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INTRODUCTION

#Ig there a difference between &é ondw and 1A T has sparked the
imagination of commentators on the Johannine writings, perhaps as far back
as Jerone's Vulgzate, where the distinction is maintalned in Latin. However,
this question wasn't a very great toplc of interest untll comparitively
recent times, starting with perhaps the early nineteenth century onward.
Suddenly this question, perhaps sparked by the growing interest in higher
criticism, became the middle of a controversy, with some on the one side
finding new depth to the use of this word, particularly in the Gospel's
twenty-first chapter. Others tend to dismiss the question with merely a
sentence or two--if indeed it rated that muech. This paper will be one
more addition to that controversy.

The point in question is a hard one to settle, because the outcome
depends entirely upon where one standsin his approach to the Bible in
general and to John in particular. One may see a passage as demonstrating
the simplicity of John, while another sees great sabtlety and ecomplexity,
meanwhile a third sees nothing in the passage at all. Sometimes it's
because the person hasn't looked at all the data concerning the passage
in question, and thersfore needs to widen his outlook. One goal of thils
paper, then, is to investigate as much data and interpretations as are
available so that the reader can see the full scope of what is involved
as he considers for himself the distinetion between these two words.

It is important to realige that this will not be an anbliased paper,

since the writer is of the opinion that a difference does exlist between
1
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these two words, and will be defending this position. However, the attempt

will be made to present data from both sides, to let the reader know what
kind of things must be dealt with and where different opinions might
influence the reader®'s concluslons.

There are five major areas to be pursued as this topic is investigated:
I) Is the possiblity of a difference strong enough to warrant investiga-
tion? II) According to the Johannine writings, what might some differences
be? III) What has been the difference as seen by commentators on John?
IV) Conclasions concerning the difference between these ﬁords; V) The
application of this difference in various passages, so that this distinc-
tion doesn't remain merely academic, but also has practical use.

For ease of reference throughout the following papex, what is called
"a ag][c,lw" is to include Q)ig.ﬂaw (agapad), M(agapé), and a!angp’;
(agapstds). On the other hand, what will be referred to ¥ gl déu™ is to
include _gliAéw (philéo), geAia (philia), and g{doc (philos).

Concerning what will be considered as included in the text of the
Johannine writings, both chapter 21 and the epistles will be regarded as
coming from the same author's hand. It 1s possible that these were not
all written at the same time, but is this writer's opinion that they
reflect the continuity of concerns, language and expression found in the
rest of the Gospel. As for the Apocalypse, its authorship has been more
severely criticized, and since there are very few references to love in
this book, it will be omitted from this consideration. The question of
anthorship oan be a large topic of inquiry, and although chapter
twenty-one's role 1n this question will be breifly discussed in section
V, if the reader wishes to pursue the question further, it is suggested

that he refer to section “E" of the Bibliography.



I. THE POSSIBILITY OF A DIFFERENCE

In the following points, the groundwork is laid for even considering

the question, determining whether investigating the possible difference

between c’q oafidw and 4“‘6'«0 is justifiable.
U 7
A. Incidence of Occurance

It is an interesting fact that the Greek Bilble used c;.ao.fréu:a.t all.
This was highly uncharacteristic of written non-Biblical usage, where the

highly dominent word was J cAéw, '&\cxnauo was the uncommon, almost rare,
LA )

word.1 If there were no real appreciable difference, it would seem logi-
eal and natural for the New Testament writers to use the more familiar
word, instead of one that might be strange and unnantural to the common
people (in whose langmage the New Testament was written).

This argusent becomes even more significant as one looks at the
Johannine writings. Of all the writers in the New Testament, John seems
to be the most concerned with the topiec of love. If one puts together
the g’ag'ﬂ&w and the é;déw groups, and includes the pastoral epistles
in Paul's writings, Panl uses these words about 140 times, which is the
most of any writer in the New Testament. But then consider that in abomt
half as much space (in both Greek and English!), John uses these words
about 130 times! Apparently, then, John had a great interest in this
subject, and on this basis, would most likely have paid more attention

1Kenneth S. Wuest, Word Studies in the Greek New Testament (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1989), p. 24k4.
3




In
to how ®love® was presented. ©So, when he used an uncommon word for love

(aa aldw ), it would seem that there would be purpose behind it, accenting
to his readers that the idea inherent in & (déw was not sufficient for
his purposes.

A second consideration under this point is the lncidence of occur=-
ance of these two groups of words within the Johannine writings. Many
commentators, such as Barrett, Guy, Hoskyns, Moffatt, and Morris,1 feel
that John uses both groups of words merely out of a desire for variation.
This seems a very weak conclusion, especially when one looks at usage in
chart form. If John was seeking relief from monotonous use of, perhaps
the &é andw group, he is neither consistent nor logical, lacking varia-
tion precisely where one would expect it, and when he does have "varia-
tion," it is contrary to logical expectations.

In the following chart, ecircled numbers are the (Acw words. Penned

in numbers above the typed numbers are chapter and verse designatioms.
THE Ga3PFL oF TOWN

Fue 19 29 A
1 2 m ; :‘ } AW d )
w_fo A 23 A fmus f_-ﬁmb.?
w/15 16 17 18 19 20/ 21 23 2 25

3 24 28 31 /5= /0 12
% 28 29 30 31/ 33 E 39

26 [20:2 J2U:7

3 [/ 55

1oharles K. Barrett, The Gospel Aecording to Saint Johns: An Intro-
duction with Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text (Londons SFCK, 1965),
Pp. 216, 486; H. A. Guy, The Fourth Gospels An Introduction (Londons
MacMillan Edweation, LTD, 1972), p. 1103 Edwyn Clement Hoskyns, The
Fourth Gospel, ed. by Francis Noel Davey (London: Faber and Faber Limited,
1947), P. 5583 James Moffatt, Love in the New Testament (Londons Hodder
and Stroughton Limited, 1929), p. 46; Leon Morris, Studies in the Fourth
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You will note that there are twenty-six instance of 53 awow without

relief by variation, all within 12343 to 15:133 there are eight occurances
within four verses, with no variation (14321-24); within another five
verses, there is no "relief™ until the ninth instance (1539-13). This
certainly does not follow any recognizable logie if John employs ¢c)\§'w
for variation.l

Another example that must be investigated is the celebrated 21315-17
pericope. It is not usuwal that when varlation 1s employed, that one begins
with variatlon and ends with monotony--unless, of course, a point is to be
made through that "variation.® Yet that is what happens in this pericope.
Verse 15 has both, so also verse 16, but the second instance in verse 16,
and all of verse 17 have the same word-=in other words, the pericope
starts with variation and ends with monotony. Therefore, on this basis,
it is unlikely that the gc)éw group is used merely for “varlation®.

There seems to be more purpose behind it than that.
B. The Audience

Who John was writing to also must be taken into aecount, because
John presumably was not writing in a vaeuum, for his own gratification,
but to tell others the Gospel., However, this is a special Gospel-~-it
seems aimed toward the Christian eommunity in particular, since it omits
or skips over faets that have heen covered in the synoptics--facts with
which a Christian community would be at least somewhat familiar. In

this case, the Christian community "Sltz-im-Leben" would have a great

Gospel (Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
19 9 14 P‘ 8720

1paward A. McDowell, Jr., has an interesting discussion on these and
related matters in his article "'Lovest Thou Me?' A Study of John 21:115-17,%
Review and Expositor, 3% (1935), pp. 428-9.




6
deal of bearing on the understanding of these two words,and their plage

in the language of the community should be investigated.

On these lines, Benjamin Warfield assertss

The simple truth is that the New Testament writers use aya 9

o\ Q0N » to express the idea of love beeause it was theégord for

1336 current in their cirele and lying thus directly in their way.

e « o They do not paush ?dgw into the background; they found it in

the background, from which they do not draw it, not because they

looked npon it as a base word, but because it had become too inexpres-

sive a word to meet thelr needs, expecially since the Septuagint had

communicated to the ordinarily current word for love additional

shades of suggestion which enlarged its range of application precisely

on th@ side on which the New Testament writers desired to speak of

love.
If one adds a little historical reasoning, along with Bibliecal evidence,
this possibility begins to take shape. To begin with, Paul quite probably
wrote hls letters long before John wrote his Gospel and epistles. As the
outstanding missionary and theologian of the Christlan world of that time,
his concerns and understandings would be widely pread throughout the
Christian community. In addition to this, Panl was responsible for
bringing into being the church at Ephesus (Acts 18, 19), and he maintained
tles with them (Epistle to the Ephesians), and therefore probably this
chureh would have a heavy stress on Pauline methodology. Since John,
according to tradition, wrote his Gospel from this eity, it would seem
very possible that he would work somewhat within Paul's framework, and
therefore, when a distinetively Pauline word shows up (of his 140 refer-
ences to love, only two are of the gﬁckeu)gronp), it could very well be
an intentional "trigger" to remind the reader of the Pauline background.
In other words, John did not have his own theology, bat one that worked
with and ran on the same lines as Paul's, supplementing Paul's theology

Just as much as it may have been his intention to “supplement" the other

1Benjamin B. Warfield, "The Terminology of Love in the New Testament,"
Princeton Theological Review, XVI (1918), p. 184.



gospels of the community (yet without sacrificing the integrity of his7
own vi.ewpo.'mi;.).1
Also, as alluded to in I Corinthians 10:20-22, 31-33, and spe¢ifieally
mentioned in Jude 12, there was the "aga.pe-fea.st".z This might indicate
a trend in the community toward making djan] a technical term in their
theology (perhaps as "agape™ is becoming 1:06.:9.3,').3 This would then sup-
port Warfield®s idea, in that &3 ony] was used because it was so much a
part of the Christian community's current vocabulary of special and speei-
fioc terms (much the same as "rinity", "justification", "sanctification®
are specialized terms for the Christian community today).
Should all this be true, Warfield's next comment is also worthy of
examinatlions
en é_u\e"w served their purpose better than a\ewav, they used
;LA&Z; but this use could not escape being ex?ﬂ*ﬁ%zrﬂ' just because
ondv had become the general word for love, and the Septuagint had
pﬁ;parod it for New Testament use by filling it with the content
which the New Testament writers most needed to express.
There is a problem with Moffatt when he says that although * c’tao.néw
was the ordinary term of the Christlan vocabulary, its older synonym
_Mé_wcould still be employed for the sake of variety."5 It must be

remembered that the Christian community was still living in the world--

Lpnders Nygren, Agape and Eros, trans. by Maurice A. Canney- (Londons
Adam and Charles Black, 1908), p. 110.

2joseph N. Sanders, A Commentary on the Gospel According to St. John,
ed. and completed by B. A. Martin %London: Adam and Charles Black, 1968),

pp. 316-73 David W. Wead, The Literary Devices in John's Gospel (Basils
Friedrich Beinhardt Commissionsverlag, 1970), p. 33.

Nygren, Agape, pp. 83-4.
"’ﬁarfield, ®*Terminology®, p. 184.

5Moffatt, Love, p.l4b.
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a pagan world at that, which had quite a different idea about love. The

pagan concept had no comprehension of self-giving love, especially from
God--thelr gods were always either self-seeking, or loving only of the
perfect. They simply did not lower themsslves to love anything evil or
lesser.}
To avoid confusion with this pagan theological "baggage"™, it would
seem necessary for the Christian community to use an uncommon word for
love. Since jégéjég was so common, how else might one get across to
another person the different idea of love when that other person thinks
he already understands the word's meaning? Obviously a problem can fast
arise when two people use the same words yet mean two completely differ-

ent ideas. Hence the need of a different word, which would make the

other person realize that something new is being discnasad.z This 1s

1Edw1n Kenneth lee, The Religious Thought of St. John (Londons SPCK,
1962), p. 43 "(Aristotle  wrotes) Sach love cannot be aseribed to God.
The objeet of God's thought must be the best of all possible objeets.
God cannot, therefore, have an object of thought outside of himself., . . .
God cannot possibly retmurn our love because personal intercourse with him
is out of the question. It was therefore a characteristlc of pagan thought
that God cannot love-men; for such love would imply a downward movement,
from the level of divine perfection to a lower level. John, no doudt, had
thls)in nind when he stated clearly the essence of Christian love (I John
4410)."

Also, Allen George Turmer and Julius R. Mantay, The Gospel According
to John, vol. IV in The Evangelical Commen (Grand Rapids, Michigans
Wm. B, Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1965), p. 973 "The idea of God loving
man and suffering for them is pecullar to the Bible. It is unknown in
paganism. Homer has Juno say to Vulcans Dear Son, refrain; it is not well
that thus a god should suffer for the sake of man."

zwnest, WFour Words," p. 2443 “There was no word in classical Greek
which the Bible writers could use which would portray the love God is,
for the reason that it is a pagan language. Therefore, the writers had
to select a word and pour into it the additional meaning. Led by the Holy
Spirit they selected &yandv , a word never very common in classical Greek,
oecuring in Homer only ksn times, in Euripedes three, and not at all in
Aeschylus or Sophocles.*

Cf. Hugh Thomson Kerr, The Challenge of Jesus: Studies in the Gospel
of St. John (New Yorks Flemning H. Revell Company, 1939), p. 190; Robert
Harvey Strachan, The Fourth Gospel: Its Signifieance and Environment
(Londons Student Christian Movement Press, LID., 1955), D. 275.
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neeessary in every language when Christians talk about God's love--consider

German:
In the King James Version agape was translated "eharity." Luther trans-
lated it "Liebe®, but since the German term was always wider than the
English word "charity®, this "Liebe"™ of Luther's Bible is usunally
qualified by preachers and teachers as "christliche Liebe", "Liebe
Gottes", "Naechsten llebe", etec.

It is reasonable therefore to conjecture that o{éom'éu could be used
by the Christian communlty to purposely stand out against fcdéw, to
indicate a new depth to love~--a Christian depth. And, when ¢¢.Aéw is
used, there would be more meaning involved than merely variation, else

possible confusion would result--among proselytes, and even among some

Christians.
C. The Author

In the above point, &E amaw as a technical texm in the community
is discussed, along with the unlikelihood of it being interchanged with
Qc%éw for the sake of variety. Another point to consider is whether
John, as the person who wrote, would have variety for the sake of variety.

Morris thinks so in his exhaustive work Studies in the Fourth Gospe R

He presents a good argument, which should be dealt with. I do ques-
tion some of his evidence--t'variations® that are even up to ten chapters
apart, whether these were thought of as variations in the mind of John
or not. But he does confront us with some powerful data, such as John

13132, 33, 34, where three different words are used of John the Baptist's

seeing the Spirit descending on Jesus ( zefeapyor , (S ps.» and éwﬁana).

1AGAPE, Caritas, Charity," Concordia Theologieal Monthly, 20 (Novem-
ber, 19"’9)’ Pe 5320

20p. cit. (see p. 4, n. 1).
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Are instances like this, variety for the sake of interesting reading=--or

is John pointing out something very important, needing the use of three
different words? This 1s the same problem where three words are used for
“seeing®™ in the resurrection story, involving Peter and the Beloved Dis-
ciple, in John 20:1-10.

If the problem were just left here, the matter would be left for
merely personal opinion. But there's more to consider, which may mean
that John paid closer attention to the words he used than simply for
variety's sake.

That John pald attention to his words and details is evident in his
emphasis on detalls concerning Jewish castoms (cf., 2165 41273 73373 5310;
et al. concerning religious and national customs), Jewish history (cf.,
23203 113493 et al.), and Palestinian geography (cf., 5133 19:13), and
even just minor details (cf., "loaves of barley" 6:19; "house filled with
fragrance® 12:13; "tunic without seam" 19:23).1 But of even greater inter-
est concerns such words as g’v;g@e! (313), 3\'(6‘:’:1&( (11:24), Qastasw
(1246) along with other words which have dowble meanings in John.

We are not dealing with figurative speech but concrete meanings of

the word. The double meaning is not a metaphor or a simile. The
author's deliberate choice involves the dual aspects of a word and
intimates the correctness of both. . . « We may add the few instances
in the Gospel where the double meaning does not come from the intrin-
slc meaning of the words. The interrelation between the double meaning,
the literary stand point, and irony becomes very evident at least at
one point. . . . [Calaphas®' prediction that one man must die for the

people, 11350, Another instance might be Jesus' "Destroy th%s temple®
in 2119, where his body and the temple could both be meant.)

lor interest to the point being made here would be: MeDowell, "Lovest",
pp. 428-9, 433; Herschel H. Hobbs, "Word Studies in the Gospel of John,"
Southwestern Journal of Theology, VIII (1965), pp.68-74; Merrill C. Tenney,
Johns The Gospel of Belief.(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub-
118h1ng Compa.ny, 1953;, Pe 308.

zﬁead. Literary Devices, pp. 32-3.
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What 1s humorous, is to witness the tempest between commentators,

stirred up by such passages as John the Baptist's title for Jesus, "The
Lanb of God, Who takes away the sin of the world!"™ (1329). This singular
comment, put together in such a way, ecan virtmnally encompass all of 0ld
Testament theology--from the lamb of the sacrifices, to the lamb of the
passover, to lambs in other contexts, to the roots in Hebrew and Greek
which seem to also point to a suffering servant motif, etec. Were all
these ideas included? Were the Greek words for thls chosen simply by
chance? Or did John the writer, by intention, choose words and put
together ideas which would open the door of the Christians understanding
to the whole world of 0ld Testament theology?1

Based on evidence concerning 5vu:9@v'and the rest of the above argu-
ments presented above, it is wulte possible that John pald close attention
to the words he choose. Still, what happened to. Calaphas in 11150 could
coneeivably have happened to John, that he spoke words of far reaching
import without realizing it. This is always a possibility, and therefore
must be confronted in the reader's own mind.

Wead's Literary Devices in John's Gospgl2 contains a great deal more

material in this same veln, dealing withs symbolism; the apparent delight
John had in the second person plural verb forms (which could be either
indicative or imperative-~or both!); other pairings of words (like

N eiced and oifa )?; along with other such devices found in John's

Gospel. That there is much more to John's Gospel than "meets the eye"

1Wead, Literary Devices, pp. 37-9; Paul Trudinger, "Subtle Word-Flays
in the Gospel of John, and the Problem of Chapter 21", Journal of Reli-

gious Thought, 28 (Janmary, 1971), pp. 28-9.

20})- elit. (See P. 7’ ni. 2)0

3Tenny, John, p. 308; John A. Cross, "On St. John XXIs 15-17", The
Expositor, Series 4, VII (1893), p. 313.
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is quite evident--he has written something for us that is intended to be

digested slowly and thoughtfully, always mindfaul of the necessity of the
rest of the Bible to grasp his full significance. John has a *matarity
of understanding . . . [which] reflects in depth upon the significance
of these same events in a very subtle way.®1

Perhaps a final point is the probability that John wrote this Gospel
near the end of his life, near the end of the first century. If this is
true, John would have had a much greater background and wisdom to draw
from than an earlier writing. Perhaps 1t took him that many years to
shape and hone his account into what he felt must be said. This however
is simply conjecture.

Looking over these many points raised about John and his Gospel, often
one can get the mental image of a man who has great dllght in hls subject
and in his writing, in his words and in his content. It 1s not as if he
is playing, but that he is obviously enjoying his task, and has so much
to say, that he tries to say what he can in the best and shortest way
possible. The Christian world has accurately symbolized him and his work
as a "soaring Bagle", soaring to the helights of the heavens, yet always
coming back down to earth. It is not only possible, but very probable
that John would have wanted ayamdw to be a technical, Christian term
to express a concept of love that #ﬁLAéQ would miss (or neglect). He

eortainly is capable of doing such a thing.
D. Language and Languages

This section is a kind of "eatch-all®™ for some thoughts raised by

translations and by consideratlions concerning languages. One place to

1Tradinger, "Subtle Word-Plays®, p. 27.
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start is to view the history of the Gospel of John, which Brown points

outs
With the partial exception of Origin, the great Greek commentators
of old, like Chrysostom and Cyril of Alexandria, and the scholars of
the Reformation periocd, like Erasmus and Grotlus, saw no real dif-
ference of meaning in this variation of vocabulary; but British
scholars of the last century, liki Trench, Westcott, and Plummer found
therein subtle shades of meaning.
It is granted that Brown is antagonistic to the position that there are
differences in meaning between d\a 4w and é,)é&% but even a supporter
of this position, Hendricksen, has composed a list of supporters that
begins, with the exception of Jerome, in the early 1900's.2 The earliest
supporter in -the Bibliography at the end of this paper goes back only until
the mid-1800's.

Now this by no means automatically settles the question. Although I
have not been able to research much farther back than the above mentioned
supporter, due to limitations of translation ability, time, and resources,
it seems quite probable that there must have been some who noted the dif-
ference down through the ages, just as Jerome and Origin had done. Yet
this is still something to wrestle with, when the majority of the
well-known fathers do not point up this distinctlon. It may be very true
that this accent was not recogniged--but then, was interest in words, and
in word studies, as strong back then as now? Did they have the resources
-=and the desires~-as we do now, to recognige such differences, with thelr
respective historles, especially as compared to non-Blblieal Greek texts?

There are many unanswered questions here that must be settled in the

paymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to Saint John, vol. 29 of
The Anchor Bible (Garden City, New Yorks Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1970),
p. 1102; cf., Morris, Studies, p. 873; William Hendriksen, New Testament
Commentary: An Exposition of the Gospel According to John (Grand Rapids,
Michigant Baker Book House, 1954), p.! 5405,

2Hendriksen, Commentaxry, p. 406.



14
reader's own mind, since I have little information concerning this aspect.

However there are answers to the crities who cite the problem con-
cerning the "original" language of the Gospel--A:ramaic.1 This does not
necessarily mean that the Gospel was written in Aramale, but at least
that that was the language which Jesus and His disciples spoke. The
argument is as followss There are no fine shades of meaning for love in
this palestinian dialect, there is only one word to encompass the whole
concept. Therefore there would have been no distinction made in the
original discourses by Jesus (and others). So, when John used two words
for this one concept, it was merely for variety's sake.

MeDowell in his article, "Lovest Thou Me?", questions whether we have
adequate proof that Aramaic had only one word for 1ove.2 He points out
that our sources for this dialect are very meager, and we should guard
ourselves from overstating the case. In addition, even though there may
be no words in Aramalc dirsctly indicating other types of love, still
sometimes by idiom or context there ean be words which indirectly are
"synonymsg" for love, without being "love's" equivalent. This is the
thought of Lenskis "Though Aramaic may or may not have two verbs the exact
couhterﬁ#f% of these in Greek, every language has means at hand, besides
bare verbs, for indicating desired differences of thought, such as are
most decidely indicated [heré].“3 And Wead adds this:"In addition to our
inability to obtain surety as to the Aramaie original (if there was one),

the self-evident trmth that the talk . . . was not recorded on the spot

1Morris, Studies, p. 8723 James Alexander Findlay, The Fourth Gospels
An Expository Commentary (Londont The Epworth Press, 1970), p. 152,

20p. eit. (see p. 5, n. 1).
3Richard Charles Henry Lenskil, The Interpretation of St. John's Gospel

(Columbus, Ohio: Lutheran Book Conmeern, 1931), p. 1392; of., George B.
Stevens, Johannine Theology (New Yorks Charles Seribners Sons, 1895), p.27L
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but rather recorded as remembered at a latexr date make such arguments
(concerning the Aramale) tentative.nl

On this basis, the argument based on Aramalc has a weak foundation.
What might make it even weaker is the point brought up by Snaith con-

cerning the Hebrew language, in his Distinctive Ideas of the Old _’I'_e_gtament.z

He finds a difference concerning love between God's 17X (election love)
and His ID |! (eovenant love). Now, even though the distinction may not
be the same as between 5E adw_and _gléw , it would still indicate an
awareness in the Hebrew mind that there is more to love than one word
could encompass. This is by far not the last word on the subject, and it
desrves more investigation.
MeDowell, as he gquotes lLightfoot, brings up another point to think
about in one's decision concerning words used for the sake of varietys
The two parts of a language in which a person writing in a foreign
tongue is apt to be at fault are the vocabulary and the syntax. As
regards vocabulary, we should not expect great luxurience of words,
a coplous command of synonyms for instance. In the matter of syntax,
we should not look for a mastery of complex and involved syntax, or
of sustained and elaborate pe:r:j.od.s.3
It must be remembered that if John finished his Gospsl near the end of
his life, near the end of the first century, possibly in Ephesus, then
he would have had a good long contact with Greek-speaking people, especi-~
ally in the Christian community. It would not be as if John was a novice

in regard to Greek, but would have a good grasp of it. Yet McDowell does

lyead, Literary Devices, p. 313 cf., John Peter Lange, The Gospel

According to John, vol. 13 in A Commentary on the Holy Scriptures, ed. by
Philip Schaff (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1884), p. 238.

2Norman H. Snaith, Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament (Philadel-

phias The Westminster Press, 1946); cf., Daniel Day Williams, The Spirit
and Forms of Love (New Yorks Harper & Row, 1968), p. 19.

3Mc Dowell, "Lovest Thou Me?", p. 431.
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give a point to consider. Greek was not John's native tongue; so was he
necessarily that much accomplished 1n this language to have a vocabulaxry
that would vary for the sake of varlety? Or was it just what he needed,
voeabulary-wise, to express himself adequately? The fact that his syntax
still reflected Aramalic syntax, to the degree that there was amome argument
whether the Gospel had an Aramaic originaliz does this indicate the awk-
wardness of John in the Greek language, so that therefore he might not

have a plethora of synonyms elther? This is the reader's cholce.
E. Inspiration

There is a final argument that Wuest brings up, that in the opinion
of some might be the “clincher*--that of the place of inspiration in this
text. We have talked so much about John, his language, the Christian
community--but the real erux of the matter concerns what the Lord wanted
sald, and how active was He in the cholce of words. Was God's inspiration
general--topical--or was it more specific, causing the Biblical writers to
say exactly what was to be sald, influencing even thelr choice of words?
It is true that John, as a man, might well have used variation for the
sake of variety--but now, did this fit into a greater, over-arching pur-
pose, decided upon by God (remember Caiaphas!)?

In most cases the exegete can readily understand the distinc-
tive significance of the use of phlilein and agapan in their contexts.
In some instances the reason for their use may not be clear, which
fact has led some exposlitors to conclude that in those places they
are wsed interchangeably. But not so. The doctrine of verbal inspira-
tion stands squarely against such teaching, The Bible asserts that
in the case of the original manuscripts each word was selected out of
the voeabulary of the writer by the Holy Spirit for its particular
context of meaning which would convey to the reader conversant with
the original language the exact truth God wishes man to have. That
process of selection extends to the choice of synonyms. In the case
of instances where the use of one synonym rather than the other is

11pi4.
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not understood, it is better to hold rigldly to the Bible claim of
verbal inspiration and wait for further light or be content with no
1light on the problem this side of heaven.

To assert that becamse this conversation was held in Aramaie
rather than Greek, therefore these synonyms are used interchangeably
and thus cannot be held to thelr distinction in each instance of their
use, is beslde the point when the doetrine of verbal inspiration is
taken into account, for while the writers thought in their mother
tongue, yet inspiration guarentees the infallible translation of their
Aramale into the partieuwlar Greek words that would adequately convey
their thought.2

To eonclude part ame of this paper, the reader is reminded that the
intent is to introduce him to the varlous arguments eoncerning the possi-
bility of a difference, which the reader must take into account for him~
self. There are some very strong arguments in favor of the distinction
between &!aﬂéw and éu\e’w, rarticularly the last point made by Wuest.

But on the other hand there are points that don't go away by ignoring them,
such as the fact that very few ancient, medieval, and reformation commen-
tators noted the difference. However, there is enough argument, in the
opinion of this writer, to warrant investigation into the distinction of

these two words.

1‘“3t. "Four Words*, Pe. 241. 2Ib1dc, PP 2“'5‘6.



II. OBSERVATIONS ON JOHN'S WRITINGS

We will proceed on the assumption that there is a difference between
dyonbw and ghéw. But what exactly is that difference? As we Will
see 1n the third section, some try to ralse the flrst above the second,
others tend to the opposite, and still others call them different bat
equal. It is trme that any conclusions concerning the difference must,
in the end, be based on conjecture, sinee the first century Chureh did
not see fit to write dictionaries of Christian terminology. And it is
diffieult, this side of heaven, to talk with the original author (besides,
who'd believe us anyway?). Still, there is factual evidence within John's
writings that we can work with, to come as close as possible to John's
meanings.

In the following, to conserve space, jaust refersnces are given for
some passages, while others are summarized for the reader. Should one

want to check these passages, they will be given in full in Appendix I.
A, Some Points in Common

1., The Father is capable of both
Aéw ~=5320 the Father loves the Son; 16127 The Father loves you
g_!qgéw ~=3335 the Father loves the Son; 1723 that You love them as
you love me; also 103173 14321,23; 1519,10; 17:24,26

2. The Son is capable of both
Bedéw --1113 the one you love is sicks 11336 how he loved hims
5 , 2032 the diseiple whom Jesus loved; also 11311; 15314,15
chggaw--11t5 Jesus loved Martha, and her sister, and Lagarus; 13:1
having loved his own, « . . he loved them to the end;
13123 (191265 21:7,20) the disciple whom Jesus loved;
14431 I love the Father; also 143213 1519,10,12

18
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3. Man is capable of both
Aéw =-12125 he who loves his 1ife shall lose it; 15:19 the world
would love its own; 3329 friend of the bridegroom; 19:12
5 , friend of Cessar
Qaaaraw ~-=3319 man loved darkness more than light; 12343 they loved
the glory of man more than the glory of God; II,1:1 whom
I love in trmth; I,4119 We love beecause he first loved usj
also I,2315; I,3:114

It is interesting to note that in the Gospel of John, both "kinds%
of love in man are not usually depieted in a very positive light. Instead
they are quite negative, and uswally the loving of things, not people.
Perhaps this is significant, the intention being to accent man's perver-
sion of love because of sin. The commands to love (ﬁam’w ) in the Gospel,
and the positive references to a Christian®s love (&)szcfu)) for another
in the epistles, might then suggest the post~redemption (baptized) 1life
of the belliever, who now through the grace of Christ and the power of the

Holy Spiritéan now begin to love properly.
B. Some Differences

1. The nature and results of o’ugaﬂa'w
a. God is &) endw(I,hs8,16)

b. &yorraw 1s of God (I,417)
cotes from God (I, 4310); becamuse He first loved us (I,4319);
he who loves is born of God (I,437); love is perfected in us,
for as He is, 8o are we in this world (I,4:17); If God was
your father, you would love Me (8i142)

¢. Where aioncw is, so also is God (I,2:10; I,4112,16)
he who &éoes not love, does not know God (I,4:18)

d. &aaﬂ&w has no fear (terror?) mixed in it (I,4:18)

P

2. omo’w can be either proper, misused, or lacking
tﬁs in harmony with God's will (obedience~-see points "£®

and "g" below) |

misused--do not & \ayaw the world and the things of the world,
love of the World mean no love the Father in him (I,2:15)
(see also point ®A3" abovae)

lack--(I,3114; I,418); the rejection of God indicates a lack of
the love of God (5:42,43)
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}Qé&ndwls activity (or, activity demonstrates love)
It Gives--The Father loves the Son and gives (3:35), just as He
loves the world (us) and gives (33163 I,419,10)3 what
love He gives us that we are His children (I,351)
-=The Son shows His love for the Father by giving (14331);
we know love because He laid down His 1ife for us (I,3:16)
--A friend shows his love by giving (15:113); gives to his
brother in need (I,3:17)
It Obeys--(especially with man)
Keeps word (commandments) (1l4s15; 141233 131353 14:21;
15110); Whoever keeps His word, in him truly love of
God is perfected (I,235)
It Follows the Lead of the One Loved--(especially for man)
1f God so loved, we ought also (I,4$11); we love because
He first loved us (I,4:19); abide in love, abide in God,
God in you~~in this 1is love perfected in us~-=-as He is,
so are we (I,4316,17); as the Father loves me, I love
you, dwell in this love (15:9)

Therefore a’e%g&'w is commanded
This command“I give you, that you love one another as I have

loved you (133343 15:12,173 I,33113 II,1:5)

?

Results of aiaw

Everyone who éoves the parent loves the child (I,5:1)3 love God,
love brother also (I,4321); abides in 1light (I,2310)3 love God and
hate brother 1s impossible (I,4120); abldes in God (I,4:12,16)

-
c\!au&w endures, even to the end (13s1)

2., The nature and results of ¢" Aé

ae

be.

Ce

God is & 5 and He g’.agc’{ the world (3:16), but He éu\c—i
btalieversé %1%’827). This does not mean that when a person becomes
a believer that God's ﬁlaadw ceases--on the contrary (163:27)1
Apparently then, this indicates something more--a spe¢ial relation-
ship, now that we are His friends (possibly reminiscent of the
theology in Romans 516~11 and other such passages?). "Yom are my
friends if you do what I command you. No longer do I call you my
servants . . oM (15:14,15).

W¥hereas c)l!a _[/a;w is characterized by giving, obedience, and fole-
lowing the” lead of the one loved, Adw is characterized by
revealing and “feeling" (perhaps "£r50m1 empathy" might be more
descriptive?). "The Father ?u\e{‘ the Son and shows (reveals)
Himself (His works) to Him® (5:20). Jesus, weeping at the tomb
of Lasarus, evokes the responses "How He loved himi" (11:36).

Both loves seem to respond to the actlons of the beloved, but
perhaps for different reasons. God cdeT us because we have

( dcdodye) Jesus--in other words, this 1s love responding to love,

as in mutual friendship (16:27). The implieatlion would be that,
for the bellever, God can now begin to go into depths in sharing
and revelatlon, sueh as exists already between Him and the Son (5:20).
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On the other hand, God's & mmm is already present in and
for the world (3:16), yet it also responds because Christ's com-
mands and words are followed. Possibly this means that obedience
brings upon oneself the full benefits of God's (and Christ's)
dyondws Y. . . and We will come and make Our home with hia®
( ﬁ:z:.i, " . you will abide in my love® (15310). Likewise
the Father 3 & the Son from eternity (17124), but still there
is a respog% because the Son gives His 1ife (10117).

That afilw_can "grow" or "respond® may at first sound
strange, since one thinks of God's love as constant, not dependent
on man. However this l1s what the Biblieal record seems to indi-
cate. It is a question on similar lines ass How does the Spirit
Who is already present in the believer, become more "present” when
that believer is "filled with the Holy Spirit® (Acts 13:9)? We
can guess, bat there are areas about God we cannot fathom,

What should be mentioned is one weak link, which is 14321,
where "manifesting® (revealing), which 1s normally linked to

Ao , is instead linked to 3.oméw. This might, though, be
accenting the receiving of love, rather than the mutnal sharing
of friendshlp.

C. Some Observations and Conclusions

Evidently, one cannot assert that only one kind of love is God's love,
while the other is only man's, since both are applied to both. Bat looking
farther, it is apparent that é;gzafu is much more widely developed than

;{s Aéwa-idffact, there is the audscions claim that God is dary, while
this startling claim is not repeated for LAtfa. And since God is aéem g’,
anyone who has a’aaﬂé is born of God and has God dwelling in him. The
fact that he has o’.aaﬂ;{ is demonstrated in his obedience (not from com-
pulsion, i.e., fear, but out of love), and his tendency is to follow in

the footsteps of The ’A!agé (1.e., God), Who gives to the attermost, even
to giving His life.

On the other hand, @lcléw would be a sharing, an empathy, and there-
fore a mutnal revealing of oneself to the loved one. Jesus' display of
emotion is linked to _g¢A éw, along with the mutual concern for one
another, as among friends (11:3).

A serious problem arises in point Ble (and A3), where John (I,2:15)
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talks about %xiatn&u the world in the negative sense, that this 1s a wrong

love. But then no matter how you interpret the word for love, it seems to
conflict directly with points Bib and Bic, where if c’tgggq' is of God,
and anyone who has aa agg’ has God (because this is of God), then how
can you misuse éégrréw when God is so intimately bound up with it?

Nygren's answer is that this is where John strangely narrows 3§aﬂfw
down, becoming "particularistic; it loses something of the origlnal
all-embracing scope, and is limited to those who bear the Christian name.
The Agape by which all men shall know Jesus' disciples, ls the love that
they have one to another as Christians (John 13:35), not a love directed
to those outside."l

If Nygren meant to say that the Christian community is only to love
itself, and not tarn God's redeeming love outward into the world, then
this would be a hard statement for a Christian.to swallow, especially one
who takes seriously Jesus' statement, "As the Father has sent me, even so
I send you." It would seem to negate the Christian mission of revealing
God's love to the world, through the expression of that love. This interx-
pretation would clearly not fit into the rest of the message and intent
of SBcripture, much less of John. Candlish points out:

The point is not that God ean love the world while man, due to his

blindness and limitations may not. The Christian, also, when under

the control of the love of God, may look through the surface of

things and see the worth of the belng whom God has created. Yet in

the sense in which God loved the world the Christian can and ought

to love the world. . . . All the benevolent, evangelistie, and mis-

sionary activities of Christianity are an expression of this love

of the Christian for the world. And this love of the Christian for
the world is only a faint expression of the love of God for the world.

lAnders “ygren, Agape and Eros, trans. by A. G. Herbert (Londons
Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge), p. 114.

2Ha1ter Thomas Conner, The Epistles of John (Nashville, Tennessees
Broadman Press, 1957), p. 53; c¢f., Robert Law, The Tests of Lifes A Study
of the First Epistle of St. John (Edinburghs T & T Clark, 191ik4), pp. 71,
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As an alternative to what is apparently Nygren's idea, possibly John

is aiming at the tendency of some to ﬂrench.ééﬁﬂégout of the context of
relationship to God. Outside of God, there really is no ?xgana'w--it
tarns into desire, lust, and pride (I,2315,16). It is 1like a Christian
who begins to think he must save the world, and soon starts to actually
get in the way of his own intention. Soon he finds himself caught in a
web of desire, lust, or self-righteous pride.

Only God's a)arig/ ==-the true C)lva&ﬂé -~1s redeeming, Man's ilgaa/w ’

born of and dependent on God's, must be obedient (therefore humble), taking

its cue from God, and letting His 3;&ggib ocome through. Man can ﬁ‘gaﬁat
the world only in so far as God is doing it through him. It is not on
man's own, nor on his own aunthority, nor on his own motivation. I love
the world, only in so far as God does the loving through me. Otherwise I
have no business belng even connected with the world. I am God's repre-
sentative and ambassador. Youm might even go so far as to say that the
love toward the brethren--even love toward God--fits here also. If it is
to be true a'nﬂﬂZQ there must be a constant dependence on the love from

God in order to love.

81; Brooke Foss Westcott, The Epistles of St. John . (Grand Kapids, Michigan:
Willian B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1960), p. 63.




III. THE OBSERVATIONS OF THE COMMENTATORS

Of the commentators on John that are in the Bibliography, twenty-four
(seetion "A" of the Bibliography) feel that there is no difference between
é mraim and éu\e’w. The reasons range from the view that these words
are simply synonyms and are interchangeable for variety's sake, to the
arguments concerning Aramaic, and to the argument that ancient translators
and commentators did not note this difference. These postlons have been
covered in the first section of this paper, and need not be ecovered again.

Instead, the object of this sectlion is to proceed on the assumption
that there is a difference between the two words, and to describe what
commentators have enunclated as that difference. There will be three parts,
two dealing with definitions of gce‘e(w and ai é a/w respectively, and the
third desling with other considerations sbout love, particularly dyamiw .

Within these introductory remarks a word should be sald about the
term "synonyms". Some commentators, particularly whose mentioned in the
first paragraph above, mean by this term that a’gam{w and dda say
the same thing. Others, though, such as Warfield, mean that these words
talk about the same thing, 1.e. love, but from different emphases.

What we mean to say is that, as synonyms, these terms do not so much
cover a common ground over the edge of which each extends at a parti-
cular place to occupy an additional fleld all lte ownj; as that they
are so used that, within the common ground which they all alike cover,
each has a particular quality or aspect which it alone emphasizes, and
which it alone is fitted to bring into sight. . « « It is probable

that no one of the terms is ever used wholli without some sense in the
speaker’s mind of its specifie implication.

1Bonjamin B. Warfield, "The Terminology of Love in the New Testament®,
Princeton Theological Review, XVI g.918). p. 3.
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A word should also be sald about Morris® point, in his commentary, on

a conflict concerning the understanding of these worxds:

Some maintain that the word Jesus uses in the first two questions [of
21315-17) denotes a higher type of love, while Peter's word points to
a lower form of love, perhaps no more than a liking. . . +Other com-
mentators, however, reverse the meanings of the two words. They see
Jesus as inquiring whether Peter has a rather cool type of affection
for Him and Peter as replying that he has more than that, he has a
warm love. . o o The unfortunate thing about thgse two interpretations,
of course, 1s that they cancel one another out.

Ihis is questionable logic. Just because two people disagree with each
other does not mean that both are wrong, even 1f they be scholars well
versed in their smbjects (as Morris proceeds to point out),. And apparently,
what he deseribes as two opposing interpretations really do not dlsagree

as to the respective definitlons of the words, but only in the relative
positions that they hold, i.e., which would be the "higher" or "lowex",

the "warmer® or "cooler". This should be kept in mind as this part of the

paper is read.

A Q&éw

The concensus of the commentators (agreeing with the difference) is
that écz\ £w is the love of affection=-the love between friends. Wuest

points outs

It comes into the New Testament with its classical meaning unchanged
by any additional meanings placed upon 1t by the contexts in which it
1s used, which 1s not true of agapan. The one word which describes
1t is pleasure. It is a love called out of one's heart by the plea-
sure one takes in the objJect loved. The best English words which will
give the meaning are an affection, a fondness, a liking. It is a
non-ethical thing. That is, it imposes no obligations upon the one
who shows this affection. It is however not unethical, being perfectly
proper in its place. It comld become most selfish. It is a fondness
which responds to something in the object loved which is like some=-
thing in the one who loves. . . « We 1like what we are like. Philien

1Leon Morris, Studles in the Fourth Gos 1 (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
William B. Eerdmans Pnblishing Company, 19 9), pp. 871=33 ef. Eric Lane
Titus, The Message of the Fourth Gospel (New York: Abingdon Press, 1957),
Pe 252.
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is an unimpassioned friendly affection, a fondness aroused in the ?eart
by the apprehension of pleasureable qualitles in the object loved.

"Spontaneous™ and "instinctive” are two words that are very often
used, along with "affeetion®. ¢u\e'a> is the spontaneous arousal of
affection (love) whieh arises from the pleasure or delight one has in the
object of 1ove.7{t has the idea of warmth and close interpersonal commmnion,
with its sharing of oneself, and fondness for the other.2 Emotion SeeRs
to play an important role in this kind of love--at least where man is con-
cemed.u But it also seems to even indicate a potential that God has.”

It may be true that we may not assign to God ®"emotions", yet we ean use
this word to show how personally and close He connects Himself to His Son,
and through His Son to Christian believers. It is the brand of love such
as between father and son, or friend to friend.
By didcly is understood the love of mere personal affection or liking,
including even the passions where the context requires, and no intel-

legence or high purpose is involved; this content places the verb on 1its
low level. It could never be said of God that he ¥ dsc_ the sinful

!Renneth 8. Waest, “"Four Greek Words for Love™, Bibliotheca Sacra,

2As representatives of this positions Warfield, "Terminology", pp. 3,
30; Herman Cremer, Biblico-Theological Lexicon of the New Testament Greek,
trans. by William Urwick (Edinburghs T & T Clark, 1954), p. 11.

3As representatives of this positions Warfield, "Terminology®, p. 196;
W. E. Vine, Expository Di¢tionary of New Testament Words (Londons Oliphants
LTD., 1944), p. 213 Henry Alford, The Greek Testament, revised by Everett F.
Harrison (Chicagos Foody Press, 19?5, P. 917; A. T. Robertson, The Divinit
of Christ in the Gospel of John (New York: Fleming H. Revell Company, 1916),
Pp. m‘5-

4As representatives of this positions A. Pluamer, The Gospel According
to St. John, in The Cambridge Greek Testament for Schools and Colleges
(Cambridges University Press, 1938), D. 2343 Fhillp Schaff, A Companion to
the Greek Testament and the English Version (New Yorks Harper & Brothers,
1883), p. 62; Marvin R. Vincent, Word Studles in the New Testament (New
Yorks “harles Seribners Sons), p. 135.

S5Plummer, Greek Testament, p. 234; cf. Warfleld, "Terminology", p. 30;
George B. Stevens, Johannine lheology (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,

1895), p. 269.
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worlds as far as ..#.d ¢/ 1is concerned he could only abominate the
foul wor}d. Jesus never asked us to love our enemies in thelsensa
of édew s he never loved hls enemies himself in this way.

It would be pointless to command anyone to have a feel%ng of friend-
ship, and so ﬁché«: is never used in a command. . . .

B. oy AT
éc)\éw s you might say, is the response in the subject caused by the

object. I @AW you, because I find yon loveable; or I éu\éw you
because you are my child. ’Aagn(’:w, on the other hand, depends only upon
the subject--it is something determined only by himself, not due to any-
thing in the object. It is simply a eharacteristle of the subject. God
loves, because He has decided to, because it is His nature to do so. It
is His free, purposeful act, not based on any lovableness in us, His obJject.

The word translated "love" is the noblest and skrongest in Greek. It

connoatates an act of the will rather than an emotion, whim, or infat-

uation, and its measare is defined in texrms of the result "He gave
his only begottem Son®.3

Nygren's deseription is thats

1) Agape is spontaneous and *uncaused® . . . . Hence when it is said
that God loves man, this 1is not a judgment on what man is like,
but on what God is 1ike. « . »

11) Agape 1s indifferent to. human merit . . .

1i1) Agape is ereative . . . .That which in itself is without value,
by the fact that it is the object of God's love now becomes
valnable. « «

iv) Agape opens the way of fellowship with God. « . . M

lRichard Charles Hemxy Lenski, The Interpretation of St. John's Gospel
(Columbus, Ohios Lutheran Book Concern, 1931), p. 1392.

2Joseph N. Sanders, A Commentary on the Gospel According to St. John,
ed. and completed by B. A. Martin (Londons Adam and Charles Black, 19355-,.

Pe. 29' cf. SteV@ns, Theol 9 Po 2683 Cmmer, Lex10°n’ P 11,

Merri11 C. Tenney, Johns The Gospel of Belief (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1953), p. 893 ef. Edwin Kenneth Lee, The
Religious Thought of St. John (London: SPCK, 1962), p. 55.

"’Anders Nygren, Agape and Eros, trans. by A. G. Herbert (Londons Society
for Promoting Christian Knowledge), pp. 52-4; cf. Morris, Studles, p. 332.
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Here ’Q§ a na,uo has the idea of definite, purposeful cholce, based on

intellegence, reason, and ccmprehens.’u.on.1

The word prigze often shows up
to indicate the high value placed upon the object of love, a value not
intrinsically its own, but one that is strictly received. This is God's
love which we also can share in as His childrens
But though we cannot love God in the same way in which He has loved
us, yet if we are "begotten of God", we have in us the same nature
of Love that He has manifested toward us im Christ. . . . Children
partake of the nature of the father. God's children partake of His
natare. God's children will love not merely the lovable, but
will actively seek to help men irrespective of their merit or demerit,
their attractivensess or their ugliness, will seek to lead them to the
God of love, will bear the other's burden, dry the other's tears,
forgive injuries, overcome evil with good, help those in need of help
and hope for nothing in returg; will if need be, like Christ, lay down
1life itself for the brethren.

There is, howevey the problem with some commentators in that they do
not seem to consider the full scope of &éan&w. For some they define
this word in terms of God, neglecting the fact that this same word is used
for man, and therefore the definition is quite unfitting. Others seem to
define this word in terms of man, which would not fit properly as God's
love.

Under the first category would be Evans' comments "The original sense
of Eﬁajfav is hardly *love® at 2ll in any usual sense, but the general

satisfaction of a superior with an inferior."3 Consider also Lee's comment

14s representatives of this positions Lyman Abbott, An Illustrated
Commentary on the Gospel According to St. John (New Yorks A. S. Barnes
& Conmpany, 1879), p. 238; F. C. Cook, The Holy Bible with Explanatory and
Critical Commentary, vol. 10s St. John and the Acts of the Apostles iLondon:

John Murray, 1880), p. 85; Vine, Dictionary, p. 203 Schaff, Companion, p. 62.

2V1ctor Bartling, "We lLove Because He First Loved Us", Concordia
Theological Monthly, 23 (December, 1952), p. 879.

3Earnest Evans, "The Verd ’ACA TTAIN in the ¥ourth Sospel®, Studles
in the Fourth Gospel, ed, by Frank L. Cross (Londons A. R. Mowbray & Co.,
Lmited' 1957)’ P 7 o
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that this is the love of the higher which 1ifts up the lower, and exalts

it above tv'i:he:rs.1 Is this part of the definition or part of the applica-
tion of the definition to God?
/
It ean only be part of the application, since if this defines é aanaw,
P
then one runs into trouble when he is to O.éomfwf God, Jesus, or his brother.
The other problem is that of making &h um’w sound very close to
ic)\ éw , in the sense that this kind of love is sparked by the object.
Consider Wuest'ss "Agapan is a love called out of one's heart by the pre-
clousness of the object loved."® And Warfield'ss
If, of an awakened sense of value in the object which causes us to
prize it, [then] &yomav. . . . What is contended for is that the
particular manner of love which the word 1s adopted toexpress, 1s
the love which is the product of the apprehension of value in its
object, and which is therefore informed by a feeling of its precious-
ness, 80 that it %oves in a region closely akin to that of esteeming,
valuing, prizing.
If it is true, as it seems from these quotes, that even this type of love
must depend on something in the object sparking &E o.:r_[a'w to 1life (within
the subject), then any command to love would be valueless. We would
simply have to wait until something from the object would spark our love
into being. Furthermore, as Lutherans holding to Paul's theology (also),
there is the conflict between this idea and the strong Pauline emphasis
on the total depravity of man. If Scripture interprets Scripture (which
it does), then one cannot ever say that there ®s something desirable in
man which just made God love us. Instead, 1t is that God simply loves,

and this love in turn has made us tremendously valuable==not vice versa.

1l’.|ee, Religious Thought, p. 553 cf. Morris, Studies, p. 332; Nygren,
Agape, pp. 52-k.

2yuest; "Greek Words", p. 242.

3Wa.r£1e1d. "Terminology", pPp. 3, 393 cf. Plummer, Greek Testament,
P. 234; George P. Eckman, Studies in the Gospel of John (Cincinnatis
Jennings and Graham, 1908), pp. 12-3.
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This then is why é ig_ Ea'w can be commanded, since 1t involves our new

nature (which we lay claim to through Jesus Christ because of our baptism,
Romans 613-%, Ephesians 6:15), which does not seek out what is lovable or

delightful in its object, but instead creates value, i.e., makes valuable

the object precisely because of that love. Naturally this cannot be of

our own doing, but most be totally dependent upon God's aé T q' » And, as
Vine points out, this kind of love may run contrary to one's natural inclina-
tions, reaching out even to the abhorant and unlovable=-~in fact, even to
enemies. It is not that emotion and affection do not have any part in

&a anéw, rather it is just that these take second place to its primary
function. &aaﬂéw i1s commanded, not because écAe{w is worthless, but

that, since we are born of God, é aaﬂa/w (.., true &éam{w which is

never separated from God and His &;aﬂa’w) and its results are the more

specially sought--and the more uncommon in a sinful world.
C. Other Considerations Concerning Love

j diom) zoo 0eo0d--this is a very fascinating formation of words.

Bartling points out that it ean be subjective genitive (love of God, where
God is doing the loving), or objeétive genitive (love for God, where God
is the object of the loving), of ablative (love from God, where God's love
is in us, flowing through us), or even all threes
One may also arguwe that no distinction is to be made, that all three
are meant. As Paul says (Romans 5:15), "God's love to us is shed abroad
in our hearts through the Holy Spirit, who has been given to us," so
the Agape~Ged Himself through the Spirit dwells in our hearts, working
through us and at the same time inspiring true human agape acts in us.2

These three directions of love are summed up in different words by Dodd:

1vine, Dictionary, p. 20.
2Bartling, "We Love Because", p. 879.
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They are His'!tiende' by virtue of His choice, sealed by His supreme
act of onn in laying down His life for His friends; He has given
them knowkedge of God, and appointed them to 'bear fruit'. . . , and
consequesntly to have aceess to all the resources of God's grace.1

another insight into love is provided by Naumann:

In his gospel, John discloses a very close tie between love and both
doing and knowings doing and knowing invarlably occur in the vicinity
wherever John mentions love. Paging through the gospel taking careful
note of what the Father does and what Jesus does (the actions John
connects so intimately with love), you will discover that the doing is
primarily a giving ("Ged so loved the world that he gave™). . . . God
shows his love for us by making himself known to us and by doing for
us3 Christ reveals and he saves. Moreover, he saves by revealing and
reveals-by saving. How did Christ reveal and how does he continue to
reveal? By his presence in his saving work, by doing, that is, by
spending his life teaching and performing signs, by laying down his
life, and by giving life, And Christ also reveals by his presence
remaining and abiding, his being with us and in us.?

As mentioned in the introduction to this section, Morris has problems

with those who assign one word as higher than the other, or warmer than

the

other, and so forth. Warfield and McDowell point out (respectively):

It 1s besldes the mark to speak of it as a "weakex", or as a "colder"
word than A {v3 the distinction between the two lies in a different
plane from these things. A love rooted in the perce tion in its object
of something pleasing (that is, of the order of €v), or of some-
thing valuable (that is, of the order of aaaza R may alike be very
weak or very strong, very cold or very s these things are quite
indifferent to ghe distinction and will be determined by other eircum-
stances « + « o

The difference In these verbs is not that between "high" and "low",
but in the ideas they inherently convey. In itself neither word is
inherently good, nor inherently bad. The function of neither is to
express elther elevation or declension in the moral scale, but siﬁply
to tell something men think or feel, and that may be good or bad.

Although these are important thoughts to have in the background, still,

1c, H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (“ambridges

University Press, 1953), p. 418.

2Pau) S. Nammann, "The Presence of Love in John's Gospel®, Worship,

39 (1965), p. 369.

Warfield, "Terminology", p. 30.
UEdward A. MeDowell, Jr., "'Lovest Thou Me?' A Study of John 21315-17%,

Review and Expositor, 34 (1935), p. 42k,
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Although these are important thoughts to have in the background, still,

it is difficult to not assign one woxrd group as having a more lmportant
value, simply because of its impact (God is 5.% o7l 4/) and its predominent
usage throughout John, the New Testament, and even the Septuagint. Yet we
cannot afford to shortchange the other group either, since these words
express valld and valuable points about love. As a way out of this apparent
dilemma, perhaps Schaff has glven us a more useable distinction when he says:
The one term 1s not necessarily stronger than the other. The latter
[%mé_g] may be more exalted, as implying the result of intellegence
and’ knowledges the former LAw] may be more expressive, as implying
a closer bond and a warmer feeling.
There 1s a final thought to add to this sections Barrett's commentary
on John 33116~18, where judgment is the other side of the coin for loves
This corresponds to the faect that while God loves the world (as is
stated in this verse) his love only becomes effective among those

who believe in Christ. For the rest love turns, as it sere, to
Jjudgment. Love seems to be, for John, a reclprocal relation. . . .

schaff, Companion, p. 62.

2Gharles K. Barrett, The Gospel According to Saint Johns An Introduec-
tion with Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text t (Londons SPCK, 1965),
Pe 1800




IV, SOME CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE DIFFERENCE

This seetion seeks to draw conclusions concerning the Biblical evidence
dealt with in section II, in light of the observations of the commentators
in section III.

In order to accomplish this objective, permit for the moment what
night appear to be an aside. On pages eight and nine of this paper, there
was a discussion of how the pagans?! common word for "love", ¢ c/\érld 0
probably was just not adequate for the needs of the Christian community.
The Christians had a totally new aspeet concerning lovet God's love in
Jesus Christ. They needed, therefore, a word that eould be redefined and
f1lled with this new Christian meaning, so they chose A\ardw.

Originally, it seems that for the paganms, ;écAc&Jwas both a "generic"
and a "specifice" terms "generic® in that it included many different con-
ceptss "specific® in that when contrasted with another concept, its own

particular meaning would stand ont.1 But now the Christians had something

1To explain further this difference between "generic®™ and "specific':
"generic" means the whole group or field in general, "specific" means nar-
rowed down to a specific or individual meaning. If the pagans wanted to
Jjust talk about love in general (or to use it with the general idea of
love as its background), Jfcd¢w> would serve this purpose. But, now, sap-
pose that they wanted to aecent the idea of friendship as opposed to saxual
intercourse--then @idéw would be used in eontradistinction to gav
(passion, sexual ddsire), to bring out this side of .

An English example would be that someone were td say, "Love, don't
fight.? "Love" here could mean several different thingss 1) as some women
might use it, it could mean "buddy" or "friend"; 2) it might mean to have
affection, as between friends; 3) or to have tenderness and devotion, as
between husband and wife; 4) or to have sexual intercourse. And what about
¥I love ice cream cones!®? All these different ideas fit under the "gen-
eric® meaning of "love¥.

But, now, suppose a marriage counselor says to his clients, "I want
you to love, not just have sex™. The meaning now becomes a little more

33
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new, God's love, which was completely foreign to what the pagan mind

included under Qu\éw « So when the Christians chose aéagéw » immedi-
ately, for them at least, it also probably took the place of éce\cfw as
even the generic term for love.l

Therefore, in the normal conversations of Christians between themselves,
when one wanted to just talk about "love" in general, instead of using the
pagans' common word, he might instead use the "new" word. This would be
because he understood that there was more to love than the pagans knew, and
that now, as a Christian, any of one's conversation must be mindful of this
"new" dimension to love (which really is as old as God is). It is possible
that in this way, at least within Christian eircles, Qu\e’w began to drop
out of useage, except when used for bringing out the specific meaning of
éaanéw.

This relationship between &! an{w and ¢u\6’«1, for the Christian

speeific as to what you are talking about, when you say "love". It could
get even more specific if one were to say "Love me, don't just like mel"

In diagram form this would look likes (please note, Greek and English do

not correspond!)

LOVE (generic term) @I/\l A
affection 616@) n
liking (ice cream) &
love (one's parents) (specific terms) cAea
sexual intercourse oNQT

etc. etlc.

In the first column, notice that love 1s used twice, once as generic, the
other as specific in meaning. The same would also be said of Adea  in
column two.

1Now for the Christian, the diagram in the above note might look like
this insteads

& ACATTH ACATTH

IAIA A\ 610 Eeanf'

'ti ¥ ’ of c—'go”;
(a JLS%

etc. ete.
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community, might be analogous to our words *"man" and "woman". There are
two meanings (which have bearing on this parallel) to the word "mans
1)mankind in general, e.g. "the problem with man is sin"; 2)man as the

male of the specles, e.g. "now that is a real mani". Under the first of
the definitions, "man™ includes "woman", whereas in the second definition
"man” id distinct from "woman". This then comes close to what may have
been the relationship between aégﬂ&w and hcdew for the sarly Christians.

Thils would be a picture then of the times when 31&1‘(&(0 might justi-
fiably include _gAéw , being "generic" (i.e. as "man" meaning mankind)
in usage at this place, though still retaining its awareness that in
speaking of love, God's love remains an added dimension to all love. In
thls way agaz{g'w would not be losing its distinctive coloration--instead
it is simply including even more to its message.

If and when 4 w does act in this generic way, it would be mis-

.Qa_gz[gg & )
leading to say that it is a synonym for gc ;\C{w, as misleading as it would
be to say that "man" is a synonym for "woman®.

And, when Qu\e’w is used in the context of aaa.mi,w, it would be
1like "woman" being used in the context of "man%--the very usage indicates
a distinction is to be made, making "man" in the one case, and ajo aw in
the other, become ®specific® in meaning. The simple appearance of "woman®,
and cr\e:w, would aceent their own distinctive meanings, no matter what
the context.

So, possibly, é !amcltw has two meaningss the one belng "generie®,
including all love, and adding the special "extra" of God's love; or, on
the other hand, i1t might mean its "specific" application, as when it is used
in opposition to éc‘\efw. In thlis sense, it wouwld have the following ideas
attached to 1its é aazaiw is definitely special to the Christian community,
being as much -a description of God and His activity as 1s "God is Light"



36
or "God is Almighty". It is the kind of love which can be toward anything,

even something as revolting to God as the sinful world, because it does
not depend on the object of love, instead this love depends on the nature
of the one loving. It is simply his own active decislion which can make
something waluable that had no value before, to make attractive that which
had no attractiveness of its own-=it 1s truly a love that can love even in
spite of what the object is.

This then means commitment and decision which is of necessity (because
this is the nature of this love) borne into actlion, action marked by the
giving of oneself, or (lepending on the case) by obedience (perhaps a dif-
ferent way of expressing the same thing?). It can therefore be commanded.
It is not necessarily devoid of the f"feeling" side, the emotional part of
love, however, neither is it governed by this. This love can therefore
endure to the end (which is something emotional love may not always do).
This, then, 18 no love one "stumbles™ into, but is as Fromm puts it, an art
which nust be learned, developed, and practiced.1

Kgcrnéﬁ)is in us only in that God has shared His nature with us in
our second birth, namely baptism. Now that God has seen fit to do this,
we also ean love as He does (Howbeit imperfectly while we are still on
this earth. Hence the need for the command which reorients, reminding us
of the business we are to be about.). We are to follow in His footsteps,
to love even the unloveable (though not restricted to just this group,
but to indicate the degree it reaches), since it rises purely out of the
nature we received from God.

By faxn it 1s no love which cannot interact with the beloved, but does

indeed respond. Especially with God's, reception releases its blessing

1grich Froms, The Art of Loving (New Yorks Harper & Row, Publishers,
Inc., 1963), pp. i-5.



and benefits, as in the believer, but rejection can turn it into judgmBZnt,
never receiving the benefits and blessings.

é( f\o; seems to have nothing, especlially in John, that would conflict
with the classical Greek meaning. It 1s the delight, the pleasure, the
communion one has with one that is appealing in some way to the subject.
This is the love "caused" by the object, by its worth, its beauty, its
likeness with the subject. Typically, then, the stress would be on the
sharing of friendship, the instinctive mutual revealing of one's self
(give-and~take, as opposed to the giving of 5!aga’w )--the personal inti-
mate encounter of oneself with the beloved, with its awareness of self
(as opposed to Q!gﬂaw's centering on the object) and mutwal joy through
mutual participation. Perhaps "oneness" is the best word here, whereas
Bgiving®™ is the best word for g§’ 'am;w-

Just as in the distinction between "man" and "woman", where the both
are necessary to fully describe humanity, neither &aam{w noxr. gtz\s'w
can be neglected as if unessential. God has both, and we are born of
Him; we also have both. Therefore one must be very guarded when comparing
the two, whether one be "higher" than the other, or "warmer", or whatever.
Both words are to be centered in God--both have their greatest develop-
ment in Him. To emphasize one to the exclusion of the other, then, is
to open the door to crippling love. It is true that John does stress
ééagéw--‘out he also is not afraid to use ¢(Ae,w when it is appropriate.
The minor use of éc/\é’w comes from the fact that it only has a minor
role to play in John's message, precisely because the world is very famil-
iar with Q(,Aéw » and needs to be introduced to the Christian conecept of
é |azzéw (along with its applications and ramifications).

Yet the overaccenting of é aaﬂéw to the exclusion of é(A €w eould
very easlly lead to a love that 1s cold, dry, impersonal--very unloving
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in a real sense. Without the purposefulness, commitment, "giving"-ness

of g’ éajl ofw, gf_c)«erw could very easlily lead to a love that is passion
oriented, selflsh, purely instinetive, and transient--becoming something
that really is no longer love, either. For man, at least, both aspects
of love are necessary to balance each other, even though there may be
times when one or the other is the center of foeus. Such times might be
when there is no love, e.g. as toward an enemy. At that time, e_ﬂ’ om&w
is to have the uppfer hand over the feelings (or lack of feelings) in

é tAéw. It is commanded in this instance because at least this part of
love is controlable, whereas g u\cfa) is not as easily controlable. A4nd
it is not far-fetched to believe that obedience to the command to g)!a.m:{w
would in time, be blessed by God, so that to some degree _$rAéw will
begin to grow.

Overaccenting one type of love would have its ramifications in regard
to how we view God. Without Lléto, He would seem too transcendent,
always at a distance from us, always giving, yet not really being involved
intimately, with personal delight in the objects of His love. But then,
without Qi’ )o.ﬂc;.w, God would become just like the pagan gods, preoccupied
with His own pleasure, and tolerating only those things He would find
agreeable to Himself (certainly not a rebellious, evil world).

How sin perverts love is perhaps best seen in é aaﬂa/&l When a Christ-
ian (and only a Christian can have it) attempts to take a),agz;_'aiw out of
the context of his relationship with God, this ceases to be & aggéw--
it turns into lust and/or pride. On the other hand Ae/w can and does
exist outside of one's relationship with God, but it knows nothing of the
blessings and depth that God can bring to this kind of love. And it knows
nothing of the balancing effect of the purposeful commitment of é!&ﬂéw .
It may be true that those outside of a relationship with God might have
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some inkling of committed love, but, according to God's Word, they just

don't have the grasp that comes with the experience of g ! griew s and
therefore their love will be overrun by selfishness, greed, possessiveness,
and the like.

With this understanding for the two words in questlion, the task that

remains is to apply these definitions to the words in the contexts of the

passages.



V. APPLICATION OF THESE DISTINCTIONS

TO VARIOUS PASSAGES

This section seeks to go back and look at contexts and passages in the
Gospel of John where these two words occur, in order to see what kind of
information they and the commentaries can supply to the interpretation
of those texts. For some, it may not be necessary to give more than some
observations by the commentators, as the use of these words may be obvious

in that text.
A. Chapter 21; Verses 15-17

Sinece so much of the controversy over these iwo words is centered
on the interpretatlon of these verses, it is fitting that they should be
dealt with first. To set the scene for this incident and to give the
story a context, Trudinger makes a very thouwght-provoking point it 1s
the last verses of the previous chapter that indicate to us the reason
for this chapter:

John is making a subtle play on the anagram based on the Greek word
for "fish" (ichthus), namely, "Ibésous) CH(ristos) TH(eou) U(ious)
S(oter)%, Jesus Christ, Son of God, Savior. No one knows Just how
old the fish, as an early Christian symbol, is. Clearly, fish and
fishing play a prominent symbolic role in John's Gospel. « «

I submit that John was well aware of the curreney of this ana-
gram as he wrote, "these things are written that you may believe that
Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God," and that he knew his perceptive
readers would know that there was something missing yet. %I've not
yet spelled out ichthus in full,® he is saying. The Soter, that 1is,
the saving part of the message, which is needed to complete the story,
involves more than the acknowledgement of Jesus as Messlah and Son of
God. It rewulres our identifying with Jesus in his saving work, in
the giving and risking of our lives in the mission of fishing for men.
Thus John drings his Gospel to its conclusion with a section that
begins with Peter's assertion,q;}'m going fishing." At the start this
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is not undertaken as missional work but merely as a return to "business
as usuwal."” It is unsuccessful! But then the disciples heaxr the com-
mand of the Lord that they do indeed have to go fishing, and in obedi-
encé they give themselves again to the task and get a great catch--a
universal catch! ‘This misslonal work is again focused in a eucharistic
celebration, after which Peter is resored to, confirmed in his work
of leadership, and the intimation is given that he will indeed have to
follow his Lord to the death. Thus John fills in the needed "S" and
completes his symbolie word picture and his Gospel.1

This is indeed a fascinating thought and perhaps shouldn't be taken
too lightly, for the .pleees do fit together, interestingly enough. Although
McDowell did not recognize the anagram, he also feels that this fishing
expedition of Peter and company precipitated a crisiss

cAXlgUémv is in the present tense, and therefore expresses linear

or conintuous action. The English, "I go a fishing," or as some com-
mentators have it, "I am off to fish" (Bernard and Dods), does not
correctly rendexr the force of the present tense. Peter meant that

he was going back to hls 0ld business and that he was to continue at
it. The fact that Peter carried with him four, and perhaps six, of
the Apostles, all evidently bent upon §esum1ng their old occupation,
Precipitated what was a crisis indeed.

Naturally, by no means are these interpretations conclusive, yet they
do give one something to think about while addressing himself to verses
15-17 of Chapter 21. Perhaps the intent is that Jesus is to be portrayed
as Savior in these verses, and that the greater accent of these disciples®
lives are not to be business as usual, but the mission of bringing this
Savior to all men, and of strengthening those who already believe.

What, then, would the "more than these"™ of Jesus' first question mean?
Trudinger and MeDowell feel that this talks about fishing with its equip-
ment. Turner and Mantey point out that there are three possible inter-

pretations of thiss Do you love me 1)more than these other disciples love

1Paul Tradinger, “Subtle Word-Plays in the Gospel of John, and the
Problem of Chapter 21," Journal of Religious Thought, 28 (January, 1971),
p. 30.

zEdward A. McDowell, Jr., "'Lovest Thou Me?' A Study of John 21315-17,%
Review and Expositor, 34 (1935), p. 434.
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me; 2) more than you love these other disciples; 3) more than these items

of fishing (synbolizing your love for fishing)?1 There have been some
great struggles between commentators as to which one was THE interpreta-
tion. Perhaps all three, or some combination, were meant=-it certainly
would not be beyond John's capacity. It would be like the jizjgjggli_ of
chapter three, or the "Lamb of God, which takes away the sin of the world®
of chapter one, among the many such examples of "loaded" phrasing.

But the second problem is the _yal in Peter's answer. Usually this
is the emphatic, "Yes!®™ Now, if Peter's answer is one of humility (not
the same old Peter who opens his mouth faster than he thinks), there is
conflict with alternative number one in the above paragraph. And more
directly, this answer of Peter's poses a problem concerning the change
of words for loves if Peter meant to tell the Loxrd that his love had not
the level of the word which Jesus used, why did he say "Yes!™ when he
meant "No!"$% But Hendriksen answers it this way:

In two respects Simon's answer differs from the Lord's questions 1. He
no longer compares himself with his fellow-disciples, to their disad-
vantage. His "Indeed" (vail, not "Yes", in the sense of, "Yes, I love
thee more than the others do") has reference to the fact that he feels
sure that he has in his heart something similar to that about which

Jesus is inquiring; something similar, but not the same, henge, 2. He
uses another verb, a verb with a slightly different meaning.

Martindale, who sees no difference between the two words for love, still

1george Allen Turner and Julius R. Mantay, The Gospel According to
John, vol. IV in The Evangelical Commentary (Grand Rapids, Michigans Wm. B,
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1965), p. .

25, H. Bernard, A Critical and Exegotical Commentary on the Gospel
According to Saint John, vol. 29 of The International Critical Commentary,
edited by A. H., McNeile (New Yorks Charles Scribner's Sons, 1925), p. 704;
Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to Saint John, vol. 29 of The
Anchor Bible (Garden City, New Yorks Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1970),

r. 1103.

3w1111am Hendriksen, New Testament Commentarys An Exposition of the
Gosggl According to John (Grand Rapids, Michigans Baker Book House, 1§3E),
Pe 7o
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also weakens the~force of the "Yes!"

St. Peter's M&&LJ 'yea', is not precisely an affirmation~--Yes! It is
almost a depreciation=-*Surely, Lord'--but a humble one, almost as
though he sald: 'Dear Lord--~you know I love you!"1

Jesus the Savior, seeking to reorlient Peter to the mission he has,
has asked Peter, "Do you Zxaazag me more than these?" Peter in that ques-
tion is confronted with a number of thingss 1) his return to his old way
of 1ife; 2) his boisterlous claim that "though the rest fall away, I will
not. « + o If I must die with you I will not deny you" (Mark 1429, 31)2;
3) his brotherly and friendly ties with the other disciples.

It is quite 1llkely that through the heart-rending experience of the
night of Jesus' trial, Peter's running away with the disciples and the
later denials had left their mark on him. Among all the diseciples, he
would be the one with the greatest guilty conscience, in most need of a
"re-instating®. Therefore when this question from Jesus hit him, with
all of its implications, it would be the. "preaching of the law", which
confronts the sinner with himself. Peter might very well have been shat-
tered by this question.3 One would not expect Peter to then vigorously
affirm with any loud volce a great love for Jesus. More likely he would
have been cowed by his experience, no longer trusting himself as much,

though perhaps quietly and fervently affirming what little he could be

1
C. Co Martindale, The Gospel According to St. John (Westminster,
Marylands The Newman Press, 1957%, p. 165.

2Hendriksen, Commentary, 48
p. 4873 Henry Cowles, The Gospel and Epistles
of John (New Yorks D. Appleton & Co., 1876), p. 307.

Herschel H. Hobbs, An Exposition of the Gospel of John (Grand Rapids,
Michigans Baker Book House, 1553 » P. 293; John Peter Lange, The Gospel
According to John, vol. 13 in A Commentary on the Holy Seriptures, ed. by
Philip Schaff (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, Tgﬁf), Pp. 638-9;
Theodore D. Woolsey, *"'The Disciple Whom Jesus Loved', With Some Remarks
on the Passages Where These Words are Used", Andover Review, IV (August,
1885), pp. 182-3.
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sure of. Hence he would not use the "nobler", unselfish, self-giving term

for love, which would denote ultimate surrender (perhaps even more so, if
the term was used in its "generic" sense, such as when "man" means mankind).
But at the same time he could not, and would not deny that he loved his
Lord. So he says "Yes" or perhaps "Surely", but only goes as far as to
claim (Acw as his love. Because he switches here from &Eaggiw, he is
indicating that he has something less--it is less, but 1t is all he has,
and he gives 1t to his Lord. And, perhaps surprising to somel, Jesus
accepts this--the Savior, who dled because of man's weakness and inability
(created by sin's rebellion), forgives Peter, then goes a step furthers He
commands Peter to lead. Jesus is not disillusioned with Peter (even though
Peter is with himself)=--Peter is exactly what Christ wantss a hamble
forgiven sinner, who now can lead others to forgiveness also.

But this didn't stop with only one question. Apparently Jesus saw
the need to get deeply into the soul of this man to effectively impress
upon him his forgiveness.

In spite of all that has been written about John's stylistic use of

synonyms, I am sure that we must allow Peter's change of the word

for 'love! used by Jesus to explain a series of questions which

otherwise remains in the dark falryland of, *'You denied me three

times, and so you must say three times that you love me." At first

Jesus accepted it, and told him that if he would make good his pro-

testation, he must show it in his work of being a shepherd to the

lambs of God. But perhaps there was something in Peter's demeanor
that showed that what he had added to his answer revealed the tangle
of his mind, and Jesus repeated the question, simplifying it by

omitting the qualification, but keepirng to the normal word of *love’,
in the attempt to bring him to look away from himself to the realities

1garnest Evans, "The.Verb _AATTALN in the Fourth Gospel”, Studies
in the Fourth Gospel, ed. by Frank L. Cross. -(London: As R. Mowbray & Co.,
Limited, 1957), p. 66s "Here Westcott sayss 'Just as the idea of compari-
son was given up before [i.e., by our Lord's omission of "more than these"
in the second question], so now the idea of the loftiest love is glven up'
-=which leaves us with the strange and unacceptable thought that our Loxrd
is satisfied to receive from a disciple anything shoxrt of the very best.®
But consider that the "Widow's mite® was not the "very best", yet it was
all she had.
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of the situation. . . . Friendship was not to be proved in eager demon-
stration and excite?ent, but in the firm acceptance of the responsibil-
ities of a misslon.

Altering the question progressively, He [Jesus] drives the probe into
Peter's conscience deeper and deeper. » « o lhen, the third time,
Josus pushes the probe to the bottom and demands of Peter with shgrp
directness and brevity whether he has any real affection for him.

The wound had been probed to the very bottom, though not a word of
blame or reproach had come from the 1lips of the Lord. Peter had

reveale§ in his three answers that his o0ld self had been judged and
broken.

In accenting the distinction between the words, Peter is grieved
because Jesus "asked the third time, 'Do you ét)é‘s me?¥ If the text
had sald that Peter was upset because Jesus had asked three times, "Do
you love me?", then there might very well be no difference. But the way
the words are formed, they seem to be pointing in the direction of the
change of words, that suddenly it seems to Peter as if Jesus is challanging
the very love Peter thought he was at least capable of.5

This i1s a great story of forgiveness and understanding on the part
of the Lord--but it doesn't end here. Some commentators have noticed an
interesting twist. Peter once had claimed for himself ga am’u Jove
(love in its “"generic" sense?), in which he would even die with Jesus

(Maxk 14329, 313 see also Jesus' statement in John 15t113s No greater love

1R. A, Edwards, The Gospel According to St. John (Londons Eyre and
Spottiswoode, 1954), pp. 182-3.

zBenjamin B, Warfield, “"The Terminology of Love in the New Testament",
Princeton Theological Review, XVI (1918), pp. 195-6.

3Arno Clemens Gaeblein, Gospel of John (New Yorks Publieation Office
for Qur Hope, 1925), p. 409.

thDowell, "Lovest Me?", p. 4403 Merrill C. Tenney, Johns The Gospel
of Belief (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1953;,
pp. 250-1.

STurner, The Gospel, p. 4093 Herschel H. Hobbs, "Word Studies in the
Gospel of John", Southwestern Journal of Theolgy, VIII (1965), pp. 68=9.
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( &a&nqv ] has a man than this, that he would give his life for his

friend | ¢’.ng)). Jesus at that time had to reveal to Peter that his
love was of a lesser nature, which the denials subsequently proved. Now
in this episode, when he is confronted by Jesus, he finds that he can
claim only écr\elw love. But here Jesus reveals to him that in time he
will indeed have g’ Egggjw love after all, for he will be martyred for
his Loxrd's sake.

Wordsworths "Formerly Peter had professed & éan&v, but it proved

only a short-lived ¢gcAc¢lv. Now he only proiesses tAerv , but

Christ knows that it will be a long-lived & s an in

old age (ver. 18), an @, 4w stronger than aeath.“l

And with this story of Christ's understanding, forgiveness, and
raising of the guilt-ridden sinner (Peter), John's story of Jesus Christ,

God's Son, Savior has been completed.
B. The Disciple Whom Jesus Loved

This is where the distinction between the two words has the hardest

going. In 13123; 193265 2137, 20 a disciple is described as the one whom
> .

Jesus gaggo o But then in 2012, the resurrection story, there is Peter
and the disciple whom Jesus ég (Aec . Is this the same disciple? Why
the change in words? If John is consistent in his emphasis that 3aana’w
is the special word of the Christian community as distinct from the more
common d(t\c{w--why the switch? This is the one place in John where the
answer does not come easily.

Findlay dismisses the idea of a distinction with: "It does not seem

likely that Jesus loved the same man in different ways at different times."?2

1La.nge, The Gospel, p. 6393 ef. McDowell, “Lovest Me?%, p. 437.

2
James Alexander Findlay, The Fourth Gospel: An Expository Commentary
(London: The Epworth Press, 1956), p. 52.
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But Findlay doesn't then continue with his reasons why Jesus, or any man,

for that matter, can't love a person in different ways at different times.
It does not seem likely that John would be saying that Jesus only loved
in ons way to the total exclusion of any other. Might not there be times
when the accent of the relatlionship is upon the aspect of love we have
defined under )ga a‘tm’w, while at another time might be the closeness of
comminion defined under zle,w ?

On the other hand, Sanders believes this "other disciple whom Jesus
ééf Acc® to be Lazarus, connecting this disciple with the one other per-
son deseribed by John as being g)gft\ﬂ by the Lord (Chapter 11).1 This
rakes for interesting conjectures, seeing an obvious connection between
the resurrection stories. This is possible and should be considered. But,
for the argument of it, assume that this connection is not intended. What
then might be intended?

Both Cook and Plumner take their cue from the "other" in the words
Yand the other disciple whom Jesus loved", meaning to them that Jesus
loved both Peter and this disr:j.ple.2 This then would leave the door open
to conjectures concerning the relationship of these disciples with Jesus.
Perhaps one might point out that Both do have a special bond with Jesus,

after all, Peter 1s a favored diseiple, part of the inner circle of three.3

1Jos;eph N. Sanders, A Commentary on the Gospel According to St. John,
ed. and completed by B. A, Martin. zLondon: Adam and Charles Black, 19

P. 29.

%P, @. Cook, The Holy Bible with Explanatory and Critical Commentary,
vol. 10s St. John and the Acts of the Apostles (Londons John Murray, 1880),
P. 3893 A. Plummer, The Gospel According to St. John, in The Cambridge
Bible for Schools and Colleges, gen. ed. is J. J. S. Perowne (Cambridg
University Press, 1892), p 355.

3I.e.. Peter, James and John, who were present at the raising of
Jairus® daughter (Mark 5:137), at the Pransfiguration (Luke 9:28), and were
nearest Jesus in Gesthemane (Matthew 263137).
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And with the other disciple who share that resurrection experience, his

peculiar nickname would also demonstrate this ldea. Therefore this could
illustrate, perhaps as John was writing and looking back, how he saw this
experience as Christ's sharing with them, as a close friend would, the
joy and victory of resurrection, by causing them to come, and see, and
believe. The point then of John's varying the word here would be to effec-
tively stress e¢loseness, perhaps which he recognized in retrospection:
% with é&éfket the recollection speaks with more feeling."1 Perhaps
also, John is tieing in here Jesus words "No greater love has a man than
this, that he would give his 1ife for his friends ( éZAaM/)."

Warfield agree that this might mean both Peter and John, but then he
conjectures that the change in verb here could indicate that they "fell®

from (’}é anaw to glc}c{w.z This does not seem in keeping with the vietory

and proclamation of forgiveness that the resurreection means to the Christ-
lan community. While it is true that the distinction in 21315-17 seems
to indicate a step down, because of that particular context, this is not
by any means the only reason for using ;éu\éw as distinet from Zéwgég .
But Warfield has more to say:
Perhaps the difficulty we feel in accounting for gﬁg(\ec at John xx.2

arises in large pa.rt from approaching the question from only one side.
We begin with the / dza of x111.23, xix.26, xx.7, 20 and ask why the

the alternation to cdeéc in xx.2. Let us reverse the question, and
ask why 4, 47e 1s used in x111.23 and its companions. In itself eon-
sldered, ec 1s altogether in place in xx.2; this is the proper

word to express the love of friendship, however warm. What really
needs acgounting for 1s why in the parallel passages lem is usged
instead.>

It may well be that we have done the wrong thing--instead of empha-

2 [/
sizing why the use of éé ¢de¢ at this one Place, maybe it should be turned

lMarvin R. Vincent, Word Studies in the New Testament (New Yorks
Charles Scribners Sons), p. 52%.

ZHarfleld, "Terminology", pp. 191-2. 3Tbid., p. 19%.
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arounds Why did John use Zne'ma at those other places? And why did he

use this method todeseribe himself? Cross thinks that it is

e« o o not at all that John was claiming to be the faverite, -or that

he was the disciple whom Jesus loved more than the others, but "that
disciple who is more conscious than the others need to be of the great
condescension of Jesus in taking any notice of him at all." And we
must add that this turn of phrase, taken in this sense, is more nat-
ural, indeed only natural, if the disciple referred to ls himself the
writer of the words. Moreover, Peter, or any other of the disciples,
eould equally well have riferred to himself in the same terms of
personal acknowledgement.

But Hendriksen sees it this ways

Now it is clear that Jesus loved all his true disciples (13313 14321;
15:9; 1719,12). Nevertheless, the name "The disciple whom Jesus loved"
had been given to this one disciple, to him alone. 1Is it not possible
that the others had bestowed this honorable title wpon him when they
noticed the intimate character of the fellowship between him and the
Master? If this be correct, John is simply making use of the name
which others had given him. And is it not possible that this unique
relationship between Jesus and John was rooted in the fact that, due

to God's sovereign distribution of endowments and talents, John undex
stood Jesus better than did any of the rest? Moreover, when the evan-
gelist styles himself "The disciple whom Jesus loved," he is not
boasting of his own love for the Master; on the contrary, h% is glorying
in the Master's love for him. Such glorying is not sinful.

Hendriksen's ideas are quite possible, especially when taking in
account that John, like Paul, gets to heart matters of faith and spiritu-
ality a lot more clearly and deeply than the other evangelists. Also,
tradition has it that John was the only disciple to live to old age, perhaps
indicated in the final chapter of the Gospel. Plus he was in that inner
circle of disciples. Quite possibly, this nickname was given not by the
other disclples as much as the Christlan community. Therefore, in writing
his account, he applys to himself this nickname, readlly recognizable to
bis readers, but out of humility, that Jesus would so a!&ﬂa. him-=to be

singled out as it were simply by God's free decision, to be so honored.

1Evan.8’ “The Verb )A PAnAlN“, Pe. 690
2Hendriksen, Commentary, pp. 245-6.
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This then would explain the use of not so much why ¢ <Ae¢c in one place,

but why 4’ ";E“ is used everywhere else.

To add fuel to this fire is Woolsey's comments "It is remarkable that
John received more reproof from Jesus than any other of the twelve, except
Peter. (Mark 931383 Luke 91193 933 Matthew 20320-23; Mark 10335-40)%1
John apparently did oceupy a speecial place to the other evangelists, and
probably also then, to the Christian community.

Then, as mentloned above, the incldent in 20:2, would be a break from
this emphasis, to impress upon his readers another point, elther because
Peter is included, or because circumstances (possibly either seen in retro-
spect or even felt on that occasion) displayed the closeness of Jesus to

these men at that time.
C. Chapter 11

Another interesting chapter to look at is chapter 11. Many commenta-
tors not recognizing the distinction between ’o.igy:aiw and cz‘(iw point to
this chapter as an instance of variation for the sake of variety. But
does a closer look warrant such an interpretation?

Words from the ;é(AG/w group occur in verses 3, 11, 36, having no
outstanding position in their respective sentences, and they fit well
within the flow of the story. But verse 5, which has é'afza in it, seems
to break the narrative, as if to emphasize the point. And furthermore,

4’ ’g/ 70 18 accented by its position at the head of the sentence. John
was here indiecating that a greater purpose was involved than (Aéw would
understands

Anything less than an infinite love must have rushed instantly to the
rellef of those loved and troubled hearts, to stay thelr grief, and

l4oolsey, "The Disciple", p. 164.
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to have the luxury (which only love can appreciate) of wiping and
staunghing thelr tears and causing their sorrow and sighing to flee
away.

And Jesus, through John, may be making still another point:
Yet, here is what troubled the hearts of these sisters, even as it
troubles many a Christian still--to be a friend of Jesus, embraced
in his true and tender affection, and yet to lie sick, to grow help-
lessly worse, to die at last--just as if Jesus, our Friend, had for-

gotten! Our answer to this 1s that above the éu\ ¢tv stands the
unfathomable and blessed ,&é anav.2

The Lord loved Lazarus, yet He who is omnipotent permitted him to be
sick. « « « They say that a believer who is sick must have done some-
thing which is wrong and that bodily sickness 1s the result of it.

All these strange theories are disproved by Seripture. The Lgrd loved
Lazarus and with all His love He did not prevent his illness.

Pain often reveals some unrealized side of our Savior's character.

The siters had never known Him as the Resurrection and the Life if
Lazarus had not died.

The argument therefore that 'q’ ) o'\gg was used to stress a greater pur-
pose which étt\ éu would not have caught seems to be the most plausible.
As less likely argument is that it is fine to use éu\cﬁw when talking
about Jesus'! 6lose love for His male friends, but that John felt it too
"indiscreet™ if used of lady friends, therefore he uses a)L!ag_a:w when
mentioning Mary and Martha. It does not seem likely John would be con-
cerned about this, since éu\éw was understood to have much more than

sexual and husband-wife connotations.’ Still, it is a possibility.

1Fredrick Brotherton Meyer, Gospel of John (Grand -Rapids, Michigans
Zondervan Publishing House, 1958), p. 166.

2Richard Charles Henry Lenski, The Interpretation of St. John's
Gospel (Columbus, Ohios Lutheran Book Concern, 19315, Pe 760,

3Gaeblein, Gospel of John, p. 19%.
uﬁeyer. Gospel of John, p. 166.
5This 1s is the position of A, Plummer, as he mentions it in passing,

in his work, The Gospel _Accord%gg to St. John, in The Cambridge Greek Testa-
ment for Schools and Colleges (Cambridges University Press, 1938), p. 2343

So also Lange, The Gospel, p. 342.
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D. 3135 Versus 51203 14121 Versus 16127

These passages are another favorite for some commentators to prove
that there 1s no distinction between the two groups of words. 3135,
using éa Q-najw reads, "The Father loves the Son, and has given all things
(stressed in the Greek) into His hand." 5320, using ﬁu\zd says, "For
the Father loves the Son, and shows Him all which He does.® This,com=
mentators say, shows that since the Father is described as having both
@é agéw and g‘éew towaxrd His Son, these words thereforequynonymous.
Of course, this is not necessarily true.

The thought of iii. 35 is fixed on the greatness of the Son whom the

Father honors by His love; in v. 20 it is fixed on the fatherly ten-

derness with which the Father loves the Son. 2Zahn very properly com-

ments, therefores ¥ ¢tv’ was more sultable here than the éag ZI’éV'

of the otherwise parallel sentence in iii. 35, because écz\c—c

recalls the natural affection of the human father to his son, or of

a friend to a friend, in contrast, say, with the relation of the

master to the servant (xv. 13315)."1

This same point is brought up when considering 14321 and 16127,

b ’

14:21 uses aéanaw throughout, and reads, "He who has my commandments
and keeps them, the same 1s he who loves me; he who loves me will be
loved by my Father, and I will love him and will reveal myself to him."
161327 uses gut(«’w throughout, and says, "For the Father Himself loves
you, because you have loved me and have belleved that I have come from
God,"

Spicq points out that in 3135 you have what you might call "the
business portion" of the Father-Son relationship-~Jesus needed this in

order to accomplish His mission.z So also in 14321 is what one might call

1warfield, "Terminology", p. 198.

2Ceslaus Spleq, Agape in the New Testament,' trans. by Sisters Marie
Aquinas McNamara and Mary Honoria Richter (St. Lowiss B Herder Book Co.,

1966), pp. 86-7.
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“"the business portion®™ of salvation. However, the emphasis changes in

the other passages to the more personal, more intimate relationship.
Therefore 5320's accent 1s on the mutnal sharing between Father and Son,
that the Father reveals Himself as in a father=-son relationship. And in
16127 we are informed on how close God comes to us, because of Jesus

Christ and our connection to Him.

(xvi. 27) The Father's love is founded, in this verse, on what He
finds lovable in them. Similarly, in v. 20 . . . philein is used to
express the Intimate {ellowship of the Father and the Son in which
there are no secrets.

(xvi. 27) This is the only place in the New Testament where God is
said to g(Aewv  man--though 1t would be better to say, His children,
for that enters into the case (but see Revelation 1ii. 19). And this
is also the only place where eV 1s used "of the affection of the
disciples for their Lord" (yet consult xxi. 17 and I Corinthians

xvi. 22). Horn commentss . . . xvi. 27 has a different meaning from
111, 16 . . .the latter is pitying love to the as yet unredeemed world,
allen to God; the former is the Batural Pleasure of the Father in His
believers, approved as faithful.

E. 3'16

The final text to consider is one of the best statement in the Bible
concerning the Gospel of Jesus Christ. "Explain it one may, but enlarge

upon it one camnot. It is the Gospel in superlatives."3 No other religion

150hn Stephen Hart, A Companion to St. John's Gospel (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1952;, P. 213.

Zjarfield, "Terminolgy”, p. 199.

3Hobbs, Exposition, p. 85. He continues withs It tells of the
greatest reason for divine love (for), the original source of love (God),
the greatest degree of love (so), the atest emotion of love (loved),
the greatest object of love (the world), the greatest relation of love
(that), the greatest expression of love (he gave), the greatest gift of
love (his only begotten Son), the greatest demand of love (that), the
greatest reciplents of love (whoseever), the greatest response of love
(believeth in him), the greatest deliverence of love (should not perish),
the greatest alternative of love (but), the greatest possession of love
(have), the greatest quality and extent of love (everlasting), and the
greatest fruit of love (1life).



has even the concept of the Most High God coming to earth and dying for
man, especially for evil and rebelllous ma.n.1 What a statement this little

verse is! this nutshell statement of God's éiom‘q'l

A great number of important affirmation are contained explicitly or
implicitly in this verse, the "golden text™ of the Bible. (1) God's
attitude, even toward those under the sentence of death, is one of
benevolence, or redemptive love. (ii) The measure of God's love is
80 exhaustless that he gave his only Son; God did not lend his Son,
he gave him. (4ii) The object of God's love is a sinful world; God
loves the unlovely and unloving. (iv) All men are included in the
scope of God's redemptive plan-~a universal atonement. (v) The only
beneflciaries of this love are those who choose to accept it. (vi)
The alternative to acceptance_is perpetual exclusion from God's
presence and hence from life.

This sentence sums up especially the teaching on life in this part
of the Gospel. In John's confirmed opinion, God's essential note is
a boundless love, the unparalleled power and sovereign liberty of
which are joined in a total and gratultous gifts that of the only
begotten Son. The aim of the gift is that men may have "Life."
Hitherto, Life has been placed within men's reach by Christ's death
and glorification, and then bestowed on each in baptism. Now we
learn how man can effectively enjoy the Son's gifts it is by faiths
"that those who believe in him may not perish."3

Yrurner, The Gospel, p. 97. 2Ibid.

Jtouts Bouyer, The Fourth Gospel, trans. by Rev. Patrick Byrne
(Westminster, Marylands The Newman Press, 1964), p. 82.



SUMMATION

Herein is love, not that we loved God, but thet He loved us, and sent
His Son to be the expiation for our sins (I John 4310). This is a subject
which, as the last quote pointed out, has so much in it, that it encom-
passes all of our religion to overflowing, that there are probably parts
which we will never know until finally we stand in the eternal presence

/

and glory of God. The two groups of words é%m;ﬁg and ¢c>\€w have opened
the door a little wider, so that even more of the impact of this love is
brought home to us with greater force. These show both sides of God's
love: not just some tramscendent, far-off God, but one who 1s intimately
involved with us, just as intimately involved as with His Sonj yet neither
is He the capricious, self-seeking, too-personal gods of the pagans-~He is
rather a purposeful, giving God. And the joy that John brings to us, when
he reveals by God's inspirdation that this very love which is the nature
of our God, through the second birth of Baptism is now ours also. The
message that John brings to us in His writings is truly a wonderful one.
Davey does a good job of closing this study:

In John Christ reveals the nature of God, which is Love, though not

so called except in the First Epistle. . . « o and TG

as words owe much to their development to Johnes . o « & It is John

who has given the full and final answer which is the bedrock of

Christianity: God is Love (I John 418, 163 John 331163 1519-15, etc.).

Love is the key to all our doctrines, all our problems; it is the

complex activity, relationship and value which we belleve to be

fundamental as source and way and end of life. It is not sentimen-

tality; it is creative, it is passionate, it is benevolent, it is

inexorable, it is holy, it 1s soclally integrating. . . .

And this answer of John is the key also to the divinity of Christ.

Christ on earth was not pure spirit, nor absolute, nor infinite, nor
omnipresent, nor omnipotent, nor omniscient. If then His divinity

55
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was a full and perfect divinity, as the Church has held, in what
could it have consisted b t in that which is the essence of God's
being?=~Love~~i.e., love incarnated among and on behalf of men, love
limited in time and place, love discriminated by judgment, divine
and ?uma.n, and applied to create a society of love, the kingdom of
God.

1james Ernest Davey, The Jesus of St. John (Londons Lutterworth Press,
1958), pp. 107, 167.



APFENDIX I
3116 For God so loved ( Q’a&“ Neey ) the world, that He sent the Son,
the Only-begotten.
3119 And men loved (4‘) ‘g,mzéeg ) the darkness more than the light.
3129 the friend (;zsc' Aos) of the bridegroom

7
3335 The Father loves (a’aﬂf\' ) the Son, and has given all things into
His hand. '

5120 For the Father loves (@ c¢Ac ) the Son and reveals to Him all things
which He does.

5342 But I have known you, that you do not have the love of God (t’q\v

gi’!o.'n'gu ol _BPeod ) in you.

8142 If God were your Father, then you would love (4J mmﬁ' ¢ ) me, for I
have come from God.

10117 Through this (for this reason) the Father loves (a’,aﬂé‘) me, that
I lay down my life (soul), in order that I take it ‘again.

11s 3 Lord, Behold, the one whom you love ( ﬁ u\ef’; ) is sick.
11s 5 And Jesus loved (4’,@_’7“\) Martha, and her sister, and Lagarus.

11311 Lagarus, our friend ( éc’z‘o; ), has gome  asleep, but I go in order
to awaken him.

11:36 Behold how He was loving ( éé (Aee ) him.
12125 He who loves ( gu\&'w) his 1ife loses it.

12343 For they lovedft(g”g"_zgéav ) the glery of men more than the glory
of God.

133 1 Having loved ( 0’.’01‘/#/@0;) His own (who were in the world), to the
end He loved theil.

13123 the one (or, one) whom Jesus loved (_,Q)'Q)za)

13334 A new commandment I give you, in order that you love ( A

2

ajayare )
on another, Jjust as I loved (244 a ) you, in order 'ﬁgat you
also love ( g.! a7747¢ ) one a.nﬁ%er.5

57



58
13335 In this all will know that you are my disciples, 1f you have love

!

(&aeuqv) for (in) one another. .

14321 He who has my commandments and keeps them, the same is he who loves
(dyaTtv ) me; a.nd)he who loves (Qjawidv ) me uil%’be loved )
C ! A& & TOL by my Father, and I will love aégn' Qow him
and reveal myself to him.

14323 If a man would love (dyawi@ ) me, he will keep my word, and my Father
(aggné ‘ggc-,L ) him, anEf‘ we will come to him and make (ur)dwelling
wi .

14324 He who does not love (aao nwv ) me does not keep my words.

14128 If you loved (.5 Zce) me, you would have rejoiced, that I go to
the Father, becg'ése the Father is greater than I.

14331 But in order that the world?ﬁow that I love (puarnw) the Father,
and that just as the Father has commanded me, thys Idos o6 o

2 ’ > 4
153 9 Just as the Father loved ( n d7ncev ) me, and I loved ( 24 a7y ea )s
dwell in (this) love (Q’léﬂigs oF mine.

]
15110 If you will keep my commandments, remain in my love (agéa‘riz ), Jjust
as I/ have kept the commands of my Father and I remain s love

(d4émy ). -
15312 This is my commandment, (in order)that you love (Q, aom&re.). one. another,

Just as I loved ‘é!émfeﬂ ) you.
15113 N ha ter 1 (&aézrgv)th this: that he gives his 1if
s o one has greater love an at he gives his e
for his friends ( Z(Aw v)

15314 You are my friends (Q{J o¢ ) if you do what I command you.

15115 But I have called you friends (_g{ oo¢ ), because all which I heard
from my Father I have made known to you.

15317 This is command you, (in order) that you love (é a,a,d'a Te¢) one another.

15319 If you were of the world, the world would be loving (e’g&\ € ) its
own.

16327 For the Father Himself loves (gu‘e? ) you, because you have loved
(ededinace ") me and believed that I came from God.

17123 In order that the world may know that you sent me and loved (é‘ éﬂ';z@a;)

them just as you loved ( ;2‘"0'17;22&; ) me.
17124 In ,order t9 see the my glory which you had given me, that you loved
( QM’K’ZQ‘S ) me before the founding of the world.

17126 And I made knowi’ng’ to them your name and w}ll, make,it known, in order
that the love (a;a@z ) which you loved (g" A7 G4 ) me may be in
them and I in thém.
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19112 If you release this one, you are not a friend (é(’ Aoy ) of Caesar's.
19326 the disciple whom He loved (one He loved) ( g’,éna) standing there.
203 2 with the other disciple whom Jesus loved (one whom Jesus loved) (EdAer)

> 7
21: 7 therefore that disciple whom Jesus loved ( Zlam&) said to Peter,
%It is the Loxd!*®

21:15-17 Jesus said to Simon Peter, "Simon, (son of) John, do yom love
(dyazwé¢ ) me more than these things?" He said to him, "Surely, Lord,
yo& knoiw that I love (QPcds) you.". . . . "Simon, (son of) John, do

you love (Ajaz77@; ) me?" He said to him, Surely, Lord you know that .
I love (?42&3 ¥ you!” . . . "Simon, (son of) John, do you love (Fcleff )
me?? Poter was distressed that he said to him the third time, "Do you
Zc e?g
t

love (. ) me?" and l}\e said to him, "Lord, you know everything,
you know that I love (gu\w) youl® , ., ., ,

2 7
21320 Peter saw the disciple whom Jesus loved (one whom Jesus loved) (4 \271a ).

’

I,23 5 Truly in him the love of God (_;Z c’).lam 700 4@3 ) is perfected.

J /
I,2: 7 Beloved ( Ayawncot )
I,2110 He who loves (Zzaag QV) his brother remains in the light.

I,2:15 Do not love (22 azace ) the world nor the things in the world. If
(one has) the 1%% zé‘aé‘aﬂg ) of the world, (then) he does not have

<

the love of God (_4_ a\d7n_ _T00 ﬂargés ) in him.

I,3: 1 See what love (;&é c’urg'v) the Father has given us, that we are ealled
the children of God!

I,3s 2 Beloved ( A,a7n ol )
o L4

I,3:510 In this it will be shown who are the children of God and the children
of the devils all who do not do righteous works are not from God, and
those who do not love (a;g Z@w ) their brother.

I,3311 This is the message which you heard from the beginning, that W%e love

(&aaza’)ge‘/ ) one another.

I,3s114 He, know that we have passed from death into life, be’cau,se we love
( aaamﬁg ev_) the brotherss he who does not love (a!arr&}v ) remains

in death.
I,3316 In this wqﬁave known love (4’1)5 nny ), that He gave His life for us.

I,3117 But if one has the 1livelihood of the world and sees higbrother in
need (Pav;ngl need), and closes his heart to him, how does the love of

God (2. ayaznq 700 _@e0D) dwell in him?t
I,3:18 We do not love (a’and)&eu) in word and speech, but in deed and truth!
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) ’
o= I,3121 Beloved ( A!gm'zzoc )

I,3123 And this is His command, that we believe in the name of His Son, Jesus
Christ, and we love (&éog&:gev ) one another.

>
I,4: 1 Beloved (A\&ﬂnro«f )
[} L

I,4s 7 Beloved (24 azmncol ), (let us) we love ( A)awiduey ) one _another,
because love arrn ) 1s from God, and all who love gaﬂ’wv) are
born of God and Xnow God.

I,4s 8 He who does not love ( ciaamzw ) does not know God, because God is

love ( &IJVQ).
¢

I,4s 9 In this the love of God (_g_ c’t,&n’g Tov égo?/) was made manifest in
us (among us), that God se

“s. L L [ ]

I,4311 Beloved (7A ol ), if God so loved (é‘gjngsv) us, we ought
also to 10# { ai ’ggg"w) one anéther.

I,4212 If we love (Zt T £ ¢v’) one another, God dwells in us and His love

( _q}ém) is porfected in us.

/
-~ I, 4316 And we know and believe the love (21a77v) God has for us (in us).
God is love ( &!arr;z ), and he who dyeu;s in love (4’4772). dwells in
God and God in ‘him.

6 Vi
I,4310 In this is love (Q3dz 7 ), not that we\ﬁoved (é,mrg Kaxev ) God,
but that He loved E %, Z"zézéc—w)

I,4117 In this is love (_éa_é_zg) perfected in us

I,4318 There is no fear in love (a!iéa;g ), but the perfect love (ot a )
casts out the fear, because fear has torment, and he who feﬁ 1is not

perfected in love (o’.éémz).

I,4319 We love (Q’agzuﬁ)&ev) because He first loved (é'al TOGEV ) us.

I,4120 If one says "I love (7 am?r) God® but hates his brother, he is a liar.
For if one does not lo a\&71@V ) his brother whom he has seem, he
is not able to love (?x;o.z?v ) God whom he has not seen.

I,4321 This is the command we have from Him, that he who loves (&!aﬂaV)
God, loves (’agaz&) also his brother.

I,5: 1 A1l who love ( g(); anwy ) the Parent, loves (a;an& ) Wis child.

I,5¢ 2 In this we know that we love (a) an@eiev ) the children of God, when
we love (O.’QEL?) uev ) God and do his commands.

< > " -
I,58 3 For this is the love of God (_?_ aafnn Tov ée—ou ), that we keep
his commandments.

2 P
II,1: 1 whom I love (a;anw) in truth
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II,1s 3 Grace, merecy, and peace will be with us from God the Father and from
Jesus Christ, the Father®'s Son, in truth and love (aéan g)

II,1s 5 that we love ( aao.m’a) pev ) one another.

II,1: 6 And this is love ( ), that we follow His commandmentsj this
is the commandment, ust as you heard from the beginning, that you
walk in it.

III,1s 1 Beloved (aéaana) Galus, whom I love (&ao.mﬁ) in truth.

III,1s 2,5 Beloved (’Aéang‘té )

b
III,1s 6 who have testified to your love (a.! é.ug) before the church.

III,1:11 Beloved (’A;ggqté )
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