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 'THE JOHANNINE LOGOS DOCTRINE AND ITS SOURCES'

(Thesis for M.Litt., by D.D.Whitfield liowbray).

INTRODUCTION: Thé’authorship, occasion, date and general background

PART I,

PART II.

to the Fourth Gospel are briefly considered.
Th e Johannine *‘Prol 6 E u e.

The Prologue to the Fourth Gospel 1s commented on with a view
to bringing into prominence the chief elements in the Logos
doctrine. The Logos had pre-temporal existence; is personal
and Divine; was the Agent in the Divine act of creation; is
the Source of all l1life, in particular that form called 'eternal
life' in the body of the Gospel; is the true Revealer of God
to men, the Mediator of Grace and Truth., The Logos became
flesh in the historical Person-of Jesug Christ. The Prologue
is not separable from the Gospel: it contains in embryo the
basic Christological ideas of the Gospel.

Sources of the Johannine Logos
Doctrine _.'(i) HELLENISTIC ‘YTHOUGHT.

The use of the term LOGOS with special significance is traced

- from Heracleitus' "cosmic reason", through the Stoic doctrine,

to its place in Alexandrian and Alexandrlan Jewish philosophy
and religlon.” Special consideration 1ls given to Philo Judaeus,
since many influential scholars have sought in Alexandrian
Judeism generally, and Philo more particularly, the source of
the Johannine Logos Doc¢tririe.  "Examination of these claims
leads us.to reject this position.,

Nor is it considered likely that the author of ‘the Prologue
drew his ideas from Mandaelsm, the syncretistic mystiery cults,
or from the variousg forms of the Primal iian idea.,

PART IIT.Sources of t H e Johannine Logos

Doctrine -~ (ii) HEBREW 'T'HOUGHT.

The attractive theories of Drs., R.Harris and C.F.Burney are
examined and found to be inadequate as &he source.
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PART IV.

purposeful redemptlon.

Sour ces ~of the, J o h annine Logos
Dooc t rine = (iii) HEBREW THOUGHT.

The O T. concept of the D'BHAR YHWH is thoroughly reviewed,
and’ 1ts maln characteristics’ emphas1zed. Other possible
gources have been eliminated, and we discover that the
salient features of the dynamic Word of God in the 0.,71. are
reflected - only mlich mdrs powerfully - in the Person of
the Word of God incarnate.  These features are, dynanio
creativity, personal. medlation, Divine self-revelation,

e -

Thus we regard the Old Testament to be the gource.
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THE éeoond quarter of this century has seen a marked
turning to the study of the great allied themes -
Revelatiqn, Mediation, Inspiration and Authority in
religion. A number of the most respected scholaré
have given them prominence in researches and writings,
including such reverend doctors as H.Wheeler Robinéon,
H,H,Rowley'and C.H.Dodd, together with A.G.Hebert and
H.Cunliffe-Jones. Renewed interest in the subjects
‘on the part of a wider reading public is indicated
further by the re-pfinting of works by James Orr and
B.Q,Wgrfield. “Many lesser scholars and disciples,
too, over and above the masters mentioned above, have
felp”the”fascination of a subjecﬁ at once so funda-
mental to the Ghristidn Fgith, and so complex and

extensive,

One aspect of this so vast a sphere of study is that
suggested by the terminue technicus, THE WORD OF GOD -
rendered more highly significant for all time by its
.application to the Person of‘Jesua_Chr;st. Attracted

to a territory which has been as much explored as any



within the bounds of the Bible, the writer has found
deep satisfaction in pursuing for himself (and,, he
trusts, with open mind) the exploration of the noble
Johannine Prologue. He has tried to discover for
himself the probable source of the Logos-doctrine.
What lay behind thh's_use of the title LOGOS ~ one
so rarely given to Jesus Christ in the New Testament
What significance did John attach to it ? Was its'
introductlion into first century Christology an inno-
vation - an attempt to embrdce oriental or Hellen-
istic thougpt forms and speculative principles for
the Christian Faith ? Or, did it really continue
and consummate lines of thought and religious prin-
ciples operative in the firast Christians' Bible, the
0ld Testament ?  These are some of the leading
queptibns we have éet oursélves to answer in the

following study.,.



Geschrieben steht: "Im Anfang war das WORT ! "
Hier stock ich schon ! Wer hilft mir weiter fort ?
Ich kann des. WORT so hoch unmgglich sch&tzen,
Ich muss es anders Ubersetzen, |
Wenn 105 vom_Geiste_recht erleuchtet bin,
Geschrieben steht: "Im Anfang war der SINN."
Bedenke wohl die erste Zeile,
Dass deine Peder sich nicht.aberqile_!_ _
Ist es_der SINN, dor alles wirkt und schafft ?
' Es sollte stebn: "Im Anfang,war die KRAFT ! "
Doch,_@ughLindem_icb_qiéses_niederschreibe,
Schon warnt mich was, dass ich dabel nicht bleibe.
Mir hilft der Geist ! auf einmal seh ich Rat

Und schreibe getrost: "Im Anfang war die TAT :

- GORTHE, Faust, (Erster Teil).
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I N TR O D.U.C T I 0N

THE fascination of the Johannine Prologue is felt at
the outset in its very simplicity. Three brisk and
bold strokes and the author both focuses and fixes
our attention on the subject = the Divine Word. Any
suspicions! rpuéed by the oPening phraée of the proem,
that the author»w&é_a Stolc are éoon allayed by the

second, and dispelled by the thilird:

In the beginning was the Logos,
And the Logos was with God,
And thé Logos was God.

The first stanza of the Logos-hymn is typical of the
Prologue as a whole - Jewish thought in Greek garb,

énd that, at times, thinly clad. The Fourth Gospel
dogé not disclose its author. If, however, we may not
lkmow him by name, at least we may deduce a great deal
about 'le grand anonyme', as Goguel calls him, He
was, S0 we think, a Palestiniaﬁ Jew whq appears to have
enjoyed int@mgte acquaintance with Jesus Christ during
His ministry - certainly the latter part of that

ministry, Later he went to Ephesus and settled in



that_anclent centre.of the Logos-idea as developed by

the. philosophical system of: Heraolitus, Here he wrots .
the Geep61; Englieh:eqholare have, in the main, tended

. to acocept the traditional view- that the authority of the
Apostle John underlies the Gospel, though the question as .
to how much of the text ie_hie divides opinion. . On the
Continent there has been less inclination to attach
importenoe“to_the tradition which associates the. Apostle

with Ephesus or with any of the Johannine writings.

After all that has been written about the author of
'the Fourth Goepel we are still far from being able to
state with any kind of oertainty who penned this truly
great work. - Each etngent muet examine the evidence,
wolgh 1tnfen_h1nself and arrive at his own conclusion.
Tne_d;eenseion”qf.phe_anthorehin by Scott Holland“ie the.
most telling that we have read, and we think that it is -
very nearly conelug;ve; ‘There is, admittedly, strong
evidence egeine@ apostolioc autnorehip, though this is by
no means overwhelming. Far too much has been built upon
the name of "John the Elder", whom Dr.Inge desoribes as
"nebulous.” _,Aeknenledging the prodlem and the various
theoriee which take into account Papiae"Enagment, the
tradition that the Apostle John was martyred with his
brother in the middle of the firet;cen;ury,'.the'faot that

# The Philosophy of Faith & the Fourth Gospel, 1920

-
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the 'witness' passages (19:35; 21:24) are ocapable of more
than one. interpretation, thg_;;pguiétig'd;ffegenoeé between
the Fourth Gpépe;"an¢ the Apocalypse (which some consider
to be from the hand of the Apoétlg)_- we are bound not to
be over-dogmatic till some fresh and conclusive evidence
comes to light. 1P another - perhaps the Elder John -
did actually write the Gospel (on the authority of the |
Apostle) then, we suggest, he must have had a mind of such .
olose ‘affinity with the son of Zebedee that he was able to
interpret the latter's mind without losing any of the
fulness and force whioh “the Goepel B0 clearly reflect-..'
The Elder would have been 80 close a friend and disciple
of the Apostle that he. entered thoroughly into an appre-
clation of his master's mode of thinking and religious
genius, Thoughmus§ng_cer§aip phrases of his own, the
d;égip;g was_able to cqnvej in writing some of the massive
1@9g§;and conclusions of the Apostle's prolongéd meditation
upon the wordé and works of Jesus chriét. In recognizing
the arguments for non.apostolio authorship of the Fourth
Goapel, we 8till regard it as more probable that the son
of_Zebedee.waglthe real creative gen;us, even 1f, for
Whgteyer.reason,lg_disciplp_dr frien& were- the actual

penman of the final edition.

"But the main theme of the letter is the. gathering in of
the harvest," write Sanday and Headlam of Paul's Epistle



to the Romans. _Numerous external oirgumstances
prompted that partioular letter there and then; but
éooner or later égmebody would have received the contents
of it, for "the Epistle is the ripened frult of the
thought and struggleé of the eventful years by which 1t
had been preceded" (Romens, I.0.0.,1895, pp. xliii f.).
We feel that what Romans was to Paul, the Fourth Gospel
was_to John, _IOQntroveréy with aggressive Jows; the
over-exaitat;on'qf the Baptist; _steadily inoreasing
Doocetism; tendencies towards sacramentalism; the

- desire. to superaede ihe_Svngptig Gospels; & positive
re-statement. of Christianity, interpretive of historio
fgcia”f pheée are éome-ofnthe immediate occasions of the
writing of the Goépe; which have been proposed. The
broad pupgoég,uw;thin which any or all of the fore-going
may b§ c9ns1dered, is stated in 20:31, "These are written
that ye may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of
ng;  and that believing ye might have life in hls name."
But beneath this, we are persuaded, there was & harvest
within the soul of the aged Apostle. Whereas the
spiritual eiperienoe and Christian career of Paul, with
ite intensity and immensity of thought, issued 1in an
Epistlé,"John's corresponding expression crystallized

in a Gospsel.
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... The religlous and ocultural environment of Ephesus

natural tg_expeot_po;find_thistignity affected by these
new contacta. The a@migéion into the Church of represent-
ativeé from many apd_d;yerée spheres would 1ntroduce
diffqpenbeé both theologlical and practical, There might
be Jews with thelr synagogue background; 'there would
certainly be qgeeké.wposg.alma mater was the philosophical
éthol; to say nothing of thp_@eyoteeé of Iaig; Mithras,
Aryemié and a multitude of other delties. These all
brought the fruit.of_ﬁpeir peculiar, reépecpive upﬁringing
into the Christian body. Brothérly love and harmony did
not always prevail, hence the need for warnings both in
the First Epistle and the Gospel. At the same time
hergéieé.cénstantly threatened the unity of the Church
by promoting schism wherever the false dooctrines _
thoroughly infeoted true believers in this still adoles-
cent éoclgqia,d‘_?here“wés_peréecution at;the hends of
hqét;;g‘quéﬁquung them, and the wider Gentlle world

was aptggon@ﬁtipland_Jéaloua. The.situation in which
century drew to a close was becoming complex and
perplexing. There was a widespread intellectual
agitation withiﬁ.thé company of believers, a disturbance

which. would harbour ite own peculiar perils, Speculative



problems were growing and troubling the Christians now,
wpioh did pot“aﬁpgag in the earlier days when. the Gospel
was first preached within'the bqundg;{eévof Judaea and
Samaria. _Theéemqugétipn;ggﬁ had repercussions in the
faith of the Ephesian Church touching the very foundation
of apipituai life and belief. Was it in such a moment of
anxiety that these perplexed Ohristiaﬂa turned to the aged
Apostle and sought authoritative. counsel and confirﬁation
pf"thgir_f;rgt.beli§fs_? _"Tﬁis seems & reasonable enough
explanation of the opqgéion'which aotﬁa};y gavé birth to
the Gospglgmﬁ The ripened harvest of a long life's
contemplation on the wdrda and acts of Jesus the Christ
was reaped in the Ephesian Church's intellectual crisis,
and garneréd in the Gospel which stands fourth in our

New Testament. It.waq.ju§p the oracle sorely needed N
at thaﬁmplaggﬂand in that hour, providentially prepared
ovgr.@any_dgcadeé in the soul of John. Like the great
propheo}gé of the Old Order, it was to be of pepﬁanent
value and signifioance. yet originally given in a

particular situation and occasioned by a certain need.

_,On_taking up the Gospel, however, we greteobn aware
that the character of the answer to the problem is not
itself speculative. The message. that John has to

commend to the needy Church is not wrapped up in some new
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system of philosophy, nor 1s it in any sense a meta-»n_
physioal type of disaertation.ﬂu It 1is, notwithstanding
some of its enigmatical statements and terms which are
found in speculative vooabulary, pre-eminently & GOSPEL.

It is, as Herder said,_the echo of the first three Gospels
in a higher key. Time amd time again the Fourth Gospel
haa been combed in order to find just one more difference
from the first thres. We do not consider that in the
Fourth Goapel,_"the.purely feligioua view 1s.over1aid and .
obsoured by the conception of Christianity as a speoulat-'
ive eystem, which makes 1ts primary appeal to the logioal
intelligence” (E.F.Soott, The Fourth Gospel, 1908,p.98).
Neither has John "taken over the-Greek conception of God

”‘nor have metaphysical categories

as absolute Being,
"aeggmpd the place of the moral and religlous categories
of primitive Christianity” (op.oit,, p.256). In order
to help the questioners in their intelleotual ferment,
John 1gnorea the particular and individual problems and
goes straight to an aocount of the Jesus whom he had known
persona}ly, ~ It is wholly different in its. standpoint
from the othernqarrat;yoe. ~ It is an interpretation in
_whioh the. author is frank to explain what, in the 1ife and
ministrv of. Jesus, wasg appreciated at the time and what

was not. understood till later. An acute mind, dwelling



1in a contemplative personality, had forged this unified
oonception after & penetrating insight and deep devotion
had concentrated on tpngeégQ_knowg_bo;h.aftgr-the.flesh
end inwardly by the Paraclete. John gave to the Ephesian
Ohurch, in its intellectusl Perplexity, a Gospel, whose
deliberate. aim waé to prove that Jesus was the lMessiah

and Son of God (together with_éomething of the impliocations
of these truths), and the demonstration of the significance
of falth in Him as the means of life.

We do not suppose that the writer looked only at the
1mﬁe§§ate‘§1tuationmwhen he_éet'dQWn_his Gospel on paper.
He saw the mighty Gentile world, with its manifold
speculative eyetqmﬁ,-un@qr_tﬁe all-penetrating ;nrluence_
of Greek cuitpre, _ H?_h@d, throughout the half-century
whioh had witnessed the writing and oirculation of the
S¥n9P§49“G9§P915 and the Y@r!9ué Epistles, reglstered
tpq_poyég of thg.writtgn“word; '_An appetite was being
1p§tru9tiop and guidance and edification. ' There was,
in short, a reading public (if you like, a listening.
public) within the Church and on the fringe of the
Church. But even outside there were those who wanted
to read the qpp;étiangf»;itgpatgpe;ggd hear its Gospel.

The Apostle wanted a proint of contact. ‘'Messiah',



'Suffering servant', 'Son of Dayid' would mean nothing
to ppgnpaggn;Geptileg._ Revelation, greapioﬁ!“medigtion,
inepiration - these were the themes of the fundamental
thihtigg_trgyhé John desired to impart qgncerﬂing:Jesua
whqée Imgge“andLPpeépnqq burned in his soul. The richest
Qltheégqment term whioh carried ;deqé of revelation,
creation, medlation and inspiration was DABHAR,- WORD !

A Greek term, LOGOS, aléo meant WORD and had similar
aﬁﬁocigpioné, ‘With the most natural movement John takes
this term and makes it pubserviént to his express purpose.
With tthidgaénofﬂyhe_D'BHAg YHWH inherent in the religious
:tpgq;tion qf.themintenﬁelg rellgious people from whom he
sprang; familiar with the Greek renderings in the LXX
‘op_@ther.yeréiogémof_§h9_01dnre§pgmegﬁ, and well aware
that 1t waé.qidely known, whap.wgé.more natural than to
take LOGOS, use. 1t as the theme of the Prologue and say
at_onoe what he wants to say. Thus, in a series of brisf
bpld_stgpéﬁuqénn_qon@ugte his readgg_f?om_oonsideration of
the. pre-mundane existence of the Logos-Son of God, till he
_reaoheé the climax - "THE WORD BECAME FLESH AND WE
BEHELD HISj_GLORY,ﬁ _There is nothing speculative about
that. No Stolc would be under any misapprehension by the
time he rgaqﬁed.yhe end of the Prologue. And what ifthe
author did take over a hymn and shape 1t to suit his purpose ?
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Like Humpty Dumpty in 'Alice Through ‘the Looking-Glass,

John used & word and it means Just what he ohose 1t to
mean,_-“neithep”porehgorhlgggamHHOurhtgek ;s to find out
JUST what 1t meant, by an examination of the Logos
dootrine in the Prologue itself and then possible

sources of the doctrine.

Having reached the point where he declares that the
Divine Word became glgéh, John steps over into Gospel.
hiﬁtory'de}§perately gnd”eaé;}y‘:_eagily because logically.
" 'We_bsgheldl' Thig_ié his ground and motive for writing...
He appears to have judged that the best seourity that he
oan sive.bié-ﬁr;'eek hearers against the snaring ﬁubtleties
of & philosophy 8o foreign to his own, was to draw out
at. length the process by which he and others had, stage
by_étage,"apgiyqa.at_tpg great oonclusion which he had
Juﬁt_togpu%aped,n_ So we will tell the old story of their
discovery - of how they learned to behold" (SCOTT HOLLAND,
op.cit., P.167).

_The fundamental message of the Fourth Gospel 1s the
expression of an inward, burning impression resultlng
from the_gutpor[ﬁlinéigﬁtw;ntq the inner consciousness of
the Perébn of quué Christ, in whom;waé the Divine Person
of the Father and who was Himself ong with the Father -
cf,10:30-38. It is a remarkable appreciation which John

15



had of the nature of the Son of God, an extra-ordinary
penetration -into the soul of Him who said, "For thou _
lovedet me before the foundation of the world" (17:24).
John's prolonged consideration of all he had seen and
heard led him to thie_eoqelue;on; that here in Jesus
Christ is One with a upieue knowledge of God. Here is
Divine Illumination sent into the world's darkness in
order to bring truth to light. Here is the Author of
eternal Life, §pe_yery~3eeurrecpign and the Life,
reogenerating humanity from its death in sin. Here is
the Divine-man, living eonecieuely in eetive_communion,
with God, yet seeking to engage in fellowshlp wlth men,
that He might be for them the true and 11vipg Way, none
other than the Mediator. These are the stupendous themes
of the Gospel: they afe3the_embryonic themes, doctrines
as yet undeveloped. in the Prologue. The religious
consciouenees of Jesue is the key to the Gospel: no less
i1s it the key which opens the Proem, The majority of
eopoleflv.opiniene heye deserted Harnack in this matter.
Few‘egree with his statement, "The Prologue of the Gospel
is not the key to 1ts comprehension. It begine with a
well-known great object, the Loges, re-adapts and trane--
forme it - impliocitly opposing falee Ohristologlées - in
order to substitute for it Jesue___ehz_'ist, the _povo&ev% Geos »
in order to unveil it as this Chriet. The idea of
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takes place. The author continues to narrate of Jesus
-only with the view of establishing the belief that he 1a

the Messiah, the Son of God" (Hist. of Dogma, E.T.}I;p.97).

The stu¢y.of_thg Fourth Gospel, and fhe Prologus in
particular, lea¢e;us to two prgmiéeé which we feel bound
to accept, - Firﬁpg_ghgt the Prologue should be approached
frem»the_égmp_stan@po;nt“apqpyat taken for an examination
of the Gospel. To erter upon the é;u&y of the Prologue
with philosophical p;"a.-supppsition_s_‘a.s to the "mystery”
is contrary to the spirit of a tr&;y>oritical investig-
ation. Seoondly, we view the Logos Hymn as the true
overture to the Gospel, which leads naturally and logioally
to the main work., If it be insisted that the Prologue is
to be interpreted in the light of the Philonic LOGOS as
| Divine Principle, pheﬁ we think that Harnack's 1s the
logical conclusion, _Bup,lgéhwe hope to demonstrate in
the gnéuing theéié,rtpe metaphysical key is not the only
one which will go into the lock: still less is it the one

which, to our mind, really opens the door.

On. the other hand, the term LOGOS 1is not confined to
the Prologue, nor are the mighty doctrines it is meant to
suggest interned within the first fourteen verses of the

Gospel. It is the view that the LOGOS of the Johannine
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598?953394 Phﬁaﬁefm.th??edf?vaiﬁ?huﬁe in the PQ@Y.Of the
QOeQelngnd_alloweg 1t.ge eghpeet;on with the characteristio-
ally Jewish account phet_fel;ewe,“ In anticipation of the
thesls developed below, we may say at once that we think
the underlying e;gnifioance of LOGOS in the Prologie to
have ite roete in Hebrew thought as QPPO?éd to Hellenilstic.
Tr_ag__anewer to the“riddle” of John's ngog_-nym is not to be
found in the realm of classical philosobhv, Hellenistic
lexieology;e? comparative religions., It is to be found
in the. living drama of a Diyine_fedegptive purpose,
gradually unfolded as age succeeded age, of which some
reocord is Qrgeepyeg“ig the 0ld Testament. Thus John leads
us by his opening phrgee.to"thefnawn of Creation, on by a
Tow leape to the moment when the Divine Agent of Cresdation
was made fleeh, and. 1mmediately to the wild Arabah where

a rugged. prophet proolaime his DABHAR: and, before we
reallze where we are, Jesue, His mother and friends are
enjoying a wedding-breakfast before our eyes. Here is
Emmanuel, God - benefioent, creative, self-revealing -
with us, personally deolaring His will and mind and
nature to men through personal EXPERIENCE. This is the
LOGOS of the Prologue: this ie_the JESUS of the Gospel.
The Eternal Logos of God was mede flesh in order that ALL
men might reoceive the gift of eternal 1life which God will



bestow on_any who acoept the offer. For John the
problem gfﬁproblpmg‘;gynin'ﬁhguéegarapion of creaturs

- from Oreator; of children from Father; of sheep from
Shepherd. The solution of it was every man's business -
the ministry of the Baptiép included the rousing of men
to see that i1t was their business. For the Hellenio
thinker the problem of proplqmé_was_the solution of the
dgaliém created by an inherent dichotomy of thought.

The Absolute is eet.bver againﬁt the Relatlive; the
Infinite, over against the Finite; _the Universal, over.
against the Particular. Ph;1os9phymsogght_toltpanaoend
the qnt;pheeié, ) Elqtqniémuattempﬁeq to find a way of
mediation; - Gnostiocism, witﬁ';té involved series of
evolutionary stages, strove to bridge the gulf;
Mystioism, with all its 1ntriguing rites and formulae,
preased on towards the state of higher unity when all

| antithesis would cease to be., For John there is no
such chasm. - It was. amazing, but it_waé_piy;nely-natural
for the Oreapof to visit Hié:lost creation in order to
restore it to Himself. Infinite touches Finite without
defiling_Itéglf;' God becomes man, in all points tempted
like as we are, yet without sin, _"ﬁe came unto His

own folk", "the Word became flesh - and we beheld His
glory." Where ? It was in all the homeliness ofa village
wedding that He began to manifest His glory, In their
intellectusl perplexity John bids the Ephesians Join
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their Lord and Saviour 1in Cana of Galilee.

__The bgldgeEQ of the Prologue lies not so much in its
employment of the term, but of declaring,without lengthy
pre-amble and apology, that the Word became flesh, and

of éaying.thig in Epheauﬁ! It is not the end of John's
message, the point towards which hé is direoting the
narrative. It is the springboard from which he can leap
intohthg.challgnge of the crisis that ha& developed in
his bg;ovgq,church, The Géépel 1s, all through, a
declaration-not dialectic. It 1s an lnterpretive
portrait on a large canvas:, demanded by a pressing need,
desoribing a-Pergon Wh?é? image lived in the soul of the
a:r'zt_ié.t-e ~_The whole thing never lost reality, So long as
the Pfgdué,t;i.cg:n was gulded by the twin principles,

~ "the erd;magQ“fleéhﬁ and "that believing ye may have
life 1n_h1§“pgmeﬁg 1t would qotwloéeuips reallity, and
thus move away from 1t§ eéqgntially experiential
o@agaoter into something more or less metaphysical.
C.J.WRIGHT, 1n_a recent book .on thg_Fourth'Gospel,_offers
a sugggépivg epithet for the author, "the histﬁrian of
_the'opneg;oueneag-o;.Jeéué";‘ the Gospel 1s"ga“peraonq1

" as that (of."Jesus the Revelation of God", 1950).

Ere we enter ths fuller study of the Prolbgue, and
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the maze of many lines of argument, We ro-iterate that
this a Gospel for. the 'whosoever' (5:16); and savours

not a whit of tpe_eﬁoper;pzl Not a religlio-philosophiodl
theorylgf_the'Peréop of Christ for a few, it is good
newé.tor_all - 1noludiﬁgmGreeks and those familiar with
Helleniatic_queé of thought. Happlly there were terms

of their own ready to hand for the proclamation of the

eyangel of a'LIVING PERSON.



THE JOHANNINE PROLOGUE
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THE NATURE OF THE LOG.OS
IN THE
JOHANNINE PROLOGUE

THE'Goépql according to St.John telkaoffhe.usher;ng—in
o;itpq age of the New Oreations the inauguration of the
era of_th9_§gn§.9f God by new-birth., It is in keeping
with the paramount. theme of the Gospel that the opening
verap§ 9? the Prologue take the reader back to the
beginning of the 0Old Greqtién,"gnq“beyond that, to the
timeless eternity. before thé foundation of the world,
when 'the Word was with God, and the Word was God.'
Iﬁ a_éigp;e,ngymmgtrigal Qeglafgt;on the author sets
the QO?QG?fEtQH?.°?”h1§ Gospel - precisely and deliber-
ately -, not. only on h;é own beha;f_hbwgver,_for this
first verse is to become the chief of numerous basio

Ohristologlcal statements in the New Testament:
b b ~ n ,
Ev X5 oy 6 Aoyos,

el & Aébos 13\/ Tpos Tov Oedy,
Kl Oedg 3\/ S Aodyos.



First, the_gx;stence of the Logps-_ then,, thpnpepsonél
_existence in living fellowship with God; then, without
any qnalification, the Logos as partaking of the Divine
Nature. (Geds , being anarthrous, is the predioate)

Poeitively viewed, this is the enunoiation of the grounds
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which made the Incarnation possible. It is the theologioal

pre_supposition which makes it 1ntelligible and reasonable,
nameLy,_thgt the_invisible,_inscrutable God could be
reneale@_to men. - ﬁegntively, it is the denial of any
_falnp doctr;nn_tnat_the Logos became personal at the
moment of Incarnation, The absolute, eternsl (yet
personal) reiatinn - and inter-relation - between the
Logoa_annmthe.Almighty-God is the basis of a valild

revelation.

. No reader, familiar with the 0ld Testament, will turn
, to tné JghanninéFPro;Ogubfwithqut at once recailing_the
firet verse, .and then the first oha—ptér, of the book of
Gene;is.: It begins. év dPXt) €1ron7o'ev o Oedg

ToV ouedvov Kl Tpv BOV

The oontext of év &?xo ' in John 1:1 suggests that the
writer 1s referring us.back to the, state before the

creation of the material universe. .Of the Logos it s
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plainly stated &v 3(5))(6 6\/' not ézsé/ve'ro .

The Apocalypse says much the sams thing in 22:13, "I am.
the Alpha and the. Omega, the first and'the last, the
beginning ( 4PX? ) and the end." In 19:13 the
formidable. Vindicator of God's righteougnesé, none other
than the Word of the Johannine Prologue; the Jesus of the
Fourth Gospel, is also designated O )\6505 ™4 Oe_oG‘ ,
of. also John 17:5. The t_'a,r-x-ea.&hin-g implication: of
these verses 1s, of ocourse, that the_Ldgog héd pref.
mundane existence. Not that this doctrine is peculiar
to the Johann;nq writings, for Paul explicitly 8ays,

"And ‘he is before all things, and in him all things'
consist" (0ol.1:17).

The claim of Wisdom in Proverbs 8123 1s suggestive:

KG@log- . .TPS TOC’ af&wog éaepe)\(wo_'é
me &v OLPXO,TPO To0 ‘rtjv S ToI0uI.

It will be seen in the sectiorfzdea.ling with the Wisdom
pq,sa_a_.-ge of P:_roverbs as _g..po_s_s:.lple source for the Logos-
hymn, that the resemblance ﬁetwgen_ the ideas and style
of Proverbs 8 and John's Prologue are not restricted to
the opening .vere_'otf_ the Fourth Gospel. However, John

does not use the term SOPHIA, and allows LOGOS to serve

X Chapler vi (4)



his purpose, whether he had that other Greek term in
nind or mot. But there 1s good reason to think that
14 18 ‘the Hebrew doctrine of the Divine Word proceeding .
from the Godhead,which underlies the Johannine teaching

on the relation of the Logos to the Head.

Whilst LOGOS 1s a Greek term,'gathering around itself
a wealth of speculative.irqditibn which might be broadly
called.hézos é@SkﬁGéTog ’ the.Logoe.of the Gospel is
most certainly not immanent Divine Reason., In our study
of the Prologue we have always to be on our guard lest
our prooeedurq_and_gogc;u?ionp become unreal; an
unreality oreated by giving undue consideration to the
Hellenic (or_agy.étppr.ﬂonechgisyian) assoclations of
LOGOS, and thereby underestimating the extent to which
- 1n_ev§ryth1ng he wrote 1n the Gospel - Johﬁ was
dominated by the living Person of Jesus Christ. John
waﬁ_nqt a Greek philoéopher;_ he was a Christian
theologian who, evidently, had strong mystical
qualities of soul. If he uses terms which have a
pre-dom}nantly spgég;gtive"flgvpur.due to their use in
philosophical literature and academic vocabulary, that
.18 not to say he was bound to have used such (on which
there was no copyright) in any sense which we venture

to Pre- suppose.

26
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T§9-9089§'¥!@n 15-th@ introduotion to the Gospel;
it could equally take its place at the end as a fitting
chc;gﬁion._ It may well have been writﬁgn last, and,
so far aﬁ the author was concerned, 1t coukd have been
in part the fruit of the profound thought which bore
the Gospel. The actual shape given to this proem is
intentionélly prologic, But the themes of the Gospel
are epltomized im it: -the relation between time and
eternity; . the 0ld Oreatlon and the New; patriarchs
and prophets, on the one hand - apostles and disoiples,
on the other; history and pre-history; 1law and grace;
death and 1ife; faith and unbelief. It is impossible
to divorce the Prologue from the main corpus of the
Gbépp@,_gs_qqme have tried to do, as though it were
. merely an academic appendage to g_devotipnai ﬁiograph&.
The various strands of Divine truth run right through
thg'?ro1ogue;"and on ;ntpnthe_geépgl proper. It is the
Person.of_Jequé'Ghriét, portrayed phase by phase,'in_the
Gospel that qualifies the idea of the Logos, as well as

the term LOGOS delineating the Ohrist.

Much discussion -has taken place ip connection with
the,phrggeﬁ‘ﬂpég Tﬁv_(?eév » 88 to 1its preolse meaning.
A similar construction is used to describe the relation of

| y
Wisdom to God - v T’ 0TS (Proverbs 8:30).
MOY. T : .
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There is no reaéon to suppose any gégenpial difference
between the T/l ol 'of 17:5 and the TIPS TOV Qedv
of 1:1. No more adequate traﬁglation can be found than
"with God". The sigﬁifipgnoe is that of active inter-
oourée_petweennthe_Word and the Father: the Word
_realizing‘ité'persona;ity to the full in this communion.
He 18 not. any less personal than the Father Himself.
Hpékyng notes thét "the Coptic Version alone has been
able to reproduce the meaning of the original Greek.

The Word is distinguished from the Father, ﬁithout,.
however, theysby introducing any suggestion of lack of
complete union between them. _Sincé the anarthrous
Theos 1is peréong;, more is stated than that the Word is
divine. The Word pfnaqduiﬁ no neuter thing, no mere
powér;‘_he%acts“with personal cqnéqiqgéneee #nd will®
(The Fourth Gospel, 1939, vol.l, P.136).. _ Perhaps that
is all that. can be usefully sald at this point.

~_The careful placing of the predicate first, for
emphasis, and the omission of the article, in the third
phfase of the fifst verse, serve to make it clear that
the Logos is not identified with the totality of Divine
existence. Had there been an article, the third
proposition would have contrédicted the second, and there

would have been grounde for- the deduction of a doctrine
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approximating to later Sabellianiem, We are immediately
confronted here. by the mystery of the relation of the
mempgrg of the Gedhead in.;ts_twofold aspect. Without
denying the essentlal divinity of the Word, John ls
concerﬁqd to indica;e.a transcendent dependence of the
Word upon the Father - a fundamental element in the
exposition of the Person of Jesus Christ which follows
in the Gospel, The thought of Wisdom as the companion
of God occurs in Proverhbs 8:22; 27, 303 Wisdom 9:4; and

"BEcclus.1:1. : 4

The divine Word, of pre-temporal existence, personal
and in active comitunion with Almighty God, is the only
One able to make known the Father to men. He alone can
declare the invisible God whom no men hath at any time
beheld. Those attributeé qualify the Logos for His
work as Revealer. And, as if to underline these three
qualifibationé! John repeats (in a characteristic manner)

the substance of the first verse ;n the second.

The Word of God was not first heard when, emerging
from ﬁhe seclusion of the Nazareth -home, He entered the
synagogue to startle everyone with a proclamation of His
identity with the Servent of Isaiah 61. The conception

and birth of the Son of God was not His_firet connection



with this world of matter, For, He who wes before all
c;gat@ép yaé_ﬁimsé}f.tﬁe &ctive.med;gm and Agent of 1t.
How do men apprehend God ? Is 1t not through His worke
(cf.Rom,1:18 £f,) ? And then, in later ages was not God
made Fpown by words spoken through the agency of chosen
mouth-pieces ? In the beginning of created things God
did not reveal His Belng and Will through the medium of
law_(aé_the Pharisees taught), nor through reason (as the
Hellenic teaching would suggeéti, but through the
creative power of the Divine Word. "In the beginning"
God spoke - "Let there be light" - and 1t was done,
.through the eternal Logos. As each phase of creation
‘was_inaugurated Goﬁ.epokQ“("And God sald"™) and, step by
ﬁpep,”the progressive movement_frbm CHAOS to KOSMOS went
forward. The Peg}m@ét tekes up the ldea and by poetic
persopgliqation_sayé, "By the word of the Lord were the
heavené mede, and all the host of them by the breath of
his mouth" (33:6). Not far removed in @hoﬁght are the
ve:aeé, "He séndeth out his commgndment upon earth; his
word runneth very swiftly" (Ps.147:15), and "So shall
my word be that goeth forth out of my mouth: it shall

not return unto me void, but it shall adcomplish that

which I please...." (Isalah 55:11).

20
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S V??é?-5 continues, "All things were made by hiﬁi
and yithoup.h;muqaﬁ_ngt aqytb@pg_@gde_phgt hath been
made." The problem of the punctuétion remginé.
Whilst it ie of eome sigpificance in Christological
gqntroveréy, and some support was clalmed by the Arians
from the reading which pute the full-stop after &V
for those who accept an.orfhodox trinitarlian Christology
the two readings have-@uch the same meaning. The
eésential;y Hebrew idea was carried over into Judaism,
‘and we find it in such passagee as II Esdras 6:38,
"Thou saldst, Let heaven and earth be made, and thy
Word perfected the work," _ﬂii was th;é doctrine which
Philo embraced and worked out in his logos doctrine.
True life ie eternélly_in'thp.Word of God. When that
life_goeé forth 1t results in oreated life. The Jesus
of the QOéygl declared Himself to be 1ife, "I am the
resurrection,and the life; - he that belleveth on me,
though he die, vét shall he nvé" (11-25)-- "I am the
way, and the. truth, and the 1ife" (14:6). . Paul avers,
in the same line of tradition, that through the One who
1e 1life all created thinge cohere, "And he 1s before all

things , and in him all thinge consist'{ U'UVCO'TQ'“V »001.1: 17)

"In him was 1ife", verse 4; or "That which has come into

being was, in him, 1ife" (Bernard), "and the life was the
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light of men.". In the Genesis story of creation, light

is mssoolated with life, for light pre-supposes life.

The first rhase of the mighty act of creation was that

of light (Gen.1:3), and conasequent upon it there came

into belng the éeries of living species both of vegetatlon,
and of beasts and men. Man was the culmination of the
whole creation, the moet complex of thé living creatures
and, abo%e'all, unique in this respect - that he bore the
image of God. In the second chapter of Genesis, in the
gggbuqy of the first man(woman, his helpmeet being created
éubéequept%y),ilife and light are again introduced together
in the trees of 11fe and of knowledge, 2:9. In Psalm 36:9,
1life and light occur 1nnguxtg§oq1t;99, "For with thee is
the fountain of life: and in thy 1ight shall we see light."
In Proverbs 3:18, 1t is said of Wilsdom,(who has so many
affinities with the Logos), "She is a tree of 1ife to them
that lay hold upon her." Again, in Proverbe 8:35, 36,
"For whoso findeth me (Wisdom) findeth 1ife, and shall
obtain favour of the Lord. But he that einneth against

me wrongeth his own soul: all they that hate me love

death."

The two figures are found in later Jewish thought, the
companion images which describe the effects of obedience

ﬁo the Wisdom of God revealed in the Mosaloc Law (I Bar.4:2,3);
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cf, II Bar,59:2; 77:16; -1V Ezra14:20, 21, with Isalah 932,3,

But when the. New Age dawns no longer are these powerfully
euggestive terms ‘bound to the Law, but describe the grace
of God that is now revealed through Jesus Ohrist, the Word
ef God. The Fourth Goepel 1llustrates these twin ldeas
in the_mireclee of the ralsing of Lazarue by the 'Life of
the world', and the restoration of sight to the blind man
by the. 'Light of the world', John ch.11 and ch.9. That’
which Paul aecribes to God (1n Acts 17: 28) - that in Him
we live, and move, and have our being = John, in the
Prologue, endorsea. He qualifies it only to the extent
of_;ntroducing the benevolent mediation of the Logos,

Himself the Life and Light of men.

The e;gp;fiqgnce of 'light' in this verse has been
variouely interpreted. Calvin suggests. that it 1s the
UNpERéTANpING that most distinotly differentiates man
from the rest of animal creation. _But this scarcely
coheres with another Johannine key;phrase! "God is lighth
(I Jn.1:8), where 'light"ie not. synonymous with 'reason’.
Hepgetenberg‘(commentery on the Gospel of St.John, E.T.,
1865, i, ppizéfﬂblarguee for 'sa@yatienf as being the
natural meaning in the face of consistent New Testament
usage, Moreover, he 1e-at_pe1ne to show that prior to

the Incarnatjon mankind, including I-srael, was in

-



darkness.. "Ghrist in various comneotions calls Himself
the Light, and 1s so called by John, always in such a
mapnef that 1t iﬁ_e;pher expressly stated or aésumed
that the light did noﬁ shine until Hls advent in the
flesh. So, €.g., in 3:19, 8:1é1-12=55, but especially
9:5 where to be light, and to be in the world, are
represented ase 1nseparab1y_connected" (p.27). Hengsten-
berg ;é emphatic that, whilst 1ife and light (whioch to
him gre_synbnymoue) have been in the Logos from the begin-
ning, 1t was only when the appointed day of salvation
and grace shall have come that the light shall shine

upon men.

It is not stated here that the Word was the light of
men, but that he 15_115@t.thpohgh_§he medium of 1life.
Godet refuses to allow an identification of light and
life with‘thé éame signiBlcance here. He considers that,
though light is a figure for salvation in Scripture,
"this profound word_appggré to us tovdenoie, in the
lapgﬁage_of Jphn,htﬁe_kngwlque_qf moral good, or moral
good fully conécioug of itself in the living beings who
realize it. The word TRUTE in John expresses the same
thing without a figure. Light, thus understood, is
accessible to no being on earth except man, the one

being endowed with the inner organ necessary to peroeive
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moral good” (Commentary on the Gospel of St.John, E.T.,
1876, 1, P.538). - What Godet says, in brief, 1s that
light proceeds from 1ife; that the Logos is. 1ight
through the med;atipn_éf iife; and that the new Creatilon
1n>0hr1§t regeins an 1nner_sp1ritua1.11ghp which is.
directly the fruit of the new moral life - the light
clérifying in proportion to the intensifying of that
life.

There can be little doubt that John pre-supposes an
acquaintance with the Genesis narratives on the part of
hie readers. In vv.1-3 the references are to Genesis 1;

in v.4, the allusion is to Genesis 2; and now, in v.5,

the underlying truth of Genesis 3 appears. The Logos had

been the Agent of -the creation of the physical and animal
worlds, More thanitpgt, He was the 1ife, and,through
1ife, the light of men. Without attempting to engage in
an account of the Fall of man, John guite suddenly intro-
ducqé pARKNESS, the actual regﬁlp of the entrance of sin

into human life. Witp the coming of.sin, the fellowshilp
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between innocent man and a holy God (through the mediation:

of the Logos) was severed, and a great darkness covered

the inner spirit of man.
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_Westoott neatly sums up the relation between vv, 4 & 5,
"In v.4 the divine essence and the divine purpose of
creation are declared from the side of_God; in v.5 the
eygﬁggLisp describes the actual state of things from the
side ofman.” To which we should like to add the'qpqlis
f;qation. 'from the moment when the perfect relationship,
epoken of in v.4, was disrupted.' True moral 1ight
perished with the extinction of eternal life in man.
Satan, God's etermally implaoable foe, became 'the god
of th;é world' and blinded the minds of men (II Cor.4:4) -
the 'prince of this wdrldf who has no part with thé Logos
(cf.Jn.14:30). Instead of man rejoicing in a condition
of mofal sanity, he was benighted within so that he could
not_make_those_morgl‘chqices and decisions whereby he
should attain to spirituasl maturity., Instead of
ﬁh;oh_God intended to be the result of communion between
ménmand the Logos, men "professing themselves to be wise,
they begéme fools" to such an extent that they "changed -
the glory of the uncorruptible God into an 1mage made' ‘
like to corruptible man" (Rom.1:22, 23). Apart fromthe
shining of the true light through the coming of the Word
in person, the world lies in darkness (of. IV Ezra 14:20,

and I Jn.5:19). The Jews belleved this and looked for a
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new heaven and & new earth) the Ohristians knew that to.
reject the Word was to_remain in darkness, The Evangel-
1st.doeémnotlattempt to explain the origin of the darkness.
He goes no further than tacitly to assume the doctrine of
nggsié 3. Some have sought to make the author of this
Gospel a dualistic philosopher; -bgt'phia'veree cannot be
used to imply & kingdom of evll co-eternal with that'of _

good.

In passing to the sécond clause we encounter the
controversial word, KxTéXxﬁéY' « It usually means
fﬁeize', whether with the h;nd - and so 'comprehend';
or with the hand - and so 'overcome', 'destroy'. For
the first alternative we may cite such examples as
Ephesians g;le;,ﬂ(ve)“may be étrong to apprehend.,.what
1s the breadth and length and helght and depth, and to
know:the love of Ghriﬁt whiphﬂpqeéeth'knpwledge." On
the other hand, I TheesaloniansS;é_111p9trqte§ the |
second meaning, ?ﬁhat‘that day should hot overtake you
as & thief." Therefore the fifth verse of the Prologue
may be reﬁdered, "the darkness did not comprehend it",
1.,e., failure to understand it; hence the Vulgate
reqﬁer;ng,_"tenqbrae eam non gomprehggderunt." But
equally legitimate 1s the translation, "the darkness

did not overtake 1t", 1.0., to seize it in pursult.



It has this sense in Jobn 12:55, "Walk while ye have the
light, that darkness overtake you not."  However, the
word muét be interpreted by its own context. Some of
the Faphgré; including Origen and Ohrysostom, translate
verse 5 of the Prologue with the ides of darkness unable
to extinguish the light,

. Bernard, who takes the view, in any case, that the
verée does not refer to the rejection of the Word by the
Jews - and which could not properly appear until after
the statement of His historioal advent, in verses 9, 10 -
tpinké_phgt.ﬂit_;é the spiritual interpretation of the
Oreation narrative that 1is ﬁpill in view" (John; I.C.C.,
vol.i, p.6). Be supports this by an appeal to &
claasical ‘parallel (Herodotue i. 87), and by reference to
Wisdom 7:29 ("Night succeeds the Light, but evil does not
overcome wisdom"). In taking this interpretation, like
Westoott before him, Bernatd is content to leave the
11na'asua rather broad, poetic generalization, and
actually sumé it up in this terse sentence, "Good always

conguers evil."

Hoskyns, and we think rightly, goes unhesitatingly
: /
for the other interpretation of KxTéMxPey , and the

corresponding exegesis of the clause. "The reference
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here is primarily not to_the age-long opposition of men
to God's revelation of Himself (I Bgr.5:12-14,_cf.P§alm 36),
but to the opposition of the Jewé to Jesus which issued

in the crucifixion." ° He adds the epigram, "The victory

of the Jewé was, in fact, thelr defeat, for Jesus overcame
the world (16:33; of.12:31, 14:30)" It is possibly as
true to modify this and say that the words, "the darkness
cqmérehended it not," refer to the rejection of the

Gospel by the majority of men, but especially by the .
natlion of Israel to whom éuch privileges had been given

during the long period prior to the coming of the Light,

_We must now euggeét reasons for inclining to this view.
_th;et the conflict between God (or Jesus Christ) and Satan
is portrayed under thé figures of light and darkness, the
Hebrew mind was not apt to th;nk in abstract terms. The
very statement "good always conquers evil" 1is essentially
a Westerner's way of thinking; and John was not a Westerner-
nor, indeed, were most of the aﬁthorﬁ of the Soriptures.
The Israelite did not concelve the age-old struggle as
between abstract forces, but as between pérsonalities.

Much less would_the_ghr;stign,  with the knowledge (for
the Apostles a first-hand knowledge) of the intensely
paréopal conflict between Jqéqéugnq the 'prince of this

world.' They knew that the temptations in the wilderness



were real soul-wrestlings of Jesus with a personal enemy,
which were to recur and intensify until they culminated
in the agony pf_Getnéemane_anc; the final triumph of the
death on gqugry,-__Vepég 5 epitomizes the section that
immediately followé,_ggwn_to verse 13: and verses 9-11
are plainly the elaboration of the brief declaration in -
in verse 6. _'gggiﬁ, there is a further commentary on this
verﬁe.in-;g;?-zq, where the meaning is that Chriet's
parsona.l ‘appearance in time precipitates a Judgment in
men's souls,."And this ia Judgment,  that light is come
into the yorld,‘an@ mén loved the darkness“rgxber.phan
the 1ight." The parallel in I John 2:8 employs the same
verb in the ggme tense ( ¢dfve| ), and 1s applied to the
historical appesrance of Ohrist and the. preaching of the
Gospel, "The darkness. is past, and the fyge light now
shineth." Whilst the KxToX\4Pp)  of 12:35 1s to be
translated ‘'overtake', the object is 'you', and 1t in no
way detractﬁ from the value of the corroboration which
‘the verse afordg'in_the interpretation which we propose
for the fifth verse of the Prologue. We have the Old
Testament expectation of the Messiah couched in terms

of the advent of light, eg._Isaiah 9:2, "The people that
walked in darknese have seen a great light...upon them
hath the light shined” (of. Mtt.4:15, 16). We may note
aléo the declaration of Zecharias in Luke 1:79,.
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The fact referred to in verse 4, and the historical.
event of verse 5, as far as_time is concerned, are
separated by the long interval between the Fall of man
and the coming of Jesus. Verse 5 prepares for, and
summarlzes, the section which immediately follows,
But before passing on to that section, it is convenient
to remind ourselves of the tremendous truths, of such
far-reaching significance, that John has enunciated iﬁ
a remarkably concentrated manner in the first five verses.
The Logos of God had pre-temporal existence, is personal
and Divine. mHe'waa the Agent in the Divine act of
creation. He is the Source of all life, and in particular
that form which is called 'eternal life' in the Gospel,
or signified by the term 'Divine image' (with reference
tq_Gengs;é 1:26, cf. Col.3:10); the concomitant and
consequent faculty of discerning between moral good
("1ight") and moral evil ("darknees"). The long period
of aspiritusal and.moral darkness ended with a personal
visitation of the Logos, who was unrecognized and
unreceived by men in general, end by the nation of

Israel in particular,



THE HISTORIO MANIFESTATION
OF THE LOGOS

Verses 6. - 9 form an explqnatory-commentzf

6. There ceme & man, sent from God,
whose neme was John.

7. The same came for withess, _
that he might bear witnéss of the light,
that all might belleve through him.

8. He was not the light,
but came that he might bear witness
_of the light,

9. There was the true light, '
even the light which lighteth every man,
coming into the world.

10.. He. was in the world,’
and the world was made by him,
and the world knew him not.
11. He came unto his own,
and they that were his own
received him not.

12. But as manv aa received him,
to them .gave he the right
to ‘become children of God,
- even to them that belieove on his name:
13. Which were born, not of blood, -
nor of the will of the flesh,
nor of the will of man, but of God.
It is one of the styllstic idiosyncrasies of the author
of the Foﬁrth Gospel to pause periodically and, in
parenthesis, to comment on some of the things hé has

recorded.
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In verses 6 - 9 there is such an explanatory note,

in whioh the rhythmical form, evident in the first five )
put ;h stre;ghtgopward_ppgse, John omits, as does Mark,
the birth and infant narratiyes of the iife of Jesus: and
John. actually. devotes more space in his Gospel to the
ministry of the_gaptist than any other evangellst. The
Prologue has begun with "a mystloal hymn about the Logos,
which reminds the reader that the true beginnings. of the
wonderful life are lost in the timeless and eternal life
of God" (Bermard, p.7).  But it is not the purpose of
the evangelist to set forth a poetic speculation about
the eternal and transcendent life of an ethereal Logos.
John, as plainly as Luke, states the specific purpose of
his own Gospel' "But these are written, that ye might
believe thathesus_is_the_Qhrist, the Son of God; and
that believing ye might have life through his name“fé@:sa).

It has been suggested that this particular introduction
of the Baptist was made in order to counter the claims
of some Ghristians who exalted the last prophst-of the
01d Order out of his proper place as the fore-runner,
the mere servant, of the Messiah. It ia probable, for
example,_that a greup.sf ¢1soiples of the Baptist was

"met by Paul in Ephesus. (Acte 19#1—7): and some evidence
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exists to indicate that by the end of the first century
there was a Bgptist community in that city whose members
owed allegience to the latter even above that due to
thiép. ~ But there 1§_r9allyuno need to seek for a

rgaéon for this mention of John the Baptist beyond ite
aptness in introducing the subjgct of the coming of the
Logos - pre-mundane and Divine - in human form into the
realm of space and time. 1Indeed, the very fact that the
Baptist is brought into the Prologue at all in connection |
with the Logos 1s in itself an exaltation. He was the

unique herald of the Messiah,

"There arose (ézéyéTT?.) a man, John by name, sent
from God." _“The"very term used to desoribe the histor-
ical appearance of the Bapt;é;_gphtrgsts with the word
{ gv ) which describeé the eternal. existence of the Logos.
"The same _came ([)XGC-)" éuggests the public. appearance of
the herald. as opposed to his birth (ebéveTb ). The phrase
ebfeve‘ro oNGPLJfoS azreom()psvog is not a circumlocution for
ol‘lrc o"roo\y John the Baptist was sent by God for one
supreme purpose, to bear witnees to the light. The
Gospel ;s full of the idea of witness: it is one of the
fundamental conceptione (ot PTUP'/“_ o H"‘PTU.()G,?V. » 8re
frequent in the Fourth Gospel, though infrequent in the

rest of the New Testament. ) To bear wltness is



inseparable from belief: 1t is co-relative with it,
Testimony 1s_given with a view to feith: and the only
belief that is valid and 9ffectual-1s one based.on &
true witness of Divine truth, It 18 one of the
curioué paradoxes of the Gospel-stories that the
LIGHT needed a'preparatqry_witnesé.n_ The fact 1is,

of course, that by the very conditions of the Incarn-
ation, voluntarily undertaken, the glory of the invis-
ible Godhead was concealed under- the dloak of the flesh
(v.14). It was necessary to send the herald to best;;
men - blinded by their sinful condition - to & realiz-
ation of who wgﬁ in their midst, "that ALL through Him
might believe"”, 1.e. believe on Christ through John,
(not on God through Ghrist, as Grotius, Ewald, Abbott).
Ve?ée_@ éeryeqnpq re-inforce. what has been s&aid 1n the
pggyioqé statement, and to emphasize the absolute
_superiority of Jesus to John the Baptist, whether some

polemical intention be understood or not.

The ambiguity of verse 9 was appreoiated gg:leaet as
early as Origen ('In Ioann.', ed.Brooke, 1#.216). - The
problqm_cgntreé ochiefly in the agreement of the present
participle __ép_Xé_H?_VOV ~ ('coming'). There is also
thelypeciée interpretation of 5{_ ('was'). In taking

'coming' with 'every man'. there are two possible
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(1) "The true light, which _lightene every man coming
_ into the world, was (present) "
(ii) "It (i.e. the 'light' of vv.7,8) was the true
light which lightens every man coming into
‘the world."
The first of thgée.two alternatives was promoted by Meyer,
but stends tpﬂbg“criﬁicized on two chief grounds, that
this 18 an irregulap‘uée of the verb 3{! ; and that, if
at the time when John announced Josus, the light (i.e. in
Jesus). was already in their midst, the effect of what the
Evangelist wante to éayviéuconsiﬁergbly.lessened. The
other“;pqn§iation ié sounder from the point of view of
the verb, and this leaves us to comment on the linking
of the participle with 'every man.' This was the
rendering in the Latin, Syriac and Coptic versions.

It is, however, to be criticized on the following

grounds:

(a) The phrase is’ superfluous, and does not add
~ usefully anything to the idea of 'every man, '

(b) 'Coming into the world' is nowhere used 1n
John's Gospel with the meaning of a man
‘being born into the world.

(o) It may be urged that mvix Tov EpXOMEVOY
would be the more natural Greek if that
significance were intended.

In favour of this rendering, it may be asserted that the
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common Rebbinic periphrasis for 'all men' (i.e. 'every 7
man coming into the world,' o.f. Schlatter, D.E.J.,
Strack-Billerbeck) underlies the usage here. "v.9 may
be”traaélatﬁ@ quite éimply,“'tppre was the true 1ight
that lightqgélall_men{_?_(Hoékyné,_p.l@l)._.“Further,'
this rendering would only be poséiblelin connection
with the interpretation of verse 6§, in which the Logos
is cqp§;¢ergq aﬁ the inner. Revealer by whom the human

conscience is illuminated.

In taking the  &pXouevoy with @uds (R.V.),

there are still two poesibilities:

(1) "The true light, which lightens every man,

was coming into the world."

(11) "There was the true light, even the light

which lightens every man, coming into the world."

| Both 6; t@bﬁe“achrq with the interpretation of verse 6,
which we qtfér.h9re»-thatnthe advent of the Incarnate
Logos ;é ;npéerq,___Granted that the use of the verd
éﬁgq;nwith_a participle is a form common in John to
indicate the imperfqpt_tgnég, this construction here
lays too great an emphaﬁia on the idea of 'coming’',
whereq?.it is the 'light' that is under special consid-

eration,
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. .Thus, by elimination, we reach the oonclusion that.
the most suitable translation is the second, John'uses
the_phr_a,ag_"cor_n_ing_‘:_lm':p--theﬁ world" of the advent of Jesus
a number of time_.a.(Q:ifL_;_ :_|.-_1__§2'7_; 16:28; 18:37), and He 1s
Epoke_n of as. a light "coming into the world" in 3:19 -
"the 1ight is come into the world, and men loved the
darkness rather than the 1ight": and in 12146 - "I am
come a light into the world." The illuihination of
'all men' by the Lglgo.s is thus the universality of the
prea.qhin-g. of the Gospel by the appearing of the Logos as
=J’eeuu-s Ohrist in thig world of time and space. The
eternal, invisible, Divine Word, the very Agent of
Creation has -inya_.déd the darkened sphere of mankind as
the true 1light which 1s able to lighten everyone by -His_

coming,

The careful cholce of the qualifying adjective with
CP‘T’S calls for comment. &XQQNég - 18 related to
__3,0\999’5' a_.é 'genuine' is to 'true.!' It corresponds

to the Latin VERUS, and 1s illustrated im the Nicene
Creed - "VERY God of VERY God." God is Jhofns in as
much as He cannot lie: but He is o’<‘>§991_\/0/5 in that He
is distinguished from all other pretenders to the Divine
0ffice. John the Baptist was no liar - he was O (t)bgg
To &N) s : but the Word was the perfeot, final
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light - THE light, par excellence, To dlg To NyOvev .

"So, too, when the Baptist announces, 'The law was given

by Moses, but grace and TgUTgvggmemby,Jeaqé Christ'(Jn.1:17),

the antithesls cannot be between the false and the true,

but only between the imperfect and the perfect, the

shadowy and the substantial® (TRENCH, N.T.Synonyms, P.28).

Veréele continues, fHe”waeiin the world, and the world
was made by him, and the world kmew him not." Two very
distinct interpretations may be offered, and it is admittedly
not easy to make a final deoision. Bermard is inclined
to embrace the two and think that the Evangelist hsd both
aspects in mind.  Hengstenberg wanted to confine the
éigpificanoewof the text to the Incarnation, and insists
'thgth;tlis in keeping with phehqhoie conception of the
Evgnggl@ét thgt_;he light was not in the qorid before the
advent. of Ohrist, He oites a passage from Bengel in
order to oriticize it, "The Evangelist adds this that no
one may 80 qnderépgnd the coming mentioned in the verse
ppeoeding,_aé though the Light had not been previously
in @he world" (op,qit., p.ﬁ?). . Hengstenberg goes oh,
to quote his own words, ?After_it.has been sald just before,
that the Light has _come into the world, 1t ocannot be said
without further explanation, that it was already in the

world" (p.37). The fact, however, that man sinned and



oreated a breach in the positive relation of active
communion between h;méglf and the ngoé,;and.ao_with

. God, did not mean at all that the Logos deéerted
altogether the world and all that He had been instrumen-
tal in forming. Moreovpr?>59,_ in the_f;rét phrase of
verse. 10 ihdicatgs continuous existence, as opposed to
épXépeyov ~(v.9) or 6)\96\/ (v.11) in respect of His
appearance on earth, or éyévefb ~ (ve10) in respect

of the act of creation. We cannot go as far as Bernard
when he says, "The Logos was immanent in the world
before the Incarnation, which has not yet been mentioned
in the hymn..." True the Incarnation as such is not
mentioned, but unde?-ahother.figure it is signified in
v.5; but Bernard does not consider this a direot refer-
ence to the Incarnation (it is rather, for him, "the
spiritual interpretation of the Creation narrative").

We do agree with. the g;rﬁp ﬁart_of the statement, and
see that the first phrase, "Helwaé_in the world," leads
easily and naturally to the second, "and the world was
made by him," if the first refers to the universal

presence of the Word before His Incarnation.

"The world knew him not," .l.e., the world did not
recpgpize.him,-'fphg world' being "the sum of oreated

‘being, which belongs to the sphere of human life as an



ordered whole considered apart from God, and in 1F9“;
moral aspect represented by humanity (WESTCOIT, John,
1882, P.8). Even more orisply A:M,RAMSEi defines the
term, "the world megné the pattern of human life in
rebglliog_aggin§t GQq" (The Glory of God and the Trans-
figuration of Christ, 1949, p.78). John desoribes
concisely, yet pathetically, that He who was the liaker
of the supreme specles of Creation, and the evidence of
whosp_ﬁivgpe_and infinite oreative genius fille the

. world around, was undiscerned, Paul says the same
thing using the same key-word, )é/b'\/w s in I Corinth.1l:21,
"For seelng that in the wisdom of God, the world through
its wisdom knew not God..." (cf.Rom.1:19-21). It is not
at all certain that. the visitation éf the Logos 1imn the
Incarnation is covered by any part of verse 10. True
that later in the Gospel and in the first Epistle John
speaks of the fallure of the 'world' to recognize the
Christ in the f;eéh (14:7; 18:33 17:25; I Jn.3¢1). But,
‘verse 10 1s a unit, and it is a strange leap of thought,
from the idea of the blindness of the world to the inner
revelation of the Logpé prior to His advent, to the faot
of the entrance of Logoé a8 the man Christ Jesus on the
Etage of history. Furthermors, it takes from the full
force of the next verse, in which there is no doubt as

to the allusion ( A\dev ). Bernard tries to blend
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the two interpretations, and rather vaguely says,

"the meaning of 'the world knew him not' cannot be ocon-
'fiped to the Immanent Logoé" (p.14). He quotes a saying
about Wisdom which has, he thinks, a ‘resemblance to this
verse. We suggest that it apprqximéteg more to verse 1ll.
The_paésage is from Enoch x1ii.1, "Wisdom found nb plaoce
where she might dwell; then a dwelling-place was assigned
to her in the heavens. Wisdom came to make her dwelling
among the ohildren of men and found no dwelling-place;
then Wiédom'returned to her. place. and took her seat

among the angels.” There seems no need to find more

in v.10 than refersnce to the traéedy of the darkness
which covered the soul of mankind from the Fall to the
Incarnation. But even then the Logos was very close to
men, both in the impress upon his works and by His Spirit -
the means by which the Logos could be present in the

world in His non-incarnate state.

From the sad portrayl of verse 10 we pass to the worst
of all éipugtioné,lfHe came unto his own, and they that
were his own received him not." ~That is, He came unto
His own property or home, and His own people refused to
own Him, In time, in épace? visible and tangible the
Logos entered His own house - the house of Israel, in a

t

special way the house of God, the natural home of the



true 1ight, and the sphere of the Word's own ministry,

The“unive:sality of the mission of Jesus did not alter
the fact that thers was a special relationship between
God and the nation of Ierael. Christ Jesus was the
'universal man', but He was at the same time the fulfil-
ment of & series of propheciee which had special signific-
ance in reepgop_of Israel, even as His inocarnate 1ife had
a unique relation to them, - "Ye shall be a peculiar
treasure. unto me from among all peoples" (Ex.19:5),
1§ typical of mary Divine declarations about Israél
to be found scattered throughout the 0ld Testament,

And there is no mistaking the words of Malachi 3:1,

"The Lord. whom ye seek shall suddenly come to His temple;
behold, He shall come.”" In turning to Christ's own words
about the affinity between the ilessiah and Israel, we.
note some of Hie strongest language directed against
those who were‘priv;}eged_to_be_puébqndmen in Yahweh's
vineyard, and yet, ignoring - indeed, rather deliberately
refusing to recognize - the Helir, went to gféat lengths

to destroy Eim (of .Mk.,12:1ff.).

Not least is the Fourth Gospel itself a éouroe of

information regarding the standing of Israel. In 2:186,
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Jqéue calls the Temp;q""my Father's house;" 1in 4:22,

"for salvation i1s from the Jews;" 1in 5:39 Jésus says

of the Jewish Soriptures, "they bear witness of me",
fof. also 8:35, 56; 1012; 12:141). Notwithstanding the
faot. that God "will give the vineyard unto others®(Mk.12:9),
iéraelmag.g distinct people feature in New Testament
Eschatology; Matthew (12:38ff.; and Revelation 21:12,

are two such ?xamPleﬁflgzze’ It 1s, therefore,
unneoggéary to go beyond the simple interpretation of

"his own", i.e.nlérael. It is not impossible that the
thought is wider and that the rejection of Christ by the
world of both Jew and Gentile is in view. But we think
that quﬁcott has adequately summed up the significance:
"The Incarnation 1s regarded in the two places (i.e.,verses
11, 14) under different aspects. - Here it is regarded in
relation to the_whq@e_sohe@e_éf Redemption, as the cpowning
revelation to the apciqnp_pgéplelof_ﬁod; in.verse 14, 1t
1s regarded 1nmit§ distinctive character as affecting
humanity. Here it is seen from the side of natlonal
' fallure, there of individual faith" (p.8%, There is,
hgwever,“gb'clug that the advent of the Word in this
verse alludes to the theophanies and prophetic revelations

of the 0ld Testament (as Lange thought).



. It 1s another of the paradoxical tragedies of Israel
that at the time when the people of God were apparently
most ready for thelr Kessiah, they not only falled to
recognize Him, but crucified Him as a blasphemer and
ehérlatan,r _Never_ip_thq;r yhplelhiétpry had the
Israe@iﬁeé; in_thegpy, been better prepvared to revere
the supreme self.manifestation of God in the Person of
" the Mégéiah. ~ Their monotheistic enthusiasm had reached
the point almost of fanaticiem; they were thoroughly
grounded in phelpaw and the Prophets and the Writings;
their aversion to idolatry had risen to a new high-level.
The Babylonian Captivity and the long period of oppression
had had a salutary effect on the people, and Israel was a
nation“whicp had moré manifestly approximated to a
Messianlc community in the first century A.D., full
of Messlenic expectation, than at any_ppevious_périod.
Thus, from the standpoint of the Jews, what Paul wrote
in Galatians 4:4 ("But when the fulness of the time came,
God sent forth his son,..."), John in nis own phraseology
repeats in verse 11 of_thé Prologue - 'his own' having the

speclal significance just indicated.

It was, then, no chance that the Word came into the

world when He did, and where He did. God had by no means

/

forsaken His Covenant with Israel (of.Rom.3:1ff.), and in



had pqmputo Hig own
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appearing in Palestine the Word
home - at a time when, 1p tbqo1pgy and in religion if
not in spirit - the nation wgﬁmmost prepared for the
advent. In fact, as the Gospel continues to record,
the 'house' of God did not recelve (Qé ﬂ&PéNxBOJ“ )
the Logoé, as the Prologue has already hinted (v.5)-
od) l@iﬂéXx@éV‘ « One of the dominant themes of the
Fourth Goépel is 'rejection', and, as in the case of so
many. other themes, it is found gbitomized in the Prologue.
Jesus declared to Nicodemus that "ye receive not our
witnees" (3:11); to the multitudes in Jerusalem,
"I am come in my Father's name and ye receive me not"
(5:43; and of. the context of that verse). There is,
too, that polgnant and profoundly significant verse,
6:68, and its context (6:60-71) - "Upon this many of
his diéciplge went back, and walked no more with him.*"
"The God invoked by @hg“pation.appearé_in
His temple, and 1s crucified by His own
worshippers !" (GODET, op.cit., p.351).



57

of the universal operation of the Logos and, in verse
11, a narrowing-down_ to the visitation among a partio-
ular nation, to the personal and individual activity

of the Source of the new=birth.

"But as many as received Him, to them gave ﬁe
the right to beqomenchildrennof God, even to
them that believe on His name: whioch were
born, not of blpodé nor of the will of the

flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God."

If the Prologue were to finish at ve;ée 11, having
described the appearing of the Logos-creator and His
inability to triumph over the resistance of Israel -
God's specially chosen and prepared people - it
would seem that the migéion ofmt39"WOr§_had been a
failure. In actual fact it waé not so, as John is

about to show.

»_A“who;ly_ﬁew principle of relationship between
God end men 1s to be insugurated. Not that it was
entirely without anticipation in the Old Dispensation,
for, we are told, "Abraham believed God, and it was
reckoned unto him for righpeouaneép"‘(aom.éss, of.

Gen.15:8). But this principle, understood by not



' more than a few Old Testament worthles (Abraham, the
author_gflfég;m 32:2, Jeremiah e.g. in 31:31ff., and
Habakkuk in 2:4), was either buried under the vast

legal system or undiscovered because of spiritual

b;iﬁdnasé and ignorance on the part of Iefael. But

now, the 0ld Covenant having become obsolete, & new

one is to be established, and on an entirely new basis.
God's relations with mankind become more intimate: the

time has come for the fullest realization of the
principle so clearly enunciated by Ezekiell(e.g.ch.le)

that no longer "shall the son bear the iniquity of the
Pather, nelther shall the father bear the iniquity of

the son" (v.20). A new humanity is to be born,

begotten by direct pperatibg of God through the agency

of the Word on the grounds of faith,  The OBJEOT of
thié}rggeneratipg falth is the Logoé_gé He would be
known in His incarnate l;fe_énduyhrqugh His work as
such. Israel as a nation did not welcome the Logos-
Meséigh, but. certain individuals within Ierael did
believe. These spiritually-minded men and women
accepted the claimé of the Word and formed the nucleus
of the NEW ISRAEL of thefr@ggnerﬁted. Officlal Jewry
disowned the Messiah of promise in the Person of thé
Word made flesh, and they suffered an irreparable

lose. If salvation is of the Jews, it is for "whosoever",
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__The fate of yhgse;whq welcomed not the Logos when He
ogmem;é not_digcloéed in the Prologue, though it is
mentioned in the body of the Gospel., The result of
rejection of the light is continuance in darkness, and
the nature of that darkness may be concluded from the
contrqsting_blessednesé of the soul which accepts the
light, But Vgrée 12 pre§gpts ué with the privilege
accruing to thoég who welcomed the Word into their
]_.1v__e§. It 1s éq;_nmed up by the term RIGHT (()-:gouer/x ),
or ‘new standing which the believer has in the sight of
God and iésuing in a unique'relabionéhip - CHILDREN BY
DIVINE BEGETTING (Téxvd Oeod ), It 1s even more
bold a statement than Paul's "chlldren by adoption"
(uf99€¢(o{_), and is characteristiocally Johannine -
of., 11:62; I Jn.3:1, 2, 10; 5:2)., "The phrase
implies a community of 1ife between God the Father
and His children, which is described in v.13 as due
to the fact that they are begotten of God (cf.3:3f.)"
(Bernard, p.16). Lﬁb/~. ‘does not necessarily carry
eny meaning beyond that of 'adoption', as a civil
trqpéaotién, But the 1ife of the Father is trans-
mitted tothe TEkvoy . ‘

_Who, then, exactly are_thoée who may olaim to be the

'children of God' ? Even those 'who believe on his neme',

i.e. those who believe in the Word and peraonally accept Him,
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The. idea, 'child of God', which is.seen here in a concrete
égﬂéq,mdoeghngt.ogcur in the 0ld Testament., 1In the few
inéganqes where the terms FATHER and CHILD are used, not
oqiy isthe dominant thought that of affectlion or compassion,
but the_gctual word TéKVqV is not found, éave in Hosea lizl.
Psalm 102:13 has "ufég_ s Jeremlah 38:20, 7Gu5ﬁm¢ ~+ There
;ndiy;Qualé_brqughtﬁintp a new relationﬁhip through a
peréona; committal of tpeméelveg in an individual act of
faith in Yashweh, least of all in.a Divine Mediator: which
re;at;onéh;p 1seueé in the imparting of Divine 1life. The
new sonship 1s the very.qrux of the New Age, whose basic
distinction from any prgvioué sonshlip 1s further confirmed
by such declaratlons as Matthew 11:11, 12, John 1:17, and
7:39. | We are not depreciating the lofty conception of
the Fatherhood of God in the 0l1d Testament, where He is
Father. of the Meséianio King (Psalm 89:26), the "Fatper
of the fathgrlqés, and a judge of the widows"(Psalm 68:5),
the Father of the. nation Israel (Jer.51:9). And truly it
1s a paternal idea which underlies the "lovingkindness" of
Yahweh (e.g. Ex.34:6,7). The conception of Divine
thpgrhpngishfgpdamenpgl in the New Testament, but the
pre-dominant uégge is in conneotion with the Sonship of

Jesus and the sonehip of those who believe in God through
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Jesus the Word of God, The expression "Father of lighte”
(1.e. Creator of the celestial 1up1ngrie§)“is found in
James 1:17; and the "Father ofuspirité" in Hebrews 12:9,

The implied Fatherhood of God in a similar usage occurs
in Acts 17:28, 29, where 'offspring' is JEVOS . ‘The

exclusive character of the Fatherhood of God in the New
Age, with 1ts consequent division of mankind into two |
entirely éépgrgte groups, 1s the cqnsistght teaching of

the Fourth Gospel and is briefly summed up in 1:12.

The typ;ca11y:Johagpine"phrasq_nvoﬁeéen/ eis péourg
35 timeé in John, "glwqyp_referring to God or Ghrist,.except
é")s Tﬁv W{”'b{)'/-‘\/(l Jn.5:10). Tpe‘_phr;ase_’u'm'Teéc-w_ €
To 5§?Ph< #67°J ocours again 2:23; 3:18 (cf.l Jn.5:13),
but not in the apqeqheé of Jesus Himself" (Bernard, p.17).
What is it to 'receive' the Logos ? It is to BELIEVE -
and to go on believing on His name. -And what is His
'name ' ?' It . 1s the eésqptial belng of_the Word, as the
'name' of Yahweh wgé virtually His Person or Divine
Character as He chose to reveal it to men in the age of
-ppguo;d_Teétamept (cf. II Sam,7113; Isaiah 18:7). The
'name® of the Word was not the title men chose to apply
to Him, but that inner belng and trqemqapupg.aé the
Saviour-Son of God, which was discermed. - not by the

physiocal eye - but with the eye of faith, Jesus was
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under qou@};uéion_thgpntpare would be but few who would
truly"gecggnize“ﬁiéwngﬁgg _ Having discerned, there must
be a personal abandonment of onegself to the Word of God:

this is both to 'believe' and to 'receive.'

In a threefold emphabié John makes 1t clear that the
'begetting' of the children of God is in contrast to the
napﬁral_ppgetﬁ@ng of a humen child, v.13. In the first
expreéé;on, "not of blood", the author has in mind the
purely physical process, for blood_;a the éeat of natural . 0
1ife and ~ acoording to current thought - the substance
from which 1life ié_generated, In thé second, "nor of the
will of the flesh", it 1s the motive underlying huﬁan
begetting that 1s in mind: natgrai sexual deéire. In the
third,"nor of the will of man", the latter idea 1s hafrowed
down to the individual act of procreation. The pithy phrase,
‘éKfC2E58J » says all that needs to be said. Spiritual birth
is the antithesis of humen birth, and is wholly free from
material e;ementé and psychioal motions. The oreative
power of God (i.e. the Spirit of God) encounters the falth
projJected by the individual believer in response to what
he has seen in the revealed Word of God, and the result is

New Birth,
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THE INCARNATION

-14. And the Word became figsh, and dwelt among ue-
(and we beheld his glory, glory as of the
only begotten from the Father),
full of grace and truth.

Th;é is the climax for which we have been waiting. By
implication 1t has been said earlier: but now it is _
explioit,'ahd formally the resolving chord is struék -
_"IHE WORD BEUAME FLESH."
A velled a;lué;on in verse 11 from the viewpoint of the
yelafipns of the Word to Israel (and that as .the object
of Iéraelfg unbelief), gives place to the bare and bold
declaration of the égpe_fact, but from the point of view
of the Word's relation to FAITH, and to all mankind.
This statement 1s not to be considered apart from the
whole Gospel It is not the springboard for philo-
sophical speculation, nor may it be regarded as the point
which marks the turn in John's thought from historical
events to a eﬁbjegtive mystical event. The thought of
the Prologue has been a movement from the celestial to
thé tefreétrial, from God to man, from the 'béginning'
when the 'Word was with God', to the moment when He enters
history - 'unto his own.' _As Hoskyns aptly writes, the -

Evengelist "moves to history, to Jesus the Son of God.



"He moves also from the law delivered to Mggqé,"frgm the
Word of God ;nécripeq”on_two tablgé of stone, to the

Word of God written in the flesh of Jesus" (p.144). 'The
Prologue 1s a highly condensed introduction to the Fourth
Gospel, yet not to the Fourth Gospel alone: for it 15 a
Prologue to THE Goépe; of Jesus Christ. The ideas com-
pres§9¢ and implied in 1t, if shaped in Johannine phrases,
are not Johannine copyright. They were the common
property of the primitive Church: they have been the
common. inheritance of the Church down the ages. John _
haq_his‘gwn way of elaborating the theology, the concen-
trated dgqtrineé, sot forﬁhlin_the PrOIOgue..' Paul had
.hi; particular way of developing the same truths, and few
texts of Paul exppgsé.one of the ideas latent in the
fourteenth verse of the Prologue better than Romans 8:3,
"For what the law could not do, in that it was weak,
through the flesh, God, sending his own Son in the
likeﬁese of sinful fleeh and for ein, condemned sin

in the flesh.”  The Incarnation of the Word more than

compensated for the impotence of the law,

_??he~W9;d\bec§me"f}9§h", was John's most effective
propoé@fiog of the truth he wanted to convey to a partic-
ular type of reader. There can be little doubt that the
Evangelist would have been horrified if he had been able to

foresee the aubaequant treatment of his Prologue.
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That it should have beoome the gentre of debate by so
meny scholars, for so many years, resulting in the

mul titude of differing conclusions, and - above all -
serving @p_@etrgct_frgﬁ, rather than assist in the

fuller comprehension of, the Gospel proper, would have
been a grief indeed. For such contending serves all

too often to frustrate the purpose of the whole Gospel
(20:31). John had to make his readers ses that Jesus
Christ, the Author and Object of the Christians' faith,
was a_peréonal, Incarnate, revelation of God, who is at
the same time one with the Almighty Father Himself,

The eternity and identity with God are intended in

naming Jeéué the 'Word', But the Word whom the first
apo§tl§é saw was no phantom. The Docetlc heresy was

GYB? theuéubple_fge of that firét century Church, and
John seems to have kept the fact in mind (of. I Jn.4:2;
II Jn.7). Thus this logion has the further significance
of being a doctrinal prophylactic, It 1s another féature
of phe.Eoupphugoépel that 1t allows the true humanity of
Jesus to appear in the course of the narrative. At the
well of Sychaf He edperiences fatigue and thirst (4:8,7).
t#qnaqath of a well beloved friend evokes genuine tears of
sorrow (liass'.)s_ In snticipation of His passion He under-

goes a troubling of spirit (12:27). John lays stress on



His flesh and blood (6:53), and no reader of the Gospel
ooui&_quggtion'thg authpr'é belief 1p_the_humanity“of.
the Peréop_of"Jeeus Ohrist. _-In 'becoming' man the

Word did not cease to be what He was 'with God'; nor,
on the other hand, was His Incarnation the mere inhabit-
ing of a huﬁan body by a Divine Spirit, as the Holy Spirit
indwells the believer. Indeed, it may be sald that in
the_progreéeive character of the treatment given to the
exposition in the Prologug, John is covering the point
_that the whole personality who shared the Being of God
at the first was to be found in the Word Incarnate. _
Lest there should be any doubt &s to His full appropria-
tion of human nature. - and not only human body - John
gées“_q&PE;_ (without @he_arpio}e)nﬁo convey the idea
of human naturglaé a whole, including the rational soul,
cf. I Thess.5:23. To say that the Word beoamer&QqNoﬂQS |
(though Jeéuﬁ did use it of g}mﬁelf) would have been to
describe Him as a human personality, but it might have
allowed some reservation which would have placed the
Logos in an exoeptional position., It is the COMFLETE
oneness in every respect with human nature (save, of
course, sin) that the author is at pains, both in the
Prologue and in the Gospel, to exhibit. The two terms

-LOGOS and FLESH are mutually excluslve. There had been



for all time a great gulf fixed. - Now the gulf has been
bridged. .The impossible and inoredible. has been achieved:
the Word, BECAME flesh - é¥EVETO - chenge in the’

mode of existence without change in attributes (of.2:9).

The whole verse falls into three parts: the Incarnation
("The Word became flesh and tabernacled among us"); the
character of the Incarnate Word ("full of grace and truth");
and, parenthetically set between these two clauses, a
personal testimony from an eye-witness ("and we. beheld
his glory, glory as of the only-begotten of the Father").
The. significanoe of the first statement has been touched
upon, and we, paas on to 1ts corollary, "and dwelt (taber-
nacled) amopg us.". The verbmfiﬂpvauv would bring at
once to mind the 1life of the nomad. For the Jew, of
course, 1ts associations would be of a partioﬁlar kind.
Anything to do with 'tabernacle' must take their minds
along the line of Israelite tradition to the wilderness
when Yahweh dwelt among His people in the Tabernacle.

Many Gentiles would have heard of the Israelite tradition;
and even for thoée who héd not, the flgure of_‘tabernacling'
would be euggeative of a temporary habitation, which is
what, John deeires to convey by this symbol. The Word

.of God spent a brief period in the flesh amqng'the sons

of men.
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. "And we beheld his glory" - "and we CONTEMPLATED...,"
John, together with other disoiples, had actually seen,
gazed upon ( Eb€xodpmedd ), tnig crowning Wonder, the
God-man ! The lasting impreséion of what he had seen
;éléummed_up in the term GLORY., They were memorable
moments for the anciegt Iéraelitee when the invisible
Yahweh gave some glimpses of Hls eternal majesty,
reflected in a mighty act « at the giving of the law
(EX.24: 186, i7;_Deut.§;24), or in a special appearance
to Hoses (Ex.@s:ia,_zz)”or to Ezekiel (Ezek.10:4,18,19).
¥apy9h]é”glqry_was_demonstrated in the miracles of Egypt
(Num,i4=22), and for“the.Psa;miét His glory enters through
the gateé of the Temple (Ps.24:7f.)., But the Tabernacle
waé_the.qentre"of_manifespgtipp of the glory of the God of
Israel to the people (Ex.40:34ff.). The glory is assoc-
iated with the Shekinah, though not identified with it,
of .Targum on Isalah 60:2, "In thee the Shekinah of Yahweh
shall dwell, and His glory éhgll be revealed upon thee"
(Bernard, p.22). When John uses O’K_Q\_/os\/ ‘and Scfgot he
iélfg;thgul to kgy_Olé_?estament_ideaﬁ, and, as & loyal
Jew in former dqyé, ~would remember that one aspect of
the Iérgélitg hope for the future was that the glory of
Yahweh was to be held up for all nations to see (Isaiah

B65:2; 66:18). No Jewish reader would miss the point.
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. "Glory as of the onlyebegotten of the Father" incorp-
orates for the first time in the Prologue the concepts -
of the Father and the Son. The emphasié of 'only-
begotten' lies on the f;;ét idea, 'only'. It is the
persgnal being of thg_qu that ig_updep.qbservation
here. The Word is unique, the only Son, distinguished
in ésseﬁce from all qtheré who have the right to call
God "Father", Q@her_uew'rgépament usages bear out this
emphaéig (Lk.7:12; 8:42; 9:38; Heb.11:17). . Bernard
calls attention to the alternative renderings of‘ﬁapp-nujpég.
If the phrase i1s connected with .F“““DGYOGS s support
ig_goﬁnqhgn_§:46; 7:29; 16:27} i?}S;ﬂ'put he argues that
Jphn_alwq.»y._evuse-a_ ét(v_Qc-qu _ when he wants to say "begotten
of God" (ef. I Jn.2:29; 319; 4:7; 5:1, 4, 18) and never
-m,(Pof with Ué\/\/o,l‘(]'@oll . On the other hand, connecting

Solgo( with ﬂo{(’& T‘afo_és the meaning is "the glory such
as the only Son_geqéives from his Father." Bernard
prefgpﬁ the éeoond,‘?Thg manifested glory of the Word
Waé @é_;t were the glory of the Eternal Father shared with
His only Son" (p.23), However, the purpose of the clause
is to explain what was phe glory of the Word in His
Incarnate l1fe, not what He 1s in Himself eternally.
It is a unique glory that has béen menifested in the

Word while He has been tabernacled among: us, such as
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could only be found in the 0n1y-begotten.of.ng,_qeéoeqd-
ing from the ;mmedia;e presenoe”(7@@4 ) of the Father.

If 1t be alleged that Tafy  with yewaoOdi 16 an
unusual combination, it may be replied that the Sonship

of the Word waé.an_unusuql '‘begetting', and in any case

the meaning is clearly indicated by the context.

What is the glory, the real nature of the glory of the
Word become flesh ? The Word who was reje§ted_by a '
peoprle who prided themselves that they had received revel-
ations of the Divine glory in past ageé, and looked for the
fulfiment of a promise of even greater manifestations in
the future. The glory of God and the glérifigation of
Ohrist form one of the major themes of the Gospel: it
would not be. exaggerating to call it the Gospel of the
Glory. We do not doubt that the grand 0ld Testament
conceptions asééciate@ with the glory of Yahweh are in
the author's mind. But we are not so sure that one
"could hardly fall to draw the inference that here was
the grand fulfilment of Q,T.“cqnoept;oné so familliar to
him'through_yhehgramaichpargphraée"_(O.?,BURNEY,_The_
Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, p.39). It is not
certain that the idea of the Targumic YEKARA is more
directly the underlying idea in John 1:14 than the Hebrew

KABOD. At any rate, there is no mistaking the import of



the verse:  the culmination of the creative activity

6f_thefDiving Logps is thg”manifeétation of the Divine
glory - to this end the Wopd became flesh. He who was
in living communion with the Father before Creation, who
was the Agent in Oreation, and has been throughout the
true Life=giver to Creation, He - and nome other - is

the supreme. Revealer of God, of the glory. of Gai.

- Like so many other Christian truths, phe.Divine
glory involves a paradox: in this instance, a twofold
paradox. First, the Logos, like the Fa?her, is SPIRIT,
but meankind is FLESH. The Incarnation - whose specific
purpose was_ppe_giorifying_of God and of His beloved Son -
wae the assumption of human nature actually in the flesh
by the Divine Logos-Son, This union of two contradis-
t;not;ve”conepituenﬁa,“/\4505 and Oéﬁg s was the
miraculous condition under which the glory was both won
and manifested. A.M.RAMSEY clinches the thought when
he writes, "for it 1s in the drama of time and history
that the eternal glory is made knqwn?,(The Glory of God
and the Transfiguration of chriet, 1949, p.76) In
sundry times and in divers manners the glory of God
had been shown during the age of the Old Covenant, when
Yahwéhﬂwas temporarily tabernacled among the people of

old Israsl. But now the full epiphany to the New
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Israel in.the age of the New Covenant, when the Word
wae made in the likeness of men. The KABOD has come

to stay.

In as much a8 we believe the Gospel to be the contin-
uation and elaboration of the truths touched upon in the
Prologue, it is népgral_to turn to_ihe_ensuing chapters
in order to discover more fully the implications of v.14.
Two Persons of the Godhead have been explicitly mentioned
in the Proem. The third is here implied. For it is the
Son who glorifies the Father (14:13), but the Holy Spirit
who glorifieg the Son (16:14). Agaln, there is a mutual
glorification: an enabling of the Son on the part of the
Fathér,athat the Son may be able to fulfil His appointed
miséion, "Father, the hour is come; glorify thy Son,

that thy Son may glorify thee" (17:1).

_Before passing to consider the second aspeoct of the
paradox, we should mention the 'signs' through which,
according to John, the Word particularly showed forth
the glorv of God. Six of these mighty worke are described
for us, and the emphasis is on the fact that the glory
signified is that given by the Father with a view to the
Father'é own glory. _The last, and graatest of t hese

signs ie the raising of Lazarus (ch.11). It is placed
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last deliberately, not only because it was the occasion
which precipltated the final destruction of Jesus, but
as leading up to the ouimingtidn of the whole prooeés

of the glorifying of the Son for the glory of the Father.
?pe_fourtp_vppée plainly_étateé, "This siqkﬁess is not
unto death, but for the glory of God, that the Son of
God may be glorified thereby.” This eign, notable by
.vigtue_ofnipé omiééion from the Synoptic Goépels, is a
dramatic parable of the pending glorifying of Jesus in

His death and Resurreoction.

- From this polnt the second paradox becomes increas-
1ngly.apparent,_ The meaning of the lowly ride into the
Holy Oity did not dawn upon tﬁe dlsciples till after the
glorifying of Jesus (12:168). The hour had cbme for the
Son of God to be glorified' ‘and the sinister 1mport-of
that word 'hour' is 1llustrated in the figure of the
'death' of the grain of wheat. _ This is followed by the
y@d;sguiéed tecgiligg_fygm{the_cogtemplqtion of the means
by which Jesus 1§_tq"qchieygmtpe glory of the Father's
namet "Now 1s my soul trouled" (12127, cf.13:21).

But a fortifying voice ié heard, intel;igibly.at loast
to Jesus,_";.havé.boph glorified it, and will glorify it
again" (12:28). Thué are the Passion and the glory

being brought right together, so that -~ absurd as it
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sounds at first - the crux of the process of the glori-
fying of Jesus lies in His Passion and Desth, Moreover,
thie_pqésiqnuis no fortuitous calamity from which Jesus
is going to emerge somehow, and make the best of it -
so that the glory will be a kind of heroism in_martyrdom.
He had come IN ORDER TO be g;qrified_in"thié way_(15327£f.).
The account of the incldent evidently intended to 111ug;
trate further this paradox - glory through humiliation,
suffering and death with ite apparent defeat as the gate
to Divine glory. With the betrayal at hand, Judas
having Ieft'tq'guide the armed band to Gethsemaene, Jesus
speaks again of the glorifying as present (13:31).
Further references“oécup_in the Discourses of chapters
14-168. In the first two chapters the emphasis is on
the thherfé glory (cf,14:13; 15:8): in the third it 1is
the Holy Spirit who is the appointed Agent of the Son's
being glorified, of.16:14, Throughout, the Son is ever
consclous of H;é.qggendgnce on, and obedience to, the
Father_as_thg'absolutely_eésqnpigl condition for the
realization of the Father's glory: while the Spirit

is dependent on both.

The tempo of the Gospel heightens as we move into the
seventeenth chapter, ;n_ﬂi@ own words the Son expatiates
on th;é idea of glory, praying for five things 1ln part-
icular, He pleads that the awful agony in which He is
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about to engage payuw;@nesshan enduement of pivine glory
to enable Him, in turn, to glorify the Father (v.1).

He asks that, having faithfully and successfully glori-
fied the Father by accomplishing the (saving) work
(through obedience even unto death) which the Father

gave Him to do, He might again share the glory which

He had with the Father before the world was (v.5, of.1:1).
In passing, we call attention to the fact that, in all his
frank portrayal of the Incarnate WOrd as parteking fully
of human life and experiences, John does not even hint
that. this g;ory”waé concealed 6r_set aside: in fact,

he and others had beheld it (1:14). Ooniinuing the ‘
praveré_Jesué_requeé;s that those in whom He is glorified-
those who have believed in Him and to whom He hed delivered
God's truth - might be_key? both in unity of spirit and
againet adverslities (vv.10f13$. ~ Further, Jesus inter-
cedes for the fgllést_rgalizapion'of God's purposé in
their lives - perfection in unity, which presumably was

to be an outcome of the glory bestowed on'disciples (v.22).
Finally, including within the sphere of His prayer those
who should become diéc;ples through the firat_believers,
Jesus }ongé,thatmthey all might behold His own glory,

& glory which the Father bestowed on the Son in love,
cf.v.24.
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The'Consecration' Prayer is John's way of telling
us that Jesus acoepted the 'ocup.'  The actual struggle,
with 1ts full measure of agony, snguish and desth, has
étill to be undergone: but the victory ;s_aééured. The
trgg?dy.has already been turned into triumphj the Father's
‘name has been glorified, for Jesus has totally submitted
to the bltterest end. The paradox symbolized in the
common grain of wheat 1s seen enacted vividly in the
Fourth Gospel, in the 1ife of. the Son of God - the eternal,
Divine Logos made flesh. This should not surprize us as
we recognize in S >\<§b’°5 OB\JPS éb’é/\/é’f © the supreme

paradox of the. Christian faith.

"Full of grace and truth" offers us two key words, a
full exposition of which must be sought in commentaries.
It is tempting to enlarge on them here, but we shall
confine ourselves to qrm;nimgm.og exegesis., There is
e dlvergence of opinion as to whether ‘ﬁ%épgs should be
connected with 868~ , or abTol , or |ovogevess .
But, a8 Bernard points out, the problem is grammatical
rather than exegetical, "for on any rendering GRACE and
. TRUTH are specified as characteristic attributes of the
Incarnate Word, or of His manifestatlon of Himself in _
the world" (p.25). In keeping with Old Testament trad-

ition, John's further definition of the glory of the Word



77

embraces a palr of terme which, eignificant as they are

in thelr 0l1d Ieétg@ggtuuéggq, have been considerably

: en:iched;by Christian usage,__>¢§e|g_ ;é:fo?p¢ in the:
Fourth Gospel only in the Prologue (vv.14, 16, 17). Its
uéagg in thq”rgét of Johannine literature is no more
frequent than once in II John, and twice in the Apocalypse=-
all three being the typical New Testament greeting formula.
Thus, its threefold appearance in the Prologue is espec-
lally noticeable. It does not come at all in Mark and
Matthew; and only as 'thanks' (3 times) and the special
favour of God (3) in Luke. In none of the Gospels is

it spoken by Jesus. It was Paul who promoted the use

of the word,1n 1ts revised senée, into Ohristian vocab-
ulary, so that its typical mganipg is that of condescend-
1ng_and_qndeéegved love of God towards men issuing in
Salvation through faith, and it is therefore opposed

to the legalism of Moses, The term 34_)569_6:.,( is one

of the foundation words of the Fourth Gospel. One view
of the book sees it, in effeof, as the answer to Pilate's
question, "What is truth t" (18:38). The Word of God came
to earth to bear witness to the truth (18:37); the very
utterance of the Logos is Divine truth (17:8, 17); He is
Truth itself, "I am the way, the truth and the 1ife"(14:6).

In numerous instances He seeks to emphaslze the truth of
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His mggéageu(gf,ee40, 45), . When He shall have departed,
His Vice-gerent, the Paraclete or Holy Spirit, will ‘be
to the disciples the Spirit of Truth (14:17; 15:26), and
His functlon will be to gulde believers into all truth(16: 13).
Once known, that truth liberates (8:32), from darkness to
1ight (3:21), and such are capable of discerning the voice
of the Logos. (18:37).

The .01d Testament formula:is "mercy (él)\éOS‘ ) and truth."
It is found 1n a passage where Moses asks Yahweh to show
him the Divine glory (Ex.33:17 - 34:6). One of the best
known references (Ps.85:9, 10) speaks of the Divine glory,
dwelling (K«TOKoV(O @t ) in the land, manifesting itself
in "mercy and truth." The two are often set forth as
a-ttributeé of Yahweh (cf.Ps.40:11; 89:14) which, in turn,
Yahwehhgxpecpémtq'f1n§ in His people as evidence of
r;ghpgpuanegs_ﬁﬂosea_4i1;_of.Prov.14;22; 16:6). It ie
not guite accurate to say, wilth Hoékyna, ®the two words
are parallel to life and light in the earlier verses of
the Prologue" (op.cit.p.147)s rather are they explanatory.
Light proceeded from 1ife: but not truth from grace.
However, truth‘;sguee in 1light (cf.Ps.43:3). One form
of manifestation of the glory of God in the Old Testa<
ment was in deliverance, an act of meroy. God's con-

sistency, His faithfulness to His pledged word (in



contrast to heathen gods, Whose chief characteristics
seemed to be ogpr;c;ouéneés_and subjection to moods),
these reveal His truth., With the new and fuller revel-
ation of God through the Word, 1t is obvious that "grace
and truth" mean a great deal more even than the "mercy
and truth” of the former dispenéation. Hoskyns pertin-
ently_obéervqs} "Since he directs the attention of his
readers to the glft of God rather than to the miséry of
men, the pecullarly Christian word GRACE 1s substituted
for MERCY; and truth comes to mean farlmore than
steadfastness" (p.147).. The story which follows the
Prologue. is that of Divine MERCY/GRACE and TRUTH demon=
strated for the benefit of those who have eyes to see
and ears to hear. The signs,and the acdompﬁnying wordse,
are part of this revelation of_grace and truth in the
mundane sphere. But is it not in the culminating act
of His death that Jesus Christ, the Word of Yod, demon-
strates the grace and truth of God ¥ Is it not in His
Paééion aﬁd-Death for tﬁe sins of the world that He 1s
GLORIFIED ?

We consider it essential to interpret the Prologue
in the 1tght of the Gospel which follows. _ When the
Gospel fails to offer us a satisfactory explanation of

the propositions made in the Prologue, then we should
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seck for forelgn sources to provide the key, The
Prologue is, admlttedly, something of a literary curio,
an¢_the“4ntr§ductgqn of the term LOGOS evokeé questions
beginning with Why- and Whence ? For a particular
purpose John adopté]this-pefm with associations more
agreeable to the thought of his readers than his own.
But 1t is in order to make the clearest impression of
the_yniqueness, finality'hn& all-sufficiancy of a Divine
self-authenticating revelation in the Person of Jesus Christ,
that John called in the help of the LOGOS idea. We think
that John waé dominated by Jesus Ohfist, not a Jesus once
known 1in themflesp_and the impression of whom had passed
through_sixty_yearé.of medipatioh shaped by speculative
qategoriee, but by tﬁe historical Jesus whose works and
wordé had come tpnlgfe with ever-increasing intensity in
the heart end mind of the Evangelist., If this Jesus
were now ascended, it was the same Jesus that pqséeésed -
by the Paraclete - the soul of John. We decline, thereT
fore, to interpret the Prologue other than, so far as it

is reasonable, by the Gospel itself.
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. THE INCARNATION

AND
PERSONAL EXPERIENGCGCE

"John beareth witness of him, snd orieth, saying,
This was he of whom I sald, He that combth after me

is become before me: for he was before me" - v,15,

The point of this sudden introduction of the Baptilst,
which (Hoekyns reminds us) Calmes considers a dislooa?ion
of the text and Bultmann a redaction, lies in the sub-
stance of what he sald. In a quaint, paradoxical logion
("He that cometh after —-éﬂﬁQﬂo - me is become before -
'é@ﬁpocféy - me") John the Baptist proclaims Christ's
priority in respect of dignity{ not of time, Theﬁ follows
the.moét important witness of all, that to the pre-mundane
exiatencqngf_yhe_Wopd,~ffor_h§”was_before_(ﬂpﬁﬁ©§‘) me."
The declaration 1§ fepeatgd, practically word for word,
in verée‘so. The tense of "he WAS before me" strenéthens
the interpretation which acknowledges that the Baptist had
en appreclation of the Person of Christ which the Church
did not graép tiil after the passing of many years.

"For of his fuIﬁeéé'we;all received, and grace_fér grace.

For the law was given -by Moses; grace and truth came
by Jesus Christ" vv,16, 17. °

The witness of the Baptist 1s corroborated by that of
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the Apostles, and all believers who have not only seen,
but received, the infathomable richeé_of Christ's grace
and truth. The "fu;pesa""ofhchrist_oécurg_only here in
Joﬁn,_bpt twice in Paul (Eph.4:13; Ool.l;ié, the former

in a context similar to that of John 1:16). The Prologue
has now become thoroughly personal and mystical, desoribing
the practical beneficent result of the Word becoming flesh.
The somewhat speculative atmosphere of the earlier verses
is fading under the pressure of the reality of the Jesus
whom John knew so deeply as the Source of Eternal Life,
the Light of the world, indwelling - in Person - his own
person. The Logos has now become Jesus Christ, with all
the personal signifiicance and redemptive implications of
that blessed Name. Grace 1s at the heart of the New
Order which, at so great a cost, the Saviour - Jesus =-
came to inaugurate. Whether we interpret "grace for
grace". as meaning prpgréeéuip spiritual experience,

"each blessing appropriated became the foundation of &
greater bleéping? (Westcott); or, "that the gift in us
mey correspond with the source of the gift in Him"
(J.A.Robinson, Ephesiqn?, p.223) - the main thought is
that grace is the foundation of the new economy and its
spiritual abundemce. The contrgép between the system of
law and that of grace 1§_a§ the fore-front. of Pauline

doctrine, and it is explicit in John'sGospel only in 1:17.
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Moges was but the mediator of the Israelite law; Chriat
wae. both thg Auﬁhor“apd Mediator of g?aca_ang truth, In
the courée_of_the Gospel John does contrast Jesus with
Moses and with the Law (5146) 6:32; 8:32-363 9:28, 20)
but not as sharply as in verse 17 of the Prologus.
"But Moqeé'is not thereby altogether dispossessed. He

remains, as Saint Paul had seen, a negative witness to

Jesus" (Hoskyns).

"No'mﬁn hath seen God at any time; the only«begotten
Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath
declared him" v,.18.

- In the grand finale to this Prologue, the Evangelist
puté in a telling éentegce what he considers to be the
solution - all-ﬁuffigient.anq conclusive - of thé age
old problem of faith. God never has been seen by men
on this earth, and He remains invisible. But One, who
from eternity has engaged in the closest and purest
relationship with Him ("in the bosom of the Father"),

He has revealed Him: 'declared' being the word for
Rabbinic interpretation of the law aﬁd_for_the eipogition
of DPivine secrets. Whichever of the variant readings we
choose. ("one who is God only-begotten" or "the only-
begotten Son"), no difference is made to the ultimate

sense of the passage. It is pre-eminéntly as FATHER
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that the Word reveals God (anarthrous, in v.18, suggest-
ing Nature rather than Person: 'God as God'). He who ‘
in His eternal, absolute Being must defy any human com-
prehension, may be_underﬁtoqd”when.deqlared in terms of
the most per?oﬁai of all human relationships - FATHER !
In the Person of Him who called God 'Father', we may see

Him whom faith will want to call 'Father' too.
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SOURGCES OF THE
JOHANNINE LOGOS DOCTRINE

i, Hellenistio Thought,
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"THE LOGOS PRINCIUPLE

FROM HERACLEITUS TO THE S TOICS,

"Alexandrian Judeism had already blended with
Paulinism in Hebrews, which lies midway between
Paul and the Fourth Gospel...

" The brooding fulness of thought and the inner
unity of religious purpose which fill the
book (1.e.the Fourth Gospel) demand for ite
interpretation a constant sensitiveness,
especially to the deeper meaning which prompted
the methods of contemporary religious specu~
lation along the lines of the Alexandrian

~Jewish philosophy as represented by Philo...

" The differences between Philo and John only
bring out the latter's familliarity with the
Pnilonic methods and materials which he uses

- for higher ends...

" The Stolc ring of some sentences in the prologue
is natural, in view of the fact that Ephesus had
been the head-quarters of the Logos-idea as

-developed. by the philosophy of Herakleitus,
himself a well-known and revered author in
Asiatio Ohristian circles (Justin, Apol.l.64,
cp. Orig. c.Cels. 1.5). Though the Logoe-idea
was mediated and moulded for the author by the
speculations of Alexandrian Judaism, and though
the fusion of Stoiclism with the latter had
blended several characteristic traits, there are
elements in the Fourth Gospel which point to a
fairly direct contact with the Stolc propaganda.
Thus the sentence, IN THE BEGINNING WAS THE LOGOS,
AND THE LOGOS WAS 0eés , might have been written
literally by a Stoic, as Norden argues; 1t was
written by one. acquainted with the writings of
Heraklelitus, though the un-Stoilc sentenoce,

AND THE LOGOS WAS WITH GOD, at once betrays a
Jewiah current.".

- J.MOFFATT, Intro.to Lit,of N¥, ph522ff

L3
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"The Fourth Gospel sets out from a conception

of the Logos which to all appearance is closely
similar to that of Philo. 'In the Prologue the
main features of the Philonic doctrine are
reproduced one by one...The Evangelist assumes
that the idea of the Logos is already a familiar
one in Christian theology...We can thus 1lnfer
that the conception of Philo had already natur-
alized itself in Christian thought, but there

is reason to believe that the author of the
Gospel was acgquainted more or less directly
with the Philonic writings and consciously der=
ived from them."

EQF.SGOTT’ Dic.,of Christ & Gospels,ii,p.50.

Seelng that the viewpolnt expressed in these extracts
has had such considerable popularity, and that many
scholars of such calibré as Drs.Moffatt and Scott have
not only subscribed to it but éought to extend 1ts
wider acceptance by their persuasive writings, it is
necessary to examine the claims made on behalf of the
Hellenistic Logos. When did this term first appear
with speclal significance on the stage of phllosophy
or religion ? Who was this Heracleitus to whom so
many writers refer (and few of whom give tangible
evidence of his ideas) ? What 1is the history of the
term 1? And, wmost important of all for our purpose,
who was Phlilo, and what was his doctriné - and 1s he
really the key to the supposed 'riddle' of the

Johannine Prologue %



Heracleitus,

HERACLEITUS OF EPHESUS lived in the sixth century
before Christf a philosopher of whose writings there
are in existence but one hundred and thirly brief
ffagments - many little more than a phrase of a few
words. He refers to Pythagoras and Xenophanes by
name ## (in the past tense), and is in turn alluded
to by Parmenides (Frag.6, .Diels). This locates his
place in the history of philosophy. If his work had
a title we do not know 1t, and of his life practically
nothing is told. in extant writings. It is probable
that he belonged to the ancient royal house and
sﬁrrepdered_a nominal position of 'Basileus' to his
brother_(of.Dioé.ix.S). The same source inférms us
that Heracleitus' work was divided into three dis-
courseé - pertaining to the Universe, Politiocs and
Theology. His style 1s obscure, hence his-nioknﬁme
0 UKOTErvés . The fragments (nos.1l, 12) relating
to the Delphic god and the Sybil suggest that he

conscliously wrote in an oraocular sty}e.

8o

# Sald to have 'flourished' ©.504-501,

#4 "The learning of many things teacheth not under-
standing, else would it have taught Hesiod and
Pythagoras, and again Xenophanes and Hekatelos."

- Prag,18. All fragment fefs.of Heracleltus
are acoording to Bywater.
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It must be recognized that the meaning of Noyog
in Heracleitus has been the subject of much debate.:
The. ancients understood it to signify COSMIC REASON,
universally diffused, being present in both néture_
and humans., It 1s to be identified with the ever-
living and ever-thinking fire - TGQ Qgéy;poy &5.’!@0\/ ’
the changeless yet always changing reality of everything.
Moreover, this universal reason ( KOHﬁs Xé)qs ) was
considered to be synonymous with God. %In other words;
1f the anclents are to be trusted, the Heraclitean
concept of Logos does not really differ from the Stolc,
except that on 1ts material side, Logos is in Heraclitus
fire, whereas, according to the strictest Stoic definition,
it 1s aether" (J.ADAM, The Vitality of Flatonism, 1911,
P.77). This anclent interpretation has numerous modern
protagonists, but. it is opposed, among others, by
J .BURNET who reckons that the Logos-doctrine is Stoloc,
and the term means only "dilscourse" in Heracleitus.
Thus, "the Aéxog is primarily the discourse of
Herakleitoe himself; though as he is a prophet, we
may call it his 'Word'." (Early Greek Philosophy, 1930,

P.133).

The term LOGOS occurs in six of the fragments, one

of which (Fr,.,117) renders it in the ordinary way- discourse.
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This fragment runs, "The fool 1s fluttered at every

word" (tr.Burnet) ,ﬁ,\%o’(”})@ﬂog én 7[,4@/7} )\550,3 ?éf‘-f_-oa)/o‘ﬁsu .4)/%‘_&1.
A disputed frag&ent is no.23: "The sea 1s poured out

and measured éS ’FSV dGT SY )\650\_/ 5:{0?05 gv . before

it became earth" (Adam). Burnet renders the diffioult

phrase, "by the same tale as". \

Frag.1 suggests that Heracleitus is regarding himself
in a prophetic capacity as the mouthplece of the Logos:
"having hearkened not to me, but to the Logos, it 1s wise
to confees that alllthings are one" (Adam), It would ﬁe
speclally significant if, as Adam thinks, it were the
first words of the book,

The longeét fragument,which follows on the first, is
the most important from thq_poiﬁt of view of the Logos:

"This Logos 18 always existent,

but men fail to understand it

both before they have heard it,

and when they have heard it for thefirst time.
For, although all things happen according to
(er rather by way of) this Logos, men seem as
though they have no acquaintance with it when
they make acquaingance with such works and
words as I expound, dividing each thing
acoording to 1ts nature, and explaining how
it really is. The rest of mankind are
unconscious of what they do when they are
awake, Just as they forget what they do

when asleep,”

(Adam).

We think that Adam's argument, as agalnst Burnet's,

is more'convincing, and hence we think that Heracleitus'



Logos 1s to be identified with the 778? o?efﬁwov of
Fragment 205 and 1s eversexistent, uncreated and |
;incorruptible. Admitting that authorities differ,
at least there is the possibility that b‘lVofLe\/oov A/,(f
7T,LVTAW K,I.T,L :ov /\obaov TovSe ("everything happens
according to this Logos")_lmplies that Logos has
intelligence. Fragment 92 ("although the Logos 1is
universal, many live as if they had a private
intelligence of their own") seems to re;inforce

that possibility., Theother surviving Logos-text ##
is 80 controversial that we have opportunity only

to quote ity 1t is found in Marcus Aurelius, whom
some scholare allege to be responsible for the phrase

/\05“ TR T AL SioiKoOyTl,

To Heracleitus the whole of reality is like one
constant stream of motions nothing is ever stills

# "This world, which 1s the same for all,
no one of gods or men has madej but it
was ever, 1s now, and ever shall be an
ever-living fire, with measures of it

kindling, and measures going out."
-« Fr.20 (Burnet).

92

# Fr.20, "The word KOUFOS must mean 'world' here,
not merely 'order'; for only the world
could be identified with fire"- Burnet,p.134.
/G‘- ’
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"Fire 1ives the death of air, and air lives
the death of fire; water lives the death
of earth; earth that of water." =~

' = Fr,25 (Burnet).

-Any single thing one can think of 1s but a fraction

of the process of flux and it is never the same for

the briefest moment we can regard or contemplate it.

Heracleitus (as we think) subordinated everything to

the one ablding law of the univerée, which has been
conveniently epitomized in the phrase ﬂév&té&?' -

though not an actual quotation firom Heracleitus.

He exalted. universal, rational, divine, consciously-

directing ngoé above the restleéa flux of things as
the one thing eVerlaétingly the same. Even 1f we

deny the Heracleltean Logoé intelligenoel(&nd decide
that the .Stoics first aécribed the faculty to Logos)

it is stlll the natural power which determines the

orderly sequence of natural phenomena, the regularity

of the course which it delegates to each individual
phenomenon in the great unohanging course of nature.

It 18, surély, one with Wlsdom, for "the wise 1s one

only., It is uﬁwilling'and willing to be called by

the name of Zeus" (Fr,.85, Burnef). "There 1s but

one wisdom, to know. the knowledge by which all things
are steered through all" (Fr.lé,_Adam). Heracleitus

bequeathed to philosophy at leaét the omnlpresence and

unifying function, as attributes of the Logos.
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The Stolec s,

_The éolitébypcgup}et of Ebioharmgénu, probably
about the beginning of the fifth century B.O.,
rgpreéqntsfthe most explicit statement of the Logos-
dootrine. to be found between the time of Heraclitus

and that of the Stolcs" (Adam, op.cilt., P.95).

Br;ef}y, Sfoicism was an attempt - and a notable
attempt - to bring about a synthesis of Greek and
oriental thought. Zeno, who 'flourished' about
278 B.C,, founded the school. He was a pupil of
the Cynic Grateﬁ,_&nd was éucogeded by Cleanthes
(c.283).. The whole Stoic view of the worldwas
based on the conception of one God, the father of
all, contalning and éuﬁtaining all, governing all
'and everywhere present and manifest. He was the
beginning and end of éverything for the Stolc.
Virtue consisted in doing to the best of one's
ability the Divine will and law. The true phil-
osopher is the selfasuffieient"man, who is the
very master of his fate and captain of hils soul,
above his circumstances, and perfectly content

in his own knowledge. All men are brothers, for

)/ 7 / - A
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all are in the same relationship to God.

The.Hergqleitean formula of the Logos was one of
the chief points in his éystem which attracted the
attention of Zeno. He took this.doctrine and
elaborated 1t-further. "Just as Plato gave to
the Socratic éréeéoﬂs or general conception a
metaphyslical existence in the form of an idea, so

dld Zeno elevate the %580§ of Antisthenes from its

position as a criterion for thought and duty to that -

of the physigql cauge and of being and movement"
(A.0.PEARSON, Fragments of Zeno and Cleanthes, 1891,
PP.21-22). The Stolcs developed a theory of a
great k&wv%5 Xé%ps which anlimated the world. Truse
virtue was to fbllow this Légos consclously and
devotedly, for it was the will of God. The vague
and imperfect in Heracleitus became definite and
cbmplete in Stoioism, In respect of his physical
teaching Zeno appropriated some important principles
from Heracleltua, particularly in the realm of
cosmogany. For Heracleitus the >\C/>505 guVolg is
the expression of the truth that nothing can be
known but the. law of mutability, the harmon& of
difference, which he likens to the stretching of a

bow=-string (Frag.66). This law he calls Xyaspp,

95
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Sle Cfr,uwe\/n, TO TtpléXO\/, , 6}4&; )\oéw('o/v TE O
" t{;,)é\/p()c—s . and & Zeus,
From Lactantlus we cull the fragment:
"...8l1quidem Zenon rerum naturae dispositorem
gtque.opificem universitatis Aé%og praedicat,
quem et facum et necessitatem rerum et deum

et animum Jovie nuncupat."
- DiV.InBt.iV.Q.

Tertullian (Apol.21) tells us that Zeno calls the maker
and disposer of all things 'fate' and 'God' and 'the

necesaarj origin of all things'.

In the famous Hymn of Cleanthes (the pupil and successor
of Zeno as head of the Stolc school: born c¢.331 B.0O. and
head of the school from 264-232) there is referende to

the universd Word that flows through all. things:

M eessssssthe imiversal Word, that flows

Through all, and in the light -celestial glows

Of stars both great and small. O King of Kings
Through ceaaeleas ages, God, whose purpose brings
To birth, whate'er on land and in the sea

Is wrought, or in high heaven's immensityj;

Save what the sinner works infatuate.

Nay, but thou knowest to make crooked straight:
Chaos to thee 1s order: in thine eyes

The unloved 1s lovely, who didst harmonlze
Things evil with things good, that there should be,
One Word through all things everlastingly.

(trans, ADAM, op.cit.pp.:105-107).

He continues, in praise of the Logos, that the wicked



spurn its volice and nelther see nor hear this "God's
universal law", which is revered by those who, in
seeking true happiness, are gulded by Reason,
"Words and thoughts are, according to their
(the Stoic's) view, the very same thing
regarded under different aspects. The same idea
(. Xdx0s ), which is a thought as long as it
resides within the breast, is a word as soon as
it comes forth...This 1s the meaning of the
Stolc distinction between Nyos &yBix@etos and
' ﬂ?o¢opko§ » & distinction subsequently
employed by Philo and the Bathers, and really
identioal with that of Aristotle.”

- ZELLER, The Stoics, Epicureans & Scepﬁica,
E.T., 1870,p.72.

The Stolcs were materialists or pantheists, who
concelved of a soul of the unilverse as well as of man;
an actlive material pervades the vast mass of passive
matefiél, the former working upon the latter by a
series of regular impulses. The great creative force
in nature, univeréal Reason, is called )é$9§fﬁﬁ?H4TM§k.
The words of the Epistle to the Hebrews 2:10 (33'59
ﬁ;nﬁkﬂx ) are reminiscent of the Stoic explanation
of the Being who is supreme and omnipresent? Thq
celebrated dictum of Paul's speech on Mars Hill 1is
an indirect quotation of. éxk Tol Jé(e brew;’peoﬁa
(1ine 4, Hymn of Cleanthes) throughvthe poet Aratus.

/ / , X
* A (Aév ¥ Gty D by T FdvTed -



o8

But what of the period between Heracleitus and
the Stolcs ?  After blossoming for & time in the
sixth century, the doctrine of the Logos withered
under the strong summer sun 6f Platonic dualism and
transcendental theology for two centuries. In the
fifth and fourth centuries, when the pre=Socratics
and Plato reigned in the kingdom of philosophy, the
place of Logos was taken by the Anaxagorean NOUS.

- The Heracleltean doctrine of the Logos was quite
foreign to the writings of Plato and Aristotle. But
with the rise of the school of Zeno there came a
fresh revival of the_Logoé-idea in a reversion from
the dualism of Plato, the philosophy which separated

the changeless Idea from the changeful world of sense.

This sketch of the fundamental ideas in the Stoic
doctrine indicatés_that the Logos is essentially a
rational principle, notwithstanding the early attempis
to interpret the ancient Hellenic legends in terms of
this philosophy and to cover its metaphysical concepts
with the prestige of the gods of Olympus. The Logos
was apotheosized. Very early in its history the
Stoic Logos had been identified with the supreme god,
Zeus (cf.Pluto, De Stoic.repugn.,34), and the Stoilo

philosophers continued to accept this interpretation



(ef.Seneca, De benef.,IV,7). It is not to be found,
however, in the 'Theology' of Cornutus (a fruitful
source of data on the subject of the Stoic Logos),
though this celebrated exponent of the Stolc philo=-
sophy multiplied the personifications of the Logos

whom he discovered in Cronos, in Eros and Atlas, in

Pan, in the Titans and in Herakles (of.Theology,zsiﬁl).

But this learned exegesis was to undergo a change
and give place to a different interpretation which
Stoicism had not created, but was willing to uﬁilize.
- We have Just noted the significant ascription of
apotheoslis to the Logos, and how the early identi-
flcation of Logos and Zeus was maintained by the
late Stolc philosophers. People had been accustomed
to see in Hermes the god of reason and language; he
was to become the personification of the Logos. The
name Hermes is sald to be derived“from 2Feﬁv ’

'to speak' (cf.Cornutus,op.cit.,81). The tongue,

as an orgdn of speech, was consecrated to Hermes; he
was called "son of-Zeﬁa and Mala", because speech 1s
the daughter of study and research. Hermes had been
worshipped as the god of speech long before Zeno, when
no one would have thought of making Zeus the soul of

the world. In thls popular exegesis the Stoic con-



ception of the Logos was. greatly compromiéed and
partially dlsorganized. Hermes was a very inferior
god to peréonify aé that soverelgn force: he was only
the messenger of the high gods. He occuplied in myth--
ology a secondary role of intermediary and messenger,
which the Logos was soon to adopt in the Alexandrian
philosophy, and it 1is possible that the myth of Hermes
showed 1ts influence 1n thie direction on philosophical
thought. Thus, by a subtle movement, Zeus ceases to
be simply phe divine, immanent reason of the world -
the Logos = and becomes a tr&nscéndent being, the
Hermes-Logos now the intermediary and messenger. This
transformation in the classiocal doctrine of the Logos
made it possible for Philo, to whom God is the trans-
cendent Divine Absolute, to adopt and import for his
own synthesls a considerable element of Stoic philo-

sophy and doctrine.

The ldentification of Hermes with the Logos was

| really inevitable, since already in the Heracleitean
scheme there 1s a tendency to apply to the Divine
Logos the different attributes which the Stolcs,
later on, reserved for human speech and reason. Once
Hermes blends with Logos, it lnvests the latter with

its own peculiar attributes, and as the whole 1s

loo
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developed in the sphere of popular mythology the Logos
will tend to lose more and more of 1ts ancient meta-
physical 6onnotations of rationality and philosophical

immanence.

.It should be mentlioned that Cornutus, remaining
faithful to the theory of his school, only identifiles
Hermes with the human-Logos, which had, for a long
time, been analysed by the Stoics into the interior-
Logoe_ahd the m@niféste&-Lpgos; the universal Logos
continued to be, for Cornutus, the.reasén of the world,
~and personified in Herakles, Atlas, Cronos and o£her
secondary deities. But his efforts were in vain.
The distinction of the two Logol and the asoription
to them of different roles - yet all divine - never
became popular, and Hermes remained the one and only

personification of the Logos.
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A. A1l exandrian Ju dailsm
THE BACKGROUND IEN RESPEOCT
OF THE LOGOS-<-IDEA,

IT was in Egypt that the role of Hermes was partic-
ularly developed. He became identified with THOTH,
the 1bi§_9r beboon god of Hermopolis,.who,'agcording
to legend, crééted_tﬁe world by the sole virtue of
his word. Certain myths, having their origin in
Memphis in the ninth or 9ighth centurieé B.C., were
already celebrating in Horus and Thoth the omnipot-
ence of the divine thought and word. These myths
penetrated into Greece;. Plato speaks of 'Theuth'
(Phaedr., 274 c), and Cicero mentions two Egyptian
qumeé. Under the Ptolemies this Thoth became popu-
lar with the Alexandrians as the qeleﬁrated Hermes
Trismegistos, the revealing god, who of old had
invented the alphabet énq taught men letters; and
who, in mysterious books, had unfélded to some priest
or hero the hidden secret of @he_cfeatiqn_of the
world and the formula of magic evocatlons. For the

rhilosophers Thoth was a personification of the Logos,
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like Hermes; and the Logos was also worshipped as
Osirie, of which there are a very few traces 1in the

Hermetic books,

But, rising above the cruder popular mythology,
certain loftier i1deas were taking shape in Alexandria;
probably finding expression in a mass of literature
of which the only considerable specimens now extant
are the writings of Flutarch and Philo., There may
or may not have been a borrowing of ideas, but the
similarity between the two philosophers was due to _
their common sources - the Alexandrian religious philo-
sophy, the syncretism that drew together Stoicism and
the religious theopieé of Egypt at the beginning of
the imperial epoch. The dualist and Platonizing
Stoicism which we find in Philo, Plutareh and ilarcus
Aurelius is that which was launched originally by
Posidonius. He introduced into Stoic physice Platonist
exe@plarism and Pythagorean arithmetic, combining the
theory of numbers and ideas with the theory of the

Logos.

Plutarch maintains the tradition of the Greek
moralists, and his eclecticlsm is subject to all the

great Platonist theses. His god is tranacendent, and
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his Logos is shaped accordingly. The Logoé is the -
principle of determination and energy (gg the Stoics'),
but it is the model on which the world was made and the
agent of its creation rather than the immanent force
end law of the world. The treatise"on Isis and Osiris"
expounds mosp_fully Plutarch's theory of the Logos. 1In
sections 54-56 we find the characteristic traite of the
Platonist ﬁqgos: it-is_at once the idea and the instru-
ment of de, the exemplar and the demiurge of the
world. In section 62 we note the theory of ﬁhe double
state of the Logos, imnate (évSu;GQToS ) and uttered
(ﬁpg%ofrgog ), analogous to what was later to 'be dev-
eloped by the Apologists of the Christian Church. The
principle of dualism is ingrained in Plutarch, and
much more than in Philo do we find the belief in the
perpetual and universal conflict between good and evil,

gpirit and matter, the law of individual nature and

the supreme, integrating 1aw'of the Logos.

- The most numerous and influential body of Jews
(i.e. Hellenistic Jewé) dwelt at Alexandria, that
strategically siltuated metropolis, the commercial
hub of the Romen Empire, where“EgSt met West and rub-
bed shqul@eré in a liberal atmosphere. Here were to

be found (it is estimated) best part of a million Jews,
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for the most part attached faithfully to their
national rg}igién, observing the Sabbath, frequenting
the synagogue, yet in love with all that could be

truly called He}lenio. It wes to be expected that
some atﬁempts would be made to fuse Judaic theology
with‘conceptioné which were peculiarly Greek. Start-
ing with the Bible as the true source of gll phiiosophy
and sclence, these Hellenlstic Jews applied to it the
same exegetical ﬁethqq as was applied by the Stoics

to the poems of Homer, and they produced a synthesis
which satisfied their natural, instinctive devotion

to Judaism and their qultivatad-passion_for Greek
thought and life. >_The-'Wisdqm of Solomon' (though
there is great divergence of opinion as to its date)

is a representative of the thought, feeling and
exﬁression of Alexandrian Judaism - its religion
fundamentélly Jewish, but its style and thought Hellenic.
But the most substantial body of literature from that
sphere are the gurviving.books of Philo's verbose and
abstruée systgm, and constitute the largest and almost
sole (certain) monument of what must have been a
flourishing religion and religio-philosophical_scheme
"in Alexandria and district, in the first century either

side of the Birth of Christ.
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PHILO J UDAETUS,
I. PHILO AND HELLENISM,

OF PHILO'S 1life itself we know 1ittle; only.a few
biographicel details are found in his own works., The
one event that can be determined wlth any chronological
accuracy is his journey to Rome as a member of the
embassage which the Alexandrian Jews sent to the
Emperor Caligula, seeking protection against the
attacks of the Alexandrian Greeks (40 A.D.). His
birth is generally given as about éo B.C, Whether

he ever caﬁe into contact with the ministry or message

of Jesus Ohrist, his contemporary, we do not know,

- If we are to understand the philosophy of this
notable Hellenistioc Jew, it 1ls necessary, as BREHIER
suggests, "dtendre ses vues au deld de la colonie
julve" ('Les Idées Philosophiques et Religieuses de

Philon d'Alexandrie', 1908, Introduction.).

Philonism was born of a fusion between the spirit
of Judaism and that of Hellenism. In the attempted
synthesls, the agreement of two irreconcilable modes

of thought appears to turn less on the classical Greek
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philosophy itself (which Philo heartily accepts in 1its

entirety), than on certain religious conceptions such

as the POWERS, the LOGOS and WISDOM. This group of
cpnbgpté, in part at any rate, has an Hellenistic origin,
but under went at Alexandria a development that renewed
their original meaning. This fusion was realized
rather more in the indeterminate and changing sppere

of popular religion than in the precise and well-

articulated categories of thought.

Philo himself was a Hellenistic Jew and was brought
up to speak phe vernacular, the so-called KOINE DIALEKTOS,
and was well-read in the ancient classice so that his
own worke show resemblances to Plato and contains
expressions from Aristotlé, Attlic orators and the
Greek poets., Thus 1t is that Pythagorean, Platonic,
Peripatetic and Stolcal ideas all contribute to the |
shaping of his own particular doctrines, His dual-
1étic contrast between God and the world is essentially
Platonic; the influence of Stoicism may be noted in
his dqctriné of God as the only effioient cause, and
that of the divine Reason immanent in the world, and
in the powers emanating from God and suffuslng the
world. His ethics and allegorlies are based.on:

thé Stolcethics and allegories. As a philosopher
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he must be classed with the eclecties; and in his
system there 1s an apparent lack of order, and.nowhgre
is any great philosophical subject exhaustively dis-
cussed and brought to a definite conclusion. But these
facts do not permit us to assign Philo forthwith to the
category of a mere compiler nor exclude him from a place

among the great philosophers of the world.

Notwithstanding his immersion, so far as his intellect.
was concerned, in the broad and deep sea of Hellenistic
culture, Philo's natural Jewish education has also to be
taken into account. He appears to have interested him-
self in the Hebrew Scriptures, though he used the Greek
0l1d Testament primerily. He attaches equal importance
to the Septuagint and to the Hebrew 0ld Testament, and
- bases all his arguments on the text of the LXX. He
had thoroughgoing views on Biblical inspiration,
believed in the communion of the human soul with its
Creator-God, set Moses at the head of the prophets,
and declared (in harmony with current rabbinical thought)
that the Law 1s eternal;_ He was well acquainted with
the Haggadah, 1f not so familiar with the Halakah.

Philo, therefore, was an earnest Jew; receiving with
full sympathy all the traditional customs of hls race

and 1ts religion. His philosophic activity is devoted
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almost entirely to the exposition of the liosaic Law,
If we consider his work against the whole of Jewilsh
literature, we find that it takes ;ts place at the end
of the creative period 6f Judaism - a remarkable coda
to the vast body of exegetical literature of the

rabbinical schools.

Philo's chief object was "to present an apologia for
the teaching of Moses by showing that even where it
qppeared questionable or trifling, it was full of the
highest philosophical truth" (J.DRUMMOND, Philo Judaeus,
vol, I, 1888, p.1). His problem was to solve the
tension between the inspired Hebrew Scriptures and the
Greek philosophies (and more particularly the Platonic
doctrine of ideas), which seemed incompatible. It is
the dootrine of the LOGOS which constitutes the central
and determining faptor of his philosophy: aﬁd_this

will be demonstrated and illustrated below,

To us, in the twentieth century A.D., the method of
-allegorical interpretﬁtion exocltes little enthueiasm;
or even interest. But Philo embraced it warmly as one
of the principles of his philosophy in his attempt to
justify the revelations of faith by speculative reason-
ing. It belonged esseﬁtiallv to the thought of the

time 1n which he lived, though there is much original .
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application of it in his exegesis, Philo, as a fine
representgtiVe of thqt school of thought, nevertheless
occupies quite a unique position, He became a model
for the early Churoh theologians, especially at Alex-
andria, His general methods, and some details, and
the determining principles of his religious philosophy
found their way into the Christian Church,

'Philo was an "earnest, pure and balanced character,...
riohly-endowed and highly cultured, capable of giving
eloquent expression to the best tendencles of his age,
but not inspired with the genius to step beyond his
age, and through the force of his own personality
imprees .upon the world the formative principles of a

new and nobler era" (DRUMMOND, op.cit.,p.28).

II. THE PROBLEM.

With a mind that was thoroughly imbued with Greek
philosophy, and indeed owing to its authors his own
learning, Philo evolved a system which shows through-
out the influence of the baslc Greek doctrines., It 1is
the duallsm (largely inherited from Plato) between an
altogether transcendent God and a material world that

causes Philo such difficulty. Language was totally



inadequate to describe God, and the ordinary terminology
could scsarcely avoidlaﬁthropomorphiqme and anthropopath-
isme; but it was implous, to Philo, to speegk in that
manner. This problem 1s to some extent eased by philo-
sophical reflection and the allegorical methoq. Bui
the God of Philo's conception is bare of all qualities,

for quality implies limitation, He 18 eternal,

unchangeable, simple substance, free self-determining Mind,

the Reason of the universe, the active Bause, "...the
perfectly pure and unsullled Mind of the universe,
transcending knowledge, transcending virtue, transcending
the good itself and the beautiful iteelf" (Op.Mundi,2;

Loeb, vol.i,p.11 #),

It 18 God's absolute elevation above the world that
is most characteristic of His Being: "that He is, not
what He is.". If we cannot know the essence of our own
souls, how much less may we comprehend the essence of
the Soul of the universe. "Who can assert of the Firset
Cause either that It is without body, or that It is a
body, that It is of such a kind or that It is of no
kind ?" (Legum Allegoria,?3, Loeb ibid.,p.441 #).

This dootrine is illustrated 1n Philo by reference to
the passage in Exodus 33:12 ff., where ioses, desiring

# All Eng, trans. of Philo are from Loeb Class. Library
edition, unless otherwise indicated.
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to see the Divine Glory, is allowed to behold only the
'back parts.' "Neverthelees, (lioses) was disappointed
of his purpose since a knowledge of'the bodies and things
which come after the Self-exlstent was considered an
amply sufficient gift for the mortél race at its best;
for it is said, 'Thou shalt.see my back parts, but my
face shall not be seen by thee" " (Mutat.Nom,, cited in
DRUMMOND, op.cit.,p.19).

"Philo's transcendental conception of the idea

of God precluded the creation as well as any

activity of God in the world; it entirely

separated God from man, and it deprived ethics

of all religlous basils. But Philo, who was a

pilous Jew, could not accept the un-Jewish,

pagan conception of the world and the irrelig-

ious attitude which would have been the loglcal

result of his-édwn system; o0 he accepted the

Stoic doctrine of the immanence of God, which

led him to statements opposed to those he had

previously made. While he at first placed God

entirely outside the world, he now regarded Him

as the only actual being therein. ' God is the

only real citizen of the world."

-Art,'Philo Judaeus', Jewish Encyclopedia.

'How is it possible for the Eternal Mind, which
transcends both space and time, to act within them ?!
This is the age-old question which haunted Philo, as it
had done to every thinker in every system of theism both

within Alexandrian Judaism and without,

Matter 1s regarded as evil, in Philo,on the grounds
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that no pralse 1s ascribed to it in Genesis; "but

with God no kind of material is held in honour, and
therefore He bestowed upon them all the same art, and

in equal measure. And s0 in the holy Scériptures we
read, 'God saw all things which He had made and behold,
they were very good' (Gen.1:31), and all things which
recelve the same praise must be of equal honour in the
eyes of the prailser., Now God praised not the material
which He had used for His work, material soql-less,
discordant and dissoluble....irregular, unequal, but

He praised the works of His own art,.which were consum-
mated through a eingle exercise of power equal and
uniform...”" (Quis Rer.Div.Heres, 32). How God, pre=-
vented by the utter incompatibility of His nature and
the inherently evil matter, 1s yet present and opsrative
in the universe Philo éttempta to explain, And therein
we are Iintroduced to the curious and complex system of
of the Powers ( Suvépelg ). The character of ancient
thought, Philo's rhetorical and figurative style, the
allegorical method, and inconsistencies in the expos-
ition, all combine to render this scheme of the powers

the most perplexing in the whole of Philo.

Certaln functions of the Powers in Philo belemg also

to the Ideas of Plato, and both are identified with
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oneanother, for example in Monarch.1.6 (cited in DRUMMOND,
op.cit.,p.74):
"As among you, seals, whenever wax or any similar
material is applied to them, make lnnumerable
impressions, not suffering the loss of any part,
but remaining as they were, such you must suppose
the powers around me to be, applying qualities
to things without quality, and forms to the form-
less, while they experience no change or diminu-
tion in their eternal nature. But some among
you call them very appropriately ideas, since
they give }deal form to each thing, arranging
the unarranged, and communicating determinate
limits and definition and shape to the indeter-

minate and indefinite and shapeless, and, 1n a
word, altering the worst into the better."

III, PHILO AND PLATO,

The ancient epigram, "either Philo platonizes or
Plato philonizes" (Hieron.), if somewhat exaggerated,
serves to remind us of the evident influence of that
celebrated expositor of the docﬁrine of ldeas upon
the later Alexandrian, We may not, héwever, suppose
that the Philonian Logos doctrine is to be discerned
in the philosophy of Plato: but certainly in the
teaching of Plato there are elements similar to Philo's,
and the one has imparted to the dther some important

aspects of his teaching,

Plato was but one of a large number of thinkers who



(]

sought by means of reason to discover "the eternal
ground of phenomenal exiatence, and to interpret the
method by which the iInfinite Cause enters into rel-
ations with the finite material world and with the
soul of man" (DRUMMOND, op.éit.,P.Z?). The doctrine
of the Logos as one of the proposed solutions to the
problem reached its fullest expression in the philo-
sofhy of Philo Judaeus. We cannot here assess the
extent of Philo's dependence on Plato, but we are at
liberty to remark that for the basic ideas of the
Logos doctrine Plato had provided important contrib-

utions both of thought and terminology.

Plato, like many other Greek philosophers, recog-
nized the presence of an all-pervading reason in the
universe, for which he has the name ﬁJoGg s Philo |
prefers Aézos or éo&& . With a Greek background,
untemperedey Hebrew tradition, Plato regarded the world
as the body in which the soul dwelt, forming with it one
living being. He then asoribes to the cosmos (or at
least to its finest part, the heaven) expressions which
in later times would be more - reasonably confined to the
| rational soul itself. God, who begat the Philonian
Logos, "begat this uniﬁerse...whose creator am I and

father of works" (Timaeus, 41 A). The all-embracing,
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the eldest of all created things, Philo's Logos is
reminiscent of Plato's Cosmos, "this universe one and_
only-begotten" (Tim.31 B). Like the Logos, moreover,

it was a 'god' and an 'image'

. "Having received all mortal and immortal creatures
and being therewithall replenished, this universe
hath thus come into being, living and visible,
containing all things that are visible, the image
( eilkdbv ) of its maker."

- Timaeus 92 C (tr.Archer=Hind).

Drﬁﬁmond suggests that the general conception of the
divine Fowers is borroﬁed from the Timasus (41 C and
following) "where the subordinate divinities are
called in to assist in the formation of mortal

creatures"” (DRUMLOND, op.cit.,vol.II, p.139).

"The Platonic doctrines and the Alexandrlan
doctrines originated, at least to some extent,
in the same necessity of thought, the demand
for some intermediate link of communication
between the eternal and the phenomenal, between
God and the world. The highest, it was sup-
posed, could produce by his own immediate act
only what was perfect; and as Plato delegates
to the subordinate divinities the creatlion of
the mortal part in man, so does Philo assign
the same office to ministering powers inferior
to God" (DRUMMOND, ibid.).
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1v. THE DOCTRINE OF THE POWERS.

This doctrine of the Fowers was not some merely
fanciful speculation on the part of Philo. He
derived it, aﬁ all his doctrines, from Scripture,
and asoribes this particular one to Moses. Genesis 1:27

. * ~N
dec;aree that Goc_i.mac_ig man /(oz'r’éc’Kévx Beov - not simply

like God, but like the image of God. Philo extends
this principle to the universe, and submits that all
other things "on which the senses pronounce judgment"
possessed pre-existing forms.,."Nevertheless wﬁat he
does say gives us a few indications of universal nature,
which brings forth no finished product in the world of
sense without using.an incorporeal pattern" (Op.lundi,1).
The function of the Powers is to impart to matter those
forms which render it such as enables us to say that
things exist. Far from.being agencies which keép,

God apart from the world, they operate to make a trans-
cendent God omnipreéent in His creatlon. Nor, indeed,
are the Fowers a nalve expedient, creating substitutes
to act in God's place. In Post.Cain, v, Philo writes,
"Though transcending and being beyond what He has made,
nonetheless has He fllled the universe with Himself;
for He has caused His Powers ( Suvoc/pel_g ) to extend -

themselves throughout the universe to its utmost bounds,
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and in accordance with the laws of harmony has knit

each part together."

In themselves they are eternal forms of God's
Thought, the active expreséions in the created universe
of the Mind of the Inscrutable One which make an
impression on the whole of creation. These Yowers
are not of equal rank, but are in a logical hierarchy.
Specific mention is made of the six senior FPowers,
but the innumerable multitude below have but cursory
reference. In an allegorical exposition of the
Israelite cities of refuge, Phllo delineates the six

chief Powers - the Divine Powers par excellence.

"It would seem, then, that the chiefest and
surest and best mother-city, something more
than just a clty, is the Divine Word, and

that to take refuge flrst in it is supremely
advantageous. The other five, colonles

as it were, are Powers ( §uvdmMes) of Him

who speaks that{ Word, their leader being
creative power, in the exercise of which

the Creator produced the universe by a

wordy second in order is the royal power,

in virtue of which He that has made it

governs that which has come into being;

third stands the gracious power, in the
exercise. of which the Great Artificer takes
pity and compassion on His own work; fourth
(is the legislative power, by which He prescribes
duties incumbent upon us; and fifth) that
divislon of legislation, by which He prohibits
those things which should not be done.”

~ Fug. et Invent.,xviii,



It is goodness which governs the employment of the

Powers,

Briefly we may mention that the Powers appear to be
equivalent to the nature or essence of God. The
parallelism in Vita Mos.,11,12 ("being a copy of
the powers of God, a manifest lmage of the invisible
nature, & created image of the eternal" - tr.Drummord,

op.clt.II,p.98) confirms that the Fowers of God are

identical to the invisible, eternal nature. Similarly,

in Monarch.i,6, where the Eowérs communicate qualities
to thinges without qualitles, experiencing no change
or deterioration in the eternal nature; thus seeming

to correspond with the Divine Nature.

An interesting predicate of the Fowers is found in
the use of'TEﬁﬂu ('stretch'). In the paragraph
(De Mutat.Nomin.iv) in which he is proclaiming the
self-sufficlency of éod, and His inability propérly
to be in personal relation to the world, Philo
mentions that "the Potencies which He has projecﬁed
into creation (é’KTél/Vév é,",S ye’vecnv) to benefit what
He has framed are in some cases spoken of as in a
sonse nelative..." (tr.Loeb). This declared quality

of the Powers militates against the conception of

"o
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persoenality. But if they are a manifestation of
Divine energies this idea interprets their functions
admirably. In a passage (which, incidentally,
exemﬁlifias Philo's paradoxical thought) from De Conf.
Linguarum, xxvii, we see'ﬁhe Alexandrian struggling
with the twin doctrines - a transcendent, impassible

God and an lmmenent Creator.

"The words 'the Lord came down to see the city
and the tower' (Gen.11:5), must certainly be
understood in a figurative sense. For to
suppose that the Deity approaches or departs,
goes down or goes up, or in general remains
stationary or puts Himself in motion, as
particular living creatures do, is an implety
which may be said to transcend the bounds of
ocean or of the universe itself. No, as I
have often said elsewhere, the lawgiver is
applying human terms to the super-humen God,
to help us, His pupils, to learn our lesson.
For we all know that when a person comes down
he must leave one place and occupy another.
But God fi1lls all things; He contains but is
not .contained. To .be everywhere and nowhere
is His property and His alone, He is nowhere
because He Himself created space and place
coincidentally with material things, and it
is against all right principle to say that
the Haker is contained in anything that He
has made.A He is everywhere ,because Hg has
made His Powers to extend (Teiw«S ) through
earth and water, air and heaven, and left no
part of the universe without His presence,
and uniting all with all has bound them fast
with invisible bonds, that should never be
loosed...That aspect of Him which transcends
His Potencies ((méphives T@v Buudipewy ) can=
not be conceived of at all in terms of place,
but only as pure being",(Loeb).
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Of the Powers' relation to thg“%ogoé itself we have
already noted that, in the allegory of the citieé of
refuge, the Logos is recognized as the 'mother-city'
and its superilority is affirmed in, e.g. Leg.Allégoria,
IIT, 1xi, "And the word of God is above all the world,
and 1ls the eldest and most all-embraciné of created things."
Again, the five Powers had their visible resemblances in
the sanctuary, but the divine Logos < above the cherubim,
the creative and regal Powers of God - was not brought
into vieible form, because it was like nofhing percep-
tible; the eldéét of all intelligible things. The
announcement of Exodus 25122, "I will speak to thee
from above the propitiatory between the two cherubim,"
illustrates the exalted station of the Logos and shows
.that, "the Logos is the driver of the Powers, but he who
speaks is the rider, giving to the driver the orders
which tend to the correct driving of the universe"

(De Prof. 18-19, cited in Drummond,iI,p.161).

The Logos, or Divine Thought, then, sums up and
comprehends the whole intelligible universe, as it 1is
expressed in De Opificio Mundi,vi (cited below).
Moreover, the Word of God both contains and coincldes
with the intelligible cosmos, as may be inferred from

the passage in De Somniis I,x1, where the word 'place'
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in Scripture is represented as being sometimes an
allegorical expression for the "Divine Word," which
God Himself has completely filled throughout with
; /

incorporeal potencies (éﬂw»pimog Suvuyemﬁ". Of this
important reference Drummond savys:

"This statement seems to imply that the powers

or ldeas collectively exhaust the Logos, and

that therefore they and the lLogos are con-

vertible terms, and the divine Thought 1is

neither more nor less than the sum total and

logical equivalent of the divine thoughts.

Since God is more generic than the Logos, he

of course includes it and 1its contents, 80

that there is no inconsistency when, in a single

passage, God, and not the Logos, is described

as the 'immaterial place of immaterial ideas'

(Cherub.,14)"

- op.cit.,p.162.
The Powers or divine 'ldeas', in a word, "are the
actlve manifestations of the snergy of God, which
give to creation all the reality, as well as all the
ader and beauty, which it possesses"”.
< W,R.INGE, Enc.Rel. and Ethics, art;clé on

'Alexandrian Theology', vol.I, p.33d a.
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V. LOGOS « 'THE CUTTER'.

Philo introduces formally the idea of the Logos,
in the sense of é/‘S of the world, following exaotlv
the role it assumes in Stoic philosophy. We know
that- for Heracleltus the harmony of the world is der-
ived from a single, invisible law, one of whose némea
is the Logos: 1in the midst of opposing fopces which
threaten one another and tend towards self-festruction,
the. Logos malntains peace and equilibrium, From this
Heracleitean doctrine more or less adapted by Stoicisum,
proceeds an element of the Philonian Logos, the
)\6505 ‘rolac—,égl . Thus we meet another of the paras
doxes, the Logos transcendent when regarded as the
Ideal Cosmos in the Supreme Mind # ; and the Logos-
'Toyé45 s Co~extensive with the visible scene when
impressed upon matter as the potent Thought of God,
the Bond of all things, prevehting them from dissolution,
# "Should a man desire to use words in a more
slmple and direct way, he would say that the

world discerned only by the intellect is :
nothing else than the Word of God (Beod Nogov)
when he was already engmged in the aot of
creation. For...the city discernible by

the intellect alone is nothing else than the
reasoning faculty of the archltect in the act
of planning to: found the citr. The one who
lays this down is lioses, not +, Witness his
express acknowledgment in the sequel when set-
ting on record the creation of man, that he

was moulded after the image of God (Gen.1:27).



"Now if the part 1s an image of an image, it is
manifest that the whole is so too, and if the
whole creation, this entire world percelved by
our senses (seeing that it 1s greater than any
human image) is a copy of the Divine image, it

is manifest that the archetypal seal also,

which we aver to be the world desoribed by the
mind, would be the very Word of God (& feal ASYos)"

= De Op, Mundi, vi, 24=25.

This novel coneeption of the 'cutter! (Topeu/g,) is
elaborated in Quls Rerum Divinarum Heres, and ie based
upon the story of Abraham's\offering of the animals
(Gen.15:9 ff.) All were divided,séve the two birds;

these signify, according to Philo's allegory, the
archetypal Reason lmmanent in the Divine, and its
counterpart in us, and therefiore were left unsevered.
"...:G0d has cut all the natures of things in accord-
ance with pre-established ideas. We are carried only
'one_step further back when 1t is alleged that the
Divine'Logos not only contalned the ldeal oreation,
but disposed it into a coemos (cf,.Op.Mundi, v)"

- DRUMMOND, op.cit.II,p.169.

"As, then, the city which was fashioned before=
hand within the mind of the archetect held no
place in the outer world, but had been engraved
in the soul of the artificer as by a seal;

even so the universe t hat consisted of ideas
would have no other location than the Divine
Reason, which was the author of this ordered
frame."

<0p.Mundi, v (Loeb).
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"Then, he continues, 'he divided them in the
middle,' but he does not add who this 'he' is.

He wishes.you to think of God who cannot be
shewn, as severing through the aeverer of all
things, that 1s his Word (& Téper Tiov GUNTEVTWY
EotUToO %ogqb ), the whole succession of things
material and immaterial whose natures appear

to us to be knitted together and united. That
severing Word whetted to an edge of utmost
sharpness never ceases to divide"

= Quis Rer.Div.Heres, xxvi.

"In its relation to the world the Logos appears as
the universal substance on which all things depend;

and from this point of view the manner (as ‘Xey|Ku»
1{TovT: ) becomes a symbol for it.

The Logos, however, is not only the archetype of
fhings, but also the power that produces them,
appearing as such especially under the name of the
Logos Toyédg (the 'divider'). It separates the
individual beings of nature from one&nothef accord-
ing to their characteristlcses; but, on the other
hand, it oons@itutes'the bond connecting the individ-
ual creatures, unlting their spiritual and physical
attributes. It may be sald to have invested itself

with ths whole world as an indestructible garment."

= Jewish Encyclopedia, art., "Philo Judaeus."
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VII. OTHER DESIGNATIONS OF LOGOS.

Among the many epithets apprlied to the Logos
indicating its relation to God we find that of the
*Shepherd'. In the pastoral allegory, drawn from
the story of Moses and Jethro's (properly Raguel's)
flock, the séven bodily faculties, of those who belong
to the flock of God have the Divine Logos as theilr

Shepherd:

"For they have discarded their kinship and
"vanity, and become affiliated to the guid-
ance and rule of law, resolved to become
part of ths holy herd which is led by God's
Word as its name shews, For Raguel means
'*the shepherding of God.' ....S0 then we
shall not be surprised to find the mind
which has the Divine Word for 1lts shep-
herd." -
- De Mutat.Nominum, xix, xx.

As the'most generic thought, the Logos 1s regarded
as the oldest of things < doubtless referring to

its logical rather than chronological relations:

"We have & proof of this in His feeding :. %:..
ues with His own most 'generic' word; for
'manna’ means 'something', and this is

the most generic of all terms. And the
Word of God 1s above all the world, and

is the eldest and most all<embracing of

all created things,"

- Leg.Alleg.,ITI,1xi.
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thereby produced, the Logos is represented as a Son;
which, together with the previously descfibed notion

of 'oidest', results in its becoming the first-born

Son: "For there are, as is evident, two temples of God;
one of them this universe, in which there 18 also as
High Priest His First-born, the dlvine Word, and the
other the rational soul; whose priest is the real Man..."

- De Somniis, xxxvii.

‘Belng more'éuitable than other terms to convey special
ideas, eand having Hebrew sanctlon, Wisdom finds a place
in the Philonian system. Borrowed from Alexandrian
theology, the idea of Wisdom confused rather then
clarified the Logos doctrine. Wisdom, "God's arche-
~typal luminary," (Migr.Abr., viii), is both co-ordin-
ated with the Logos and also regarded as the higher
. principle from which the Divine Word proceeds. In the
commentary on Deuteronomy 8315 ff., to be found in _

- Legum Allegoria II,xxi, Israel is exhorted not to for-
get the Lord who nourished them in the wilderness.
Spiritually we thirst "until God send forth the stream
from His strong wisdom to gquench the thirst of the
soul....For the flinty rock is the wisdom of God, which

He marked off highest and chiefest of His powers."



Thus, Wisdom is set forth as the highest of the Divine
Powers -“pregumab;y_és operative in the world.  But

in the same paragraph we see an example of the problem
of a coherent doctrine, for, when souls have drunk,
"they are filled also with the mannéﬁ, the most generic
of substances....But the primal existence 1s God, and

next to Him is the Word of God."

God, "the only wise", is the "fountain of wisdom,"
(SS. Ab.et Cain, xvii): and He is the "sovereign of
wisdom," (Quod det.pot.ins., ix). Wisdom, like the
other Divine Powers, is "older than the creation of
the entire cosmos." Like the Logos, Wisdom was
inétrumental in the ocreation of the coémos;' God being
fhe_Father and Wiadom the Mother of the universe, "we
 should rightly say...that the architect who made this
universédes at the same time the father of what was
thqs born, whilsf i1ts mother was the knowledge poss=-
eséga_by its Maker. With Hils knowledge God had

union, not as men have it, and begat created things."

In apparent contradiction to the identification of
Wisdom énd the Logos, we note such references as, 6.g.,
. in De Fuge et Inventione, xviii, "The man who is capable

of running swiftly it bids stay not to draw breath but



pass forward to the supreme Ivine Word, who is the
fountain of wisdom, in order that he may...geln life

.eternal as his prize."

Again, in the same book, section xx, "the Divine
Word...his father belng God, and his mother Wisdom,
through whom the universe came into existence (§f}3§.
T 3//\&5)\96/ Q,S 5_6650‘1\'/)." Further, "the Divine Word
descends from the fountain of wisdom like & river to
lave and water the hea?en-sent_celestial shoote and
plants of virtue-loving souls which are as a garden"

(De Somnils, xxxvii),

Probably Wisdom is used at all'by"Philo_because of
its more distinct personal aséociationa, and is more
definite than the term Logos. This latter, being
more flexible and able to express both inwafd con-
ception and the uttered or objectibe thought, is pre-

ferred.

The.term "Divine Spirit" is used less freguently.
Physically, 1t signifies the alr; metaphysically,
either the impress of the Logos, or the universal
Wisdom; menifested in individuals, The Spirit is
identified with Wisdom in 1ts highest generic sense

and 1s there ontologically the same as the Logos,
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though in its higher sense it is used of the Logos

only in conngction with mankind'(cf.De Gigént.,v-vii).

The title "Second God" is employed only once
(Fragments, II,625): '

"Why, ae though speaking of another God, does he

say, 'I made man in the image of God,' but not

in his own 1lmage ? The answer is that nothing

mortal could be made like the supreme Father

of all, but only like the second God, the Logos.

For the rational impress in the soul of man

must be stamped by divine Reason, and cannot

have as its archetype God, who is above Reason."
"Here the application of the term 'God' to the Logos
is rendered necessary by Philo's interpretatlon of the
passage on which he is commenting. According to his
own conceptlon, as expressed in the worde before us,
the Logos is eimply the archetype of the rational
principle in man, and this archetype, as we have seen,

is the immanent Thought of the universe"

- DRUMMOND, op.cit., II, Pp.197-8.

Philo.was in no way erring into polytheism: but in
as much aa the Logos was truly divine, the creative

Thought of God, the cosmlc principle in the material

universe, and represented only the immanence but not the

transcendence of God - to distinguish it from the One
Supreme Belng - it was termed, rather naturally,

"Second God,."
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VII. THE PERSONALITY OF THE LOGOS.

The questlon of the personality of the Logos was
not raised by Philo himself, whose incqnsistehcies in
this respect present the student with one of the most
tantalizling problems in this aspect of his teaching.
The modern reader of Philo needs to be on his guard
against Judging the subject from the standpoint of thg
postulates of modern thought. The Hellenistic philo-
sbpher,_Philp,}had considerable fondness for person-=
ification, metaphor and thg'like, with the result that
there_is_no'paugiﬁy of nebulous speculations in parts

of his allegorical and highly poetic exegesis,

In his system of allegorical interpretations, Philo
takes certain hlstorical personages of the Old Testa-
ment as symbols of abstract qualities. Abraham, for
example, is first the representative of the wise man,
and then he becomes the distinctive quality of the
wise man, 'Divine Reason.'!

"It ceaséd to be wlth Sarah after the manner
of women, end she...sald, Not yet hath happi-
ness befallen me till now, but my Lord (the
Divine Word) is greater (Gen,18:11 ff.)"

- Leg.Alleg. 1II,lxxvii.
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Melchizedek also:_

"Fot he 1s & priest, even Redson; having.as his port-
ion Him that IS, and all his thoughts of God are
high....for he is a priest of the most high (Gen.14:

| 18 £.).
_ 1bid.,=26.
"To entertain thoughts is oﬁaracteristic og person-
ality....The Logos 1s known to consciousness as the
very essence of our personallty; it is by participa-
_tioh in reason that we are persons, and pot_merely
animals or things" (DRUMMOND, op.cit.,p.225-6).
Though Drummond goes on to elaborate and offer an
explanation attempting tpnreponciie_the inconsist-
encieé_copstituting the problem of the Personality of

the Logos.

It is legitimate and ppégible to deduce personality
from fhe description of.Logos as NOUS, as in Quis Rer.
Div. Heres, 48, where it is further declared that,
"the two natures, the reasoning power within us and
the divine Word or Reason above us, are indivisible,
yet...they divide (‘Te/HVOLN‘-'V, <f. >‘~5595 T°fl€6$) other

things."

The application of the term 'mind', however, to the

Logos 1s no guarantee of personality, and it may be
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that the "Logos, conceived as mind, is simply the

rational power of God, from which is copied the generic

idea of human reason" (Drummond, ibid.,P.235).

There 1s a serles of passages, in thls connection,
in which the term 'angel' is applied to either the
Logos or the Logoil. They are based upon Scriptural
references and are treated in contexts where Philo
employe the allegorical method. This fact should
prevent us from coming to any hasty conclusions as to
the personqlipv_qf_theiLogos or Logol. Words are
used in the description of the numerous cases of
angelic appearances to 0ld Testament characters which
at first sight are convincingly in favour of a Personal
Logoé. In the appearance to Jacob in Genesis 351:13,
"Accordingly, when He says 'l am the God who was seen
of thee in the place of God', gpqefstand that He occu=
pled the place of an angel only so far as appeared,
without changing, with a view to the profit of him who
was not yet capable of seeing the true God....so some
regard the image of God, His angel the Word, as His
very self, Do you not see how Hagar, who is the edu-
cation of the sohqolé, says to. the angel, 'Thou- art the
God that didst look upon me' (Gen.16:13) ? For being
an Egyptian by descent she was not quaiified to see

the supreme Cause." - De.Somniis, 41.
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- The language 1s, on the surface, indicative of the
Possible sscription of personality to the Logos. But
the context seems to_modify those rather bald assertions.
Philo is teaching that the angels who appeared to Hagar
and Jacob, whom they miétoqk for God Himeelf, are symbols
of the Divine Thought. In His purpose of leading men
to a full faith that can percelve Him as transcendent
and infinite Cause, God directe their way from the
crudest anthropomorphisms through the recognition of

Himself as the immanent Reason,

The reference in De Somniis I, 127, glves weight to
the positive point of view: "the holy land is full of
incorporeal ‘words'; and these words are immortal souls”,
which are later identified with angels (ibid.,22.141).
Similarly, the degcriptign_of the angel_whiqh appeared
to Moseé in the burning bush (Vita,Mos,.,I, 12) - though
not actually identified with the Logos, but assumed to
be éo ~ manifeste personal activity., Again, in writing
of the pillar of cloud which stood between the Egyptians
and the Iérael@tes, Philo emplqys language which is

strongly personal:

"To His Word, His chief messenger, highest in age
and honour, the Father of all has given the spec-
ial prerogative, to stand on the border and sep-
arate the creature from the Creator. This same
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Word pleads with the immortal as suppliant for
afflicted mortality and acts as ambassador of
the ruler to the subject. He gloriea in this
Prerogative and proudly describes it in these
words, 'and I stood between the Lord and you'
(Deut,.5:5), that is neither uncreated as God,
nor created &s you, but midway between the
two extremes, a surety to both sides...I am
the harbinger of peace to creation from that
God whose will 1s to bring wars to an end,
who is- ever the guardian of peace.

\\\ Quis Rer. Div. Heres, 42,
AN

There is evidently some inconsistenkﬁy here, for it
wae Moses who actually époke the words quoted: so
that Moses would logically be the Logos. ) Philo had
previously regarded the cloud as the visible covering

of the unseen angel (Vita Mos.,I, xxixm).

We cannot press the pe;éonai and angelic character
of the Logos or Logoi. The inconsistencies and symbolio
language of th®w whole exposition permit only en allep-
- orical identification of the Logoi with the angels.

We should not lose sight of the one dominating idea
underlying the multitude of references to the Logos in
Philo's system. It is pre-eminently the THOUGHT of God
which dwells subjectively in the Infinite Mind:

"For if we have not yet become fit to be thought
the sons of God yet we may be sons of His invise
ible image, the liost Holy Word. For the Word is

‘the eldest-born image (efuuiy ) of God.

- De Conf.Ling., 147.



_And this Thought or Reason 1s made objective in the
universe:
"...for by His own supremely manifest and far-
shining Reason God makes both of them, both the
original of the mind, which in symbolic language
he calls 'heaven', and the original of sense-
perception, to which by a figure He gave the
name of 'earth' " o o
= Lege. Alleg., 21. .
"The creative Thbught_which shaped the cosmos was the
firet messenger that issued from the solitude of God,
bidding chaotlc matter become clothed with ideal forms,
and rational beings arise responsive to the infinlte
intelligence. Languaﬁe of this kind does not imply

individual personality" (DRUMMOND)"
«op.cit.,pP.271.

VIIX. LOGOS AND CONSCIENCE,

Philo recognizes that man is a belng who continually
seeké after God, yearning for the'ultimate Reality,
whether as expressed more abétraétly in terms of the
intellect or in a more personal fashiop as the satis-
faction of the whole nature. He discusses this theme
fro@ different standpointﬁ. His treatment of the
Conscience and 1ts functions is inconsiderable, though
this appears to be no indication of the importance he
attggpgé to it. Oonsclence is one of the links

between. the naturel and the super-natural, and Phllo
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Pleinly states that 1t is the Divine agent within
the soul, illuminating its actions so- that their real
character 1s manifest. The irrational tendency of
human nature to follow the worse, whilst all the time
knowing better, renders necessary the intervention of
Divine energy to support - to encourage ~ the moral

aspiraﬁions of the human soul.

Philo identifies Oonscience with the Logos, as for

example, in Quod Deus sit.Immut,,134 £f:

"Sb long as the Divine Logos has not come into
our soul as into 1ts abode, the deeds of the
soul are blameless: for its guardian or father
or teacher or whatever we ought to call that
Priest by whom alone it can be warned and con-
trolled remains far away from it: and those
who sin through ignorance, without knowledge"

of what things they ought to do, recelve par-
don. For they do not even apprehend their
actions as sins. " Indeoed they even suppose
that they are acting rightly in cases where
they commit great errors. But when the Priest
who genuinely tests us enters into us like &
perfectly pure ray of light, then we recognize
the unrighteous designs harboured in our ‘souls
and our culpable deeds. All these the consec-
rated testing Power # , having shown their
defilement, bids us pack away and strip off,
that he may behold the house of the soul clean,
end if any diseases have arisen in 1t, may
heal them."

- trans. in KENNEDY, Philo's Contribution
to Religion, 1919,PP. 109 fo

*GXC & S is for Philo an almost technical description
the Conscience. Thus in De Fuga, 131, he writes:
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"These are the Utterances of the genuine man,
who 1s’ the testing power Qjﬁ} Xo¢ ) of the
goul, who, when he sees the gsoul in perplex-
ity making enguiry and search, takes care
that she may not go astray and miss the right
path." -

- trans.Kennedy.,

Later, in the same context, having compared the Logos

"to a prophet, Philo writes:
"For this inspired béing, in the grasp of an
Olympian love, and goaded by the irresistible
stings of his Divine frenzy, entering into the
soul, ‘creates’ there the remembrance of her old
wrong-doings and sins, not that she may again
yield to them, but that with loud lamgntations
and .weeping she may come back from her former
wandering, hating its issueé, and may follow
the promptings of the Logos-prophet, whd is
the interpreter of God." -

-_trans.Kénnedy.

To.sum up: Philo regards Conscience as a manifestation

of the ngos;_a vital factor in awakeﬁing_men's and women's
aspirations after God. It is, therefore, esential

for a man to be humble and estimate himself as in the
Divine Presence if he would reach God Himself. This
is'ﬁade possible by the function of Consciencg within

the soul,

One of the most suggestive expositlons of the Logos
is that which 1s set forth as the Image of God. First,

it 1s the all-comprehending Divine Thought, by means



of which God gave shape to the shapeless universe:
", ..when (God) had perfected it, stamped the
entire universe with His image and an ideal
form, even His own Word."

-~ Do Somniis, vi (Loeb).

Secondly, the mortal soul " was stamped according to
the image of'the.self-existent; and thought, through
which the whole cosmos was fabricated, is an image

of God" (Monarch, 11, v} Loeb).

Philo infers from the statement of Genesis 1:27
his doctrine that man was formed according to the
imege of God (e/kSva8eol), and he proposes that
the human mind is & copy of the Logos. He concludes,
therefore, a descending order of three terms:

 God, the Logos and the human mind (or reason).
".,.ﬁhe mind in each of us, which in the true and full
éense.ia_the 'man', 15 an expression at third hand
from the Qaker, while between them is ﬁhe Reason
which serves as a model for our reason, but itself

is the effigy or pfeséntment of God."

- Quis Rer.Div.Heres, xlviii,
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-IX. ECSTASY,

- . .- .. - - - “ -

It is God's purpose, according to FPhilo, that men
should attain to spiritual perfection. Life here on
earth 1s a pilgrimage towards the realization of that
full and unintermupted communion with God which IS
salvation, when.(to use a New Testament dictum)

"I shall know even &s also I am known." For it is
necessary to bear in mind that in the Greek tradition
there is a constant emphasis on knowledge as salvation,
quite different from the Hebrew doctrine of salvation.
Philo bids the virtue-seeking soul, "Depart, therefore,
out of the earthly matter that encompasses thee" - |
Migr.Abr., iij that is, not to seek death, but "make
thyself a stranger to them (worldly things) in Judgmént
and purpoée...they are thy subjects...evermore be coming
to know thyself" (ibid.). And as long as he falls
short of the final perfection, the aspirant "has the

Divine Word as his leader" (Migr.Abr.,xxxi).

Communion with God in its highest form reaches the
st@tg_whichlis called 'prophecy'. Only the.wiée and
virtuous man is eligible for this étate. Prophecy
ippludes foresigpt_into the future, but the higher

function of the prophet is to interpret God. The



medium of prophecy is ecstesy, a condition of inspired
frenzy in which- the natural reason is suspended and

the man himself becomes the paessive instrument of God:

"Now with every good man it is the holy Word
which assures him his gift of prophecy. For
e prophet (being a spokesman) has no utter=
ance of his own, but all his utterance comes
from elsewhere, the echoes of another's
voice. = The wicked may never be the inter-
preter Of God, so that no worthless person
is 'god-inspired' in the proper sense...

"What of Moses ? Is he not everywhere cele-
brated as a prophet ? For it says, 'if a
prophet ‘of the Lord arise among you, I will

be known to him in a vision, but to Moses

in actual appearance ‘and not through riddles
(Num.12:6, 8), and again, 'there no more rose
up a prophet 11k Moses whom the Lord knew face
to face' (Deut.34:10), = Admirably then does
he describe the inspired when he says. 'about
eunset there fell on him an ecstasy. (EkTTuais ), !

- Quis Rer.Div.Heres, 1ii.

The_higheet_p;ece,_then, seems reserved for the calm,
eteadfaet, peaceful mind of the wise man, represented
by Moses as standing between the Lord and Israel.
This blessed mind is superior to man but inferior

to. God:

"Thue (Moses) says, 'And I stood between the Lord
and you' (Deut.5:5), where he does not mean that
he stood firm upon his feet, but whshes to indi-
cate that the mind of the sage, released from
gtorms and wars, with calm still weather and pro-
found peace around it, is superior to men, but
less than God" (De Somniis, xxxiv),
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This corresponds with the Old Testament development,
where{p”the'selfepgggeésqd,;fgllchonsqioué and, at
the same time, fully-Spirit-possessed reforming
prophets are considered superior figures to the

ecstatic NeBHI'IM of earlier times.

X. THE IDEA OF EXTENSION.

When we have made the fullest attempti:to reooﬁcile
the various, contradictory elements in the curioﬁs
Logos doctrine of Philo, we are awaré'that there 1is
something unsatisfactory in such a conclusion as
may have been reached along the line of "personaiity“
or "not personality”. Iﬁdegd, we feel led to ask
whether_thié 1s not rather too modern a category by
which to interpret ancient thought and concepts. |
Philo is clearly not a reckless thinker and expesitor,
and his apparent indifference towards that which is
80 perplexing to us, two millenia afterwards, may
find its_explanatidn in a form of interpretatlon
suggested by A.R,JOHNSON. In his thesis, "The One
and the Many in the Israslite 6onceptiqn of God"

(Cardiff, Univ.Press,.1942), he develops the idea

14z
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of the 'extension of personality,' In Israelite
thought , he proposes, man was conceived of, not in
some analyfioal fashion (ag is the modern, western
habit), but synthetically -~ as a psychological

whole (sf. P.5). 1In ngesis.2:7, for ex#mple,
NEPHESH indicates not one (albeit.the superior) part
of man's being, "but the complets personality as a
unified manifestation of vital power; it repre-
sents what Pedersegﬂhas called 'the grasping of a
totality' " (ibid.,p.8). In the straightforward
case of Isaac's blessing we have a notable example

of the 'extenslon of personality', His uttered

word of benedlction is such an extemsion. Blessings
are part of the author, going forth with a kind of
creative power. "Having once bestowed blessing

upon Jacob, (he) is_ungbie to retract his words...
once uttered they act creatively in a quasi-material
fashion" (ibid.,p.7). Similar to this are the
examples cited of pPersonality belng extended through
a man's household (e.g.,Achan, in Joshua 7:24 ff.);
fhrough a man's 'messenger' (e.g., through the agency
of his servant Joseph is considered present, Gen.44:4 f.);
through & man's property (e.g., Elisha's staff, II Kings

4:29). "Accordingiy, in Israelite thought the



individual, as a NEPHESH or centre of power capable
of indefinite extemsion, is never a mere isolated

unit; he lives 1in constant reaction towards others" (p.11).

To sum up: we may say of the Israelite conception of man
that it was so diffuse that Heraclitus might well have
been speaking in Helrew rather than Greek terms when
he said:
"Though thou shouldst traverse every path,
thou couldst not discover the boundaries

of 'soul'; it hath so deep a meaning"

- JOHNSON, p.17.

This idea is then applied to God, and numerous 0ld
Testament examples are cited. The manifestations of
exceptional power (cf. Gideon and Samson) or the infec-
tious behaviour of the early, ecstatic propheté might
be attributed to the RUAH, or Spirit of Yahweh, as the
‘extension of His peréonality, "God is thought of in
terms slmilar to those of man as possessing an indef-
inable extension of the personality which enables him
to exercise a mysterious influence upon mankind. In
its creative aspect this appears as 'blessing'; in its
deétructive aspect it makes 1tself felt as a ‘curse' "

(p.20).

'0f more immediate concern for this study is the 0Old



Testament use of 'Word' (i.e., D'BHAR YHWH), which in
Qertain.;pstancee may be regarded as a powerful
'extension' of Yahweh's personality. - The very well-
known and relevant passage in Isaiah 55:10 ff. ref-
lects the idea. "The 'Wérd' (DABHAR) 1s one with the

'thing' (DABHAR) which is to be performed; it has

objective reality, and thus forms a powerful 'Extension'

of the Divine Personality" (Johmson, p.21).

_ There.is, further, the Angel of Yahweh (e.g., in
Judges 6:11 £{.) which is indistinguishable from
Yahweh Himself, and of whom it may be sald that he,

too, 18 an extension of the same God.

If’thié“?eally was the manner in which the ancient
Semiteq_qgnoeivadiﬁhe media of Divine Self-manifest-
ation (and among the Israclites, in particular, of the
theophanies and the Word); 1if, too, something of the
same idea was to be found in the Hellenistic world -
it is not, then, unreasonable to submit that Philo
(as a Jew by birth, instinct and religion) likewise
conceived the Logos. The application of Johnson's
argument to the Logos (as in the other instances of
extenslon of Divine Personality) makes room for a theory

whereby the Logos may be viewed as at once God Himself
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and, at tho ssmo time, other than God, The Logos is
an aspect of God, therefore, of whom 1t is but a com-
pPlement (not a_contradiction) to assert that he 1s an
entity. Philo was a Jew seeking to demonstrate to
the Greek world_the superiority of the Hebrew reve;—
ation, and having a wide knowledge of the 0ld Test-
ament, and (we may believe) with no slight appreciﬁ-

tion of the Hebrew background and mind.

. This Logos, which is the power most intimately
bound to{thg Divine, Omnipotent Being, called 'Second
God', 'Son of God', 'Divine Reason', 'invisible and
eldest-born image of'Goq'! alohé having access to the -

innermost Mind of the Absolute, is nevertheless quite

clearly distinguished from Him, It has precisely defin-

ed funotions within the cosmos, and has relations with
men, yet without #eing hypostatized. Thus may the
Divine Being, viewed as capable of indefinite
extension, "thoﬁgh transcending and being‘beyond

what He has made, nonetheless (fill) the universe

with Himself; for #e has caused His Powers to

EXTEND themselves..." (Post.Cain, V).



XI. PHILO'S LOGOS AND THE D'BHAR - YHWH.

One of the leading conceptions of the O0ld Testament
is that of 'the Word of the Lord' (D'BHAR YHWH). It
is to be found throughout the whole vast compass of
that ancient library of sacred writings, with the first
reference at Genesis 15:1, and the last at Malachi 1:1.
In the Septuagint it is rendered by both )é}é? and
Vﬁrhg . An obvious question presents itself when
we come to conslder Hebrew Soriptures 1ln Greek language:
How does the Philonian conception of the Word corres-
pond with the D'BHAR YHWH of the 0ld Testament, and
to what extent 1s the later a truly natural develop-

ment of the earlier ?

action. The Word has an inherent potency to bring to
péss what verbally it declares. As has.already been
intiﬁgted, ihe“or;ental ldea of the dynamic word formed
part of the every-day life and conversation, as for
example in the matter of blessings and cursings. How
much moreso, then, this would be true ofthe Divine Word.
In the 01d Tespament we'have'such explicit instances as
that of Psalm 33:6 (LXX, 32:6) where 1t is declared,

"By the word of Yahweh were the heavens made". Or,
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in Isaiah 55:;i“ff:3'wheye"ppg Word of Yahweh accomplishes
His will. Or again, Jeremiah 1:2 (and a multitude of
similar usageé) where the Word is the organ of commun-
ication with the prophets, and the agent of Divine
illuminatlon and self-revelation., It is creative,

instructive (cf.,Psalm 119:105), and - under God -

sovereigﬁ in its ilnevitable self-realization.

In phraseology there is superficial resemblance
between the 0ld Testament usage of the Word and the
later Alexandrian doctrine: in both spheres the Word
is the_bridge.between_qu and man in particular, and
between Creator and creation more generally. Beneéth
this surface likeness there are basic differences.

The Philonian conception of matter, and the need for
fhe.Logos in creation, are far removed from the Hebrew
interpretation of the Biblical ldeas of creation and‘
medlation. With all his reverence for the 0ld Test-
ament and his Hebrew ancestry, Philo was a Greek philo-
sopher. One feels, in reading Philo's works, that

the inconsistencies and oscillations of thought and
doctrine are but a reflection of a tension between his
nature and instinct, and the cultural passion for all

that was Greek. The Hellenistic notion of God was
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fundamentally &iffe#ent from that of the’Old Testament
revelation; and the Hebrew D'BHAR YHWH - with no ten-
dency to be thought of as a distinct hypostasis, God's
utterance to the human soul, with 1ts objective being
only‘found in the written prophets and the codified
law)- was far removed from the Alexandrian Reason
pre-eminently the Thought of & transcendent, impa387
ible, incognizable Deity, which dwells.in the Infin-
ite Mind, but made objective in the universe. The
Greek tradition interprets the Logos as static; for
Philo, it iésues forth from God and operates in a
subjective manner in man and the cosmos, and (at times)
posseséynglproperties which apparently bring it near,

if not quite as far as, an hypostasis.

Phi;o'é hope was to do the impossible. He sought
to blend the Greek and Hebrew genius within the pre-
scribed boundslof the 014 Testament. How far he
succeeded at all, it 1s scarcely possible to estimate
in so slight a study as this brief section requires,
One thing, however, strikes the most casual reéder of
Philo.  This philosopher's cosmology, cosmogany,
theology, metaphysics and doctrine of the Logos are
viewed ffom_a Greek point of view adjusted to, and

modified.by, the Hebrew, rather than vice-versa.
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Philo pepreggnts a new approqgﬁ, not a development,
He is next in the line of Heracleitus, Plato and the
Stolcse, rather than the natural successor to lMoses,
Eli jah aﬁd Jeremish, The far-sighted, daring Evan-
geliét who penned the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel

might claim that place with greater right.

XII. PHILO'S LOGOS AND THE FOURTH GOSPEL.,

#

The all-important gquestion of the Philonian Logos
doctrine as a possible source for the Christology of
John, -Paul and the Epistle to the Hebrews gives great
exercise to the mind of any student of the 'Word of God'
in the New Testament. We are particularly concerned
here with the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel and must
confine ourselves to that Scripture. It is, of course,
the chief 'Logos' passage in the New Testament. Philo
and John lived in that age of religlous syncretism,

a perilod éo_fagqinatipg to students. Certain basic
metaphysical conceptions prevailed universally, con-
stituting a background for the birthand development

of religious idegé - common to them all. It is not
necessary to assume any direct connection between John

and Philo.
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Whatever differences may be alleged between Philo
and the Johannine Prologue, they have this in common,
the attempt to interpret to a Hellenistic world a rev-
elation of the God of ﬁebrew monotheism. The nature
of that revelation, the method employed in 1ts inter-~
pretation, the meaning attached by respective authors
to certain leading terms and the purpose of their
. writings can be shown to be fundamentally different,

if not, in some cases, opposed.

Phllo stands out as the most notable thinker and
voluminous author of a Greek world nourished by a
Hellenistic philosophy similar to that exemplified

in the 'Hermetica'. Philo endeavoured to interpret
the Old Testament revelatlon through the medium of'a
Platonic-Stols philoéophy similér to the 'Hermetioca' ;
and it was this objective which led to hié propounding
the dpotrine-which 1s his peculiar contribution to

4

Hellenistic theology . "Philo's Logos."

John takes the same term, Logos, and embraces it
boldly for his Gospel; applying it without apology

| or explanation to the Jesus Chrisﬁ whose 'signs' are

recounted therein, that the reader might "believe that

Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that believing



(ye) might have life through his name" (Jn.20:30-31).
The Philqniannpogpé besfeaké the philosophical yearn-
ing after a Saviour for which Logos the author of the
Fourthjqospel substitutes Jeeus Christ: we cannot,

however, express the one in terms of the other.

Philo was a great thinker, but fails to find a place
among the front-rank philosoppers. It is mere, yet
not worthless, speculation to wonder whether his very
objeotive frustrated the producfion of a new system,
"formative principles of a new and nobler era'" (Drummond ) .
Had he the genius but faiied_to do it justice because
he attempted the”impossible‘? Plato stobd firmly in
Gréece and gave us an epochrmaking scheme; ‘Isaiah
bequeathed to the world a ménumental religio-philo-
sophy of history as only a Hebrew could. The reading
of Philo leaves the student with the irresistible
impress;pn-that the Alexandrian with one foot on
the Temple and the other in Athens, fell between two

stools,
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XIII. PHILONISM AND .CHRISTIANITY.

"Hellenistic Judalsm culminated in Philo, and through
him exerted a deep and lasting influence on Christianity
also. For the Jews themselves it soon succumbed to
Palestinian Judaism. The development that ended in
the Talmud offered a surer guarantee for the continu-
ance éf Judaism, as opposed to‘paganiém and rising
Christianity, than Jewish Hellenism could promise, which,
with all its loyalty to the laws of the Fathers, could
not help it to an independent bosition. The cosmopol-
l1tanism of Christianity soon swept away Hellenistic
Judaism, which could never go so far as to declare the
Law superfluous, notwlithstanding its philosophic liber-
ality" (Art., 'Philo Judaeus', Jewish Encycl,).

The deposition of FPhilo from the ranks of recognized
Jewigh_thinke;é and, on the contrary, his place of
influence grented in the developiné Christian theology,
constitute not the least among the curlous phenomena
associated with the name of Philo. Estimatlions of the
extent of Philo'é influence have been as diverse as,
for example, the extreme view of Kirschbaum who saw
between Phllo and Ghrigtiénity a bond so close that he

made the works of Philo an apocryphal invention of the
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Christians; and the thesis @f Carpzov who declines to
see in the Fhilonlan Logos any feature of the Johannine

Word,

Apart from the Johannine guestion, however, there
are clear lndications that Philo made a greater or lesser
impreésion on the minde of the early Christian writers,
and that not exclusively at Alexandria where we would
rather naturally expect his doctrines to enjoy partic-
ular popularity. Barnabas appears to follow his method
in al;egorical interpretation. Justin Martyr presented
a ngos doctrine which some claim to be nearer to Philo's
than John's. In Qyigen there are certaln similarities.
Eusebius at leaét quotes Philo, and Ambrose conveys whole
sentences from him. Jerome seems to be influenced by

Philo's interpretation of the 0l1d Testament.

But of all the Fathers, Clement of Alexandria, c¢.200 AD.,
predominates as the theologlan most indebted to Philo.
Clement makesthe Logos doctrine the basis of his Christ-
ology, though it is a2 less metaphysical conception and
more religious than E%ilo's, The latter's emphasis is

cosmological and metaﬁhysical, the former rather follows
John in regarding the Logos essentially as the Revealer

of God and the Teacher, Trainer and Saviour of men.



' The pre-mundane personality of the Logos is affirmed
in Clement, as is also His work in the gift of know-
ledge and immortality, the Greek conception of eternal
life. As the Instrument in creation, Clement's Logos
is the 'pilot' of the universe, introdﬁcing harmony;

He created man in His own image and appears as the
Divine Revealer in the 014 Testament, taking varlous
shapes according to the nature of the theophany.

Little is said of the Third Person of the Godhead,

for in Alexandrian thought, the functions of the Spirit

were fulfilled by the logos.

In 150 years, the interval between Pnilo and
Clement, "the centre of gravity in philosophy had
changed from metaphysics and cosmology to religion

and ethics" (E.R.E, vol.1l, P.314.).
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. Alexandrian Judalilg m
CONSIDERED AS A POSSIBLE

SOURCE OF THE JOHANNINE
LOGOS-DOCTRIN E.

NOT so many decades ago 1t was widely held that the
guiding influence in Jghn?s adoption of the term
'LOGOS' for his Prologue was Philo in particular, or
Qt least Alexandrian Jewish philosophy more generally.
EéF.SCOTT (The Fourth Gospel, its Furpose and Theology,
1908) was the most outstanding British exponent of this
rosition, and for a long period held the ascendency in
the realm of Fourth Go?pel studies., Whilst acknow-
ledging that Philo's work "is a dreary chaos....
rambling allegory" (op.cit.,p.56), and that John has
an order and a plan which is altogether intelligible,
he believes that John borrowed freely from Philo and
adapted freely. The intersection of Pauliniem and
Alexandriépism_is clearlyseen in the Epistle to the
Hebrews, and to a lesser degree in Ephesians and
Colossians, Scott thinks that the dependence of John
on Philo is ménifeéted in three directions:

i. In respect of the allegorical method, reflected

in the teaching of the main body of the Gospel.
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11, In particular passages paralleled froum the
writings of Philo:
(a) Jn.5¢17, "My Father worketh hitherto, and I work",
cf, Leg.Alleg.,III, where God is said never to

cease the work of creation through the Logos,

(b) Jn.5:19, "The Son can @ nothing of Himself",
cf, Conf.Ling.,14, "The Father of the universe has
broughi him (Logos) into being" - but always with

an essential difference.

(c) As Jesus Christ reveals Himself in the Gospel
history and in Christian experience He is the
'Bread of Life'; of., Philo's Logos as the

Heavenly Manna.

111, But the Alexandrian irifluence is moth%vidence in

the Logog.dgotr;ng_as formulated in the Prologue and
everywhere presupposed in the body of the Gospel. In
speaking of Alexandrian 'influence' we are not to
suppose that 1t was of the same kind as that of the
Synoptics or Paul. ‘$hére was a fundamental similarity
of task confronting both Philo and John, namely, to
trénsplant into the world of Hellenic thought and cul-
ture_a_revélat;qnmoriginally given through Judaism,
Thus, up to a point John follows the path marked out by

Philo 'S
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_ or céurngchptvrecquigep profound modifications
in the adaptation by John, and basic differences in
the significance of the Logos figure. The ancilent
concept 1s endowed with an entirely new value as soon
as it is identified with the historical Person of
Jesus Christ. It is doubtful whether Philo's Logos
may be regarded as & personallty, The Philoﬁian
Logos is, moreover, fundamentally the Divine Reason
and Activity, whereas John starts from the actual '

. knowledge of the earthly life of Jesus - "the spec-
ulative view of Christ's Person merges itself at

every point in the simple religious view" (op.cit.p.62).

W.BAUER thinks that the closest parallel to the
Logos doctrine of the Johannine Frologue is to be
found in Philo, though there is no évidence that John
had read him., 'In_thiq_respegt, nq;ther is original
and both breathe the same atmosphere of the age in
which they lived. The Evangelist's interest in the
idea is religlous and not metaphysical. The Logos
in John is definitely personal while it is not always
so in Philo, "Ihm (Jo.) 1st der Logos daher weniger
Trger einer Einwirkung Gottes auf die Welt als Ver-
mittler der Gemeinéchaft zwiéchen Gott und der Menscheit, _
die so das Heil erlangt," (¢f.Das Johannesevangelium, 1933;p,7f.

and fuller extract at end of this
section).
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_ We may add further alleged resemblances to Philo's
Logoé before passing on to consider objections to the
position which adduces Philo and Alexandrian Judaism
as the source of John's conception of the Diviﬁe Word.
Jesus Christ is Eet forth as a mediator between God and
the world, and resemblance is seen to Philo's Logos-
intermediary in respect of, (i).his belng Son of God
and image before creation; (ii) his reflecting the
glory of the Father; (iii) his being the agent of
Divine activity in creation and revelation. In both
systems there 1s a dualiép: for Philo it is meta-
physical, for John it 1s practical between flesh and
spirit, in both, true 1life is only created in men's

souls by a Divine act,

~ There afe certaln echoes of Philo's language in
John, to which R.G.BURY (The Fourth Gospel and the

Logos-doctrine, 1940) attaches some importances

PHILO JOHN
1. Logos, "eternal". - 80, "In the beginning
was the Word."
2, =~ an essential part of « "in relation to God",
God, Divine Reason. PROS TON THEON,
%, = distinct from, and = ‘'my Father is greater
subordinate to, the then I.

Absolute.
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PHILO (cont'd) ' JOHN (cont'd)
6., - pluralizes itself” 80, the seven I AM's;
in specific logoi. not merely words, but

living forces.
Traces of the 'sperm-
atic logos!' of Stoic-
ism, the rational seed
force, "unless my words
B _ abide in you..." (3:9),
7. - Theophanies of the’ -, the whole 1ife of
0.T. as Logophanies. Jesus as a Logophany.
The Logos tabsrnacled
amongset men. His body
was the 'temple' of

. S God. _

8. - Logos is the life- -, Logos also the life-
principle, like the principle. In both
"everlasting fire" Philo and John the
of Heracleitus, angels' food,"manna"-

a symbol of the activipy
of the life-giving

- _ S Word.

9. =,Three functions-of the ' -, assigned both to the
Paracletey Accuser; Judgej- Logos and the Spirit
asslgned to the Logos of lruth.,

10, - Heracleitean and Stolc -y the'Light of the World'
doctrine of 'Fire-logos'; idea; an opposition of

light, an aspect of fire. Light to the principle
: of Yarkness,
It is noted by Bury that both Philo and John fail to
state clearly the relation betwsen the Splrit and the
Logos - wavering_bépween identification and discrimin-
ation. In Philo both permé_are}uged_to_denotenéifferent
aspects_of“theApr@mal subétangeyf pervasive Fire-vapour

(PNEUMA) and rational Thought-stuff (LOGOS). In John,
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however, the two powers af'e by no“@eans_idgnt;qa}.

The work of the Spirit is not related to the pro-existent
life of the logos, nor does it have a cosmological sig-
nificance. .It seems to be an entirely new principle, whose
chief purpose is to give permanence to the historiocal rev-
elation of Chfist,‘and having pre:gminently an ecclesias-
tical significance, 1.e. manifesting itself within the
Church. John "seeks to ensure that the power which will
replace.Jegus_will represent his personal activity as it

had been during his life on earth" (E.F.SCOTT, op.cit.p.344).
Thus tpe"Johannine_qonception of the Spirit has no place

in a speculative, philosophical plan. The import of

the Spirit's manifestation and preéence is almost entirely
connected with his knowledge of the life and work of the
Incarnate Logos. He is a personal Faraclete abiding

in the heart of the believer: his influence 1ln the world

is only indireotly through the Church.

Réville sees nothing but Alexandrianism in John;
Harnack sees only the term 'Logos' in common, "The
elements pperative i? the_Johannine theology were not
Greek theologoumena =- even the Logos has little more
in common with that of Philo than the name, and its
mention at_the beginning of the book is a mystery, not
the éplution of one" (Harnack, History of Dogma, trans.

Buchanan, 1894, p.97).
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The majority of critics take up an intermediary position,
though with a biég towards the line adopted by Scott,
Rgville! etc, | But the position represented by Scott
dies hard. In recognizing the erudition and earnest
contentions in favour of a Hellenistic origin of the
Johannine Logos, we submit a number gf fundamental
differenqeg between_the.two_Figures - 80O nearly contem-
poraneous - which outweigh, in the opinion of the

writer of this thesis, the more superficial resemblances.

i, 'Thq“ngoé chtriﬁQ.ig absent from those early
Christien writinge extant, which show a decided Jewish
influence (e.g., Clement and Pastor of Hermas). As a
Jew, nurtured in the DABHAR-TORAH tradition of Pal-
estinian Judaism, John could only conceive of the Logos
fundamentally as the WORD of God in line with the
Biblical tradition. But Philo was an Alexandrien Jew,
nurtured in all the wigqom of the Greeks. For him,
breathing at first naturally, and then deliberately,
the atmoépgereﬂof Hellenic culture, Logos could only

represent speculation and signify Divine Reason.

ii, If we probe beneath the verbal coincidence of the
term "Son of God", we fimd that, for Philo, God 1s

Father in a cosmological sense only - the world is His



'Son'; as well as the Logos.  But the Logos of the !
Fourth Gospel 1is the only Son, "the only~begotten who
is in the bosom of the Father." God is not 'Father'

because of creatlion, nor ié the universe His 'Son'.

iii. Emphasis has been laid on the similarity in respect
of revelation: that b@ing_one»of the primary attributes
of the Incarnate Word - "No man hath seen God at any time;
the only.begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father,
He hath declared Him" (Jn.1:18). But we need to remark
that Philo's 'Revealer' is merely an ‘'image', 'shadow',
and an imperfect representation of God, The Word made
flesh, however, is ?emwho reveals God perfectly and sov-
ereignly - "he ﬁhgt:hath seen me hath seen the Father" -

and 1s the final goal of religious contemplation.

ive Philo's Logos is literally the instrument in
creation, with notable employment of the instrumental
dative. Far removed is the function of the Word in the
Johannine Prologue; God and the Word, belng one, have
the same ;nfinite power and both operate in the one act

of c¢reation.

Ve Again, Philo's Logos is an intermediary, standing
half-way between a metaphysicg}ly transcendent Absolute

and the untouchable material universe. Jesus Christ,
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the Logos, "full of grace and truth," is not an inter-
mediary but a true MEDIATOR, ré:unitiqg_a personal God
with peréoné, not because of any intermpediary position
in a speculative arrangement, but because He is both
God and man. The parallel drawn between Philo's
figure as the "bond",which unites all beings, and the
thaﬁnine Word does not hold good. The former links
together beings who remain separated among themselves:
the latter unites theﬁ to Himself in one body. "It is
the difference between Juxtaposition and compenet;atinn"
(LEBRETON, qp.cit,,p.449), The one is a speculative
Logos which, oddly enough, has no certain relation
with the Godhead: the other is identified with the
Father. Salvation, in the Fourth Gospel, is not an
intellectual ascent for the few, led by the lmpersonal
philoéophical_entity-called_Logos, but a spiritual,
experimental union and communion with the personal

Father-God bound mystically through the Living Word.

vi. Philo calls the Logos 'God' but threetimes.

The precise import of this usage 1s uncertain, and we
cannot build very much on this flimsy data. In any
case, if the Logos were God in the fullest sense there
would be no need for his existence in the Philonian

scheme of things. It makes nonsense of the rest of



Eiémsygtgm.ﬂ“ The Fourth Gospel was written with the
exppeés purpose of proving that the Logos IS God.
‘There 18 an identity of knowledge, of holiness, of
power and activity - in short, of nature. This idea
of identity is no less vital to the theoldgy of John
than is the inequality of the Absolute and the Logos

to Ph;lo'é speculation: The Fourth Evangelist goes

so far as to demonstrate, in the course of the Gospel,
that the unlty of Son and Father is the very origin and
pattern of the unity of Christians among themselves and

with God,

vii.  Without unduly repeating what has already been
stated, we may justiy emphasize that, as regards person-
nlity, the Philonian Logos is essentially a force, an
idea, a mepaphyqicalA@nd'mythplogical beling. The Word
that wgé God, boweée;, IS Jesus Christ, the historical
Person, "that which we have heard, that which we have
seen with our eyes...and our hands handled, concerning

the Word of life."

In fine, Philo's dominating interest is metaphysical,
"while John's is religious. The Alexandrian's Logos 1s
an immenent power revealing a transcendent God; but

John's Word mediates fellowship between a personal God

23
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and persons, issuing in eternal 1life. Whatever case
may be made out in favour of a rapport (be it greater
or less) between the two, John's Logos exceeds Philo's
range of thought in two fundamentally and finally
differentiating respects, namely: in that a pufe and
unqualified PERSONALITY is ascribed to Him, and in that
the WORD BECAME FLESH. "He borrowed the Logos, because
it lent itself to the convenlent and intelligible
expression of this independent Christian conviction"
(DENNEY, Jesus and the Gbspel, p.91). Throughout the
Gospel, the evangelist holds before his mind the Jesus
of historical reality and ever_present indwelling
experience. The writer of this thesis, after consid-
ering the case for an Alexandrian origin of the Johann-
ine Logos,_inclines to the opinlon expressed to clearly
by James Drummond:

"The picture of Jesus Himself has nothing in the
least answering to it in Philo, and the very

ideas which have most appearance of being deriv-

ed have been brought under the transfiguring

influence of an original and creative mind,and

turned out stripped of their philosophical

dress, and robed with a new spiritual beauty

to captivate the world." _

- Character and Authorefip of the Fourth Gospel,

1903, p.24.
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ADDITIONAL NOTE:

The Johannine Logos considered as 'Thought.'

_IN his earnest and cogent contention for the rend-
ering "the Thought", F.R.HOARE (The Goépel according to
St.John, arranged in its conjectured original order, -
and translated from the Greek into current English, 1949)
attempts to interpret HO LOGOS of the Prologue with ref-
erenceito the usages in the rest of the Gospel. The
points of contact, he urges, preserved by adopting the
rendering "the Thought" are the more significant and,
moreover, the more easily missed by the reader if the
verbal link is weakened. He clalms that the commonest
use of the term when it is used in the singular outside
the Frologue is to signify, not the spoken word nor any
particular saying, but the message or thought under-
lying the fhings saild, as in - 5:24,38; 8:31,37,43,51;
8:52,55; 10:35; 12:48; 14:23,24b; 17:6,14,17.

Hoare invokes the names of Augustine and Thomas
Aquinaé, together with "the greatest Doctors of the
Church", in supportigf'the idea that the "Word"
(;Kéng : Latin, verbum) is here a metaphor taken not

so much from the spdken word as from what Augustine
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calls the verbum mentis or "word in the mind", that is
to éay, the idea or concept formed by the thinking mind
and signified by the spoken word. In respect of the
name of thé_Secgpd Person of“thplTrinity, LOGOS refers
to the Thought or Idea proceeding from the Father where-
by_HeLknowﬁ_Himself“aé in mental image. Concerning the
Incarﬁqtion, the expreésion is applicable to the act
whereby the invisible Son manifested Himself to human
perceptions by partaking of flesh and blood. As we may
say that a carpenter makes a table 'through' the image
or idea or thought of it that he has previousiy formed
in his mind, s0 in a si@;lar_senge does this metaphor
éepve_to express the relationship of the Persons of the
Godhead to the act of Creation. "Nor does the partic-
ulgr_pgssage'hepe transléted, nemely the Prologue to
St.John'é Gospel, contain any reference to creation

in which the metaphor of creation through the thougﬁt-
is not at least as expressive as that of creation by the

word" (Hoare, Pp.4-=5).

_ Furthermore, Hoare considers that there is "no com-
parison at all in appropriateness between the metaphor
of the verbum mentig, or the Thought, and the metaphor

of the sounded or spoken word" inurespect of the
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supremely lmportant aspect of the relations of the
three Divine Persons. Whilét it ié_quite in order to
describe the Incarnmation "in term§ of the spoken word
being made visible by being set down on paper, the
alleggry“rug§ more smoothly and more consistently from
end to end of the Prologue if the Logos remains the
mental concept throughout and the Incarnation (like
the creation of the world) is as the sounding of it in

utterance" (p.5).
Thus he gives us the opening declaration:

"First there was the Thought,
and the Thought was in God;

the Thought was God."

Hoare rqminds“ué_that.gny rendering in another language
which fails to cover both meanings implicit in the Greek,
xggos, must lgge-épme-plbpgnt of the metaphor; it 1is
open to gquestion which element matters most. - On the
strength of this maxim he desires partly to justify
(with professed respect) a departure from the tradit-

ional rendering.

This interpretation of Hoare seems opem to criticism
on a number of grounds. He 18 evidently arguing purely

and simply from classical etymology; that is, on an
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assunption that John took it as a oclassioal Greek word
and intended it to convey that significance. ~ But this
is a leap in the dark. He has no regard that the Fourth
Gospel is pre-eminently the product of a Jew with a Hebrew
mind (and all that that means)j that the 0ld Testament
with its DABHAR, RUAH, HOKMAH, or the Septuagint.and_.:
a.llied_w'ritin;g.v_)_vii_'.h__t.__heirf 'LOGOS, PNEUMA, SOPHIA, may -
if not, must - be taken into account; that the oriental
and mysticai_é%ementé of the prevailing syncretism in-
the_Romgn world could not_hdve been unknown to the Evan-
gqiiét - and the Logqéaqoncgption_was part of that pagan
synqretisﬁ} that, in any case, the term LOGOS was a
universal category by @hié time, with no particularly
Hellenic nuance, any more then the modern term 'evolution'
is confined to a specialized sphere of a particular
department in blological studies. In & word, Hoare
falls to acknowledge that LOGOS was a verbal-bridge

which John deliberately chose for a purpose: 1t was

a convenlent categorical framework which he charged

with his own content., There was no reason why LOGOS
should have an inflexible significance for John; in
many respects the Logos of.Plutargh was a very different
conception from that of Heracleitué. lioreover, Hoare
seeks to intérprqt the Figure in the Prologue by refer-

ence to the other uses of LOGOS in the body of the Gospel



rather tpqn”bQApgférenge”tq'phe living and over-powering
Son of God portrafgdAtherein, ~The Prologue is not a
thing apart: it IS. the Prologue.  If the title 'Logos’
does not occur again in reference to the Person of the
Word made flesh, there is a continulity and elaboration
of what has abruptly and unapologetically been intro-
duced in the first chapter. Again, Hoare cannot escape
from the cosmological emphasis; .the emphasis is, surely,
revelation and mediation for the;gakg of the human race
needing salvation, of which the cesmological aspett is

but & part,

lod|
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D.WALTER BAUER, ‘'Das Johannesevangelium' (1925, Hand-

buch z. Neuen Testament, 8).

Wie nahe sich die Vorstellungen Philos, spez.
bezfiglich des Logos, mit der Gedankenwelt des
4. Evangeliums bertihren, daflir wird die Ein-
zelerklBrung dle Belege beizubringen haben.-
Doch ist durch solchen Nachweis nur die Tat-
sache der IdentitBt der geistigen Atmosphlre,
sicherzustellen. Aber diese Luft umweht
natlirlich nicht nur Philo und Johann. Jener
ist uns Uberhaupt weit weniger als selbstlnd-
iger Theologe interessant, wie als Zeuge einer
eigenartig geflirbten Religiosit#t, als Fort-
pflanzer fberkommener Vorstellungen und ihrer
Ausdrucksformen., - So ist auch mit keinerlei
Gewisshelt zu behaupten, dass unser Verfasser
Schriften des Alexandriners gelesen habe. .
Den fort und fort sich aufdringenden Parallel-
en, die ebensosehr die gesamte Weltanschauung,
die Geschichtsbetrachtung und Schriftbenutzung
wie EinZelheiten betreffen, stehen Differenzen
gogenliber, die nicht zu fibersshen sind. Jo
zeigt sich durchaus vom religilsen, nicht vom
metaphysischen Ge.sichtspunkt beherrscht.

Ihm ist der Logos daher weniger Iriger einer
Einwirkung Gottes auf die Welt als Vermittler
der Gemelmnschaft zwischen Gott und der Men-
schheit, die so das Heil erlangt. Der Jjohann-
elsche Logos zeigt nichts von der schillern=-
den Zweideutigkeit, die das Charakteristikum
des philonischen ausmacht, Er ist durchaus
Persbnliéhkeit und - flir Philo ein unm8glicher
Gedenke - innigste Verbindung mit der.gupg ,
dem widergBttlichen Prinzip, eingegangen.
Dadurch, dass er den Logos unzweldeutig als Per-
son fasst und in der menschlichen Gestalt
Jesu Christi wiederfindet, entfernt sich Jo
wohl .am weitesten von Philo. Daraus erglbt
sich flr die Gewinnung des richtigen Ver-
stindnisses der johamnelschen Auffassung als
unbedingtes Erfordernis, dass man den Hinwels
auf den philonischen Logos erghnze durch
elnen Blick auf jene Faktoren, die auf die
Verpersénlichung des Logos hintreiben, die
schon bei Philo in dieser Richtung drfngten
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(D.Walter Bauer, 'Das Johannesevangelium', cont'd)

"und deren Einfluss dei Jo noch Klarer zutage tritt.
Das sind nun aber neben Jjenen Bedlirfnissen, die
nach persbnlicher Vermittlung zwischen den lienschen
und der fernen Gotthelt riefen, und vor ihnen ge.l
wisse Elemente der Mysterlenfrbmmigkeit und heid-
nischer Volksrellgion. In jener Hinsicht ist
an’ den i€pds Aé¥os zu erinnern, die im Kult zum -
Vortrag kommende heilige und geheimnisvolle Offen-
barung, die fast peranllch neben der Gottheit
ateht. '

- PP.7 - 8.
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'chapter four
1

! | I_
‘ BMANDAEISM AND THE
SYNCRETISTIC KMYSTERY OULTS.

{
I. M A N D A E I S M,

IT WILL BE most convenlent to treat Mandaeism at this
point, though we recognize that it stands very much on

its own as a possible source.

For many years the explanatibn of the Johannine Logoé
oscillated between Hellenism and Jewish sources. More
recént research, however, set in motion by REITZENSTEIN
and LIDZBARSKI, turned the eyes of scholare in the
direction of quite another field and, in a hypothesis
which brought Johannine thought into line with oriental
Gnosticism, the two older alternatlves were by-passed.
Thus Johannine studles were pursued in the light of

Mendaelsm in particular.

The Mandasans are still found in Babylonia, and have
been known in Eurppe since the end of the eighteenth.

century; but their writings remained more or less unknown.



Their religious literature, in Aramaic dialect, goes
back to the eighth century, but ‘thelr traditions are
much earlier. [Editions of'their worké publiéhed in
1915 end 1925 began to attract attention, and numerous
scholars submitted them to a close examination. Man-
daelsm geems less a religlon than a very complex syn-
cretism; a gnosis of salvation characterized by a
cosmic and anthropological dualism. Human souls fell
from their original home - the heaven, light and life -
on to the earth, into the_hands of the powers of dark-
ness. They were held captives in matter, longing
for salvation., To save them the King of the Light
sent & heévenly messenger (MANDA D'HAIYE), 'the
Knowledge of the Light', who had for his mission the
raising of souls from this material earth, after death,
to their heavenly home; the hessenger having first
made a revelatlon of the higher world. Mandaelsm
has not strictly a redemption accomplished here and
now; it is death alone which can deliver thelir souls.
There are two sacraments: Baptism of initiation, and
'the first of the dead', a kind of unction to assure |
souls of a safe journey to the .realm of Light and
Liﬁb%_ . _

LIDZBARSKI (Ginza, 1925) qonéiders Mandaelsm a sect

offshooting from heterodox Judaism in Palestine at the



,beg;nn?ng of the first century A.D. For him, Mandaeism
is pre-Christian and he makes it an intermediary betweén
Iranian thought concerning salvation, and Chriétianity.
He infers the literary dependence of the evangeliocal -
tradition with regard to the most ancient sources of

Mandaeism,

W.BAUER was the first to see in landaean writings an

oriental comméptary on the Fourth Gospel. The striking

parallels do not imply literary dependence, but they throw

into rellef the community of origin or the sphere of the

two groups of writings:

"Anos, der grosse Uthra seine Verklindigung beginnt:
'Ich bin ein Wort, ein Sohn von Worten',  Auch
Adakas trigt hier geradezu den Beinamen 'das Wort'
«eoound Jawar-Ziwa, der Sohn des Lebens WURDE DAS
WORT DES LEBENS (vgl, I Jo.1:1) GENNANT. Im
Qb6lasta, der mandBischen Taufliturgie, heisst .
'Jokabai DAS WORT DES LEBENS, DAS ZU DEN GERECHTEN
UND GLAUBIGEN YMANNERN AUS DEM HAUSE DES LEBENS-
GEKOMMEN IST .... oder es erscheint das person-
ifizierte WORT DER WAHRHEIT bei den GlHubigen."

- Das Johannesevangelium, 1933, pp.8-9.

R.BULTMANN (1923) wrote that the thought of the
Johannine Prologue_caﬁe‘from oriental mythology, not from

philosophical speculations of Hellenism: the baptist

movement in Palestine was an intermediary influence.
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If the evangelist ie able to reduce to one mission
(aé Heavenly Envoy, Bearer of Revelation, Saviour of
men) the ministry and teaching of Jesus, it is that hg
may refer his_readeré to a doctrine supposedly known -
the doctrine_qf the mythical gngspic saviour, which we
find other@ise in the Odes of Solomon, the apocryphal
Acte of Thomas and John, and (above all) in the Man-
daean writings. In his important commentary ( Das ’
Evangelium des Johannes, 1925 ) he extended this inter-
pretation to the whole Gospel. By emplogment of the
didactic: source (Offenbarungsreden), John was brought
into‘direcp contact with gnoetic thought. John put
the question of Salvation in the same terms as the
Gnostic teaching, with two dominating ideas -

(1) two opposing worlds;

(ii) a revelation accorded to the lower world by

the higher world.

Attention needs’ to be called to the baslc differences
between Mandagqn_teaching and the Johannine doctrine.
In the first place, the origin of the world and man was
due to a_metaﬁhysicalnstruggle_betweenthe powers of
light and the powers of darkness, according to the one
theology: but in John the world and man are the crea-

tion of & God who is perfectly good and all-sovereign.
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Tpere.is no eternal dualism of the gnostic Find,'nor
are there emenations or the idea of the pre-existence
of souls in the Johannine teaéhing, Further, the
world is opposed to God in virtue of 1lts very origin,
in the first, whergin man's separation from God is
due to a fatality - the fall of souls into matter.
For John, the world, qua world, 1s not anti-God: metter
ls not anti-Divine. The enemy of God is not man, but
man in rebellion. Again, for the oriéntal Gnostic,
Salvation is a cosmic drame realized perfectly after
de@th, But in the Fourth Goépel, Redemption is pres-
ent, wﬁgn s man, by faith, receives the word of the
Heavenly Messanger and turns from the worldto the light.
Moreover, Gnosticism renders a duallsh of space, whereas

the Christian Apostle expounds & 'dualism of decision.'

Thus, if the Fourth Gospel is to be explained in the
light of“Mandaeéq Gnostiéism, John only takes the soter-
iological part to interpret hié message, and that means
abandoning vital and integral parts of the whole system.
Revelation for John is not a history which unfolds and
progresses towards & temporal TELOS: it is an actual
encounter between the Revealer and men. A man responds
with 'yes' or 'mo', a verdict which determines his

eternal destiny - salvation or loss. John does not
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even employ the dramatic set-up of Jewish or early
chriétian apocalyptic; for the final drama he substi-
tutes the existential decision of a man in the presence
of the Revealer, Mandaean salvation is deliverance of
the soul from a cosmological fatality. Nothing could

be further from the Biblical doctrine of the Creation,

man and the fall, which doctrine John pre-supposes.
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M Y S T E R Y C U L T S.

AT THE TIME when the Fourth Gospel was penned, the decay
of the anclent 'state religions' of the quan_wo;ld had
more. than set in, Stolcism had falled to meet the sit-
nation, snd we observe the recrudescence of mystery rel-
iglons, on a_éca}e‘worphy_of note, as.an expression of
the cry for personal salvation. Neither the frigiad
prhilosophies on the one hand, nor the formal emperor-wor-
ship on the other, were able to bring the seeking soul
into communion with the Deity - with any deity, for that
matter, who was thought to be immortal. Where was the
way of escape from the miseries énd vicissitudes of this
1ife ¥ There was, in conseguence, & distinct movement
which brought together the cosmopolitan array of thought
and faithé and godé, 80 tﬁat, whilst there were various
forms of mystery_relig;on,_one object was common to all.
The aim of the mystery-devotee was to induce a state of
ecstasy or catalepsy in which the god appeared to him

in a vieion, and the mystical communion was experienced.
It was aogieved_by.numerogs'cult_ceremonies, lustrations
and secret rites, often accompanied byIQramatic represent-

ations of scenes in the 1life of the god.
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_ Another type of mystery-religion is represented by
the Hermetic literature, a devotional literature of
Egyptian mythqlogical paganism, An experience of the
Divine-was_éought through the use of these prayers and
incentations.  'Poimandres' was the chief Hermetic
document. To the whole, Judaism appears to have made
some contribution. REITZENSTEIN is the neme ckeely
associated with the theory that t-he Fourth Gospel
gxemplifipé the attempt of the Church to reach the
pagan world by adjusting itself to this world-wide
syncretiém._“ Thisnotable scholar urges that the
Gnosticism of the éecond century was & developed form
of something much older, and Iranian religion of
redemption which had spread, from its place of origin
~in Iran, over phe»GpaecQ*Romgn world by the beginning
of the Christian era, and whose influence may be felt
in the New Testament and in Christian worship - |

cf. particularly Reitzenstein'é_'Poimandres', 1904.

He asserts that the 'Shepherd' of Hermas has borrowed
from Poimandres, both opening wimm the appeapance of
é man in the form of a_spepherd who 1s subsequently
transfigured into & super-natural being and, as such,
gives instruction. This carries back the original

form of Poimandres to the first century A.D. He then

=]



el 182
argues that Fhilo!s cosmology cemnot be explained from

the 0ld Tesﬁgment, but pre.supposes a doctrine which

he regds:into if. Thus we arrive at a pre-Christian
Logoe~doctrine in Egypt. Then Reltzenstein appeals

to something ofi which we have knowledge on other grounds:
in the Greek period the old myth of Ptsh who, as THOTH
(1.e. 'tongue', 'word'), created the world. He was
related to Hermes, thus yielding the figure of HERMES
THE LOGOS, He then argues towards the existence of

8 religious community in Egypt before the Christian

era, ;n which Hermes was revered as the Logoé and the
world-creator, and he thinks that the primitive form

of Poimandres belongs pb this circle of ideas. The
conclusion is that there wés’a widespread syncretistioc
religion which knew of the Logos. Not only the _
Prologue, but the whole of the Fourth Fospel is influ-
enced by_this mysticism, which prescribes its forms
ofmspeecp.and_iﬁé_choice of themes (cf. op.cit.,p.244 ff.).
Thus John'é Gospel ﬁas writtgn when Christlanity had
finished with Judeism and could only reach the gentlle

world as 1t adjusted 1tself to the universal syncretism.

_ A.LOISY (in Le Quatriéme Evangile, 1921), after acknow-
ledging that the Johannine Logos has affinities with the
Wisdom of the 0ld Testament, and has some literary dep-

i
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dependence on Fhilo (though the point of view of the

Gogpel_is not that of the philosophy of the Alexandrian),

continues:

"T.a- conception, religieuse et mystique, de notre
Logos est bien plus etroitement et plus directe-
ment apparente la théosophie égyptienne, qui,
utilisant d'une part 1'assimilation du Logos &’
Hermés dans la predlcation stolcienne, et iden-
tifiant d'autre part Hermés au dieu Thot,voyalt
dans Thot-Hermés non seulement le Logos organe
de la creation, mais le mediateur de la révé--
lation divine et Jde la regeneration pour 1'im-
mortalitd, et opérait comme notre evangile
avec'lgs_termes mystiques de 'vérité', 'lumisre’,

'vie

pPp.88-89,

The Johannine conceptiomn, or theory of the Christian
mystery, has some affinity with the Egyptian mystery-
religion, though we cannot affirm that there is a

direct dependence.,

E.STAUFFER ( 'EGO' in T.W. zum N,T.,_1935) suggests
that_John’s style has a dguple origin: the ancient
traditional style of the orient which flourished in
tpe_current syncretism, and the Word of God in the 0ld
Testament. The two traditions were already unilted in
Jewish apocalyptic. E.SCHWEITZER ( 'Ego Eimi....Die
religionsgescﬁichtliche Herkunft,' 1939) thinks also
that John borrowed his images from the Mandaean cou-

munity, though with considerable adaptation in some cases.,



They represent the elementary needs of the natural

life of men (nourishment, security and protection), and

they are.the qualifications of the Saviour, typical in
ancient oriental religions which aim at satisfying the

religious needs of mankind.

KUNDSIN (of Riga) arrives at similar conclusions,
though quite independently. H.ODEBERG is another
scholar of northern Europe who hae given much thought

to the oriental background (as opposed to the Hellenis-

tic) of the Fourth Gospel. He admits elements of term-

inology drawn from Rabbinism or Samaritan sources, and
prqqeé-of ldeas from Gnqst;dism,the mysteries and pop-
ular Hellenisfic_philosophy, But the eésential orig-
inality of the evangelist dominates all, and, rather
than seeking to bring the doctrine into line with the
current religious thought, the author's object is to
make the Person of Jesus Christ intelligible to the
world of his day in a }aﬁguage that 1t can understand
(cf. ﬁ?er das Johannes-evangelium, Z.Syst.Theol.,1939,

pPP.173-188).,

F.BUSCHEL (Theol.des ¥,T., 1935) and E.PERCY
(Untersuchungen lber den Ursprung der Joh.Theol.-1939)

take a view diametrically opposed to that represented
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by Bauer and Bultmann.  Percy holds that Johannism
éxerc;égd an influence on the Gnostics and Mandaeism,
and tainted them with Christianity. In resbect of
duelism, the essential nature of John's 'Light-darkness',
'Truth-untruth', ‘'upper-world and lower-world', is not
cosmological (as in Gnoéticism), but essentially relig-'
ious and personal; it is in the line of Judaism and the
rising Church, As regards tpe Saviour, he submits that
the elements of the portralt - celestial Being, Divine

- Envoy, living with God and cbming to men of whom a few
believe but a majority do not believe in Him - these
flow so naturally from the fundamental ideas of the
Personal Jesus Qhriﬁt as John knew Him, that they could
as easlly have been formed lndependently. The Mandaeans
also could have come to a similar conception. Again,
the 1life which Jeéus g;yeé_proceeds from communion

with the Father, 'Knowledge' is glﬁgys linked with
ffaith', the whgie experience belng bound up with the
revealed Truth - the Peréon of Jesus Himself. There

is nothing of the 'gbttliches, metaphyslsches Leben'

of Hermeticiém and the Gnostics. So the shuttle flies
back to Bultmann, who replies deploring the fact that
for so long the Fourth Gospel was connected with Hellen-

ism and Philo. Surely Bultmann is trying to bind the
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Johannine Logos-doctrine to Mandaelsm in the same thorough-

going fashion, and is openvfo_a_sipilar_cpipiqiqm from
another direction ? Recent tendencies, however, are
towards reducing the Mandaean factor. There are as

great differences between the lMandaean doctrine and John's
ldea of redemption and the Logos, as between Philo and
John., Indeed, the study of Mandaeism and the background .
afforded by current mystery-religions only serves to
emphas;ze_phe fundgmenpgl originality of the author of

the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel.

F.C.BURKITT and H.LIETZMAKN "show that Mandaeism is a
late"dqyglqpment of Marcionite Gnosticism, mingled with
the astrological éheosgphy of Bardﬂém, with Christian
elements mediated through Nestorian channels, and
biblical allusioné_porygwed from the Peshitta" -
cf. W,F.HOWARD, 'The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism
agd_Intgrpretétion',_1951, P.172. Again, Mandaism is
"&he christianizing_of.aq oriental gnosis, not the

Gnostic background of early Christianity" (LIETZMANN,

in Howard’ OPOCit.’po 172) °

C.H.DODD takes a mediating view. He considers that
Plato's influence, already congenial to Judaism, has

entered deeply into the thought of the New Testament,
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notably y@eugpistle to the Hebrews and the Fourth Gospel.

He continuesY

"In the former, the philosephy of 'Ideas', or
eternal Forms, of which all phenomena are coples,
dominates the wholé argument. In the Fourth
Gospel the affinity is rather with that peculiar
kind of Platonic thought, modified by oriental
1nf1uences, which is otherwise best represented
for us by the Hermetic literature of the second
and third centuries, This Gospel is in fact
one of the most remarksble examples, in all the
literature of the period, of the pProfound
inter-penetration of Greek and Semitic thought...
Nowhere more evidently than here does early
Ghristianity take its place as the natural
leader in new ways of thought, yet exercising
authority over them by virtue of the oreative
impulse proceeding from its founder".,

~ The Authority of the Bible, 1938,pp 200~ 201.

But we remain unconvinced that Mandaeism and the
contemporary mystegy-cults influenced the author of.
the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel whether 1n respect

of the title or of the doctrine of the Iggos.
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THE PRIMAL

(88

f 1 v s

M AN I DEA,

ATTENTION has been dlrected to the more widely

accepted elements in the sphere of Hellenistic thought

which constituted both the background against which the

Fourth Gospel was written énd

the possible sources or

influences of the Gospel's dominaiing themea and ideas.

In particular we are seeking the source of the LOGOS

doctrine upon which, as has already been made plailn,

the most divergent views are held. Not altogether

irrelevaent in our discussion is the conception which,

having its origins in the East, left distinct traces

in the West - namely, the ANTHROPOS, the 'heavenly lan'

or 'primal man'.

The figure of the heavenly Man features in some of

the Gnostic systems. In 'Poimandres', in the Naassene

document, in Zosimus, the myth of a heavenly Man (who

descendé into the dark nether
with the forces of that realm
wo know him) is a basic idea,
" example, as known to Zosimus,
exposition of the descent_and

heavenly Man (sections 11-26;

regions in order to unite
and to bring forth man as
In 'Polmandres', for -
there is a clear.
redemption of the

of BERTHOLET, Les
/Alchemistes
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Alchemistee.greqs,”p,QOI). Mind, the Father of all,
created or begat Man, who in turn desires to create.
He entered the sphere of oreation, passing-through the
seven planetary ciroles, being loved by the 8!0uq§n?eg
of the seven spheres and receiving part of their o
nature. Then Nature loved this heavénly bisexual
Kan and brought into being seven men corresponding to
the seven rulers of the planetary spheres. These
were bisexual. In time God loosed the bond uniting
male and female, and gave the command "Increase and
multiply !" Men and animals are released and increase
after their kind. The man who comes to learn that he
owes his origin to God the Father-Light and -Life
progresses and arrives at the supreme good. The man
who loves his body declines in vice and falls into the
hands of death and the avenging demon. The heavenly
Man passea.through a metamorphosls, the physical body
and senses beling dissolved into their elements, and
he ascends through the &@powﬁw of the spheres until

4 ] i
he arrives at the $urig OXS-ONT'K? and draws near

to the Father.

In the systems of the Barbelo Gnostics, where the
highest god was called Epw‘roi\/ﬁpum'o_g s and 1in. the

various Valentinian systems (where the ‘'ilan' varies
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as regards his position), the heavenly lian is not
an eésential element in the doctrine of redemption,
The Naassenes, according to Hippolytus (Refut.v.8),
claimed that their teaching was given by James the
brothef of Jesus to Mariamne., The 'Man' (whom they
call Adamas) is the basis of fheir doctrine, and is
to be distinguished from the first historical man

who was only an image of Adamas.

It is generally agreed that the Gnostic teachings
in respect of iheir world view were drawn chlefly
from Babylonian astrology blended with Persian
dualism, And we are probably right in concluding
that Persian religious literature was their souroce
of the idea of the heavenly lan. There is nothing
in the existing Avesta which implies a myth of the
primal Man: there being but occasional references
to Gaya Maretan, the first man (cf.WINDISCHLANN,
Abh,.f.d ,Kunde Morgenlandes Bd.i p.73 f.). There is,
however, a doctrine of Gayomart in the 'Bundahis',
the Pahlavi work (probably not esarlier than the
liohammedan conquests of Persia, mid-seventh century
A.D.,) in its present form), where this Primal Man
falls a victim to the powers of evil and becomes the

originator of the humen race. In the ancient Iranian



99ém°£,san¥ Gayomart, or 'the righteous man', was &
quasi-divine being and part of the pre-existent
creation of Ahura Mazda. This Gayomart ("mortal-
1ife") - a mythical figure, originally without a
proper name and to whom ideas of blesexuality adhered -
was the prototype of humﬁnity who, together with tpe
quaint figure of the 'labouring ox', played a prom- .
inent part in the fatal primordiél battle wlth the
evil forces of Ahriman. The Evil One launched his
attack upon Ahura Mazda'é creation; theiéx was
killed, and before Gayomart died he was covered with
a sweat that Ahura Mazda formed into a radiant youth
of fifteen years. We do not“knqﬁ how Gayomart died;'
but before hié departure he declared that mankind

would be of hle race.

Moving westwards the myth of Gayomart found a
place in Babylonian cosmogony, probably in pre-
Parthian dayé, On mccount of his réle in the
primordial conflict he wae identified with Marduk
and thus transformed into a man~like deity and a
primordia;.champion. ~ In subsequent stages .of the
development of the conception, Gayomart was regarded
as both a defeated and a victorious champion, acoording

to whether the Iranian or Babylonian elements predominated.
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There is a 'heavenly Man' in the teaching of Philo
Judaeus, and this flgure may be contrasted with the
ANTHROPOS of Apocalyptic thought, The. double narrative
of the creation of man in Genesls 1s treated as the
beginning of a distinction between the heavenly and
the earthly man (cf. De op. mundi, 134 f.; Leg.All.,134 f.).
"Let us make man in our image" (Gen.1:26) means that there
is an ideal, non-material man, who 1s sexless and immortal.
The .Logos is the ejxﬁy » the paftern of the heavenly lan.
De Oonfus.Ling.,148 ascribes to the Logos the significant
title . & Koc-,r’eTkév;d. e’((/ﬁflwﬁag» . "And the Lord God
formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into
his nostrils the breath of 1ife; and man became a llving
soul" (Gen.2:7) is a reference to the first historical
man. Philo did not distinguish between ASyoS and
Avelps s and therefore the spirit which God breathed
into the body of the earthly man was the Logos, the very
image accordihg to which the heavenly lian was shaped.
It is aiong this 1line that the early Greek: theoiogiaﬁs
of the Church developed their Christology. The rational
soul indwelling every man is a manifestation of the
universal Logos, who, for those theologlans, was the
true archetype of the human soul and who in due season

was incarnate 1n Jesus Christ, But this is far removed



from the Iranian conception.

C.H.KRAELING (Anthropos and Son of ian, 1927),
under the influence of Reipzenstein, develops the study
of this oriental, mythical-primordial being, and he has
some suggestive things to say in respect of the Anthropos
and Bar Nasha of Danlel, Enoch and IV Ezra. Kraeling
thinks that Anthropoa was received into Judalsm in the
second century B.C., as a victorious primordial qhampién
and man<=like deity, It was Anthropos who "furnished
the inspiration for the properly'nameless 'man-like'qne'
of Danisl, and for the Messianlc interpretation which the
figure received in the Book of Enoch" (p.187 f.).
Moreover, the humanity of Anthropos aided "the trans-
formﬁtion of the Hebrew conception of the protoplast,
the common origin of Bar Nasha and celestial Adam glving
rise to the co-ordination of Adam and Christ" (p.188).
In pre-exbdlic Israel there is no idea of a primal Man
in this sense. In the period of the Exile, Ezekiel
28:12-ff. is supposed by some to embrace the divine
primal Man idea, which figure (it is alleged) is com-
pared by the prophet with the ruler in question. The
post-exilic writings yleld the following passages'where
the Anthropos idea may have found lodgment:

The priestly account of Creation in Genesis 1,

where man 1s created in the image of God, has
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power over living creatures and lives in a garden
which is God's owy dwelling place; N

Job 15:7 ("Art thou the first man that was born?
Or wast thou brought forth before the hills?"),
in a context concerning the frailty and helplessa-
ness of human existence, thére is an indication
thap even to the author of Job the idea of an
'all-wise' protoplast was known;

Psalm 8, modelled on Genesis 1, contains two distinct.

elements - that man is but a little lower than Elohim,

and then 1s crowned with honour, perfection and dominion.

Kraeling adds, "Should the character of the Celestiah
Adam have truly been moulded...by the figure of Gayomart,
as 1t was carried westwards in the form of the Anthropos,
a number of phenomena in Jewish, Christlan and Gnostio

traditions. would become intelligible" (p.180).

Dr.E.L.ALLEN has a line of thought concerning the
Anthropos conception which extendg well beyoﬁh the
cautious and conservative conclusions of Kraeling, as
far as the N.T. writings are concerned. The most
considerable passage in which the ancient cgnqep%.of
the primal Man probebly occurs is Hebrews 1-2, which

he takes as a unity. Here the figure of the now -



exalted Christ 18 identified with the primal lan.
The features of the portrait in Hebrews, which are to
be referred to the primal Man, are as follows:

1:2, "...Son, appointed heir of all things.

1:3a,The derivative being of the Son - deU)’dU'Hd
Tpg EéEng Kl Xupawr?p T?5 GRoTT&Tews.

1:3b,His elevation after death.
1:4, In His elevation, placed above angels and
given a more excellent name ('Son' - 'God' -
‘ '‘Lord'), cf Philippians 2. _
1:8 £f, The Son is the. primal Man before the
Incarnation. Hils exalted position and names

are the reward of obedience.

In chapter 2 the theme is further developed. The
humlliation is for a time; lower than the angels
for a brief period, He ls to be exalted to a permanent
place of honour and authority and supremecy. "What ls
man" 1s taken as referring to the primal Man by the
author of the Epistleu In 2:9 the construction Sui
with acousative suggests that, in the act of dying,
Jesus is crowned with glory and honour because His

death avails for all men.,

W.BAUER, in his note on John 1:51, puts forward the
idea that the Johannine Son of Man feflects the

heavenly. Man as Redeemer, as seen in the Gnostios,

195~



196

Hermetic mystics, Mandaeans and lianichaeans:

"Der jJo. Christus helsst so als der vom
Himmel Herabgekpmmene (3:13), der dothin
auch wieder erhoht werden soll (3:14; 6:62;
8:28; 12:34), um der Verherrliching teil-
haftig zu werden (12:23; 13:31). Als
solches Himmelswesen steht er auch auf Erden
deauernd mit dem Jenseits in Verbindung (1:51),
kann dle Seinen im Sakrament mit Himmelskost
nahren (6:27;53) und is} zum Weltrichter
berufen (5:27). Demgemass findet der Glaube
der christlichen Gemelnde in dem Bekenntnis
zu Jesus als dem idenschensohn selnen Ausdruck
(9:35)., Hier haben wir deutlich dile, auch
von Plsverwertete (B8. den Exkurs zu I Cor.,.
15:45-49), Vorstellupg von dem himmlischen
Menschen als dem Erloser, eine Idee, die
zur Zeit des -Jo elne erhebliche Verbreltung
gehabt haben muss, und die uns, von anderen
Spuren abgesehen, bel 'Gnostikern', Hermes-
verehrern, Mandaern und Manichaern noch
sichtbar wird,."

<« BAUER, Das Johannesevangelium, Handbuch zum NT.,
vol.f6, p.40.

But Kraeling disagrees, He oonslders that the
ideas associated with the Son of Man are simultansously
employed in connection with 'Son of God', 'only-
begotten', 'Logos', 'Christ' and 'Son'. He accedes
that the comparison between the Fourth Gospel, the
Odes of Solomon and the Mandaean Liturgles 1s a
speclally helpful step in the. right direction, but
he repudiates the theory which assumes that the
element whichlconnecﬁs the three is the Anthropos-

theology. In iandaean theology there are three
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essential elements: Jewlsh speculation, Anthropos-
theology and Life-theology. 41t is the third, Life-
theology, that binds tﬁe Mandaean documents to the
0Odes and St.John's Gospel (Kraeling, p.169). His
conclusion with regard to the Prologue of the Fourth
Gospel is definite:

"The main theme of the hymn of
the Prolbgue is ﬁot essentlally Mandaic. The Logos
played no important part in Mandaic theology. True
Anosh is given the cognomen MALALA, Word, butesseee
this signifies 1little more than that he was ons of
the powers cornected with the revelation of truth"
(p.173). He has nothing to say, under the heading
of the Pauline writings, in respest of Philippians 2,
or Colosslans 1:15-17. He sums up, to the effect
that if Paul were acquainted with the Anthropos,
it was of liftle importandé in the Qevelopment of
his thought. No reference is made to Hebrews

chapters 1 and 2.

J.HERING (Die biblischen Grundlagen des christlichen
Humanismus, 1946) considers that John 6 is governed by
the thbught of Christ as the heavenly Man who comes to
earth for our salvation, and who thereafter returns to

God, cf.B8:62., 80 3:13,



Hering considers that for Johannine Chriestianity
generally it is the primal Man from heaven who redeems
humanity (p.9 ff.), and further states that this
explains why the Prologue does not say that the Word
bécame man, but that he became flesh. He was man
from the first, but in a heavenly and divine form, so
ocould only become flesh, i.é. man in a frail and
creaturely condition. Dr.Allen 1is inclined to think
that the figure of the primal Man is of the utmost
importance for New lestament Christology, and he thus
Places emphasis on three key passages: Phllippians 2,
Hebrews 1 & 2, Colossians 1:15-17. Further, going
rather bsyond Kraeling, he is prepared to see in the
'Son of Man' of the Fourth Gospel (as also in Dan.7:13)
an allusion to this figure. He 1s not, however, clear
as to the relatlion between the mythological primordial
protoplast and the Logos of the Prologuse. Perhaps
John takes over the primel Man Christology from his
Christian predecessorg'and keeps it quite apart from
the use he makes of the Logos concept. At any rate,
as regards the divine figure in Hebrews, if the primal
Man (having taken over the functions of Wisdom) be '
identified with Jesus, then the way 1ls prepared and
the process facilitated for the identification of the

Logos with Jesus,



_ Passlng reference should be made to an important
work by E.LOHMEYER ('Kurios Jesus', 1928). He is
discussing the orucial passage, Philippiand 2:5-11,’and
shows it to be a pre-FPauline hymn quoted by Paul in this
epistle. It 1s the work of a Jewish Christian who
wrote in Greek, but whose native tongue was Aramaloc,
The hymn tells of a divine being who did not aspire to
equality with God, but became man to fulfil the divine
purpose and in the end was given that equality with
God which he had not sought for himself. The divine
being is not named, but he resembles the Son of Man of
Joewish tradition, who in turn goes back to the Iranian
primal Man. This Christology is pre;Pauline but is on
the way to the Johannine. We notice especlally that,
as for John, exaltation is the reverse side of humilia-
tion and the Resurrection i1s passed over. A pre-
existent being is thought of who was in the image of
God and who 1s destined to exercise cosmic functions.
The Logos is not named in this hymn but the idea is
there and derived from the Son of Man. In John's
Prologue the Logos is named, but gives place to the
formula 'Son of lMan' in the body of the Gospel. In
early Christianity there were three titles for Jesus:

Son of Man, the Lord and the Word. John keeps 'Son of

Man' and 'Word'; Paul drops these twe for 'Lord', (pp.75 f.).



In the concluding paragraph of his valuable survey,

"The Heavenly Man" (J.T.S., Jan.1925), J.4,CREDE writes:

"The heavenly lian 1s no master-key to the
mysteries of the history of religlon.
Historical affiliation between various pres-
entations of the idea can be maintained with
varying probabillity, but the ldea 1ltself was
vague and lent itself to wldely differing
schemes of thought. The fundamental Gnostic
doctrine of the redemption of a divine element
from the-hostlle world of matter was, 1n some
circles, elaborated in terms of the descent
"of the heavenly Man into matter and his sub-
sequent redemption. More often, however,
the sams doctrine was presented in other ways.
Usually it 1s not the Man but Sophia who falls -
from the heavenly state. Yot even then the
conception of the heavenly Man is frequently
retalned. It was a given element 1n relig-
ious tradition and had to be worked in.
Sometimes "the Man' i1s the title of the
supreme God, sometimes of a subordinate aeon,
sometimes of both,"

Of the four evapgelists it is the fourth who
emphasizes the pPre-mundane ekigtence-of the Christ,
the Son of Man (cf.Jn.3:13; 9:39). Was John, like
Philo, attempting to.identify.a heavenly lMan with
the Logos, and even to suggest that the Logdéi;;s
the archetypal Man % We should understand that in
Apocalyptic. the humanity of the 'Son of Man' is not
the significant aspect, In actual fact the Heavenly
Man is NOT human ~ he is a divine or quasi-divine

being, Whatever may have been the original application



of the title 'Son of Man' to Jesus in an apocalyptic
sense, it certainly came to. be used with an emphasis
on the Incarnation in contra-distinction from the
emphasis on the divine Sonship with its associate
ldea of pre-temporal existence. It is not at all
clear that any attempt was made to fuse the conception
of the Son of Man (in an apocalyptioc sense) with the
Logos Ohristology, and to develop such a blend of
thought.

*For this reason, he calls himself Son of kan,

because he sums up 1In himself that original

man, from whom .is made that creation which is

born of woman, in order that, as through the

defeat of a man our race went down to death,

so again through the victory of a man we might

ascend up to 1life" (IRENAEUS, Adv.Haer.v.21.i,

-Harvey.

Irenasus is here reproducing, in effect, the Pauline
doctrine of the Second Adam. But this is something
basically different from the apocalyptic and Philonian

'heavenly Man' idea,

The heavénly Man idea 1s no key to the source of
the Johanﬁine Logos any more than it 1s the key to. the
'mysteries of the history of religiqn.' The whole
Johannine portrayal of Jesus (and in particular the

unique Prologue outline) is so radically different

from anythigg that 1s essentlial to the anclient, oriental

o1
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mythical, Gayomart; from anything that is fundamental

to the mysterious iQ%o15099wwos (whatever form he may
take or name he may bear); and from anything that 1is
basic to the Philonian & Kyt @OV evDpwmog |

The Logos of John is much too Divine to be the heavenly
Man divinely considered: He 1s much too human (for

5 Aéé-os O'o‘if’é é&e’v@:‘o) to be mere lr{’ “’7"‘/'/9{’ kg
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chapter 8 1 x

A, THE JEWISH SOPHIA-CONGCTETPT:

{
=t he Theory of Dr. Rendel Harris.

IN 'The Origin of the Prologue to St.John's Gospel' (1917)
. Dr.RENDEL HARRIS re«opened from yet another angle the
quétiqn of "the real meaning and actual genesis of the
Prologue to the Fourth Gospel," and finds himself in
revolt against the view which found the solution in
Hellenistic cultgrg. _He begins by noting #hat occasion-
ally another significent title is applied to Jesus Christ.
He both calls Himself, and is called, 'WISDOM'. Dr.Harris
sgbmi@é,_qt the outset, the hypqphqgishwhicﬁ_he goes on

to attempt to”prove.thqt'"thg way to Logos is-throqgh
Sophia and that the latter is the ancestress of the
former" (p.4). The famous passage in Proverbs 8:22-30

is cited: o “

"The Lord possessed me (Sophis) IN THE BEGINNING of his way,

_before his works of old.
I was set up from everlasting, FROM THE BEGINNiNG. s e e e

when he prepared the heavens I WAS THERE:



When he set a compass upon the face of the deep . . .

then I WAS BY HIM."

Here Harris thinks we have the stratum of the Old Testament -

upon which the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel rests, and

he sees the principal thus:

2, 2 R Y%
€v dﬁX{) v o )\oyos, Teo ToO otlwvo5 eﬁqxe)uwcrc
IN. 11 M€ év NQX() Pooy. 8:22
)\oyos ny T()oS‘ -rov 660\/ 6;49\/ Tde,dd'rl;) y PRov. 8:30
Jne 1t
o Tog 9~/ év “?XD Bviket §To|p¢[,c Tov OLpeLNOY
Tpos Tov feov, yn.I:2 PUpTIPRpY i Tw ,  Rov. 8:27

ev ou.,ﬁ': Kwr By, 5019 ego&u Moy, e%oSO\
. 1:4 ,gwpg, PRov. 8:35

He recapitulates his hypothesis, "that the Logoéiin the
Prologue to John is a ‘substitue for Sophia in a prev-
iously existing composition, and the language of the
Prologue to the Gospel depends ultimgtgly upon the eighth

chapter of the Book of Proverbs" (p.6).

This hypo@hesig *that the Logos of the Fourth Gospel
is a substitute for a pfeviougly_existing Sophia, involves

the consequence that the Brologue is a hymn in honour of
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Sophia, and that it need not be in that_génse due to

the same authorship as the Gospel itself,"

_There is a whole series of Sapiental books whose chief
’repfeégqtat;veg_(fThe Wisdom of Solomon' and 'The Wisdom
of Jaéus the son of Sirach') are seen to be pendants of
thegreat hymn in Proverbs 8. The Wlsdom of Solomon ch.9
is a pendant to Proverbs 8, and occupies an intermediate
position between Proverbs and John. Moreover, it fur-
pisheé_the_trqngitiqn from Logos to Sophla, by using

parallel langhage for the two personifications.

The chapter opemst
"0 God of our fathers and Lord of Thy mercy,
Who hast made all things. BY THY WORD,
And hast ordained man BY THY WISDOM."

- WiBoSOIQ’ 9: 1-

By mggpé‘of the bridge afforded by Wisdom of Solomon ch.9
the ppaigqé of Sophia become the pralses of the Logos,.
Harris further showé“the_dependence of S;?gch_on Proverbs,
setting Proverbé 8:22; 9:10; 8:17; 8:56{.respectively,
over against Slirach 1:4; ;:1@; 4:11; 4:12. He thinks
'thqt the Prologue evolved quite easily out of Proverbs 8,
via the Sapiental books, and that " the substitution of
Logos for Sophia in the primitive Christology was little

more than the replacing of a feminine expression by a
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masculine one in_Gy?ek;speaking_qircleSn (pp,ia-lsl, _
The'greap_ghristolqgical_utpg?anceg of. Hebrews 1 can be
deduced from the Sapiental books - Wisdom made the
worlds, is the Radiance (&mﬁéﬁ¥01*“ ) of God, is the
Imprint_()élPxKTD‘P ) of God, (in Hebrews )(OC?MKT§P , and
in Wisdom of Solomon &i’mfw_. and é—’aow_'rpo« ) The
Prqlqggé to the Fourth Gospel is cgmposed'out of the
material provided by the 'Praises of Wisdom' (Sirach 24),
and the same materlal underlies the notable Christological
paséage.ip Colossians ch. 1. We have to discern in the
language of both John amd Paul in these instances an

earlier and intermsediate form.

Harris then examines the_bqpk§ of 'Testimonies against
the Jews', seeking the corroboration of early Christian
extra-biblical evidence. He finds it; and 1s strength-
enéd in his conviction about the ﬁltimate dependence of
Colossians 1 upon Proverbs 8., Further, he presents us
with a telling array of Patristic evidence supporting

his thesis. He cltes Alford as being the commentator
who_most nearly approaches his own position: "...how
it came that St.John found this word LOGOS so ready
made to hd hands, as to require noi.explanation._ The
answer to this will be found by tracing the gradual

personification of the Word or Wisdom of God 1in::ithe
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Qlduf9?§ament'°11A§ the Word of God was the constant

ldea for his revelations relatively to man, so _wés the
Wisdom of God for thosgiwhich related to his own essence
and attributee" (pp.28-29). Alford, however, is in
érpor,(gccording to Harris) in the assumption that the
Sophia of the 0ld Testament is a later development of the
Logos.  Again, there is a Sophia-Christ-Ode in the

'0Odes of Splomonf,_approgimately contemporary with the

Fourth Gospel, which may also be related to Proverbs.

- In drawing hié study to a close, Dr.Harris has no
doubt that in the primitive 'Testimony Book' Christ was
equated with Sophia, snd if we can demonstrate that
John's Gospel is directly dependent upon the apostolic
collection of 'Testimonieé"we may then affirm that,
being acquainted with the Sophig-Christ,equat}on the
Evangelist modified it and produced the Logos-Christ.

On the_strengph of a fragment qf evidenée,”then, which
to Hafris_sgems altogether adequate, he assumes that

the 'Tesyi@pny Boqk'_antedates the Pauline epistles

jand therefore the Fourth Gospel), is apostolic in
origin and the common property of qll_schoqls of thpught
(p.64). He 1s satisfied fromthe cumulative evidence
that "the first and foremost article of Ghriétian belief

ig that Jesus is the Wisdom of God, personified and
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equated with every form of personification of Wisdom
that could be derived from or suggested by the Scriptures

of the 0l1d Testament" (pp.64-65),

This much must be conceded, in criticizing Harris;s
theory, that the parallelsof ideas, as well as actual
verbal correspondence, between the Johannine Prologue
send the, Sapiental literature are notable if not signi-
ficant. There qums to be strong welght of evidence

in favéur of an original Logos-hymn around which the

‘final Prologue was shaped. There is, therefore, no

reason to reject off-hand the possibility of a Sophia-
hymn. Harris, of course, bases a great deal on a very
meagre foundation of evidence to 'prove' the current
Sophia-Christ conception and 1ts ready evolution into

the Logos-Christ, If we grant that John did derive

-hieg ideas, figures of speech and even expressions

themselyes from the 0ld Teétamqpt Sapleritael literaturse,
it still éeems that the vital question remains unanswer-
ed - What is the origin of Logos in the Prologue, and
what is its essential significance and content so far

as the author is concerned ¢

C.SPICQ ('Le Siracide et la structure litéraire du

proleogue de saint Jean, 1940, pPp.183-195).compares John



and Sirach: what one says of Wisdom or the Law, the other
sayé of the Ldgos. 0f special note is the manner in

which the parallelism in ideas is conelstently followed

by John in the same order as that of Sirach. But, adds
Spicq, this dependence of the Evangelist in regard to a
tradltonal theme does not prejudge the solution to another
problem: the origin of the Johannine Logos. And so we
are virtually back where we started. For, are we persuad-
ed thaf the poetical personifications of Proverbs 8, and
_certaip dependent passages, eXpress the prodigious truths
that John believes about Jesus Christ ? If the pendulum
swung too far in the line of thought represented by Scott,
theq RfHarris_goes too far in the other direction by giving
no recognition to the likelihood that John was at least
acquainted”with_Helleniétic thought and terminology,and
thdt (if only in part) he was writing to persuade the Greek,
as well ag_ﬁhq 6y;enpa1_and the Jew, that ”@hié»Jesug s
the Chriét,the Son of God; and that believing ye may

have life in ‘His name.”

Weuconclude by aéking, Cen the connotation of Sophia
in Proverbs ch.8 suffice'to suggest the tremendous Person
who is portrayed in tha_whp%e of theonurth"Gospel ?

Did the hypothetical Sophia-Christ: concept of the flrst

century Church embface the ideas of revelation, mediatlon,
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incarnation, illumination and vitalization, as we find
these basic elements in the Figure of the Prologue ¢
One is bound to answer these questions in the negative.
There is an inadequacy about this line of explanation,

even as there is in referring the elusive Johannine Logos

to the Hellenic sphere or the oriental mystic religions.

Among scholarly opinions which are_ opposed to the
idea of seeking the orlgins of the Johannine Logos
in the world of Greek ideas and expression, is that
iven in a single gsenténce of a footnote by J.BURNET
Early Greek Philosophy, 1930, p.133):

"In any case, the BDohannine doctrine of the
LOGOS has nothing to do with Herakleltés
or with anything at all in Greek philo-
sophy, but comes from the Hebrew Wisdom
literature.”
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B. THE THEORY OF A LOGOS-HYMN,

WHATEVER views may be held concerning the relations between
thg»Ppologue and the rest of the Gospel in respect of the-
ology,!pherq_is general agreement that the Prologue was
added éubsqquently to the production of the Pfologue itself.
LEBRETON thinks that "the Prologue was only written at the
moment of publicetion, and we can understand that the author
may have used:}hiq introduction alone a philosophic express-
ion which he had not“employed_ip_hig;catedhesis" (Hist. of
the Dogme of the Trinity, E.T.,p.372). There is,on the
other hand, much to be said in favour of the view that the
Prologue embodies. a hymn or poem on the Logos, which John
| took and adopted for his own purpose. C.CRYER (1921)
analyzed it from this point of view. C.F.BURNEY (1022)
suggested that it was a hymn originally composed in Aramaic.

Reference has already been made to the views of R.HARRIS.

An examination of the Prologue will recall a character-
istic Hebraic style. The idea of emphasizing a word in
the second line in order to amplify the meaning of the first

line ('climactic parallelism') is evident in vv.4,5,7,9,10}
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the_tpregfo;g_repqtipion“in_thelfirst_three lines of v.14
serves to illustrate, from ;ts.qistipqtiye character, that
the Prologue is not shaped on Greek but on Hebrew_poetry.
"This kind of rhythm is all but peculiar to the most ele-
vated pogtry", writes S.R.DRIVER (Intro. to Lit. of 0.T.,
1894, p,541)3" He cltes as examples, Psalms 29:5; 9232;
93:3; 94:3; 96:13; 113:1, and continues, Fth;re is some-
thiné_ahalogous to it, though much less forcible and dis-
tinct, in some of the 'Songs of Ascents' (Pss, 121-134),
whére a somewhat emphatic word is repeated from one verse
(or line) in the next, as Ps.121:1b, 2a; 3b, 4; 4b, 5a;
7, 8a; &c." Moreover, climactic parallelism is charac-
teristic of the Song of Deborah. The couplets of verses
1, 2 and 8 are 'synonymous', while verses 3, 6 and 11 are
antithetical. The couplets appear also to be rhythmical,
each line containing theee stresses. . C.F.Burney considers
the Prolqgug to bse éhhymn written in the form of tradition-
' al Hebrew poetry, consisting of»elevén parallel couplets,
with comments introduced here and there by the writer:

1. In the beginning was the Word,
And the Word was with God.

2. And God was the Word;
He was in the beginning with God.

%5, All things by Him were made;
And without Him was made nought;
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4, Because in Him was life,
And the life was the light of mankind.

5. And the light in darkness was. shining,
~And the darkness obscured it not,

"There was a man sent from God, his name, John. That
one came for a witness, that he might bear witness

of the light, that all might believe in it. That one
was not the light, but one who sljould bear witness of
the light. It was the true light that lighteth every
men coming into the world. He was in the world,

"5 . And the world. by Him was made,
And the world knew Him not.

7. Unto His own He came,
And His own received Him not.

" As many as received Him; to them gave He power to
become the sons of God - to those that believe in His -
name; because He was born, not of blood, nor of the
will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God,

"8. And the Word was made flesh, -
And set Hias SHEKINTA among us.

9. And we behsld His glofy,
Glory as of the only-begotten of the Father.

10. He was full of grace and truth,
~ 0f whose fulness we all have received.

And grace for grace.

11. For the law was given through Moses,
Grace and truth through the Messiah.

"No man hath ever seen God; the only-begotten of God,
Who is in the bosom of the Father - He hath revealed."
- C.F.BURNEY, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel,
1922, pP.41 - 42.



25

It was not a novel excursion into the realms of
religious literature to pen a poem on a Heavenly Being,
for there is ample precedent in the Sapiental books
where the praises of Wisdom are expressed in rhythmic
form. The Hymn on Sophia in 'Wisdom' 7:22 ff, points
back to that of Proverbs 8. Allusions to it are prob-
ably to be seen in Hebrews 1:3 and 4:12., The celesbrated
Wisdom Hymn of Ecclesiasticus 243;3-22 culls some fragments
of thought from the two earlier poems, and perhaps in-
fluences the language of Jdbn 1:3, 14.(cf.Ecclus.24:8,9
and 12). The precedent thus set by the 0ld Testament
treatment of Sophia and other_profound_thqmes permits
us to expect that the Christian Church, in its turn,
would use the form of an ode to express its beliefs and
ideas.

"The hymn is a philosophical RATIONALE of the
main thesls of the Yospel. It begins with the
proclamation of the Word as Pre-existent and
Divine (vv.1, 2). Then appear the O.T.thoughts
of the Word as creative of all (v.3), life-
giving (v.4), light-giving (v.5). But ‘the
whole universe (v.10), includng man (v.11),

was unconscious of His omnipresent energy.

He became Incarnate, not as a momentary Epi-
phany of the Divine Glory, even as the Son
exhibite the Father (v.14). Thus does the Word
as Incarnate reveal the Invisible God (v.18)."

- BERNARD, John, ICC, 1928,vol.I, p.cxlv.
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1f the two"éectiohs concerning the witness of John
the Baptist to the coming Light (vv.6-9), and His pre-
exisﬁence, be removed, the form of the hymn ise ﬁore
Plainly seen. Verses 12, 13 are tWo exegetical comments
by the evangelist, as also vv.16, 17. Thus Bernard
conjectures the original Logos-hwmn, in the following
arrangement: _ ] ,

vv. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 14.

It will be noticed that the hymn moves in‘a?stract'
regions of thpught. The historical names - John, Moses,
Jesus Chpist - are no part_of it: they are added in the

explanatory notes of the evangelist,

the first two centuries A.D. bear witness to a number
of poetic compositions within the sphere of Christian
- literature., Eusebius (H.E.,v,28:5) cites a writer who
comments on the number of Christlan psalms and odes which
sang of Christ as the Word ( Tov Adyov To08eol 7v Xpirrov Spvaler
9&0%0596VT¢§2._: These beautiful poems were known as the
'0des of Solomon' (first published from the Syriac by
R.Harrié in 1909). They are dated by ngris as of the
first century, but Bernard places them 160-170 A.D.
They arq_gomposed in a cryptic fashion and contain no

direct quotations from the 0ld or New Testaments. The
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presentation of phgnLogos_doqprine in these Odes is
reminiscent of John. The Word is the Thought of God

( 29chd ), and thie Thought is Life and Light. " The
pre-existence of the Word 1s indicated: He is the Agent
of creation. "The dwelling place of the Word is man"
(12:11) speaks of the Incarnation.. The echoes of
Johannine tones dempnstfateg how deep-rooted was the
dootrine of the Living Divine Word in Christian devotion.,
The Odes of Séloﬁop cannot, of céurse, be submitted as a
source of the Johannine doctrine, but they "provide &
welcome'illustration of that mystical aspect of Ohristian
teaching which has sometimes been erroneously ascribed
to. Hellenic rather than Hebrew influences" (Bernard,

“op.clt.,p.oxlvii).
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C. THE THEORY OF DR. C. F. BURNE Y.

IT was not a little curious that C.F.BURNEY produced

his erudite thesis ('The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth
Gospel') in 1922, while in the following year a noted
scholar, C.d.TORREY, publlished a similar work on the
other side of the Atlantic Ocean, and entitled 'The
Aramaic Origin of the Gospel of'Johnf. Neither was
awaré of the otherfs researches. Moreover, Burney con-
fesses that he wrote the chapter on the Frologue beforse
noticing "that the facts that here.(i.e. verse 5)7%55 =
Aram. JQ§ , and that the other Gospel occurrences emanate
from the Marcan source with its Aramaic background, had
been anticipated by br.Rendel Earris...“ (op.cit.,P.29).
It is interesting to note the_similar_lipes of thought .
which were pursueilby three able Engliah-épeaking schol-
ars in the late 'tens and early 'twenpies. Torrey |
dates the three translated Gogpels as follows: Mark

was written in_Apama@g_in’4O A.D.; Matthew, a short

time after; John, about 60 A.D, - all of them being
translated into Greek_by A.D. 70. From the point of view

of general recognition, these fine, scholarly attempts,
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with their Qeép'bearqing and cogent arguments, have

proved abortive.; P.MENOUD_phiﬁks they have not received

the interest they deserye,.and:cites E.F.Scott as a fair
examfle of the bulk ofischolar;y opinione: "All of his
(Torrey's) proposed emendations are ingenious, and some

of them exceedingly- happy. Yot one is left élmost.

always with the feeling that the text 1s at least equally
intelligible as it stands?'(MENOUD! Lfﬁﬁaggile de Jean,

d'apres les recherches récentes, 1947, pP.27).

In chapter 1 Burney marshals an abundance of alleged
Aramaiéiﬁs, in the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel, in the
face of which he cannot resist ;he conclusion that it was
originally written in that oriental tongue and then
translated into Greek which obviously betrays its real
character. It requires an Aramaic student to pass
sound judgment”on ﬁhis_hypothgsis; but the inexpert
eye failg_to observe mﬁch by way of objective criteria.
It dbes not clalm to be more than a hypothesis. The
author is at pains to elaborate .the Hebrew and Aramaic
significance un&eriying the verb é¢WDV9W€~’ (Heb ,SHEKINA;
Aram.,SHeKINTA). "The choice of the verb-UKQVOCV was
doubtless d}cpate@_py'its close resemblance to ' the Sem-
itic root S-K-N" (p.38). Similarly in respect of Ségi '

after quoting Isaiah 6:3 ('For mine eye hath seen the
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YoKARA bf_the SHeKINTA of the King of the ageé' ~ TARGUM),
he continues,]??h;s last passage, from lsasiash's vision,
leads us to a point which proves beyond the shadow of a
doubt that when John describes ous Lord:s self-manifest-
ation as 865« he has in mind the YeKARA of the Targums"

(p}57), cf. algo John 12:40-41,

This is crowned by the asserfion that we are in a pos-
ition to maintain that the Logos-conception of the Pro=
logue must undoubtedly be derived from‘the third and most
frequent T?rgumic conception which represents God in mani-
festation - that of the LT 43077  'the Word of the
Lord', He then makes the_astonishihg statement that we
éhould no doubt trace the origin of the conception of the
MEMRA to the O.T. passages in which the Hebrew DABHAR
'Word' is employed in a connection which almost suggests
‘hypostatization, e.g. Ps.107:20 ("He sent forth His Word
‘and healed them"); Psalm 33:6 ("By the Word of the Lord
were the heavens made")." The latter is reckoned by
Burney, because of 1ts reference to the Word in action
at creation, to recall the repeated D‘ﬂﬁéf 70{/"1 s
'And GQd eaid',. in Genesis i, where the Hebrew verb AMAR
is identical with the Aramaic root from which MEMRA 1s
derived. He makes the further observation that in

John 1:14 the writer ("no doubt with intentlon") embraces
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the three Targumic conceptions. There is MEMRA in & Ayog
\ b ’ b Ve b P

q;,q)g eyéveTo ; SHeKINPA in éakfywrey &v SN -

YeKARA in _'éeeoLO‘oZMc-&o_g 'er Séng ocg’rroﬁ . "This is evidence
that, so far from owing his LOGOS-doctrine to an Alex-
andrian source, he is soaked through and through with
Palestinian Jewish thought which is represented by the

Tapgums. Nor would the Prologue need time for its dev-

elopment " (p.39).

If the bare fact is that MEMRA 1s never used in the
Targums to render D'BHAR YHWH (according to the authori-
tative statements of G.F.MOORE, art.,'Intermediaries in.
Jewish Theology,' Harvard Theol.Review, 1922,pp.54-55),
it is quitei%éssible to subﬁcribe to Burney's contra-
dictory proposition. Either"he was aware of the facts
and w as so full of his theory that he flies in the face
of those facﬁs, or he was not aware of them - which is
séarqely likglyL_ Moreover, the cosmogonical reference
is quite erroneous, for (with the possible exception of
Isaiah'45:12) the Targums do not represent the creative
activity of God as mediated by the HMemra (cf.MOORE, loc.
‘cit.). It may be added that MEMRA is not the term used
when D'BHAR YHWH is the_mg@ig@_qf revelation. Seeing
that MEMRA is always a verbal-buffer, and nowhere approx-

imates to a personification in the least degree, it is
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poiptlegs for Burney to introduce the quasl-personific-

ations of the D'BHAR YHWH in the Psalms.

Even wlthout an Aramalc specialist's knowledge one
can clearly recognize three things. First, the whole
scheme of Burney's line is hypothetical: there is no
tangib;e evbkdence of an Aramaic Logos-hymn which became
the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel as we haw it now.
Again, there 1s as much to be said in favour of other
positions, and E.F,Scott's succinct conclusion, quoted
above, 1s probably the most we can concede. Finally,
if John's Gospel be proved an Aramaic work, most of what
‘has been sald for Hellenistic influences collapses finally
and utterly. lThat ﬁortification'may yet have to be
under-gone; but it ﬁust do 80 at the hands of more
shattering evidence than has been evinced up to the

present.

There is a discussion of Burney's and Schlatterﬁs %
works. by G.KITIEL, in 'Die Probleme des pallistinischen
spbt judentums und das Urchrispentqm' (1926). His conclu-
sion is that John writes in Greek, but that unconscious-
ly he assimilates his Greek to his native language. This
is shown, not by his having made mistakes, but by expressing

himself in Greek otherwise than a Greek would have done, the

# Bee footnote over.
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difference being that he thinks, speaks and constructs
his sentences as a Palestinian." That is a reasonable
opinion, and at the present state of research seems ;s
far as we may go. There is still insufficient evidence
prove an Aramaic original: the Hellenistic factor then

remains a possibility.

# A.SCHLATTER, 'Die Sprache und Helmat des vierten
‘ Evangelisten', 1902.

This work is cited by Burney, op.cit.,p.3.

"Schlatter has demonstrated the Palestinian origin
of the diction of the Fourth Gospel in the fullest
possible manner by citing Rabbinic parallels to
its phraseology verse by verse....He chose these
Rabbinic Hebrew parallels rather than the Aramaic
materisl which we possess e.g. in the Palestinian
Talmud, because the former are nearer in date ' 7:.
to the Fourth Gospel and better illustrate the
religious thought of Palestinian Judaism in the
first century....Schlatter's conclusion is that
the writer of . the Gospel was a ‘alestinian who .
thought and spoke in Aramaic, and only acquired
his Greek in the course of his missionary work".

C.SALMASIUS, in 1645, suggested that the Gospel
was originally in Aramaic, though he did not work
out the theory.

Numerous scholars from Grotius (1641) have
emphasized the Semitic character of the diction
of the Fourth Gospel.
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c h a p t e r s e VvV e n

SOME GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

I Statdistiocal Survey.

'D'BHAR YHWH, "the Word of the Lord",

statﬁg constructus, occurs 237 times 1n the 0ld Testament.

The books in which the majority of usages occur are:

I KINGS 33 times

II KINGS 18
Jereﬁiah $? "
Bzekiel: 60 "

and by way of contrast, there are onlj elght usages in

Isaiah,

~ There are seven examples of the form D'BHAR ELOHIM
in the 0.T. o o
Five=eighths of tpé'total_gumber of D'BHAR YHWH usages

are in the later prophets (152 out of 237). We also find
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We aleo find that in 214 passages D'BHAR YHWH 1s God's
Word comitted to, or é??FGQNPyaua“PPPPh§t° . _An examin-
atlon of the oqntpxté fupyherzgétabliéheé thé_faet that
D{BHAB ¥§WH:;§! in @hehvaép ma jority of cases, a terminus

technicus for revelation in the pProphetioc Word.:

~ To oite one or_@yg-eiamples which will serve as 1llus-
trationé of thié point: _

e ... .. 1In the two books of Samuel (save for
the use in 1 Samuel 3:1) all references to_the D'BHAR
YHWE are of Divine commmications to prophetic personages,
Samuel, Nathan and Gad; _The Word of the Lord is olearly
resardea.eé §9met§ipsmreyeéled Frééuwithqut: a message
from Yahweh to thg_pe;éog_of_tpg_prophgyg _Generally this
O?EQ%e.haﬁmt?.b9 P%éée9.°n_?e;anoﬁher who had not gift
or vecat;pn:of receiving these Divine intimations.
of fhe infant Samuel, evidently, it. was expected (at any
rape_from“tbglgutporﬂs_poip@_of view) that he would become
one of the pr;yilgggd company of reciplents of the Divine
Word. 1 Samuel 3:21 reads that "the Lord revealed
Himself_tO'Saﬁuel in Shiloh by the word of the Lord" =
but H.P.SMITH (I.C.C,) thinks there 1s reason to suspect

the text of this wverse.
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.In the case of some particular and special communioation,
even to so exalted and divinely-favoured a character as
David, the agent was the prophet Nathan, "...the word of
the Lord came unto Nathan, Qaying, Go and tell my servant

David..."(II Sam,7:4,5) .

The ourioue narrative of i'Kings.ls,.in which the
phra?e.D'BHAR_YHWH ocours nine times (out of a total of
33 in the book), illustrates the awful nature of the Word
of the Lord. The 'man of God out of Judah' observes
carefully hiélinetruqtipng whioh came 'in the word of
the Lord,' both in the message he delivered against the
altar at. Bethel, and in pursuing his own way once the
errand has been performed. The lying prophet of Bethel -
invokes the D'BHAR YHWH to guarantee the attention and
obedience of the oihgr-prophet,'and the latter accepts
the oracle glven through "an angel...by the word of the
Lord" (I Kings 13:18). Then, while they were together
et table, the lying prophet himself receives the Divine
Word. to proclaim judgment on the men of. God out of Judah

for disobeying his original commission.,

. In I and II Kings the great majority of references
are prophetlic, both in the sense of being uttered by a

provhet, and (in a number of cases) announcing Judgment



or disaster or bleesing in the future.  Elijah 1s
essentially an agent of the Word, as is also his disciple,

Elisha.

‘The D'BHAR YHWH has an unquestioned authority and
i@ﬁ_rgg;izgtipn 1s inevitable. The prophet is prepared
to stake h@? 1ife on the authenticity of the Word that
hgé come to him, Micaiah, for example, does so when he
declares, standing alone before two kings and four
" hundred profgﬁaing prophets, "If thou return at all in
peace the Lord hath not spoken by me" (I Kings 22: 28)
Ahab met hla miserable death according to Micaiah'
intimation and to the Word that came previously to
Eli jeh, "and the dogs licked up his blood...according
unto the word of the Lord which he spake" (I Kinge 2é:38;

cf.21:19).

The majority of ‘usages of the phrale are to be found

in the prophetic books themselvee, 188 times.

The prophetic period in the life of Ierael was
essentially creative, whether we regard it, with some,
as THE creative period in Iérgel's life; or, whether,
with_otheré, we ognéi@gr it to be one_phqée in a history
which was ever renewing 1tself in creative activity,

its dynamic quality must be regerded as basic. As far
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as the reforming prophet is concerned, the effective

means by which Yahweh revealed His will and brought to
pass His purppsegmié the éelf—authenticgting'DAEHAR.

The prophet was an ISH ELOEIM charged with the D'BHAR
YHWH. - To him one thing alone mattered - the D'BHAR

YHWH itself, for in it lay the KOAH (power) of Yahweh,
Wherever or whenever the prophets worked in the Name of
God, there God BEimself was working in creation or
redemption. Thus the graphio words of Jeremiah 23:28f.,
"He that hath my word, let him speak my word faithfully...
1e not my word like as a fire ? saith the Lord; and

like & hammer that bresaketh the rock in pieces %"

To appreciate the full significance of the D'BHAR YHWH
through tﬁe-prqphpt, three facts must be held in view,.
The first, that the Hebrew conceived of God personally
.and locally, though not neceaearilv localized. If he.
were regarded in human terms as to Hlis form, He was not
so in regpect"of eubstgncgﬂ_ _He moved freely in and out
of the world of men, end had no need of mediators unless
He 8o chose, ’Thenﬁecopd, that the prophet - and indeed
any Israelite - could move in and out of God's presence
provided only that He was -not, for some reason, hiding_
Himself. But lest men thuld_érggume on this liberty,

custom began to limit the communion between man and God



to dream and vision.  The prophet, however, stood
outeide custom, and to such chosen vehicles communion
with God was & direct and real experience. Jeremiah
boldly clalms that the true prophet, as against the
false, 1g_gp§ who haé_"stpod in the oouncil of Yahweh,
that he should perceive and hear his word" (23:18).
The third, that the époken”word has a concrete and
dynamic significance for the Hebrew. For us it 1s
theqwr;ttén word which is all important, because 1t
.perpetuatas what is thought and said and can be used
in evidence. For_the Hebrew it was the SPOKEN word
which counted because it was charged with the personal
power of the speaker: 1t was dynamio and was ocarried
forward to self-realization by the personal strength
which lay behind it. The greater the personality,
the greater was the pqwep_of_tyb}wgrq. The word of
the prophet - even his own word - was dynamic and

was gafpiad foryar§"§9>£§1£11mgnt by means qf'ﬁhe

power of a more-than-ordinarily endowed person.

How much more, then, was the Word of the Lord dynamic ¢

Bo



~The plural form, DIBHRE YHWH, is infrequent: we 234:
£ind only 17 instances. DIBHRE ELOHIM appears but
thrice. Most of the usages have a meaning similar
tg_the_éingular, D'BHAR YHWH, and are in a prophetic
context. For example, in Jeremiah 45:1 we note,
"...when Jeremiah had made an end of speaking unto
all the people all the words. of the Lord their God,
wherewith the Lord their God had sent him to them.."
Similarly in I Samuel 8:10, when Samuel reports to the
people-the mind of God concerning their ambition to
have a king, "And Samuel told all the words of the

Lord unto the people that asked of him a king."

There are four uses in the Pentateuch: two con-
cerning the Covenant Code. In Exodus 24:3, 4,
"And Moseé.oame and told the people all the words of
the Lord....And Moses wrote all the words of the Lord.." .
Further, concerning the!;ns;rugtipna Moses received in
preparation for the encounter with Pharaoh, "And Moses
told Aaron all the words of the Lord" (Exodus 4:28);
and very similar phraseology in Numbers 11:24 where
Moses recounts Yahweh's promise of meat to eat which
would become losathsome. In Joshua 3:9 the words of
Yahweh are instructions‘fér_the 1mmedia§§ crossing of
Jordan. The other non-prophetic reference under this

head is Ezra 9:4, which has at any rate the same sort



of authority as the characteristic word of the prophet

in denouncing the sins of the people.

'“Outgi@e the status constructus, ﬁABHAR ocours over
300 times, and approximately threequarters of this
number are in prophetic contexts. In the older
strata of the Pentateuch, J and E, DABHAR 1s more
especially used of the Decalogue - the ASARETH
HADD'BHARIM -, and in the eariy documents generally
this plural form is employed for the Law of the Lord,
It 1s the term for the Law of God in the pre-Deutero-
nomic period. It stands over against such terms as
TORAH or B'RITH, but there seems no reason why DABHAR
should have been used rather than one of these other
reve;ation_wo?de, By way of example we ma&_refer to
a typlecal pre-Deuteronomic text, Exodus 24:3, 4:

"And Moses. camé and told the beqple all the words of
the Lord (DIBHRE), and all the judgments (MISHPATIM):
and all the people answered with one voice, and .sald,
A1l the words (D'BHARIM) which the Lord hath said

we will do, And Moses wrote all the words (DIBHRE)
of the Lord...”" or in Numbers 15:31, "Because he
hath deepised the word (D'BHAR) of the Lord, and hath
broken ljis commandment (MITSWAH) .« ." Or again

Exodus 34:27, "And the Lord sald unto Moses, Write

232



thou these words...,” In the legal sense, DABHAR 1s =3

3?9@“9¥91uﬁiv§1¥ for that supreme act of law_glving
which was associated with the deliverance from Egypt
and the institution of the Covenant between the self-
revealed 'I AM THAT I AM' and the people He has
claimed for Himeelf. "And Moses took the blood,and
sprinkled it on the people, and said, Behold the

blood of the covenant (B'RITH), which the Lord hath
made with you concerning all these words (D'BHARIHM)."
The term TORAH is used of the Sinaitic Law only in a
later period. In the age before Deuteronomy it is
used of the priestly declsion given as the answer to
specific questions (cf.Numbers 5:30). Occasionally
it 1s found in prophetic utterances also, with a
notable example in Jeremiah 51:51ff? . Other terms
such as MISHPAT, MITSWAH, HOQ, HUQQAH, which glve
scope. for varled éxpfes?iqn to. the author'of Psalm 119,
are applied to the Sinaitic Law only in later usage.
Before the Deuteronémic period DABHAR is the only such
term applied_to-the Law given on the Mount of God: and
DABHAR in 1ts legal sense 1s used only of the Sinaitio

legislation,

# "To the prophets and the 'Deuteronomist', the
history of Israel is the story of the people's
constant forsaking of this covenant, their
dlsobedience to the will of their master,



THE USE OF LOGOS AND RHEMA IN THE SEPTUAGINT.
The uée»of the two Greek words which the tfanslators
employed to render the Hebrew DABHAR calls for comment.
The most important and obvious remark is the manner in
which the-Lxx.translateé the status constructus, D'BHAR
YHWH, The following is a summary:
Five of the six Pentateuch references have RHEMA KURIOU;
But, Genesis 15:4 hags PHONE KURIOU.
Joshua 8:8 and 8:27 employ a periphrasis, the former
with RHEMA, the latter without RHEMA.
I KINGS: RHEMA KURIOU, 6; LOGOS KURIOU, 2; periphr. 1,

omit 1.
II KINGS$ " n, 13 " W, 2.
IIT &KINGS: " " 217; o " »10; one variant, .
Cod.A- LOGOS.

periphr. 4.

with national catastrophe as the inevitable
punishment. And after the failure of the Sinal
covenant, when Yahweh is to create a new and
surer basis for his relationship to Israel,
it is done in the form of a new covenant
( NWTh HM Jer.31:31ff., of, 32:36ff.,
Ezek.11:19ff,.,, 36:25f,), where Yahweh writes
in the hearts of his people his Q[ J) . with
all the obligations it involves...what is new
is that Yahweh's NUJ) 1is now a spiritual
possession of the people."

- C,LINDHAGEN, The Servant iiotif in the OT,
Eng.T!". ’ 1950’ p.sgo
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IV.KINGS: RHEMA KURIOU, 10; LOGOS KURIOU, 6.

I CHRON: " ", =3 " " s 5. .
I1 CHRON: " o, 1 " .« s 8 omit 1.
EZRAS " ", - " W, 1.
PSALMS: " N, =3 " ", 2
MINOR _ - .
PROPHETS1 f " PRERE. ¥ " " 9303 onit 1.
ISATAH L " ’ 13 " " ’ 6; LOGION; 1.
JEREMIAH: " " s 1j " " »493 periphrasias,l;
_ . Omit, 1.
EZEKIEE.I: " " [ -; n : " ’60.

It seems that in the prophetic literature the phrase
LOGOS KURIOU settles down to be the accepted rendering
(wlth few exeeptioné) for the Hebrew D'BHAR YHWH., In
the books of Chronicles LOGOS predominates in contexts
both prophetic and legal. The histerical books,
chiefly with prophetic references, give an apparently
indiéegiminate use of LOGOS and RHEMA, with a mixture
even 'in the same particular narrative, e.g. in III KINGS
chapter 15. .I KINGS preflers RHEMA, The six texts

in the Pentateuch have omitted LOGOS altogether.

course. RHEMATA does not appear in II CHRON., AMOS,
JEREMIAH and EZEKIEL; it occurs twice in EXODUS; and
once. only in NUMBERS, in JOSHUA, in I KINGS. LOGOIL



does not occur in NUMBERS and JOSHUA; it is found 26

five times in JEREMIAH; and onoe in each of the
following - EXOD ﬁs, I KINGS, II CHRON., EZEKIEL,

and AMOS. There is one periphrasis in Ii CHRON.,

and the term is omitted from the LXX onoce in JEREMIAH.

THE USE OF LOGOS GENERALLY IN THE LXX.

The actual ocourrence of LOGOS in the LXX, as
egainst RHEMA, is in the rdtio (approximately) of 2:1.
If the Apocryphal books are included, the proportion
is greater still, roughly 38:17.

Apart from use. in rendering D'BHAR YHWH, and excluding
the Apoorypha, a survey of the contemts leads to the

following conclusions:

In the PENTATEUCH, whilst there are numerous
colourless usageé, LOGOS. frequently referé to a Divine
command, or a divinely authorized injunction, particu=-
larly in Deuteronomy, There 1s but one occurrence 1in
LEVITIOUS (Divine command): and five in NUMBERS, two

| ]

with a Divine reference.
JOSHUA and JUDGES present mostly colourless usages.

In I KINGS they are divided between prophetic and



non-descript references, II, III and IV KINGS y;éld 257
almost entirely colourless usages. Similarly, iy the
case of the two books of CHRONICLES, only there are a
few prophetic references interspersed throughout; and

LOGOS is used of the Law Book in II CHRONICLES 34.

EZRA and NEHEMIAH have one or two legal references,
but the rest #re colourless. All examples in JOB are
of human words., More than half of PSALMS' uses are
in 119, of whioch all save one are 'the LORD'S word.'

A few of the remainder, outside Psalm 119, are of the
Divine Word; and the rest neutral. Four in PROVERBS
have a Divine significance, the others (some 53) are
exprossions of human thought or wiadom; An allusion to
the 'oath of God' is the only exception to the sevéral

neutral references in ECCLESIASTES.

By contrast, very few colourless examples are to be
found in the books of the PROPHETS. Of those not
employed in the formula LOGOS KURIOU (= D'BHAR YHWH),
many are in an allied expression or circumlocution,
and almost all have a prophetic context. - There is a .
block of purely humap’references in the Rabshakeh

incident in ISAIAH 368-37.
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In certain LOGOS usages the nearest Eﬂglish
translation is "thing", "matter", "affalr". But we
observe thé; this significance is much more frequent
in the use of RHEMA. If LOGOS may be teédbd 'colour-
lesé'.;n many texts (i.e. it has no special force in
reference to the Divine Word, prophecy, the Law, the
Decalogue, commandments or authoritative utterances),
least human speech. The contexts of many usages of
RHEMA, however, suggest that we interpret the term
as "matter", "thing", eto. The large number of
usages of RHEMA in the Pentateuch, as contrasted
with the rather smaller number of referenoes to LOGOS,
are divided in a ratio of (approzimately) 3 "thing" or
neutral, to 1 Divine Word or commandment. A slmilar

proportion is found in JOSHUA-JUDGES and RUTH.

I & II KINGS present us with an overwhelming
number. of nondescript or "thing" usages, In III KINGS
the earlier chapters have a numbér of neutral RHEMA
usages; but in the later chapters of this book and
its complement, where the prophetic element is all-
lmportant, RHEMA has a definitely Divine or prophetic

significance.



~ Nelther EZRA nor NEHEMIAH glves us other than a

human RHEMA, or "thing".

Of the fifty examples in JOB, three are God's words,
the rest merely human utterances; Twelve colourless
or human RHEMA in PSALMS, but two Instances ofa Divine
RHEMA in addition. The few examples in PROVERBS and

ECCLESIASTES are neutral.

One is struck by the paucity of the term in the
PROPHETS. ISAIAH heads the list with but fifteen
divinely authorized uses; and one of human speech.
Of-JEREMIAHlS twelve references, eight are prophetic,
and four are the words of men., EZEKIEL has two
prophetic, and one neutral. All six cases in DANIEL

‘are human words with no special significance.

It is impossible to draw and hard and fast linesl
of definition concerning the ﬁsages of these two
important words of the LXX vocabulary. They are
both used to translate the same Hebrew term DABHAR,
as well as others. There are occasions when both
LOGOS and RHEMA sit together 1n the same text and
are appérently synonymous, 6.g. Psalm 55110, gnd |
Isalah 66:5, Exodus 4:28 and 24:3, III KINGS 1@:20-21.

There is an interesting example in Jeremiah 5:14, in

~
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which RHEMA is the human, prophetic word, and LOGOS is 240
the Divine Word., RHEMA is more wldely used in the
PENTATEUCH, where it is frequently the colourless term.

But we must not generalize and say that RHEMA tends

towards this nonqeécript usage, while LOGOS is consist-

ently richer in significance, Only in the books of the
Prophets and in the prophetic contexts of the historical

books may this be suggested.

In turning to that seotion of the 0ld Testament
which is nearest.in time to the Greek literature
(PROVERBS and ECCLESIASTES), we are impressed by the
considerable use made of LOGOS rather to the exclusion
of RHEMA. Since those books have other Greek affinities
(end in the. Apocryphal books there is an instance of the
Greek language being employed - the Wisdom of Solomon),
there can be little doubt that the authors' conception
of LOGOS was coloured accordingly. The Greeks of that
period understood LOGOS in the sense of 'reason' or
'thought', as well as the actual verbal expression of
thought. 1t is noteworthy that_the‘phrase LOGOS
(or RHEMA) KURIOU, as representing the Hebrew D'BHAR
YHWH, does not occur in PROVERBS or ECCLESIASTES: nor,
indeed, are LOGOS and RHEMA there a-Divine Word in any

form,
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II- The Oriental Religilous

¢
Background of the

o0lada Tes tament.,

OUR first discovery in pursuing this subject of the
Word of the. Lord in the 01d Testament is that of the
definite conception of the DYNAMIO word. But on
further research we discover that thls idea was not
confined to the Old Testament.: There is evidence that
the ﬁctive power of the spoken word was a conception
extending far back to very primitive periods of the
human race. Speech springs out of action, and wofds
become the instruments of actilon. The dynamic view
of speech may be considered as primary: but in process
of time man worked out abstract language by means of
which he could communicate thoughts and wishes. As
soon as man began to communicate his wishes to others
of his society, he also found that by means of speech
he could bring his will to bear on them, so that mere
words could move matter as they intruded into the
understanding of the hearer. From this it was but

a little step to the supposition that certain consec-
reted men had the ﬁower to command the obedience of

natural phenomena. Such is a reasonable conjecture
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for an age when al% @oving things were thought to. live.
Aé{,and if, man thought éﬁ_gll of the creation of the
heavens and the earth, it was most natural for him to con=
ceive of the process whereby the supreme deity created it

by a word of his mouth,

The Hebrew or Christian is famillar with this
conception of the Divine Word, it is second nature for
him to\reflect on creation in this way. But he is not
'alone in this. For more than six thousand years ago, as
far back aé Sumerian literature can be traced, men believed
in a divine word which, by its own inhefent power, achieved
its own fulfilment. It is likely that the Sumerians were
not the only possessors of a doctrine of the Divine Word,
and certainly what was é brominent feature of their theol-
ogy has been a persistent element in other theologies down

‘the ages.,

Because a word was so clmely identified with the thing
itself, the ancients could only conceive that not to have
a name was as though a thing did not exist. The author
of the Babylonian Creation Eplc speaks of that which took
plaée before the creation of the heaven and the earth as
happening before the heaven and the earth had been named.

But this was not simply the language of the visionary or
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preacher or poet; for "the magic of words could be felt

by all who lived in a world of metaphysical innocence."

" Words which could procure the fulfilment of
one's désires must soon have taken on a sin-
ister connotation, for the Sumerian term for
'word' was also used in the sense of 'incan-
tation't the exercise of the magician's
mysterious power was a 'word.' In social
usage such a word could be a solemn promise,
an undertaking whose performance was assured,
an oath, The word of a god took effect as
magic; if it was a curse it wrought ruin

and destruction. A god could speak only
through his mouthpiece, the priest, and so

a terrible power was vested in the priest-
hoody ordinary human belngs possessed this
magical power in lesser degrees when they
spoke on formal occasions. But the divine
word was not confined to cursing and des-
truction. This is abundantly clear from
the fact that the Sumerians regarded the word
of the gods aB a divine entity: it hovered -
between personality and a personified attrib-
ute in much the samé way as dld the Memra
(Logos) of the post-exilic Jews, As a
divine entity it was the personal agent of
the will of the gods. The word of a god
could be kind and gracious when the gods were
pleased with men; and such personal names as
'His word is true' (Sumerien), and 'His word
has no evil' (Babylonian), show that the
word of God was the god in active being,

a beneficent power in human life and affairs.”

(GUILLAUME, Prophecy and Divination, 1938, p.21)
The 0ld Testament quite abounds in examples of the
Divine Word as a vital force and in the form of

personalizations., Psalm 147:15 is a good specimen:

"He sendeth his commandment upon earthj
His word runneth very swiftly.”
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It may be mentioned here that the connection

between WORD and SPIRIT goes back to very early tlmes.
The Spirit and breath of God were personified together
a8 agents in the Creation, and in pﬁe process of the

preservation and destruction of life.

Belief in the power of the spoken word was intimately
linked with maglc. It is thought by some that without
this encouragement on the part of magic and religion
the belief would have died out. Magic needed the
belief: religion embraced 1t in theology, though otﬁer-
wise it was not a necessity since the gods could be
worshipped. without personifying their words.
Guillaqme.asserts that the power of the spoken word
as a factitive agent has always been more or less
magical, save in t hat form of belief which is rather
philosophical and mystical. "Among the Hebrew prophets
it hoyeré uneasily between the two worlds of magic and
religion. Among the Accadians, Arabs and other Semites
it is frank and unashamed maglic, owing its power to a
' feér that curses have an objective power, and that a
solemn curse can continue to work evil from generation -
to generation" (op.cit.,p.24). It should be noted that
this particular Sumerian conception of the word is quite

different from the common view of Semitic heathendom,



whose logical consequence was a blind fatalism., The
pPhase of_re;igioué development in which the word ;s.
divine activity resulting in the ordering and dis--
posing of the forceslof this world, is far removed
from a conception which favoured the continuance of |
magic by which "the decrees of destiny could be

evaded."

In viewing broadly the Semitic world, the extensive
background to the religion of the Hebrews, we observe
that it wés wldely held that words were the effective
symbole of things and events, Thus, the persons
~invested with special guthority - prlests, prophets,
diviners, magicians and 80 on - exercised power not
only over the minds of mén,.but over the course.of
events to come, Their authority lay not only in
their specislized knowledge as against the preveiling
lgnorance of the masses'of the peoprle, buf in the fact
that they spoke with authority, and in the name, of a

divine power.

In the Sumero-Babylonian sphere the effective words
were. but part of the whole incantation ritual, and the
signe guarenteed the result of the incaentation which

wduld be regarded as a kind of prophecy.
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. The difference between the magician and the prophet

centres in.the"mgtper of the underlying authority.
Where belief in a. personal god who had revealed himself
to the patrlarchs was established, the prophet would be
accepted as the mouthpiece of the god: but if there
were no such fundemental belief, enchantment and div-
ination would be given unquestioned acceptance. For
thie reason, then, as early as the sixth century B.O.,
the prophets of the Hebrews resort to the argument of
splritual experience in their contests with false
prophets and diviners. Their personal experience of
God, and a knowledge of His will revealed thereby,
.were valid arguments to vindicate their claim to know

the Word of God.,

One of the salient characteristics of the divine
Word in the Old Testament is ite immutebility. The
well-known passage in Isaiah 8§6:11ff., is an illustra-
tion. But in the Babylonian religion a seimilar
ascription is made to the 'word of Marduk', whose
thoughte are unsearohable,.whose word 1s true, against
whose command there is no}turning back, and whose
utterance is unalterable. It is likely that a Bab-
yiqnian influence wes felt by those Hebrew prophete

who were acquainted with local religion during the Exile.
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The Psalmist has aptly illustrated the ancient Sumerian

qaneption of the Word in its relation to God when he
writes:

"By the word of the Lord were the heavens madej;

And all the host of them by the breath (RUAH)

of his mouth" -~ Ps.3316
The subject < or perhaps one might say, problem -

of the hypostatization of divine functions has been
exhaustively treated by H.RINGGREN in his study,
"Word and Wisdom" (194;), By way of definition, he
acceptq thap of Oesteriey and Box, that & hypostasis
is a "quasi-personification of certain attributes
proper to God, occiipying an intermediate position
between personalities and abstract beings" (Religion
aend Worship of the Synagogue, Pp.169). Research,
indicates that the ancient world was thoroughly famil-
iar with the conception of hypostatized divine qualities.
There. are evidently varying degrees, and the result of
a personification is not always a hypostasis, but an

allegory or poetical metaphor. -

In EGYPTIAN religion, the most important of the
deities with abstract names which we may expect to be
classified in the category of hypostatized qualities

are HU and SIA. HW meesms 'words' or ‘commands': and



SJE is '1ntel}§g9ncg.f "HU and SIA are the creative
word and the understanding of the high_gods_RE_- ATUM,
personified and separated from their originator. 1In
mythological }anguage this is expressgd'thus: they
are th first-begotten children of Re-Atum and his
essistants in the creation of the world. They follow
him as the ruler of the world, thus pefeonifying his
intelligence and his command. Later on, they attained
8o high a degree of independence, that they can be

assoclated with any other god" (Ringgren, p.27).

In SUMERO-ACCADIAN religion, the Babylonian pantheon
containe several delties whose names consist of abstract
nouns. -DﬁRR has shown that in the court of some gods
there are beings representing the god's word or its
qualities; e.g.,,Hiéﬂword is life, His word is peace,
His wo;'d‘ is abundance, His word is faithful, The exalted
command of heaven (Ishtar), (cf., 'Wertung des Wortes'p.91).
RINGGREN says, "Dilrr is perfectly right in connecting
these names with the predilection of the Babylonians
for making the qualities and functions of their gods,
their weapons and emblems, and even their lntellectual
Powers, independent, after whiqp they could be Placed
on the list of gods," (op.cit.,p.66). Dirr furtﬁer

shows that the hypostatization of the word proceeds
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‘via 1ts character of breath' or 'wind' (saru). In
this we have an example of a divine funotion on the
point of setting itself free from its originator and

reaching an independent existence,(cf.Ringgren, p.687-8).

In WESTERN SEMITIC religlon there are certain, though
less well defined, hypostases. In the Ras Shamrs texts

connectione exlst between Wisdom and El and his word.

In his conclusion, Ringgren says, "We may reéall the
hypostatization of the divine word, resulting from the
fact that the word 1s conceived as an almost substantial
realily:since it goes forth from the mouth: of the delity.
A word of bleseing or malediction is an independent
power that cannot be hindered in its course of action.
A bleselng or a curse cannot be annulled; 1t must
realize its effect, It 1s not astoniehing then that
the curse 1s also personified in Akkadian religion as

Dimetu" (p.rél).

In SEMITIO RELIGION, generally, it seems that the
characteristic conception of the spoken word was its
dynamic objectivity., Many signs may indicate one's
personal presence, bgt the most 1ntimate.and person&i
and significant 1s to SPEAK. Through the spoken word

personality is expressed, and influence and authority
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are exercised over others. The dynamic quality

attributed to speech by the Semites is well illustrated
by the incident of the Arab who threw his son.to the
ground that the words of his enemy's cursé might

pass over his head without harming him (cited by
H.W.ROBINSON, 'Inspiration and Revelation,' 1946,
P.170). The utterance of words; s not the only means
‘of conveying power aﬁd influence. But,. first spoken,
and then written, the word was far greater in its
effect than any other. It is n;t surprizing that
the Hebrews, with their characteristic realism,
expected to hear their Yahweh giving effective utter-

ance to’His will,

We are now approaching the subject of the actual
Biblical use of the WORD. - Before entering the realm
of the Gld Téstqment proper, we may make one or two
general remarksj though to éeneralize about the various
ancient people of the Near- and Middle-East has 1its
dgngérs because our evidence is fragmentary and there
is no body of religious writings comparable to the

Bible.

That intimacy with Yahweh and His waye, which 1s

" characteristic of the prophet in Israel,and which assumes



a darlng aspect at times, was unknown to the Accadian,
We may conjecture that the ecstatic type was more
frequent than the existing cuneiform records inq;cate -
but more than this we cannot preéume._ There is, more=
over, a spontanelty about the Hebrew prophet and his
method, which is absent from Accadlan prophecy.
Absorbed in the complex social and religious system
of“hié_times the Accadian priest had little mind for
anything outside his ritual, sacrificlal performances,
hepatoscopy, liturgical offices, incantations and othér
operatiqné designed to bestow peace upon the troubled
hearts of his congregation. To such there came no

'word of the Lord', no revelation of divine mercy and

Justice, no gracious declaration of loving purposefulness

in the mysterious and inexorable ways of his god. The
Hebrew prophet, however, was a man sent from Yahweh,
the jealous and righteous God, to 1ift His people from

a_depth of sin, lethargy, injustice, perversity and

epiritual retrogression; to a new height of righteousness,

zeal for Yahweh, justice and spiritual enrichment.
Hebrew religion and revelation were progressive, and
were oontinmally seeking to raise and inspire a wayward
and easy-going people who dragged heavily along.
"Pessimism and fatalism inevitably followed the belief
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"that man wes imprisoned in a pre-determined scheme °
qf.thingé which the divining priests could lay bare"
(Guilleume,p.59). Furthermore, the gods of the old
gentile world were at best creatures of human passlons
and super-human power. If they spoke by a word, what
sort of word would it be in comparison with that of
the God. Whose first word is a demand for implicit
obedience, followed by a protevangelium of hope for

g fallen mankind ¢

Few texts in the Qld»Teatament.fllustrate the nature,
operation and lofty purpose of the dynamlec Word of Yahweh
more plainly than Isaiah 55:10, 11, and the sublime
cohtext in which it is get. The whole chapter is,
a8 G.A.Smith says, "pure gospel and clear music,"
Good-news of far-reaching significance, Isaiah 55 comes
as near the New Testament in spirit and message as any,
0.T. passage. The Word of God, a Dlvine revelation
declaring thege_blgequ_truths”goeé forth through the
mouth of a divinely chosen and commissioned servant who
recognizes that he is but the humble bearer of something
which has. entirely a Divine origin. The message conveyed
by the prophep”and_forming the coﬁtent of the Divine Word
is 1ntegsely perégnal, having for its obJect the hearts

of men - in this particular instance (Is.55) the exiles
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of the Babylonlian captivity, "God had created the
heart of this people to hunger for His word, and in
His word they could alone find the fatness of thelr
soul” (G.A.SMITH, Iéaiah.voltII, P.403).

Prophecy ié Pre-eminently a Divine revelation, the
self-manifestation of God to His people through the
medium of DABHAR, declaring things which would not
(and could not) otherwise be known. Person to person,
it 1s the voloe of & personal Being to the intelligent
hearing of persons. Furthermore,it is always purpose-
ful, never_chricious, and has for its end the blessing
of the people. The D'BHAR-YHWH is an expression of
HESED, hands stretched out all day long unto a disobed-
ient people. It 18 associated again and again with
the idea of Divine B'RITH, of which God was chiefly the
Giver and man chiefly the receiver. The D'BHAR YHWH
is in a sense the Divine messenger itself. From. that
standpéint it is viewed in Isalsh 9:8 (E.V.), and thus

the Psalmist speaks of -1t 1n 107:20:

"He sendeth his word, and healeth.them,

and delivereth them from thelr destructions.”

Here, again, the ‘thought is of the Divine Word revealed

for the purpose of salvation of men.,
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"So shall my word be that GOETH FORTH out of -
o _ o my mouths" (Is.55:11). '
The Hebrew verb is 4.8’ , not g, "because it is
viewed as presentiy happening in prophetic preaching”
(Delitzsch, Isaiah,II, E.I.,p.330). The Word is going
forth, and 1s accomplishing the purpose for which it
1§_§ent. _The D'BHAR YHWH is irresistible, and is
aqcompiiahipg the Divine will. But not only the Word .
on this occasion: whéney@r such a Divine utterancewas
made it pursued a like course. This will be clearly
demonstrated in the fuller consideration of the subject

below.

~ A divinely sent medium of revelation; purposeful
unto the blessing of men; ultimately irresistlble
though men refuse to hear it and acknowledge it;
designed to meet the immediate needs of those to whom
it was sent; the vehicle of a God of grace manifesting
Himselfy the instrument of God's GOSPEL in the age of
the 0ld Covenant. -The attributes of the DABHAR so
closely resemble those of the LOGOS of God-in the

age of the New Covenant,



ITTXY. Torah, Memnraea and Wisdom

i. TORAH,

THE term TORAH has a somewhat obécure etymologg. -
A fresh examipayion by OSTBORN ('Torah in theIO.T; -
a semantic study') suggests that it denotes the idesa
of 'showing the way', or perhaps 'indicaiioh with the
finger.' . But he also finds & connection between this
word and the Accadian WA'ARU = 'go', ‘send', and ARU
= 'go', 'lead®,('instruct.'). However, he is inclined
to favour the first ('to show the way') as being most
charaoteristic of the usage in the Old Testament,
i.e. 'instruction.' 5apborn discards the theory
which combines the term with the action of drawing
loté:_ as also that of the Torah being a loan-word

in Hebrew, the Accadian TERTU,

Torah has some connection with the cultic functions
aend with the priests as imparters of ritual 'instruction'
and of the inculcation of Yahweh's Law., There is
evidence of a firm link betweenlaw and cult. Other
juridical words like MITSWAH - 'command', or MISHPAT
- 'Jjudgment', may be understood against a religlous

background.
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. Both MISHPAT and TORAH were regarded in old Israel

as being the definlte Word of God. A cult-official,
priéét or_qulp-prbphetglﬁqu1¢ be asked for a ruling on
a matter of failth or conduct, and the answer which he
gave would therefore become the command of God on that
particular point. If the question were new, a problem
which had never before been raised offlcially, then the
cult priest would congult the Divine oracle by sacrifice
or lot. If the chltsprophet were engaged, then the
Word of Yahweh would be disclosed by means of dream,
ecstasy or vision. The result in both cases was a
definite instruction from God., It was called TORAH.
For the future, then, & precedent had been established.
MISH?AT and TORAH are synonymous to the extent that they
are both declared Words of Yahweh: MISHPAT meant a
decision according to presedent, TORAH being the

precedent itself « the original pronouncement,.

In later times TORAH was used by the Jewe as the
comprehensive name for the Divine revelation, written
and oral, in which they preserved the sole standard and
norm of théir religion. Some misunderstanding has
occurred (not unnaturally) on account of the difficulty
of rendering the word TORAH into English. 'Law' is
unsatisfactory, yet there seems to be no obvious sube

/Btitutec
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Torah was not the mere legislation, but the whole of
revolation, i.e. all that God has made known of His
nature and of what He would have men to do énd to he.
The prophets call their own uttérance TORAH: no less
are the Psalms worthy of that title. To the unwritten
law the religlous and moral teachings of the Haggadah.
belong no less than the Juristically formulated rules
of the Halakah, Briefly, then, TORAH is the vehlcle
of revelation; but, from another standpoint, it is

the whole content of revelation.

Not least among the various aspects of the Torah,
in the larger sense, is that whereln it was at an
early stage identified with WISDOM. The Mosaic Law,
the distinctive Wisdom of Israel, was revealed by God
Himself. Thus, it was God's Wisdom (not man's)
concerning which we find a great deal in the proverbs
and works of other Jewish H'KHAMIM, In Deut.4:8 1t
is pressed upbn the Israelites as a motive for keeping
the statutes and ordinances which YahwehQijéined upon
them,"for this is your wisdom and your understanding
in the ﬁight of the peppleé, which shall hear all
these statutes, and say, Surely this great nation 1s

a wise and understanding people."



~ The crucial passage identifying Divine revelation
(TORAH) and Divine Wisdom (HOKHMAH) is Proverbs 8:22 ff.
In a majestic passage in Ecclus.24:3 ff. Wisdom describes

her twin function in the universe and humanity:

I came forth from the mouth of the lMost High,
And oovered the earth as a mist.

I dwelt in high places,

And my throhe is in a pillar of cloud.

Alone I compassed the circuit of heaven,

And walked in the depth of the abyss.

Iﬁ the waves of the sea, and in all the earth,

And in every people and nation I got a possession.

Then her Oreator gave her a commandment, "Let thy
tabernacle be in Jacob' (v.8). Thus she came to
minister in the Tabernacle and was (so to speak)
enlettered in the.Law - "All these things are the Book
of the Covenant of the Most High God" (v.23). It was
possibly under the influence of Persia or Greece that
the conception of an ideal Torah, pre-existent in the

mind of God before the Creation, developed in Israel.

As far back as Sirah, then, this ldentification
of TORAH and HOKHMAH Beems to have become a ocommon-

place - at a time when the study of the Law and the
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cultivation of wisdom went hand in hand.

No_leés definite is the place of this doctrine in
Rabbinical works, with the adqed inference that it was
universally gcknowledged. Apart from Proverbs 8:22 ff.,
other Scriptures are cited as ldentifying Wisdom and
the Law. Bar-Kappara thus interprets Prov.9:1 - 3
(combined. with Prov.2:6; 8:22) and, by reckéning
Numbers 10335 ff. as a bock by itself, finﬁe seven
books of the Law cprreéponding_to the seven pillars
with which Wis@om built her house, Prov.9:l. Once
granted thls equivalence, the rest is but a logical
sequUence. All that Scripture says about the nature,
fruits and worth of Wisdom are applied to_the Law,
whether in the broader sense of revelation, or the
more particular Law of Moses. Similarly, too, the
Law is presented in colourful, poetical personification,
such as we find in the graphic delineations of the

Saplental books,

The mosi_impoftgnt_consequgnce of this application
to the Law of the properties of the Divine Wisdom is
that the Law is older than the world. "The Lord
created me as the beginning of His way, the first of

His ways of old. I was installed ages ago, from the
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"beginning, before the earth was . . ." (Prov.8:22 ff.),

says Wisdom of herself. Thus in Sifre, on Deut.11:10,
to prove that, in God's way of doing, what is most
highly prized by Him precedes what is less prized:

"the Law, because it is more highly prized (lit.,
'dearer'), than evérything, was created before every-
thing, as it 1s said, The Lord created me as the begin-
ning of His way." The Law stands first among the
seven things which were created before the world, and
repentance is next to it. Then there are enumerated -
the Garden of Eden, Gehenna, the Throne of Glory, the

Senctuary and the Name of Messiah.”

"The Torah was created 974 generations or 2,000
years before the world, (based on Psalm 105:8). God
intended to create the! World immediately after He
had created the Torah and then to give it the Torah
after a thousand generations. But, since He knew
that it would be too wicked to endure so long without

~guldance, He gave 1t at the Exodus to the é6th gener-
ation and with this in view post-poned the creation of
the world for 974 generatioqé (based on Prov,.8:30, and’
Psalm 90:4).".

"The Torah was written with black fire upon white
fire, and it lay on God's knee, while God sat on the

throne of His glory."



~ "The Torah is frequently called by rabbis 'the
daughter of GQd,'.in,parables especially"
(cf.Strack-Billerbeck: Komm.zum N.T. aus
Telmud und Midrash (1924); Zwelter Band,
PP.353-5).
"If therefore ye have respect to the Law, and are
intent upon wisdom, a lamp wi}l not be wanting"
« Apoc.Baruch lxxvii.
"At that time the lamp of the eternal Law shone
on all those who sat in darkness"
-op.,cit. lix. c¢f. Il Esdras,
xiv, 20f.
Wisdom was present at the creation of the world
as an active partaker in the work (Prov.8:30 ff.):
she was as a skilled craftsman at the side of God.
Thus the identification of Wisdom and the Law led to
a connection of tbe Law with oreation as well as
giving it an ante-mundane exisfenoe. Genesis Rabbah
(1:1) presents an informative development, "Amon (Prom.
8:30) is equivalent to Pmen ('artificer', 'architect').
The Law says, I was an architect's apparatus for God.
As a rule an earthly king who is buildiné a palace
does not build it according to his own ideas, but
to those of an architect; and the architect does not

build out of his head, but has parchments or tablets

éér
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to know how he shall make the rooms and openings;

so God iqoked into the Law and created the world."

In paésing, ﬁe are reminded of a passage in Philo's
De Opificio.Mundi (0.4); when God proposed to create
this visible world, 39 made first the intelligible
world (KOSMON NOETON), the universe of ideas as a
model, in order that, employing an immaterial
pattern, He might produce the material world, a
younger copy of the elder.. In the sequel Philo
uses an illustration of a king who proposes to

found a new city, and uses a plan for its construc-

tion.

Elsewhere the.perpetﬁity of the Law is asserted:
in Baruch 4:1, "the book of the commandments of God
and the Law that exists to eternity." In Ecclus.24:9,
with verse 23, the Wisdom that says of herself, "before
time from the beginning He created me, and unto the end
of time I shall not cease,"” is "the Law that God commandad

Moses." In Enoch 99:2, it is the "eternal Law."

" The Rabbiniocal doctrine is adequately i1llustrated
in Matthew 5:18, "Until heaven and earth pass away,
not the smallest letter, not the apex of a letter,

shall pass away from the Law till it all be done,"
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A similar idea is found in Luke 16:17, "But it is .

easler for heaven and earth iq paés away, than for
one tittle of the law to fall,." A parallel occurs
in Genesis Rabbah (10:1) on Genesis 2:1, whence, by
combination with Psalm 119¢96 and Job 11:9, it is
concluded that heaven aﬁd earth have measure (limit)
but the Law has none. That is, heaven and earth will

have an end (Isaiah 51:8), but the Law will not.
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ONE of the initial difficulties which besets the
western interpreter of oriental thought, and in
particular with reference to the 0ld Testament,

is the natural inability to conceive of the DABHAR
a8 essentially DYNAMIC and EFFECTUAL. God's will
1s made known in the world not only by personal
agents such as angels, or by the Spirit of God

or some other theophany, but by His spoken WORD.

To the orientals, and especially the Semites, the
utterance of a blessing or curse was not simply the
expression of a benevolent or malevolent wish, but
was itself the blessing or curse. Once framed and
excleimed it could not be revoked, not even by the
author. God touched Jéremiah'a mouth and bade him,
"Lo...Plant" (Jer.1:9 f.). The oracles of doom or
of réstoration which he will pronounce in God's name
are real forces operating for destruction or construc-
tion. Jacob could on no account escape the fateful
blessing, for the word had proceeded from the lips
of his father never to be withdrawn - hence Isaac's

dismay, hence Esau's passionate wrath,



~ If such were true of human utterances, how much Sd
more true of Divine Words ?i But in this conqeption
and in colourful, poetical quasl-personifications,
we are not to regard the Divine Word as a personaliz-
ation. The D'BHAR YHWH is not a personal agent, nor
in process of becoming one. If the Jews ldentified
Torah with Wisdom, attributing.to it a form of person-
ification, making it something' more than a mere name
or concept, glving it the full value of the reality

which 1t was to the Israelite = they never ascribe to

it personal existence,

The Christian interpretation of the 0ld Testament
was early set upon finding in 1t some figure corres-
ponding to the Son of God or the Word (LOGOS) in the
New Testament. That is to say, some Divine Being
who was a unlque intermediary between God the Father
and the world in respect of:creation, revelation
and redemption., The assumptions of Christian theol-
ogy, and in particﬁlar_that which declared the Father
to be a supreme, supra-mundane Being who has revealed
Himﬁelf vieibly and audlbly to men, demanded that
there be some agent by means of which the trans-
cendent God could intervene in mundane affairs.

The early Church Fathers saw in Philo a precursor
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to their particular interpretations; and one of the

chief ends of their apologetic was to demonstrate to
Jews (or against them) that their own Scriptures made
the existence of such a Being essential, and also that
the Ghriétiane' Josus, 1noérnate,'crucified, risen,
glorified and coming again, was none-other than the

Messiah for whom the Jews waited.

When argument with the Jews was revived in the
thirteenth century it was assumed that ancient and
unpre judiced Jewish students of the Scriptures must
have understood them in the same way. On this
assumption the Christian scholars searched the earlier
Jewish literature, the Targums, Talmud apd Midrash,
for Christian doctrine, or at least fore-shadowings
of it. Thus in the MEMRA of the Targums they dis-
cerned the WORD: the Shekinah was sometimes taken
for the second person of the Trinity - sometimes for
the third; and after the renewed interest in the
cabalistic literature, the mysterious Metatron was

ranked among the intermedlaries,

Jewish discussion of the subject of intermediaries
has normally been pursued in relation to the general

problem of anthropomorphism in Scripture. Maimonides'
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Arab-Aristotellian metaphysic gave him so thoroughgoing 267
an-idea of God as a simple unity, as to exclude all
likeness £o man and all attributes which, to him,

were a subtle way of introducing anthropoﬁorphiem.
Onkelos shares this conception, for, e.g., he .regu-
larly paraphrases passages in which God is said to

go or come, sometlmes by the introduction of Menra,

or Yekara, or most frequently Shekinta. The Glory,
or Presence, of God was not a circumlocution for God,
but a oreated light by which God's invisible presence
was manifested t6 men., Similarly, the Voice, or Word,
of God was a created sound. _Nevartheless.it must be
sald that Onkelos and others do not systematically
eliminate or neutralize the anthropomorphism of the
original, Glaring_inconsistepcies may ooccur, such

as in the Targums on Genesis 2«3, or 18; whlle para-
phraaqs are applied wiﬁhfﬁonsistency in places which
seem quite insignifiqant; This is particularly true
of the uses of MEMﬁA, generally rendgred 'word'; and
frequently printed with the question-beggiﬁg capital

'the Word'.

MEMAR (definite, MEMRA) is the Aramalc counterpart
" of the late Hebrew MA'AMAR, from AMAR - 'to say.'

The nouns signify something that is aald: dictum in



@hg”widgst_sgnge. ’ But in order to éonyey the
clearest idea of its meaning we might first elim-

inate the contexts 1ln which it is NOT found.

First, "the MEMRA of the Lord" is never used
to render D'BHAR YHWH. The Ar;maic equivalent of
the. Hebrew DABHAR, in all its senses and usages, 1is
most udually rendered in the Targums‘by PITGAMA,
("the Word of the Lord" = PITGAMA DE=YHWH). The
Word of the Lord to the prophet 1s PITGAMA NEBﬁ'A,
'a word of prophecy' (cf.Hosea 1:2)., Only rarely

is the common MILLA used. Further, MEMRA 1s not

employed as a standing circumlocution for "God said"-

the Targums have no scruples about translating these
terms literally. Thus, wherever 'the Word of the
Lord'! is the instrument or medium of revelation, or
of a communication to men (in Greek, LOGOS or RHEMA)

the term 1n the Targums 1is not MEMRA, but PITGAMA

or MILLA. GiF.MOORE (Judaism, vol.i, pP.418) writes,

"This is really the most important thing to be said

about MEMRA in the Targums - it is NOT the equivalent

of the 'word of God' in the 0.T., corresponding to

-,Xééog or éSfui in_the Greek-vers@oﬁs; and in so far

revelation, it_is in contrast instead of correspondence
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with the MEMRA of the Targums." Again, where the
creative activity of God is referred to in the
Scriptures, the Targums do not represent this activity

a8 mediated by the lemra: Isaliah 45:12 is the exception,

Now. by way of positlive consideration of MEMRA, we |
note that 1t is frequently used in contexts of command,
where the term is an AUTHORITATIVE EDIOT OF GOD, for
example the Ten Words.of Exodus 32:283; or in SECULAR
COMMANDS, Genesis 45:21, where "according to the commend
of Pharaoh" = (Targum) AL MEMRA DE<PAR'OH. When men
disobey the command of God, the Targum renders it
MEMRA, e.g., Deut, -1:26., Further, it 1s used in
certain caeses where the best English translation is
'oracle' = though not in the sense of the prophetioc
oracle. In the Balaam story, Numbers 23:3, 4,

Onkelos givés; "Perhaps an oracle from before Yahweh

(MEMAR MIN QADAM YHWH) will come to meet me."’

In many 1nstancés Memra is Iintroduced as & VERBAL-
BUFFER, typical of the Targums, to keep God from
approaching too close to the world. But it is
"always a buffer-wérd, not a buffer-idea; still

less a bufferapersqn" (MOORE)..
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Nowhere 18 Memra a being of any kind, concelved
perséna}ly,_ormag a heavenly creature, or even as a
philosophically created, lmpersonal potency as in
Maimonides' theoryj nor is it God Himself in a certaln

mode of self—revélation,

The appearance of personallty adhering to the
Memra is due to the fact that it is used in just
those pléces where God is active in the affairs of men
in a peréonal way, and this personal aespect is reflec-
ted in the reverent applicat;gn“of the characteristic
paraphrase, MEMRA, which is only to be found in the
Targums: not even in such Aramaic texts as are
found in the Midrashim, nor even the voluminous
Aramalc parts of the Talmud., "It 1s a phenomenon

of translation, not a creature of speculation" (MOORE).

"The error is magnified to immensity when
dMemra is connected with the Logos of Philo,
whether 1t be supposed, as by Gfroerer,
that the Palestinian mystical theology
represented in the Targums borrowed its
intermedlary being, Memra, from the

Logos of Alexandrian 'theosophy', or,
contrariwise, that the Logos was derived
from the Palestinian Memra, and developed
by the Alexandriansg. The former theory
involves a complete misunderstanding of
the Targums as well as a misrepresentation
of the lemra in themj; the latter involves
a fundamental misunderstanding of what the
Logos ies in Phile, and what it is for.
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"... It 18 an error of equal dimensions,
when, by associlation with the Christian
doctrine of the Logos and by abuse of a
techniocal term of Christian theology,

the Memra is described as an 'hypostasis."

- G.F.MOORE, Intermediaries in Jewigh_Tﬁgolqu,

Harvard Theological Review, 1922, pp.54-55.

Passing reference may be made to SHEKINAH,
properly s Hebrew term, but used in the Aramaic of
the Targums as a borrowed word with Aramaic endings -
from SHAKAN, 'to dwell.' Thus in Exodus 25:8, the
Targum hes, "I will cause my presence (SHEKENTI) to
abide among them." MEMRA is only found in the
Targums, but SHEKINAH is common in the Talmuds and
Midrash also, It is not something that takes the
place of God, but simply another and more reverent
way of saying God. Like Memra, too, Shekinah
aqquireé what semblance of personality it has solely
by being a circumlocution for Yaﬁweh where personal

states or attributes or actions are described.

27



. 272
114, WISDO I,

THE introduction of MEMRA into religlous thought and
expression was a Jewish off;sho;t of & desire to explain
the aotive operation of God in the ordering of the
world, and in the affairs of men, without involving

Him in too direct a contact with the mundane sphere.
Another branch from the same stem led to the intro-

duction of another figure with a mediatory function,

namely WISDOM,

In the books of Proverbs, Job and Ecclesiasticus,
as also in the 'Wisdom of Solomon', there is to be
found & personified Wisdom (Hebrew. TR : Gk.O’o(j)lfx )
which approaches'an hypostatization, In Job, Wisdom
is the possession of God and becomes the moral con-
stitution of the world, comprislng both physical
phenomena and the life and destinies of men. 1In
Proverbs, there is a personification of certain
Divine principigé, manifesting themselves in the
world, the expression of the mind of God, of inde-:
pendent existence, with a consciousness whose func-
tion is mainly humenitarian. Here Wisdom 1is the
organizing energy of the uni?erse, the intellectual

principle of the visible world. She is that unseen



adhesive of the entire social order and the indwelling
faculty by means of which kings reign and princes
decree justice. She 1s portrayed rather as the
impersonation of the Divine Purpose, She stands at
the entrance of the clty and pleads with those who
pess by to let her become thelr very own. She has
built her seven=plllared house and sends out her
maidens to lnvite way.farers into the sumptuous
banquet which is prepared, cf.,Prov.8, 9:1=12. How

shé contrasts with.the.spare_figure of her counter-

part, Folly ! (cf.9:13-18).

As the Wisdom litérapure became more extensive
the pefsonification becomes more elaborate. In»
Ecciesiastioﬁa, the figure of Wisdom is very similar
to that in Proverbs, beiﬁg a personificationlbut not
a berson. The most complete development of this

doctrine is to. be seen in the 'Wisdom of Solomon.'

This notable, pseudonymous product of the post-0.Tl.

period was regarded in the early Christlan Church as

one of the most important - if not THE most important -

of all the books comprising the medley known as the
Apocrypha. The date of 'Wisdom' is the centre of

controversy, with contestants ranging from the early
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commentators who judged 1ts origin to be prior to the
first century B.C., to modern schoiars who place it

in the first century A.D. (Wickas). Gregg suggests
that the autbor lived about the beginning of the first
century B.C,, while Oesterley holds that the book was
written about 40 A.D. Be this as ‘it may, there is no
reasonable doubt that it was the product of the same
atmosphere as that which received the greater, thougp

in some waye similar, writings of Philo Judaeus.

The literary device whereby an anonymous author wrote
under the pseudonym of some great figure of the past
was.a feature of that period, and this book purports to
have been written by Solomon'ggg wise man of Hebrew
history. The most superficial study will show the
real author to have been one of an entirely different
age and 6utlook. Very likely fWis@om' was a product
of Hellenistic Judaism in Egypt, probably Alexandria.
The author appears to have been an ardent Jew, but
with a strong sympathy for Hellenistic thouéht and

an. acquaintance with Greek poetry and philosophy,

His doctrine of God is that of one who is essentially
transcendent. He 1s supreme, distant from the wdrld,

yet not detached from it. He appeérs to be more an
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organizer than a Oreator, with His creative action
mediated through Wisdom, He is omnipotent but not
capricious: .He is good, having created the world out

" of a motive éf love, and showing continual patience
towards sinners. God is moral, a Father of the

Jewish people, and is revealed to the soul that walts
for Him. There 1s the oscillation between the two lines
of thought -« Alexandrian transcendence and the Divine

omnipresence and relationship with the world.

There is a deal of vague and indeterminate exposition,
with an imperfect harmonization of Greek and Hebrew
conceptions. The numerous synonyms for Wiedbm help
to elucidate the author's ideas. It is 1ldentified
with the Spirit of the Lord, filling all things in the
world: "For Wisdom is more mobile than any motion. Yea,
she pervadeth and penetrateth all things by reason of
her pureness. For she is a breath of the power of
God,.and a clear effluence of the glory of the Almighty.
Therefore can nothing defiled find entrance in her. For
she 1s an effulgence from everlasting light" (7:24 =28).
In chapters 7 = 9, Wisdom seems to share the same
funotions as the Spirit., Wisdom is Logos in the Old
Testament sense., What the Word of the Lord does,

Wilsdon does. As the instrument in creation, by Wisdom



God formed mgn'(9:1,_3); the. remedy against evil (16:12);

and the all-powerful-one who eite on God's throne (18:15).
Wisdom is Power of God: "And the supreme Power, when it
is brought to the proof, putteth to confusion the
foolish: Because Wisdom will not enter the soul that
deviseth"evil" (1:3 - 4). There is Providence in
Wisdom: "For that vessel....even Wisdom built it, and
thy providence, O Father, guideth it along" (14:2 - 3);
the Hand of God (14:8),and Juatice (1:8). In 10:17
Wisdom controls the. pillar of cloud, being ‘thus identified
with the 'angel.of God' in Exodus 14:19: "Wisdom
deliveréd 8 holy people....from a nation of oppressors...
She gulded. them along~a marvellous way, and became unto
them a covering in the day-time, and a flaﬁe»of stars
through the night." - Thus Wisdom unites herself with
a number of floating conceptions. Chapter 7, especially
verses. 22-24, is rich in its description of the attributés
of Wisdom. Intelligence, beneficence, holiness, omni«
potence, infinite mobility, beauty and indefeasible
securlty beloné to her nature:

"Alone in kind, manifold,

Subtle,freely moving, .

Clear in utterance, unpolluted,

Distinct, unharmed,

Loving what is good, keen, unhlndered,

Beneficent, loving toward man,

Steadfast, sure, free from care,

All-powerful, all-surveying,

And penetrating through all spirits
That are quick of understanding, pure, most subtle:
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For Wisdom is more mobile than any motion...." 7:22 £r,
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Being a cosmic figure, Wisdom is particularly
related to two greét departments of creation, nature
and men: but, as in Proverbs, her primary concern
is men. In respect of nature, she fills the world
and bindq all things together, and "she,.being one,
hath_bower_to do all thingsj end remaining in her-
self, reneweth all_thingé"‘(7:27). Wisdom "order-
eth all things graciously", and (in addressing the
God of the Fathers) the author affirms, "by Thy
Wisdom thou formedst man...wisdom...was present with

Thee when Thou wast making the world" (9:2, 9).

Wiédom’e various and thensive ministry among men
is given due consideration in the book. She convicts
of unrighteous words (1:8); and "she forestalleth
them that desire to know her, making herself first
known" (5:15)..' She promotes to a.k¥ngdqm‘(6;20),
is the mother of all good things (7:11, 12). Of
special interest to our study (in which we note the
profound connection of the prophets'with the Word of
God) is the doctrine that "she maketh men friends of
God and propheps“{(?;B?), Wisdom, further, teaches
the sciences (7:16-22), virtues (8:7), and gives man
counsel and encouragement (8:9), glory and honours

(8:10), immortality (8:13), knowledge off divine cou?sel )
9:17),
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and through Wisdom men are saved (9:18).

The author ewphasizes cleaply that Wisdom is
eésaptially one with God. She sits by God on ‘His
throne. (9:4), 1e initiated into the knowledge of God
(8:3,4). She is with God, and was present with Him
when making the world (9:9), and yet she is wholly
Hisservant as He guldes her and sends her from on
high (7:15; 9:4; 9:17)., Withal, Wisdom is not _
hypostatized. Drummond (Philo_Judéeus, I, p.228)
says that she is personal but not a person; which
gserves to express the nature of a being who possesses
all the moral qualities of God without His self-
determination. She is more than a literary person-
ification, for she is introdgced as an element in the
gsolution of the old problem - how to bring a transcend-
ent God. into relation with a phenqmenal,WOrld.  Wisdom
is not the sum of the attributes of God, but a conscious,
holy, 1pﬁelligent_emanation. She is other than God
in self-revelation, yet not a Being personal and
distinct from God. "Wiedom 1s a self-adaptation of
the inviolable spirituality of God to material condit-
ions, an assumption of tpe necessary community of nature,
15 order to bring the infinlte and eternal into those

relations of space and time which are implied in the



"creation and government of the world of sense"
L - DRUMMOND, op.cit.,p.225.
To what extent did this later Jewish figure, which
developed from a mere poetical personification to
"a conscious, holy, inteiligent emanation," influence
the author of the Johannine ?rologue [ There have been
scholars who have put fopward theories which seek in
Wisdom an answer to the guestion, "What was the source of
the Johannine Logos %" Some account of the most notable
attempt to prove that "the way to Logos is through Sophia
and that the latter is the ancestress of the former"
(RENDEL HARRIS), has already been given in a previous
section, If it has not found general écceptance among
scholars, it has this value, that it reminds us of the
fact that the Hellenilstic-Logos theory of the origin of
the 'Word' in the Johannine Prologue 1s not the last

word on the matter.

The view that the source of the Johannine Logos -
doctrine is to be found in the Hellenistic Logos
conception, most probably of Alexandrian blend, of_
which "the most noticeable channel for this Alexan-

drian influence on the Fourth Gospel, however, is
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"Philonism", captured the imagination of very many

scholars in the earlier part of this century. Two
“of the most influential protagonists of this theory
were E.F.Scott and J.Moffatt (from whose Introduction
to the Literature of the N,T. the above quotation 1s
extracted). It became the interpretation of the
Johannine Lpggé, 80 that "the differences between
Philo and John only bring out the latter's familiarity
with the Philonic methods and materials which he uses
for higher endé”_(Moffatt, op.cit.,p.523). Not only
~does the assertion that John drew .his ldeas from the
Logos of Philo introduce a proposition which turns out
to be ambiguoué and leads rather to confusion than
real illumination of the significance of the Prologue,
but 1ts acceptance reduces (as we seé it) the import-
ance.of 0.T. evidende, - A Jewish author of the study
of the life of One who was regarded as the culmination
of the many lines of 014 Testament anticipation and
preparation would most naturally turn to the 0Old
Testament in considering terms and categories of
interpretation. If the Prologue were without any
strong associations with the 0ld Testament, we milght
then tiirn elsewhere for the ultimate source of the
termsand ideas in the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel.
But we think thp OST.vfufniehes ample evidence, though

we do not confine ourselves. to Wisdom.
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c h a P t e r e i g h t

D'BHAR YAHWEH AND THE

OLD TESTAMENT PROPHET S,

ATTENTION has already been called to the conception of the
DYNAMIG WORD prevalent inthe anclent East. Certain Sum-
erlan and Babylonian hymns are addressed to 'word' of God.
Ellil, a god of Nippur, is entitled 'the Lord of the true
word.' We meet the 'word of god' as a creative force in
Egypt, where Ptah creates the world through his word. In
Akkadien hymns the divine utterance produces and sustains
1ife: hence the prayér,.fLep life go forth from thy mouth.,'
In the Babylonian Creation Eplo, Marduk shows himself to
p09§ess full divine power by speaking and a cloak is rent;
he speaks again and it 1s restored whole.(cf:_pﬁRR, Die
Wertung des Gott, Wortes in A.T., 1938, PP.6-36). We have
now come to the point where examination is required. of the
particular relation of £he_D'BHAR YHWH to the Old Testament
prophets, -all the time bearing in mind ﬁhat-thisvidea‘of
the dynqmiém_of the Divine Word is the natural religious

background of a Jew in the first century A.D. As an
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oriental he would. think according to the mode of the
ancient near-East: as an Israelite, the Olq_Teégqment,
in which the Q{BHAR'YHWH_fsgtﬁrgg 80 conslderably,

would haeve been his spiritual meat since childhood.

"The central place in the field of Old Tes tament
religion is undoubtedly occupied by the prophets"
(HERTZBERG, in a paper pegd to the Oxford Society of

gigtor;cal_Theolqu,_Jgn._1945). ~ Even a oursory
survey of the recorded utterances of the prophets
will reveal the vitally important place occupied by
the D'BHAR YHWH. The statistical 1ists also show
that a great majority of the total number of usages

of this peculiar,expreséxop lie elther in the prophetic
books themselveés or in prophetid contexts in the

historical books.

_ _Thg_prophets_@he@sg;yqé_dig_npt,ipuany_ggnse
originate th1§ particular formula: but, appearing
on the scense of_IQrael's history, they found ready
to hand a term in the tradition of thelr own people
which conveyed directly a communication of the will
of God. For the understanding of the:prophets'
inspiration and ministry DABHAR is the key term.
They are commonly thought of as men of RUAH (spirit),
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no doubt because of the popular inclination to regard
the great period of the canonical prophets as & kind
of 0l1d Tqépapent'Pgnteqoat.' The propheté were pre-
eminently men of @he“DfBHAB“¥Hw#, and reference to the
relative paupity of_a;luéions”@o the RUAH of God will
be made below. The prorhet was not a founder of a
new religion, and it is presumed that the audiences
of the dlvinely authorized messengers were amuainted
w;ph oertain pripo;ples_po which they appeal in the
'QQurée”of_;he;p ministry. Part of their task lay
in ré-affirmipg the revealed will of the Lord, and
re<interpreting what had already been declared to a
people onqe.nomgdiq,_bgt_pqw partly agricultural and

partly commercial and urban.

I. NEBHI'IM AND THE REFORMING PROPHETS.

;”BpppJépédpgm and Moépé_grg regarded Aé pfophets in
Soripture; but it 1s in connection with the NEBHI'IM
that. we first obﬁerve”thg pecullar and consistent
employment of_thié term - D'BHAR YHWH. These
ecetatic. patriots, who appear on the scene qf Israel's

history just prior to the monarchy (c.mid-iith cent.B.C.),
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and are a consplcuous feature right through to the

period of the canonical prophets, present numerous
problems for the’ student of 014 Teatament prorheocy,
‘and in the treatment of our study of the Word of God
in the 0.T. we éhall be bound to touch upon some

aspects of the diffiocultles.

 H.H.ROWLEY (in the Harvard Theological Review,
Jan.1945) quggqgts.that_thg_prtgipal root from which
NABHI is derived does not occur in the 0ld Testament:
NIBBA and HIfHNABBE cqmmoniy meaning 'to behave in
an uncontrolled manner.' Thus, these Niph'al and
Hithpa'el forms may have indicated simply 'to play
the nabhi.' ' NABHI, as qgginst'otﬂer current terms
denoting seer and diviner (ROEH, HOZEH and KOSEM),
w;t_the word that became accepted as the officiql
designation of the recognized prophet. However,
the 'ecetatic' .connotation of the verb may well be
quite seoondary, writes Dr.Rowley, and due to the
fagt“that“thq.early propheta were of the frenzied
type. Moreover, it oapnot-be proved from historical -
uéage that a NABHI belonged to one claes or other
of the_seer§ or divine:q, nof doee_aucﬁ usage indio-
ete whether he was ecstatic or non-ecstatic. In the

classic instance of I Samuel 9:9, 'prophet'=NABHI,

t
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and 'seer'sROEH, In II Kings 17;_15,,_1.410;_1,«;}1 and not_
ROEH 18 used for 'seer.' It is improbable that any
distinction oan be drawn between HOZEH and ROEH. |
Further, there are cases where the same person is
called NABHI and EOZEH,-e,g. Gad, I Samuel 22:5, and
II Samuel 24:11. Still less does it seem possible
to gséert that the various terms reflect various modes
in which God revealed Himself. ' In fact, a survey of
the wholly diverse sipuatiogs of the prophets will
indicate their variety, and £hqt“1@ 1s not possible

to be content with just two groups, 'seer' and 'nabhi.’

W.F.ALBRIGHT submite that the current explanation
of NABHI as 'speaker', 'announcer', is almost certalnly
falée._ The root of the Niph'al and Hithpa'el forms
slgnifies a man who felt hlmself to be called by God
for e special mission in which his will was subordin-
ated to the will of God, which was communicated to
him by direct inspiration. The ve;b_NABﬁ_('to call')
had pgié_agpge in Akkadian. The king 16 'one whom
the great gode have called.' The verbal adjective
NABHI means 'called' in the code of Hammurabi,

(cf. From Stone Age to Ohristianity, 1948, pp.231-2).

We observe the seer attached to a shrine where he



may be consulted, for a fgg{_gpout“prigape_bpoblgqs:
e,g._ﬁa@uel_gt Ramah (I Sam.9:6. ff.), or Ahijah at
Shiloh (I King§_14{1_ff.). Gad is David's seer at
court (I Sam.24:11). Elleha is consulted at his
own home on private matperé (IT Kings 5:9). An
unknown BEN-NEBHI'IM waylays Ahab (I Kinge 20:38),
and Elijah encounters the sgme.monarch with the
Word of the Lord (I Kings 21:17 ff.). A band of
propheté meets Saul near Gibeah (I Sam,10:5, 10),
and a similar corps is found wibh Samuel at Ramah -
(I Sam.19:18 ££.); similarly at Beth-el, Jericho
and Gilgal (IXI Kings 2:3, 5; and 4:38). NEBHI'IM
‘of ﬁq@l are maintained at the court of Ahab, at

- Jezebé@'s expense (I Kings 18:19).  There are the
four,huhdrgd‘who urge Ahab. to go up to Ramoth - Gilead
(I Kings 22:8), Also, in qulte another setting, a
company 15 attached to the Temple (Jeremiah 23:11).
- At one tlme the oracles are provided by order; at
another, the initiative 1ies with the.prophet. The

Word may rest on a dream (Numbers 12:6; Jeremiah 23:28),

or be induced by music (II Kings 3:15) and wine (Isa.28:7).

286
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ECSTASY.

. Ecétgéy is plainly a ghéracteristiq of a large
number of 0l1d Teetament_propheps,_who, both indiv-
1dualIy'and corporately, are subjsct to'paychopéthic_
and cataleptic states. This is particularly evident
in the early momarchy of Israel. Attention wés drawn
more especially to this feapure_b&_HaLSGHER (Die Profeten,
1914) who, analyzing abnormal factors in the prophetic
Qonsciéusnesé, found ecstasy to be characteristic from
f;rét_to last,.' He maintains that ecstatic prophecy
was not a nafivevproduthof the reliéion of Israel,
but that it was an element of that Canaanite cultiure
that profoundly modified Israel's outlook (op_oit.p.léo)?
From the Biblical accounts of lIsrael's history it
appears that only from the days of the early monarchy
is the phenomenon of the corybartic demonstration of
the NEBHI'IM in evidence. These NEBHI'IM assume a
place of considerable guthofity in the sociologloal
structure of Israel, conscious of thelr power, and
exeroiéing it in aqg;pt;qg qnd“deggsing kings (cf.Samuel
and Saul,_I_ng;qhﬁ,B-lO, 13 and 15; Elisha and Jehu,
II Kings 9),_rebukiné_§hoae in high offices and
swaylng national policy. This authority invested

in the prophets was based on the faot that they

X 806 also note at end of this section.



olaimed to be the mouthpieces of Yahweh, for "the 2ee
eésepge.of prophecy lay in the inspired communication
of the. will of the gods concerning some concrete
sltuation in human 1life" (H.KNIGHT, The Hebrew
Prophetic COonsciousness, 1947, p.24).  Whatever

may be the etymology of NABHI, in actual fact and
‘'Practice the ecstasy was no mere end in itself, but
was & condition in which a divine message was given
to the frenzied prophet for further communication

to the people. There was keen expectation on the
part of the supporters of the Baal prophets on Mount
Carmel as they looked for a divine response to the

blood-letting ecstasy (I Kings 18).

In his pregnant thesis, H.KNIGHT begins by asking,
"Was. this ecstasy an exotic phenomenon in Israel, and
1s it the sole root firom which the prophetic conscilous-
ness springs t" (p.25). He accepts HBlscher's view
(of.Die Profeten, p.140) that ecstatic prophecy was
not a native product of the religion of Israel, that
it was an element of Canaanite culture which radiocally
modified.Iéraelfénpeligious outlook. Then he draws
out the deeper characteristiocs and presuppositions of
this type of religious experience 1n order to demonstrate
that the ecstatic phenomena are foreign to the tmue

religion of Israel:



"The Psychological factors that’ determine
ecstasy are clear, ~ It 18 a type of’ religion
that arises out of’ ‘thé soul 's need to over-
come. the limitations involved in its separate
existence, to 'escape from the lnsipidity of.
the everyday world and to merge itself for
a brief space in the all«embracing One whose
divine life, imparted to each. individual '
soul, 1s obsoursed and _cramped by the fetters
of the flesh"

(Knight, op.cit.,p.27).

In attempting to understand the Hebrew conception
of revelatlon we need to bear in mind the Hebrew

conception of God, as opposed to the contemporary

gentile ideas. "In Hebrew religion, it is the fear
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of the numinous which is the predominant factor" (loc.cit.).

The daring soul of the ecstatic non_Israelite soars
upwards to apprehend the Divine. " The goal of human
yearnings ié reached - if only for a fleeting hour -
in this liberation of the epirit from the flesh, and
a revelation is granted. He then experiences an
gbéoygpipn"ofhsp;rit”agd a kind of dissolution of
peréogglipy_ip“thg_grggpunivipe.‘_,But fundampn@ally

the Hebrew prophetic experience and ministry are

directly opposed to pagan ecstasy and the purpose it

serves. One faot stands out boldly in the Old
Testament, namely, that in all revelation Yahweh is
the Initiator. No man has the spiritual capacity

to know God entirely of himself. It is God's
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self-revelation which is paramount throughout, o
and is achieved through the media of ¢9n¢ret6”9veﬁté
and_ciroumstangeﬁ.___The religion of those men-of=-
the-word was not that of mystioal aspiration and

communion or introspective rumination yielding an

inner enlightenment. 3éther ﬁqs_it qonsqidus,

volitional submission to the Divine Word which came

- to them from without, bearing the self-evidentweight

of authority of the Divine command. Thus the D'BHAR

YEWH is not a secret, mystical orafle, the result of
subjective.and_rapturoué experience. Whether 1t

comes to NABHI, ROEH or HOZEH, - the attempts to
differentia@e which may only serve to confuse the

real iééue - 1f it IS the Word of the Lord, it will

be rational, intelligible, compelling, and essentlally
communicable Divine Word, appointed for certain

particular circumétancea of the natlonal or individual

life.

" The primary factor in the religious consclous=
ness of thé great prophets, however, from lioses
to Deutero-Isaiah, 1s thelr experience of the
WOrd, the call to the fulfilment of a ‘momentous
mission, and ‘the initiation into a deéper and
closer fellowship with God than was common
among thelr fellows"
(Knight, ope.cit.,pp.32+33). .



_ There 1s a distinotion drawn by the editors of

the Book of Numbers in the case Q£.Mose§f historic
intercourse with God and the priéilgged experience

of the éevegty_elderg_og whom the Spirit descended.
The result of.thié anointing by the Spirit was
prophesying (WAY-YITHNABBU) at one explosive, transient,
and, we presume, igqlatgd‘occqéion. ~ But "the Lord
épgke unto Mo?ps face to face, aé a man speaketh

unto his grieqﬁ"_iﬂu@per§ 11:2§ff;wpf._Exo¢gs-55:11).
There 18 no indication in the account of any mantic
form, no dream or yiéion,'phrpugh,whiph the revelation
was made. God took the initiative and communed with
the épirip‘of Moe@é directly. If ever a man possessed
the Word of the Lord, certainly 1t was Moses. It
does not appear, then, that ecstatic manifestations,
whioch are so marked a featgre_of_laraelgté prophecy
after the settlement in Ganaan, were the natural
concomltant of prophetic experience beforehand. We
have good reason to think that the external displays
phggh“qid_ég much tq“iqpreéé the audiences of the
prophgp;.were.ggrt of an eleﬁent in the religious
olement which the Israelites met in the Promised Land

and absorbed 1nto.their own religious experience.

Developing his thesis, H.Knight traces the complex



Hebrew consciousness to two types of prophecy

recognized in the anclent world - divinatory and
arid ecstatic prophecy. He claime that the former
was native to the Israelites as being essentially
part of the traditional Semite magical or quasi=
magical and divinatory practice (p.35 ff.). Samuel
is 1ike the heathen socoth-sayer, Balaam, who was a
SEER_end_whoee characteristic method was not ecstasy
but night vision, __;n.EliJah)_the rain;maker who
strikes a glaring eogtraaﬁ to the gentemperary
Baal-ecstatics, 18 to be seén the primitive tradit- -
ion of maglc. and divination becoming assoclated with
ecstatic prophecy, and preper;ng us for the complex

etructure-ef the Hebrew prophetic conasclouseness,

" As regarts the writing prophets themselves,
"~ it 1s their understanding of the word, and
the symbolic action, which proves that their
oonsciousness can be traced back to its prim-
itive roots in Semitic divination and magic.
Nevertheless, an impasaable gulf separates
the Hebrew prophet from the Semitic diviner.
The diviner acts on his own personal initia-
tive; the prophet, 1in response to the
initiative of God. The prophets' religious
traneformation of divination is reached,
historically, through’ vitalizing contaot
with Oanaanite esostasy.” ’
(Knight, op.cit.,p.13.)
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Il. THE PROPHET -~ THE MAN OF THE WORD. :

_rhe prophet is primarily the man of the Word.
"Toreh will not perish from the priest, nor counsel
from the wiée, nor Fhe_word from the prophet

(DABHAR MINNABHI)" - Jeremlah 18118, That signifies,
we must. remember, the Word of the Lord in all its |
ancient WEBREW fulneée.  Behind that Word - whether
gg_qot.ité enunciation indicates the nature 6f that
experience through which the prophet has passed in
.order to recelve it - lies a Divine operation within
the mind and spirit of the recipient. From the
point of view of the people, what mattered more

was the Word itself that Yahweh had revealed to
thelprophet_for_them; not ‘the subjeotive motlons
which gave birth to the utterance. Isalah saild
that among the plllars sustaining the kingdom were
NABHI (the prophet) and the KOSEM (soothsayer),

as well as the pggAsn__(eggrcigt) - Isa.,3:2 f.

It is likely that there.waé_little difference
between the Nabhi and the Kosem, for KESEM indic-
ated a strong word (of.Prov.16:10, "A KESEM 1s on
the 1ips of the king"); and a typical man of God
like Balaam is called.a KOSEM (Joshua 13:22). The

term is used several times in conneotion with HOZEH (seer).
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KESEM is ocoasionally regarded as an abominable

-praatice and put on a level with magic (Deut.18: 10)

In the early days of the monarchy the 'sons of the
ppqp@etéf, prophetic gullds or 'schools', were a
feature in numerous places throughout the land.

Of their organization we have little information.
They épe@_to have lived together in a kind of seminary,
- with an outstanding member of their calling as head
(cf. II Kings 8:1 ff.). Or, perhaps they lived
privately, in some ingtanoes.in their own homes _
(II Kings 5:9; of.4:1<7). PEDERSEN (Israel,vol.III-
IV, 1947, E.T.) clalms that the whole institution
belonged to Canaan and was closely coﬁnected with
Oansanite culture. The peculiarly Israelitish

type of prophecy was the resu;y of the friction
between the two cultures (p.111). It is scarcely
wiypin_phenggopeiof_@h;é section to analyze the ele-
mpn§§ in detail :“ﬁhoéa diverse elements which
blended or artiowlated, providing Israel ﬁith that
older type of BeNE:-HAN-NeBHI'IM., One fact is
ev;@epi,'that in the time of Ahab (if not before)
a_poéitive oeffort was made to force the greatest

possible measure of the essentially Cansanlte element
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into Hebrew prophecy, This provoked a reaction, :
represented by Elijah and ‘a 11ne of faithful prophets,
who fought against this anti-IsraelitiBh movement, and

in doing so they upheld the Word of Tahweh._ -

" It is clear that this must bring about a
oconsiderable change in the nature of prophet-
ion. The ecstatic state with its holy power,
its experienoes and vieions, no lonﬁer becameé
the only or the essential thing. baock-~
ground. aoquiree much more importance. It
must be purely Israellte in the sense of the
prophets of the reaction. To maintain 1t
must come before anything else, for a word
which does not accord with Israelite mishpat
oannot be a word from Yahweh. . . The rise

of this transformed type does not mean a
complete rupture with the character of trad-
itional prophetism. We know traits of the
life of Elijah which tell us that he knew

the eostatic state like other prophets. . "

- PEDERSEN, op.oit.,p.132.

The reactionary type of prophet, which first
appeare on the scene during the reign of Ahab,
continues through the succeeding centuries. It_is,
indeed, the type with which we are most familiar,
for most of thg prqphétﬁ whose utterances have been
preserved belong to it. The most considerable body
of prophetic teaching is thus to be found in the
recorded words of the great reforming prophets.

Beginning with Amos, in the middle of the elghth

century B.C,, these exceptional men manifested a



g@rpng;deéire - implied, if not expressed in so many
| words - to be d;éeaq;ate@hfrpm_thg_popular NEBHI'IN,
Amoé, apparently, goeé so far aﬁ to repudiate the
idea tﬁgt_he.is_a NABHI, as though it were almost a
derogatory title: "I was“no_prophef, neither was I

a prophet's sony but I was an herdman, and a gatherer
'qf sycamore. fruit" (7:14), If he is here emphasizing
an economic independence, too, it might be concluded
that the NEBHI!IM”hgd'to live on the scanty remuner-
ation for their prophetic counsel, Hosea's unmitig-
ated polemic against the;ritual sjstem involves both
priest and prophet (4i4 ff.). Jeremiah is unsparing
in his denunciation. The Word is not in the popular
prophetss they deal corruptly: their activity is a
grief to the sensitive.&eremiah: the people are not
- to glve ear to thelr lying oracles (2&50; 5:i5; 63133
.14318; 18:18; 23:9; 27:19). licah is quite as bitter
in _ﬁis castigation of the NEBHI'Iu (3311._-; 315 £f.).
;ga;ah“glgg_yaé oriticisms to make concerning them
(3:2; 28:7-10).  Zechariah, Ecornipg_the senseless
self-torture to whioch the NABHI subjects himself,
declares that the.spirit of propheoy is as execrable

as the RUAH HATTUMAH (spirit of uncleanness).

Notwithstanding, there 1s a curious paradox in that

296,



thg_ra@o?ming pppphgyg,.whilgt_1nv§@gping“agaipst_

their professional confreres, are bound to desoribe
their own inépired activity &é "prophesying".. Amos,
for_example,'immgdiately he hase rgbudiated the-notién
that he is a BEN-NABHI, goes on to affirm that the
Lord has. called him to prophesy (HINNABE), 7:15.

As clear_gﬁ_the earnest protestations against the
"false" prophets are the expressions of burning con-
v;qt;on_;n_regpect‘of;their_own_oallland message.

Few declarations sgrpasé JQremiah?é powerful metaphor
in 20:9, whioch serves to exemplify the characteristic
attitude of the reforming prophets in this ﬁattér of
their certainty and unshakable confidence in the
absolute superiority of their word as the Divine Word:
"But his word was in mine heart, as a burning fire shut
up in my bones, and 1 was weary with forbearing, and I
could not stay."  There is an illuminating reference
?n Amos.3:7, 8, which implies an order. of proppets

- standing in contrast to the regular NEBHI'IW - to
whom the true Word of Yahweh is seoretly disclosed. '
It appears that the very raison d'étre of the prophesy=
ing of Amos is that he o§nsiders himself a member of
this exclusive order, and that he is constrained

(much in the same way as Jeremiah) to utter what has

been made known to him: it is enough that Yahweh has spoken.
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Purthermore, in certain places, Yahweh expostulates
with Hia people. beoause ‘they have rejected the success-
ion of (fgithful)_prophetq whom He has sent to them

es divihdy commissioned messengers (of.Jer.29:19;

Amos 2:11).

.The question that naturally arises at this Jjunoture
is, 'Why do the. canonical prophets consistently
repudiate. the official representatives of prophecy t!
Jepsen has proposed that the writing prophets_repudiate
the spirit possession of the NEBHI'IM (their distinot-
ive feature), and thus he denies the likelihood of any
conneotion between the two types. But the problem may
not bé so readily solved. Ezekiel, at least, seems to
be. an exoception to so exclusive a judgment. . However,
the whole situation is more subtle than Jepsen indioates,
and we can find no better summary of the most reasonable
answer to the guestion than that of H.KNIGHT:

" The distinction between the writing prophets
and .their predecessors 1s that between higher
and lower levels: of spiritual consciousness. )
In the case of “‘thé charismatioc NABI, attention
is focussed on the unusual peychologioal form
which his experience takes; but, with the !
writing prophet, the psyohological accompani-
mente are incidental rather than essential.:

The writing prophet is the fine flower of the
NABI movement. The conflict between the

canonical prophets and the official NEBIIM
‘of their day can only be understood on the
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fypothesis that in Judah the NEBIIN evince a ?
gradual approximation to the’ priest-prophets

of the Canaanite’ sanctuaries. As Jeremiah

came gradually .to reéalize, the ultimate test

of the genulneness of the inspiration is to

be sought, not in the technical forms which

medliate it, but in the reality of the

religious communion which underlies it and -

the spiritual fruit it produces." _

- KNIGHT’ onci't. ’ppo 14"150

. There. 18 one aBspeot that ogn_gcafoely be overs
emphaslzed, namely, that the prophetic word 1is
inseparable from the prophet. = The speaker of the
D' BHAR YHWH";E no mere vehiole, for his whole person
pg@opgs.toﬂhyﬁ Qpeeohg hié whole human body. .is his
mouth. In the'Timapué (72 B) Plato distinguishes
between the MANTEIS - raving,MANENIES, receiving
from the deities in mysterious sounde that whioch
they divine, and the PROPHETAI - who interpret
mystery and tranelate it into human speech, Thus
in the Greek sphere there are two separate orderss
the mgntié - simply_a_pp?qessed being pronouncing
nothing of his pwn_peréon; and the prophet - the
-interpreter of a word with which he has nothing to
do. _‘The Ggeek prophet takes the unfinished speech

and comprehends it, and then forms it into logos.
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If the two funotions should be united in one person, |
he acts first as mantis and then as prophet. The
nature of the Hebrew NABHISM is well illustrated in
Exodus 731, "See, I give you to pharaoh for an elohim,
and Aaron your brother shall be your nabhi."
"The simile here lets both of them, elohim,
the inspiring power, and nabhi, the express-
ing being, appear unmistakably in their
mutual relationship....To be the nabhl of
an elohim means then to be his 'mouth.'
His mouth, not his megaphone. The nabhi
does not convey a finished speech, which
has already been made articulate, he
shapes to sound a hidden, soundless speech,
the speech which in the human sense is pre-
verbal, and in the divine sense primally
verbal, as a ‘mouth of a person shapes to
sound the asoret, soundless speech of his
innermost being."

- M, BUBER, Hasldism, 1948, p.120.

W9“§h9u;§_11ke to emphasize thie idea that the
quygwmgggphet_gaﬁlpha MOUTH of Yahweh and not His
megéphone. "Thué the Delphic oracle and the Biblical
DABHAR are fundamentally different. Both the Greek
word of the oracle and the word of the Hebrew NABHI
are bound to the particular situation in whlch they
arise. .Apaft_;rgm the notable fact that the Biblil-
cal DABHAR is never used in a purely secular sense,
the oracle glves the anewers to situations which are

brought before it (rather in the manner of the pre-



Deuteronomic Torah), whereas the Nabhi, commissioned
directly by God, and uninvited, proclaims a word rel=-

ated to the hilstorical situation.

II1I. THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE D'BHAR YHWH
IN THE REFORMING PEOPHETS.

The pertinent question is now railsed, 'How did
the reforming prophets know that what came to them
wge the Word of Yahweh 7' The experience of the
reforming prophets does not admit of a simple explan-
ation; and we may not pursue the problem of ecatasy
in greater detail, save to eﬁggeet that the attitude of
of theee prophete may find explanation partly in the

asaociatione of the extreme ecstatloc manifestations
end _also in that the great prophets themselves
poaseeeed a& much modified eostatic element.

MOWINCKEL makes & fair suggestion:

" In them the ecstatic substratum, i.e. the
mental concentration upon a single 1idea,
a single passion, has assumed more tranquil
forms, On the whole 1ittle remains of the
ecstatic element, apart from that which 1is
the sound psychologlcal substratum and core
of religlous ecstasy; the all-predominating,
all.exclusive consciousness of having been
called. by Yahweh to deliver a religioue and
moral message”

(_JoBeL. ,VO]- 53, P.EO?) °

}}
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They have rejected external stimuli; olear, loglosl

argument plays a oconeiderable part in their 'word',
which ié qhqraoterizeduﬁv spiritual clarity.
"Altogether, it.ié chiefly in the vislions .of the
prophets that the ecstatic element makes its
appearance as an outward phenomenon" (MOWINCKEL,op.cit.,
P.209).
Not. a 1little significant is the form in which the
various canonical prophets declare the revealed Word
as it has been made known to them. Whereas the
ecstatic NABHI would have eaid, "The Spirit of Yahweh
camé upon me," .the former say, "Thus the Lord God
éhoweq;mg"_(Am6§37:1); "I saw the Lord sitting upon
a thf@ne,s.W (iéa.é:l); "And I heard the voice of
the Lord,saying ..." (Isa.6:8); or, frequently, _
"The word of the Lord came unto me, saying..."(Jer.1:4).
Mowinckel, in order to draw out this signifioanoce,
pqraphraﬁgﬁ.the oéening formula of so many prophetical
books: "The Word of the Lord bgcame an active reality
for, or in the case of, so-and-so." It is not to be
thought of as necessarily an auditory experience. In
faot audition is comparatively rare. Rather is the
Word that "came to"the prophet an inner process, a

spiritual act of discernment, a soul realizatlion which



fills the consciousness. It seems that the DABHAR
9?@@9@1?-?9m??h§9uﬁhﬁ rrophet, in a flash of over-
whelming 1n§pira£ion. This 1s not to deny that the
;fing; and dynamic crystallizing of the message was
often the culmination of a procéss of thought and

long meditation. But certainly the impreseion
galned is that, for:the most part, there is an inner
or;éia,_when_the:1¢eg and image precipitated in the
prophet's soul 1nv61uptar11y becomes rhythmioc speech,
and he is compelled to utter what has been lmparted

by Yahweh, and not words that issue from the human
ruah., The prophet, moreover, is disinclined to
connect the. D'BHAR YHWH with Yahweh's RUAH; but rather
emphatically affirmé that the Word has come direct from
Yahweh Himéelf.

_ The irresistibility of the Word is the dominant
experienoe of the prophet. The compulsion of this
aelf <-authenticating Word is 111ustrated in the graphic
figure of Jeremiah, "fire shut up in my bones" (20:9).
Equally telling is the simile of the hammer, Jeremiah
235:29, whioch also echoes that of the fire, "Is not my
word. 11ke a8 a fire ? saith the Lord; and like a
hammer that breaketh the rock in pieoeé_?" 'The Divine

Word is something torturing, unbearable, till it finde
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an outlet,  The maln thing, then, for the prophet

mas that sudden impulse which filled his whole persom,
and, for the time, ejJected every other consideration,
so that he delivered that which Yaﬁweh had given to
him with a oharacteriétic_zeallpfttimes_manifeat in a
ferocity whioch withstood all opposition. Amos was
violently thrust out of Beth-el, but the result weas

a yet more severe pronouncement of Divine wrath ; a
terrible prediction upon the house of Amaziah. We may,
then, desoribe one criterion of prophetic assurance, so
far as the supremecy of his message is conoerned, as

that of positive and compelling content.

Thqég mighty £1gures who descended upon Israel and -
Judsh, propelled by the explosive force of the dynamio
D'?HA?_XHWH that had first buret within their own souls,
were not only unrelenting critios (as 1t often appears)
of 'all and sundry - though mﬁqh of what they had to say
was direoted.against'a variety of disobedient and
rebellious sons of Iérael, as well as certain guilty
gentiles, They were to become, positively, some of
the greatest expohents of the doctrine of God both to
Israel and subsequently to the world. Indeed, the
chief oriterion of these reformers' knowledge and

conviction, concerning the word which was committed
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to_them, 1ies in their recognition of the holy. Person
and_just demands of & righteous God, and the sinful
nature. of their own people. To them has been granted
the new and fuller penetration into the nature of their
God, and that bqoomqﬁ the foundation .of their BDABHAR
and the plumbline to be held beside the 1life of the
Ohosen People. Therefore the Word must accord with
what they know of Yahweh Himself. It 1s an essential,
if formal, requirement that the Word should not be
- something purely arbitrary and incomprehensible; it
must have a clear, rational content and purport. The
propheté often give the name TORAH (literally, the
pr;eéﬁs' ?1n§pruotionf) to the Word of Yahweh. The
implication in this usage of TORAH is that the message
they preach. is plainly concelved of as possessing a
preqé;pg and precise significance for the immediate
body of hearers, indicating a proper course of
conduct in a certain situation: for a 'direotion’
or"'guide?.must be easy to understand. The prophet
may - indeed, he must - test for himself the truth
of the Word that has invaded hie consciousness, and
see. whether 1t 1s 1n true corréspon@enoe with the
moral character of Yahweh. It is on account of the

inability of the so.called 'false' prophets (whom the



reforming prophets denounce with such vehemence) to
teet thelr message by a rational and objective criterion,
that the reformers so earnestly dissocliate themselves

‘from the idea of the RUAH.

This view of the objeotive criterion of the Word of
the Lord is wholly in keeping with the canonlocal
prophets' attitude towards Yahweh's law. Their con-
temporaries regarded TOROTH as including the accepted
riteé,_usggeé.and“ogetegﬁ, as well aé_the special
prigstly.tradition 9f cult ritual, canon law and ocivil
law, The great prophets considered 1t a sin that the
people soorned the true law of Yahweh. They partio-
ularly mention individual points, justice (MISHPAT),
righteousness (TSEDHAQAH) and fraternity (HESED) and
walking humbly before God, as the proper substiute
for the cult (of. Miceh 6:7, 8), and thereby they
indicate that they recognize Yahweh's law by the
~ ¢riterion of its OONTENT. In short, they set it
side by E;@e with their own religious and morgl con-
sclousness, and their apprehension of Yahweh as &
moral God Who;demgn¢§ purénesé of religion and plety
of heart: thus do they test it. D'BHAR YHWH resembles
TORATH YHWH.in being recognizable by its content rather
than by its form. Not the ecstatic RUAH, nor the



mystical absorption into the Divine: but the test is

religious and moral, a conscious and intelligible

apprehension or knowledge of God.

Jeremiah has gomé strong words to say on this
matter in the section of h;é book entitled, ‘
"concerning the prophetﬁ" (23315 £f.). His chief argu-
ment__':l_..s that he rega:dé the form through which the
meﬁgageqis medlated as no positive criterion of the
nature. of the contents. The audition may be just
as fglée as. the vision and dream. "Behold I am
agginﬁt the prophetﬁ, salth the Lord, that steal my
words every onefrom hls neighbour...,the prophéts...
that use their tongues, and say, He saith" (23:30-31).
The false prophets are not false simply because they
are skillled and enthuslastlc in the use of the pro-
fessional mantioclsm which typifled them, but because
they clearly lack the vital and central elements in
the_gonsciousnesé_of the. true prophet, namely, moral
fellowship with God. ”Inéepgrable from this are the
absence of the true hearing of D'BHAR YHWH and the
gopgexiétenoe of an authoritative commission to
prophesy. The tree is known by 1its fruit both in the
01d Testament and in the New: the false prophets may

dream the most graphic dreams and undergo .the most



impassioned of corybantic states, but time proves that soe
in the oa;am;tgyﬁ effqgté_pg tﬁe,sp;?itual and moral
life of the people their '‘word' is vitiated. It was
Jeremiah par excellance who, among the great prophets,
came to ihe_tremendous and fundamental realization
that form must be distinguishedlfrom content. Mystico-
ecstatic audition had misled and bewitched a oredulous
maéé of people, grasping at any and every oracle of the
professing prophet who oried, Peace, Peace; but that
experience of doubtful worth was far removed from the
truly awful experience of the true prophet who had
"stood in the counsel of the Lord,'and perceivea and
heard his word" (Jer.BS;lB, cf.v.22). In accordance
with the Divine requireménts, such an incommunicable
experience (unyielding to obj)ective analysis) can
alone come t6 the humble spirit which has attained to

a loft& moral purity in hls personal life.

The true prophet was profoundly conscious that his
experience was something that‘had_originated from a
source beyond and above his own béing. It all lay
in the initiative of God, an aot (in New Testament
language) of GRACE. It was pre-emlnently God reveal-
iﬁgAHiméelf, as He willed, for His own inscrutable

purposes. The prophet does not pretend to understand
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. the ﬁgys of God nor the mystery of revelation through .
the D'BHAR YHWH, for the sake of which he had been
sanctified from the womb (cf.Jer.1:5). It was
ﬂecessary, therefore, for him to make a personal act

of falth in response to his call and commission. In
the last resort he had no external or formal guarantee
of the ultimate truth of the Word: he kne@, at any
rate, that no frenzied transport could assure its
valldity. That dynamio utterance which he goes forth
to proclaim - in many 1nstanqes.to a hostile people,
and Jeopardizing his very life = must stand or fall by
its intrinsic authority. The history:of those ‘men of
falth and daring originality is the sbory of valiant
souls who went out to prove and vindicate their ocon-
vioctions in the teeth of opposition and the temporary
contradiction of.gurfent events and ofganiZed religion.
In the end, of course, men were forced by circumstances
to acknowledge, if not bow to, the Word of the Lord
through the lipé of the Dlvine and despised messengers. °
Such was the nature of their spirit that the earlier
men rose to rejeoct the Word, so much earlier did those
oourageous and devoted serVants of Yahweh rise (Jer.7:13,
25; 25:4). Undaunted,they take their plgce_among the

faithful who are honoured 1in the memoriél-tablet of the
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eleventh chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews.

In reply to the threats of Amaziah, Amos declares?
"Now therefore hear thou the Word of the Lord:
Thou sayest, Prophesy not against Israel....
thus saith the Lord: Thy wife shall be an
harlot in the city, and thy sons and thy
daughters. shall fall by the sword, and thy °
land shall be divided by line; and thou thy-
self shalt die in.a land that is unclean,
and Israel shall surely be led away oaptive
out of his land" -

- Amos 7:18=17.

The mind of these mighty, reforming prophets was

well epitomized in thelr spiritual forebear, Micaiah

ben Imlah, when his faith in the D'BHAR YHWH entrusted

to him was sorely tried. Unmoved by all Zedekiah's
iﬁpreesive ritual and invective, and standing alone
before the massed body of false prophets, kicaiah
pronounces the message he has received, and concludes:

"If thou return at all in peace, the Lord hath not

spoken by me" (I Kings 22:28).

Because of the Divine principle of oprerating through
frail, human instruments without violating their
individual characters, it i1s necessary to distinguish
between the occasion. of inspiratlon and its source.
It_wae_tﬁe same true Word of the Lord, however it may
have come to the prophet. A message often came via -

some odd sight or sound, or arose from a quite ordinary



experience, Amos saw a basket of summer fruit, and
his thought passed from Q’P (summer) to QP (end);
and so crystgllized the oracle that he had to deliver
to Israel, the dréad_diesélution towards which the
nation was heading rapidly and inevitably (Amos 8311 ff.).
In . a similar mannér, Jeremlah beheld an almond tree,
Tl?"(g‘, and then formed his message on the awakening ( TR('U')
of God to inter&éneuin the course of current world
events (Jer.1:11 ff.). A potter in a familiar and
homely setting provides the occasion of a moving Word

declaring a gracious act of God (Jer.18:1 ff.).

Cledonomancy has been for centurles a relatively
common feature in the near; and middle-East, and
. Guillaume haé gathéred examples from Arab sources
which are similar to these prophetic instances,
(of. Prophecy and Divination, pp.118 ff., and 142 ff.).
But it seems that in the case of the prophets there is
e much greater epgntaneity, and certalinly an infinitely
loftier content to their message resulting from this
type of occasion. : Rather than seeking an omen when
asked for, the prophet was prompted to an lmmediate
utterance of the Word by the sight of some.éuggestiVe
object. Further, gometimeé_phe message came through

a prolonged experience, as, for example, in Hosea's



domestic sorrows or Jeremiah's painful periods of 3z

isolation in which he learned that true religion was
far, far deeper than a shallow cultus and richer than
the noblest code of laws. Thus the prophet becomes
tpe_reépqnsive, éympathetic instrument of an essentially
God.given experlence and knowledge, issuing in a D'BHAR
YHWH which he cemnot resist. This 1s no manipulation
of some mantic formality and formula by an initiated-one.
The elements of a Divine revelation may be set in motion
by a casual glimpse of & common object or human experience,
and the Divine Word is precipitated, and it presses upwards
till it demands recognition as a :eligipué certainty.
It 1s characteristic of the Hebrew prophet that the Word
he receives is always in relation to his time and personal
characteristios, There 1s no magic nor anything of the
iﬁherent;y impossible about the prophetic D'BHAR YHWH.
It is never, as Mowinckel rightly says; "a dateless abstract,
but always a word for a concrete situation; the 'word has
never ¢ome otherwise than as'flésh', and further, 'in the
shape of einful flesh', in Paul's words" (J.B.L.,56,D.264).
"If we go on to say that in this and through this
conscioueness, by some leap of 'sympathetic' falth
on the prophet's part, God was enabled in fulfil-
ment of His purPose to enter human history, then
the statement constitutes a leap of faith akin to
that made by the prophet himself. We can never
eliminate that personal factor, in regard to either

the outer or inner event."

-H.WHEELER ROBINSON, Redemption & Revelation,1947,p.90;



IV, THE IDEA OF THE - DIVINE PATHOS. 35
For the most part we are dependent on the remarks
and criticiéms of the canonical prophets for 1pform-.
ation concerning the nature of their professional,
'false' confrdres. How far these objects of the
reformers' s@orn and exeoration, these "prophets of
Israel that prophesy out of their own heart" (Ez.13:2f.),
were spiritually sensitive or possessed of a prophetic
‘consciousness of the kind which constitutes the domin-
ating characteristic of the former, we cannot say with
any certainty. But in respect of the consciousness
of the classical prophets themselves, we have adequate
data, reflected i1n the content and expression of their
recorded oracles, | They were men of exceptional
spiritual sensibiiity: this is patent in their own
confessions., Jeremiah, one of the most highly tem-
pered of them all, oried, "Woe 1s me;, my mother,'phat
thou hast borne me a man of strife and a man of conten-
tion to the whole earth ! " (Jer.15:10). The result
df this 1s that such men are peculiarly suited to the
mission and message entrusted to them. They reoogﬁize
that they have no axe to grind: they dare not be dis-
reputable‘time-serversz they must not seek popularity

as many of their adversarles did: they know that when



@bey'paye"qong.pheir_wbrkuit is unlikely that they 4
will recelve any reward save ﬁhat of winning a small
remnant - some dld not even have that, and were sat-
lafied with the knowledge that they had done faith-
fully the will of Yahweh. The Word that they must
declare is the frult of a profound communion with

God, & further revelation of His hély Nat ure and Belng.
It may have a direct eand present bearing upon the lives
of the audience. which hears the prophetic pronouncement,
but when that time passes the Word will ablde to nave
meaning for succeeding generations. It is the pro-
duct of a éoul-agonv, en inward tension, of & man

who must neyer'cease to be at one and thé same time
both the representative of hils people before God,

and the messenger of God to His people. Whence,

then, comes this kind of prophetio consciousness?

HESCHEL (Das profetische Bewusstbin) has submltted
that the prophetic sympathy with the Divine "pathos"
is the very ground of Hebrew prophecy. The prophet
is able to view the conduct of his own nation, Israel,
in the light of the mind of God, and to share in
fullest measure the passion in the heart of God which
this conduct evokeé._ It is claimed, therefore, that

the paseibility of God is a vital element contributing
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to the whole, complex and altogether wmarvellous

prophetlo consclousness, To the mind trained in
Gresk modeé of thought, or reared in'the atmosphere
of classical Christian theology, this notion is
repugnant, For western philosophy passibility
involves imperfection; and its low estimation of
man's emotional aspect at once rejects the the idea '\
of ascriﬁing emotion in any form to God. But this
was not so for the anclent Hebrew, who had not the
least faculty for reasoning 1n'terms.of independent
categories of the'mind‘or_ppvchical departments, and
for whom a man 1s a psycho<physical individuél -

a unity, It cannot be too carefully remembered.
that the Hebrew insisted on the absolute separation
of man from God, the futility of human efforts to
discover the Almighty, and the very presumption
(knowing that He 1s so high and righteous) of expect-
ing to find the Holy One of Israel. Least of all
would the Israelite conceive of the reasoning faculty
in pursuit of God. "Verily thou art a God that
hidest thyself," said the Second Isalah (45:15);
while Job. expresses the Hebrew way of thinking about
God in the celebrated question, "Canst thoéu by search-

ing find out God ?" (Job 11:7). If this is so, then
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it 1s by an act of self-revelation that man shall have
knowledge of God, and to ﬁhe prophetic éonaciouaness
this graclous revelation ﬁaa medeo. The prophet,
however, was no mere machine. The prophecy which was
uttered through his lips was the inspired proclamation
born of the. profound participation in the Divine pathos,
He has entered into a unique relationship and seen God,
not impaseibly detached from feeling man, not in trans-
cendent igolation: but, albeit omnipotent, reacting
emotionally. in respect of the world - and in respect

of Israel, in particular, His chosen people.

This expression of the Divine pathos is most clearly
exemplified in Deutero-Isaiah, and "it can be no accident
‘that the prophet who developed the monotheistic dootrine
to 1ts fullest extent should also have realized the
philosophical implications of the divine pathos"
(KNIGHT, op.cit.,p.129). Yahweh 1s portrayed as the
tender and almighty Bearer of Israel's burdens:

"Harken unto me, O house of Jacob, and all the

remnant of the house of Israel, which are borhe
by me frommthé belly, which are carried from
the wombj

And even to your old age I am he; and even
to hoar hairs will I carry you; I have made,
end I will bear; even I will carry, and I

will deliver you," _ ,
. -~ Isalah 46:%, 4.



\Sucp_ie the. emotional solidarity that integrates
the prophet and Yahweh, that the former feels a keen
spiritual'iéolation from his fellow=countrymen. In .
Jeremiah 15:16. ff., we have a poignant ory, "Thy words
were found and I did eat them; and thy word was unto
me the Joy and rejoicing of mine heart: for I am
called by thy name, O Lord God of hosts. I sat not
1n‘the assenbly of the mockers, nor rejoiced; I sat
alone because of thine hand: for thou hast filled me
with indignation." No prophetic experience was more
vivid than that of Hosea, the story of whose marriage
derives 1t=_sign;ficgncé ffom this prophetic solidarity
with the Divine pathos. The manner of entering into
this sacred. experience of sympathy with the Divine
pathos, we may believe, was adapted to each individual
temperament,, 8o that no two prophets need have undergone
identical experiences nor suffered the same conditions.
The rugged,'austere.Amos 18 no less a reocipient than J
the more romantic Hosea; though it is in the latter
that we may peioeive the working of the Divine emotion
more plainly. Yahweh 1s represented as recoiling
froﬁ the necesslty of breaking out as a consuming fire,
"How shall I give thee up, Ephraim ?" (Hos.11:8). His
righteousness must prevail, "Therefore I will be unto

them as a lion; as a leopard by the way will I obsserve



them" (13:7): . And yet he continues to pleasd, "It is
thy destruotion, O Israel, that thou art against'ma,
against thy help" (13:9).

v. RUAR AND DABHAR,

~ An exgmiﬁgtion gf the use of the Hebrew coneeption
of the Ruah of Yahweh leade to the conclusion that the
later prophets avolded the term which was most oharac-
teristic of the earlier NEBHI'IM, Though we may not
travel all the way with MOWINCKEL, who oontends that
the prgeexilic reforming prophe£a rejected the idea of
spirit-possession, and writes that "their own prophetic'
vocation and thelr poésqésiou of Yahweh's wondrous word
come of their having Yahweh's spirit in them is never
by so much as a syllable éuggeeted“ (J.B.L., vol.53,
P.201), yet it 1s plain that there 1s wry little to
quggpéplfhat they regarded their prophetic endowment
qnd_poweré_ae due to the aqpion_of‘Yahﬁeh‘s Ruah. The
association of the older type of Nabhi and the Ruah of
Yahweh is obviously very close in the mind of the canon-
icel prophets, who, as noted above, could hardly find
wprdé strong enough to express the odium in which they .

held the popular exponents of prophecy. The Nabhl is

3i8
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a deceiver and a cpeét; e. person of low moral character
and, at best;, a self-deceiver. It added to their
1hdignation that the men who led Israel astray were
gladly received by the masses of the people on account
of soft words supported by, and proceeding from, their
transports of frenzy (iogether with other demonstrative
acts and trioks) in order to gain popular acolamation
a8 the instruments of Yahweh - as proof of the Spirit
of the Lord manifesting itself in their ecstatic
experience. Mowinockel claims that "the idea of Yahweh's
spirit in the older nebhi'iem refers almost exclusively
to the EOSTATIC behaviour and activities of the nabhi,..
The spirit made hiin lose control of himself and behave
differently from normal peopie" (ibid.). On the other
hand, rarely is the actual utterénce 6f the prophet |
ascribed to the Spirit, as the words of the Spirit.
The 9ﬁ1v“qertain case. where this obtaine, and 1s the
exception, 15_1n'the_étory of Micaiah ben Imlah, where
the Spirit becomes "a lying spirit in the mouth" of the
prophets of Ahab, so that the words of the Nebhi'im
(to their own confusion) are withdrawn from their own

conscious, rational control (I Kings 22:23).

Several of the. earlier reforming prophets definitely

reject personel possession by the Spirit of Yahweh as



though it were something to ;void as undesirable, and
they speak in a controversial manner of those who take
pride in this pneumatlc experience. The prophetic
consciousness of the classical prophets rests on quite

a different religious conception, which endowment they
contrast with that of the 'false' prophets ana from
which their prophetic message and minlstry sepring,
namely, thé D'BHAR YHWH, The only passage where Hosea
speaks of the inspiring RUAH of the NABHI 1s in contrast,
and in a ocontext wherein he.repudiqtes the ocommon Nabhi
and his_worke with bitter sc°rn, "the prophet is a fool
('ﬁw._IL), the man that ha.t.h the spirit 1 mad (MeSHUGGA')"
- 937, There 18 a play on the word RUAH and a oontrast
made between the two concepts, WORD and SPIRIT, 1nl-
Jeremish 5:15, "And the prophets shall become wind,

and the word 1§ not in them." There is no mention

of Yahweh's Rua§ in Amos, Nahum or Habakkuk., Ilicah
makes a solitary allusion to his possession by the
spirit (3:8), but Mowinckel siftsthis out as a gloss.
Proto-Isaiah embraces the traditional idea of RUAH as
the eternal, living force'of_the Almighty as contrasted
with the weakness of men; but not as the source of
prophetic inspiration, Isaiah 11:2 is representative
of this kind of usage, though in a Messianic context,
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"And the spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him,

the spirit of wiédom_and_understanding, the spirit

of counsel and might, the spirit of knowledge an&

of the fear of the Lord." Here RUAH 1s the Divine

- Spirit as the bearer of the whole fulness of Divine
powers. Similarly, neither Haggal nor Zechariah
nor Malachi use.Ruag'in a prophetic sense. Deutero-
Isaiah has the traditional usee, "Behold my servant...
I have put my epirit upon him" (42¢1). Also in
Isaiah 61:1, the Divine servant receives the Ruah

of Yahweh in order to bring good news (BISSER) to

& needy peoble.

In Ezekiel, according to Mowinckel, there is a
return to the thought of the Spirit as the medium
of revelation, "And the spirit of the Lord feéll upon
me, and said to me, Speak, Thus saith the Lord..." (11:5).
But. ususlly 1t is employed as a "motive principle,
closely akin to the 'wind', end the word is used to
explain the. ecstatic sensation of being transported
from one place to another" (Mowinckel, ibid). For
further 1nst&née§_ofvgigkielfs conception of the
Spirit, of., 1112, 20, 21; 2:2; 3:12; 3:14, 24

8:33 11:1, 24; 37:1; 43:5.
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"Ezekiel, unlike the older reforming prophets,-
is a true ecstatic of the ancient type,
although he shares the reforming prophet'
moral and religious ideas.”

" In the later prophets the spirit appears.
This is. connected with their ideologiocal
'throw«back' to the older nebhi'ism of the
national religious type; in relation-te
the reforming prophets they are merely
epigonl, end were probably not aware of the
gulf between the. reformers and the old
nebhi 'im,"

And of the difference between the later prophets and
the nebhi'im:

"In the former the Spirit is no longer an
ecstatically experienced power but a trad-
itional formula. The main thing is theilr
consciousness of a call and of the special
endowment received with it. The assertion
that they have Yahweh's Spirit is a com-
prehensive expression meaning that they have
to deliver a moral and religious message
from Yahweh."

- MOWINGKEL, op.cit.,p.226,

Finally, we need but mention that the thought of
the Spirit as the medium of revelation is to be
found ocoas;qnally in the later prophets, e.g. in
Isaiah 48:16, "And now the Lord God hath sent me,
and his spirit", and Joel 2:28, "I will pour out
my spirit upon all flesh; and your sons and your

daughters shall prophesy."
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VI. THE SYMBOLIO AOT.

It must be admitted that even in those prophets
who made (and substantiated) the loftiest olalms to
Divine revelation, and taught Israel séme of ite
deéepest moral truths, there 1s an element of abnorm-
allty. There is to be seen the apparent 1nconsisf-
ency of the men who so rigorously denounced their |
fanatical épponents,_exhibiting themSelves some of
the ecstatlcs' very characteristics. There were
Qruditieé_even in the greatest of the true prophets
of_xahweh, and we must not allow these facts to detract
from the real plece of the reforming prophets in _
Hebrew. religion, nor mislead us in interpreting their |
message. Isalah the statesman, for exzample, paraded |
the gtreéta of Jerusalem for three years without-
clothes or shoes (18a.20:2). Jeremiah went about
with a wooden yoke. on his shoulders  (Jer.chs.27-28);
and both Isalah end Hosea inflicted curious symbolic h
names on their children (fsa.?rs; 8:1; Hosea 1:14,6,9).
But. these were more than eccentric actsj they were
potent symbpls_in_theméelves. To the H@bréw the act
wqéuag_effegp;ve_qs.the”DABH@B; " both could, by their
intrinéig dynamic, rglegée_power for the blessing or

the oureing of men and peoples, In view of the modern
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way of conceiving of words and their funotion, in con-
trest to the anclent oriental oonception, it is necessary
to keep before us in this stud& the ability of the word
(or the act) to accomplish its own fulfilment. .Symbolic
acts released divine power to effect the thing svmbol-'
1zed. Lest this should be regarded as mere magloc, it
1s to be noted that "magic is the attempt to control
events by a technique which constrains the spiritual
powers, whereas prophetic symbolism is the control of
events through the technigue by the God whose constraint
1s.tﬁe_squrce of the symbol" (H.H.ROWLEY, Harvard Theol.

RSView, V°1.58’ 1945, P.29).

There 1s clearly, however, behind these symbolic acts
the principle of what has been called homeopathic or
imitative magic. When Ahab sought the D'BHAR YHWH in
connection with his.p?opospd expedition against Ramoth-
Gilead (I Kings 22), he solicited the ald of the four
hundred prorhets. Their leader, Zedekiah, "maede him -
horus of iron: and he said, Thus gaifp the Lord, With
these shalt thou push the Syrians unfilﬁthog have con-
sumed them" (v.11). This was an attempt to create a
viotory for the king on the principle of imitative
magic - something of quite a different order from

dramatic. expression of hope or wish.' Similarly, when
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Joash visited the ailing Elisha, the prophet placed
his hande upon the king's hands, and commanded him to
shoot an arrow through the window on the east side of
the room, and added by way of explanation and re-in-
forcement of the act, "The arrow of the Lord's
de;iyerance, and the arrow of the deliverance from
Syria: for thou shalt emite the Syrians in Aphek,
till thou have consumed them" (II Kings 13:17). Then
Joash evokes Elisha's wrath because he strikes the
earth no more than three times with the arrows. Had
he persisted to five or six times he would have

guaranteed the complete overthrow of the enemy (vv.18,19).

A.R.JOHNSON (The Cultic Prophet in Ancient Israsel,
1944) thinke that there le reason to. believe that in
Israel an acted spell of this kind was once known as
MASHAL. The basic idea beneath the verb is "to make
11ke", with a background of magical ideas. In refer-
ring to the difficult verse, Hosea 12:11 (E.V.,12:10),
Johnson argues thqf_the-?@'el_qf DAMAH is not a cor-
ruption, for the root significance belonge to the same
chpass as that ofiginally_que:ed.by the term MASHAL.
Fundamentally it is the idea of the acted 'ploture' or
'sign' and assoociated with homeopgthic magic - the

influence of like upon like. Concerning the meaning



of Hosea 12:11, Johnson continues:

" It ewphasizes the fact (and this is the actual
testimony of Hosea) that the prophets are Yahweh's
instruments in fashioning the future; their
actions and worde have creative (or destructive)
power. Moreover, this interpretation finds
confirmation in the fact that the term under
discussion is used more or less as a parallel
to the termindlogy of the DABHAR/HAZON
(or 'word'/'observation'); and it has alreedy
been shown that this conception is rooted in

. the soil of maglcal ideas."

- The Cultio Prophet in Ancient Israel, p.40.

The symbolic acts of the prophets are, like the
revelation through DABHAR,part of the Divine activity.
They form, together with the compiémeﬁtary'Wofd, a
distinct contribution to the development of Hobrew
religion through the agency of the prophets. Apart
from their subordination o the Divine Will and
divineiv,permitted method of revelation, we must
admit, these enacted signs would appear 1little more
thaﬁ examples of the sympathetic magic widespread in
the contemporary pagan world of that era, and the
quphetg would have condemned them and their use.
But"inateadlghe propheté.inqgrPQ:qyed the principle
into thelr pure religion, consecrated it to the
‘ministry of the Word of God and used it as an
important element in that ministry till it could no

longer be thought of as magic but as an awful act
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of Yahweh the Holy One.

The symbolic act was characteristic in the ministry
of Jeremiah even more than in that of Isalah. Not only
are there mére.references to individual acté-of this
prophetic symbolism in the book of Jeremiah, but we
see the conception of the syméglic act extended to
“embrace the very person of the prophet himself. This
man of sorrows was -a perpetual sign, 1iving and walking
dally among the wayward citizens of Jerusalem. The
lonely. prophet, enjoying none of the common_pleasures
of life, without wife or family or any home-comforts,
oﬁt of sympathy with all men, sharing none of their
soclial intercourse, eegregaped by his experience and
knowledgé of God frpm his 6ommunity and never being
" understood by them - he WAS'Yahweh'g chosen sign to
His people. "Day by day he.would be haunted by the
knowledge that all this was meant to symbolize vefore
his people.théif coming woes...As Jeremiah went about
among hise fellows..,hé would be a living threat of
doom, warning men to expect before long the break-
down of the soclal order in some vast and terrible

calamity" (E.L,ALLEN, Prophet and Nation, 1947,p.84).

Other symbolic acts are probably to be seen in

the marring of the buried girdle, Jer.13:1 ff.;
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the shattered bottle (Jer.19:1 ff.); the great stones

hidden in mortar (Jer.43:9 ff,); the book cast into
the Euphrates (Jer.51:6%-64); the city portrayed on
a tile (Ezek.4:1 ff.).

VIL THE IDEA OF THE 'EXTENSION' OF DIVINE
PERSONALITY.

The authority and conviction with which the reforming
prqphe§§ proclaimed thelr message proceeded from a
consciousness that they were in a state of profound
union with God. HOLSCHER submitted the idea of the
prophet's conception of himeself as the extenéion of

the Divine Fersonality. He wrote in 'Die Profeten',:

"Die Profeten reden nicht nur im Auftrage und nach
dem Geheisse Jahwes, wiederholsen nicht nur Worte
und Offenbarungen, die der Gott ihnen zugsraunt
oder in der Vision gezeigt hat, sondern sie reden
als Gott selbst und identifizieren sich, solange
sie ekstatisch sprechen, durchaus mit. ihm,

= Die Profeten, 1914, p.25.

The manner in which the prophet conceived of his union
with God has been further elaborated ln more recent
vears by two Ehglish scholars, H.WHEELER ROBINSON,

and A.R.JOHNSON. A useful expract from the former's



329
'Redemption and Revelation' may be quoted at this point:

" The prophet was one able to identify himself
with both man and God, belng the eye of Israel
turned to God # , and the mouth of Yahweh
turned to Israel ##. It is the effective
union with both whiéh makes him the foocus of
revelation and discovery (the two being one).
The man who cries 'For the hurt of the daughter
of my people am I hurt'! (Jer.8:21), stands in

"Israel's place as her representative; the man
who chante the 'Song of the vineyard' (Isa.5)
stands in God's as His, The closeness of
this double identification 1s explained only
when we remember such thinge as the story of
Achan and of the slain descendants of Saul,
the doom of toll and suffering which came upon
the race because of the 8in of Adam, the
Levirate marriage law, and the songs of .the
Servant of Yahweh - all of them examples of
the group, instead of the individual, as the
unit....

(pp,149-150)

# Isaiah 29:10 ' #» Jeremiah 15:19

"Corporate personality is also the psycho-

logical root. of the particular form taken

by the prophetic teaching - the emphasis

on social morality" (p.150).
In "The One and the Many in the Israelite Conception
of God" (1942), A.R.Johnson suggests that the prophets
were commonly thought of as 'messengers' (MAL'AK) of
Yahweh par excellence; and in certain circumstances
they might be indistinguishable from God. "The back-
ground to this 1s furnished by Jeremiah in his polemioc
against the cultic prophets of his day; for, speaking

in the name of Yahweh, he says:
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I have not sent the prophets;
Yot they ren.
I have not spoken untq themj}
Yot théy have prophesled.
If they had really stood 1n'My intimate Council,
And had declared My 'Words' to My folk,
They would have turned them back from their evil way,

And from their evil practices." (Jeremiah 23:21 ff,)"

It was a far-reaching ciaim to assert that one was the
MAL'AK of Yahweh, and to venture the declaration that
he was a member of the intimate Council of God. The
status of such a prophet was not regarded merely as’
representative. "For the ¢$ime being he was an adtive
‘Extens;on' of Yahweh's Personality gnd, as such, WAS

Yahweh - 'in Person'," (op.cit.,pp.36-=37).

The oscillation between the.first and tﬁird persons
off speech 1s a strong argument in favour of Johnson's
proposiyion, and he refers to a number of passages,
of which Jeremiah 9:2 iesthe most suggestive. The
propheti:begins in his own person, but_conciudes the
passage epeaking in the Person of Yahweh, which 1lllogical
form is'deéigned to emphasize that it is Yahweh Himself

speaking urgently and earnestly to His people:



"Oh that I had in the wilderness -

A wayfarer's lodge,
Tﬁet I might leave m& people,
That I might go from them !
For they are all adulterers,
A company of traitors !
Yea, they have bent their tongue
(Their bow) deceitfully, |
. And 'tis not through fidelity
. That they are strong 1n the landj
' Nay, 'tie from evil to evil that ‘they proceed,-

And me they know not - Oracle of Yahweh ! "
(Trane;'from JOHNSON, op.cit.,p.40).

This'applioatioo of the 1dea'of oorporate personality
is a much ﬁore adeqﬁatefhypothesis, by way of an ettempted
" solution to the problem of the prophetic union with God,
-than that of the mystic's absorption in God. Moreover,
the prophet - pre emlnently the man with the D'BHAR YHWH -
shares the same relation to God as that particular
-vehiole of Divine revelation. The prophet is one with
the God_Who celled him and gave him the irresistible
vocation and compelling vision; ‘the Word is one with

the thing to be performed # . "Because of his entire

- & see next page



"submission to the will of God his acts are fully

taken up into thé divine purpose and become part

' of the oreative process.”

~ L.H.BROCKINGTON, Studies in BHistory & Revelation,
Ed. Payne, 1942, p.41.

# "I will speak, and the word that I shall speak

shall be performed; it shall be no more

deferred: for in your days, O rebellious

house, will I speak the word, and will perform

it, sailth the Lord God....Therefore say unto

them, Thus salth the Lord God: There shall

none of my words be deferred any more, but

the word which I shall speak shall be performed"

saith the Lord God." ¢
(Ezekiel 12:25-=28). SRR

VIII. THE SUBSTANCE OF THE PROPHETIC WORD
AND ITS CHALLENGE.

In the ninth century B.C., notably in the persons
of the outstanding figures of ﬁlijgh and Elisha, we - -~
see. the fore.runners of the canonlcal prophets who
were to make their'appearanoe in the succeeding
centuriles. Amos and Hosea; the iwo pProphets of
considerable stature in the eighth century, exemplify
to .an intensified degree that reactionary character.
which marked the earlier propheté of Yahweh in the
critioal period during the relgn of Ahadb and Jezebel.

Their words manifest their utter resentment to the



whole 1ife of the Israelite community. Amos, in

particular, coming from the pure, ruggéd, natural
atmosphere of the Tekoan hills, was struck by the
sordid and, in every way, unnatural condition of
commercialized Israel; to say nothing of the
spiritual dlagnosis in that efil nation tottering

to its doom on the verge of national calamity, As
the poor Wahhabl were astonished at the luxurious
living in the citigs of Islam, so Amos and others
beheld the glaring contrasts in Israel, and, what is
of far greater importance, they discerned the inner
significance. Their denunciations of these prevail-
ing conditions constitute no small part of their
message, the DABHAR from Yahweh for that-particular
generation. "And I will smite the winter house with
the summer housej and the houses of lvory will
perish...salth the Lord (Amos 3:15). "Forasmuch.
therefore-as ye trample upon the poor and take
exactions from him of wheat: ye have bullt houses
of hewn stone, but ye shall not dwell in them; ye
have planted vineyards, but ye shall not d?ink the
wine'thereof" (Ames 5:11). It was the re-instatement
of the old way of life that .the prophets demanded for

God's chosen people. "The old soclal spirit with its



"truth.and love ('EMETH and HESEDH) Hosea 4:1, was
to.relgn once more, Isrmselite MISHPAT, Yahweh's old
law, wés-to pPrevail, forelgn customs obtruding them-
selves were to be abhorred" (PEDERSEN, Israel,iii-iv,

1947,P.134).

The element of woe in the greﬁt prophets was &
consplcuous feature; and the popular present-day
essoclation of gloomy predictlon with the name of
Jeremiah (though a_thoroﬁgh distortion of his real
ministry and meésage)_is not without some grounds.

It does not appear, however, that woe was oflnecessity

an essential element Ef the prophetic wdrd, que. D®BHAR
YHWH, On the other hand, we cannot fall to notlce

how often the solemn note of warning and Divine
displeasure. is struck. "The prophets that have

been before me and before thee of old prophesied

against many countries, and against great kingdoms,

of war, and of evil, and of pestilence. . The prophet
which prophesieth of peace, when the word of the

prophet shall come to pass, then shall the prophet

be known, that the Lord hath truly sent him" (#er.BS:S,Q).
CHARLES (in the Critical and Exegetlcal Commentary on the
Book of Daniel, 1929,P.26) ﬁr;tes, "Prophecy is a
declaration, a forth-telling of the will of God =
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"not a fore-telling. Predictlon is not in any sense
anfeSeential_elementuof,propheoy, though it may inter-
vene as an acci@ent - whether 1t be a justifiable
accident is anether question." But thie is hardly
in accord with the plain facts of Biblical data.
' Isaish appeals to fulfilled prediction ae the vindi-
cation of prophecy: "Remember the former things of
old: for I am God...Declaring the end from the
beginning, and from ancient times things that are
not yet done: saylng, My counsel shall stand, and I
will do all my pleasure®” (Is.46:9 f.). This is.not
by any medns to say that prophetic prediction should
be ranked with other farms of prognostication, the
seml-magical response to the idle curiosity of such
as resort to crystal;gaZers and the like. For 6ne
thing, the reforming prophets' predictions arose, for
the most part, out of the immediate situatlon and its
significance IN GOD'S SIGHT: for another, true pro-
phecy ié more than any other consideration a spiritual

Phenomenon.

In the political sphere, Israel never achieved any
prominence among the nations, Similarly, in the womld
of material and intellectual advance she had llttle to

contribute, It was in quite another department of



life that she made her vital and enduring contribution -
in the great search for truth and the knowledge of God.
Indeed, Israel became the pathfinder, and herein gave to
the whole world, for all time, the fruit of her religious
genius, a revelation supreme and unigue. Not least
among the wonders connected with this gift of Israel to
the world's knowledge of God, is that its fullest real-
ization took place through the instrumentality of a body
« or rather a succession - of prophetic individualilsts
living at a time when her national 1ife was at its
lowest ebb, and even threatened with extinction.
Beginning with Amos in the middle of the eighth century,
this line of seers continued fdr three centuries-or-more,
before, during and after the Exile,

"A unique and imposing spectacle is this pro-

cession of prophets, appearing as they did under

untoward circumstances, transcending material

conditions, towering over their contenmporaries,

preaching by divine compulsion a doctrine which

for their age had neither material basis nor

historical warrant, bearing testimony in their

words and in their lives to the truth expressed

by Zachariah, 'Not by virtue of material strength

and political power shall ye prevail, but by my

spirit, saith the Lord.' For mark...although they

came apparently to predict doom, they were
essentially the apoetlel of falth and hope."

336

-} BUTTENWIESER, The Prophets of Israel,

1914, PpP.b6.

That the prophetlc Word was a revelation, and, for
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those who had ears to hear, an unfolding of Divine.
truth, is both clear and fundamental. But what needs
to be held in mind is that the D'BHAR YHWH was not
simply thg.impartation of information about God and -
His will - a kind of pre;determined dogmatic theology !
It was the result off a soul—agopy of a man of God, an
oracle prompted by a given situation and directed
towards that situation. For the most part, the words
of the prophets were a summons and é_challenge to
PERSONS, through a PERSONAL agent, by a PERSONAL GOD
Who was intimately and vitally concerned with the
condition of those persons. The prophets were men

of falth addressing a people without faith. They
'dominate the landscape of Israel's history becauss
‘they were splritually-minded men seeking to stir a
people to a realization of the significance of the
policy they were pursuing, and of the inevitable
judgment their sinful, wayward and faithleés career
must bring upon their heads. The Divine Word was
not to be recelved pasqiﬁely and merely approved of

by the hearers. It must stir them to the depths

of their soul and evoke repentance and dedication.

Isaiah knew at the very outset of his ministry

as a prophet what sort of response his Word was going



to call forths o

" Then said I, Lord, how long ? And he answered,
Until cities fall into ruin without inhabitant, .
And houses without a man,

And the land be left desolately waste,

And Jehovah have removed man far awaf,

And great be the desert in the midst of the land;
And still if there be a tenth in 1it,

Even it shall be again for consuming.

Like the terebinth, and like the oak,

Whoss stock when they are felled remaineth in them,

The holy séed shall be its stock."

338

" = Isaiah 6:11-13, tr.G.A.SMITH, The Book of Isalah, 1910.

Frequently the only response was anger and a further
stiffening of the neck towards the one true message of
hope in a time of dire peril when the professional
nebhi'im oried, "Peace, peace," but there was no

peace (Cf.Jer.8:11). It was in the nature of things
that Israel should find it hard to receive the Word of
the Lord, for had He rnot sald Himself, "For my thoughts
are ndt your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways"
(I88..55:8). But the dynamic Word shall not rebound
without Juétifying itaif aﬁd ite birth in the soul of



the prophet, and its inspired proclamation - "it shall
accomplish that which 1 please, and it shall prosper

in the thing whereunto I sent i1t" (Isa.55:11).

IX. THE COMPLEX CHARACTER OF THE PROPHETIO
CONSCIOUSNESS,

.In this close, analytiocal study of the phenomena
which constlitute both the prophetic consciousness and
the methods of the various types who are broadly
claﬁéed aé *prophets', one has come to apprecliate the
complex character of the subject. The ascription
'prophet' embraces men as far removed, both in respeot
of time and of type, as Moses (the man who spoke with
God 'face to face'), and Samuel (so reminiscent of the
Arabian KAHIN or the Babylonian EARU){ and Amos (the
rugged rustic, possessing the D'BHAR YHWH through a

compelling vision in his soul of the nature of God

"and the heart of Israel's condition, end yet at the same

time rejecting any idea of comnection with the popular

contemporary B'NE' HANN'BHI'IM.) If not the full

solution to the problem, certainly H.KNIGHT'S hypothesis

seems to fit the facts more adequately than the llnes

339



adopted by, say, BUTTENWIESER #, or JEPSEN ##,

Knight examines the problem from the psychologlcsl
standpoint, end sees in the Hebrew prophetic conscious-
ness a "complex product which may be traced back to
the two types of prophecy recognized in the ancient
world - divinatory prophecy and ecstatic prophecy"
(op.cit.,p.13). The ecstatlc element was foreign to
the religious tradition of Israel, belonging essentially
to the Canaanite people. It was gradually recelved
into the truly Hebrew religious tradition which itself
1s traced back to ancient divinatlon and magic. The
Hebrew prophetic consciousness, embracing both elements,
is entirely subject to Yahweh and responsive to the
Divine initiative. It is raised from the plane of
crude, heathenish (and probably immoral) Canaanite
fanaticiem, and euperstitioue manticism, to the lofty
level of a morallty corresponding with the revealed

nature of the righteous Yahweh.,

#"Nor are the visions of the literary prophets
in any way akin to the ecstatic visions and
dreams of the diviner" - Prophets of Israel,p.138.

#2",,.the challenging and clear cut hypotheses thrown
out by Jepsen, who declares that there is an
absolute solution of continulty between the official
NEBIIM and the great writing prophets" - H.KNIGHT,

The Hebrew Prophetic Consciousness, p.72.



Between Samuel the seer and the first of the
reforming prophets in the eighth century, there appear
two mighty figures, the salient features of whose
ministry require examination. For 1t is suggested
that in them we sée particularly the contiﬁuing
activity apparently in the line of ancient Semitic
tradition, a formative element in those prophets them-
selves, and one to be further observed in the later

writing prophets also.,

In the person of Elijeh, the firet of the two,
a remankable_GOntrést is struck with the primitive,
professional, ecstatlc prieat-prophets of the Canaan-
ite Baal. In the well-known scene of the contest on
Mount Carmel (I Kings 18317 ff.) we have a valuable
record of the ecstatic prophets in action. What,
then, was the essential element in the dynamio
ministry exercised by Elijah on that occasion, that
which was definitély non-Canaanite ? Eli jah does
not manifest the symptoms of the ecstatic, but rather
the elements of thaumaturgy and magic. He would have
been looked upon as a rain-maker, whose person was
impregnated with wonderful holinese and closely
resembled the Semitic KAHIN. His mantle, moreover,

was more than a symbol of his awful power, it was the



repository of his spiritual.strength,

Something similar appears in Elisha, ﬁho giveg the
impression of having more of the ecstatic about him
than Elijah, Thus he is of particular interest
and significance, belng on the one hand a 'wonder-
worker', raising the dead (II Kings 4:18 ff.),
feeding a multitude (4:42 £f,), making iron to swim
(6:1 £f.), and recommending symbolic actions suggest~
ive of imitative maglc (13314 f.),_or using cledono-
mancy, (ch.7). On the other hand, such practices as
divining what tekes place at a distance (6:32), and
using music to induce the prgbhetic mood , reflecf
those elements which we associate with the ecstatioc,
In Elisha, according to H.KNIGHT, the primitive trad-
ition of magioc and divination becomes assoclated with
the psyochic phenomena of eostasy and so issues in the
complex character of the Hebrew prophetic oongoiouahess

(cf ,KNIGHT, op.cit.,p.48).

Together with the spoken word, uttered by the prophet
and fraught with tremendous power to bring to pass that.
which is described, there is an allied conception -
the acted sign. Something has been said of this above

- in reference to the ninth century prophets: a conclu-
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ding note may now be added with reference to the
canonical prophets. Symbolic action was regarded

as posgeséing té same. kind pf'iqherent power. &8 the
DABHAR; and thus we are not surprized to find it a
features in the ministry of those who are the exponénts
of the Word of God in the period of the high water-
mark of prophecy. The incident of the shattering of
the pot aé Jeremiah makes a solemn proclamation con-
cerning the nature of the destruction which ia.coming
upon Judah (Jer.19:10 £f.), is not a dramétic act to
impress the hearers so much as an EFFECTUAL sign
aeslsting in thé_fulfilmeﬁt of the judgment. The
quaint act of Ezeklel, portraying the siege of ”
Jerusalem-on a tile, is seen in a new light when we
recognize the current Hebrew conception of the
potential of the symbolic act (Ezekiel 4:1 ff.).

In these and simllar instances the prophet is seen
hastening forward the process whereby the will and
purpose of God is fulfiiled. If the methods are
those of the typical oriental mag@cian,'the whole.
symbolic act is transformed to become a fundamentally
different agent - the agent of the religious
conséiousness of the prophet of Yahweh,. with all

that that implies,
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‘The prophets were the recipients of the Word of God,
and we may refer now to thelr reception of the 'voioce'
whioh they heard and which conveyed the Divine messagé,
The term AUDITION, is applied to th e hearing of that .
'voice', and to the appreciation of any sound which
mediated the awareness of God. On examination, we
notice that audition occurs more frequently than vision
in the 0ld Testament, and that, in fact, the latter
is distinctly rare. In a helpful article (J.T.S.,
Jan.-Apr. 1948) L,.H,BROCKINGTON submits the following
figures in respect of the Word of God and His speaking

with men:

DABHAR - 646 times, with MEN as subject;
445.t1mesgﬁith God as subject;

37 times, with ANGEL or SPIRIT

as subject.

- He goes on to suggest three reasons why audition
was the sensory channel more frequently used than any
other in making known the Word of God. First, Hebrew
gnthropomorphism tended to emphasize the ldea of sense
pgrception in generaljy though to asoribe properties

to God on the analogy of human beings did not, for the
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Hebrew, limit His true nature as God. "Physical

reference, for_genuine Hebrew psychology, does not
exclude reference to the psychical or spiritual
qualities" (H.WHEEBER ROBINSON, Inspiration and
Revelation in the OT, 1946, p.19). The body was the
basis of personality, though the FORM of God was never
intruded, but tended to fade, while other things such
as speech and action remﬁined in the fore-front.
Secondly, there was a_prevalent bellef that to hear
God was fraught with less dénger than to see Hiﬁ.

The sight of God, therefore, was a speclal and
exceptional privilege. Thig 1is not, of course, so
diminish the sense of privilege in auditlon. Thirdly,
there is a characteristic Semitic conception - the
dynamlic objectivity of the spokeq word., Speéch is
the most intimate and arresting of the many sounds
that may betray one's presence. Personality is
egdpressed through 1t in a distinct manner, and‘by it
there 1s exercised an influence over other persons

(and, to the Semite, things).

It 1s difficult to say how far this hearing of the
Word of the Lord is to be regarded as the audition of
an external volce; how far, that is, the Biblical

accounts reflect. (in their picturesque narration)



a definite moment of spiritual experience when a
special and pecullar revelation came to them in a
manner which coﬁld only be described as "hearing",
Or, are we to say that the so-called audition was an
intuitive perception of the will and nature of God?
What exactly did Jeremliah mean when he said, "For who
hath stood in the counsel of the Lord, aqd hath per-
ceived and heard His word ? Who hath marked His

word, and heard it "

The earlier prophetic references exhibit a pro-
nounced auditory element, and in the Eli jah narratives

there is a physical as well as a spiritual experience,

cf. I Kings 17-19. Whilst in the canonical prophets

we find less of the physical element, there are some
Plain stateménts about a very objective kind of per-
ception. In Amos 3:7, 8, there occurs a blending of
the physical and‘the spiritual, "Surely the Lord God
will do nothing, but he revealeth his secret unto his
servante the prophets. The lion hath roared, who
will not fear? The Lord God hath spoken, who can but
prophe;y?" Isalah heard the unmistakable and com=
Pelling volce of Yahweh after the extraordinary vision
of the_heavenly throne-room, "And I heard the volce of

the Lord, saying, Whom shall I send, and who will go
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for us? Then I said, Here am I; send me" (Iéa.B:B, 9). 7
Similarly; in the commissioning of Ezeklel, after the
viesion of the roll of a book, signifying_the Divine
message for Israel, "And he said unto me, Son of man,

eat that thou findeét§ eat this roll, and go, speak

unto the house of Israel" (Ezek.szl). The prophetic
tradition 1s carried back and idealized in Numbers 12:8,
"With (Moses) will I speak mouth to mouth....and not in
dark speeches; and the form of the Lord shall he behold."
The same tendenoy to emphasize audition 1s found in
Deuteronomy 4:12, "And the Lord spake unto you out of

the midst of the fire; ye heard the-voioé of words,

but ye saw no form; only ye heard a volce."

The prophet is the iﬁstrument through which the Lord
directs His powerful, creative Word; the Lord. speaks
to the prophet, and the prbphet speaks to the people.
The prophet dare not impede the movement of the Word
" which 1s passing through him: ",..all the words that
I command thee to speak unto them; .keep not back a
word" (Jer.26:2). "...whatsoever thing the Lord shall
answer you, I wlill declare it unto you; 1 will keep
nothing back from you" (Jer.42:4). The significance
of this key-function of the prophet has been summed up

by H.WHEELER ROBINSON: an "important aspect of the
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Prophet's function consists in the liberation of the

Word of God, whlich becomes objectively powerful beyond
the range of the prophet's activity" (Inspiration and
Revelation, 1948, P.170). An illustration of the
dynaﬁiclquality attributed by the Semites to speech

is to be found in the incident of the Arab wﬁo tﬁrew
his son tp the ground that the words of his enemies'
curse might pass over his head and be harmless to him,
(WELLHAUSEN, Reste Arabischen Heidentums, p.139, cited

by H.W.Robinson, loc.cit.).

Jepsen and Johnson regard the auditory element as 80
pre;dominant that they propose that the vérb H-Z-H,
when it occurs in a prophetic context, notwithstaﬁding
that it is generally a synonym of RA'AH, denotes
auditory rather than visionary experience (cf.Jepsen,
Nabi, p.43; A.R.Johnson, The Cultic Prophet in Ancient

Israel, 1944, pp.14 ff.).

Figurative and symbollc uses of the terms denoting
speech and hearing follbwed, once the anthropomorphioc
approach had attributed to God those means of commun-
ication with men which men were accustomed to use
between themselves. In Numbers 7:39 we can see the

metaphorical usage, "And when Moses went into the tent



of meeting to speak with him, then he heard the Voloce
epeaking unto him from above the mercy-seat that was
upon the ark of the testimony, from between t’he two
cherubim; and he spaké unto him, And the Lord, spake

unto MoseS8.ees"

"It is tempting to see the transition from
actual to metaphoricsal taking pPlace by noting
that when Deutero-Isaiah wished to convey the
sense of actual audition and external origin
for his message he would say, 'a voice crying'
(or, 'hark, one crying') instead of 'thus saith
the Lord! which, by this time, had been reduced
to a formula. The transition was made within
the realm of the personal so t hat we may say
with Edwyn Bevan that 'the voice from heaven
became, not a sound carried through space, but
the speaking of Spirit to spirit within a man's
heart

- L. H BROCKINGTON, op.cit., quotlng

E.Bevan, 'Sibyls and Seers', 1928, p. 102.

Additional Note:
EZEKIEL'S INAUGURAL VISION.,

In Ezekiel's
inaugural vision, however, we have - in contrast to
other prophets' experiences - an.interesting case
which presents a problem to the expositor. There is,
apart from anything else, a textual difficulty,

Bertholet suggesting that Ezekiel had two inaugural



visions (Hesekiel, 1936, in Eissfeldt's 'Handbuch 750
zun A.T.'), while Herntrich regards only the first
(1.6, ch. 2) es genuine. A document full of threats
and forebodings 1s presented to Ezekiel. He is bidden
to eat this distésteful book as a preparation for his
mission to his people. "And he saild unto me, Son of
man, eat that thou findest; eat this rél;,_and O,
sepeak unto the house of Israéi" (3:1). “On obeying the
Divine command he finds that the,contenis"are not so
bitter as at first: "Then did I eat 1t; and it was

in my mouth as honey for sweetness" (3:3). The inter-
pretation which identifies the roll with the prophecies
(which Ezekiel has to pProclaim) must face the problem
of having to ascribe to the prophet pleasure in his
message of doom. But if, with E.L.ALLEN. (Prophet &
Nation, p.101), we reckon the roll as standing for

the work of hls predecessors, we not oﬁly solve the moral
difficulty, but we.find an e#berience of the Word of God
(albeit a rather novel experience) in keeping with the
man commissioned to deliver it. "In other words, what
brings him satisfaction is the prophetic office as such
and not the partibular oracles of doom which he must
utter in due course"” (loc.cit.). The more importént‘

matter lies in the nature of the object which confronts
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Ezekiel. It is not a natural one as, for example,
the cooking-.pot of Jeremliah, Amos' basket of figs, or

Joel's swarm of locusts., It 1s a BOOK,

"It is as literature rather than as the living
word that prophecy commends itself to him, and
he becomes a prophet by being first a student...
He is a man of dogma more. than of 1lnspiration,
with a thesis to defend rather than a people

to save. One cannot imagine that there was

any community of epirit between him and Jeremiah
during those last days in the beleagured capital."

- E,L,ALLEN, loc.cit,
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XI., POST - EXILIC . PROPHECY.

| Firet, the calamity of 722 B.C., when the Northern
Kipgdom was Bwept away by the Assyrians: +then, the
great captivity of Judah by the Babylonians a little
over a hundred years later - these fulfilled what had
been coneistently foretold by many of the reforming
prophets, In the face of countless D'BHARIM YHWH -
Pleading, warning or Judging - the people of @od had
'sown the wind' and had reaped 'the whirlwind.'
During ﬁnd after the Exlle prophets continued to appear,
seeking to influence the political situatlion by their
oracles, The importance attaching to their conduct
is demonstrated by the fact that Jews in Babylonia
sent accusations to Jerusalem against Jeremiah, who,
in turn, denounced those who proclaimed dellverance

in Babylonia (Jer.29:24 ff,). Ezekiel continued his
eariier prophecies of doom, addressing himself both to
the exiles and to those at home. Deutero-Iéaiah
prophesied the return of the people and the regenera-.
tion of the nation. Haggal and Zechariah were largely
responsible. for the restitution of the Temple. We
note that Nehemlah had to encounter prophets who
supported his perﬁonal adversarles. The ancient

institutions of prophetism survived. all the painful,



prolonged and bitter vicissltudes; and, when the chief
pillars of the common life of the people - the monarchy
and the priesthood of Jerusalem - had been shattered,

the prophet remained.,

Prophecy continued to exert an influence for a
number of centuries, and as late as the lMaccabaeans
(2nd bentury B.C.) the absence of a prophet presented
the problem of what was to be done with the altar stones
desecrated and lying in the court df the Temple, for
there was no volce of authority to guide the people.
The decision was post-poned until there arose a prophet
to pronounce on the situation (I Macc.4:46). Gradually,
however, prophetism lost itsspontaneity. From the
time of Ezeklel and Zecharilah pfopheoy ahowed a tendency
to pass over into an acquaintance with Soripture, and
the figure of the érophet slowly disappears from view.
Even in the Perslan period the beginning of decay in
prophecy may be seen, and thereafter it is the SOPHER,
or scribe, who lﬁrgely occupies the place of the prophet.
The tendency in post-exillc times 1s for a dependence
on what had.ﬁeen Qritten before by préphetic authority,
and in this way does true prophecy exercise anlinfluence
in those. somewhat obscure times.. In ages when the

yoke of foreign overlordship hung heavier on Israel's
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there was a naturally hopeful looking-forward to the
time. when God would vindicate His people and establish
His kingdom and destroy thelr enemies. Largely from
the pa;t;propheoies were visions of the future extracted,
their naﬁure being éschatological, and in this way did
the Danlelic type of apdcalypse supplant the original
D'BHAR YHWH of the classical prophets and their fofe-

runners,

The term D'BHAR YHWH, in the absence of those
burning, compelling Words of God which forced the
bearers to utter them, now settles on a fixed Scripture,
The place of Ezra in this transformation is noteworthy.
The Word of the Lord has become static, having a sense
akin to the old idea of Torah. Of the Spirit of Yahweh,
a category'which some of the reforming prophets seem to
re ject (and certainly avoid) but whose activity and
presence may be discerned, MOWINOKEL says:

"But.the connecting link (ie. between the pre-
and post-exillic prophecy) here i1s the purely
conventional and dilute sense of the word
'Spirit', even in the latest prophets and still
more in the Deuteronomical, canonlcal conception
of prophecy, according to which the prophets
and the Spirit are no longer living realities= ,
but blessings once enjoyed in classical history,
which will only be accorded again to mankind in
the eschatological epoch ##."

- JQBCLQ, V°1.55-, 1934, p.227.

# Zechariash 1:5 f, ## Joel 2:28 ff,
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G.HOLSCHER, "Die Profeten:

"Die Vergleichung des israelitischen Ekstatikertums
der Nebi'im mit den verwandten Erscheinungen der
Nachbarreligionen zeigt, dass eine Parallele zu
dénselben nur auf gyrisch-kleinasiatischem Gebiete
zu finden ist. = Wahrend es guf dem Boden des

reinen Semitentums, in der Wuste, nicht heimisch
ist, bluht es in solchen Gebleten, deren Kultur und
wahrschginlich auch Rasse tells nicht rein semitisch,
tells vollig unsemitisch ist., ~Die Erschelnung '
stellt sigh damit in Zusammenhang mit all den ander-
en religiosen und kulturellen Bezishungen, welche
Syrien mit Kleinasien seit alters verbinden.

- ] Pp 014 1“2 L
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IN SUMMING UP this dissertation, and seeking to draw
out the main cppgluéign to which the study has led,
the writer is consclous that a great deal of ground
haé been covered. . On reviewing the theéié_he is
aware that much more could have been said 1n some of
the éhapters; and there will be, perhaps, readers
who think that full justice has not been done to the
views of some scholars and that due consideration has
has not been given to certain eviéence. But our
general impression - having amaséed_the considerable
amount of_mapepial, anq_gorteq it out, and examinedz
the variogé possible éourceé of the Johannine Logos-
doctrine - 1s that there are two major claimants:
(1)_Alegandrian Judaism, of which Philo is the chief
representative and positive influence; ” _ and
(11) the 014 Testament. These two, we think, merit
our attention far more than any of the other poss-
ibilities. But since we have already shown that

we consider the proposed Alexandrian Jewish source
to have no slight objections, it leaves us with the

0ld Testament. Thus, we are now happy to record our
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reasons for believing that,in shaping the Logos-doctrine
in the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel, John was drawing
his main concept and (to a large extent) his concomitant

‘ideas ahd terms .from the 0ld Testament.

_Afperha_lopg apdlqircuitous, éxplgrgtory Journey we
return to echo the words of thé Iﬁtroduction, which
‘anticipated the thesis: "We think the underlying s;:lgni_-l
ficance of the LbGOS iF;the Prologue to have its roots

..in Hebrew thought, as opposed to Hellenistic. The

~

‘answer to the rid@lgyof John's Logos-hymn is not to ‘be
found in the realm of classical” philosophy, Hellenistic
lexicology or comparative religions.?'_lt is to be found
in.the_;;ving dfama_of é_Diy;ne, redemptive purpose,
gradually unfolded as age subceeded age, of which some
record ié-preserved in the .01d Testament." The religion
of t@e_Ispgeliteq was an experimental one; "as G.W.ANDER-
SON says, tersely but truly, "...for the Old Testament
does nqt_cpntain a speculative religion, but bears wit-
neés to the acts of the living'Goq," # It was a
dynamic religlon, and the record of it in the 0.T. has
not concealed its dynamism. Indeed, the fact that we
can fee; the dynamism (in spite of the limitations cir-
cumscribed by the medium of cold print) is not least

# in Art.,'Hebrew Religion', The 0.T.and Modern Study,
ed.,H.H.Rowley, 1951.
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among the wonders of the 0ld Testament, We believe that

one who had so profound an appreciation of thé'dynamic
character of Jesus Chriet - His Person, His Message and
His Religion - would aléq have a true appreciation of
the vitality of the 0.T. religion. What was more nat-
ural than that he should portray -the Figure of the Pro-
logue according to concepté and themes dominant in the
0ld Testament ? It is not as though he were obliged to
burrow and strain nis sight; and that we are ascribing a
methéd,which_would have been improbable, when we visual-
ize the author qf.the Fourth Gospel linking his iental
picture of Christ with the”thoughp-fqrmé and fundamental
ideas of the Old Testament.  They are mighty; basic-
spiritual truths and Divine principlgé of the Sacred
Scriptures which constitute the idea-strata of the

Johanning Prologue.

John is not, we affirm, stretching the legitimate
application of the 0ld Testament when, and as, he
describes the Person of Christ in the Prologue. He
is‘QQing what would have come most naturally to any
devout Jew who had been enlightened through Christian
experiance. ~ Jesus Christ is the culmlnation of all that
had gone before. Of Him the prophets spoke, though the#

realized not the Divine Fulness of the Subject of thelr
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prophecies. He was the Inaugurator of the New Coyensnt,
whereby the Lawugf'Gpd.waéntq be written 1n the human
heart and men would know God, for their sins would be
remembqred“no_more.__mHe was the Perfecter of all that
was partial and incomplete in the former age. Every-
thing was moving towards Him, until in "the fulness of
the timeé_Go@_sent”forth_HigﬂSon, made of a woman" -
for what purpose ? In order to achleve that for which
Israel had waited so long, "to redeem them that wefe._
under the Law, that we mighit receive the adoption of
sons" (Gal.4:4, 5). Nowhere is the significance of
F.D.Maurice's dictum more relevant than in the Prologuse,

"The Old Testament 1s the dictionary of the New."

~"The living drama of a Divine, redemptive purpose,
gradually unfolded...." Dynamic creativity, personal
ﬁediatiqn, Divine revelation, purposeful redemption -
these are THE themes of tﬁe.Old Testament; themes to
which all others are subordinate. No less are they the

themes of the Johannine Prologue.

The consideration given to the numerous, diverse and
exhaustive studies, by some of the ablest scholars of
modern times'(eacp‘with an admittedly well-attested

and cogent argument), leaves one with the irresistible



impression .that they have not afforded adequate recog-
nition to oneveséenpial_elemegt, that John not only knew
the Old Testament but lived in its atmosphere even as
his Master had done.  COreation, Mediatlon, Revelation,
Redemption (qualified by such epithets as dynamic,
personal, Divine, purpoéeful) are all linked with that
rich concept - and more than a concept, a self-authen-
ticating and effectual agent - the D'BHAR YHWH, which
occupies so large a place of influence in the 1life of
Iépael, both nationeally and ipdividually. We have
sought to 1ndicate how deeply-rooted wae the whole con-
ception of the Word of.God in ‘the tradition aﬁd religion
of Iérael; ‘how distinctive ﬁas“the content and nature
of that WORD; and, 1f we may so speak of it, how
thoroughly Israelitish is its theology. True, it owed
a certain debt to éﬁé_nqn;Israelitg‘peoples with whom
the Israelites came into contact in Canaan, and to the
whole western Semitic idea of the dynamic word.  But,
chiefly at the hands of the long line of prophets, it
was forged into a unique conception by their experience
of its Divine Source, of its character 88 both 'tremendunm'
and 'fascinans', and of its terrible inexorability in

. -jodgment and gracious efficacy in blessing. There are
phaées of its operation which some writers consider hest

expressed in a mild poetical personification. John was
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- sensible of all this, we suppose, and would have been

under the influence of this age-old Heobrew conception,

i 1V, PR~ S (%0 B i 1 i e Y2 Yy o
When John made the great opening deolaratien,EV dPXQ ?V

o /\OXQS s and further enlarged on it in the words of
verse 3 of the Prologue, 7i'c<v-raz SiioTol ébfevcro Keu Xueus auqou
ezévcm oh6e éy .«» We do not doubt that he was echoing
directly the thought of the opening verses of the first
Book of Moses. The Almighty SPOKE, 1ln the beginning,
and IT WAS DONE. The idea of the creativity of the
Divine.wOrd occurs in numerous places in the Scriptures.
"By the word of the Lord were the heavens made...for He
epake, apd it was done; He commanded and it stood fast"
(Ps,3%:6-9) - this is a clear reference to the creation
of the heavens and the earth according to the Genesis
tradition, _ The Word of the Lord is not capricioue in
its working, for we read, "Fer ever, o Lord, thy word
is set}led in heaven" (Ps.119:89); and it is immutable,
"The grass withereth, the flower fadeth: but the word
of our God shall stand for ever" (Isa.40:8). Moreover,
the Divine Word has the-guarantee of the Divine Being
attaching to it, for it is the "word of Hie'holiness",
and He is faithful in remembering it (Ps.105:42). Much

the same idesa underlies the words of Joel 2:11 ("for He



”ig“stfong that executeth His word")., Yahweh command-
eers the elements and makes them servanté of His Word:
"Fire and hail,_anw and vapour; stormy wind, fulfil-
ling His word" (Ps.148:8). Even the angels are the
ministers of the Divine Word (Ps.103:20). For guld-
ance, the Word of God is a lamp unto the feet, and a
light unto the path, of God's people (Ps.119:105). The
Almighty commissions His Word, "He sendeth out His
commandment upon earth; His word_runneth very swift-_
1y"; 1t can make the ice to melt, "He sendeth out His
word, and melteth them" (Ps.147§15, 18). Again, when
"they cry unto the Lord in thelr trouble...He sendeth
His word, and healeth them, and delivereth them from

their destructions" (Ps.107:19, 20).

.The noblest statement of this belief in the bene-
fiéent, effectual Word of the Lord, this restless,
creative agent of the Divine Will, 1s found in lsaiah 5§,
the miniature Gospel which wants but the name. of Jesus
Christ, This sublime proclamation of good-news tells
of a heavepl& bread (and drink) which satisfies (vv.1,2;
cf. Jn.ch.s); Sf_a new 1life and an everlasting covenant
(v.3; of. Jn.ch.3); & leader who shall gather men unto
himéelf from among the gent;;eé (cf,Jn.4:21 £f.; 12:20 ff,

& 32); a gracious invitation (vv.6, 7; cf. Jn.12:35, 38),

3e2
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and & warning that the Mind of God 1s mot the mind of
men (vv.8, 9 of.Jn.3:31 ££.). The proclamation
mode of operation, and benevolent purpose, of the
D'BHAR YHWH: - |

"...50 shall my word be that goeth forth

out of my mouth: it shall not return

unto me void, but it shall accomplish -

that which I please, and it shall pros-

per in the thing whereunto I sent it." - -
Do not the great themes of Isalah's "little g;s;é%}:
which feature (albelt on an even higher plane) in the
body of the Fourth Gospel, appear in.the Prologue ¢
The spoken Word and the Incarnate Word have both pro- _
ceeded directly from God Almighﬁy. Both are creative-
for good and blessedness - towards a needy mankind.
In both cases it is God Who takes the 1lnitiative, and
if the term grace' is not found in Isaiah 55, cert-
ainly the idea is there. There is the same kind of
aﬁtithesis between the Mind of God and the mind of wman
to be found in the Prologue. Humanity's profound
spiritual neéd féatures in both, though one calls it
hunger and the othgr_SPeags of darkness, The tre-
mendoué wordélof Jomn 1:12 tell of the everlasting
Covenant. Undgrly;ng both is the thought.of mediation,
and that by means of a mediator which (or Who)-has a

Divine origin.,




34
.. The 014 Testament is the account of a God Who is
supreme, invisible, all-powerful, holyg”anq utterly
gpiritual and morgl, _ma_king .H:i.mlself known i.Wo\opePlSS
Ked) Wokureéwi»_g - to mankind, which would otherwise have
remained in darkness and_in ignorance of His Nature, Hig
Being and His Will. Dr.T.H.ROBINSON has recently writ-
ten that in the 0.T., "men recognize & unique revelation
of God, an expression of His ﬁature, His will, and Hig
methods of dealing with men" #., He adds, in the néxt
parsgraph, "For the Christian, the supreme importance
oflﬁhe.OId Testament lies in the fact that it prepares
for, and in a large measure explains, the New Tes tamerit "
Acpording‘to.phe 0ld lestament, God began to bfeak the
silencé in the very earliest times and spoke to certain
individuals. It was not the speculations of the human
intellect which penetrated the darknessj it was God
Himéelf, taking the initiative, Who approached man.
Femiliarity with the prédigioué fact of Divine self-
manifestation tends to blunt our_appreciation of its
wonder. Sometimes through a natural phenomenon, or
'again,fﬁhrough 8. super-natural phenomenon; otherFimes
through dream and vision, or again, in theophany =
whatever the form, 1t was the same God speaking to the

same human race. Not in abstractions and under

# The 0.,T. and kodern Study, 1951, P.347.
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elusive categories, but through the concrete and tangible,
throﬁgh the comprehensible (if unusual or'super-natgral),
God madé_ﬁimself known to men. Not through magic or the
riduculous, but-thpough media which, for the most part,
formed the famillar constituents of human experience God
communicated Himself to men., "Revelation is not the
comnunication of a system of_futupe events, or of a sys-
tem of moral or religious requirements, but the making
known of God's will which 1s to be performed in the part-
icular and conerete situatlon, and of threats and prqmises
of divine actlvity which will also be realized in thei '
particular and qoqcrgte_g@tuationﬁ (HEMPEL, in 'Record
and Revelation', 1938, p.67). In a word, there WAS

such a thing - and a tremendous thing indeed - as

Divine revelation; it was a self-revelation, graciously
made with~holarpfu;eJq;pgyior'mqtive; gnd it was made.
along the line of personsal gxpe?ience aﬁdlwgg intensely
real. The acts of Divine self-manifestation recounted
for us in the 0ld Testament Qoﬁtrast most sharply with

. typical oriental magic, divination and soothsaying, in
which it is man all the time groping after the divine
being and trying to wring out of him some manifestation
by all means. We have noted, in the study, how lower
forms of mediation were gathered up into the higher, till
the PROPHETIC becomes the predominating type of mediation

for Divine revelation,
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~ It is not necessary to recapitulate extensively '
thg.poinpa»qiscusqedhin the fourth part of this thesis;
we need only remind ourselves of the chief properties
and functions of the Word of the Lord as the agent,
Par excellence, of the prophetic_inspiration and pro-
clamation. The act of revelation of the D'BHAR YHWH
to the prophet was not an end in itself - it was pre-
eminently a revelation for a people in their need, and
that primarily spiritual. The Word of God was purposeful,
entirely lacking in capriciousness and irrationality.
As the true oracle -of the Almighty-it was rational, .
compelling and essentially communicable, appointed for |
certain particular circumstances of thé national or
individual 1life. One of the criteria which differen-
tiated the Divine Word from clever and Persuuasive
counterfeits was the kind of fruit it produced in
human lives. Spurious D'BHARIM inevitably yielded
corrupt condgct; DIBHRE YHWH bore spiritual fruit.
Again, the Word of the Lord was wholly in keeping with
all that had been revealed of the morél character of
Yahweh. Moreover, one of the things that made the
D'BHAR YHWH so real was that it both reflected the
'Divine pathos' and that it passed through the crucible

of profound personal experience of the soul of the
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prophet. Without press;ng_the“thought too far, we
may suggest that there was a sense in which the D'BHAR

YHWH was a Divine-humen word.

What of the LOGOS THEOU, Jesus Christ ? Through
His mediation there came a revelation from God, a pure
and holy and dynamlc revelation, designed for the
spiritual needs of mankind. There was nothing irrational
about the LOGOS, nothing capricious, for in becoming
fleﬁh He appeared amoﬂg_men in a wholly communicable
form, and His Message was compelling and self-authentic-
ating. ﬁis life, His words and works, were entirely
congruous with all that had been made known of the nature
. of God; they were the complement énd consummation of
pre-Christian revelation. In the heart of Jesus the
Divine and the human met ona p%ane infinitely higher than
any prophetic experience, and out Sf that heart qent
words and acts immeasurably more dynamic thah anything
witnessed in the previous Age.  Nevertheless, the
LOGOS THEOU is comparable and consonant with the D'BHAR
YHWH.  Figuratively we may say that the LOGOS THEOU

is the D'BHAR YHWH 'in a higher key.'

There is a historical significanee of the Word of the
Lord. The DABHAR came with self-authenticating force

to challenge and demand a response. Men either responded
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or requeq to respond - in gither case h;sto;y was
fgrge&,_fdr Israel was the people of Yahweh and His
govereign Hand directed the course of their career.

The direction which their history took was gove?ned by
the nature of their reaction to the revelation - the
self-revelation of God, pre-=eminently through the

D'BHAR YHWH. So with the LOGOS (In.1:12); the response
of a man to the supreme self-declaration of God in the
Logos made flesh turned the course of that man's life -

| for him it made history. The prophetic principle which
is to be seen in, for example, the call of Abraham in its
elementary application, 1is also to bg geen - but at its
highest level and most significently - in the advent of
the Incarnate Word....."The Light shineth in darkness,
and the darkness comprehended it not...He came unto His
own, and His awn received Him not. BUT as many as

received Him, to them gave He authority to become the

sons. of God" (Jn.1:5, 11, 12).

We have shown in chapter three (c) why we reject
Alexendrian Judaism as a possible source of the Logos-
doctrine of the’Johanninq Prologue. . It is not
necessary to re-state wha£ was said in that section.
'This, however, we may add. We cannot deny that, with

all his devotion to Judaism, Philo embraced within his

368



3¢9

éygtgm certain idgaé'and_doc@rines whiéh were basically
pPagan. However they may have been regarded as highly
respectable and worthy concepts coming from a noble
philosophy, they were pagan, with all their pagan
associations, pantheistic origin and essentially non-
Gawish propertles. In none of Philo's figures or
concepts is this more in evidence than in the all-
lmportant Logos-doctrine and the doctrine of the PoWers..
We do not condider it likely that John, an apostle of
Jesus Christ and a pillar of the Church, would have
consciously allowed his_Logos-doctrine to be.coloured

’ by such pagen notions and associations. Certainly
outside the éphere.of’Alexandrian Judaism fhe Logos
(used philosophically) could have suggested nothing

but the traditional pantheistic, pagan ideas of ancient
and respected classical speculation. It is one thing
to say that John borrowed a term in common usage and
used it as a vehicle for the transmlssion of his own
doctrine; it is quite another thing to say that the
‘technical term, as used by a certain religion or
philosophical scheme, influenced John's usage and was

the 'source' of that lofty doctrine or of elements

within it,

We cannot escape the basic idea of 'rational principle’



which haunts the term LOGOS, however much Philo (and -
others) may have tried to conjurg with it, and try

to make something of ‘a personality out of it. It is
very uncertain, in any case, whether Philo really did
have any definite conception of a personal Logos beyond
that of a poetical personification. John's Logos, on
‘the other hand is essentlally and primarily‘personal.

So personal was it,that it did that from which any
Hellenistic thinker would recoil - THE WORD BECAME FLESH.
The most that can be said of the Hellenic and Hellenistioc
Logos is that it was a rational principle which was
manner and mythologically conceived. Théligggg thaf
can be said of the‘thannine Logos is that He was the
Eternal Son of God, Who was gloriously incarnate, and in
so doing brought life and immortality to light through
His.Gqspel, and gives the right of Sonship. to those who
persbnally receive Him, Dynamic Creator, personal
Medlator, Divine Revealer, gracious Re®ieemer - these
are the attributes of the Logos made flesh. On
examination,in the light of the great themes asspciatéd
with the Divine Word of the Old Testament, we find that
the 'riddle' of the Johannine Prologue ig no more. It

was John's point of contact with the non-Jewlsh world
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around h;mirfrom_which point he_hopes to lgad phem to
bellieve that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of Godj and

that believing, they might have LIFE through His Name.
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