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Christianity to the sharpest tests without any fear. They will come
out unimpaired from the severest cross questioning. After all the ef-
forts of the most sagacious and clear sighted critics of the present day,
the life and works of our Saviour, as recorded by four independent
witnesses, appear in beautiful harmony. After the fiery ordeal which
the Gospels have gone through at the hands of many of the later crit-
ics; and after the strenuous efforts of a number of able scholars to
break up and reiirrange the earlier portions of the Old Testament, it
is delightful to find that the integrity and historical value both of the
Gospels and the Pentateuch are, in various forms, receiving fresh con-
firmation and support. The monuments of Egypt, the disentombed
cities of Assyria, the searching investigations of accomplished travel-
lers in Palestine, the voice of profane history, the last and severest
critical inquiries, all testify that « the foundation of God standeth sure.”

ARTICLE 1II.

EXEGETICAL AND THEOLOGICAL EXAMINATION OF JOHN
1:1—18,

By M. Stuart, late Prof. of Sac. Lit. in tho Theol. Sem. at Andover.

[THe title which is given above to the disquisition that follows, is not
perhaps exactly descriptive of it. My design is not simply that of a
philologist or interpreter, nor merely that of a theologian. My ulti-
mate object is indeed to develop, if I can, the sent¥ments which the
words of John were intended to convey; and these, if they can be
made manifest, ought, in my apprehension, to be regarded as truths
deeply concerned with theology. But this development I do not un-
dertake to bring about by theological argument and reasoning, except
in quite a subordinate manner. When the inquiry is made: What has
John taught? I know of no satisfactory way of answering this ques-
tion, except by a resort to the fundamental and well established princi-
ples of exegesis. In the present disquisition it is my aim, on all occa-
sions where it is feasible, to pursue this method.

I need make no apology to the well informed reader, for an endeav-
or to cast some light on John’s introduction to his Gospel. It has been
hitherto regarded, by most interpreters and many theologians, as one
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of the most difficult portione of the New Testament; perhaps I might
even say, as the greatest problem in it which yet remains to be fully
gsolved. Certain it is, that there are many readers who still find doubts
springing up, and meet with difficulties, which they feel unable to solve.
May I not venture to believe, without any assumption on my part,
that these will be ready to welcome any serious attempt to aid them in
the removal of their embarrassments? Having in a great measuresat-
isfied my own mind, it is patural for me to hope, that I may do some-
thing in the way of assisting others to satisfy their minds.

That I bave been wholly impartial in my investigations and decis-
ions, and have never dogmatized, is not for me to assert. I can only
say, that I have aimed to be what the first requires, and not to do the
last. So far as partiality or dogmatisin may cleave to my performance,
so far I can reasonably expect nothing but injury to the efforts I have
made in order to convince others. 'With such views, I could not well aim
to admit the one or practise the other. It is however for the reader to
say, after all, whether I have in fact admitted or done what is contrary
to my intention. If he shall acquit me in both respects, I would hope
that be will lend me a listening ear, and weigh seriously what is ad-
vanced, like one who feels that he must give an account, before he
comes to conclusions opposite to those which seem to me at least to be
deducible, in a fair and direct manner, from the teachings of the be-
loved apostle.

The nature of my undertaking has led me to indulge in various re-
marks on several topics, which rigid order in exegesis or scientific
theéology might bé bound to exclude. But if these are not irrelevant,
nor unmeaning, the reader I hope will cheerfully concede me the priv-
ilege of such an indulgence. I may perhaps reasonably ask, that,
with such objects as I have in view, I may not be confined within the
stricter rules of mere philological or theological discussion.

The closing part of the present disquisition may be regarded, by
some, as uncalled for and inapposite. I can only say, for the purpose
of vindicating it, that its design is to point out what connection, in my
view, the great truths which John teaches have, with the Christian’s
highest spiritual experience and his most pressing wants. The num-
ber of those who will assent to the views there expreseed, I am confi-
dent is very great. From those who may dissent, I would solicit an
indulgent lenity toward me, in regard to the expression of feelings
which I could not well suppress. My earnest hope and wisbes are,
that it may not, in their minds, impair in any measure the force of
what is said in the pages that precede the close.]
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*Ev doyj v 6 1oyns, xei 6 1dyoc v mpog Tov Oeoy, xai Bedg qy
o idyos. _

In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word
was God.

"Ev doyyj is an exact translation of "Ny in Gen. 1: 1; and this
last verse is plainly the prototype and exemplar of John 1: 1--38, with
the exception that a new personage, viz. the Logos, is introduced by
the apostle. Strictly speaking, the word r™wxnxn designates the exact
point when time began. But in John the assertion is, that at that point
the Logos was already in existence, #». In the sequel we have the
assertion, that the Logos created all things without any exception,
which bave been areated. Of course the Logos himself is assumed to
be an uncreated being. In effect, therefore, é» &oyy in such a con-
straction is equivalent to the phrase mpo 7ot ty» yif» mosjom:, Prov.
8: 22, which there is parallel to and explains d» &pyg. It is also equiv-
aleat to po rov vor xdouor elvas, in John 17: 5; to mpd xarafoliie
x8cmov, in John 17: 24 and Eph. 1: 4; also to mpo roi aiwres in Prov.
8: 28. And although in strictness of speech #» @pyj does not of itself
directly indicate elemity, yet in consequence of its connection here,
and by implioation, it necessarily designates, or rather implies, this idea.
‘What is uncreated must be efernal ; that which existed before all things,
or (1o use the language of John) before any one created thing, must be
sternal; the author of all created things, must of course be self-existent.

The afirmation that dgyf here means the beginning of the Gospel-
dispensation (Crellius), is so plainly against the tenor of the context,
that scarcely any critics have been found to patronize it. The creation
of all tnings is said (v. 8) to have been accomplished by the Logos;
and in v. 10 it is affirmed that the world was created by him. In nei-
ther case ean the Christian church be meant,(as Crellius would have it).
Not in the first, for ndvza never has such a meaning; not in the
second, because the assertion is made by Johm, that this same world
which the Logos created did not know Aim, while the special charac-
teristie of Christians is, that  they know the only true God and Jesus
Christ whom he has sent.”

In a grammatical respect, the word @gyf, as here employed, would
seem to demand the article. So our version: 4In the beginning ;”
and so in most languages that have the article. Bat in Greek, this
word is one of those which by usage and special license frequently
omit the article, even when (as in the present case) they have a mean-
ing that is monadic and specific. Accordingly, @n’ ggy7s, 85 deyfis
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and é» doyy (all without the article), are frequent both in the N. Test.,
the Sept., and in the Greek classics. (See Win. N. T. Gram. § 18.)
It should be noted, moreover, that our idiom would employ a mode of
expression somewhat different from that of the text. We should say:
4 At the beginning,” (not tn). But ¢n has become familiar to us, by
reason of the biblical mode of expression.

,’p, was, i.e. existed; or, to translate more exactly according to the
Imperfect tense, was existing. This is the nearest we can come to giv-
ing the relattve sense of the Greek Imperf. in our language. The rela-
tive sense in this case has respect to something else in the past, which
existed or was done. This is designated in v. 9 and the sequel, which
exhibit the Logos in his sncarnate condition. His antecedent condition
is contrasted with his incarnate one; and as both belong to the past
time, the Imperf. 79 is employed in its proper sense, viz. that of de-
noting action or being in the past, antecedent to something else that was
or was dunc in the past. To say, as some bave said, that y» of itself
denotes timeless existence (like éotl in Osop sov/), seems not to be well
founded in the Jaws of grammatical usage. The assertion of the eternsiy
of the Logos depends not on the use of gy, but on the nature of the:
declarations respecting him. Our simple Eoglish preterite (was) fails
to give here the relative sense of the Greek, as already remarked; nor
can we easily remedy this difficulty in our language, for the expression
was existing would seem to be in a measure unusual and cumbrous.

‘O Adyog, the Word. According to the general usage of the Greek
latiguage, Acyos may designate either word or wisdom (reason). Bat
in the language of the O. Test. and of the New, A6yo¢ never has the
meaning of reason, understanding, or wisdom, in God. The usual form,
in relation to God, is ¢ Adyoy 70 Geov. But with such a limitation,
the meaning of loyos is quite diverse from that in our text, (Rev.13:
19 only excepted). God’s word means, in both Testaments, something
spoken by him, or.-some communication or message from him. But
in what possible sense could it be said, that such a word was “with
him,” or that it “became flesh and dwelt amongst us 7

Equally remote from the sense of Acyog, here in John, is that of wis-
dom or reason; for (1), such a meaning of Aoyog is without any ex-
ample in the Scriptures, which usually express it by cogia rov Gsos,
and sometimes by xapdia, vovy, or nyevua. It cannot well be sup-
posed that John has here departed from the elsewhere universal usage
of the Scriptures. But (2), if this could be supposed, then in what poe-
sible sense can it be said of wisdom or reason, that it “ became incar-
pate and dwelt among us?” (v. 14.)

From whatever source the appellation now in question may bave
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been derived, it is plain that the word is not employed in any of ite
ordinary senses. If it could be shown that John meant to employ it
merely in the way of personification, theo, whether we give the mean-
ing of word ur wisdom to it, we might easily interpret it in reference
to merely a creating or enlightening end saving power; for we have
parallels in the O. Test. of the like nature, e. g. Pa. 38: 6. Prov. 8: 22
seq., where, to the word of God avd to wisdom, creative power and
saving influence are ascribed. But the assertion of the sncarnation of
the Logos (v.14) forbids us to regard it as a personification here either
of word or wisdom. A Aypostasis it must be. Even the very first asser-
tion respecting it, viz. that it was with God, indicates this; for what
could be the design of the writer in asserting here, that God's twtsdom
(as an attribute) was with hiim? Did any ons ever doubt, or need to be
informed, whether the wisdomof any being is with kém? And even if
information of this kind were intended to be given, would not the
writer have said: d» avzg, and not mpos avzéy ? As to word, such an
assertion would be wnintelligible and unmeaning. Besides, to this Logos
is ascribed both life and &gkt (v. 4), where the form of expression (é»
avre indicates more than that the Logos was merely the instromental
cause of life and light, for it fully expresses the idea that he was the
source of both. John even goes farther tham this in the strength of hia
expression. In 1 John 1:1, 2, he calls him, first, the Logos of life;
and then he declares that « the Life . . . the eternal Life that was with
the Father (mpos 10» marépe), was exhibited to us in a visible and
tangible shape.” So in John 1: 9 he is called the true Light of men,
and in 8: 12, the Light of the world.

If now we compare these and the like expressions together, and give
them their proper force, how can they be supposed to indicate less, than
that they are intended to designate attributives which belong to a Ay-
postasis? And in this, indeed, nearly all classes of interpreters appear
at present to be united. Bat in respect to the nature and raak of this
hypoetasis, there is, as there long has been, a great diversity of senti-
ment.  But our present concern is merely with the appellation Logas,
and not with the rank which the being so named bolds. In accordance
with this we ask: Why did John s0 name him? And in giving him
suach a name, what was the special signification which he attached to it ?

One thing, at least, scems to be quite probable, if not certain, in re-
spect to this matter. Every mational and sober writer wishes and ex-
pects to be umderstood by his readers. Consequently he employs lan-
guage which he supposes will be intelligible to them. On this ground we
must suppose, that John employed the word Logos here in a sense which
his centemporary readers would be able fo understand. There must

2
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then have been something in the linguistic usage of that period, among
the Hebrews or the Hebrew Greeks, which led the apostle to employ
the appellation in question, or, at all events, which led him to suppose
that it might be understood. Do the Scriptures, or does the history of
the Hebrew usus loguends of that period, cast any light on this subject 7

A careful examination of the Scriptures will lead us to see, that the
Hebrews were accustomed to speak of the word of God in a manner
which not unfrequently led to personification ; and at times they ex-
pressed themselves almost as if it were a Aypostasis. The foundation of
this seems to be laid in Gen. 1: 8,  God said : Let there be light; and
there was light.” This is equivalent to a declaration that the word of
God has in it a creative power. Expressly after this tenor is Pa. $3:
6, “ By the word of the Lord were the heavens made, and all the host
of them by the breath of his mouth.” There can indeed be no reason-
able ground to doubt, that all this is figurative, or (in other words) that
it is a aymbolical representation of God’s executive power or energy. -
The analogy, which leads to and forms the basis of such representations,
is easily explained. Words gre with us the signs of internal ideas, feel-
inge, desires, purposes, etc.; and, consequently, they are as it were the
outward development or representation of the internal man, or of the
energies of the soul. 'Words are the means or instruments by which
we make our desire or will known, and cause it to be executed. Nay,
so closely connected are they with us, that they become the usual medi-
om by which we carry on the process of thinking. Carrying over now
g0 the Godhead, (as is usual in cases of representation without num-
ber), the analogy drawn from human things, the sacred writers have
represented his word as accomplishing the purposes of his will. Hence
a creating power, a life-giving power, a regenerating power, an enlight-
ening power, and the like, are ascribed to the word of God. Not un-
frequently is it spoken of in such a way as would seem, at first view, to
indicate that it is regarded as a being, a Aypostasis, which possesses and
exercises attributes of its own. It is easy to illustrate and confirm this
view, from both the Q. Test. and the New.

Thus, in accordance with Gen. 1: 8 and Ps. 33: 6, it is said in Heb.
11: 3, that “ the worlds were framed by the word of God.” So in 2 Pet.
8: 5, “ By the word of God the heavens were of old, and the earth.”
This word is a life-giving power: “ Man doth not live by bread only,
but by every word which proceedeth out of the mouth of the Lord,” Deut.
8: 3. Matt. 4: 4. Luke 4: 4. It gives spiritual as well as physical life :
4Thy word hath quickened me,” Ps. 119: 50; and so 1 Pet 1: 23,
% Born of incorruptible seed . ... by the word of God which liveth and
abideth forever.” It has attributes or qualitics ascribed to it; e. g.
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“Forever thy word is settled in the heavens,” Ps. 119:-89, i. e. thy
word is established and eternal. “ The word of our God shall stand for
ever,” Isa. 40: 3 and 1 Pet. 1: 23. It is an agent in the execution of
the divine commands: “ He sent his word and healed them,” Ps. 107:
20 ; « His word runneth very swiftly,” Ps. 147:15; « He sendeth out
his word and melteth them,”. Ps. 147:18 ; “ My word that goeth out of
my mouth . . . it shall accomplish that which I please, and it shall pros-
per in the thing whereto I sent it,” Isa. 55: 11. Itis a messenger,
going and imparting admonition : “ The word of God came unto She-
maiah, saying,” 1 K.12: 22; «The same night, the word of God came
to Nathan, saying,” 1 Chr. 17: 8; “This word from the Lord came to
Jeremiah, saying,” Jer. 27: 1; and 80 in Jer. 34: 8. 86:1. To the
word of God is ascribed the power of searching and discerning the most
secret thoughts of men : “ The word of God is quick and powerful, and
sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the dividing asun-
der of soul and spirit . . . and is & discerner of the thoughts and intents
of the heart,” Heb. 4: 12.

In addition to the many vivid representations of this nature in the
Scriptures, it should be specially considered, that the word of God, in
the form of precept, probibition, law, doctrinal instruction, prediction,
and the like, is everywhere brought to view in both Testaments. It is
the peculiar medium of all that may be called revelation in a specific
sense. It is the principal instrument of all the communications that
bave been made from above to ignorant and erring man. Well may
we exclaim, with the Psalmist : “Thou hast magnified thy word above
all thy name.”

‘We must not suppose, however, that an enlightened and spiritual He-
brew regarded the word of God as a real ypostasis or substantial being,
notwithstanding the strong language thus employed respecting it. In a
primary and literal sense, word means something spoken or uttered by
means of the lungs, the tongue, and other material organs. God, who
is a spirit, poesesses no material organs; and the Hebrew, who well
knew this, can hardly be regarded as literally interpreting descriptions
of this nature. That on some occasions, when God, or his angel, as-
sumed the form of man in order to hold converse with his servants,
words audible to the outward ear may have been uttered, need not be
denied. Indeed, this seems to be clear from such an account as we have
in Gen. xviii, and from some others of a similar tenor. So at the giv-
ing of the law on mount Sinai, Ex. 19: 19 seq. Heb. 12: 19. Baut in
general, when God is represented as speaking, we must, in accordance
with his spiritual nature, suppose him to communicate with the inter~
nal man, speaking to the mind by the influences of his Spirit. The
Hebrew who understood this, would of oourse regard the phrase word
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of God, as simply designating for the most part the idea of a commu-
nication from him, and not as conveying by any necessity the idea of an
audible word, and still lees that of a real and hypostatical existence.
The vivid personifications of the word of God, like those above pro-
duced, are, however, very striking and expressive; and we cannot but
admit, that the high importance attached everywhere in the Scriptures
to God’s word, has given birth to a variety of figurative, animated, and
intensive representations of it. And I may now add, that if communi-
cations of such a nature are honored with the appellation word of God
in such a high sense, then it is nothing strange, that he who isthe me-
dium and the author of all saving communication between God and
men, should be called the Logos of God. But of this more in the sequel.

Another important circumstance, pertaining to the usus logwends of
the Jews at the time when John wrote his Goepel, deserves to be brought
distinctly into view, at the present stage of our inquiries. When_ the
Jews returned from Babylon, the mass of them spoke the Chaldee lan-
guage, modified in some degree by the ancient Hebrew. Hence it be-
came necessary that this same mass shonld have the Scriptures trans-
lated into the Chaldee or Hebraeo-Chaldaic dialect. In the time of
Xara, such an tnterpretation of the Hebrew Scriptures seems to have
been made vivd voce to the people at large, who were assembled to-
gether, Neh. 8:8.  But not far from the beginning of the Christian era,
the Targums or translations into Chaldee of the Hebrew Scriptures,
were made and committed to writing ; of the Pentateuch by Onkelos,
and of most of the remaining books by Jonathan ben Uzziel. In these
works, and in other Targums, a special idiom prevails, to a wide extent,
respecting the use of the phrase word of the Lord; and it presents
some views of the usus loguends of the Jews of that period, which are
not only remarkable but very striking. Inmy own apprehension, they
have an important bearing upon the use of Logos in our text; and a
brief statement, therefore, respecting the usage in question seems to be
hecessary.

The Chaldee word for Logos is wya"g, » noun with formative »
derived from “p#, dizit, To this noun the Targumists subjoin the
Gea. 1" ¥ (abridged » +1), which then is exactly equivalent to o
Adyos 7ot ©sov. This expression is employed in the Targuins, in cases
almost without number, instead of the simple ¥ or zoriby of the He-
brew text. In particular, wherever the Heb. represents the divine
Being as in action, or as revealing himself by his works, or by com-
munications to individuals, in a word, whenever God operates ad extra
and thus reveals himself, it is common for the Targumists to say that
his word operates, or makes the revelation. A few examples are neces
wary to show the manner of this.
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In Ex. 19: 17, the Hebrew runs thus, “ And Moses brought forth
the people out of the camp lo meet with God;” in the Targum, «To
meet with the word of the Lord.” Job 42:9 (Heb.), “ The Lord ac-
cepted Job;” in the Targum, “ The word of the Lord accepted Job.”
Ps. 2: 4 (Heb.), “ The Lord shall have them in derision ;* in the Tar-
gum, “The word of the Lord shall deride them.” Gen. 26: 3 (Hek:),
“I will be with thee;” Targum, “My word shall be thy helper.”
Gen. 39: 2 (Heb.), “The Lord was with Joseph;” Targum, “The
word of the Lord was with Joseph.” Lightfoot, that great master of
Rabbinical learning, says of these and the like cases; « So, all along,
that kind of phrase is most familiar amongst them,” Hor. Heb. in Johan.
1:1. Specially is this the case, when God is represented as transact-
ing affairs of moment between himself and his people. Thus in Lev.
26: 46 (Heb.), “ These are the statutes which the Lord made between
him and the children of Israel;” Targum, “ Between his word and the
children of Israel.” Deut. 5:5 (Heb.), “I stood between you and
the Lord, at that time;” Targum, “ I stood between you and the word
of the Lord.” Deut. 20: 1 (Heb.), “ The Lord thy God is with thee ;"
Targum, 4 Jehovah is thy God, his word is with thee.”

Such is the striking usage of the Targumists, in respect to the phrase
word of God. They carry it indeed still further, and often express by
wovo the emphatic pronouns myself, thyself, himself. Thus instead of
the Heb. (Gen. 6:6), «It repented Jehovah,” the Targum has it, “Je-
hovah repented himeelf,” or lit. “ repented in his word,” i. e., in him-
self. Gen. 8: 21 (Heb.), “ And Jehovah said in his heart;” Targum,
« And Jehovah said in his word,” i. e., within himself. Strikingly is
this idiom illustrated in a later Targum of 2 Chron. 16: 8, where the
Hebrew rans thus,  There is a league between me and thee ;" Targum,
“between my word and thy word.” Thus KYo™0 came, by usage among
the Jews, to be employed not only to designate God as acting or ma~
king some revelation of himself or of his will, but to be employed as
a kind of intensive periphrastic pronoun to designate God himself.
The transition was not unnatural. That which is often employed to
express God revealed, may easily come at last to express the idea of
God simply considered.

‘What now are we to say, as to the real nature and design of the id-
jom in question? Is it personsficatson, or does it amount to the asser-
tion of hypostasis? If we were to judge of this matter, only in view
of the leading instances produced above, we might be ready to say,
that it amounts to aseerting hypostasis. But when we compare the id-
jon in its whole extent, we eannot view the matter in such a light.
Even thoee cases which present word in the sense of the reciprocal
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pronoun, cannot be regarded as hypostatieally designating a being dif-
ferent from God. But if those cases first produced above do indeed
imaply Aypostasis, they must be understood of a being distinct and sep-
arate from God. Had the ancient Hebrews any idea of this nature?
The Old Teatament every where sscribes creative power and other di-
vine attributes to God alone, in distinction from all inferior and subor~
dinate beings. If John’s doctrine of the Logos was understood by the
ancient Jews, it cannot be well affirmed that it is any where fhirly de-
veloped in the Heb. Scriptures. Indeed it seems to be plainly asserted in
dohn 1: 18, that Chriet, the Light of the world, was the first who fully
developed the Godhead: “ No man hath seen God at any time, the
only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, ke Aath declared
hsm.”  In the connection in which this passage stands, the implication
is, that neither Moses, nor any other Old Testament writer, has made
a full disclosure of the gospel-doctrine respecting God. “ Graoe and
truth came by Jesus Christ,” (v. 17.)

In very late Targums, there are indeed passages which plainly imply
a hypostatic use of R73™, i.e. word. But in those that were extant
in the time of John, we find none which necessarily convey such a
mesning. A sufficient explanation of the usus loguends in question
may be found, by resorting to personification, or (in other words) to
aymbolic representation. The words of men are the expressions of
their desires, feelings, and wishes. They represent or symbolize the
iaternal man. So when the word of God has efficiency, action, devel-
opment ascribed to it, this ascription is made becauss it is the symbel
or repredentative of the will or mind or energy of the Godhead. In
this light we ought to regard the idiom of the Targums in question.
A hypostasis, such as John presents, cannot well be found in them.

For what purpose, then, do we resort to them? My answer would
be, that we do so in order to show how the way was already prepared
for John to apply the name of Logos to Christ. The word of God in
the Old Testament, and the same word in the Targums, is a symbol of
God in some way revealing himself, or making himself known to men.
‘Waas it not easy and natural for the apostle to name him Word, “who
alone has fully declared God,” and «brought life and immortality to
lightp”

Still more easily may we conceive of this, in oase the context in the
prologue of John, and also the general tenor of his works, unite in
ahowing that Christ is the true light of the world, and the great medi-
um of all saving communication between God and man. Let us see
if thia be not the predominant idea in the introduction to John's gos-
pel.
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First of all, the Logos is with God, and is God; next he is the Cre-
ator of all things ; then he is the source and aunther of all life, apecially
of that which is spiritual ; and lastly he communicates this higher life
to men, by becoming the &gkt of men, a light shining on the darkened
world of the ungodly, although not comprehended by the mass of them.
John the Baptist, the forerunner of Christ, is next introduced. He
came, not as the great light that was needed, but to bear witness re-
spooting it, that so he might induce men to regard it. The true light,
in distinction both from all false ones and from all inadequate ones,
was Christ. He who made the world came into it, but it rejected him;
he came even to his own peculiar people, and they in general did not
receive him. The Logos became incarnate ; his glory, as of the only
begotten of the Father, was seen by his disciples, and it was because
he was “full of grace and fruth” that his disciples wondered and ad-
mired. The Law, indeed, existed before. There was an Old Testas
ment revelation respecting God and our duty. But this was only a
preparatory step for the complete illumination of the world. No legis-
Iator or propbet preceding the incarnation could accomplish this in an
sdequate manner, for no one had penetrated the secrets of the Divine
bosom. “The only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father,
be hath declared him,” v. 18.

Such is the tenor and substance of the prologue before us. It Kea
now upon the very face of it, that Christ, as the Aght of the world, is
its main subject. I do not indeed consider this as indicating, that the
instruction given by ‘Christ was of itself the most important of all the
thinge that he did, in order to secure our salvation, but as indicating
that the light of truth must precede the conversion of men, and that
without this, we should neither know the nature and extent of our
malady, nor where we are to seek for adequate relief. The first thing
which Christ did, was to tnstruct ; after that he became the holy vie-
tim, the expiatory sacrifice, which was necessary to complete his work
and secure the great end of all the light which he had diffused. As
“the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the world,” John haa
overywhere exhibited him, almost beyond any other New Testament
writer. Bat while he exhibits this truth in all its extent and excel-
lence, he insists, perhaps more than any other sacred writer, on the
work which Christ performed in fully revealing God, and in bringing
life and immeortality to light.

1 must glance at & few passages out of his prologue, as specimens of
Jobn’s views in regard to this subject.

The work of the Redeemer, while on earth, was to ¢ make known
the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom he has sent; which work
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he performed,’ John 17: 3, 4. «To his disciples did he manifest the
name of God, for their salvation,” 17: 6, 26. “ We know that the Son
of God is come, and hath given us an nnderstanding, that we may
know him that is true,” 1 John 5: 20. «I have given unto them the
worda that thou gavest me; and they have received them,” Jobn 17 :8.
« As the Father hath taught me, I speak these things” 8:28. So
12: 49, 14:10. “«Thou hast the words of eternal life, 6: 68. « The
words that I speak unto you, they are spirit, and they are life,” 6 : 63.
“J am the light of the world . . . the light of life,”” 8: 12, and again in
9: 5. « Yet a little while is the light with you,” 12: 85, 36. «Iam
come a light to the world,” 12:46. “I am the way, and the truth, and
the life,” 14: 6. «The anointing which ye have received of him...
teacheth you all things, and is truth,” 1 John 2: 27,

These are only specimens, and they might be greatly enlarged. But
I deem this unnecessary. The prologue itself is so replete with the
idea of Christ as the light of the world, as the grand medium of com-
municating divine and saving knowledge, that it seems to offer a plain
and ready solution of the question, why Christ is styled the Logos.
Communscation to men of the will of God, of the doctrines of truth,
of the way of salvation — the making known the only true God and
Jesus Christ whom he hath sent — the bringing of life and immortality
to light — are all significantly implied in the word Zogos. That the
word is an abetract and not a concrete one, is not & matter of chance
or of insignificance. A concrete appellation here, e. g., 6 1éymr, 0 &i-
ddoxalos, or any like word, would be much tamer and less significant
than the word now employed. John abounds in this kind of idiom.
«J am the resurrection and the life,” 11: 25. 1 am the door,” 10: 9.
“1 am the way, and the truth, and the life,” 14: 6. % The words that
I speak, they are spirit, and they are life,” 6: 63. « God is light,” 1
John 1:5. “God is love,” 1 John 4: 8. Can any one, who enters
into the spirit of the Hebrew writers, fail to discern the intensity of
expression which such an idiom presents? God ¢s love is surely more
impressive, yea more comprehensive, than God is benevolent, or God
is kind. It implies not merely that he loves, but (if the expression
may be allowed) that his very essence or nature comprises the element
of love in itself. Christ is the way, and the truth, and the life, implies
more than to say, that he points out the way, that he teaches the truth,
and that he bestows life. As there is no other name under heaven,
given among men, whereby we can be saved; as none can come to the
Father except by him ; Christ is himself most significantly named the
way of salvation, not merely him who points it out. And so of the
éruth ; for all essential and saving truth concentres in him. As to &fe,
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be does not merely bestow it. % The Father has given the Son to have
life in himself,” (5: 26) ; “In him was life,” (1: 4); i.e., the life-giv-
ing principle pervades him, and makes a part of his very nature. In
like manner Paul: ¢ Christ is of God made unto us wisdom, and right~
eousness, and sanctification, and redemption,” 1 Cor. 1:30. Will any
one say, then, that the abstract word Logos is not the most significans
of all that could be chosen to designate Christ as the great medium of
commaunication between God and man, as the revealer of the myste
ries of God, as the discloser of all that pertains to our duty or our
happiness? In a word, the essential meaning of Oeog Aoyos, is God
revealed — God who communicates with his creatures, and discloses to
them the way of salvation. What more appropriate appellation could
be given, than that which John has chosen ?

If now this process of reasoning and illustration seems in any good
degree satisfactory to the reader, it may help to augment this satisfac-
tion, if he reflect that the principle of interpretation, which I have now
endeavored to follow out, is altogether plain arnd of a fundamental na-
ture. It is simply grammaico-historical. First of all, if poesible, we
must interpret a writer by the aid of his own writings. Next, when
this fails, or is not entirely satisfactory, we may then resort to the usus
loguendi, to the circumstances, the usages, the opinions, and the like,
of the time in which the writer lived. I have,in the preceding pages,
endeavored to do both. I have mainly relied on the leading views,
which John's prologue and goapel present, of him who came to redeem
lost man. In these I have fonnd, as it seems to me, a good reason for
choosing the appellation Logos. In resorting to the Hebrew Scrip-
tures and the Chaldee translations of them, and the idiom which
pervades these in regard to word of God, I have endeavored to
show, that the way was fully prepared for John to apply the appella-
tion in guestion with great significance, and (taking his own explana-
tions of the word into view) with little danger of mistake as to his de-
sign in giving to Christ such an appellation.

If the preceding view of the appellation Logos is well grounded, it
follows that the solution of the question by Beza, Titimann, and oth-
ers, viz., that o 4dyos is equivalent to o Asyousrog, and that this means
the promised one, is not entitled to ourassent. ‘O Aeyduevos is not em-
ployed in such a sense in the Scriptures; nor does the context show
that the subject-matter of the writer here is prediction or promise re-
specting the Messiah. We have already seen that o0 Afyoy cannot be
substituted for ¢ 1dyos, without greatly impairing its significant empha-
sis. The opinion of Doederlein, Storr, and others, that Aoyog stands
for author of the word, is somewbas nearer to correciuess than either

Vor. VIL No. 25. 8
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of the preceding ones. But even this view of the appellation is de-
fective. These critics defend it by alleging, that geig applied to Christ
means awthor of light; and (w7 applied in like manner means author
of life. But we have already seen that these abstract nouns mean
more than this. They designate the idea, that light and life concentre
in him as their source and easence.

But other views different from these, and from any that have here
been exhibited, have been taken by many of the later and recent crit-
ice. They compare the Logos of John with the representation of wis-
dom, as moade in Prov. viii. and ix, 1—12, There wisdom is personi-
fied, and is represented as the firat-born of God, as being with him and
being his delight, as assisting in the creation of the heavens and of the
earth, as rejoicing in the habitable parts of the earth and taking delight
in the sons of men, as instructing and enlightening and guiding men,
specially kings and princes and nobles, and in a word as opening the
way, by counsel and the communication of knowledge, to all peace and
proeperity and happiness.

Very easy, it must be confessed, would it be to apply all this to the
Logos. Bat it should be remembered, first, that wisdom is poeticilly
personified here as a divine attrsbute. Such an attribute the Logos is
not, inasmuch as it became flesh. Next, it is clear that Adyog, in scrip-
tural usage, never means swisdom or reason. If now John meant sim-
ply to follow in the steps of Solomon, why did he change the appella-
tion? Christ is more than once called wisdom in the New Testament,
Matt. 11: 19, Luke 7: 85,1 Cor. 1: 80. Why should John scruple
to name him in the same way, specially since he has predicated so many
things of the Logos which are also predicated of Wisdom? Plainly,
1 should reply, because wisdom in Prov. viii. is a divine atiribute, and
this could neither be represented as becoming incarnate, nor be called
God. Lastly, John'’s view of the Logos is given in prose, plain his-
torico-didactic prose, while wisdom in Prov. viii. is manifestly a poetic
personification of the highest and most imaginative stamp. That John
has merely, or even at all, imitated or copied this, there is no good evi-
dence in the prologue before us. The manner and style of the com-
position are palpably different from that which we find in the work of
Solomon.

In the book of Jesus Sirach, one of the apocryphal works composed
not long before the Christian era, there is a copious culogy of Wisdom,
(in chap. i. and xxiv.), which corresponds to that in the book of Prov-
erbs, and doubtless is grounded on it. In chap. i, wisdom is declared
to be “unsearchable; to have been created before all things; to be
poured out over all the works of God; as given to all who fear God ;
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and the beginning of wisdom, her crown, her fulness, her root, is the
fear of the Lord.” Thus far there is scarcely any palpable personifi-
cation ; and the latter declarations respecting it, show that it is spoken
of as a virtlie or grace, and not as a hypostasis. But in chap. xxiv.,
wisdom is represented as ¢ proceeding from the mouth of the Most
High, before time and from the beginning (vs. 8,9) ; as having sought
after a resting place, and found one in Israel, at Jerusalem, in Zion,
among the people of God, where she fiourished like the cedar of Leb-
anon, ete., and produced abundant fruit. In the law of Moses she de-
veloped herself in great fulness and abundance, like an unfathomable
stream sending forth divine revelations, prophecies, knowledge, and
love, for all generations.’ .

All this falls far short of Prov. viii. as to boldness and lofty concep-
tion. The detail of the imagery, moreover, shows an anxiety on the
part of the writer to appear ornate and imaginative, and exhibits much
more of tinsel than of taste. Indeed one camnot for a moment sup-
pose, after comparing the prologue of John with the chapters before
us, that the apostle had before his mind at all, while writing the pro-
logue, the picture drawn by the Son of Sirach. The personification
even of wisdom, in the apocryphal writer, is on the whole but feebly
developed ; and far, very fur indeed, is this anthor from representing
wisdom either as being God, or as having become incarnate.

I do not see how the probability is to be made out, indeed, that any
of the New Testament writers, either John or any other of them, was
familiar with the apocryphal writings. It is remarkable, that nothing in
all the New Testament is built on them, either of sentiment or of
style. That some of the aposiolic writers may have met with those
apocryphal books, and read them more or less, I would not deny. But
where is the passage in all the New Testament that copies after them,
or is even modified by them? At any rate, John 1:1—18 is as dis-
crepant from what Jesus Sirach has written as we can well imagine,
when we consider the kindred nature, or rather the kindred offices, of
Aopos and cogiec.

In the book of Baruch, 3: 1—4: 4, is & gimilar but much more in-
distinct representation of cogia or ggoryoes. Bat it is not sufficiently
prominent to require special notice now.

The so-called Wisdom of Solomon is throughout an eulogy of wis-
dom. Most of the book is occupied with showing how wisdom is to be
sought, and what have been the fruits of it among the people of God,
in securing their happiness and advancing the interests of true relig-
ion in the world, in contrast with the folly, i. . the idolatry of the
heathen. Bat in 6: 22—9: 18 is a particular and descriptive eulogy
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of wisdom. The writer says that it is the sum of all knowledge and
virtue, etc.; it is the gift of God bestowed only on the pious through
their prayers; and then, 7: 22 seq., he describes it in the following
manner: “ Wisdom is a spirit intelligent, holy, simple, menifold, subtile,
very mobile, piercing, undefiled, clear, invulnerable, benevolent, keen,
vnrestrained, beneficent, man-loving, steadfast, never-deceiving, care-
freed, almighty, all-seeing, and pervading all intelligent, pure, and ten-
der spirits.” He then exhibits it as  the breath of God, the pure em-
snation of his majesty, incapable of defilement, the radiance of eternal
light, the spotless mirror of the divine activity, the reflection of his
goodness. It is but one, and yet does everything ; itself changes not,
while it renews all things; it descends, from age to age, into the souls
of the friends and prophets of God, and these only are loved by God.
It is more resplendent than the sun, dwells above all the stars, and is
to be preferred before the light. Its power reaches from one end of
the world to the other, and it directs all things in the best manner.”

Here then wisdom is not only called a spirt, but divine attributes
are seemingly ascribed to it. It is the organ of God in creating, pre-
serving, governing, and enlightening the world. At times, in this
work, wisdom seems to be neither more nor less than the Holy Spirit
of God, in the sense of his efficient agency; see 1: 4—17: 7, 22, and
comp. 9: 17. 7: 7. 12: 1. In chap. x. seq., it is sometimes exchanged
with Kvgios, and the same things are predicated of it.

Is this personification, or is it hypostasis? It seems indeed to be
something more than the first, but clearly it is not the last, at least not
in the sense of making this hypostasis a being separate from God. It
is sometimes presented as a kind of emanation from God, tantamount
to a species of spiritual substance everywhere diffused, and everywhere
irresistibly active. 1In 8: 2-—9: 18, the mode of representing wisdom
is merely one of personification. 1In x. seq., a different view seems to
be taken, for sopix is sometimes the equivalent of Kvgwg. But the
writer is so diffuse in many parts of his work, and so prodigal of epi-
thets and imagery, that one would find it difficult indeed to make out
from him a view both consistent and intelligible. At ail events, the
manner and matter are, for the most part, widely different from those
of John. No trace can be found in the latter of leaning upon the for-
mer. The pictures drawn by each, are as diverse as the nature of the
case well admits.

But there is another Jewish writer, Philo of Alexandria, a contem-
porary of the apostles, from whom, as some eminent critics of late
affirm, John may have borrowed. Liicke, in his commentary on John
(edit. 2), has strenuously labored to prove, that John's views were in
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fact moulded and modified by Philo’s speculations on the Logos, if not
directly derived from them. To this De Wette assents, in his Exeget-
tcal Manual. These critics profess, indeed, not to be wholly satisfied
that John drew directly from this sonrce; but they think that at all
events he must have been acquainted with Philo’s speculations, and
influenced by them.

The same thing has often been asserted before, and many have
labored to establish the probability of the assertion. The numerous
resemblances that are found in Philo, between his Logos and that of
John, are the main sources of argument to which all these critics re-
sort. Some of these resemblances, at first view, appear to be very
striking. But a careful examination and comparison of the whole,
leads to a conclusion very different from that which a hasty or a su-
perficial reader might make. Dorner has recently made such an
examination. He has shown, as it seems to me every unprejudiced
reader must now acknowledge, that the Logos of Philo is not a Aypos-
tasis; that nothing was farther from Philo’s mind than the union of
God and man in one person ; that he had no belief in the need of any
special atoning mediator like Christ, and no expectation of a Messiah
like him who is described by John. < Bat,” to use the words of Dor-
ner, “blinding as the resemblance between many of his ideas and
modes of expression and those of Christianity may be to the superficial
reader, yet the essential principle of the two is to its very foundation
diverse. Even that which sounds like [the expressions of John] bas,
in its entire connection, a meaning altogether diverse. . . . His system
stalks by the cradie of Christianity only as a spectral connterpart. It
appears like the floating, dissolving Faia Morgana, on the horizon
where Christianity is about to arise.” (1. 5. 56.)

Such is the conclusion of the ablest writer, who has yet treated of
the matter before.us. It would detain me too long were I to produce,
in this place, the views of Philo and the reasoning of Dorner respect-
ing them. My intention however is, considering the importance of
the subject, to exhibit them in the way of appendix, at the close of
the present examination. . ‘

I must add a few general remarks, before guitting the subject of the
various productions which I bave already brought to view, on the
efforts that bave been made to show that John drew his views of the
Logos from them. '

Every one who is acquainted with the prejudices of the Palestine
Jews against the foreign and the Grecian literature, during the apoe-
tolic age, will be slow to believe, that a fisherman from the lake of
Galilee was conversant with the phbilosophy of Philo, or even that of
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the apocryphal books of the Old Testament. John might indeed, while -
at Ephesus, have formed an acquaintance with the writings of the
Egyptian Hebrews. But were they in any repute at that time, or re-
garded at all as authority, among the Palestine Jews? The Sept. version
of the O. Test. might be, and seems to have been, favorably regarded,
by all the Jews acquainted with Greek. But the reason of this is
plain. It was still the O. Test., although its costume was changed.
But that Philo, or the apocryphal writers, were sources to which a
genuine Hebrew would resort, in order to obtain his religious views,
is a thing of which the N. Test. affords no good and certain evidence.
John could not expect to commend his gospel to his countrymen in
this way. The evidence, then, that he drew from such a source, ought
to be very strong, in order to justify us in giving credit to it.

One more general remark, and I shall pass on to the sequel of the
verse before us. This is, that when so many resemblances of the sogia
of Philo and of the Apocrypha to the Logos of John ate produced,
we must consider the obvioms coincidence of these two words, in &
variety of respects. In speaking of cogia, a writer like Philo, or
Jesus Sirach, or even like the author of the book of Proverbs, might
naturally say very much like that which John has said of the Logos;
for ali of the first named writers personify the wisdom of the Godhead,
and in this way of course they say much that may be appropriately
predicated of the Logos as represented by John. The former extend
the idea of wisdom to all the manifestations of the Godhead. They
represent it as a creative, life-giving, governing, enlightening, sancti-
fying power. John has predicated the same things of the Logoe.
Hence the apparent similarity. But the discrepancy, after all, is strik-
ing and fundamental. They evidently, for the most part, merely per-
sonify, or, when they go beyond this (if indeed they do), they employ
the word wisdom as a mere periphrasis for God himself; just as we
use Omnipotence or Omniscience to designate him who possesses these
attributes. But with John, Logoe is not an attribute. It is & hypoe-
tasis in some respects diverse from God, while still it is God. Withal,
it #became flesh and dwelt among us,” This last circumstance, in a
most special manner, widely distinguishes the Logos of John from the
copia of the other writers. Plainly, therefore, when the whole devel-
opment in both cases is taken into view, and the nature of the subject
in each is duly considered, the resemblances in some respects do not
prove the derivation of John's views from those of the former writers,
inasmuch as the discrepancies are so wide and so palpable as to pre-
clude any suppesition of such a nature. Indeed I cannot resist the
impression, that Jotm purposely chose the word Aéyos, in preferance
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to cogir, in order that he might avoid representing a divine attribute
as becoming incarnate, and also avoid being confounded with the other
writers who had treated of wisdom.

ITgos vov By —with God. Bo our version, and so the nature of
the case obliges us to translate. The more usual meaning of mgds with
the Acc., is towards, to, unto. But the sense of the passage here would
be marred, and indeed unintelligible, if we should so translate it. IToos
has a multiplicity of meanings, and may stand before the Gen., Dat.
or Accusative. In all these cases, it designates, among other things,
space-relations ; and with either of the cases modg may denote proxim-
sy, nearness. That the idea which we express by &, with, near by,
close lo, is sometimes designated by mgos with the Acc., both in the
classics and in the N. Test., is plain from abundance of examples; see
Mark 6: 8, wpoc yuds, with us; Matt. 13: 56 id. Mark 9: 19, zpos
vuag, with you; Matt. 26: 55. 1 Cor. 16: 6,7. Gal. 1:18. 4: 18.
Mark 2: 2. In such cases mpdg is equivalent to waps with the Dat.,
as Winer has abandantly shown in his Grammar, and as any good
lexicon will demonstrate. Indeed John himself has decided this by
his wapz ceavre) and mege ool in 17: 5, where the very same con-
nection of the Son with the Father is expressed as here, viz. one that
preceded the creation of the world. The same idea is also expressed
(in 1: 18) by the phrase, Who 1s in (or on, eis) the bosom of the Father.
Nearness, intimate communsion or the most intimate union, of the idyos
with God, seems plainly to be the idea aimed at by mgoc 70y Beor.
8till it differs from what would be expressed by é» r 9e¢. The lat-
ter would carry with it the idea that the Adyoc was (so to speak) a
part or portion of the Godhead, as an attribute, etc., if metaphysically
considered ; or if morally understood, it would designate a moral union,
harmony, or agreement. Ilpos toy Géoy expresses neither of these
ideas, but designates an ontological connection and communion, with
the implication, moreover, that in some respect or other there is a di-
versity. We should not think of saying, with any intelligible meaning,
that God s with kimself, when simply and absolutely considered. To
aay, then, that the Zogos ts with kim, must mean, that there is a di-
versity of some kind between the Logos and God ; although the wri-
ter bas not undertaken to define in what that diversity consiats. I
have named the connection ontologteal, because it is evidently of a
nature different from that which is designated in such pussagee as as-
sert the moral union of God and Christ and believers; e. g. John 17
21—23, comp. va. 10, 11.

Baut, after all, the inquiry remains: What is the exact idea which
John means to designate? The word mede designates, in its primary
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and literal sense, & space-relation, viz. the proximsty of one thing to
another. It may also have a kindred secondary and tropical sense; in
which case it means tn respect to, as fo, in reference to, according to, on
account of, and the like. But plainly none of these or the like tropical
senses fit the passage before us. 'We must return, then, to the onto-
logical view, and ask: What in this respect does mgog mean?

At the outset of this inquiry, some things appear to be plain and
certain. An actual literal space-relation is out of the question, as has
already been hinted, for the Logos and God are spsritual beings, yea
purely spiritual. Now space-relations can belong only to material things,
and cannot be literally transferred to spiritual ones. To say that the
Logos was literally near to or with God, would therefore convey no
intelligible and rational meaning. It would,imply that both God and the
Logoa are of limited extension ; an idea incompatible with the omnipres-
ence of both. John could not have meant to teach such a doctrine ; for
his views of the Godhead are evidently and palpably of the most spiritual
kind. Something different from this he surely designed to express. But
what this was, can be discovered, if indeed it is capable of being de-
veloped, only by an accurate and careful survey of the nature of lan-
guage, when applied to beings spiritual and divine. To do this effectu-
ally, we must glance at some of the fundamental principles that belong
to the nature of language, and to its application to the Godhead.

(1) All language is the expression of thought and feeling. Beyond
this circle it cannot go, and yet retain any definite meaning. What-
ever it originally expresses, must be ideas within the circlé of sensa~
tion, reflection, or consciousness, for in one or other of these ways we
obtain all our ideas.

(2) No nation or people coin words beyond their necessity. They
bave no store-house where they are laid up. The power of coining is all
they need; and this they possess. Hence it is, that in neither Hebrew,
Greek, or Latin, can we find any words appropriate to express ideas or
things, beyond the circle of knowledge among the nations who spoke
these languages. For example, nearly all the modern techntics of the
arts and sciences, also all such words as designate objects that were
unknown to them, whether they have relation to government, manners,
customs, manufactures and instruments of various kinds, or to plants,
trees, minerals, animals, and the like —all such words, which now
make up one half of our language, are entirely wanting in the ancient
Ianguages. It is easy to illustrate this, by a moment’s delay. Let us
choose, as an example, things now connected with the art of carrying on
war by land and by sea, a matter so well known and so often practised
by the ancients. How would any one translate into Hebrew or Greek,
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words expressive of the common implements of war at the present day?
Let him be called on to translaté gunpowder, gun, rifle, swivel, bomb,
cannon, Congreve rocket, and many other instruments of destruction;
can he do it? Or if we transfer the scene of contest to the waters of
the ocean, we may then ask him to translate this (to us very intelligible)
sentence : “The brig was hulled by a broad-side from a frigate, and
blown up by a Congreve rocket from a man of war.” What is the rea-
s0n, now, that in not one of the cases in question, or in a multitude more
of the like tenor, not a single portion of this sentence can be expressed
in Hebrew or Greek, in a manner like that in which we express our-
selves, or even at all, except by diffuse and inadequate circumlocution ?
The reason, I answer, is plain enough. All these and the like objects
were never within the circle of Greek or Hebrew cognition, and of
course they have no names in the respective languages. This exempli-
fies the position, that no store-house of words was furnished in ancient
times for future use, and sufficiently illustrates our assertion, that the
coining of words is limited by the need of them.

Let us pause here, for a moment, and reverse the case. The He-
brews and Greeks were cognizant of many objects natural and artifi-
cial, which are entirely out of the circle of our acquaintance, and for
which we have no names. How then can we translate many things
named in the Scriptares of both Testaments? We cannot do it with
any exactness. We must either transfer the words of the original, and
explain as we best may, or we must employ a diluted and feeble cir-
cumlocaution.

(3) We have seen that no people form words to designate things out
of the circle of their cognition. So long then as the invisible world is
known to them neither by experience nor intuition, men do not form
words intended specifically to designate the objects of that world. But
before a revelation, the trne spiritual nature of God, and of heavenly
beings, was wholly unknown to men. An imaginary future, and imagi-
nary gods, the heathen nations indeed thought and spoke much of. But
all they said and thought, in regard to these, is deeply tinged with
their snpposed resemblance to material and earthly objects. Their gods
are of course full of human passions and infirmities. Their heaven and
hell are but copies of terrestrial scenes of happiness or of misery.
They were unable to go beyond this, in their conceptions or their ex-
pressions. - And it was by men of such a cast, that the Hebrew and
Greek languages were moulded. Joshua tells us that the ancestors of
Abraham « gerved other gods,” 24: 2 ; and we know what was the state
of the Greeks. When prophets and apostles, then, were called to de-
liver inspired messages, they were compelled to employ languages
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formed and fashioned by heathen polytheists and idolaters, who had no
true idea of a spiritual Godhead, or of heaven, or hell. They must
needs take the language as they found it, or else make a new one.
But a new one would be intelligible only to the inspired, and of course
it could make no revelation at all to the mass of men. What could
they do, what did they do, in such an exigency as this ?

They did what the necessity of the case constrained them to do.
In a few cases they formed new designations, by compounding words
which bore a sense in some respects similar to the one they wished to
express. They gave to some words a more prolonged or a shorter
form, to indioate some discrepancy from former usage. But in far the
greatest number of cases, they assigned to the old worde a sense in
some respects new, leaving it to the context and the nature of the case
to point out the meaning of them. Nothing is plainer, than that, so far
as the invisible world is concerned, all the words, which designate ob-
jects there, have a meaning in some respects quite new attached to them.
Take, for example, #z0, xvgiog, dyyrdos, ditfodog, ovparss, and the
like, and a moment's reflection will show, that not one of all these
words was ever employed by the heathen Greek, before the Christian
ers, in the N. Test. sense. But the sacred writers did not, and could
not, stop to define in all these cases. The context and the pervading
tenor of the sentiment of course define the meaning of nearly all such-
words.

But beyond the objects of the invisible world, the like usage was
necessarily extended. Of some of the Christian graces and virtues,
and of all the peculiar truths of Christianity, the heathen were igno-
rant. How then can they be supposed to have formed words to ex-
press those things of which they had no cognizance? The Christian
grace of humility, for example, which is expressed by the newly coined
word ranmavoggoctyy, they regarded only as pusillanimity. ’Apdey
was with them the name of bravery, courage, martial spirit, a word
kindred to "Agns, Mars. In like manner, they assigned to miori,
dixaioovyy, ydgw, and other like words, a sense quite discrepant from
the evangelical one. There is not & page, nor scarcely a paragraph of
the N. Test., which is not stamped with that character which a new
revelation of necessity assigns to words. Scarcely ever has a greater
error in philology been committed, than that of the Purists, who roain-
tained that the Greek of the N. Test. is entirely classical. If it were so,
then we should find only classical, i. e. heathen ideas in it ; and then,
moreover, such a style would afford demonstrative evidence to the critic,
that these books were not written by Hebrews.
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‘We have now taken a view of the general nature of the case, which
has respect to the invisible world. Leaving this general view, let us,

(4) Make some more special investigation of the manner in which
the Secriptures of both Testaments have disclosed to us the nature and
developments of the Godhead.

In the expression of all our views of God, we borrow analogies
drawn from ourselves; and abstracting from them all that savors of the
finite and the imperfect, we arrive at the idea of the infinite and the
perfect. So we do now, and so we are compelled to do, notwithstand-
ing all our advantages of an improved philosophy. The ancients went
all lengths in these analogies. To God is assigned by them all the mem-
bers of the haman body, eyes, mouth, ears, arms, hands, feet, breast, etc.
To God are assigned all the passions and emotions of the human mind,
sinful ones only excepted. God loves, hates, is jealous, is grieved,
mocks, scorns, derides, is angry, avenges himself, and the like. He
ascends, he descends, he sits enthroned, he puts on dazzling costume,
he makes war, he employa the bow and arrows, the spear, the helmet,
and the breastplate. In a word, all that man ¢z or does, with the excep-
tion of what is degrading or sinful, is ascribed to God in the Scriptures,
How comes it, then, that no enlightened mind ever commits mistakes
in regard to the interpretation of all such passages? The answer is easy.
Godis a epirst. This is the essence of his nature. An innumerable mul-

.titude of texts in the Seriptures exhibit him in this light, and predicate
of him what can belong only to an infinite and perfect spirit. At once
we say, then, that all such representations as are borrowed from our
material nature and outward actions, are to be tropteally understood.
They are mere costume, not person. They are nothing more than sym-
bols drawn from well known and familiar things, to indicate what we
bave no language to express in a direct and literal manner. Those
representations, indeed, which are borrowed from the operations and
affections of our own minds, comprise somewhat more of real analogy ;
but moet of them must, when we interpret them, be greatly modified
and limited. God repents means that he changes the course of his
-providential action. When we repent of anything, we refrain from it,
and alter our course of action. The ckange in the course pursued, is
applicable to the divine dealings; but the state of mind, in God and in
us, is far from being the same. _Anger in God must be a very different
thing from what it is in us; but disapprobation or aversion, which lie at
the basis of anger, may truly be predicated of the Divine Being. When
he is said to be angry, the phraseology expresses his strong disappro-
bation. In saying that God dersdes or laughs at the attempts of his
enemies, there is a vivid designation of the utterly vain and futile na-
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ture of those attempts as viewed by him. And the like may be said of
most of the mental operations and affections ascribed to the supreme
Being. Even loving and hating must be understood in a sense that
divests these affections of all imperfection and weakness. Our exegeti-
cal guide, in all such cases, is the nature and perfections of God. We
cannot reasonably apply anything to him, which shall be so understood
as to derogate from his spotless and all-perfect being.

In all the ontological descriptions of the Godbead, moreover, there
must of course be much of modification applied to the intetpretation of
the language. What pure spirit is in itself, we do not know ; much less,
what an infinite and uncreated apirit is. When we say : ¢ God is omni-
present,’ we do not mean, at least we should not mean, that he is every-
where diffused, like the original fiery vapor of some geologists, or like
some subtile and etherial fluid. If we say : ¢ God is mighty, we must
not conceive that his might, like ours, implies compactness and vigor of
muscle and sinew, and of corporeal frame in general. Even when we
speak of the operations of the divine mind, we must be careful how we
compare them with our own. God remembers does not imply that he
makes mental effort to recal past occurrences or impressions. God
knows seems, at first view, to be literally applicable. But it is not ex-
actly so. We study, compare, reason, judge, and remember, in order
to know. But through these processes the divine mind doea not pass.
We must abstract from the application to him all the efforts and
methods of acquiring knowledge, and retain only the simple idea of per-
fect cognition.

It were easy to extend this examination to almost everything that
we ascribe to God, in respect to his ontological nature, to his thinking,
or his acting; and we should find, nearly without exception, that we
must use and understand language in a modified sense. The modus iz
guo must be left out of the account. 'We, when speaking of ourselves,
of necessity include this. But as Geod is a spirit, uncreated, perfect,
eternal, without parts or passions, whatever is predicated of him should
not partake of what belongs to us merely as human, mortal, progressive,
and never perfect.

I have said that what we affirm of the Godhead must be modified in
the interpretation of it. I prefer this mode of characterizing the inter-
pretation, to that of saying that the language is always troptcally used.
The latter would imply too much. When we say, God knows, it is no
trope. There is the assertion of cognition in the phrase. But to apply
knowing to God in the same sense as we apply it to ourselves, with all
the implications that it necessarily suggests to our minds when affirmed
of ourselves, would be altogether an erroneous application. As has
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already been said, we must abstract from this, and from most other ex-
pressions that have respect to the divine actions and emotions, the
modus in quo throughout. Otherwise, we overlook the nature of an
infinite and perfect spirit.

Let us now return, after this long but T would hope not useless di-
gression, to mpo¢ 7oy Dedy. Clear it is, if the principles that have now
been bronght to view are well grounded, that a proper space-relation or
proxzimity is out of the question. Oedg and AGyos are spirstual beings,
and therefore such an idea is irrelevant. The allegation that the Logos
cannot be God, because he is said to be with km, and therefore must
be different from him with whom he is, seems often to be founded
mainly on the conception of a space-relation ; and so far as it is so, it
is not well grounded. The w#th, in this case, is something diverse from
local proximity.

What thenisit? A positive and direct answer, except in a modified
sense, we cannot make to this question. But we may say thus much, viz.
that an inftmate union or connection between the Logos and God is as-
serted ; and, as the case is, a connection of an ontological nature; for
it is evidently the design of the writer to say something concerning the
nature of the Logos. The fact then of an intimate connection is aver-
red by him. But the manner of this, is not the subject of affirmation.
‘When we assert that God is omnipresent, we assert a plain, simple,
credible truth or fact. But do we assert or know anything of the man-
ner in which he is 80?7 When we assert his self-extstence, is the manner
of it brought into view?  Or, (to come nearer to objects with which we
are conversant), when we assert the union of soul and body, which
makes a human being, do we even pretend to know anything of the
mannerof this? It were easy to extend the same inquiry to ten thou-
sand thousand things, that we assert and believe as facts or truths,
where the modus tn quo is utterly beyond our reach. Even the blade
of grass beneath our feet puts at defiance all our powers of knowledge,
in regard to many particulars respecting it.

The fact, then, of an intimate connection between God and the Logos,
may be asserted, and be credible, without any explanation of the manner
of that connection. Indeed, an explanation in human language may be,
and probably is, utterly impossible. Of counrse, then, we are not able to
allege that the unsty of the divine being is infringed by such a connec-
tion. We must have something that is inconsistent with that unity
positively disclosed, before we can come to such a conclusion. But this
cannot be said of the allegation before us. There may be a diversity,
in some respect or other, in a being, which does not destroy its unity.-
Some diversity, indeed, we are constrained to acknowledge, in the

Vor. VII. No. 25. 4
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present case. Connection or communsly necessarily implies some di-
versity or other, between the objects connected or in community.
There is a dzegorys, as the Greeks expressed it, i. e. lit. an otherness,
in some sense or other. And is not this what all believe, who main-
tain the doctrine of the Trinity? The Father i8 not in all respects
the Son, nor the Son the Father. But whether the diversity in ques-
tion is such as to forbid us to believe that the Son is truly divine, that
is another question, and one to which our context affords an answer.
For the present, I have only to add, that we must rest content with
this idea of the meaning of our text, viz. that it imports the most inti-
mate connection between God and the Logos, with the implication, at
the same time, of some diversity between them. The spiritual and
uncreated nature of God and the Logos, and the consequent ineapacity
of human language specifically to describe their nature and connection,
forbid us to go beyond the generic idea of the simple fact presented to
otir view.

One other question remains, respecting the object or design which
John had in view, when he made the declaration before ws. That it
was important in his view, is manifest from the fact, that he has im-
mediately repeated the assertion that the Logos was with God, in the
second verse. lWhy this repetition? And specially, why does he not
also repeat, at the same time, the declaration that the Logos is God?
The earnestness of his affirmation, manifested by the repetition, is pal-
pable indeed to every reader; but the reason or ground of that ear-
nestness is a matter not so obvious. In fact, I know not where to
look, among the commentators, for an entirely satisfactory explanation.
The whole passage seems plainly to wear the appearance of opposi-
tion 'to some prevailing error of the times, in regard to the Logos.

That Cerinthus was a contemporary of John, and that he taught his
Gnostic doctrines at Ephesus, and was opposed by the apostle, the
voice of antiquity has proclaimed. The Gnostics ascribed the creation .
of the world to an inferior .4on, as they named their imaginary spirit-
ual emanations from the great Supreme. With them all matter was
a production of an evil-minded being, and was in itself evil and a
source of evil. Hence they denied the possibility of a real union be-
tween the Logos and & human fleshly nature. That John has contro-
verted this heresy, in his epistles, there can be no good room for doubt ;
indeed it is now generally conceded. In 1 John 4: 2, 8, and in 2 John
v. 7, are found plain and explicit declarations of an opinion opposite
to that of the Gnostics respecting the Logos. Varions passages, more-
over, in John's epistles are of a like tenor, and are to be interpreted
by the aid of these explicit texts. And in respect to the Gospel of
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Jobn, there seems to be no good reason to suppose, that the heresy in
question is entirely out of its view. Doubtless we are not to regard
the apoetle as having intended, in his great work, principally to con-
tend against Cerinthus, 80 as to take the attitude of a polemic through-
oat. Baut that he had in his mind, when he wrote the prologue before
us, some of the errors of the Gnostics, in regard to the ons, and
specially in regard to the JEon whom they represented as being the
Logos, seems to be altogether probable. They regarded and repre-
senied the Logos as only one of the seven primary Zons, all of which
were emanations or seeondary beings, separate from God and liable to
chasge. They maintained that this Logos neither created the world,
nor in reality became incarnate. The visible creation sprung, as they
averred, only from the lowest of the Aons, who was apostate and de- .
generute ; and the union of the Logos with the man Jesus they re-
garded as only temporary and apparent, not lasting or real. In oppo-
sition to these and the like views we may very naturally suppose John
1o have asserted, that the Logos was the creator of all things; that to
be s0, he mnst of course have been in union with God before the cre-
ation, and not merely one of & separate and inferior order of emanated
beings ; and that this same Logos became incarnate and dwelt among
men. All this stands opposed to the heretical doctrines in question ;
not (30 to speak) individually and polemically opposed to Cerinthus,
but still aseerting or declaring what, if admitted, would uandermine the
whole structure of the Gmostics. That there must have been some
special call for the expression of sentiments like those in the prologue
before us, every considerate reader will naturally see and feel. That
the Goostic views in question were already prevalent in a considerable
degree, at the time when John wrote his Goapel, there is no good rea-
son to doubt. Is it not natural, then, to suppose that John meant to
oppose and undermine those views? Not that this was his sole or
even his main object; for besides opposing Gnosticism, he was incul-
cating or developing truths very important.

If now the Logos was witA God before the creation, and was eternal,
then might he be the Creator of all things. But if he was a subsequent
emanation, or belonged to a separate and inferior order of emanated
beiugs, then he eould not have been Creator, nor Redeemer in that high
sense in which John speaks of him, viz. as the poroyérne rov mazpig.

Hence the three declarations contained in the verse before us, that he
wss eternal, was with God, and was God. In the repetition of the
smertion that the Logos was with God (va. 1,2), there is, as has
slresdy been remarked, beyond all doubt an emphasis. But it does
pot follow, that the sentiment of this clause is in itself more important
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than the assertion which is not formally repeated, viz. that the Logos
is God. The reason for omitting here a direct repetition of this last
idea, seems to be offered to our view by the subsequent context, where
the Logos is represented as the Oreator of all things. Is not this virtually
a repetition, even with intensity, of the idea that he was God? So
it must appear to most readers; for why may we not suppose them to
believe, with Paul, that “ he who made all things is God 7 Heb. 3: 4.
Creatorship is the highest evidence we can bave of the being and
power of God. ,

Had we the religious history of the times and of the place, when
and where John wrote his Gospel, there can be scarcely a doubt, that
the entire meaning and design of the clause mgos zor #sc» would be
made plain to our apprebension. But as we have it not, we must con-
tent ourselves with such an approximation to the object desired, as the
nature of the case at present admits. To sum up all in a word:
Gnosticism maintained, that the Logos was an emanation from God,
which not only became a separate being, but belonged to an -inferior
and secondary order ; while John asserts that he was ever in the most
intimate union with God, and moreover was truly divine. Viewed in
such a light, our text is full of appropriate and apposite meaning.

We may now advance to the clause that follows mpog oy Jeor;
which is, xai Seog 72 0 Adyos.

The first question is, Which is the subject of the clause, #sog or ¢
ddyog? The fact that A6yos has the article and #adg omits it, is not
decisive, although this ia the more common and classical usage. But
still, a predicate may, and not unfrequently does, have the article; e. g.
v. 4 here, § Zog gy 10 gasg. 2 Cor. 8: 17, ¢ xvgiog £0 mvevpa foze.
1 John 3: 4, 7 apagrie foziv 7 dvopin, and so elsewhere in many
cases. On the other hand, that ¢'eo¢ lacks the article, would not de-
cide that it may not be the subject of the sentence; for it is one of
those words which by usage often dispense with the article. (See
Win. Gram. N. Test. on the Article.) It is the nature of the case,
therefore, to which we must here appeal, in order to decide the ques-
tion. If $eog be the subject, then the affirmation would be, that God
18 the Word; which would make no sense, unless word be made to
mean an attribute equivalent to wisdom or reason. This, however, is
contrary to all the scriptural usage. Moreover, this would remove
the diversity between God and the Logos, which the preceding clause
implies, as it would make Acyos merely an attribute of God. To all
this we must add, that A6yog is, throughout the passage, the dominant
subject. Like constructions in John may easily be found ; e. g. #ysv-
pa 6 Pedg, John 4: 24. o Oeos aydan foriv, 1 John 4 8, 16. That
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the predicate (£s6¢) should hold the first place in the clause before us,
is altogether in accordance with what usage permits and sanctions.
Such a position indicates of course that the word is emphatic, i. e. that
special stress is laid upon it

But in what sense i3 J2d¢, as a predicate, to be taken? Origen sug-
gested, in accordance with his views of the inferiority and dependence
of the Son, that “the name $zoc bas the article, when it means the
unbegotten God, but omits it when the Logos is called 82d¢.” It is
somewhat difficult to account for such an assertion, on the part of Ori-
gen; for even in this very prologue, the unbegotten God is twice
named without the article, vs. 13, 18. Often is the same usage found
elsewhere, as any Concordance will show. Besides, if $cds had the
article prefixed, in this case, the sense of the passage would be entirely
marred; for then there would be an assertion of the entire identity of
the Logos and of God, while the writer is in the very act of bringing
to view some diatinction between them. De Wette has seen and can-
didly acknowledged this. “The omission of the article,” says he, « s
designed ; . . . and it is full of meaning; for such a clause as ¢ 1oyo¢
7% 6 B26c would take away all definitive idea of the Logos, and yield
only the senseless meaning (sinnlosen Sinn) that the Son ¢s the Father”
(Exeg. Handbuchin loc.) Liicke, in his Commentary, has ventured to
suggest, that if John meant to assert of the Logos a nature truly di-
vine, he could not well bave omitted the article, for this would prevent
all ambignity. Had he inserted it, however, instead of making his
meaning plain, he would, as we have seen, have presented his readers
with the very unmeaning or paradoxical sentiment, that the Son is
the Father, or that the Logos is in all respects the very same as the
God with whom he is. Well might De Wette say, then, that the
omission of the article here is designed, and full of meaning. By the
very natare of the case, when #26¢ becomes a predicate in a sentence,
it attains a predicative, i. e. attributive or adjective meaning, designat-
ing some essence or quality inhering in the subject with which it is
connected. From the very nature of the case, also, it cannot mean,
that one person, strictly considered, is another person, or that one be-
ing is another being ; for this is a palpable impossibility.  ©edg, there-
fore, must be understood as designating a nature or quality which may
belong to the Logos, . g. divine essence or attributes. But whether
it means a divine nature, divinity, Godhead, In a higher or lower sense,
remains to be investigated in the sequel. Yet so far as the nature of
a predicate is coneerned, in the present case, we are obliged to suppose
that it indicates something which belongs to, or is inherent in, the Lo-

.4



42 Ezamination of John 1: 1—18. [Jax.

gos which is the subject of the sentence. That something we can rea-
sonably make out, only in the way that has just been indicated.

I must remark however, in this place, that although the predicate,
in thia and the like cases, obtains a kind of adjective meaning, it does
not follow that ded¢ can here be exchanged for ftiog, divine; for thia
adjective is not unfrequently employed in a wider and less intensive
sense than that which the noun @edc designates in the present case,
when interpreted according to its scriptural usage. Nor can we trans-
late Geos a God; for this would designate the Logos only as one
among other gods, i. e. a particular individual among other individuals
of the like rank. It would moreover be at variance with the adjective
or attributive meaning of fed¢ as a predicate here, and present John
as asserting, or at least assuming, the existence of a class of inferior
divinities, which he surely did not admit.

If the view of the omission of the article, which has been given
above, be correct, it follows that what has been affirmed of this omis-
gion, viz. that it indicates of itself the inferior nature of #ed¢, has no
ground that is stable. Jobn has done just what the nature of the case
required him to do; and had he done otherwise, the whole tenor of v. 1
would have been inexplicable, and the design of the writer marred;
for he would either bave eaid, that the Logos was the identical God
with whom he was, or that he was the only supreme God, exclusive
of the Father and of the Holy Ghost. Neither of these has John affirmed.

The question whether Qeds indicates a divine nature in its highest
or in a lower sense, has often been raised, and is argued with much
ingenuity and ability by Liicke. As he has exhibited the argument
in favor of the lower sense in its best form, it becomes expedient to
examine his positions.

He says that two views may be taken of the clause xai 8soc 7 6
Aoyos. Tts design may be to limit and restrain the preceding 7poc zo¥
deoy; or it may be merely a further unfolding of the idea of commu-
nity with God, “so as to prevent its being taken in a sense either too
wide or too narrow.” He regards these two positiens as quite distinet,
and in some measure opposed to each other. I am unable to see this.
In either case, something is added which prevents a wrong interpre-
tation of mpog 70w Oedv. In the first case, the writer would say, that
being with God is not to be so taken as to exclude the Logos from
possessing a divine nature ; in the second he would say, that in addi-
tion to the idea of being with God, we must also include the idea that
he was God, 8o as not to take the first assertion #in a sense too broad
or too Joose.” It comes to the same thing, at last, in both cases; for



1850.] The Word was God. 43

both turn on preventing a misconception of meos oy Gedy. The whole
must depend, then, on the meaning of Sad¢.

Liicke farther argues, that in the first case, the diversity of the wri-
ter’s design would have required a 34 or an @&lic before the lnst clause,
instead of a xai. To this we might reply, by alleging (what is well
known and quite frequent), that xai often has an adversative sense —
and yet, and still ; e. g., in v. 10, last clause. 8o also in John 6: 70.
7:19. 9:30. 17:25. 1 John 2: 4, et al,, see Lex. It even expresses
the stronger adversative, viz: b e. g., Matt. 12:89. 18:14, 17.26:
60, al. The Classics themselves occasionally exhibit this idiom ; and
above all, the Heb. ) is very often employed in an adversative sense,
as any one may see by consulting & good Lexicon. If necessary, we
might resort to this answer, in a way merely philological. But it seems
to be unnecessary. The true solution lies in the aphoristic style of
John, which is quite remarkable. The nicer connecting particles,
which cast such exquisite light and shade over the Attic Greek, are
very often neglected in the New Testament, and the more simple Heb.
structure is followed. So in the case before us. The Logos was thus
and so, and the Logos was also so and so. Now if the latter addition
in reality explains and limits the former clause, and does this by virtue
of the sentiment which it contains, it is not necessary to put it in an
adversative costume. The sentiment answers a double purpose; it
teaches a truth or doctrine of high importance, and this truth at the
same time prevents an erroneous conoception of what had gone before.
An adversative form would show that the principal design was mere
explanation or limitation of what precedes. But this would not do
justice to our text. John's views extend beyond mere epexegesis.

Liicke further asserts, that the last clause cannot be regarded as a
new thought, because it is not repeated in v. 2, as the rest of the verse
is. But it has already been suggested, that v. 8, which asserts crea-
torship of the Logos, virtually and energetically repeats the idea that
the Logos is God. He adds, that the article before #ed¢ would be
necessary, if it meant true Godhead. But to this, an answer has al-
ready been given.

Last of all, he takes it for granted, that John drew his ideas of the
Logos from Philo Judaeus. Philo asserts of the Logos, that he was
Bsvregos Dsoc, and Bedg . . . & xarageion. Now, says he, if Philo
thus modifies $a0g, with such loose views of the Godhead as he had,
must not John, who had so much purer and more exalted ideas of God
than Philo, of course be understood as applying the epithet Qsd¢ to the
Logos, in a modified and inferior sense?

In reply to this I can only say, al present, that it takes for granted
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far more than can be proved, or even rendered probable. That John
studied the speculative works and borrowed from the store-house of
the half Gentilizing, Platonizing’ Philo, seeme to me altogether improb-
able. In the sequel, by the aid of Dorner, I trust it will be satisfacto~
rily shown, that an assumption like that of Liicke has no stable foun~
dation.

Here Liicke has left the subject before ws. But why? Has he
given us any fair view of the usage of the sacred writers, in both Tes-
taments, with regard to the word 8adg, or its equivalent in Hebrew ?
None. It becomes necessary, then, to make some suggestions in re-
gard to this matter.

The sum of all may be expressad in a few words. Never, in all
the Secriptures, is an individual called God simply, a8 the Logos here
is, unless there is something in the context to show that the word is to
be taken in a qualified sense. In Ex. 7: 1, the Lord says to Moses :
“ ¥ have made thee a god to Pharaoch.” In 4: 16 it is thus expressed :
“Thou shalt be to him [to Pharaoh] instead of God.” In both cases
the meaning is plain, viz: *Thou shalt address Pharach, and work
miracles, in the place of the God who commissions thee.” When mag-
istrates are called gods (orriby ), or angels are so named, the context
always develops what will prevent mistake, on the part of any intelli-
gent reader. When idols are called gods, or a single idol is named a
god, there never can be any doubt in what sense the words are em-
ployed. They are spoken of, as their worshippers speak of them.
Jehovah they are never named. There is but one alone, to whom this
name belongs. And in the New Testament, beyond all doubt, the
word & predominantly designates the same being.

At all events we challenge a single instance of. the application, in
the New Testament, of the name #edg to any individual, excepting to
God and Christ, or to the Holy Spirit. There f& no accommodation
here. The usage is uniform; it pervades the whole New Testament ;
and it is withal a thing eo plain, that he who runneth may read.

But this is not all; for John has not only added nothing to soften
the force and natural meaning of &sd¢, but he has immediately sab-
joined predicates of the Logos, which render the sense of Geos here
quite plain and inevitable. The Logos was not only eternal and with
God, but he was the Oedg 1ho created all things ; end this in so high
and abeolute a sense, that not even ome thing was made which he did
not make, v. 8. Now Paul says, that «the invisible things of God are
clearly seen by the creation of the world, being understood by the things
that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead,” so that the very
heathen are without excuse for unmbelief Rom. 1:20. Again he has
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said, that “he who made all things, is God,” Heb. 8: 4. Throughout
the Old Testament it is everywhere asserted and declared, that the
everlasting God, Jehovah, is the Creator of the ends of the earth,”
Isa 40:28. When the ancient prophets bring to view the claims of
idolaters for their idol gods, they never fail to put them in comparison
with the exclusive claim of Jehovah to have created all things. They
ali perish ; their gods are the work of men's hands; bat he endureth
forever, and is the eternal and self-existent God, from whom alone came
all created things. The fact that the hLeathen gods are not creators,
shows them to be no gods. There is no act of the Godhead, which is
so high, so striking, so excluaively his, as that of creation; and conse-
quently the author of creation is at all events God to us.

If this view is scriptural and correct, then has John, who not only
calls the Logos God but declares that ke made all things, taught us that
be is true God, supreme God, and not a mere 9205 devrego, or a H2o¢
-+ - & xasayojos. That John and Paul agree in their leading views
of Christianity, will not be questioned, I presume, by any serions and
counsiderate inquirer. But Paul has directly asserted, that Christ is
sapreme God, 6 oy éni ndveay O8ds, i. e., the existing God over all,
Rom. 9:9. And to make this still more strong, he adds, blessed for-
ever, Amen. .- Paul also has told us, that “all things in heaven and on
earth, visible and invisible, were created by Christ,” Col. 1:16; and
again that « God made the worlds by his Son,” Heb. 1: 2; and in Heb.
2:8—10, he has directly ascribed creation to the Son. Paul also
speaks of “the glorious appearing of the great God and our Saviour
Jesus Christ,” Tit. 2: 18 ; where the circumstance of appearing scems
plainly, according to New Testament analogy, to indicate that Ohrist
is spoken of. John himself has called Christ the trus God and eternal
kife, 1 John 5: 20 ; forthe ovrog here (“thisis the true God,” ete.) can-
not grammatically relate to any antecedent but the immediate one, and
this is Jesus Christ. Besides the 5 {wy aioisog, in this case, belongs to
ovtos as a predicate, and this is the name which John unquestionably
gives to Christ, and not to God the Father, John 1: 4. 14: 6. 1 John
1:1,2. Now if the same being who is eternal kfe is also true God,
(and this the construction of the sentence most plainly declares, for
ovrog belongs to both predicates), then does John here call Christ the
true God. If so, can any words show more plainly, that John did not
regard Christ as merely a secondary or subordinate God ?

I am aware that Liicke and De Wette give a different exegesis of
the last two texts, as others before them had done. But I cannot help
dissenting from them, on grounds that are grammatical and philologi-
cal. De Wette himself ingenuously states, that, as to Tit. 2:18, the
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New Testament Christology, which represents Christ as making his
appearance, and not God the Father, is somewhat against his view.
He also acknowledges, that where God the Father and Christ are both
spoken of| it is usual for Paul to insert something which makes the
live of separation clear; e. g, Tit. 1:4. 8:4—86. 1 Tim. 1:2. 2:5.
2 Tim. 4:1, and often elsewhere. All this is well, for it is plainly &
maiter of fact in regard to the usage of Paul. Why then,in the case
before us, vis : Tit. 2:18, did not the apostle pat the article zov before
corfjgos ? 1 am aware that where several nouns follow each other in
succession, and specially when they are of the same number and gen-
der, the article may be, and often is, omitted after the first noun ; even
in cases where the sense implies the presence or rather the necessity
of an article. This practice, however, is for the most part limited to
particulars belonging to one whole. But wherever diversity is to be
marked, or the sense becomes empbatic, the repetition of the article is
necessary. In the case before us, if the great God is, a8 he maintains,
to be separated from the Saviour, we may then well ask, why was not
the article inserted after it? This consideration has appeared so weigh-
ty to most minds, that from Chrysostom down to the present time, the
great mass of interpreters bave been guided by it. The cases appealed
to by De Wette, in support of his allegation that the article is not neces-
sary, (2 Thess. 1: 12. 2 Pet. 1: 1), are diverse from the present one;
for there gud» follows @zob and precedes xvgiov in the first case,
and so before owtvgos in the latter. This of course makes the distinc-
tion that is necessary to the sense required, without the aid of the arti-
cle. He also appeals to Jude v. 4,  Denying 20y uoror Sesrorny xai
xvoios quosr ‘1. Xoiordy ; where, be says, the only Lord means God
the Father. But this is the only example, in all the N. Test., which is
of the same construction as the one before us in Tit. 2:13; and in re-
spect to the meaning of this clause, I cannot accede to his view. Aeosd-
15, as applied to the divine Being, is a word of very rare occurrence
in the N.Test. ; but a case occurs in 2 Pet. 2: 1, where this apostle speaks
of some % who deny the Lord (dsomosyy) who bought them.” From
the striking resemblance of Juds, in style, to the second epistle of Pe-
ter, we may argue with great probability, that Sssmdeys is applied by
the former to Christ, in the passage under consideration. The absence
of the article before the second clause, renders this almost grammati-
cally certain. If 8o, then De Wette has merely argued in a cirele. In
both cases, we seem to be grammatically and philologically obliged, to
apply the highest epithets to Christ. He is the great God, and he is
the only Lord. .
I bave already said what I deem to be & sufficient vindication of the
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sense given above to 1 Jobn 5: 20. Liicke has argued at great length
againat thia view, but not in any good measure to the satisfaction of one
who seeks afler a clear, intelligible, and grammatical meaning in John.
He accuses the orthodox of strong prejudices in regard to the exegesis
of it ; but he seems to me to be under opposite influences quite as strong.
The main objection of De Wetts is, that John does not elsewhere ap-
ply so¢ with the article to Christ, (he means in John 1: 1). True;
but in this latter case, De Wette himself has shown that the article
was omitted by design, and because it would bave made nonsense
if it had beep inserted. Besides this, his statement seems not to be
quite exact. In John 20: 38, Thomas is represented as saying to Christ :
«My Lord, xai 0 9ed¢ uov.” If John did not utter this himself, it is
clear that both he and the Saviour assented to and approved of it.
The truth is, that as 820¢ is often applied to God the Father, or (if one
will so bave it) God supreme, both with the article and without it, we
may well ask : Why cannot the like usage take place in respect to
Christ, when he is called 820¢? And if 80, we can found no solid ar-
gument againat his true divinity, upon the absence of the article in any
cnse. I would merely anggest, in addition to what has been already
said on 1 Jobn 5: 20, that if o ¢iyBwos Bsdc ia to be applied to God
the Father, then is the course of the writer’s thought both singular and
tautologous. He had just said: « We are in the true one, [i. e. the true
God, or the Father}, sn sis Son Jesus Ohrist.” He then subjoins:
< The same (ovros) i the true God...” That is, according to Liicke,
De Wette, and others, the apostle says: « We are in the true [ God],
. . . the same true God (ovrog) is the true God.” This seems not to
be making much progress. But quite different is the case, when (fol-
lowing the laws of grammar) we refer ovrog to Jesus Christ. We have
then an assertion full of meaning. And what more of difficuity is there,
in supposing that John calls Christ the trus God, than in the fact that
be calls him God, and represents him as eternal, and then most ex-
plicitly declares him to be the Creator of the universe? Again, we may
well ask: Can any but the true God be eternal and the Creator of all
things ? !

But I must desist. My only apology for this unexpectedly pro-
longed diseussion, is the impartance of the subject. I shall content my-
self, for the rest, with much briefer hints.

I might add to the N. Test. usage of calling Christ God, the passage

vin 1 Tim. 8: 16, « God was manifest in the flesh.” I am fully aware
of the controversy about the reading here, viz. o¢ instead of Gadg.
But I take it to be now settled, beyond all fair controversy, that fdg is
the true reading; and only Griesbach and Lachmann have ventured
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on the other, in their critical editions of the N. Test. Dr. Henderson,
in his Essay on this text, (reprinted in the older Bib. Repository), has
placed this matter beyond fair critical objectiona.

I might also appeal to Heb. 1: 8 : « But unto the Son he saith : Thy
throne, O God, is forever and ever;” and that the true God is here
meant, appears from the sequel, which ascribes the creation of all
things to this same God. But as my purpose is not to exhaust the
subject, but only to give leading touches and oatlines, I must turn the
reader’s attention to & somewhat different view and illustration of the
matter before us, by asking the question, Whether the general usage
of the N. Test. will justify us in ascribing to @ed¢ a secondary, subor-
dinate, catachrestic sense ?

As John will best explain himself, we will proceed still further with
him. In John 5: 17, Jesus says, in order to justify himself against the
accusations of the Jews that he had violated the sabbath, by healing
the impotent man at the pool of Bethesda on that day: « My Father
worketh hitherto, and I work;” i. e. I have the same authority that he
has to supersede the law of the sabbath. In 14 9 he says: « He that
hath seen me, hath seen the Father.” 1In 10: 30,41 and my Father
are one;” which does not seem here to mean a unity or harmony of a
moral nature, as in 17: 11, 22. In 17: 5, Jesus speaks of “the glory
which he had with the Father before the world was,” i. e. from eternity.
Glory from whom? Not from creatures. - It must then have been
essential glory. In5:19,he says: « Whatsoever things he [the Father]
doeth, these also doeth the Son likewise.” In 5: 21, « The Son quick-
eneth whom he will;” v. 25, ¢ The dead shall hear the voice of the
Son of God and live;” v. 26, “ The Son hath life in himself” In 5:
22, 28, « All judgment is committed to the Son, that all men shounld
honor the Son, even as they honor the Father.

These are only a small selection out of John’s many declarations
respecting Christ. If we follow him to the Apocalypse, we open (1: 6)
with the ascription of “glory and dominion to him [Christ], forever
and ever, Amen;” and in 6: 8—14, the whole of the heavenly world
are represented as ascribing to “the Lamb that was slain, power, and
riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honor, and glory, and blessing ;”
and then, again, as repeating this doxology by once more ascribing
“ blessing, and honor, and glory, and power, to him that sitteth on the
throne, and to the Lamb, forever and ever;” to which a solemn Amen
is responded. If any greater honor and praise are ascribed to God
than this, I know not where to find an account of it.

In four different pisces does John represeat, in the Apocalypse, the
Saviour as saying of himself : « I am the first and the Iast;” and (with
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a variation of phraseology) ns declaring the same by saying repeatedly
of himself| that he is « the Alpha and Omega,” and “ the beginning and
the end;” vis. in Rev. 1: 11, 17. 2: 8. 21: 6. 22: 13. The very same
description of Jehovah is given by Isaiah, in Isa. 41: 4. 44: 6. 48: 12.
In Rev. 7: 15, the Lamb is spoken of by calling him ¢ xadqjuevos imi
tov 8gévev— an appellation often employed in the Apocalypse to de-
signate God supreme.

That the Lord oar God is to be worsispped in a spirstual manner,
and that he alone is entitled to such homage, is as much a doctrine of
the N. Testament as of the Old. Indeed, it lies upon the face of both
Testaments. Yet that spirttual homage, prayer, and praise, are spoken of
a8 directed and given to Christ, and as being due to him, lies also on
the face of the N. Test. writings. When Judas fell, and the apostles
were about to select another apostle, they appealed in prayer to Christ,
saying: ¢ Thou, Lord, who knowest the hearts of all men,” ete. i.e. do
thou, who art omniscient, direct us to a right and proper choice, Acts 1:
24. The dying Stephen said, with his last breath, when filled with the
Holy Ghoet, and looking up to heaven: “ Lord Jesus, receive my spi-
rit!” Acts 7: 59.  Christians are familiarly spoken of as « those who call
o, i. e. invoke, the name of Christ.” So Ananias, Acts 9:14. So Paul,
1Cor.1: 2. 2 Tim. 2: 22. Even a heathen writer (Pliny) bas noted it
8s & prominent characteristic of early Christian worship, that in their
public assemblies, “they sung a hymn to Christ as to God.” Paul
prayed thrice to the Lord, i. e. Christ, that the thorn in his flesh might
be removed, 2 Cor. 12: 8. He has assured us that ¢ whosoever shall call
upon the name of the Lord [ Christ] shall be saved,” Rom. 10: 18. The
fragments of very ancient Christian hymne, moreover, are filled with
praises of Christ. But the most magnificent and ample of all that is
said, in any one place, of the worship and glorification of Christ, is that
sublime passage of John in Rev. v., which bas already been quoted,
and which leaves no question whether the worship is spirstual. In
heaven, what other worship can be rendered ?

But I must refrain from further pursuing the subject of Christ’s
true and proper rank, as it is presented by John himself, or by the
other writers of the N. Test. The usus loguends of the apostles and
primitive Christians, with regard to their manner of speaking in re-
spect to Christ, and also the manner in which Christ apake of himself,
are now, I would hope, sufficiently before us to enable us to decide,
whether John has probably called Christ $ad¢ in merely a subordi-
nate and secondary sense. And now what says conscience ? I ask not
merely for what an ordinary Christian conscience may say, but I would
appeal, in all sincerity and honestness of heart, to the ealightened and .
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candid critical conscience. I am aware of the many objeetions which
philosophy can raise against the doctrine of Christ's divine nature. 1
am also aware, that very many objections have been and may be raised
from declarations respecting Christ, which have their foundation en-
tirely in the fact, that he was possessed of a nature truly human. But
ean all these change our opinion, as to the plain and obvions meaning
of such texts as have now been bronghtto view? Can they farnish us
with any satisfactory evidence, that John has left his readers to make
ount, as they can, the probability that he employs Gai¢ in a sense for-
eign to that of all the Bible besides 7

It is not my duty nor my province, to decide these questions for
others. For myself, I cannot see good reason to doubt, that John be-
lieved, and meant to teach, the real and essential divinity or godhead
of the Logos. I came to the present inveetigation, with an effort to
lay aside, for the time being, all my previous convictions and views. I
have done my best to pursue the investigation in the simple way of phi-
lologieal and historical exegesia. I know of ne ultimate appeal but
this, and no higher one than this, when the question is made: What
does the sacred writer mean ? Did we possess the gift of inspiration,
or had we an a priori knowledge of all that appertains to the mysteries
of the Godhead and of the incarnation, we might then deeide in an
easier and more certain way, and with more authority. But as I make
o claim to either of these, I have felt bound to follow the simple path
of historico-exegetical inquiry. 1 have, after repeating the study of this
portion of Scripture, and Jecturing more or less upon it every year
for the last forty years, gradually settled dawn upon the views which X
have now given, and can sincerely aver, that my understanding, my
heart, and my conscience, are satisfied with them. Others, of course,
must judge for themselves. If I could, I would not refase to them the
liberty that I have myself taken.

I must confess, howevaer, that it is not without pain and the most sin-
cere regret, that I see such men as De Wette and F. Liicke virtually
rejecting conclusions such as those to which I have come. The exten-
sive critical knowledge of these writers, their general sobriety and can_
dor and ingenuousness as interpreters, and their kindness of feeling
toward those who differ in opinion from them, all commend an attentive
and respectful perusal and consideration of what they say, on any topic
of such a nature as that before us. But afier all, when I find that
Liicke, in his. Commentary, depends principally on the alleged resem-
hlance of John's views of the Logos to those of Philo Judemus, in order
to make out a secondary and lower sense of ed¢ in the ease before us,
I am not prepared to follow him. He dees indeed assign seme other
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reasons for his conclusion (L. a. 266) ; but these have already been ex-
amined, and shown, at least as it seems to me, to be altogether nnsatis-
factory and inadequate to establish it. His last argument, and the one
on which he appears to bave most relied, I have already briefly stated
on p. 43 above. I bringitto view again, merely for the sake of some ad-
ditional remarks not there made. It runs thus: ¢ If Philo, with kis
looser and indefinite couceptions about the divine unity and attributes,
deemed it nocessary to caution the reader against taking @ed¢ in its
usual and proper meaning, when applied to the Logos, how much more
must we suppoee such a strenuous assertor of the divine unity as John,
intended to employ the same word in a qualified sense, when applied
by him to the Logos?’

But what now, I ask, is this, except to tranefer Liicke's own difficulties
about the infringement on the divine unity to the mind of John? At
all events, however, the argument on this score can be turned strongly
against Liicke. In our turn we have a fair claim to ask: How came
Jobn, with his high and pure and strenuons views of the divine unity,
to neglect doing what even the looser and less accurite Philo has not
ventured to leave undone? The latter, it is admitted, has epecially
cautioned axnd guarded his readers against giving to 26 its full and
obvious meaning; and so he has saved them from mistaking him. But
where has John done this? Not a word of the kind ; nay, he has taken
acourse directly the contrary. In the next breath, after he has declared
the Logos to be Oady, he tells us that be was the very &edy who cres.
ted the Universe, and who is the original anthor of all life and light.
We have moreover seen, above, bow fully all his writings confirm this
view. And why may we not, or rather, why must we not, believe with
Paul, that « he who made all things is Gop?”

De Wette takes a course somewhat different.  He first brings together
the prominent attributes and powers of the divine word, as developed
in both Testamenta. He then soggests, that inasmuch as Christ was
fully commissioned to dispense this word so powerful and even creative ;
sinee, moreover, he rese from the dead, was exalted to heaven, and
made Lord and Governor of the Universe; it is no wonder that John
was led to represent Christ as having borne a part in the creation of
the world, and as now ststaining a part in the preservation of it (s. 12).
‘He moreover deems it probable, that Philo’s works had an influence
wpon John. But he does not think it would be correct to say, that
Jebn had Arian views of the Logos; yet he cantions us ugainst ascrib-
ing to bim Zrémstarian views. He saye: ¢ The half-Athanasian ides
of a persen, who has a separate subeistence, and yet forms no proper
being for iteelf, but partakes of one in common with other persons, we
mast nod aseribe to John.” (s. 14). .
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According to the first of these two representations, then, it was only
the fervid and exuberant love and wonder of the apostle, which led him
to make the lofty ascriptions of attributes divine to Christ. We, of
eourse, must not interpret them in plain and sober earnest, but with all
doe regard to the rhetorical language and hyperbolical nature of the
expressions employed. In the second case, where it is averred that
John probably borrowed from Philo, we are admonished that we must
be cautious, how we make out any Trinifartan deductions from him;
for Philo knew nothing of a Trinity.

‘What then, I world respectfully yet earnestly ask, are we to make
out from John, as to the Logos? De Wette has not told us what we
ought to think or believe concerning him; at least I cannot make out
from him any explicit answer to this question. The suggestions which
he has made, partake so largely of the quality of surmises and conject-
ures, that I can find no punctum stans ; and on this account, I deem it
unneceasary further to canvass them.

With a deeper interest still, then, I now return to the question :
What says conscience¥ conscience both critical and Christian. The de-
mands of criticism I have endeavored to meet. The usus loquends of
the Scriptures throughout, in regard to #sds, admits of no doubt in any
other case. 'Why should we doubt here ?  Our philosophical or speca-
lative difficulties are not to be obtruded upon John. The simple ques-
tion is: Has he been his own interpreter? That question has been
discussed. If we act the part of critics and simple interpreters, we
cannot find good reason for doubt. Is there, then, any other satisfacto-
ry reason, why we should refuse oor assent, to what he has so plainly,
and (may I not now say ?) unequivocally asserted ?

If the appeal may now be made to a conscience both critical and
Christian, then I would ask, in all serious earnestness, why we are not
to give credit to that apostle whom Jesus specially loved, on whose bo-
som he leaned, and to whom he seems to have imparted more of the
secrets of his bosom, than to any other man? I am aware of the re-
peated and violent efforts that have been made to destroy the credit of
John’s Gospel, by impeaching its genuineness. But it has stood the
fiery trinl; it has passed unscathed through the furnace that was seven
times heated. - The time is now near, if not already arrived, when no
sober critic will venture on such an impeachment. A reader intelli-
gent, feeling, and devout, cannot well study attentively the Gospel of
John, without & deep conviction, that he has developed more minutely
and exactly the manner of his Master’s peculiar thoughts and express-
ions, than any other New Testament writer. Why then should we not
give him full credit? Why not anxiously ask of him, what He who
Jeaned upon his bosom disclosed, respecting his person and his work ?
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A deep Christian feeling must naturally be inclined to do this. It is
easy, indeed, to speculate as philologists and philosophers, on any and
every part of John’s writings, with great coolness, or even with icy in-
difference. In the midst of the literary and intellectual, it is easy, and
even natural, to become exclosively intent on the pureuit of what be-
longs to these respective domaina. But let him, who is descending to
ward the grave, amd has renoanced the expeetation of returning to the
aetive pursuite of life, or let any one under a deep conviction of sin, of
his accountability, and of the frailty of humen life, once urge on himself
the questions: What am I? And whither am I going? and conscience
will press upon him inquiries of awful moment. That will tell him
that he'is a sinnter ; a sinner against light and love. 1t will tell kim, that
although, through divine mercy, he may have shunned the vices thas
bring on him who commits them the reproaches of men, yet that every
passing day and hour of conscious action bas been adding to the num-
ber of his sins; yea, that even his- most hely acts and desires have
been attended with much imperfection, since they have fallen short of
that measure of intensity and entireness .which both the law and the
gospel demand. 'Where then, and to whom, is he to look? How is he
to meet in judgment that God who is of purer eyes than to behold in-
iquity, before whom the heavens are not clean, and who has said that
the soul which sinneth shall die? He cannot atone for one sin. He
cannot avert the sentence of condemnation. If there be any deliver-
ance for him, it must be through him who came down from that throne
where he had glory with the Father before the world was, who became
flesh and dwelt amongst us, who died that we might live, and who pur-
chased eternal redemption for us.

And that Glorious Being, full of grace and trnth, who has done all
this, and will do all that we can ask or need —in what light shall the
dying sinner view him, that he may obtain the peace which he
needs? Will he not feel constrained to say, as did an eminently devo-
ted minister of Christ: “ Whatever others may think or feel in regard
to their sins aud their need of a Saviour, I am fully persuaded, that no-
thing less than an almighty Saviour will do for me.”

At such an hour, and in such a condition as has now been described,
X cannot well conceive how a Christian conscience can refrain from
grasping with a strong hand, on those precious truths which John has
o often and.so- styikingly set forth, sud: specially in the introduction to
his Gospel. Here the trembling sinner may see the almighty, the ev-
erlasting Saviour that he needs: Here he may learn, that when look-
ing to. Christ'as. his-only and all-sufficient. Saviour, he may confidently
dizect. his hnﬂh.mlpﬁuﬁom-bt: him., He may come even with
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boldness to the throne of grace on which he is seated, and lift up his
voice before him, while pleading for mercy, and say: *O thou, who
wast from everlasting with God, and wast God; thou, who art God
manifest in the flesh; who art the great God and only Saviour; who
art the true God and eternal life ; who art the King of kings, and Lord
of lords; who hast all power in heaven and on earth; who art God
over all and blessed forever; who art therefore able to save, even to
the uttermost, all who come to thee; thou Lamb of God that takest
away the sins of the world, bave mercy upon me!” And in a dying
hour, what shall he do and say as his last decisive act, before he appears
in the presence of his Maker? If he be full of the Holy Ghost as the
dying Stephen was, he will look up to heaven, and see Jesus standing
on the right hand of God, and like that martyr with his latest breath
exclaim: ¢ Lord Jesus, receive my spirit!”

Let me be one of those truly righteous, who thus feel and thus pray ;
and let my last end be like theirs !

[The remaining verses, 2- 18, will be commented on in a much more brief and summary

manner, in the next No. of this Miscellany, in case & kind Providence should permit the wri-
ter to continue his Inbors.] 4

ARTICLE III.

THE PROGRESS OF CHURCH HISTORY AS A SCIENCE.

By Professor Phillp Schaff, Msrcersburg, Pa.

CaurcH HisTory, like every other branch of learning, has its own
history, serving to bring its true object and proper method gradually
more and more into view. It may throw some light on the nature of
the science, and at the same time assist our sense of the necessary
qualifications of a church historian, to trace its progress from the be-
ginning down to the present time. In this sketch we shall pay par-
ticular attention to the Protestant historians.

1. HISTORIANS BEFORE THE REFORMATION.

§ 1. The Fathers.

Here, as in all other departmenﬁ of theology, the Greet church
leads the way. Leaving out of view the Acts of the Apostles by



