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CEAPTER I
SOME OF THE SIGNIFICANT DIFFICULTIES

It has been said that 1 John 5:6 is "the most perplexing
pessage in the Epistle and one of the most perplexing in the
New Testament.," It is perplexing, if for no other reason,
for the variety of interpretations that have been offered,
This variety, in turn, hinges on many factors beyond the text
itself,

‘The phrase "He who came by water and by blcod" has been
interpreted malnly within two circles of thought, The first
is concerned with the symbolicel meaning of the words; the
second is more intent on establishing the historical setting
and meaning of the passage. And within these two ranges of
thought arise many variations and combinations, They can,
however, be narrowed to four most significant lines of thought
which generally give rilse to most everything that has been -
written on the passage.

Under the symbolical view the purely sacramental inter-
protation of the passage must be considered, For the very
words "water" and "blood" seem to suggest to many that there
can be 1little other reference here than to the two gsacraments,

Baptism and the Eucharist, instituted here on earth by the

. Lord Jesus Christ. Also to be considered in this area 1is the

view that the "water" and the "blood" refer to general scrip-

tural themes of purification and redemption, On the surface
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both seem rather likely possibilities; but both ere seemingly
at least one step removed from any actual historical reference.

In the case of the remaining two general interpretations
of the passage, much more stress is laid on the textual and
grammatical conslderations which turn the attention to the
historical setting and, more specifically, to historical
events in the life of Christ., It will be shown that it is
the less acceptable view that connects the "water" and the
"blood" with the effusion from the plerced side of the Savicer
on the cross. Furthermore, 1t will become evident that the
view that has been more generally accepted holds that the
"water" refers to the baptism of Christ, while the "blood"
clearly refers to His death, Both interpretations seem to
satisfy the grammatical indication of reference to definite
historical events. They also avoild the philological pitfells,
especlally the reference of "blood" to the Eucharist in the
sacramental view for which there is no parallel in the New
Testament.

It is significant that these two views specifically
refer to the death of Christ. This sugurs well for those who
contend that the error of the day was the denial that the
Christ remained with the man Jesus through the passion, al=-
though it was allowed that the Christ had descended upon Him
" gt His baptism. In this setting the Baptism-Crucifixion view
lends more meaning to the passage by setting up the contrast
which the errorists had tried to maintaln and then by empha-
sizing that He did not come only by the "water," but by the




"water" and the "blood."

Rarely is any but the latter vlew presented independently
of the others. Once beyond the Baptlsm-Crucifixion reference,
variations and comblnations are many. The differences stem
mainly from two major causes, Flrst, there 18 a frequent
fallure to understend or refusal to acknowledge the importance
of the historical situestion as it can be reasonably determined,
Secondly, the grammatical and philological implications of
the text 1ltself are too often ignored, Working outside the
historical and textual factors that are essential to thorough
exegesls, any number of plausible interpretations present
themselves, Within them, on the other hand, the possibilitiss
for vaerlation are greatly reduced; and it 1is possible to ren-
der an intelligent conclusion with regard to the best possible
interpretation of the passage.

Consequently, it 1s of some value to attempt to gather
the historical data, the most representative views on the
passage, and the textual factors 1n one place, In this way
one may readily evaluate, on the basis of the historical and
textual findings, the evlidence which each of the variant
views adduces, It 1s then possible to make some specifiec
suggestion as to the preferable interpretation of the passage.

The value of this summary and eritique depends on several
basic considerations. The historlcal setting, ineluding the
theological etmosphere of the day, possible opponents of the
Wwriter of the Eplstle and the likely polemical alm of the
Epistle, must be established as accurately as posslible. The




L

presentation of the major Interpretations of the passage with
a comparative critique is essential, And attention must be
directed to the most slgnificant textual matters, that 13, to
those factors that seem especlally helpful for a correct in-
terpretation. From these ltems must be drewn a summary con-
clusion as to the most likely and accurate interpretation of
the wverse in question.

The presentation of such a summary and critique necessar-
1ly requires that the widest possible range of the most repre-
sentative commentaries and Journals must be consulted. Only
in this way wlll it be possible to compare and evaluate the
various interpretations that merit attention.

And although the writers consulted do not represent a
complete review of all that has been written on the problem,
it ean be maintained within the limitatlions of the materlals
studled that the representative interprctations of the pas-
sage provide an accurate pilcture of the lines of interpreta-
tion whilch have been followed generally.

The resultant conclusion at the same time grows out of
the comparison of the variety of interpretations that have
been offered and places the various possibilities in a com-
parative relatlonship that serves to point up thelr respective
strengths and wcaknesses,

Historically, it will be agreed that the error of Cerin-
thus, maintaining that the aeon Christ descended upon the
historical Jesus at His baptism, but left Him before His
death, might well be the error to which 1 John 5:6 is the
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orthodox reply. But 1t 1s also possible that some inter-

preters have limited the meaning of the passage by this nar-
rowing of the likely opponent to this one man's false teach-
ing., For it will also be demonstrated that the current
Gnostlc attempt to undermine the Christian teaching that
Jesus Christ, whose ministry began with His baptism in the
Jorden, suffered the death on the cross as the Christ is
quite well documented in hlstory. Whether this error can be
refined to mean specifically some form of Docetism or Cer-
inthianism is questionable, It is safe to say that the state-
ment of verse 6 18 the orthodox reply to the attempts of the
writer's day to separate the historical Jesus from the Christ
in any way.

That a comparison of the major interpretations of the
pessage definltely favors the Baptism-Crucifixion view is
hardly asccidental., To apply the "water" to Christ's baptism
and the "blood" to His death satisfles the historiecal situ-
ation as outlined sbove as well as the grammatical and philo-
loglcal considerations of the text. What sacramental or sym-
bolical overtones, if any, were or are conveyed by the use of
the terms "water” and "blood" is a matter of conjecture. The
grammatical considerations definitely point to historical
events in the 1life of Christ; there are no other events in
the ministry of Christ that fit the terms so well as the bap-
tism and the ecrucifixion., Furthermore, it must be noted
negatively that none of the other interpretations which will
be considered so adequately fulfills both the historical and



textual requirements.

After careful consideration of the evidence, 1t will
appear that it 1s hardly possible to adopt any view but the
one that refers the "water" to the baptism of Christ and the

"pblood™ to His death on the ecross,




CHAPTER IIX
THE NATURE OF THE ERROR
Polemical Orientation of 1 John

While it i1s evident even from & casual reading of the
First Epistle of John that he 1s dealing with certalin forns
of error that were evidently invading the doemains of the
Church (2:18; 2:22-25; Lil; ete.), it is not an easy matter
to define this error either historically or theologically.

In any attempt to establish the error of which and to which
St., John might have been spesking, three factors inevitably
come to the fore., They involve the person and approach of
8t. John, the historicsal background of the prevalent errors,
and the errors themselves,

Not the least of these factors is the personality and
approach of St. John himself, Indeed, this consideration has
prompted some to contend that the Epistle is not polemical in
nature at all, St. John is characterized as the theologlan
gs opposed to men like St. Peterj he 1s deplcted as the quiet
master of the spiritual life; he stands as the calm, strong
controversialist who excludes error by constructing truth, 1
This characterization of St. John is certainly to the point.
But it does not really contribute significantly to the

lyilliam Alexander, The Eplstles of St. John, in The
Expogitor's Bible (Wew York: Todder & Stoughton, n.d.), p.9.
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consideration of the polemical nature of the Eplistle. It
rather serves as the background for understanding the objec-
tivity and methodology of his approach, which, in turn, 1is
of great significance in understanding the apologetic thrust
of his theses.

Bishop Westcott spends many words in demonstrating the
objectivity of St. John's approach, almost to the exclusion
of any polemlcal thrust in the Epistle.2 But he also allows
that "the pursult of such a theme necessarily involves the
condemnation and refutation of corresponding errors."3 This
fact polnts to & unique methodology. For the objectlve of
St. John is to confute all manner of error "by the exposition
of the truth reslised in 1ife."l This approach immediately
makes the polemlcal thrust of the Eplstle less obvious. Con-
sequently, his "object is polemical only so far as the clear
unfolding of the essence of right teaching necessarily shews
21l error in its reasl character. In other words St. John
wriltes to cell out & welcome for what he knows to be the Gos-
pel and not to overthrow this or that false opinion."5 West-
cott!s insight sounds the alert against all who would pin-
point the error too qulckly; it is a reminder that the

2Brooke Foss Westcott, The Epistles of St. John (Third
edition, 1892; Grand Rapids: Wm, B. Serdmans Publishing
Company, 1960), p. xxxix. :

31bid.

bipia.

S5Tbid.
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presentation 1s such that it stands to condemn and confute
any error of any time or place that seeks by any means to
muffle the clarion call of the Gospel.

Nonetheless, there 1s abundant proof that the popular
heretical philosophy of Asia Minor struck Christianity pre=
cisely iIn these vital places which so eclearly stand out in
the Epistle., It denled the incarnation; this denlal resulted
in a refusal to acknowledge and accept the redemption won for
man in Christ; this, in turn, emptied the sacraments of their
significance and efficacy.6 This points primarily to the influ-
ences from without which were pervading the theological at-
mosphere of the day and undercutting the underpinnings of the
Christian faith, Dodd underscores the reference to these same
influences in contending that "at the beginning of the Chris-
tlan era there was a movement or tendency within paganism
towards a purer, more reasoneble and more inward plety."7
This tendency evidently found some satisfaction in various
aspects of the Christian 1life and piety; but it also brought
with 1t a rationalistic and philosophical attitude that too
often proves attractive even to the Christian.

Whence cams these aberrations? The pat answer has often

merely attributed them to "Gnostic influences." In the past,

6Alexander, op. clt., p. 273.

Tc. H. Dodd, The Johannine Epistles, in The Moffatt New
Tostament Commentary (Wew York: Barper & Brothers, 19L6),

p. xvi.
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Gnosticism has been largely asslgned to the pecullar Hellen-
istic pagan and philosophical thought world in which the
Christian Church found itself at thls time. More recently,
however, scholars have advanced the oplinion that whet is
called Gnosticlsm in connection with the New Testement writ-
Ings has its roots mich deeper in Judalsm than has heretofore
been allowed.8

Such 1s the theological atmosphere of the world without.
But both the Gospel of John and the First Epistle glive us a
further clue as to the actual situation to which St. John
wrote. The Gospel 1s addressed to those who do not belileve
(John 20:31) in order that they may have 1life; the Epistle ‘
is written to those who do believe (1 John 5:13) 4in order that
they may know that they have life., There 1s strong indication
that the purpose of the latter writing 1s to reassure the
falthful in a situation in which they stand in danger of being
shaken from their belief.? There was apparently no all out
struggle between the Church and the forces without. Rather
the forms of error that seem to have been pravalent aﬁ this

time were making subtle lnroads into its hallowed circles.

BNo consideration of the Gnostic problem as such is con-
templated here, Two recent works deal extensively with all
of the complexities of Gnosticism: R. M, Wilson, The Gnostle
Problem (Londony A. R. Mowbray & Company, 1958) and Jean
Doresse, The Secret Books of the Egyptian Gnostics (New Yorks
The Viking Press, 1960).

97. A. T. Robinson, "The Destination and Purpose of the
Johannine Epistles," New Testament Studies, VII (October,
1960) F i 56.
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Westcott carries the point to a doubtful extreme by contend-
ing that "the main temptations are from within," claiming
that there 1s no trace of any recent or ilmpending perse-
cution,l0 The false teachers had evidently once at least
claimed to be part of the Church (2:19), but now they are re-
ported to be "coming" subsequent to their departure from the
assembly.(2:13).

Although 1t 1ls doubtful that the problem to which St.
John writes arose completely within the Church, it may be
granted that the period of apparent peace and tranquility
In whilch the Church now found itasclf became a prime seed bed
for the errors that filled the alir. Thus Westcott 13 right

when he draws attention to the fact that "the world was in-

deed perilous; but it waes rather by 1ts seductions than by
1ts hostility."1ll

To say as much as possible wlthout speculating is to
point to the traditions of the rise of heresy in connection
with attempts that werse being mede about this time to "divide
Jesus Christ into the hwman Jesus on the one hand, mortal and

imperfect as other men, and the Christ, a Divine ason or

emanation, that descended upon Jesus and was associated with

Him from His baptism till the hour of His death."12 With

10yestcott, op. cit., p. xxxiii.
1l1bid.

12George G. Findlay, Fellowship in the Life btarnal
(Londont: Hodder & Stoughton, n.d.), Pe. 219.
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every effort, in view of this atmosphere of the day, toﬂﬁin-
point more closely the specific sect or varilation of teach-
ing to which St, John addressed himself comes the danger that
the full thrust of the full expositlion of the Truth is weak-
ened, "The separation of Jesus, the Son of Man, from Christ,
the Son of God, is constantly made to the destruction of the
One, indivisible Person of our Lord and Saviour, "3

Nevertheless, 1t 1s necessary to endeavor to determine
as accurately as possible, and as specifically as possible,
the probable false teachers against whom St. John might have
been writing. Dodd somewhat categorically attributes the
difficulty at this time to "Hellenistic mysticism," "higher
paganism,” and "Gnosticism, "1k Practically every commentary
will admit to this; for there 1s every reason to believe thet
the objective statement of the Truth as we have 1t in 1 John
was made wlth the very errors of the Gnostics foremost in
mind.

But what 1s far more important for the understanding of
the Epistle is at least to attempt to discover the source of
what came to be known as Gnosticism. For with Dodd's opinion,
as noted sbove, 1t 1s possible to arrive at a somewhat aca-
demic and scholastic conclusion, attributing the polemic in

1 John to a philosophical struggle ageinst the invasion of

13Westcott, ops o6ilt., P. xxIVI,

1podda, op. eit., p. xx.
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"Hellenistic paganism."” Schnackenburg identifies the error
with a source much closer to the Christian teaching by con-
necting the false teachers and John's statement on ethical-
practical grounds, stating that "these Guostles think they
do not need the forgiveness of the blood of Jesus (1:7; 5:63
2:2; 3:8; h:lO,lh).15 This scholer is not content merely to -
ascribe the error to philosophical and peagan inroads into the
Christian tea@hing, but rather allows the possibility that
the errorists had at least enough of an understanding of the
Christian teaching to allow them to twlst it to suit their
own purposes.

In summary, there is evidence that the Epistle is at
least polemically orisntetec; that the theological atmosphere
of the day lent itself to the error that seems to be axposed;
that the opponents probably fit inte the general category of
Gnosticism, although the sources of this system of thought
are not sou clearly defined as to allow lummediate narrowing

of the opponent to one specific error or group.
Unlty Or Variety Of Opvonents

Before looking at the possible opponents individually,
it will prove helpful to consider briefly whether St. John

is writing to one specific error in every part of the Epistle

15Rudolf Schnackenburg, Die Johannesbriefe, in Herders
Theologlscher Kommentar Zum heusn Testam:ant (Freiburgz: Herder
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or to a varliety of errors in various passages. Subsequent
to this, it will also prové helpful to consider the situation
specifically at 1 John 5:6, the passage with which we are
here concerned., A, E. Brooke has rendered invalusble service
along thess lines by drawing together most of the major argu-
ments and evidence with regard to the probable errors gnd
their respective proponents.16

The exact nature of the false teaching with which St.
John deals in this Epilstle 1s a matter of dispute. There is
little agreement among any of the interpreters, a fact that
may serve to explain the varlety of explahations that have
been set forth on the difficult passage, 1 John 5:6., Brooke
reporta that "the opponents have been held to be Jews, or
Judaizing Christians, or Gnostics, Judelzing or heathen, or
some particular sect of Gnostics, Basilides, Saturninus, Val-
entinus or Cerinthus. Some have supposed the chief error de-
nounced to be Docetism, others Antinomianism."17 At the same
time he calls attention to the fsct that "a majority of in-
terpreters still perhaps regard Cerinthianism, or teaching
gsimilar in character end tendency, as the main object of the

writer's denunciation."18 But this view hes also been

165, g. Brooke, A Critlcal and Exegetical Commentary on
The Johannine Epistles, in The Internstional Critical Commen-
tary (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1928), pp. xzviii-
4 X =

171pid., p. xxxviii.

181pid., p. xxxix.
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seriously challenged, especially by men like Wurm and
Clemen,l? largely on the basis of 1 John 2:23 ("No one who
denles the Son has the Father. He who confesses the Son has
the Father also.").20 Those who appeal to this pessage con-
tend that it 1limits the doctrinal differences between John
and his opponents to questions of Christology and that it
demonstrates tint with regard to the doctrine of the Father
thelr views must have been identical, at least divided by no
serious difrerence of opinion, This virtually excludes the
Cerinthian view in that what we know of the teaching of Cerin-
thus éeema to indicate that his doctrine of the Father was
hardly more correct than his Christology.zl

The unity of the faelse teaching seems to be accepted by
the majority of wrilters on the subject, Brooke feels that
there 18 a sense in which this can be properly understood.
Judging from St,. John's exposition of the Truth, the views
which can be attributed to hls opponents would be generally
consistent. This 18 demonstrated in the Christocloglcal pres-
entations of chapters two, four and five, where one could
hardly argue that he is attacking the Christology of several
different sects or groups. Furthermore, the writer seemingly

does not denounce the Christology of one party and the ethical

191p14d.

20511 Biblical quotations are from the RSV, unless other-
wise noted. _

21Brooke, op. cit., p. xxxix,
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shortcomings of another.22

On the other hand, there are a number of expressions in
the Eplstle which certalnly suggest varliety. In chapter 2
the writer characterizes the Antichrist as the one who
"denies the Father" (2:22); but at the same time, he has
already warned the readers that "now many antichrists have
come" (2:18), Also in chapter l there seems to be reference
to a varlety of opponents in such phrases as “tesf the spir-
1ts" and "many false prophets" (4:1); and the reférence to
"every spirit" (L:2,3) further suggests that there were sectu-
ally many who did not confess Jesus Christ., Brooke argues
that the burden of the message throughout is that "truth is
one, ebror 18 manifold.™@3 He concludes rather convincingly
that the Eplstle 1s directed against various forms of teach-
ing, although he still mekes allowance for the fact that the
writing may have been prompted by one special type of false
teaching or one special event or incident in the history of
His Church in connectlion with 1t.24 This ceutious approach
is also recpresented by Blichsel, whu refuses to limit the
false teaching to that of the Docetists or Cerinthus, main-
taining that the letter is addressed to anyone who denies
the Person of Christ.25

22Ibid., PP. xxxviiif,
23Ibid., P. X1l.
2h1p1ga,, p. x1i.

c’ )
25Friedrich Blichsel, Die Johannesbriefe, in Theologischer
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If there 1s one passage or sectlion, howevsr, in which

the writer ssems to narrow his concern to one specific error
~or teaching, it 1s at 1 John 5:6, For here the opponents
seem not only to be questioning the person of Christ, but
there seems to be a speclal problem involved with regard to
the way in which He came. Thus the writer carefully spellg
out that "this is He who came by water and blood, Jesus
Christ," and underscores the assertion by adding emphatically
"not with the water only but with the water and the blood."
Whatever error is involved at this point, 1t is evident that
it denied that Jesus, the Son of God, came by both water and
blood, that both His sufferings and death were essential parts
of His Messianic work of salvation., One can concur with
Brooke's caution that "this passage should not be allowed to
outweigh the impression left by the earlier chapters,"26 but
the fact still remains that in this passage the writer seems
to desal with a much more specific problem. Whether or not
this fact is admitted will largely determine the interpre-
tation of the passage.

Ma jor Possible Opponents

Generally, the suggested opponents for St. John's state-
ments in the First Eplistle fall into two maln categories,

Fandkommentar Zum Neuen Testament (Leipzig. D. Werner Scholl,

1933), p. L.
2€ppooke, op. clt., p. x1.
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Judaism and Gnostilcism, In this categorization Judalsm is
usually spoken of as & somewhat uniflied opposition, wheresas
Gnosticism, as the term is used in connection with lew Testa-
ment writings, is far more diversified. Such suggestions as
Docetism end Cerinthianism are actually specific errors that
preceded or .grew out of the broader system of Gnosticism,

If it were granted that the writer had one single enemy
in view, 1t cannot, of course, be the Jews who have never
accepted Christianity. He could hardly have spoken of those
who "have gone out from us" in connection with people who
were never members of the Church.27 Schnackenburg calls the
contention that the Epistle is directed against Judaistie

Messianic heresles 1mpossib1e.28

BEqually improbable is the
1ink that some interpreters have attempted to establish be-
tween thils ZEpistle and the historical situation of the Jews
at this time. Supposedly, since the Jews had been overrun
ard Jerusalem lay in ruins, the time was ripe for the Jews to
lure back to the fold those who had defected to Christianity
because of the fact that it had now become obvious that the
Messiesh to whom they clung was not really golng to return at
gll, that they were mistaken in supposing that Jesus of YNaza-

reth was the Messiah of their nation.2? It is hard to

271p1d., p. x1i.
288chnackenburg, op. cit., pp. l4f,
29Brooke, op. cit., pp. x1lif,
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concelve of the 1dea that some of those who had actually
professed Christ to be the true Messiah would still have such
a completely false hope with regard to His rule and kingdom.
There 1s 1little doubt that 1t was those who denled that Jesus
is the Christ (2:2) who are the foremost opponents in the
Epistle. But Findlay rightly observes that this is "not the
denial of Jewish unbellef, a refusal to accept Jesus of Naza-
roeth as the Messlah; it is the denlal of Gnostlc error, the
refusal to admit the Divine Sonship of Jesus and the reve-
lation of the Godhead in manhood through His person.">°

Thus Gnosticism is set in opposition to the view that
the opponent at which the writer is aiming is Judalsm., Even
to attempt to reconstruect with any degree of accuracy the sys-
tem or tenets of CGnosticism at the time 1 John was written
is practically a hopeless task. We can, however, point to
several rather general principles of Gnosticism which lend
credence to the assertion that it was probably the object of
whatever 1s polemical in 1 John,

Plummer points to two great Gnostic principles which
produced oprosite results in ethical teaching: ascetism and
antinomian profligacy. These two principles are "the suprem-
acy of knowledge and the impurity of matter, "1 Especially
the latter idea that the material world, on account of its

30Findley, op. cit., p. 218

315, Plummer, The Epistles of St. John, in The Cambridge

Bible for Schools and Colleges (Cambridge: University Press,
1003); Ps 24s
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manifest imperfections, 1s assumed to be evil runs through
almost all CGnostic teaching. Consequently, the ilncarnation
becomes incredible; i1t would mean that the Divine Word must
have consented to be united with an impure material body.
It 1s this difficulty which led to Docetism, the theory that
Christ's body was not a real one, but a phantom which only
appeared to exist.52 Robinson has alerted us to a further
development, calling attention to the lack of any reference
to the Cnostic redeemer in the Epistle. It might well have
besn that St. John's opponents "denled the need of any medi-
ator; they claimed direct knowledge of God, to have the
Father without the Son."33

This leads to another erroneous teaching of the Gnostics.
They claimed a metaphysical dualism which locates evil in
matter rather than in moral choice. This 1is, in fact, a de-
nial of the reality of sin, of the need to do anything about
8in, of the incarnation, of the efficacy of Christ's suffer-
ing and death, "Alternatively, because it denles the reality
and goodness of matter, 1t denles the fact that Christ came
in the fleshy and if one denies the Incernation, one denies
the Atonement; Christ did not come 'with the blood,'"34 Such
a denial makes the knowledge of both God the Father and Jesus

321p1d., p. 19
33Robinson, op. cit., p. 61.
3l1v1a., p. 62,
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Christ as Son impossible., Findlay's brief summary of the
effects and essence of Gnosticism 1s worth quoting here:
The incarnatlon, the miracles, the resurrection, the
ascension--what are they but a beautiful poetic dream,
8 plctorial representation of spiritual truth, from
which we must extract for ourselves a higher creed,
leaving behind the supernatural as so much mere wrap-
page and imaginative dress! This rationalism loudly
asseorts today; and thls the Gnostlcism of the late apos-
tolic age was already, in itg peculiar method and dia-
lect, beginning to make out. 5
The peculiar Christologlical emphasis of 1 John 5:6 can hardly
be directed against any other known error of the day. Its
clear presentation of the full person of Jesus Christ in the
context of His Mssslanic work mlilitates dlrectly against the
Gnostic mutilation of these very foundations of the Christian
faith,
Consequently, there 1s hardly a question as to whether
or not Gnosticism is involved in the Epistle, especlally at
1 John 5:6, But the problem still revolves about the kind
of Gnosis or Gnosticism which is involved, whether Docetism,
or that which 1s concretely connected with the teaching of
Cerinthus, or another. Since these individual considerations
have some bearing on the interpretation of the passage under
consideration, they must also be briefly considered.
There are those who have clalmed Docetlsm as the error

to which St. John addressed himself, especlally in relation

to the general atmosphere of the day.36 St11l others consider

35Findlay, op. cit., p. 88.
36p1exander, op. cit., pp. 39ff.
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1t beyond question that the peril against which the Epistle
was intended to arm the Church was the spreading influence
of Gnosticism, but, more specifically, the Docetlie form of
Gnosticism,37 Whet 1s, perhaps, more evident 1s the simple
observation that this Docetism i1s a more limited error as
opposed to the more complete system of error involved in
Gnosticism as such, Whether 1t preceded or grew out of
Gnosticism need not be a concern for the consideration at
hand. Docetism thought a true incarnation unthinkable, main-
ly because of its view of the universe in which all matter
is impure. It would be impossible to think of the Divine
Word as united with an impure material body. This meant
that the Human Neture of Christ and the incldents of His
earthly career could be little more than an 111lusion,38

There 1s little doubt that the LEpistle, especially at
5:6, stresses the vital significance of the incarnation for
redemption. A Docetic Christology that so sériously affected
the true 1ife and work of Jesus Christ left men very little
in the way of a Redeemer or a salvatlon. One is almost in-
clined to belleve that this factlon was more interested iu
reconclling the facts with its philosophical views on the
sepearation of the finite and infinite and the absolute sepa-

ration of God from the world than in reconciling its own

3TRobert Law, The Tests of Life (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1914), p. 26. —

381p1d., p. 32.
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finite existence with the infinite God about whom they
philosophized., Findlay correctly notes that "Christ Jesus
the Lord was, from the outset, to them & non-reslity; the
ecritique of theilr philesophy dissolved the faets sbout Him
into a play of the aénses, 8 Doketie spectacle,"3?

But even those who stress that the major opponent at
which the Epistle is directed must be Docetism narrow the
opposition at 1 John 5:6 to a specific Docetic tenet that the
aeon Christ descended upon Jesus at His baptism and departed
again from Him at His passion.uo Of this specific tenet of
Docetism Cerinthus is said to have been the prime e:rporxent.’-‘1
Indeed, although the quotations adduced are somewhat brilef
and it 1s difficult to evaluate their objectivity, Ignatius,‘
Polycarp, Irenaeus and Epiphanius point to this type of
teaching, And especlally the latter two cite particularly
the opinions of Cerinth.us.l'r2

Briefly stated, the Cerinthian error denied that Jesus
was.the Christ; i1t asserted that there was only & temporary
and incomplete assoclation of Jesus with the Christ.h3 Ap-
parently, these false teachsrs acknowledged the baptism of
Jesus, but would not acknowledge the suffering and death in

39rindlay, op. cit., pp. 219f.
hﬂLaw, op. eit., p. 96.
hIWestcott, op. eit., p. xxxiv,
h2;g;g., pp. xxxivf,

K3raw, op. eit., p. 9.
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humanity.hu It appears that the passion was not considered
an essential part of the Messianic work of salvation, for
while they admitted that His baptism by John was a real mark
of His Messianic cereer, a means by which He was fitted to
carry out His work for men, these opponents of Christian or=-
thodoxy refused to see a similar mark in the crucifixion.
He came by water, but not by blood. L5

The ultimate source of this error need not be explored
here, It appears at this point that the false teachers are
still concerned with a problem faced at a very early stage
of CGnosticism, that is, with the relation between the real
man Jesus of Nazareth and the higher power with which He was
brought into temporary u.n:lon.’-*6 Recent discoveries, espe-
cially at Qumran, indicate that the eventual development of
the second century Gnostlic system probably has its deepest
roots in Judaism itself.h7 Thus the common conclusion that

Judaism and Gnosticism are mutually exclusive is hardly

huSchnackenburg, op. cit., p. 230.
hEBrooke, op. cit., p. x1lvi.
L61p14., p. xlv.

h7For treatment of the most recent dilscoverles and theo-
ries see the following: Raymond E. Brown, "The Qumran Scrolls
and The Johannine Gospel and Epistles," Catholic Biblical
Quarterly, XVII (July, 1955), LO3ff, A, M. Hunter, "Recent
Trends in Johannine Studies,” Lxpository Times, LXXI (June,
1960), 16),-167. E. Haenchen, "Neusere Egternfur zu den Jo-
hannesbriefen," Theologische Rundschau, XXVI (Jenuary, 1960),
1-43. J. A. T. Robinson, "The Destination and Purpose of The
Johannine Epistles," New Testament Studies, ViI (October,
1960), 56-65,
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valid. 1In fact, thelr close connectlion might well serve to
explain much of the common terminology, even the possibility
of such an intricate Christological error as is evidently in
the mind of the writer at 1 John 5:6.

A. E. Brooke concluded that "a majority of interpreters
8till perhaps regard Cerinthianism, or teaching similar in
character or tendency, as the mein object of the writer's
demunciation,"h® 1n general, this conclusion is still valid
today., Whatever has arisen in the form of question to this
conclusion can best be explained by a statement of Westcott
published considerably before Brooke's work:

The main questions of debate are gathered round the

Person and Work of the Lord. On the one slde He was

represented as a mere man (Eblonism): on the other

side He wams represented as a mere phantom (Docetism)t

& third party endeavoured (sic) to combine these two

cpinions, and supposed that the divine element, Christ,

was united with the man Jesus at HiS‘Ba£51sm and left

Him before the Passion (Cerinthianism).

The likely opponent, even at 1 John 5:6, should be limited
to Cerinthianism only as it stands in the complete context
of 1ts day and only as 1t has been identified with any "ism"
for all time that has in any way attempted to encircle,

elude, or eradicate the full person and work of the Savior

Jesus Christ,

erBvooke, op. ¢it., pp. xxxviiif,

h9westcott, op. cit., p. xxxiv,




CHAPTER IIT
REPRESENTATIVE INTERPRETATIONS OF 1 JOHN 5:6
Summary Of The Major Interpretations

Of the various interpretations which have been proposed
for this passage, most fall into two very general categories.
Either the water and the blood are referred to facts or
events in the earthly career of Jesus as the Measiah; or
they are taken to be symbolic of certain mysteries, In fact,
the four interpretations that deserve consideration on the
basis of the frequency with which they have been suggested
are evenly divided as to these two categories, Those which
look to the historical facts or events consider the water
and bloo’ either to be the baptism and crucifixion of Christ
or the water and blood which flowed from His side on the
cross (John 19:3L). Those that take the water and blood
symbolically apply them elther in a general way to purifi-
cation and redemption or specifically to the sacraments of
Baptism and of the Eucharist.l

It must be mentioned at the outset, however, that of
the four interpretations referred to, only the one which sees
in the water and the blood a reference to the baptism and

crucifixion of Christ is held exclusively by any number of

1z, Plummer, The Epistles of St. John, in The. Cambridge

Bible for Schools and Colleges Tﬁhﬁgridge: University Press,
s Pe 150,
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representative commentators, The preponderance of
interpreters hold to some sort of "combination" view which
leans more or less to one of the suggested meanings, depend-
ing ﬁpon the personal inclination of the individusl.

Thls illustrates and explalns to some extent why the
Sacramental view, although it obviously appeals to many, is
held exclusively by none of the representative commentaries
which were consulted. Even Alexander, although he seéms to
come out exclusively for the sacramental 1npefpretation,
leaves himself an area of retreat. For he speaks of the
water and blood as ever witnessing.2 In so doing, he must
either trace the water and blood back to their historical
instltution as sacraments or to the partiﬁular historical
events from which they take their efflcacy or to some other
origin. There are other pitfalls, some of which will be
considered below, but this single example should serve to
indicate why so few have been able to come out for an ex-
clusively sacramental view,

Much the same applies to the view that holds the-water
and blood to be aymbolic of purification and redémption. It
is a view that can hardly be held exclusively aﬁd 1s most
often thought of in "combination" with other suggesfions. In

this case Haupt would be an outstanding example. The idea

2William Alexander, The Epistles of St. John, in The
Exposgitor's Bible (New York: Hoddeor & §—oughton, on, teda)g .

Pp. 28f.
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that the water and blood symbolize the purifylng and
reconcliliation effected through Christ appeals to him
greatly., From this point of view, he sets out to find at
least one passage of Scripture that will support the idea,
and he finds the passage for which he 1s looking in a mani-
festly historical event (John 19:3}), and even allows that
"this symbolical interpretation of the water and blood by no
means excludes the possibllity that the sacraments are also
included in these expressions."3 Thus he has drawn into his
interpretation all of the four suggested interpretations ex-
cept the most likely one, probably because it 1s the one

that would contradict most strongly his bent for interpreting

the passage symbolically.

In the case of the third possibility, in spite of the
fact that it comes as the result of a quest for an historical
event with which to connect the water and blood, there 1is
scarcely an interpreter who holds exclusively to the view
that the water and blood can only refer to the blood and
water from Christ's plerced side on Calvary (John 19:3L).
Here sgain one commentator makes a rather strong case for the
absolute connectlion between 1 John 5:6 and John 19:3l, but he
cannot constrain himself to omlt a suggestion that the water

and blood also allude to the sacraments as confirming

3Erich Haupt, The First Epistle of St. John, translated
by W. B. Pope (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1873), pp. 304ff.
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sy=zbols,.l This connection with John 19334, it must be
added, is found in nearly every "combination" view, whereas
it is the one interprstation that 1s least likely to be found
83 an exclusive view,

An interesting observation can be made iﬁ connection with
the first three suggested interpretations, In each case where
the writer contends for either of the symbolic or the John
19:3) views or any combination of them, there is a conspicu-
ous lack of any attempt to link the passage with the histori-
cal setting to which St. John had probably addressed himself.
This failure to make at least some historicel contact allows
the exegetical imagination to wander uncontrolled. And this
brings us to the most tenable of the four suggestions,

As might well be expected, Brooke's excellent historical
Introduction allows him to léad the way in setting forth the
interpretation of the passage which best fits the historical
ppobléms as they have been considered. He contends that
Christ's only purpose in coming to earth was to fulfil His
Mission as the Messiah, In connection with this Mission he
holds two events to be most prominent: "the Baptism by which
He was consecrated to Hls Messianlic work, and the Passion by

which He completed His work of atonement and propitiation."s

URobert S. Candlish, The First Epistle of John (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, n.d.), pp. LOCif.

SA E. Brooke, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
The Johannine Epistles, in The Internaﬁlonal Critical Commen-
ary (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1928), p. 131.
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In His baptism by John in the Jordan, Jesus was declared to
be the Son of God; the same 1is true of His death, for it was
not like that of any other man.® The fact that Jesus Christ
was both baptized and crucified is absolutely essentlal to
any faith in Him; taken together they mean that Jesus 1s the
Christ or Son of God 1ncafnate and thet as such He 1s the
Savior of the world and not merely its Enlightener,7 as the
Gnostics may have contended.

This Baptism-Crucifixion view has remained the most
tenable explanation of the passage down to the present time,
In fact, there 1s some evidence that it becomes the more
favorable as time wears against the less historically ori-
ented 1nferpretations.8 Nonetheless, even though it stands
as the most tenable solution and as the one possible inter-
pretation that can at least ideally be held exclusively, few
wrlters have failed to draw in lessons froﬁ the other views
and to make for themselves a "combination" view also in con-
nection with this suggestion,

Bengel seems to have been one of the firat to connect
the reference to the baptism and death of Christ with the

Christian sacraments, although he does not go into a great

61bid,, p. 132.

7¢. H. Dodd, The Johannine Epistles, in The Moffatt New
Testament Commentary (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1946],
p‘ 130 [}

8Rudolf Sehnackenburg, Die Johannesbriefe, in Herders
Theologischer Kommentar Zum Neuen Testament (Freiburg: Herder
& Company, 1953), PP. 231if.
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amount of detail in forming the combination.? It is almost
as though no explanation were necessary; he writes as though
it were an obvious and self-evident connection. As a better
example of this method of combining the common view with the
sacramental, C., H, Dodd's comment at thls point 1s most

noteworthy:

The baptism and the crucifixion are authenticated facts
in history, and as such bear witness to the reality of
the iIncarnate 1life of the Son of God: but further, the
Church possesses a counterpart to the baptism of Christ,
in the sacrament of Baptism, and a counterpart to iiis
sacrificial death, in the sacrament of the kucharist.
Both sacraments attest and confirm to bellevers the
abiding effect of the life and death of Christ. It
geemsa likely that our author i1s thinking of these two
sacraments as providing a continuing witness to the
truth of Christ's incarnation and redemptive death.
Their value as evidence 1lies precisely in their being
concrete, overt, 'objective'! actions, directly recall-
ing (or 're-presenting') historical facts of the Gospel,
while at the same time they are vehicles of a supra-
historical 11fe in the Church., As verba visibilis,
they confirm the prophetiec Word inspired by the Spirit.
Thus the spostolic faith 1s authenticated against all
false teaching by a threefold testimony: the living
voice of prophecy, and the two evange%ical sacraments;
and the three of them are in accord,l

This appears to be the most common combination of views.

But it 1s Plummer who calls attention to the fact that com-

mentators like Bede and Westcott have combined the reference
to the baptism and death of Christ with the reference to the
blood and water at John 19:3L. Indeed, Westcott thinks that

this additional reference in the passage is "beyond

9John Albert Bengel, Gnomon, translated by Cherlton T.
Lewis (Philadelphia: Perkinpine & Higgins, 1862), p. 806.

10podd, op. eit. pp. 130f,
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question."tl Tt 1s Westcott who also speaks of "sacramental
overtones" in the passage, first glving the impression that
his view 1s completely aside from any sacramental interpre-
tation, then subtly introducing 1¢,12 Haenchen, in a recent
article, says that the reference in the passage 1s first to
the baptism and death of Jesus but that "by a displacement
of thought" the author speaks also of the sacraments of Bap-
tism and the Eucharist, and of the Holy Spirit which acts in
them.13

To summarize, there are four commonly espoused inter-
pretations of the passage: that which refers the blood and
water to the general areas of purifilication and redemptions
that which refers them to the Christian sacrements; that
which holds them to be references to the plerced side on the
eross from which flowed bloed and water (John 19:3)); and
that which refers them to the historical events of Christ's
baptism and death., Combinations of two cr more of the sug-
gested explanations are most common. The following brief
critique will show that of the four, only the visw that holds
the water and bloed to refer tc Christ's baptism and death is

able to stand independently.

11piummer, op. cit., p. 158.

12Bnooke Foss Westcott, The Epistles of St. John (Third
edition, 18923 Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans PublIshing Com-
pany, 1960), pp. 181ff.

L3g, Haenchen, "Neuere Literatur zu den Johannesbriefen,"
Theologische Rundschan, XXVI (January, 1960), 1-43, passim.

L]
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A Critique Of The Interpretations

At this point we offer a géneral critique of the most
significant interpretations of 1 John 5:6 listed above in
order to assess their comparative validity., For this critique
the view that the water and blood refer generally to a puri-
fying and redemptive process can be omitted., Properly under-
8tood, it becomes part of the Baptism—Crucifixion interpre-
tatlon; understood apart from this explanation, i1t has prac-
tically no validity whatever. In addition, it is the least
slgnificant of the major expositions of the passage. A word
will have to be added, however, on the possibility and sig-
nificance of "combination" visws. Often the most improbable
view thrives in combination with one of better standing.

Law, in calling attention to 1ts inadequacy, claims that
an Interpretation based on & supposed reference to the sacra-
ments was inevitable, and notes that Lutheran commentators
generally have leaned in this d_’u-ection.u\l He himself secems
to feel that the writer with the words "water" and "blood"
was using a kind of verbal shorthand with which he was recall-
Ing the exposition of the themes with which the readers were
already very familiar.15 This explanation is hardly more
adequate than the one he tries to eliminate. Neither is

1hRobert Law, The Tests of Life (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 191l4), p. 95.

151p14,
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Haupt's argument any more valid that because the Epistle can
never go beyond the Gospel and because, as he feels, every
use of water or blood in the Gospel is symbolical, there can
be no direct reference to the sacraments here,l6

Far more pertinent for the elimination of the possibil-
1ty of a reference to the sacraments in this passage 1s the
fact that water and blood are here emphasized in opposition
to each other and that the morist participle & ZA&Jp ties
them to historical events in the past.17 In opposition to
this assertion, Bichsel is probably in error in allowing that
the sacremental interpretation is grammatically possible.18
With the sorist partleciple, the writer 1s looking back and is
not thinking of the sacramental or liturglcal life of the
Church. In conjunction with this statement, Schnackenburg
finds the sacraments rather in verses 7f.19 If there is a
pPlace in the Epistle where the sacraments are referred to
concretely, it would be in the succeeding verses, where the
water and blood are called witnesses, rather than designated
as the means by which Jesus Christ came to carry out His
Messianie mission.

A rather recent treatise by Wolfgang Nauck speaks to

16Haupt, op. eit., pp. 300f,
17Schnackenburg, op. cit., p. 231.

18ppiedrich Bllchsel, Dl1é Johannesbriefe, in Theologischer
Handkommentar Zum Neuen Testament (Leipzig; D. Werner Scholl,

1933)‘ p. &3-
195chnackenburg, op. cit., pp. 231f.
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this very point. He too claims that the_jahghiz in verae 6
makes it impossible for the water and blood to refer to any-
thing but the baptism and death of Christ.20 But he then
Proceeds to develop at length the sacramental character of
the succeeding verses. Perhaps Blchsel suggested this
course by his hypothesis that in view of the apparent errors,
this might well have been a congregation without the Euchar-
i1st, some kind of Baptism sect.22 For it is from this point
that Nauck proceeds in a study that eventually takes him into
a consideration of the varlous sacramental rites and their
parallels which seem to have been current at this‘time.23
But it has 1ittle direct bearing on the interpretation of
verse 6 and does not merit consideration here.

As a further consideration, if the interpretation which
applies the water and blood to:the Christlan sacraments is
allowed to stand, one must think of the ~j.fiue as referring
to Baptism and the 4. o to0 the Lord's Supper., One familiar
with New Testament terminology might think immediately of
Baptism in connection with the:ﬂgaﬁmi, although even thils is
not absolutely certain; but the g .« would at best only re-

motely suggest the Eucharist, would much sooner remind of the

EOWOlfgang Nauck, Die Tradition und der Charakter des
ersten Johannesbriefes, 1n Wissenscheftliche Untersuchungen
Zum Neuen Testament (TUbingent J. Ce B. Wonr, 1957)s De LL7e

2l1pid., pp. 147-182.

22gfichsel, op. ¢it., p. 83.
23Nauck, op. oit., pp. 147-182,
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shedding of the Savior's blood for the sins of mankind.24

By far the most challenging and sensible suggestion with
regard to the sacramental view comes from Findlay. He feels
that the verse stands in much the same relation to the Chris-
tlan Sacraments as the related teaching of chapters 3 and 6
in the Fourth Gospel. It can hardly be disputed that in
nelther case does the writer make any direct allusion to the
ritual ordinances; but in both instances there seems to be a
clear anaslogy of meaning, The two sacraments may well sym-
bolize the facts and truths assumed by John in either place,
But the sacramentarian in effect paraphrases the verse to
read not in Bapfiam only, but also in the Eucherist. 1In do-
ing this, he substitutes the slgns for the things signifiled,
and puts the sacraments into the place which belongs to Christ
alone.25 Properly'understood, the thought gives opportunity
to claim & place for the sacraments even in verse 63 but Find-
lay!s reference to the sacraments merely as "signs" is not a
heppy situation; their efficacious power must be underscored.

The effort to connect the water and blood at 1 John 5:6
with the blood and water flowing from the plerced side of the
Savior in John 19:3 has proved especially fruitless. To be
sure, this view has the advantage of an historical event which

satisfles the requirements of the aorist participle. One

2hprooks, op. eit., p. 132,

25George G, Findlay, Fellowship in the Life Eternal
(Londen: Hodder & Stoughton, n.d.), pp. 304f.
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might even excuse the inversion of the terms by assuming that
it was done intentionally in the Epistle to emphasize the
blood. But this incident could hardly be thought of as the
means whereby He accomplished His work.26 This incident,
actually taking place after the death of Jesus, could hardly
satisfy the portrayal of His historic ministry, His coming
by water and by blood.

This view 1is held very early by St. Augustine, of whom
Plummér reports that he i1s the one who asserted that "in these
two passages alone, of all Scripture, are blood and water
Placed together." It is also Plummer who notes th@t even if
this were true, it would still amount to nothing more than a
presumption that the one passage could be connected with the
other, and the assumption would at once be weakened by the
change in the order of the words.27 The statement, of course,
is not true (cfr. Leviticus 1L:52; Hebrews 9:19). AFurther-
more, it is quite improbable and incredible that St. John
would speak of effusions from the dead body of Christ as the
Son of God coming by water and by blood.28 Finally, if this
Interpretation is followed, it is most difficult to determine
the precise meaning of the emphatic additional reference to
the fact that He c¢ame "not in the water only, but in the

water and the blood."

26Brooke, op. cit., pp. 1321,
27plummer, op. cit., p. 158.
281p1d,
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On the one hand, Blichsel flatly denles that John 19:3)
in any way clarifies the problem in 1 John 516329 on the
other, Law is a bit more lenient in allowing that the pas~
8age 1n the Epistle may serve to explain the symbolical mean-
ing which is apparently attached in the Gospel to that inci-
dent of the Passion, but he also makes i1t plain that the in-
cldent in the Gospel sheds no light upon the passage in the
Epistle,30

Whenever the 1ink between the two passages is attempted,
1t results in reaching for what must of necessity be nothing
more than a speculative symbolic or emblematie connection of
wWhich neither passage says or implies sanything. It results
in something 1like the conclusion of Findlay, when he says
that John's witnessing of the blood and water from the
plerced side "became in his eyes emblematic of the double
efficacy of Chriat's salvation."31 As implied above, the
real objection to this view is the difficulty of seeing how
that incident could be regarded as characteristic means by
Wwhich the "coming" was accomplished., Brooke's conclusion
well states the case!

It (John 19:34) may well have suggested to the writer

the peculiar significance of two aspects of the coming,

but can hardly be regarded as an event by means of which

the coming was fulfilled, On the other hand, the Bap-
tlism and Crucifixion were both important factors in the

298lichsel, op. cit., p. 8L.
30Law, op. cit., p. 96.
31Findlay, op. cit., p. 38L.



39

carrying out of the Mission which He came to fulfill,

and in this light they stand out more prominet}z than

any other two recorded events of the ministry.

The interpretation which holds that the two great events
of the ministry of Jesus Christ are referred to by the water
and the blood is doubtless the most valid interpretation.

The terms used in 1 John 5:6 direct one to look for definite
historical events in the history of His ministry by which 1t
can be said that His Mission was accomplished, His coming
effected. The Baptism and the Crucifixion, standing at the
beginning and the end of His ministry respectively, are the
only events in His 1life that fulfill these requirements.33

One such term, directing us to look for the definite
historical events, is the 24 Oujv. The morist participle 1is
taken by the majority of commentators to refer to a definite
historical event. In addition, they usually indicate that
"coming" when spoken of the Christ includes the notion of His
mission (John 1:15,27,303 3:313 6:1h; T7:27,31,41,ete.). Con-
sequently, when the text reads that the Son of God "came by
means of water and blood," it is reasonable to understand that
He fulfilled His mission by the Baptism with which His publie
work began and the bloody death with which He finished 1t.3k |
And these two events, the Baptlism and the Crucifixion, both
serve to underscore the fact that He 1s the Son of God. At

32Brooke, op. cit., p. 135.
331bid., p. 133.
3bpiummer, op. cit., p. 159.
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'His Baptism this very thing 1s declared; His death was not
like that of any other man,35 The Baptism and the death
form the complete circle of His work in redeeming mankind.
At the same time they demonstrate that He is truly the Son
of God and alsc that He is true man, God in man made menifest,
This 1s a roadblock for all who would try to separate
the Christ from the historical man Jesus; and Just for this
reason this interpretation has found wide acceptance., It
connects so closely with the historical situation as we have
come to see 1t, St. John would hardly have gone to the
trouble of formulating vsrse 6 so carefully, of adding the
emphatic "not in the water only, but in the water and in the
blood," had there not been at least some danger of misunder-
standing or denial of this truth. This is the only interpre-
tation which allows that the historical situation of the day
lay behind the terminology and emphesis of the verse, most
likely of the whole Epistle. Its insistence upon the water
armd the blood as the means whereby the Son of God, Jesus
Christ, ceme 18 certainly understandable when compared to the
basic Docsetic tenet that the ason Christ descended upon Jesus
at His baptism and departed agaln from Eim before His passion.
The heresy taught that the Christ came by watzr, ths baptism,
but denied that He came by blood also, the passion.36 One

35Brooks, op. elt., p. 132.
36Law, Op. _C_-!.i-, Pe. 960
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heed not even go so far as to identify this specific error
With the teaching of Cerintims (some, indeed, have contended
that a complete identification is hardly possible); 1t 1is
8t111 quite obvious that it 18 this type of false teaching
which was facing the Church at that time,37

To go beyond this apparent connection, it should be
noted that this very reference (1 John 5:6) has been used as
the clue to the definition of the hereay and its background.
For 1t glves every evidence of being the orthodox reply to
the very type of error that was traced in chapter two and of
which the interpreters who adopt the Baptism-Crucifixion view
are so certain., What this error would absolutely not ac-
knowledge 1s that the Son of God, Jesus Christ, could actu-
ally have died, This violated their concept both of the Mes-
8iah and of God., They would aclmowledge that Jesus was the
Christ by virtue of His baptism, but they could not allow
that He had been put to death as the Christ, To this error
John replies that He i1s the Christ only insofar as He came
both by water and by blood, by virtue of His passion, as well
as His baptism.38 The logical conclusion with regard to a
view which so carefully takes into account both the grammati-
cal and historical factors in arriving at its end would be

that it could hardly be found in combination with any of the

37Schnéckenburg, op. eit., p. 67.

38J. A, T, Robinson, "The Destination and Purpose of The
goga?niga Epistles," New Testament Studies, VII (October,
960), 62.
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previously mentioned suggestions. But this 1s not the case,
Bengel, who backtracks to include the baptism and erucifixion
In his suggestion that "water" and "blood" refer to John
19:34, feels that at His baptism Christ undertook to fulfill
all righteousness, this He completed by the shedding of His
blood; and when this was done, blood and water flowed from
the side of Jesus Christ, being dead on the cross,3? Even
Plummer, who has one of the flnest expositions of the Bap-
tism-Crucifixion view, cannot resist calling attention to an
early reference of Tertullian to the sacramentally symbolie
meaning of the blood end water in this passage:
He had come' by means of water and blood, just as John
had written: that He might be baptized by the water,
glorified by the blood; to make us in like manner called
by water, chogen by blood, These two baptisms He sent
out frowm the wound in His plerced side, in order that
they who bsllieved 1 ™is blood might be bathed in the

water; thsy who ﬁsd bathed in the water might likewise
drink the blood. :

This example will suffice to show how even this most common
and, presumably, most correct interpretation is seldom left
to stand alone, but is also usually connected to one or the
other of the interpretations under the influence of "over-
tones" or an "apparent displacement of thought."

From this additional information on the major interpre-
tations of 1 John 5:6, some summary conclusions can be drawn.

Of the major views, only that which refers the "water" and

39Bengel, op. cit,, p. 807,

uoPlummer, op. cit., p. 159,
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the "blood" to the definite historical events of Christ's

baptism and death satisfies both the textual and historical
requirements, Apart from the grammatical and historical
moorings which dictate this view, the remainder of interpre-
tations usually are found in some "combination" view that
holds several references to be possible, depending on what
importance one attaches to the sacraments and to the sym-
bolical 8ilgnificence of blood and water in the New Testamen%.
The earsful wording and emphasis of the passage suggest that
1t 1s the orthodox reply to soma insidious error that was
invading the Church et this time. The passage perfectly re-
pels the CGnostic, Docetic, possibly Cerinthian view that the
Christ hed joined the man Jesus at His baptism but had left
Him before His death, a denial ~f the full incarnation and of
the saving death of the Mossiah, Few commentators avoid
completely eny reference to the sacraments or to the incident

recorded at John 19:3l,



CHAPTER IV
SOME EXEGETICAL CONSIDERATIONS
The Terms Used in 1 John 536

It 1s hardly accidental that the interpreters who have
presented the most tenable solution to the verse under con-
slderation have also gathered together most of the historical
and exegetical data relative to the passage. One can hardly
arrive at a correct interpretation of the passage without an
understanding of what 1s known of the historical situation
in which it was written, the theologlical atmosphere, the cur-
rent errors, And it 1s impossible properly to relate the
Passage to this historical situation without a consideration
of some of the most telling philologlical and grammatical
points,

Because they are so essential to a correct interpretation
of this passage, these philological and grammatical points
morit special consideration., Thus they are set off and ex-
panded in the succeeding paragraphs, although they have been
included in the interpretations of some of the commentators
in the previous chapter, The crucial nature of these matters
in interpreting the passage demands their further consider-
ation even at the risk of seeming unduly repetitious.

Most important in establishing the true meaning of the
passage 18 the proper understanding of the use of the- sorist

participle with the artlcle. Many grammarians have gone to
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great pains to explain the fact that the aorist participle

s essentlally timeless. Two things evolve from this dis-
cussion which are essential to the interpretation of the o
£Jk£h;li. One concerns itself with the result of this es-
sential timelessness; the other leads to an additional point
With regard to the special use of the aorist participle with
the article in the New Testament.

One of the emphases that comes out of the discussion of
the timelessness of the sorist participle is that 1t is most
Properly never used of a situation where the action is in
progress, or where fhere is an existing result, but always
of a simple fact.2 It 1s always used of an action concelved
of as a simple event;3 thought of, not as in progress, but
merely as a simple fact or event.u This would immediately
Preclude any merely symbolical reference on the part of the
writer, He must be thinking of the fact that this Jesus had
His coming effected by a simple event or fact, in this case
two events characterized and conveyed by 3‘!_'5' w p and .3(_";#4_.
This observation alone would seem to rule out any other than
antecedent time. For a "coming," as would have to be the

meaning if the participle 1s allied with the ggr,y , would

1
Ernest De Witt Burton, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses
in New Testament Greek (Thiﬁd egifloﬁ?'E&InBurgE: T, & T,

Clark, T955), pp. 59-63; 68-70.
°Ibid., p. 60.

3Ibtd., p. 62.

b1bia., p. 68. :
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Necessarily involve a series of facts or events.

In addition, 1t can now be quite definitely demonstrated
that the aorist participle with the article i1s not really
timeless at all in actual usage, A long list of examples
from the papyri shows that when the sorist participle is used
Wilth the article 1t regularly refers to past action, much the
8ame as a sentence with the aorist 1ndicat1ve.5 It can also
be shown that this 1s the New Testament usage, that there are
Innumerable cases where this very usage is clear (John 3:15;
5:13; 11:2; Revelation 1:5; Luke 8:36; Acts 9:21; Colossians
2:12; Hebrews 13:20; 1 Peter 5:10).% From this one can only
conelude that the aorist participle with the article defi-
nitely refers to past time, including the normal reference
to simple fact or event.

One other aspect of the 1{_5355@21 needs consideration.
Some have connected this with the ¢ ﬁexnﬂzezas- the com-
ing one, apparently a standing name for the Messiah who would
here be recognized as the Son of God (Matthew 11:3; John
1:15,27; Hebrews 10:37; Revelation 1:4,8).7 & Z244J»
might well be a clear reference to this technical sense of

"He that cometh" (Matthew 11:3; Luke 7:19f,3 John 1:15,27;

5Edwin Mayser, Grammatlk der Griechischen Papyri aus der
Ptolemerzeit (Berlin: Walter De Gruyter & Company, 1926),
il, L, Y72t :

bvictor Bartling, "The First Sundey After Easter," in
Sermonic Studies (St. Louls: Concordia Publishing House,
] 9 2962 .

TGeorge G. Findlay, Fellowship in the Life Eternal (Lon-
don: Hodder and Stoughton, n.d.), p. 382,
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6:1hs 11:27; 12:13). Westcott concludes that this would

make 5 £) 0.7y the equivalent of "He that fulfilled the
promises to the fathers, as the Saviour sent from God,"S
But 1t must be remembered that the emphasis 1s not so much
on the "coming" as it is on the means whereby He has come.
In this verse the "coming is in the past; the speclal sig-
nificance lies in the fact that it has been accomplished,
8pecifically accomplished by water and by blood.

Also these terms,_jigqu.and «fisq » have been dealt
with quite extensively in connection with this passage.
Both have a rich background of meaning in Biblical and extra-
Biblical usage. This 1is, perhaps, the very thing that
prompted Haupt to come out so strongly for a symbolical in-
terpretation of the passage, centered in the general idea
that the water stands for purification, the blood for redemp-
tion.? But there are factors wlthin the passage which make
8uch explorations somewhat irrelevant to the meaning of the
. Verse. It must be realized that the sense of & ZAOJY,
which distinetly points to & past historic fact, determines
that these terms also have an historie meaning, and refer to
definite events characteristic of the manner in which the

Lord fulfilled His office upon earth. WV {i,p and aleic

8Brooke Foss Westcott, The Eplstles of St. John (Third
edition, 1892; Grand Rapids: Wm. B, Beramans Puk.iohing
Compeny, 1960), p. 181.

9Erich Heupt, The First Epistle of St. John, translated
by W. B. Pope (kdinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1879), pp. 302f.
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contributed in some way to reveal the nature and fulfillment
of His work,l0 what is most important is to determine of
what two events the oy (,,p and the x{, . x are the means.by
which "He came."” Only the Baptism and the Passion of the
Lord Jesus Christ meet these requirements, To go beyond the
requirements of the verse itself and load the terms with
every other possible emphasis of Scripture is just as serious
as falling to extract the full meaning of the text.

There 1s also some questlon along these lines with re-
gard to the full title[mgails Xpiowes and 1ts meaning
here, Some have suggested that by this time the term had be-
come nothing more than a simple appellative. Others have
failed to mention the insertion of the T, sodg xeu:;g’ "
Nelther approach is justified. If 1t had assumed 1its purely
appellative form by this time, it would not have been possible
to use it in any other form; 1t would occur only in the combi-
n:a.t:‘l.on’]:':i‘:‘J 5 . XgICI!!IS . But St. John uses Insy fig alone
at 1:7. And he seema to begin to point toward thlis combina-
tion already at 2:22, when he asks, "Who is the liar but he
who denies that Lorols 18 the Yeiezo’s ?" And at the be-
ginning of the fifth chapter the emphasis is on the "one who
believes that T, qods 18 the Xpigres -" Findlay calls the
Zz”:“"” Xe Loro.s in this verse "a solemn reassertion and

summation of the Christien ereed in two words."ll Tt is safe

Owesteott, op. cit., p. 181.
llfindlay, op. eit., p. 381.
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to conclude that the official designation of the Lord had
not by this dete so far coalesced with His personal name
that it would be natural to read the two as a single subject
of definitiony it was still a matter of controversy whether,
and in what sense, ‘Z 1',142- oVs 1s me:I:e/ﬁ-la

Two things stand out in the use of the full title here,
First, it gives the denial of the false Gnostic conception
of the Person of Christ a triple thrust. "He came by water
and blood," He 18 T, rnds léglt_cgls , and He came "not with
the water only, but with the water and the blood." 1In every

phase of His work on earth, He was fully the man sent from

God, God-incarnate, Lsod s Xﬂcgg’s . - Secondly, this plac-
ing of the full name ascribes to Z,rofis Ye,rros @ Place
which could not be occupiled or held by any other person or
object. It 1sZoroPs #mce’g alone to whom this demon=-
strative formulation applies, "this is He who came by water
and blood."'3 fMhis is the essence of the one saving and con=-
quering faith, to behold in the crucified Nazarene (Z,,sovs)
the Son of God seated at the right hand of power (Xﬁtd:rn/s | L

It remains only to consider the two prepositions used in
the related phrases of the verse, &é with the genitive and
£v with the dative. It is rather important to the

121p44., p. 317.

13Rudols Schnackenburg, Die Johannesbriefs, in Herders

Theologischer Kommentar Zum Neuen Testament (Freiburg: Herder
& Company, 1953), p. 230.

lhpind1lay, op. eit., p. 219.
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interpretation of the passage to determine whether the changs
of preposition 1s purely stylistic or whether some fine shade
of meaning or peculiar emphasis is intended.

Plummer goes to some length to differentiate between the
prepositions and thelr respective shades of meaning. He
feels the § .,/ must refer to the "means by which" the coming
wag accomplished, the_iJL to the "element or sphere in which"
it came sbout. Thus Christ's Baptism and Death were in one

sense the means by which, in another sense the spheres 1n

Which His work was aocomplished.15 Plummer 1lists a number

of examples with which he supports this categorizationj but
the division 1is largely the result of the somewhat artificial
classifications of the standard grammars,

The contention that the change in the preposition from
one phrase to the next can only be a stylistiec varlation is
probably more correct.16 Furthermore, it 1s jJust as plauslble
that both.£¥¢1 and ELL denote attending circumstances and here
designate the essential marks of Christ's historical coming
end mission, both best translated "with,"17 Moule supports
this suggestion by pointing out that the "dividing line is
very thin" and by suggesting a mumber of passages in which

154, Plummer, The Epistles of St. John, in The Cambridge
Bible for Schools and %olleges (GCambridge: University Press,

18837, pP. 159.
1éschnackenburg, op. cit., p. 231.

17Bartling, op. cit., pp. 302f.
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the idea of attendant circumstances seems 1ikely.18 Finally,
if there were a difference in meaning like that outlined
above, it would mean that the writer switched from "means"
in the initial statement to "ecircumstances" in the emphatic
addition, This would detract apprecisbly from the intended
emphasis, It is best taken as a stylistioc variation.

What 1s more, the stylistlic variation in connection with

the preposition underscores the precise nature of the em-
phatic addition (p Ui £y £ YKatl wdvev » Al Ev
T ::.l’St oL KAL) A Afaace)$ the emphasis is placed

on the importance of the historioal'events to which the water
and blood refer, It is most essential to note the peculiar
emphasis on the QﬁL&¢: (esﬁacially in connection with the in-
cident at John 19:3l;, where the water is the surprising
thing). It is the pecullar purpose of this verse to point
out clearly that the coming is not "with water alone" (a
fact in itself which the errorists probably acknowledged),
but that it is "with water end with blood."

Taking all of the above into consideration, 1 John 5:6
1s best rendered as follows: "This is the same one who came
with water and blood, Jesus Christ, not with the water alone,
but with the water and with the blood,"

Any interpretation of the passage apart from its philo-
logical, grammatical and historical moorings 1s not faithful

180. F. D, Moule, An Idiom-Book of New Testament Gresk
(Cambridge: University Press, 1953), pp. S57f., 80.
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to the text, The emphatic nature of the verse implies that
1t was the antidoté‘to some form of error. The grammatical
8tructure refers to historical events for the evidence.
There are no events in the life of Christ more parallel to
the terms ~'f.up and 4f 4 s than His own baptism and cruci-
fixion, the circumstances under which He began and ended His
work of redeeming mankind,

But what of the "overtone"” and the "displacement of
thought" to which so many interpreters refer? It 1s impossible
to determine what additional meaning the writer had in mind
for the 4/S.up and the afitd in composing the passage. It 1s
»just as Impossible to determine precisely what the terms sug-
gested to the readers of his day. Of one fact we can be un-
mistekahly certain, Without these two cardinal events in His
historical ministry, the Baptism and the Crucifixion, all of
the "overtones" that have been emphasized by so many through
the years would be little more than meaningless noise. It is
certainly valusble to call attention to the many possible
connections of thought and terminology. But it 1s most im-
portant for the efficacy of all of Scripture to see first the
reference to His great work of redemption from which all else

takes 1ts beginning.




CHAPTER V
THE INTERPRETATION OF 1 JOHN 5:6

Although numerous and various interpretations have been
offered for the passage in question, the above critique of
these interpretations, together with the textual consider-
ations, point unmistakably to the view that holds the
"water" and the "blood" to be references to the baptism and
death of Christ respectively. To undefscore this conclusion,
there is the sheer weight of the evidence as set forth by the
commentators in behalf of this interpretation., But more im-
portant 1s the evident faithfulness with which this view
deals with the text itself. And its correlation to the his-
torical setting of the day seems to provide the anchor which
guards against drifting away from the sure mooring of the
text. -

Grammatically, the aorist pafticiple 1s cruclal to the
meaning of the passage, especlally with the article. It 1s
hardly the construction that would be expected if a sacramental
or symbolical meaning were the primary intent. As it stands,
on the other hand, it must refer to definite, simple events
in the 1ife of our Lord Jesus Christ. This rules out every
ma jor interpretation except the Baptism-Crucifixion view and
that which sees in the verse a reference to John 19:3l, the
blood and water flowing from the plerced side of the Savior.

The latter view is most lmprobable philologically. The
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Inverted order of the words "water" and "blood" and the ex-
Plicit use of the full title "Jesus Christ" point to a double
emphasis hardly in keeping with the phenomenon on the cross.
This becomes more clear as 1t is shown that the emphasis in
the words relating to this phenomenon is on the water,
whereas in the passage here the writer emphasizes the fact
that He came "not by water only, but by the water and by the
blood.” The only evident correlation betwesn the "water"
and the "blood" in terms of definite historical events in
which tﬁe full person, Jesus Christ, 1s involved is with the
baptism and crucifixion of Christ, the events with which He
began and ended His mission on earth in redeeming lost man-
kind,

Historically, no other view or combination of views
treats the prevailing situation of the writer's day so com-
pletely. Whether or not one is willing to run the risk of
narrowing the probable opponent to Cerinthus--this necessarily
limits the scope of St. John's polemic, possibly unduly--it
is apparent that the theological atmosphere of the day greatly
challenged the Christian teaching regarding the person of
Christ. There was general concession that the Christ had
descended upon the historical man Jesus at His baptism, but
1t would not be allowed that this Christ also suffered and
died. Apparently, 1t is to this situation that the writer
addresses himself in insisting that Jesus Christ came both
by "water" and by "blood."

There 1s hardly room to allow more or less in
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interpreting the verse. Beyond the definite contacts between

the text and the historical situation as i1t can be reasonably
reconstructed, any other interpretation immediately casts off
and sets 1tself adrift in the sea of conjecture and spocu-
lation, ‘

To insist on the coming of Jesus Christ through both His
baptiam and His ignominious death on a cross is to hold fast
the confession of the faith in Jesus Christ in the face of
any rationalizing or mysticlzing attempt of any kind or of

any time,
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