. Or mTuetal [“touch”] may be taken in a broader sense, like the corresponding EsmEmmm
[“stricken by"]: of Gen 26:11; Jos 9:13, that of inflicting any harm on its object.
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Chapter 83

83 - 1Jn 5:19

1Jn 5:19
OmdapeY BTl MK TON OEON EMOUEYV, KON B KECOUOCEAOCEV TH TIOVNPE KEMTAIN

Whilst we thus know ourselves, as the children of God, to be secure against any contact with the
evil one, we know, on the other hand, that the world is perfectly under the power of this evil one.
mkTom OQsom [“from God”] and mvtmrovnpm [“in the evil one”] are the representatives of the
antithesis. It follows from this collocation itself, as also from the analogy with m Tovnpm ¢ [“the evil
one”] in the previous verse, that the dative is to be here taken as masculine and not as neuter.
Further, we are led to this by the fact that movnpm¢ [‘evil one”] never occurs as a neuter
throughout the Epistle. But this certainly makes the kemtaimv [“lies in”] all the more difficult. There
is no instance in the New Testament of kemtoaimv [‘lies in”] being connected with a personal
name; but Sophocles, &Edip. Col. 247-248,[N] seems to give an illustration:
EY U ymp mcOem kKem pusOotAm pove[LSJ] [“foron you, as on a god, we depend in our misery”].
Antigone’s meaning is: In you Athenians we, with all our life and hope and expectation, are
perfectly bound up; on you depends not only the specific gift which we would have of you, but we
ourselves, with all that we are and have, depend on you. So it is here. The world rests on Satan,
its whole being as world is constituted by its relation to him; devil and world are ideas so
interpenetrating each other, that the latter comes to its full meaning only through the former. It is
obvious that the world is to be understood here, as in 1Jn 2:15, of the world as pervaded with sin.
And m KmopoC¢ mAoCc mv TE TOVNpEm KemTal [“the whole world lies in the evil one”], which is more
pregnant than m kmopog mAoc [“the whole world™]: it is not that the whole world is subjected to
Satanic influence; the apostle makes it emphatic that the world as a whole, without any
qualification or exception, all that is in it absolutely, is under his sway.
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Chapter 84

84 - 1Jn 5:20-21

1Jn 5:20-21

Omoopey O BTl B UNEC TOM OSOm MKEl, KoM OM QWKEV M UMYV OIEVOIOV VO YIVE OKWEY TV
EANOIVEY. KON EMOPEY MY TH EANOIVE, By TH UEE ETON ENCOm XPIOTH. OMTEC EOTIV B
EANOIVECOem ¢, KON ® (Wl OEEVIOC TEKVE A, QUANENTE MOUTONCETHE THY EMONAWY. M NV,

Since the two previous verses are opposed, as asyndeta, to the twentieth, which is connected with
them by om [“and”], we may at once infer that 1Jn 5:18-19 contain in some sense two parallel
thoughts, to which 1Jn 5:20 presents one that corresponds similarly to both of them. And so we
find it. The previous verses alleged that we know in what relation our divine sonship places us to
sin and to the world: here it is unfolded that we are conscious of the ground of this relation to both.
Christ by His manifestation has given us the knowledge of Him that is true, and thereby furnished
us with the right view of our relation to God and the world. This we have in the dimvoia
[‘understanding”], and with it the relation of 1Jn 5:20 to what has preceded. The word dimvoia
[‘understanding”] comes most frequently before us in Old Testament quotations, where it is, as
generally or often in the Septuagint, the translation of mmm [*heart”] or mmmmm [“inward part”]. But
in all instances of its occurrence, apart from such an Old Testament foundation, it seems to have a
narrower signification, corresponding to its conjunction with dim [“through”], that of the discerning
and distinguishing thought, or the faculty of distinction. This it is most clearly in 2Pe 3:1: the
apostle would stimulate the em Aikpivm ¢dimvolav [“sincere mind”] of the church mvm Topve cel [“by
way of a reminder”], by means of its remembrance. The emAikpivm ¢ [“sincere”] itself suggests the
gift of discernment: it signifies that which approves itself pure under the keenest test (kpmvow [“I
judge”), under the light of the sun (emAn[LSJ] [“sunlight”], cf. mAlo¢ [“the rays of the sun”]). And
the same meaning is confirmed by its connection with what follows: the church should distinguish,
by means of their discerning faculty, the teaching of the false prophets from the true apostolical
T pm dool ¢ [“tradition”]. Similarly, in Eph 4:18,[N] the m okotiopumvoitm dilavom m [“‘ones darkned in
understanding”] are those whose faculty of discernment was so obscured that they had lost any
standard for the distinction of good and evil, divine holiness and worldly corruption. The
potaimtncromvom ¢ [“futility of the mind”] consists in this, that the Gentiles had absolutely no
sentiment of the baseness of the change between the divine life and utter impurity
(m TMAynkm tectm m oeAyemm [“callousness of sensuality” cf. Eph 4:19]). It is not otherwise in 1Pe
1:13, where the mva{wom pugvol T ¢ mogm o TE¢ dlovomac mumy [lit. “gird the loins of your mind”]
as predicate to TeAem wcm ATm oaTE [“set your hope completely”] indicates that the church must, by
a keen and sure discrimination (dimvoia [“understanding]), sever all other objects from their hope,
and hold fast to that of the revelation of Christ. This special meaning of dimvoia [‘understanding”]
comes out with less precision in the two other passages, Eph 2:3 and Col 1:21. In the former, the
plural permits only a more general reference; it is obvious that the dimvola [“‘understanding”] must
not be referred to the various individuals, as if the dimvoia [‘understanding”] were ascribed to each
of them, but the plural diovoimv [“‘understandings”] must be referred to each individual. In Col
1:21, however, it should be observed that the pregnant expression mx6pomcimdiavomm
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[‘enemies in the mind”] does not so much signify that the soul is the seat or sphere of the enmity,
as that the ground of the enmity lay in their own thinking and in their own personal decision, so that
the meaning we considered above glimmers through this text also. But as to our passage in this
Epistle the meaning of discerning faculty admirably suits, and it alone suits. Christ has given us
oimvolav [“‘understanding”], not tmvdimvolav [“‘the understanding”]: not the fulness of all spiritual
ability had been imparted to man, but, as the absence of the article shows, with reference to the
particular point in question, the power to discern the true God, and to recognise, as opposed to
Him the true God, the false gods (emdwAa [‘those perceive”]). But this knowledge is also the
ground of that other, by which we know ourselves as God’s children to be separated from sin,
while the world on the other hand lies in the wicked one. Thus our verse approves itself to be the
foundation on which the two former rest. The central and fundamental fact is by om [*and”] set over
against them, as they are the consequences of it; while at the same time the particle defines this to
be the supreme matter. This dimvola [‘understanding”] is, more closely examined, the gift of the
Son of God who has come: m vmm¢ Tom Osom mKel [“the Son of God has come”]. Christ is here
described as the Son of God, because He alone as mmktomompoavomkatofm¢ [‘the one who
came down from heaven”] (Joh 3:13) can impart the knowledge of the Father; which knowledge,
however. He has imparted by the very fact of His coming. He that knows Him who has come has
received thereby the gift of dimvoia [“‘understanding”]; for he acknowledges Jesus as the light, and
has come to a clear perception about light and darkness generally. The gift of dimvoia
[‘understanding”] enables us to know TevmAn6ivev [“the true one”]. This expression is an elect
one of St. John, for we find it very seldom outside of his writings. It is not synonymous with
mAnOm ¢ [“true”]. We have perceived in mAn6m ¢ [“true”] and mAm Be1a [“truth”] an absolute property,
but mAnBIvm ¢ [“true”] is a relative idea, and signifies what corresponds to its name and the nature
that name expresses. The present passage refers back to Joh 17:3: amtn om mOTIV B OB EVIOC
(wm, mVQO YIVE OKWOm O THV LUEVOV EBANOIvEY OcEyY, KON EY B TH OTEIAOC mnoomy XploTEy
[“This is eternal life, that they may know you, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have
sent”]. Not only have we in our verse mAnfivm ¢cOem ¢ [“true God”] again and His Son Jesus Christ,
but also the {wom ommvi0¢ [“eternal life”], and that in both cases as the gift of the Son of God. The
Father is here termed mAn6ivm ¢ [“true”]; without the addition of @em ¢ [*God"]: He is the Being who
alone in the highest degree corresponds with His name. But not only do we know to discern Him
as the True from all dis ficticiis; we are also in this only true God (kom mgopEY my TH mAnOIvE
[‘and we are in him who is true]), and that in virtue of our being in His Son (mv Tm ymm omtOom
mnoom Xpiotm [“in his Son Jesus Christ”]). For it is impossible on grammatical and logical
grounds to refer the second mAn6ivm ¢ [“true”] as it were to Christ, and to interpret: “we are in Him
that is true, that is, in His Son Jesus Christ,” as if the second mv [“in”"] were in explanatory
opposition , to mv Te mAnGiva [“in him who is true”]. When we simply hear the two propositions,
“we know Him that is true, and we are in Him that is true,” it is the most obvious thing to
understand in both cases Him that is true of the same subject. And how very harsh would be the
apposition: “we are in Him that is true,—that is to say, in His Son, the Son of Him that is true.” The
same meaning, that we now in fellowship with Christ have also fellowship with God, is obtained by
our interpretation; only that the clause is much more simple, if we take the second mv [“in"] as a
statement of the means through which we attain to the emval mvtemAnBiva [“to be in him who is
true”]. But the question whether Christ is here called mAnBivm cOem ¢ [“true God] is not yet settled.
It has to be determined whether the om tm ¢ [“this”] of the next proposition refers to the locally and
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immediately preceding subject, umm ¢ Tom Osom [“Son of God"], or to the more distant antecedent
God. Taking the former view, there arises the difficulty, never yet solved by any one, that Christ,
after the Father has just been called mmAn6ivm ¢scilicet@em ¢ [“the true’namely,“God”], could be
termed, indeed, mAnBivmcOem¢ [“true God’], but not mmAn6ivm[“the true one”]. Further, a
testimony to the one true God seems more in harmony with the final warning against idols than a
demonstration of the divinity of Christ: the former and not the latter forms the true antithesis to
idols. Against the reference of omtm ¢ [“this”] to God, appeal has been made to the distance of this
antecedent, as well as to the tautology which would issue from three repetitions of the same
thought. This last reason in particular would have some weight if omtm¢ [“this”] were a simple
resumption of the one idea mAnBivm ¢[“true one”]; for the idea then resulting, “This true God is the
true God,” is, in fact, tautological enough. But it is otherwise if omTm ¢ [“this”] refers to all that had
been said of God before: “this God, whom Christ has taught us to know, and with whom through
His Son we have been brought into living union, is the true God.” Then the proposition is not pure
tautology; but it emphasizes at the close that only that God has a claim to the name just assigned
Him of true, who has been made known in Christ to the world and to the individual Christian. This
view is supported by the fundamental text of Joh 17:3, where the knowledge of God and that of
Christ are exhibited as equal factors in eternal life, just as here; only that, while there they are
presented together as simply co-ordinate, here the internal relation of the one to the other is
indicated (mv Tm umm K.T.A. [“in the Son, etc.”]). The connection is also distinctly in favour of it.
Our Epistle is directing its final address to Christians, and in its own way demands of them what
another author speaks of as m gemval e vTE cm pxm Amyov [“to leave the word of the beginning”fn]
and the qm pecBoim Tm T VTEAEIM TNTA [“t0 press on to maturity” cf. Heb 6:1]: this being so, its last
exhortation to keep themselves from idols could not refer to gross idolatry; such a dehortation
would most inharmoniously fit the tenor of the whole document. The emdwAa [‘those perceived”]
are rather the ideas entertained of God by the false prophets of whom the apostle has spoken, the
antichrists, who, because they have not the Son, have not the Father also, without being therefore
atheists in the common meaning of the word. But the antithesis to their e1dmAoi¢ [“idols”] is not
Christ the Logos, but the Father revealed in the Son. All the heretics of that time would serve God.
Against them is held up the proposition that om tm ¢ [“this”], that is, this God revealed in Christ, is
alone the true God, all else is an emdwAov [“idol”]. But not only is God robbed of His honour; not
only does man serve a false god when he seeks another God than the God revealed in Christ; but
he also trifles away his own salvation, for this only is eternal life (the article before {wmoammviog
[‘eternal life”] must be struck out): he that hath Him hath thereby life. He hath, according to John
5:1-47, the life in Himself; and the life which the Son has and is, is Tpm ¢tmvroTe pa [“before the
Father” cf. Joh 5:45] as it is Toupmtom TIOTPM G [“from the Father” cf. Joh 6:45]. There is not the
slightest difficulty in the fact that the Father is here described as {wm ammvioc [“eternal life"], whilst
elsewhere the Son is so described; on the contrary, this is in harmony with the close of the Epistle.
In its beginning the apostle set out with the {wm ammvioc [“eternal life”] which the Amyog [“word”]
is, and which is in Him; here all flows back to the primal source of all life, to whom the
B TIOE YOIOIOKOE X0 POKTE pE TIOOTE gswcam Tom [‘radiance and exact representation of his nature”
cf. Heb 1:3] has opened the way of access, and with whom He has placed us in fellowship, mva =
B Osm¢ TmVIO my TEOLY [“so that God may be all in all” cf. 1Co 15:28]. But this supreme end
must be firmly maintained, there must be no recession from it: every moment that we forget that
only the God revealed in Christis m mAn6ivm ¢ Osm ¢ kom (wm ammviog [“the true God and eternal
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life”] would place us in fellowship with the sidmAoi¢ [“idols”]. Hence the penetrating word of the
apostle is a warning to avoid them. The first glance shows that the last verses (1Jn 5:18-21) are
not designed perfectly to recapitulate the entire contents of the Epistle. There is not in them any
reference to brotherly love, which has nevertheless made up half the substance of it down to the
close. But this, indeed, has come into consideration only as the expression of a true relation to
God and the means of obtaining it. From this last everything flows, and to it everything leads.
Hence we have in these last verses a final emphasis laid on the fundamental principles on which
the Epistle rests: that we through the mission of the Lord Jesus Christ have fellowship with God;
that this fellowship protects us from sin, and establishes us in a relation of perfect opposition to the
world. But, indeed, the threefold plural omdapev [‘we know”], the consciousness of common
relationship to God as His children, suggests the principle and always energetic impulse to
brotherly love; and thus this common consciousness, as containing in itself the bond with God and
with our brethren, is the pledge of the xapm teteAsiwpumvn [“joy made perfect’] which the apostle
promised in the beginning of the Epistle to bring to maturity, and to maturity through the
establishment of fellowship with God and the brethren.
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