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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
THE PURPCSE OF THZ STUDY

The Gospel of John contains many profound and vital truths
concerning the Person and work of the Lord Jesus Christ., Unlike the
synoptics, John's Gospel omits such events as Christ's baptism, His

k)
h
i

temptation in the wilderness, and His transfiguration. New material is
added, however, including fourteen private conversations, six miracles,
and Christ's prayer to the Father (chapter 17)., One of Christ's pri-

vate conversations which John records is with Nicodemus. In this dia-

logue, found in the third chapter, Christ begins telling Nicodemus about

the new birth. In verse twelve Christ indicates that He has besn deal-

[4}]

ing with heavenly truths, Verse thirteen then continues, "And no man

hath ascended up to heaven, btut he that came down from heaven, even the
Son of man which is in heaven" (KJV). The purpose of this study is to
interpret John 3:13, in light of its context, and determine its doc-

trinal significance,
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wording of the original ‘reek text. As Morris indicates, "The words 'who
is in heaven' are absent from some of the most relizble manuscripts"
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New Testament, The Gospel According to John, 1971, p. 224). Before

interpreting John 3:13, the text must be established using the princi-
ples of textual criticism.

The second problem involved with interpreting John 3:13 is
determining who is doing the speaking--are these words part of a con-
tinued narrative by Christ to Nicodemus, which John merely records, or
are these words a Johannine comment, inserted by him as a parenthetical
message to the reader of his Gospel? Once the narrator of this verse
is determined, only then can it be integrated with New Testament Christ=-
ology and a sound interpretation made.

Upon determining the proper text and the narrator of John 3:13,
the remaining problem deals with interpreting the verse on the basis
of grammatical and historical principles, and then incorgorating the
findings to determine the theclogy of this verss. The conclusicn should
be inspected to see if it harmonizes with established teachings of the
attributes of Christ, and determination should be made whether this
verse either strengthens present evidence or perhaps adds new truth con-

cerning the question of the nature of Christ.

THE IMPORTANCE CF THE 5TUDY

when discussing the Person of Christ, tnere is much disagreement
among theologians as to the attributes which He possesses. The dis-

agreement becomes more intense, though, when Christ's attributes during

3

His earthly ministry are discussed. John 3:13, when the KJV is followed,
is used by many to support the idea that Christ was omnipresent duringz

His earthly ministry. If this idea can be substantiated, then the

=
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teaching of Christ "emptying Himsell"™ when [le became man
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with the teaching of this verse. This possibility of His omnipresence
during His earthly ministry would also provide more solid evidence as
to the Divine character of Christ, underscoring the idea that He, being

God, has always possessed the attributes of God.
THE LIMITATICNS OF THE STUDY

In establishing the text of John 3:13, it is quite impossible
to hope to include every bit of extant evidence which might apply to
the problem, ‘Without writing an exhaustive treatise on textual criti-
cism though, it is possible to cover adequately the principles from
which a textual decision can be made. As far as interpretaticn, it is
within the sccpe of this study to attempt to harmonize the teaching of
this verse with established teachings on the attributes of Christ,
and to present the different interpretative possibilities. Once this
has been done, then a final decision can be made as to which intergre-
tation is most likely. Finally, the impact of this study can be pre-
sented, showing how the procedure followed might help solve textual

and theological problems,

THE METHODOLCGY OF THEZ STUDY

In determining the original text of John 3:13, there must be a
gathering of external (manuscript) evidence, and a discussion of the
internal factors which apply to this particular textual problem. After
this has been done, the external and internal evidence will be sum-
marized, and a textual decision made. Upon determining the proper

text, then the question of the narrator will be discussed, and a deci-

sion made on the basis of the evidence, Finally, the grammatical




and theological questions will be explored, bringing out the force of
the verse, and then a correlation will be made with parallel suhjects.
The conclusions and discoveries of this study will finally be summar-

jzed in the final chapter, reviewing the procedure which led to these

findings.
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Chapter 2

THE TEXT OF JOHN 3:13

INTRODUCTION TO THZ TEXTUAL PROBLEM

Significance of the Problem

The importance of any verse of Scripture cannot surpass its
textual validity. Many remarkable readings have been caused by scribal
insertions and errors in transmitting the text. Usually, however,
these insertions and errors can easily be detected as not being part of
what the author originally wrote. To formulate a doctrine on the basis
of one of these spurious readings would be meaningless. For example,
what theologian would base his doctrine of the nature of Ged on the
reading of manuscript 109, whose scribe, in copying the genealogy of
Jesus in Luke chapter three, obvicusly misaligned the list, making God

the son of Phares (Metzger, The Text of the New

195-196)7? It seems evident then that an adeguate textual study must
be made of a passage or verse before any exegesis and interpretation

can take place. This is even more important where the textual problem

b=ty

contains doctrinal significance. One place where such doctrinally
significant textual variation cccurs is in Jehn 3:13%.

In Jonn 3:13 the KJV, following the Textus Receptus, renders

this verse, "#nd no man hath ascended up tc heaven, btut he that came

5
“The Greek New Testament of frasmus, based on a few minuscule manu-
scripts, none older than the twelith century.
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down from heaven, even the Son of man which is in heaven." The final

clause of this verse, ''which is in heaven" ((; (SV eV T@ OC‘PGW?),
is omitted by some manuscripts and is changed by others, altering its
meaning from that of the Textus Receptus.

If the Textus Receptus reading é (:,;v 6)_\) T(Z)‘ oépav(,?) is the
original reading, and if one determines that verse thirteen is part cof
Christ's continued narrative to Nicocdemus, then there appears to be a
statement by Christ of His own omnipresence during His earthly ministry.
This possibility undergirds the importance of initially establishing the

text before wrestling with the narrative and theological gquestions.

The Task of the Textual Critic

The task of the textual critic is not to make biased judgments,
neither to make judgments based purely on subjective grounds, nor to
merely count manuscripts. As Greenlee notes:

To disregard external
internal evidencs may
At the same time, cne
without proper regard
manuscript or text-type is
An Introduction to Mew

p. 119).
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The task of the textual critic then is to weigh the evidence, both
internal and external, and using established rules and principles of
textual criticism make evaluations of the significance of the evidence,
forming conclusions based oun these evaluations. Textual decisions,
therefore, are based on internal and external factors, making textual

criticism not only a technical science but also a delicate art.



DELINEATION OF THE TEATUAL PROBLEM

Preliminaries

The preliminaries involved in a textual study include listing
the biblical reference--Jdohn %:13, the Textus Receptus (T.R.) reading
of the portion involved in variation-- 6 (3\1 év T(:\J 05,00\/(?» the K3V

o
rendering (based on the T.R.) -~"which is in heaven," and the literal
rendering (of the T.R. reading)--'"the one who is in (the) heaven." The
reason for using the T.X, reading for comparison is solely for the
purpose of having a standard by which to indicate the different varia-
tions., Below are the preliminaries of the textual problem put into

list form:

Preliminaries

A, Biblical reference: John 3:13

B. T.R. reading of portion . [  , ~ N B
involved in variation: © wV &V Tw oupavg)
L5 <

C. KJV rendering (based on the T.R.): '"which is in heaven"

D, Literal rendering: '"the one who is in (the) heaven!

Variant Readings

The textual problem will now be indicated by (1) listing the
variant readings (those readings differing from the Textus Receptus),
(2) labelling the nature of each variation as compared with the T.R.,
and (3) translating each variant in such a way as to bring out the

difference in force and meaning each would convey. The following




. . A - 1
chart provides this data on the variations of John 3:135:

Variant Readings

(1) Variants (2) Tyve of Variation {(3) Translaticn
LR 1Y 3 ~ P] N . .
(omit O WV &V Tw OUpavL) omission SR
~

SS 7’7\, év TI:J\ O()JPQ\:’{T) substitution ""he who was in
v e heaven"

[ ) > ~ 3 ~ , . .

O WV €K Tou Cupavyou substitution "ywho is out of

heaven''

EXTZRNAL ZVIDENCE

Accumulation of Zxternal Zvidence

Each reading, including that of the T.R., is listed on tae fol-
lowing page with the manuscripts which support its text, The evidence

is taken from Tischendori's Novium Testamentum Graece (editio cctava

b

critica major, vol. 2, 1863), von 3oden's Die Schriften des Neuen

erreichbaren Textgestalt (vol, ii., Abteilung,

aments in ihrer alteste

b

Die Textformen, A, Die Evangelien, 1907), Nestle's Novum Testamentum

sl 2 AT

Graece (25th auflage, 1963), and the United Bible Society Greek dew

»

Testament (24 edition, 1968), and its converted to the Gregory system
for classification of manuscripts. Support from the early church

fathers is alsc given.

Two minor variations exist which shall only be meptioned here,
due to their want of external evidence. Manuscript Lag™ alone gives
the reading Ti1§ OLV 7MY OUPAYLW aAd ) fdoyds aoQpPkos,

AN TUAS Ve SEI§% auToV EXI Y75 oVTa &ivat Kol €Y oupavel,
This variant literally means “who therefore was in heaven, butl tne
word, without flesh, you sent in order to slerify him upon the earth
while also being in heaven." The ciher minor variant, found only in
manuscript 063, substitutes Seov for gugpwtiov as the word immediately
preceding the clause © (wy &V T ovpavew {"son ¢f Sod waich is in
heaven'),
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Distribution of Zxternal Evidence

To indicate the geograpnical distribution of manuscripts sup-
porting each reading, the evilence is segregated in the chart bhelow
according tc the various *ext-types. The text-type designations for

the manuscripts are based on von Soden's classifications and are listed
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in Aland's Kurzeoefisste Liste Dar 3rieschishen Handschriften Des

Testaments (1963%),
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Evaluation of External Evidence

The external evidence for each reading, as given in the pre-
vious list and chart, consists of all Greek manuscripts, manuscript
versions, and quotes from early Church Fathers which support the par-
ticular reading. Rather than counting the witnesses for the readings,
there are three basic considerations in evaluating external evidence:
(1) the date of the text-type supporting the reading, (2) the geo-
graphical distribution of the witnesses to each reading, and (3) tke
genealogical relationship of individual manuscripts and families of
witnesses.

In applying the three basic considerations given above, there
should be an understanding as to the relative weight of each principle.
The date of the text-type is important in establishing the age of the
tradition which supports a particular reading. Because of this, the
date of the text-type is more important than the age of individual
documents. A problem arises, however, in the assessing of dates tc the
various text-types which exist. Many textual scholars, following the
theory advanced by #estcott and Hort, rostulate a recension of the
Western, Alexandrian, and "Neutral" text-types, done by Lucian of
Antioch at approximately 30C A.D. The result of this theoretical recen-

sion was the Byzantine text-type, G. B. Kilpatrick shows the improb-

ability of such a recension, raising the question as to whether there
d

are any readings which can be demon ted to be later than a.D. 200:
e o » bY the end JF the s ristian opinion had
hardened aj 2 text, nowever harme
iess the a st zinisn was nct con-
nected with the canonical sts stament but with
the reacticn arainst the rehan t by second century
heretics (Xil Tantic! :§ the Greex lew
Testamenrt,” antiiche p. 1517,
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Kilpatrick emphasizes the certainty of his point by citing the attempt
of Origen, who flourished early in the third century, to introduce

changes into the text.

Origen's treatment of Mt, 19:19 is significant in two other
ways, First he was probably tne most influential commentator of
the Ancient Church and yet his coniecture at this p01nt seems to

have influenced only cne manusecript o o
Testament. The Greek tradition is arparent
by it. From the third century onward &
effectively alter the text,.
This brings us to the ze
From the early third century W
text . . . can no longer bte practis
to make deliberate changes in the text of whom we
information. Between Tatian and Origen Christian cpinicn hz2d 3o
changed that it was no longer pcssible to make changes in the
text wuether they were harmless or not (Kilpatrick, pp. 129-13CJ.

- o 5 3 o 1 '
Based orn the findings of Kilpatrick and others,” there exists

c2l version of the new
iy ~u¢,e unaffected

many distinctive readings in the Byzantine text-type which can be
shown to have come from well within the second century. The safest
and most objective scholarly approach in assessing dates to text-
types would ther be to consider all major text-types (i.e., ilexan-

drian, Western, Caesarean, and Byzantine) as going back into the

second century.
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In evaluating external evidence, of more impc
age of a text-type is the geographical distribution of witnesses., "A
wide distribution of independent witnesses that agree in support of a

variant are to be preferred to those having closer proximity or rela-

tionship" (Geisler and Nix, A General Introduction to the Bibls, 1968

267). Geographical distribution is a key factor in determining how

widespread the support for each reading is within each of the major

i 5 o
Vogels, Zuntz, Sturz
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text-types. ''Readings supported by good representatives of two or more
text-types are to be preferred to single text-types" (Geisler and Nix,

368).
The genealogical relationship of individual manuscripts and
families of witnesses should be considered in the evaluating of exter-
nal evidence. However, the entire genealogical method, including its

canon that "identity of reading implies identity of origin', (Westcott

and Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek, 1896, p. 46) has

come under attack, making the entire system suspect. Leon Vaganay

AT
New

states, concerning the genealogical method, that "applied to the

Testament texts this system is useless'" (Vagana Initiation a2 la cri-
9

tique textuelle neotestamentaire, 1934, p. 71). Ernest Colweil cau-

Fa

tiously states concerning this method that

the genealogical method is not of primary importance. . . . It can
chart the history of transmission in an area narrowly limited in
time and space. . . . But in the larger area where the larger czues-

tions are settled, it still has to demonstrate its value for the
reconstruction of the original text of the Greek New Testament
(Colwell, "Genealogical Method: its Achievements and its Limita-
tions", Journal of Biblical Literature, 1947, p. 132).

Therefore 1t appears to be more intelligent to use the genealogical
relationship method of evaluating‘external evidence with extreme cau-
tion, placing more weight upon the more objective and established prin-
ciples of evaluating evidence.

Taking the four variants in the order they appear in the exter-
nal evidence list above, the Textus Receptus reading (‘J WV é\) T(;:J ozlpqvc?)
is the first to be evaluated., Without question, it can be seen”from
the text-type dastribution chart that this variant has the bulk of man-
uscript support, as well as the most widespread distribution among the

=

text-types. All four major text-types contain this reading, including

B —
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the honorable Alexandrian text-type, although, admittedly, the major
manuscripts of this latter text-type omit it. YManuscript 579, a
thirteenth-century copy of the Gospels, in Mark, Luke and John 'pre-

-

serves an extremely good Alexandrian text" (Metzger, pp. 64-65), but
. (3
interestingly enough this manuscript supports the inclusion cf ©
t 1Y > ~ > ~
wv eV Tw oupavw against the older Alexandrian witnesses
P75, & , and B, which omit it. With the Byzantine, destern, and
<«
Caesarean text-types agreeing in the almost exclusive support of O
W ? [ b} ~ " . . 5. @
Wy eV _I'L:_) OuvpOVvL) s and with even minor Alexandrian attesta-
. . . < €n > ~ 3 ~
tion, the Textus Receptus reading O wv ev Tw Oupgvws  scems log-
ically to be the preferred reading on the basis of external evidence.
5. L LY T o S ~ _ .
The omission of © WV &V Tw OUPAVLY  is supported almest
exclusively by the Alexandrian text-type. The two oldest extant
6
L

witnesses of John 3:13, P A.D. 200) and P7° (A.D. 200), along with

the two oldest extant uncial manuscripts, sC (Lth century) znd B (4th
century), support the omission. To many commentators and textual
critics these four manuscripts alone make the omission the preferred
readinrg. C. Z. Luthardt suggests such a conclusion, saying that

[T ) R € 3 ~ 3 ~ N 1L
since, however, these words (O wv €V T oupauug ) zre lacking
in B L as well as in the Sinaitic manuscript, the right thing cer- .

tainly is to leave them ocut" (Luthardt, 3t, Jchn's Josvel, 1877, vol.

17

2, p. 31). The editorial committee of the United Bible Societies
Greek New Testament, on the basis of external evidence, gave a
majority decision in favor of the omission, regardless of the reali-
zation that the omission is suppcrted almost exclusively by Zgyptian
witnesses:

On the other hand, the majority of the Tommittee, impressed




by the quality of the external atte}estation supporting the
. 2 -~ » o= N B
reading, regarded the words @ WV &V Tel QUPAVIELY A3 24 inter-

pretative gloss, reflecting later Christological develorment
(Metzger, 4 Textual Commentary on the Greek HNew Testarent, 1971,

p. 204).

The omission of 5 (::J\J é\l T(.::) ofzpow_’;) , judged on the basis of exter-
nal evidence, must be rejected as being the preferred reading. The
impressive "quality' of the external attestation supporting the omis-
sion is in actuality exceedingly lacking, when evaluated on the basis
of the objective principles of evaluating external evidence, This is
especially true in light of the fact that "a1l the strands of trad-
jtion attest it (the longer reading) except the rather closely-knit

.

Alexandrian group" (Schnackenburg, The Gosvel according to 5t. Jonn,

1968, p. 394).
I L M S R ~ : .

The reading 03 9V &€V Tc.:) Cupavw  is exceedingly lacking in
regards to external evidence, having one later Greek manuscript and

. z ’ . € 3 2 A > ~
one version supporting its text. The reading O WV €k Tou oupavoy
is equally lacking in external support, having no Greesk witnesses at
all supporting its text. Although these two readings are virtually
"eliminated by their extremely weak support, they both are of great

importance in the follewing discussion of internal evidence.
INTERNAL EVIDEZNCE

There are two varieties of internal evidence--transcriptional
(depending on the habits of the scribes), and intrinsic (depending on
the characteristics of the author)., The importance of internal evi-
dence is clearly revealed by William Hendriksen, who haprens to be one
of the commentators regarding the external evidence of the textual

5 . . € 3\ > < 3 S
avoring the omission of © W &V T oupde,
&

4

problem of John 3:15 as
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After providing his external arguments, concluding that the textual
evidence supports the shorter reading, he states:

It is my own opinion that stronger internal-evidence argu-
ments will have toc be presented than have been presented thus

a

far, before the majority of experts in the field of Textual

Criticism will be convinced that these arguments are of suffie-
cient weight to offset the textual evidence (Hendriksen, N

W
Testament Commentary, ZIxovosition of the Gospel According te

John, vol. 2, 1554, p. 501),

D

In light of this writer's different conclusion regarding the external
evidence, Hendriksen's statement provides an interesting situation--
can the internal evidence be shown to support the longer reading? If
the internal evidence supports the omissiocn, then there can be no
reasonably certain textual conclusion made, and judgment should there-
fore be suspended. VWhen there is no conclusive decision, then both
variants should be covered when interpreting John 2%:13, for either one
could possibly be original., If, on the other hand, the interrnal

L ) 3
evidence does indeed support the longer reading, then ©O ¥ €W T/

3 I
OUPAV)  should be considered the probable original reading, and only

this reading need be considered when interpreting Jochn 3:13,

Transcriptional Probabilities

B

There are four basic assertions which apply to the transcrip-
tional probabilities of the variants of John 3:13., (1) Prefer the
more difficult reading, especially '‘when the sense appears on tne sur-
face to be erroneous, but on more mature consideration proves itself to

r,

be correct" {Metzgzer, The Text of the New Testament, p. 209). The
Zer, s P

"more difficult" reading means more difficult to the scribe, who would
be tempted to make an emendation., ({(2) Frefer the shorter reading,

except where {a) parablepsis caused by homoeoteleuton may have cccurred;

S e ————— ——
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or where (b) the scribe may have intentionally omitted material on
grammatical, liturgical, or doctrinal grounds. (3) Prefer the more
verbally dissonant readirg of parallel passages, since there was a

scribal tendency to harmonize divergent accounts of a scriptural event,

(4) Prefer the reading which best explains the other variants,

Prefer the more difficult readinz. It appears to be quite obvious

4]
2]
O
2]
4]
%
PJ-
4
e
} vl
[¢]
o
bt
ot

.. LR > ~ 3 ~ . .

that the addition of © wwv &V Tw ovpavw is th
L

reading, If one regards this longer reading as original, and if one

regards John 3:13 as being part of Jesus' narrative to Nicodemus (as

<

By

le 1s in heaven at the vary

1.

most do), then Christ must be saying that I

] M s =
°

moment He 1s speaking to Nicodemus This, of course, is much more

difficult than Christ saying He "was in heaven,” or that He "is from

heaven.," A minority of the editorial committee of the United Rible

° 3 1 * . ¢ 3 o
Societies’ Greek New Testament preferred the reading © wV &Y Tw
L

-

2 )
<DUP0929, earguing on the basis of preferring the more difficult reading:

If the short reading, supported almost exclusively ty Zowoptian

witnesses, were original, there is no discernable motive which

would have prompted copylsts to add the woras & dov ev Teo edpawy

resulting in a most diffi i A Textual Commelh-
el ?'3

tary of the Greek Now

Therefore, it sesems consist

. L ¢ i € »n 2 ~ 3 ~
ciple of transcripfiocnal preobabilities, that © wV &V T v gavLy
& *

~

is to be preferred, being difficult enough to cause a scribe to change

it.

Prefer the shorter reading (except with intentioral omissions, or para-

blepsis)., The Alexandrian-supported omission is the shorter reading.

This is the preferred reading, unless either the scribe committed

R e e e
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parablepsis, and accidentally omitted material, or else he had reason
to intentionally omit material. There is no justification to suppose
parablepsis has occured, for homoeoteleuton is possible only with the
2 ~ > ~

€éx Tou oupavou which occurs earlier in verse thirteen, and
is (1) hardly in a place to cause parablepsis, and (2) has no Greek
manuscripts supporting this particular reading.

The possibility of intentional omission, however, is a guite
viable option. Since the manuscripts which support the omission are
almost all of the Alexandrian text-type, there must be a logical reason
given for this phenomena, or else the shorter reading must be pre-
ferred. Such a reason appears to exist, and is based on the tendency

of the school at Alexandria to make emendations in the text.

skilful editors, trained in the scholarly traditions of Alexandria

G

e

(Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p. 215). when the alexandrian

writers were faced with difficulties in the 0ld Testament Scriptures,

Clement of Alexandria (second century) and Origen {(third century), who
were versed in Greek learning, "met these difficulties by rescrting fo
the allegorical solution, the doctrine of the hidden meaning” (3Sutcker,

Harvard Lectures on Greek Subiects, 1604, p. 210). One of the canons

for allegorizing literature in the Alexandrian school included "manipu-
lation of punctuation, words, and new combinations of words" {(Ramm,

Protestant Biblical Intercretation, 1570, p. 28) to extract new truth

from passages.,
Besides this allegorical manipulation of the text, there was a

tendency by the Alexandrian scholiast to perform textual criticism on

R
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the basis of conjectural emendation. he Homeric scholia abound with
examples., In Odyssey xi. 524 Odysseus narrates the story of the Trojan
horse within which he and his comrades were concealed: '"The charge of

all was laid on me both to open the door of our close ambush and to

Ui

shut the same,'" These lines, says the scholiast, must be deleted 'a
unseemly: that is the work of a hall porter." Butcher gives another
example, showing how Aristarchus deletes material on the basis of his
own emendations, due to the material being contrary to his idea of
what is appropriate:

In Odyssey vi. 244 Nausicza, ¢
Odysseus, utters the wish:
<

my husband, dwelling here, and it might please him here to
eared indecorcous and unmalidenlyv,
5

-
that such a one might te ca
t ) &
abide! To Aristarchus the wish app
A little later (0d. vii., 311) Alcinocus exclaims: "Would =h
gocdly & man as thou art and 1lik 1 i
wed my daughter and be calle
the critic's sound princinle
were made in the court of th e
verses containing Nausicaa's unmaidenly
el

wisn, d places
of doubt against the six lines that teil of Alcincus' offer of
marriage. 3But he has some misgivings. The lines, he admits, have
a Homeric flavor; still they can hardly be genuine; for who would
think of engaging his daughter to a stranger of whom he knew
nothing, and who moreover had not even asked for her hand (Butcher,

pp. 211-214)7
With this type of erudite heritaée, it seems quite easy to postulate
Alexandrian scribes emending the text of the Scripture in much the same
fashion.
Near the end of the second century Clement of Alexandria com-
plains of certain ones who tamper with (or metaphrase) the Gospels for
their own sinister ends (Stromata, IV. 6), citing an example of their

practice. OScrivener cites Tregelles as rertinently remarking that

GRS e
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Matt., ve 9 to v. 10, and elsewhere himself ventures on liberties no

£
L

less extravagant' (Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism o

The New Testament, 1894, p. 262). The importance of this information

is that Clement, who lived in Alexandria, has knowledge of such iiber-
ties being taken with the text, which the Alexandrian scribes were
supposed to be transcribing without change.
Based on the previous data concerning thne tendencies of the
K3 . - 3 ] 3\ )

Alexandrian scribes, it seems quite likely that the reading O WV &€V

~ 3 ~ < . oy . . . % o
T(:J oupavww , being the original reading, was omitted because of the

LY

difficulty, or because of its doctrinal teaching. This would exglain
why the omission exists almest solely in Alexandrian witnesses to the
text, This conclusion would be consistent with the transcriptional
principles developed by textual scholars, such as Griesbach, who gzave

"preferring the shorter

the exceptions to the general principle of
reading" as including situations where material that was omitted "could

have seemed to the scribe to be obscure, harsh, superrfluous, unusual
9 9 5o 9 ?

paradoxical . . ." {Metzger, citing Griesbach, The Text of the

& ¢ o € v P ) d ~ .
ament, p. 120). The reading Qwy &V Ti.:) ovpavw) , 1n the context

of John 3:13, must certainly be considered "unusual."

Prefer the more verballv disonant reading of rarallel passages, This

principle of transcriptional probability needs to be discussed here,
for some conclude that "a gloss could easily have been ccmposed on the

’ X o - . — e &
model of {(John) 1:18" (Schnackenburg, The Gospel accordins to 5t, John,

p. 394), However, Metzger strongly states that "the statement in 1:18,

2

not being parallel, would scarcely have prompted the addition" (Metzger
X 9 Y P D EEery,
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New Testament, pp. 203-2C4),

A Textual Commentary on the Greck

Although some do suggest that John 1:18 served as a basis for com-

posing the longer reading (Cf., Westcott and Hort, The New Testament in

the Original Greek, 1832, p. 75), there seems to be insufficient evi-

dence to disregard the stand of Metzger,

Prefer the reading which bsst explains the other variants. Althoug!

considered by some as a secondary tool in determining vranscrigtional
probabilities, this principle of preferring the reading which best
explains the others sometimes provides an accurate reconstructiocn of
how the variants arcse. This is seemingly the case in John 5i03.

Metzger states concerning the variants of this verse that

the diversity of readings implies that the exvress
2 & € ) -~ LN - TG, SR o 3
avOpLliou © WY &V T oupauL, y 4&ving been found
> P o L s~ .
or superfluous in the coniext, was modified either
participial clause, or by altering it so as to avo
that the Son of man was at that moment in heaven (F
tual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, p. 204),

3

) ~ 3 ~
s v &V Tew oUpova

Oa

This would intelligently explain the readings
‘ “ ’ h ’ - ™y o= . 0 B Py
and O WV €K TOU Qupavou Sesides explaining the cause of these
two variants, this fact would also show that these variants are hased

A < 3 > A 3y ~N o .
on the Textus Receptus reading O wV &v Tw oupavw, Since the

manuscripts which change 6 &‘)u ev T(::-\J OC\JPQVZE) sesm to reveal that
their scribes considered this reading to be necessary of correction, it
takes no great effort to conceive, based on tne terndencies of scrme of
the Alexandrian scribes, that this reading was altogether omitted in
some manuscripts. [herefore, using the princinle of Dreferrihg tue

i ¢ 2
reading which best explains the other variants, the reading © WV &€V

Ty 3 oy & + L T g h] z B - 3 s m
T‘i') oupovw stands out as the most likely criginal reading. To
for

B e —
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conclude otherwise would necessitate explaining how the three longer
variants arose, and why a scribe would gloss a manuscript with such a

difficult, yet profound, saying.

Intrinsic Prcbabilities

In considering what John the Beloved Disciple was mest likely
to have written, there are two important considerations which apply:
(1) the harmony of & reading with the author's teaching elsewhere (as
well as with other scriptural teachings), and (2) the style and vocab-

ulary of the author throughout the book.

Harmony with the author's teachings and other birvlical feachings, it

> 3
is quite evident that the variants 05 %V €V T¢I OUPOVW and T

e

N ~ 2 o s . ‘ ;
oy ek Tou OUPOVOU , having been inserted to make the reading
€ » o~ 3 ~ L ‘
O WV €Y T oupavl) more acceptable, are themselves consistent
W

with Johannine and biblical theology. To say that Christ "was in
heaven," or that He "is from heaven" is clearly taught in Jchn 1l:1, 2,
But to consider Christ as being "in heaven' while He is talking to

Nicodemus provides a much more difficult problem. A simple solution

e
ct

e}

o}

< > ~ 3 Ve
to those who feel that O WV &V Tl:) OUPOW,Q i3 original 1

{

4

han words

=

ot

er

=3

consider these words as being a comment frcm John, rat
from Christ. This question concerning the identity of the narrator
will be discussed in chapter three of this work, and it will be suf-
ficient for now to say that this writer rejects the idea that these
words are a Johannine comment.
< b w
Since this writer rejects the notion that Q wV &€V TW
) A . 3 . o

OUpa\)tt) is a Johannine comment, then these words, if they were spoken

by Christ. speak of His omnipresence duriag His earthly ministry.
] 3
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Although there are ways of avolding this interpretation by thcse who
consider these words to be from Christ (Cf. the New English Bible's
translation of this--'whose home is in heaven'), the most practical
procedure would be to determine if the teaching of the omnipresence of
Christ during His earthly ministry is consistent with Johannine and
biblical theology. If this teaching can indeed be supported, then any
€ 2 e 3 )

simpler interpretation of O wv €V TW gupavid  could surely be
shown to fit into the theology of John and the rest of the Scriptures.

To consider the possibility of John recording Christ's state-
ment of His omnipresence, it is necessary to determine if <the New Test-
ament ascribes divine attributes to Christ, and more particularly, 1if
John himself elsewhere ascribes divine atiributes to Christ., If these
attributes are ascribed to Him, then theoretically a statement of
Christ's omnipresence in Jonn 3:13 weuld fit into the Johannine pattern.

Thiessen covers the New Testament teaching of the rature of
God, and in doing so determines that the Son is recognized as God, He
gives evidence for this conclusion by stating:

Divine attributes are ascribed to Him and manifested by Him,
There are five distinctively divine attributes. These are

eternity, omnipresence, cmniscience, omnipotence, and immuta-
bility. Christ possesses all these (Thiessen, Lectures in
ok S

ARy

Systematic Theology, 199, p. 139).

He continues his argument by providing Scripture for each divine attri-
bute being ascribed to Christ:

He is eternal. He was not only before John (John 1:15), before
Abraham (John 8:58) . . . but He is the "firstborn of every crea-
ture" (Col. 1:15), being in existence "in the beginning" (Jehn
1510,

He is omnipresent and omniscient. He was in heaven while on
eartn (John 3:13, A.V., 4.5.V.), and is on earth while He is in
heaven (Matt, 18:20:; 28:20), As fer His omniscience, we read

that He knows all things (John 16:30; 21:17J.

T R I I T T T T e
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He is omnipotent. dJesus says: "The Son can do nctihing of
himself, but what he seeth the Father doing, lor wha ‘things
soever he doeth, these the Son doeth in like manner” {(John 5

He is also immutable

:19
Heb, 13:8, 1:12) (Thiessen, pp. 139-
140).

—~

The majority of these "proof-texts’ are taken from John'
does not seem to be too speculative, then to suppose that Christ actu-
ally spoke of His omnipresence to Nicodemus. G. C. Berkouwer confirms
this possibility by citing John 3:13 (with the longer reading
in heaven"), and commenting, ''Repeatedly Christ aszerted that his exis-
tence was not exhausted by his being a man on earth" (Berkouwer,

Studies in Dogmatics, The -erson

v3

~f Christ, 1954, pp. 163-164). Al-
though specifically Berkouwer is referring to the pre-existence of
Christ, his statement can well be taken to ar rply to omnipresence &as a
divine attribute of existence. Based on the Johannine znd entire lLew

; 5 ) . < 3 2 - > -~ G "
Testament teaching, to consider © wV &V Tw oupaviy as original
& L

is in harmony with the established doctrine of Christ's attributes

Style and vocabulary of the author throushout the beck, &ven thouzgnh

the primary longer reading 6 Cov )6\) T@ Gt’Jf)aw::) consists of but
five Greek words, it is possible to determine if these words fit Jokn's
style by examining the vocabulary and construction.

The vocabulary of the longer reading contains no unusual words,
but rather very common biblical terms. Not including this variant, wekH

» ¢ . . . ;o
uses some form of the word OUAQUOS nineteen times 1n his Gospel, The

i

remaining words are found throughout John's Gespel. No real identifi
cation of the vocabulary can ve mede which would either support or re-

ject the longer reading, due to the common rature of the words.

The construction of the longer reading, however, provides
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critically important information. Moulton and Geden, in their Con-

cordance to the Greek Testament, 1897, pp. 279-281, list all the

¢ 2
places in the New Testament where Q WV is used before a preposi-

tional phrase, The results are most impressive:

LAY 9> ~
Mt, 12:30 O/uq wv /.leT €uou
Lu, 11:23 o;n‘y (:)\J/Ae’r‘é;aou
Jn. 1:18 O (ov &is Tov KdArov ToU TaTPOS
EAY > A =,
Jn. 3:31 O wv €K T9s y7s
Jn. 6:46 O LoV Trapa ToL ©e0l

<

2 ~

Jn. 8:47 O v €K ToU Oeol

[3 k3 b ~
Jn, 12:17 O WV JET auTow

[4 Ay b Ay
Rom. 9:5 O WV ET TTavTLwV

s [y 2 " > N A

II Co. 11:31 O wV €UdoyxnToSs €is TOUS QlWwVas

AN ~ » P
fph, 2:4 O && MAolgios v €V EA€e!

& »n . .y s g
Of these eleven usages of O WV with a prepositional phrase, the

[ae]

first two listed, found in Matthew 12:3C and Luke 11:23, are raralle
accounts of the same event. This would cut the number of usages of
this construction to ten. With only ten of these constructions in the
entire New Testament, it is highly instructive that six of these occur
in the Gospel of John. Having the bulk of this seldom-used construc-
tion located in this fourth Gospel, the obvious conclusicn one is
driven to is that this construction is nearly peculiar to John's style.

; g ] (4R .
To further the point that the censtructicn c>¢j\) with 2 pre-

positional phrase is a Johannine characteristic, upon examination three

of the four non-Johannine usages of this are not parallel to the longer

™™

. L 1) > ~ ? % 4 3 kA 3 ~
1j reading 0O WV €&V T(:) OUPQV(,:). The phrase © M7 WV ;ue*r’ gPoU
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%
(Matthew 12:20 and Luke 11:23) contains the negative g7, and thus is
¢ 2 ~ 3 ~
not precisely the same construction as O wV €V T QupaAVias. The
€ 2 3 3 a M - X . . . ; .
phrase © WV Eu?wy“v)‘ros €16 Tous owavas (II Corinthians 11:31) has its
¢ N Y *" 2 e
preposition in a different positicn, and © &e G©eos MACLTIOS WY eV Edee]
i < 2 - . R 4 ) s
(Ephesians 2:4) has the noun (©&OS ) modified by the substantive (O )
in a different place entirely. This evidence would leave only the con-
struction in Romans 9:5 and the six constructions in Jokn as being
5 [ S AN J ~ 3 N .
exactly parallel to the variant © WV €V Tw ovpavwl. Cn the
[ 1 3 N 5 ~ ) .
basis of style, the variant O WV &V T C}upuVu\._) should not only be
declared Johannine in style, but should probably be considered the
original reading of John 3:13. To suppose otherwise would be to refute
astronomical odds in favor of this reading by saying either (1) the
scribe who originally inserted this reading accidently struck on this
construction which is almost uniguely Johannine in style, or (2) that
the scribe was familiar enough with John's style to insert a gloss

which would correspond to his usage.
SUMMARY OF THE TEXTUAL PRC3LEM

The reading 5 C:\JV év T(?) oﬁpcv@ avpears to have the best
external attestation, due to its support by three of the four major
text-types--the Caesarean, Western, and Byzantine. The omission of
this reading is confined primarily to Alexandrian witnesses. as Geisler
and Nix state, ''readings supported by good representatives of two or

1

more text-types are to be preferred to single text-types (Geisler and

. : - ¢
Nix, A General Introductien, p. 368). Therefore, externally, O (:\QV

) ~ -~ o ;
EV TWw oUPavw seems to te the original reading.
[ &

As Hendriksen sc aptly said, "stronger internal-evidence
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arguments will have to be presented than have been presented thus
far . « o to offset the textual evidence" (Hendriksen, p. 501). The
author feels that this has been done. The transcripticnal probabil-
ities have shown that 6 (:‘)\) é‘v T(:.:) oépav@ is the preferred rezd-
ing because it is the more difficult reading, it probably was inten-
tionally omitted by the emendation of Alexandrian scribes, and it best
explains the other variants. The intrinsic probabilities dictate that
this longer reading harmonizes with John's teachings and other bib-
lical teachings, and on the basis of style stands out as being pecu-
liarly Jchannine. As Tasker likewise concludes:

It is assumed by many scholars that the words
OU V(f_) , absent from ;X B W, were an early volati on.
On the other hand, the translators ccnsidered bnev are
Johannine in style and that their presence in A & fam.

I fam, 13 579, most late Greek Mss., and the Latin versions,
justified their retention in the text (Tasker, The Grezk MNew
Testament, . 425),

ﬁ |J on

"
v E.V ‘rw
nterp
hat

It would appear even to those who consider O( &‘w éV T(;) O?)POVL?

as a gloss that there is more evidence to support this reading than

first catches the eye. This is evident from the decision of the United

Bible Society Greek New Testament, in their first edition, to give the
¢ on > -~ D -

omission of O UV &V TuJ Oupavy) (the shorter reading) an "A"

rating, signifying that this reading "is virtually certain" (Metzger,

Textual Commentary, p. xxviii), but in their second and third editions

the omission is given a "C" rating, signifying that '"there is a consid-

erable degree of doubt whether the text or the apparatus contains the

superior reading" (Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. xxviii),

¢ 1 J ~ ~
In conclusion, the reading O LoV &ev “2“) pu\/ct) commends

itself as being the original reading, basad on the combined sound




28

ﬁ principles of textual criticism. Therefore, when interpreting John
|
% 5:15, the textual weight for this longer reading determines that it
|

w alone must be discussed, for these words are indeed inspired Scripture.




Chapter 3
THE INTERPRETATION OF JOHN 3:13
INTRODUCTICN TO THE INTERPRETATIVE PROBLEM

After establishing the proper text of a verse or passage of
Scripture, hermeneutics is employed. Hermeneutics, the science of
interpretation, establishes the principles of procedure to be used in
the interpretation of a verse, Once hermeneutics has defined these
principles of procedure, then these are applied through the process of
exegesis, The primary goal of biblical hermeneutics is to determine
what God has said in the Scripture, and to determine the meaning ard
application of the Scripture. The secondary goal of hermeneutics is to
bridge the gap between our minds and the minds of the biblical writers.
This is necessary due to linguistical, cultural, geographical and his-
torical gaps which separate us from understanding the context of bibli=-
cal situations.

The grammatical-historical method of interpretation is the fcun-
dational principle in the exercise of sound hermeneutics. This method
interprets the Bible by the same principles as all other books are
interpreted., It seeks to arrive at the precise meaning which the

writers of Scripture intended to convey (Terry, Biblical Hermeneutics,

1893, p. 173). The principles of procedure involved in grammatical-
historical hermeneutics begin with observaticn of the text. The his-
torical background is checked, and facts about the author gathered. It
is already assumed that John is the writer of the Gospel which bears

29
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his name. The problem arises, however, when one tries to determine
whether John 3:13 is part of Jesus' discourse to Nicodemus, or whether
this should be taken as part of the commentary which John subjoins. If
Christ is still conversing with Nicodemus in verse thirteen, then there
appears to be a statement by Christ of His own omnipresence during His
earthly ministry. On the other hand, if John the Apostle is the nar-
rator in this verse, and is merely commenting on the 1life of Christ
from a historical perspective, then the interpretation of John 3:13
would be greatly different. Therefore, the initial problem in inter-
preting John 3:13 is the determining of whose words these are. OCnly
after the narrator of this verse is identified can the Greek texi be

analyzed, the context studied, related passages discussed, and a sound

interpretation made.
THE PROBLEM OF DZITERMINING THZ SPEAKE

Christ's conversation with Nicodemus in John chapter three is
centered around man's need for a new birth. In verse five through
eight Jesus tells him that a man must be born of the Spirit to enter
into the kingdom of God. Verses nirne through sixteen read as follows:

9Nicodemus answered and said unto him, How can these things be?

Jesus answered and said unto him, art thou a master of Israel,
and knowest not these thlnrs°1lVorwly verily, I say unto thee, +e
speak that we do knoy% and testify that we have seen; and ye
receive our witness.*“If I have told you earthly things, and ye
believe not, how shall ye believe, if I tell you of heavenly
thlng

3And no man hath ascended up to heaven, but he fhﬁ& came down
from heaven, even the Son of man which is in heaven.,  #nd as Moses
lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of
man be lifted up: 1)Phdu whosoever believeth in him should not
perish, but have eternal : Lfe.

16For God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son,
that whosoever believeth in him snould not perish, but have ever-
lasting life,
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In this conversation Jesus begins speaking to Nicodemus in verse ten,
and obviously continues at least through verse twelve. As Morris notes,
"John does not tell us where this speech ends. The dialogue form
simply ceases. Most agree that somewhere we pass into the reflections
of the Evangelist" (Morris, p. 228). Morris also notes,

All are agreed that from time to time in this Gospel we nhave

the meditations of the Evangelist, But it is difficult to know
where these begin and end. In the first century there wers no
devices such as inverted commas tc show the precise limits to
quoted speech. The result is that we are always left to the
probabilities, and we must work out for ourselves where a speech
or a quotation ends (Morris, p. 228).

Some scholars, like Schnackenburg and Bultmann, feel that the
words of Christ end with verse twelve, the rest being a2 Johannine com-
mentary. Schnackenburg comments:

The dialogue with Nicodemus, as the eva

sent it, comprises only vv. 1-12. The Gospe a

in 3:22-3%30., Immediate evidence of this is the fact

addresses Nicodemus and his fellows in th ¢ ol

end of v. 12, but not after that (3chnackenburg, v. 351).
Although the observation concerning the manner in which Jesus addressed

Nicodemus is correct, Schnackenburg must explain why verse thirteen

A
begins with the copulative Ko | , which indicates a continuity. His

attempt to reconcile this can be equated to a type of '"textual gymnas-

ties" in which he rearranges the text to fit his conclusions:

Verses 13-21 do not form part of the Gospel narrative, but come
from a kerygmatic expositiocn of the evangelist which was originally
independent, very like the kerygmatic parts of 1 John. It is easy
to imagine that the evangelist composed a summary of the "message’
of Jesus in conjunction with the Nicodemus dialogue, and that this
summary was incorporated into the Gespel itself by the disciples of
the evangelist during the redaction. But, as the Xai at the begin-
| ning suggests, 3:13-21 is uvrobably not the beginning of this "kerysg-

matic discourse, but the discilaced rassage of vv. 31-%6, which is
totally foreign to the Baptist, bhut suits admirably the preacher
{Se

5
i
who speaks in vv. 13-21 hnackenburg, p. 361).
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Therefore, it seems that Schnackenburg neseds a hypothetic
L & I
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2.

by the disciples to support his theory of verses 13-21 being a keryg-
matic discourse' from John., It is with suspicion that this present
writer views the conclusions of Schnackenburg, for the question is

raised as to where he received such tremendous insight which enabled

1

him to reconstruct the text in the manner which he does. Schnacken-
burg's usage of such terms as "it is easy to imagine" lead one to con-
clude that his argument is based on what is technically called a "con-
jectural emendation," but nontechnically is called a ''guess.™

Schnackenburg summarizes his position by first conceding that

verses 13 ff, could fit with verse 12 in the context of a proclamation
of salvation, but this is not very precbable. HNext he provides ancther
possible way which might validate the linking of verse 12 to verses 13

and following as words from Jesus:

4

begins to dlSClan the "heavenly things" which were menticned in
Ve 12--his own entry into the heavenly world and the ensui
bility of believers' follcwing ! I

("ascended") is taken either
("can ascend”) or as an anachronism due to the stand
evangelist, But it cannot be a general statement, s
ist KoTafas makes the contest historical, and the Johannine
Jesus never speaks anachronistically.as a rule (the only pcssible
exception is 4:38) (Schnackenburg, p. 393).

Interestingly enough, however, Schnackenburg concludes his discussion
by supporting the possibility of the immediate collocation of vv. 12
and 13 as Christ's ccntinued discourse. He feels that this would be
the correct explanation, were it not for what he considers to be a
more likely explanation:

Nonetheless, the explanation is correct for v. 13, except that a
later redactionsl collogaticn of v, 12 and v. 13 (due to the
associaticn between Ta €'Toupcwla and "ascending! £1s Tov oupavoy )
is more likely than a revelation of the ”heavenly thl¢*s” in thre
setting of the Nicodemus episode, especially after the sceptical

| question of v, 12 (3chnac k.‘ FEy p,'ﬁlﬁl

I S e SEEEE—_——
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Here again Schnackenburg not only exposes his highly subjective reasons

|
wl for rearranging the text, but seemingly adds support to the position

o]

one rejects the idea of a "redacticnal

that verse 13 is from Christ, i

\N

collocation” of verses 12 and 1

| The only real strength of Schnackenburg's argument seems to be

| in his observation that a revelation by Christ of the "heavenly things,"
W in light of the skeptical guestion of verse l2, appears unlikely.

Eﬂ Smith also notices this difficulty, and on this basis concludes that

verse 13, which he considers belongs immediately after verse 12, is a

|
i
i
i
N ~
i reflection of John:

| After Jequs questicning of Nicodemus' ability to understand
| Ta €ﬂbuf<h}mn in verse 12, there fol LOwWS immediately the dis=-
| closure of just such heavenly things {verses L? 2‘/. Gesus no
| longer seems to be speaking to Nicodemus, but 14

1 his readers (Smith, The Composition and Crder of the
Gospel, 1965, p. 127).

This point made by Smith and Schnackenburg does have validity,
appears that there is more internal evidence which would make the ccm-
ments of John begin later, either with verse 16 or with verse 22.

‘ There does not seem to be any problem in linking verse 12 with
I

verses 13 ff,, considering these as words from Jesus. Although it is

true that Jesus questioned Nicodemus' ability to understand heavenly

| s . i . i s = i
| things, it would seem quite logical to conclude that Jesus followed

this by making it clear that He can speak authoritatively about thing

in heaven, though no one else can (Morris, p. 223). This type of inter-

| pretation would appear to fit the context without taking liberties wit

the facts at hand.

&

The internal evidence which supports the position that Chris

-
1%

it least through verse 15 is taken from tne usage of

[

continues speaking
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the term "Son of man.” This term, which appears in verses 13 and 14,
is used seventy-nine other times in the Gospels, and in all seventy-
nine occurrences it is Christ Himself who uses the term. Mathemati-
cally speaking there is a one hundred per cent consistency in these
seventy-nine instances that the term "Son of man" is only used by
Christ. To anyone who has an appreciation for probabilities, this
evidence would drive one to the conclusion that John 3:13, 14, which
use the term "Son of man," must be words from Christ. Although this
does not "prove'" the notion that Christ is still speaking to Nicodemus
in verses 13-15, it seems more probable that this is correct than to
postulate a "redactional collocation" of verses 12 and 13 as being the
answer to the problem, Furthermore, the likelihood of verses 13-15 as
being from Christ on the basis of the usage of the term "Son of man"
is much greater than the objection which cuestions Christ revealing
things to Nicodemus after He had exposed his inability to understand
such heavenly things.,

There is other possible internal evidence which would support
the continued dialogue of Christ through verses 15. The final question
which Nicodemus asked was "How can these things be?" He wanted to kncw.
how a man can have a spiritual birth. If the conversation is cut off
at verse 12, then Christ never answers him. But if Christ continues
at least through verse 15, then he is told the basis for this new
birth--faith in the Son of man,

To summarize the question of who is speaking in verse 13, it
would appear that the best supported position is the one which con-
siders Christ to bs the speaker in this verse. Jesus' dialogue with

Nicodemus changes to a discourse in verse 11 (Hendriksen, p. 135). As

B e e R R



Morris notes, ''Perhaps the dividing point comes at the end of v. 15.
We are on fairly safe ground in maintaining that these are His words"
(Morris, p. 228). Since this does seem to be true, the question is
still raised as to where Christ's discourse ends. Although it is not
within the scope of this paper to cover this question in detail, there
seems to be solid evidence that the break in Christ's dialogue with
Nicodemus is between verse 15 and 16. This also is not certain, but
if there were any break between verses 12 and 22, here would be the
most likely place, not between 12 and 13. 4#s Morris states, "in verse
16 the death on the cross agpears to be suvoken of as past, and there
are stylistic indications that John is speaking for himself" (Morris,
p. 228). Other commentators, such as Westcott, Milligan and Tholueck,
agree with this idea which was first conceived by Zrasmus. wnether it
i5s an accurate assumpticn or not, the importance of their conclusions
shows that the only strong evidence for holding to a Johannine commen-
tary in this passage is limited to verses 16 and following. To con-
clude this question of the speaker, Bernard summarizes by saying:

It may be doubted whether vv. 13-15 really belong to the dis-
course of Jesus :o0 Nicodemus, or whether they should not rather bte
taken as part of the commentary which Jn. subjoins. If the latter
alternative be accepted, the report of the discourse ends guite
naturally with the zuestion of v. 12, But the title "the 3on of
Man" is never used in the Gosvels in narrative, or in evangelistic

comment, being found only in the report of words of Jesus Himself.
This consideration is conclusive for taking the comment of Jn. as

beginning with v. 16, and rot with v. 13 (Bernard, 4 Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Gosvel according to St. John, Inter-

national Critical Commentary, p. 112, 1929).

THE PROBLEM CF THE GRAMMAR

Having concluded that Christ is the speaker in John 3:13, the

Greek text must now be analyzed tc secure a sound interpretation. The
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complete Greek text of this verse reads as follows: Kai ovbels
dvaBiBnyrev €15 TOV oUpavov & um & &k Tol olbpavou
xataBds, © Uios ToU 3vBOpwmoL o v &V TW Oupauw The verb
&vaﬁéﬂyx&v is a third person singular, perfect active indicative
from c’zvqﬂa ivw . The verb xaTafds is a second aorist active
participle, nominative masculine singular, from KOTGBOFW. The verd
é:\l is a present active participle, nominative masculine singular,

3 -
from €L .
The lexical meaning of the word é\la ﬁa(vw is "go up,
ascend," and is used of living beings, referring to an actual going up,
or of any upward movement, and is also used of things, such as smoke

or prayers going up (Arndt and Gingrich, A Oreek Lexicon of the llew

Testament, 1957, pop. 49- 50). The verb ka'rczﬁa\'vw reans 'to go or

come down, descend" (Abbott-Smith, 4 Manual Greek Lexicon of the Hew

2)»

(
N

Testament, 1936, p. 2
The problem faced in interpreting Christ's words in John 3:13
2 ’ -
begins with how to understand cnlaﬁeﬁmkev. is it to be conc
that He is anachronistically speaking of His future ascension (in
anticipation), or is Christ teaching about His unique position cf pos-
sessing perfect communion with God? Can Christ be teiling of a time
in His past life in which He was carried away into neaven (as the
Socinians believe), or possibly is He referring to His baptism, when

2

"the heavens were cpened unto him" (Matthew 3:1£)? Trhese possibilities
must each be carefully considered, for within them must lie the truth
of John 3:13,

> '

AN - b ¢ 3
To hold that kai o0Sels avaReBuwev €ls ToV oupavoy

{("and no one has aiscended up to neaven') is spoken in anticipation of
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Christ's future ascension (cf. Acts 1:9) is to embrace many problems.
This position, held by Calvin, Bengel, Hengstenberg and Augustine, is
diametrically opposed to the fact that "Jesus never speaks anachronis-
tically" (Schnackenburg, p. 393). By this fact alone this view can be
rejected. To escape such an obvious flaw, those who propound this

view might take 31/(1,3518-9«&\/ as a future idea, "will ascend.”" 3But
Luthardt comments, "It does not mean: will ascend to heaven (Bengel),

the tense is against that" (Luthardt, S5t. John's Gospel, vol. 2, 1877,

pp. 30-31).

Another problem inherent in the view that c’waﬁe’ﬁf')xev refers
to Christ's physical ascension into heaven is in reference to what the
Scripture teaches concerning Znoch and Zlijah., In Genesis 5:24 it says,
"And Enoch walked with God; and he was not, for God took him' (NASB).
Hebrews 11:5, commenting on what happened to Znoch, says, "By faith
Enoch was translated that he should not see death; and was not fouznd
because God had translated him." 1In II Kings 2:11 the writer records,
"Then it came about as they were going along and talking, that behold,

a chariot of fire and horses of fire which separated the two of them.
And Elijah went up by a whirlwind to heaven'" (N.SB). To hold that John
3:13 teaches Christ's bodily ascension into heaven following His resur-
rection seems to contradict the historical accounts of Znoch and Zlijah
going up into heaven bodily, for John 3:13 says that no one has done
this (ascended) except the Son of man. Pink tries to avoid this con-
tradiction by saying,

It is to be noted that Christ did not say, '"'no man hath entered into

heaven," but, ''no man hath ascended up to heaven.'" This is an
entirely different thing. ''iscended" no man had, or ever will,
O 9

What is before us now is only one of ten thousand examples of the
minute and marvelous uccuracy of Scripture, lost, alas, on the

T I et eoamae ol e e S ANU—
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great majority who read it so carelessly and hurriedly. Of Enoch

it is recorded that he '"was translaited that he should not se

death" (Heb. 11:5). Of Elijah it is said that he "went up b
‘ whirlwind into heuven'" (II Kings 2:11). OCf the saints who s

be raptured to neaven at the return of Christ, it is said
‘ they shall be "caught up'" (I Thess. 4:17). Of Christ alon
i is said that He 'ascended" (Pink, Zxposition of the Gosvel o
| 1945, p. 127).

Although from the standpoint of the English text Pink seexs to have a

h\ point, there needs to be some clarification made. Because of the dif-
il ferent verbs used when referring to Christ's ascension into heaven, the
Ii~ importance of His ascension is not the manner in which He ascended, btut
“! rather in the simple fact He went up to heaven after His resurrection.

i In I Peter 3:22 the word 7D 6(50 al is used instead of &vaﬁax'vu
pedop

I'd
i when referring to Christ's ascension. WOP&UO/.JQI merely means "'to
" Sl s 57 2 7 3 e o8
go, or proceed, Luke 24:51 uses the word OVG¢&PC~‘ when speaking
J of the ascension, which literally means ''to carry or lzad up." In Acts

) , . . . - A
| 1:8 the word £n'azf:~w is used, meaning to "1lift up, or raise." Alsoc,

| in Mark 16:19 the word 5va?1aluﬂafvw s "to take up, raise," is used
for Christ's ascension. Interestingly enoush, this word aVQ)\O}J,@G‘;’w
is the sare one used in the Septuagint in II Kings 2:11, referringz to

1 ~ Elijah's being taken up to heaven. Hence, it seems that Pink's attempt
to reconcile John 3:13 with the accounts of Elijah and Znoch does not

\ fit the facts. dis position not only demands an anachronism in Christ's
speech, which as a rule is foreign to His pattern, but also demands

‘ embracing a contradicticn by holding that no man has bodily ascended

into heaven as Christ did.

Regarding the Sociniarn view that at sometime during His life

Christ was literally taken up to heaven Milligan comments, 'there is ro

foundation for the view held by some, that within the limits of His
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ministry on earth He was ever literally taken up to heaven" (Milligan,

Commentary on the Gospel of 5t. John, 1898, p. 35). Besides not having

any evidence for supporting their position, the Socinians also have the
contradiction mentioned above within their viewpoint. If Elijah and
Enoch did indeed go up into heaven, then any view which interprets John
3:1% as teaching Christ's bodily ascension embraces a contradiction.,
. § g : > Z A ;

Since all positions which regard avaﬂeﬁ")!fev as referring to
Christ's post-resurrection ascension into heaven contain a contradic
tion of the accounts of Enoch and Elijah, then all of these positions

. . . ) ?

must be ruled out in the interpreting of OVOBéB”yKCV. As Robertscn
comments concerning John 3:13, "There is no allusion to the ascension

which came later" (Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testsmen:t, vol,

5, 1932, p. 49). Since the post-resurrection ascension of Christ must
be rejected as an interpretation, and since the Sccinian view of 2zn
ascension during Christ's lifetime is erroneous, therefore the truth
must lie in an interpretation which is compatible with the biblical
record, yet must do justice to the grammar of John 3:13.
. . . . 3 e

There are seemingly two possible interpretations of oUS&E&ils
3 & ] AY 2 A . o .
GVQﬁéBVKGV €ls Toy oupavoy which avoid the difficulty involved in
interpreting this as the future ascension of Christ. The first, pos-~

3 e 3 \ p] Ay .

tulated by Godet, sees avaBerﬂrev &is Tov oUpavoy as referring to
Christ's baptism, when the "heavens were opened untc him" {(Matthew
3:16), As Godet concludes,

We kncw a positive fact which is sufficient to explain the "has
when H

ascended” we anply it to Jesus Himself:; it is that which
occurred at His baptism, Heaven wuas then opened to im; He pene-
trated it deeply by His raze; He read the heart of God, and xnew
at that moment everything which ile was *o reveal to men of the
divine plan, the 'heavenly things." {(Jode i
Gospel of John, vel. 1, 1885, p. 389),

S
he
o

| ,
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This particular interpretation understands bvaBéBvxsv és ﬁh/oapqybv
as being spiritual rather than physical. To bring out the signifi-
cance of this interpretation Godet translates John 3:13 accordingly:
"No one has entered into communion with God and possesses thereby an
intuitive knowledge of divine things, in order tc reveal them to
others, except He to whom heaven was opened and whc dwells there at
this very moment" (Godet, p. 390).

Godet's interpretation, understanding the primary reference of
6\/0‘-353"}'{6‘) to be spiritual rather than physical, avoids the contra-
diction of those noted above. But the biblical account of Christ's
baptism, which Godet thinks John 3:13 refers to, does not provide suf-
ficient information to substantiate Godet's theory. In Matthew's
version cf the baptism of Caorist the heavens were indeed opened, out
Christ is not said to have ascended into heaven, rather the Spirit is
said to have descended upon Christ. With a little imagination, how-
ever, one could conclude that the reference to the heavens orening to
Christ (Matthew 3:16) could include an ascension into heaven. The
"heavens' in this particular interpretation would incorporate both the
world of heavenly spiritual revelations and the world of the heavenly
glory of God. Christ's ascension would be a spiritual ascension, an
attaining of the knowledge of the eternal. As Godet says, "He read
the heart of God, and knew at that moment everything which He was to
reveal to men of the divine plan, the '"heavenly things" (Godet, p. 389).
Although this interpretation dces resolve the contradiction of helding
to Christ's physical ascension, there seems to be another grave incon-
sistency. The Scripture teaches thot in Christ "dwells all the fulness

1

of the Godhead bedily" {Colossians 2:9), This has been interpreted by
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orthodox Ch:istian theologians to mean that from His birth Christ was
the 3Jod-man, having two natures (human and divine), but remaining one
Person. This position was originally set forth in 451 A.D. at the
council of Chalcedon, and has remained the orthodox position ever since
(Christian, "Early and Medieval Church History," unpublished classroom
notes, 1974). Godet's position appears to have Christ "becoming”
enlightered to the plan of God, inferring that prior to His baptism He
was lacking knowledge. This is inconsistent with the attributes of
Christ. As Walvoord notes, "Frequently in the Scriptures Christ is
portrayed as having omniscience. As a child of twelve in the temple,
He astounded the teachers of His day with His wisdom" (Walvoord, Jesus

Christ Our Lord, 13869, p. 28).

To attempt to reconcile Godet's position with the biblical
record and with orthodox Christology, one might avpeal to the humanity
of Christ, asserting that within His humanity He did not kncw every-
thing. If this were the case, then Christ could indeed be spoken of
as "becoming aware of the divine plan." Luke 2:52 seemingly supports
this, saying that "Jesus increased in wisdom and stature.” It is true
that within the humanity of Christ were the limitations of humanity,
yet at the same time He possessed the attributes of deity. "He had an
infinite intelligence and will and a finite intelligence and will"
(Thiessen, p. 305). Thus Christ at the same moment, had seemingly
contradictery zualities. He could be weak and omnipotent, increasing
in knowledge and omniscient, finite ard infinite. These gualities can
be traced to their corresponding nature, whether humar or divine
(Walvoord, pp. 116, 117). But the gquestion at hand goes further than

ascribing certain qualities to their corresponding nature. Since

e e et
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Godet's position interprets John 3:13 as referring to Christ's ascend-
ing into heaven spiritually at His baptism to be enlightened concern-
ing His part in the divine plan, the divine self-consciousness of
Christ enters into the discussion.

There has been much speculation over the problem of the self-
consciousness of Christ during His term on earth. In His own self-
consciousness was He aware of His deity and humanity at all times?
Liberals generally postpone any recognition of divine self-conscious-
ness until some point during His public ministry. The orthodcx posi-
tion is that Christ in His divine self-consciousness was aware of His
deity at all times. There was no point in His life in which Ee
suddenly became aware that He was God. His divine self-conscioucness
was as fully operative while He was a babe in Bethlehem as it was in
His most mature experience (9¥alvcord, p. 118). If this is true, then

there could not have been an enlightenment' at His baptism which
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revealed to Him everything which He was to reve
plan, since the divine plan is inseparable from his divine self-con-
sciousness. DEvidence of this is when Christ was twelve years old, and
He and His parents went to Jerusalem at the Feast of the Fassover.
Joseph and Mary left, supposing Jesus was with their caravan on this
return trip. 3ut Jesus remained behind, and it was three days later
that His parents found him in Jerusalem, sitting in the midst of the
teachers in the temple. When they found Him Mary told Him how
anxiously they had been looking for Him, Jesus asked them why they had
been looking for Him, and said to them 'did you not know that I must be
about my Father's business?" (Luke 2:49), The result of this guestion

posed by Christ was that His parents "did ncot understand the statement

e
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which He had made to them"” (Luke 2:50). It could be concluded from
this account that Christ was aware of what His place was in the divire
plan, the "heavenly things" of John 3:12.

Another problem which undermines the strength of Godet's view
is the experience of the prophet Ezekiel. Godet concludes that the
heavens opening at Christ's baptism is what Christ refers to in John
3:13, This verse clearly teaches that whatever is meant by the term
"ascended" is only true of Christ, for no one has experienced this
except the 3on of man. Yet in the very first verse of Ezekiel's pro-
phecy he says that "the heavens were opened and I saw visions of Gogd"

(Ezekiel 1:1). Unless someone wants to contend for the fact that

[}

Christ was also Zzekiel, then there appears to be at least two persons
who had the heavens opened unto them. Since John 3:13 teaches that
"no one has ascended into heaven . . . except the Son of man," thern

it is impossible to say that "ascended" here refers to the heavens
opening unto Christ =zt His baptism, for the heavens were also opened
unto Ezekiel,

Since Godet's position seems to be ruled out, there must be a
position which avoids the contradictions of the others, yet adequately
explains the meaning of "And no one has ascended into heaven." There
seems to exist such an interpretation. By understanding "ascended into
heaven" as "gained the heights of heaven," that is, '"reached the lofty
mysteries of heaven and become acquainted with its high and holy
truths,” an interpretation is derived which does not enter inte the

pitfalls of the others, No man has spiritually ascended into the com-

plete knowledge of the heavenly things except the Son of man, whose

origin is heaven, As zllicott says, ''He had that knowledge which a
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man could obtain only by ascending to heaven, and He came down from

heaven with it" (Ellicott, A New Testament Commentary for Fnglish

Readers, vol. 1, 1892, p. 401). The emphasis is not that Christ at
some point in time received complete knowledge of the "heavenly
things," but rather that the Son of God, the second Perscn of the
Trinity, had a pre~existence in heaven even before His incarnation,
in which He existed in a state of knowing heavenly things.

To hold to an interpretation of "and no one has ascended into
heaven, except He who came down from heaven' as meaning that Christ is

the only person who has attained the knowledge of heavenly things, on

[t

must explain the possibility of there being a time when Christ did rnot

have complete knowledge of heavenly things. As has already teen dis-
= o]

b

cussed with Godet's position, any view which has Christ lacking in
knowledge of the divine purpose seems to be in conflict with His con-
sciousness of His deity. This would eliminate the chance of Christ
literally attaining knowledge at some point in time. The conflict
seems to arise, however, when the tense of the word a\laﬂe’ﬁv;xev is
mentioned. This word is in the perfect tense which generally has the
idea of past completed action with present existing results. To regzard
t’:vonﬂéﬁ-qirev in this way would cause one to conclude that Christ's
"ascension'" into the knowledge of heavenly things was indeed an event
in the past which was preceded by a time in which He had not "ascended™
into the knowledge of heavenly things. But the perfect tense does not
always demand a past completed acticn, Sometimes the entire punctiliar
aspect of the perfect tense can be missing from the intended meaning of
a verb. Robertson calls this the intensive present perfect. He says

"In reality they are perfects where the punctiliar force is dropped
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and only the durative remains" (Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New

Testament in the Light of Historical Research, 1934, p. 894)., This

must be the case in John 3:13, where &quéanev is emphasizing the
present reality of having complete knowledge of heavenly things.

To put the above interpretation in its proper context, the
comment by Jesus in John 3:12 should be reiterated: "If I told you
earthly things and you do not believe, how shall you believe if I tell
you heavenly things?" After this Christ seems to tell Nicodemus, "And
no man has been up to heaven and attained the knowledge of these 'heav-
enly things' except the one who abides in the knowledge of ‘'heavenly
things,' because He came down from heaven." This idea wculd intergret
€ ) (e ) - ’

O €k Tou oUpavou kataBas as referring to the incarnatica of
Christ, as seemingly everyone does. This interpretation would also fit
the teaching of Proverbs 30:3-4 which says "I neither learned wisdorm,
nor have the knowledge of the holy. “ho hath ascended up into heaven,
or descended?" This verse appears to teach that knowledge of the holy
could only come from someone who has been in heaven, and has come down
with this knowledge. The thought is quite similar tc what 1s expressed
in John 1:18 in which Christ teaches that there can be no other means
of receiving truth except through Him. Christ is the cne who is abtle
to declare "heavenly things" because He is in a state of communion with
God, and because He came down from heaven. As Ellicott says, "Frcz the
human point of view He was as one who had already ascended and descend-
ed" (Ellicott, p. 401).

: < (9 P P

Concerning the final clause of John 3:13, © ulosS Tou UVQFQJHW
6 WV eV 7'(::) O:JPGV(:.:) (the Son of mzn who is in heaven"), there are

differences as tc its interpretation, Some understand these words from
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Jesus as meaning ''who was in heaven," and quite graciously substitute
) a ¢
the imperfect oOs 7V  for the present O WV , Luthardt remarks:
"The phrase 'which is in heaven' is not to be taken as a present, and
to be referred to his internal relation of communion with God ., . . 1%
~

3 ‘ . (4 >
must be understood as an imperfect, and resolved into osg nv "

(Luthardt, St. John's Gospel, 1877, p. 31). Erasmus, the Sociniars,

and Semler translate this in the same manner. Others take this clause
to mean that Christ is teaching His omnipresence while He was on
earth, telling Nicodemus that at the very moment of their conversation
the Son of man, who had come dcwn from heaven, was in heaven.

To take Christ's words in this final clause of John 3:13 and

7

interpret them as referring to a time before the incarnation ("whc wa

n

. . ; 3 : ;
in heaven") is to totally abuse the tense of IV, This verb exists
< : N \ , > 4
in relation to the principal verb of the sentence, ovaﬁgfgy}xev .
which emphasizes the present state of being ascended into heaven. ITre
2 . y . ; N
verb sV explains how the Son of man can be continually ascended in:c
heaven, being in communion with the "heavenly things" of verse 12.
This is possible because He is in heaven at that very moment and con-
tinually exists there. This is the idea of the present tense verb (JV.
. % , Y . < n 3 (Y
There is another interpretative translation of O WV &V T
> ~ L 5 . : : . ,
Oupavw whicn should be discussed., The New English Bible translates
this by "whose home is in heaven." Here is another instance of what
appears tc be an abuse of the Greek text, If a commentator wants to
. [ 22N ? Ll b L) R N "
interpret O WV &V Tw aupavy) as "whose home is in heaven," then
that is his prerogative, But if a translation, which claims to be "a
faithful rendering c¢f the best available Greek text" (New English

: ; - & " ¥ ~~ > ~
Bible, Introduction, 1961} translates O WV &v 7w cOpavw as
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"whose home is in heaven," then that is an abomination. Whether a

translation or an interpretation, ''whose home is in heaven' does not

fit into the pattern of thought in John 3:13, for this would be a

seeming reference to Christ's prior existence in heaven, and this idea
[\ > A ~

is taught immediately preceding O wV €V Tw oupavw by the words

"he who descended.’

It would appear then from the language of John 3:1% that Christ
tells Nicodemus of His existence in heaven at the moment they are
speaking. This indicates the omnipresence of Christ during His minis-
try on earth. Walvoord notes that ''the clause 'which is in heaven' is
an explicit statement of this (omnipresence) doctrine" (¥alvcord, p.
28). As Morris properly observes, '"Only a crassly literal localization
of heaven would require us to think that Jesus had to leave heaven to
come to earth" (Morris, p. 224). Whereas this is true, the emphasis
of John 3:13 is not an omnipresence of heaven, but rather an omni-
presence of Jesus Christ.

To summarize the evidence gathered from examining the Greek
text of John 3:13, an amplified translation, meant to bring out what
this present writer feels is the actual meaning, would read as follows:
"No man has attained the knowledge of heavenly things except the Son of
man who abides in the knowledge of heavenly things, having come down
from heaven and who even now is present in heaven," Regarding the

> V4
perfect tense O\’aﬁaﬁ'qkev, "“This tense does not signify 'has accom-
plished at a given moment that the act of ascending' (this would be the
sense of the aorist), but He is there, He lives there, as having
ascended thither" (Godet, p. 390). The word kaTdflds refers to the

. . L e W .2 =~ ) -~ . 5
incarnztion of Christ, and © WV &V Tw Oupcrvw refers to the
& L
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omnipresence of Christ while He was on earth.
THE PROBLEM OF THE CHRIGTOLOGY

There are two significant teachings which come from this pres-
ent writer's exegesis of John 3:13. The first is the pre-existence of
Christ, and the second is the omnipresence of Christ. These Christo-
logical issues need to be examined in light of the biblical record to
determine if they can be harmonized and incorporated with the teachings
of Scripture. Wwhen this has been done, the results need tc be com-
pared with the findings of established orthodox Christology to see if
there is harmony or conflict, and to see if this writer's interpreta-
tions can be used to strengthen the position of orthodox Christolegzy.
Finally, it should be determined whether or not the exegetical conclu-
sions can be used to refute Christological errors regarding the cre=-

existence and omnicresence of Christ.

The Pre-existencs of Christ

One of the interrresative conclusions of this study of John

2:13 has been that Chris: hzd 2 knowledge of heavenly things before

His incarnation. This would be grounds for holding to the pre-
existence of Christ., The :uestion is: does the pre-existence of Christ
fit into the biblical *sachings concerning Christ, and is this doctirine
an extablished rosition wizhin orthodox Christology?

The pre-existencs ¢f Christ is a teaching closely related to
the eternity of Christ., ~lthouch not the same, the pre-existence of

Christ has been usedi as eviiance 27 His eternity. As Walvoord notles,

Christ was pre-
Sethlehem, is
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not precisely the same as to state that He is eternal, for all
practical purposes proof of His pre-existence has been accepted
by theologians as evidence of His eternity (Walvcord, p. 25).
The importance of the eternity of Christ, which His pre-existence would
support, is discussed by Walvoord:

The doctrine of the eternity of the Scn of God is the most
important doctrine of Christolecgy as a whole because if Christ is
not eternal then He is a creature who came into existence in time
and lacks the quality of eternity and infinity which characterizes
God Himself., If on the other hand it is held that Christ is eter-
nal, it is immediately affirmed that He is not dependent upcn
another for His existence, but is in fact self-existent (Walvcord,
pe 22)s

To determine if the pre-existence of Christ is a biblical
teaching, ar inductive method of examining particular related verses
to arrive at a general conclusicn must be used. This is important, for
it would be easy to commit circular reasoning by starting with the fact
of the deity of Christ, then reasoning that since Christ is Gcd, and
God is eternal, therefore Christ is eternal; and if Christ is eternal,
therefore He is pre-existent. #s has already been noted in the com-
ments of Walvocrd, the proper theological method is to prove the pre=-
existence of Christ from the biblical record, use the proof of His
pre-existence to support His eternity, and use the proof of His eter-
nity to support His self-existence and deity.

The pre-existence cof Charist is clearly taught in Colossians
1:16-17: '"For by him were all things created, that are in heaven, and
that are in earth, visitle and invisible . . . all things were created
by him, and for him: And he is before all things, and by him all things
consist.,” This passage clearly shows Christ as the creator, who prior

to His incarnation created all things, making Him before all things.

A verse which incorporates both the pre-existence and eternity of Christ
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into one verse is Micah 5:2, a prophecy concerning the birthplace of
the Messiah: "But thou, Bethiehem Ephratah, though thou be little
among the thousands of Judah, yet out of thee shall he come forth unto
me to be ruler in Israel; whose goings forth have been from old, from
everlasting." As A, R. Fausset has said concerning this verse, "The

terms convey the strongest assertion c¢f infinite duration of which thre

Hebrew language is capable' (Jamieson, Fausset and Brown, A Commentary,

Critical, Experimental and Practical on the Cld and New Testaments,

vol, 4, 1945, p. 600).

The Gospel of John has quite a number of passages where the
pre-existence of Christ is apparently taught. One of the clearest of
these is John 1:1, 2, and 1l4: "In the beginning was the Word, and the
Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with
God. And the Word became flesh, and dwelt among us. . « .'' The phrase
"in the beginning" seems to refer to some point in time in eternity
past. The verb is also chosen to state eternity as the word "was"
(;?v) implies continued existence (Walvoord, p. 24). These verses in
John seem to emphatically teach the pre-existence, and probably the
eternity of Christ. Therefore to interpret John 3:13 in such a way
that the pre-existence of Christ is taught would be perfectly com-
patible with other biblical teachings on the nature of Christ. The
pre-existence of Christ is also the orthodox position in regard to the
nature of Christ. 4s Walvoord nctes: "The doctrine that Christ
existed from all eternity past has been the orthodox theology of the

church clearly annunciated as such ever since the Council of Nicea

(325 A,D.)" (Walvoord, p. 24,
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The Omnipresence of Christ

Besides the pre-existence of Christ, another interpretative
conclusion from this present study of John 3:13% is that the omni-
presence of Christ during His earthly ministry is taught. when Jesus
was talking with Nicodemus He said that the Son of man was at that
moment in heaven, showing how He not only came down from heaven but
that He continually abides there. The doctrine of the omnipresernce
of Christ is very profound, and the biblical record and orthodox theol-
ogy must be carefully checked to determine if this doctrine is in
harmony with the scriptural teachings of Christ's attributes.

Seemingly it should be easy enough tc assume that Christ was
omnipresent during His earthly ministry, feor omnipresence is regarded
as an attribute of deity, and Christ was divine, therefore He must
have been omnipresent. This type of reasoning might be accurate, yet
there needs to be much more biblical and logical elaboration on the
subject of Christ's omnipresence, for there has been considerable dis-
agreement on this subject. The entire area of the incarnation of
Christ has produced many interpretations as to what actually tock

place. In general, the act of the Son of God in the incarnation is

"

1

described first by the word ''condescension,” in that He, the eternal
God, condescended to become Man. As a Man He submitted to death on a
cross, which is described by the term "humiliation." After His passion

Christ rose from the dead and later ascended intc heaven. In heaven

He was exalted tc the right hand of God the Father. The theological

4y

question is raised, therefore, as to whether the process of condescen-
sion, humiliation and exaltation involved any change in the divine

nature of Christ.
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To understand how the eternal God could take upon Himself
human limitations while retaining His eternal deity, the classic pas-
sage of Philippians 2:5-11 must be considered. Some interpret this
passage as meaning that Christ emptied Himself of His relative attri-
butes--omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence--while retaining
His immanent attributes--holiness, love, and truth. Those who hold
to this position are called Kenctic theolcgians, derived from the Greek
> L4

word EKEVWOeV wnich is translated "emptied" in Philippians 2:7
(KJV). One of these Kenotic theologians, David Forrest, declared that
Christ had wide and deep knowledge, but that He was not omniscient;
that He still more plainly was not omnipresent; and that He did not
retain His omnipotence, but wrought His miracles ''by virtue of the
power committed to Him by the Father, received in answer to prayer, and
conditioned in its exercise by the Higher Will to which He submitted

b X
xverience, 1903, p. 19%,.

L

His own" (Forrest, The Chriss of Zistory and

The orthodox pcsiticon, however, on the humiliation of Christ
as taught in Fhilippians 2:3-11 is that Christ, in becoming man, did
not diminish His dei<y, tu:t added a numan nature to the divine nature.
He continued to te Zcid irn the flesh, and all the fulness of the Godhead
resided in His bcdv (Zolsssians 2:G6)., This would mean that zlil the

attributes of deity, including omnipotence, omniscience, and ompi-

presence, were coniinually rossessed by Christ even during His earthly

wm

ministry., This present writer's interpretation cf John 3:13 supports

[}

this orthodox positicn s it relates to the omnipresence of Christ

while on earth., 3ut ¢
omnipresence cf Christ during His earthly ministry is again begging the

question., Befors this verse can te used as "proof" of this doctrine
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the biblical record must be considered. If the totality of Secripture
is found in support of Christ's omnipresence during His ministry on
earth, then John 3:13 can be harmonized with these other passages to
strengthen the orthodox position. If, on the other hand, no biblical
support for this position can be found, then the conclusions of this
paper must be considered the sole biblical evidence for Christ's
omnipresence while on earth.

Many verses and passages seem to contribute informaticn which
relates to the question of Christ's omnipresence while on earth. In
the concluding verse of the Gosvel of Matthew, Christ tells His disci-~
ples "lo, I am with you always, even to the end of the age' (Matthew
28:20). This verse seems to implicitly teach the omnipresence of
Christ by means of His promise to His disciples. In John chapter 14
there seems to be other reference to His omnipresence. Christ prom-
ises to indwell believers (14:18, 20, 23), which would be impossible
if He were not omnipresent. Verse twenty seems to specially relate
to Christ's omnipresence while He was on earth: ™"In that day you shall
know that I am in My Father, andi‘you in Me, and I in you."

In John 1:47-50 Jesus seems to reveal His omnipresence during
His earthly ministry. Verse 48 is indicative of this: "Nathaniel said
to Him, 'How do you know me?' Jesus answered and said to him, 'Before
Phillip called you, when you were under the fig tree, I saw you.'" In
this passage there is no further explanation as to how Jesus saw Nathan-
iel when he was under the fig tree, but it must be inferred that there
was more than human knowledge involved. It is quite possible that the
reason Christ knew the thoushts and character of Nathaniel was because

He was omniscient, and the way He knew that he was under the fig tree



was because He was present there.

In Matthew 18:19-20 Jesus says: "Again I say to you that if
two of you agree on earth about anything that they may ask, it shall
be done for them. . . . For where two or three have gathered together
in His name, there I am in their midst." The teaching here seems to
be that Christ is present wherever two or three have gathered together
in His name, revealing the omnipresence of Christ. Some regard this
passage as a promise for the future church, but the tenses of the
verbs, perfect (qu?y)//lJéVOl - "have gathered") and present (e?/-lll -
"I am"), are against this. There seems tc be no reason to understand
this passage as only referring to a future time. If indeed the mean-
ing refers also to the time in which Christ was speaking to His disci-
rles, which the verbs indicate to be the case, then here is a record of

His omnipresence during His earthly ministry.

The verses mentioned above provide a tiblical tasis for heolding
to the omnipresence of Christ after His incarrazion, The scriptural

account implicitly teaches that Christ's presence w2s nct confined te

1
"
@®
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His earthly btody, but was manifest everywh
is omnipresent does not contradict the concezt tha: Xz nzs lecalitiy.
In regard to the orthodox position of the ecmnirressrce of Christ, wi
the exception of Lutheran theologians, mos:t irnterzretsrs rezard Christ
as omnipresent in His deity and local in His humezisr., I: was the
deity of Christ which continued to be present zverw.zsre even after
the incarnation. This conclusion, based on tne -i:lizal record, woul
seem to defeat the notion of the Kenotic trheolcosizns who claim that
Christ surrendered His relative attricutes .: Z:is3 irzzrra:ion. John

3:13 then harmonizes with the biblical rescorZ, z2n:z z-o223735 1in itselfl to
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be strong supporting evidence for the omnipresence of Christ during

His earthly ministry.




Chapter 4
CONCLUSION ON THE PROBLEM OF JOHN 3:13

The initial problem involved in the interpreting of John 3:13
is determining the wording of the original Greek text. Because of the
amount and guality of textual evidence, this present writer has con-

. o . K3 . - ‘ ‘ X -~
cluded that the final clause of this verse originally read © wIOS Tou
3 7 L S 2N J ~ 3 ~ p
AvOpwrou 0 wV ev Tw ouUpav) ("the Son of man who is in heaven"),
The geographical distribution of manuscript evidence makes the reading
¢ »n P4 e 2 -~ } . )
O wV &V Tw oupavw oy far the most well attested one on the basis
of external evidence., Likewise, the internal evidence supports this
reading as being the original one. It seems that its omission in some
manuscripts was made by scribes who felt the reading was toc difficult
to keep in the text. Other scribes merely changed the words to avoid
the reading which would seem to make Christ tell Nicodemus that He was
in heaven at the moment in which they were conversing. Probably the

. : ; o 2 3 P o
strongest single reason for considering O wv €V Tw ovpavw as
the original reading is that it is perfectly consistent with Jochn's
style and vocabulary. Of the seven occurrences in the New Testamen: of

03 ( ,‘ 5 . ke -
the construction © WV  followed by a prepositional phrase, six of
these are feound in the Gospel of John, making this not only Johannine in
style, but almost uniquely so. Therefore, on the basis of internal and

. ; [ >, -~ > —~ N
external evidence, the reading ©O WV &V Teg oupavuy commends

itself as being the original readin

09
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Having determined the original wording of the text cf John

3:13, the speaker of this verse had to be identified., If John was com=
menting in verse thirteen upon the conversatiocn of Jesus and Nicodemus,
then the final interpretation of this verse would be based on this
important fact. If, however, Christ was still speaking in verse thir-
teen, then the interpretation would be exceedingly more significant,
though admittedly mere difficult. For several reascns it appears trat
Christ is doing the speaking in verse thirteen. First, the word
indicating continuity, begins verse thirteen. This is evidence for
Christ continuing His reply to Nicodemus which He began in verse ten.
Secondly, verses 1%-15 contain the first explanation which answers the
question asked by Nicodemus in verse nine, "How can these things be?
Nicodemus wanted to know how one attains the "new birth" which Jesus
talked to him about, and the answer comes in verses 1L-15, If Christ's
narrative is cut off at verse twelve, then He fails to answer Nicodemus'
important question. TFinally, acd perhaps most convincing, excluding
John 3:13-14 the term "Son of man" is used seventy-nine times in the
four Gospels, and in all of these seventy-nine occurrences it is Christ
Himself who uses the term. Since there is the guestion of who is
speaking in Johr 3:13-15, mathematics seems to provide the most probable

solution. The term "Son of man,"

appearing in both verse 13 and 1%, is
elsewhere in the Gospels used only by Christ, and should therefore ope
attributed to Him in these two places in guestion.

Concluding that Christ Himself is the speaker in John 3:13,
the next problem is securing an interpretaticn. The words "and no one
has ascended into heaven . . . except the 3on of man" provide guite a

"

challenge to an interpreter. 7o counsider these words as referring to



Christ's post-resurrection ascension into heaven is to embrace a con-
tradiction, for the Scripture quite clearly teaches that both Elijah
and Enoch also went bodily up to heaven. And John %:1% clearly teaches
that no one has gone up to heaven (or "ascended") except the Son of
man. Another inappropriate interpretation is the Socinian position
that at sometime during His 1life Jesus of Nazareth was taken up to
heaven and was enlightened concerning the '"heavenly things," becoming
the Christ as a result of this adventure. This particular interpreta-
tion of "and no one has ascended . . . except the Son of man" has nc
biblical support, and is a heretical and fanciful teacning which also
contradicts the biblical record of Elijah and Znoch. another inter-
pretation of "and ro one has ascendéd .« « o except the Son of man" is
that of Godet, which essentially says that this refers to the taptism
of Christ in which the "heavens were opened unto Him." This position
divorces the divine self-consciousness of Christ from His knowledge of
the divine plan, assuming Godet admits the former., Tec say that zrior
to His baptism Christ was unaware of the extent of His message and
mission is to seemingly contradict what appears to be His specizal
knowledge of God's will, clearly revealed in Luke chapter two. In this

instance He told His parents that He must be about His Fat

i
o
)

ness, from which can be concluded that He already knew at the age of
twelve who His Father was, and what His Father's business was. 4lso,
Godet's position contradicts the testimony of Zzekiel that he too had
the heavens opened unto him (izekiel 1:1). Since John 3:13 says that
no one except the Son of man hus ascended into heaven, then f{o say,

like Godet, that "ascended into heaven' here means having the heavens

opened up unto one means either that Lzekiel was aciually Christ, or
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else there is a contradiction,

¥

There is an interpretation of "'and no one has ascended into
heaven . . . except the Son of man'" which appears to avoid the con-
tradictions of the other ones, and still fits the context of the pas-
sage. This particular interpretation understands these words as
meaning that no one has attained the knowledge of the "heavenly things
which Christ referred to in verse twelve, except the 3Son of man. The

1

reason that only Christ has

A

ttzined the knowledge of these "heavenly
things," and abides in them, is because He came from hsaven with thais
special knowledge and insight. Christ continually abides in communion
with God the Father, and therefore possesses an exclusive relationship.
Supporting evidence for the idea that "ascended into heaven'

"heavenly

refers to Christ's unigue possession of knowledge of the
things" is the fact that the Son of man "came down from heaven." This
reference to the incarration alludes to the pre-existence of Christ,
and to the fact of His pre-incarrate possession of perfect communion
with God the rather. The fact of Christ's pre-existence has been shcwn
to be in harmony with the biblical evidence of the nature of Christ.
Finally, the final words of this verse spoken by Jesus make

John 3:13 much more profound and beautiful: No one has ascended into
heaven except the Son of man "which is in heaven." This clause clearly
teaches that Christ did not empty Himself of all of His relative attri-
butes, for He was omnipresent during His earthly ministry. He did not
cease being God when He became man. This truth enforces the orthodox

position that indeed Christ retained all of His divine attributes while

on earth. The same God who became a man to die on the cross of Calvary

could tell Nicodemus the FPharisee that He rever ceased to be fully God,
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and His presence remained in heaven while He was on earth.

In conclusion, John 3:13 harmonizes well with the rest of the
Gospel of John, emphasizing the deity of the One who came down from
heaven. Only the Lord Jesus Christ is in a position to teach one abou?l
heavenly things, for He alone has experienced the heights of heavenly
knowledge, being in perfect communion with God. Earthly things tell
of the creation and power of God, while heavenly things tell of a pre--
existent, omnipresent Saviour who, while remaining fully God, took upon
Himself a human body, and gave His life as a ransom for all mankind.
Some of the most profound and vital truths of the Christian faith are
centered in the Person and work of Christ, yet it is no wonder. Ior
God Himself has revealed to us that Christ was God from the beginning,
continued to be God while He lived and died for the sins of the world,

and even now remains as God--the exalted Lord Jesus Christ who always

lives to make intercession for those who draw near to God through Him.
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