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PREFACE.

YEAR and half has passed away—and how swiftly '—
since the publication of this Commentary, and already
a second edition has become necessary. I bless the Lord
tor 'the acceptance which this work has met with in the
churches of Switzerland and of Yrance, and I hail it as a
symptom of that revived interest in exegetical studies, which
has always appeared to me one of their most urgent needs. I
tender my special thanks to the authors of those favourable
reviews which have given'effectual aid towards the attainment
of this result.

Almost every page of this second edition bears the traces
of corrections in the form of my former work ; but the sub-
stance of its exegesis and criticism remains the same. Of
only one passage, or rather of only one term (second-first, vi. 1),
has the interpretation been modified. Besides that, I have
made & number of additions occasioned by the publication of
two works, one of which I have very frequently quoted, and
the other as often controverted. I refer to M. Gess’ book,
Sur la Personme et T Buvre de Christ (first part), and to La Vie
de Jésus by M. Keim (the last two volumes).

In a recent article of the Protestantische Kirchenzeitung, M.
Holtzmann has challenged my critical standpoint as being
determined by a dogmatic prepossession. But has he forgotten
the advantage which Strauss took in his first Vie de Jésus of
the hypothesis of Gieseler, which I have defended ? The

7
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viii PREFACE.

reader having the whole before him will judge. He will see
for himself whether the attempt to explain in a natural and
rational way the origin of the three synoptical texts by means
of common written sources is successful. There is one fact
especially which still waits for explanation, namely, the
Aramaisms of Luke. These Aramaismsare met with not only
in passages which belong exclusively to this Hellenistic writer,
but also in those which are common to him and the other
writers, who were of Jewish origin, and in whose parallel
passages nothing of a similar kind is to be found! This fact
remains as a rock, against which all the various hypotheses I
have controverted are completely shattered, and especially
that of Holtzmann. May not the somewhat ungenerous
imputation of the Professor of Heidelberg, whose earnest
labours no one admires more than myself, have been inspired
by a slight feeling of wounded self-esteem?

And now, may this Commentary renew its course with
the blessing of the Lord, to whose service it is consecrated ;
and may its second voyage be as prosperous and short as the
first ! F. G.

NEvcHATEL, August 1870.

EXTRACTS FROM THE PREFACE TO THE
FIRST EDITION.

A Commentary on the Gospel of John remains an unfinished
work so long as it is left unaccompanied by a similar work on
at least one of the synoptical Gospels. Of these three writings,
the Gospel of Luke appeared to me best fitted to serve as a
complement to the exegetical work which I had previously
published, because, as M. Sabatier has well shown in his short

-



PREFACE. ix

but substantial Fssat sur les Sources de la Vie de Jésus, Luke’s
writing constitutes, in several important respects, a transition
between the view taken by John and that which forms the
basis of the synoptical literature.!

The exegetical method pursued is very nearly the same as
in my preceding Commentary. I have not written merely for
professed theologians ; nor have I aimed directly at edification.
This work is addressed, in general, to those readers of culture,
80 numerous at the present day, who take a heart-felt interest
in the religious and critical questions which are now under
discussion. To meet their requirements, a translation has been
given of those Greek expressions which it was necessary to
quote, and technical language has as far as possible been
avoided. The most advanced ideas of modern unbelief circu-
late at the present time in all our great centres of population.
In the streets of our cities, workmen are heard talking about
the conflict between St. Paul and the other apostles of Jesus
Christ. 'We must therefore endeavour to place the results of
a real and impartial Biblical science within reach of all I
repeat respecting this Commentary what I have already said
of its predecessor; it has been written, not so much with a
view to its being consulted, as read.

From the various readings, I have had to select those which
had a certain value, or presented something of interest. A
commentary cannot pretend to supply the place of a complete
critical edition such as all scientific study requires. Since I
cannot in any way regard the eighth edition of Tischendorf’s
text just published as a standard text, though I gratefully
acknowledge its aid as absolutely indispensable, I have

1 The publishers intend, if these volumes on Luke meet with a favourable
reception, to bring out M. Godet’s celebrated Commentary on John in an
English dress. Indeed, they would have followed the author’s order of publica-
tion, but that they waited to take advantage of a second edition, which is
preparing for the press.—TRANS,
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adopted the received text as & basis in indicating the various
readings ; but I would express my earnest desire for an edition
of the Byzantine text that could be regarded as a standard
authority.

Frequently I have contented myself with citing the original
text of the ancient inanuscripts, without mentioning the changes
made in it by later hands; but whenever these changes
offered anything that could be of any interest, I have indicated
them.

If I am asked with what scientific or religious assumptions
I have approached this study of the third Gospel, I reply,
With these twe only: that the authors of our Gospels were
men of good sense and good faith.
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COMMENTARY ON ST. LUKE.

—_—

INTRODUCTION.

HE Introduction of a Biblical Commentary is not designed

to solve the various questions relating to the origin of

the book under consideration. This solution must be the

result of the study of the book itself, and not be assumed

beforechand. The proper work of introduction is to prepare

the way for the study of the sacred book; it should propose
questions, not solve them.

But there is one side of the labour of criticism which may,
and indeed ought to be treated before exegesis—the historical.
And by this we understand: 1. The study of such facts of
ecclesiastical history as may throw light upon the time of
publication and the sources of the work which is to engage our
attention; 2. The review of the various opinions which have
been entertained respecting the origin of this book, particularly
in modern times. The first of these studies supplies exegetical
and critical labour with its starting-point; the second deter-
mines its aim. The possession of these two kinds of informa-
tion is the condition of the maintenance and advancement of
science.

This introduction, then, will aim at making the reader
acquainted with—

L The earliest traces of the existence of our Gospel, going back
as far as possible in the history of the primitive Church.

IL The statements made by ancient writers as to the person
of the author, and the opinions current at the present day on
this point.

IIL The information furnished by tradition respecting the
YOL. L A




2 INTRODUCTION.

circumstances tn which this uriting was composed (its readers,
date, locality, design), as well as the different views which
criticism has taken of these various questions.

IV. The ideas which scholars have formed of ¢he sources
whence the author derived the subject-matter of his narrations.

V. Lastly, the documents by means of which tAe text of this
writing has been preserved to us.

An introduction of this kind is not complete without a
conclusion in which the questions thus raised find their solu-
tion. This conclusion should seek to combine the facts estab-
lished by tradition with the results obtained from exegesis.

S8EC. L—TRACES OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE THIRD GOSPEL IN
THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH.

We take as our starting-point the middle of the second
century, and our aim is not to come down the stream, but to
ascend it. It is admitted, indeed, that at this epoch our
Gospel was universally known and received, not only in the
great Church (an expression of Celsus, about 150), but also by
the sects which were detached from it. This admission rests
on some indisputable quotations from this book in Theophilus
of Antioch (about 170) and Irenseus (about 180), and in the
Letter of the Churches of Lyons and Vienne (in 177); on the
fact, amply verified by the testimony of Clement of Alex-
andria, that the Gnostic Heracleon had published a commen-
tary on the Gospel of Luke as well as on the Gospel of John
(between 175-195);' on the very frequent use which Valen-
tinus, or at least writers of his school, made of this Gospel;
lastly, on numerous quotations from Luke, acknowledged by
all scholars at the present day, contained in the Clementine
Homilies (about 160). It is not surprising, therefore, that
Origen ranks Luke's work among the number of those jfour

1 8ee, for the fact, Grabe, Spicilegium, sec. ii. t. i p. 83; and for the date,
Lipsius, Die Zeit des Marcion und des Heracleon, in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschri/t,
1867.
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Gospels admitted by all the churches under heaven, and that
Eusebius places it among the Zomologoumena of the new
covenant. The only matter of importance here is to investi-
gate that obscure epoch, the first half of the second century,
for any indications which may serve to prove the presence and
influence of our Gospel. 'We meet with them in four depart-
ments of inquiry,—in the field of heresy, in the writings of the
Fathers, in the pseudepigraphical literature, and lastly, in the
biblical writings.

1. HeresYy—Marcion, Cerdo, Basilides.

Marcion, & son of a bishop of Pontus, who was excommuni-
cated by his own father, taught at Rome from 140-170.
He proposed to purify the Gospel from the Jewish elements
which the twelve, by reason of their education and Israelitish
prejudices, had necessarily introduced into it. In order more
effectually to remove this alloy, he taught that the God who
created the world and legislated for the Jews was different
from the supreme God who revealed Himself in Jesus Christ,
and was only an inferior and finite being; that for this reason
the Jewish law rested exclusively on justice, while the gospel
was founded on charity. According to him, St. Paul alone
had understood Jesus. Further, in the canon which Marcion
formed, he only admitted the Gospel of Luke (on account of
its affinity with the teaching of Paul), and ten epistles of this
apostle. Buf even in these writings he felt himself obliged
to suppress certain passages; for they constantly assume the
divine character of the Old Testament, and attribute the
creation of the visible universe to the God of Jesus Christ.
Marcion, in conformity with his ideas about matter, denied
the reality of the body of Jesus; and on this point, therefore,
he found himself in conflict with numerous texts of Paul and
Luke. The greater part of the modifications of Luke'’s text
which were exhibited, according to the statements of Tertullian
and Epiphanius, in the Gospel used by Marcion and his ad-
herents, are to be accounted for in this way.

Notwithstanding this, the relation between the Gospel of
Luke and that of this heretic has in modern times been repre-

1 Lipsius, Die Zeit des Marcion und des Heracleon. in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1867,
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sented in a totally different light. And the reason for this is
not hard to find. The relation which we have just pointed
out between these two writings, if clearly made out, is suffi-
cient to prove that, at the time of Marcion’s activity, Luke’s
Gospel existed in the collections of apostolic writings used in
the churches, and to compel criticism to assign to this writing
both ancient authority and a very early origin. Now this is
just what the rationalistic school was not disposed to admit.!
Consequently, Semler and Eichhorn in the past century, and,
with still greater emphasis, Ritschl, Baur, and Schwegler in
our time, have maintained that the priority belonged to the
Gospel of Marcion, that this work was the true primitive Luke,
and that our canonical Luke was the result of a retouching of
this more ancient work, accomplished in the second century
in the sense of a modified Paulinism. We must do justice,
however, to this critical school. No one has laboured more
energetically to rectify this erroneous opinion, tentatively
brought forward by several of its adherents. Hilgenfeld, and
above all Volkmar, have successfully combated it, and Ritschl
has expressly withdrawn it (Theol. Jahrd. X. p. 528 et seq.);
Bleek (Zinl. in. d. N. T. p. 122 et seq.) has given an able
summary of the whole discussion. We shall only bring
forward the following points, which seem to us the most
essential :—

1. The greater part of the differences which must have dis-
tinguished the Gospel of Marcion from our Luke are to be
explained either as the result of his Gnostic system, or as
mere critical corrections. Thus, Marcion suppressed the first
two chapters on the birth of Jesus,—a retrenchment which
suited his Docetism ; also in the passage Luke xiii. 28, “ When
you shall see Abrakam, Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets
in the kingdom of God,” he read, “When you shall see ths
just enter into the kingdom of heaven,” which alone answered
to his theory of the old covenant; in the same way also,
for the words of Jesus in Luke xvi. 17, “It is easier for
heaven and earth to pass, than one tittle of the law to fail”

1 Hilgenfeld himself points out the purely dogmatic origin of this rationalistic
opinion : *“ This opinion,” he says, ‘‘ has misapprehended the true tendency of the
Gospel of Marcion, through a desire to assign to the canonical text (to our Luke)
the most recent date possible ” (Die Evangelien, p. 87).
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Marcion read, “than that one tittle of the letter of my words
should fail” In both these instances, one must be blind not
to see that it was Marcion who modified the text of Luke to
suit his system, and not the reverse. Again, we read that the
Gospel of Marcion began in this way: “ In the fifteenth year of
the reign of the Emperor Tiberius, Jesus descended to Capernaum ”
(naturally, from heaven, without having passed through the
human stages of birth and youth) ; then came the narrative of
the first sojourn at Capernaum, just as it is related Luke iv. 31
et seq.; and after that, only in the inverse order to that which
obtains in our Gospel, the narrative of the visit to Nazareth,
Luke iv. 16 et seq. Is it not clear that such a beginning
could not belong to the primitive writing, and that the trans-
position of the two narratives which follow was designed to do
away with the difficulty presented by the words of the inhabit-
ants of Nazareth (Luke iv. 23), as Luke places them, before
the sojourn at Capernaum ? The narrative of Marcion was
then the result of a dogmatic and critical revision of Luke
iii. 1, iv. 31, iv. 16 and 23.

2. It is a well-known fact that Marcion had falsified the
epistles of Paul by an exactly similar process.

3. Marcion’s sect alome availed themselves of the Gospel
used by this heretic. This fact proves that this work was not
an evangelical writing already known, which the author of our
Luke modified, and which Marcion alone had preserved intact.

From all this, a scientific criticism can only conclude that
our Gospel of Luke was in existence before that of Marcion,
and that this heretic chose this among all the Gospels which
enter into the ecclesiastical collection as the one which he
could most readily adapt to his system! About 140, then,

! Zeller (in his Apostelgeschichie) expresses himself thus: ¢ We may admit as
proved and generally accepted, not only that Marcion made use of an older
Gospel, but farther, that he recomposed, modified, and often abridged it, and
that this older Gospel was essentially none other than our Luke.” This restric-
tion ‘“essentially” refers to certain passages, in which it appears to writers of
the Tiibingen school that Marcion’s reading is more original than that of our
canonical text. The latter, according to Baur and Hilgenfeld, must have been
introduced with a view to counteract the nse which the Gnostics made of the
true text. Zeller, however (p. 12 et seq.), considerably reduces the number of
those passages in which Marcion is supposed to have preserved the true reading,
and those which he retains are far from bearing the marks of proof. Thus,
Lnke x. 22, Marcion appeats to have read «iJsl¢ §5»w, no one Aath known, in.
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our Gospel already possessed full authority, the result of a
conviction of its apostolic origin.

Marcion did not create his system himself. Before him,
Cerdo, according to Theodoret's account (Heret. fabule, i 24),
proved by the Gospels that the just God of the old covenant and
the good God of the new are different beings ; and he founded
this contrariety on the precepts of the Sermon on the Mount
(Matt. v. 38-48; Luke vi 27-38). The Gospel of Luke
must have sustained the principal part in this demonstration,
if at least we credit the testimony of an ancient writer (Pseudo-
Tertullian, in the conclusion of the De prescriptione heereti-
corum, ¢. 51): “Solum evangelium ZLuce, mec tamen totum,
recipit [Cerdo]” Some years, then, before Marcion, Cerdo
sought to prove the opposition of the law to the gospel by
the written Gospels, especially by that of Luke.

Basilides, one of the most ancient known Gnostics, who is
usually said to have flourished at Alexandria about 120,
assumed for himself and his son Isidore the title of pupils of
the Apostle Matthias. The statement of Hippolytus is as
follows: “ Basilides, with Isidore, his true son and disciple,
said that Matthias had transmitted to them orally some secret
instructions which he had received from the mouth of the
Saviour in His private teaching.”! This claim of Basilides
implies the circulation of the book of the Acts, in which alone
there is any mention of the apostolate of Matthias, and con-
sequently of the Gospel of Luke, which was composed before
the Acts.

stead of eddsls ynairxu, no one knoweth ; and becanse this reading is found in
Justin, in the Clementine Homilies, and in some of the Fathers, it is inferred
that our canonical text has been altered. But Justin himself also reads ynaexu
(Dial. c¢. Tryph. c. 100). There appears to be nothing more here than an
ancient variation. In the same passage, Marcion appears to have placed the
words which refer to the knowledge of the Father by the Son before those which
refer to the knowledge of the Son by the Father,—a reading which is also found
in the Clement. Hom. But here, again, this can only be a mere variation of
reading which it is easy to explain. It is of such little dogmatic importance,
that Irensus, who opposes it critically, himself quotes the passage twice in this
form (Tischend. ad Matth. xi. 27).

' 8. Hippolyti Refutationis omnium heeresium librorum decem qum supersuns
(ed Duncker et Schneidewin), L. vii. § 20,
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2. THE FATHERS—Justin, Polycarp, Clement of Rome.

If it is proved that about 140, and at Rome, Cerdo and
Marcion made use of the Gospel of Luke as a book generally
received in the Church, it is quite impossible to suppose that
this Gospel was not in the hands of Justin, who wrote in this
very city some years later. Besides, the writings of Justin
allow of no doubt as to this fact; and it is admitted at the
present day by all the writers of that school which makes
exclusive claims to be critical—by Zeller, Volkmar, and Hil-
genfeld! With this admission before us, we know what the
assertions of M. Nicolas are worth, which he does not scruple
to lay before French readers, who have so little acquaintance
with questions of this nature,—such an assertion, for instance,
as this: “It is impossible to read the comparisons which
critics of this school [the orthodox] are accustomed to make
between certain passages of Polycarp, Clement of Rome,
Ignatius, and even Justin Martyr, and analogous passages
from our Gospels, without being tempted to think that the
cause must be very bad that can need, or that can be satisfied
with, such arguments.”? It appears that Messrs. Zeller, Hil-
genfeld, and Volkmar are all implicated together in furbishing
np these fallacious arguments in favour of orthodoxy! Here
are some passages which prove unanswerably that Justin
Martyr used our third Gospel: Dial. c¢. 100, he quotes almost
verbatim Luke i. 26-30. Ibid. c. 78, and Apol. i 34, he
mentions the census of Quirinus in the very terms of Luke.
Dial. c. 41 and 70, and Apol. i 66, he refers to the institu-
tution of the Holy Supper according to the text of Luke.
Dial. c. 103, he says: “In the memoirs which I say were com-
posed by His apostles, and by those that accompanied them, [it
is related] that the sweat rolled from Him in drops whilst He

1 ¢ Justin's acquaintance with the Gospel of Luke is demonstrated by a series
of passages, of which some certainly, and others very probably, are citations from
this book ” (Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 26). On the subject of a passage from the
Dialogue with Trypho, c. 49, Volkmar says: ‘‘ Luke (iii. 16, 17) is quoted here,
first in common with Matthew, then, in preference to the latter, lterally”
(Ursprung unserer Kv. p. 157). “‘Justin is acquainted with our three synop-
tical Gospels, and extracts them almost completely ” (Ibid. p. 91). ¢ Besides
Matthew and Mark . . . Justin also makes use of the Gospel of Luke” (Hilgen-
fuld, Der Kanon, p. 25).

* Btudes critiques swr le N.T. p 5.
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prayed,” etc. (Luke xxii. 44). JIbid., Justin refers to Jesus
having been sent to Herod,—an incident only related by Luke.
Ibid. c. 105, he quotes the last words of Jesus, « Father, into
Thy hands I commit my spirit,” as taken from The Memoirs of
the Aposties. This prayer is only recorded by Luke (xxiii. 46).
We have only indicated the quotations expressly acknowledged
as such by Zeller himself (Apostelgesch. pp. 26-37T).

It is impossible, then, to doubt that the Gospel of Luke
formed part of those apostolic memoirs quoted eighteen times
by Justin, and from which he has derived the greater part of
the facts of the Gospel that are mentioned by him.

The Acts of the Apostles having been written after the
Gospel, and by the same author (these two facts are admitted
by all true criticism), every passage of the Fathers which proves
the existence of this book at a given moment demonstrates &
Jortiori the existence of the Gospel at the same time. 'We may
therefore adduce the following passage from Polycarp, which we
think can only be explained as a quotation from the Acts:—

Acrsii. 24 Povyc. ad Phil. c. 1.
“Ovi Buis dvieTnesny, Aivas chs divas vob  “Ov fyspsy § Osis Adras vas Sdivas Tos
fuyéeov. ov,
‘“Whom God hath raised up, having i’“Whom God hath awakened, hav-
loosed the [birth-] pains of death.” ing loosed the [birth-] pains of Hades.”

The identical construction of the proposition in the twe
writings, the choice of the term Avoas, and the strange ex-
pression, the birth-pains of death (Acts) or of Hades (Polyc.),
scarcely permit us to doubt that the passage in Polycarp was
taken from that in the Acts.

In the Epistle of Clement of Rome there is an exhortation
beginning with these words: “Remember the words of the
Lord Jesus, in which He taught equity and generosity;” then
comes a passage in which the texts of Matthew and Luke
in the Sermon on the Mount appear to be combined, but
where, in the opinion of Volkmar, the text of Luke predomi-

1 It is not impossible, certainly, that the expression &3ivs was taken by both
these authors from Ps. xviii. 5, or from Ps. cxvi. 8, where the LXX. translate
by this term the word 531‘1» which signifies at once bonds and pains of childbirth;
but there still remains in the two propositions as a whole an unaccountable
similarity.

3 ¢The text of Matthew differs most, whilst Luke’s text furnishes the substane
11 the developed thought " (Urspr. p. 188).
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nates (vi. 31, 36-38). In this same letter the Acts are twice
quoted, first at ¢. 18, where mention is made of a divine testi-
mony respecting King David, and there is an amalgamation of
the two following Old Testament passages: 1 Sam. xiii. 14
and Ps. Ixxxix. 21. Now a precisely similar fusion, or very
nearly so, is found in the book of the Acts (xiii 22). How
could this almost identical combination of two such distinct
passages of the Old Testament have occurred spontaneously to
the two writers ?

1 8am. xiii. 14. Ps. Ixxxix. 20.

“The Lord hath sought him & man ] have found David my servant ;
after kis own heart.” with my holy oil have I anocinted him.”
~—— —

Acrs xiii. 22.

¢¢ I have found David the son of Jesse, a man after mine own heart, which
shall fulfil all my will.”

CreM. Fp. ad Cor. ¢ 18.
I have found a man after my own heart, David son of Jesse ; and 1 have
anointed him with eternal oil.”

The other quotation is an expression of eulogy which
Clement addresses to the Corinthians (c. 2): “ Giving more
willingly than receiving (u@\\ov 8ovres #) Aaufdvovres),”—a
repetition of the very words of Jesus cited by Paul, Acts xx.
35: “ It is more blessed to give than to receive (Sudovas uahov
1) AapBdvew).” No doubt these are allusions rather than quo-
tations properly so called. But we know that this is the
ordinary mode of quotation in the Fathers.

It is true that the Tiibingen school denies the authenticity
of the epistles of Clement and Polycarp, and assigns them, the
former to the first quarter, and the latter to the second part,
of the second century ; but the authenticity of the former in
particular is guaranteed by the most unexceptionable testi-
monies. Although in many respects not at all flattering to
the church of Corinth, it was deposited in the archives of this
church, and, according to the testimony of Dionysius, bishop
of Corinth about 170, was frequently read publicly to the
congregation. Further, it is quoted by Polycarp, Hegesippus,
and Ireneus. Now, if it is authentic, it dates, not from 125,
88 Volkmar thinks, but at latest from the end of the first
century. According to Hase, it belongs to between 80 and
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90 ; according to Tischendorf, it dates from 69, or, less pro-
bably, from 96. For our part, we should regard this last date
as most probable. In any case, we see that the use of Luke’s
writings in this letter confers a very high antiquity on their
diffusion and authority.

3. THE PSEUDEPIGRAPHICAL WRITINGS— Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs.

Among the writings of Jewish or Jewish-Christian origin
which antiquity has bequeathed to us, there is one which
appears to have been composed by a Christian Jew, desirous
of bringing his fellow - countrymen to the Christian faith.
With this view he represents the twelve sons of Jacob as
gpeaking on their death-beds, and assigns to each of them a
prophetic discourse, in which they depict the future lot of
their people, and announce the blessings to be conferred by
the gospel. Contrary to the opinion of M. Reuss, who places
the composition of this work after the middle of the second
century,! de Groot and Langen think that it belongs to the
end of the first or the beginning of the second.* As this book
alludes to the first destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans in
70, but in no way refers to the second by Adrian in 135, it
must, it would seem, date from the interval between these
two events. It contains numerous quotations from Luke as
well as from the other evangelists, but the following passage is
particularly important : “ In the last days, said Benjamin to his
sons, thero shall spring from my race a ruler according to the
Lord, who, after having heard His voice, shall spread a new
light among the heathen. He shall abide in the synagogues
of the heathen to the end of the ages, and shall be in the
mouth of their chiefs as a pleasant song. His work and his
word shall be written in the holy books. He shall be chosen of
God for eternity. My father Jacob hath told me about him who
is to make up for the deficiencies of my race” The Apostle
Paul was of the tribe of Benjamin, and there is an allusion in
this passage to his work as described in the book of the Acts,
and probably also to his epistles as containing his word.

\ Die Gesch. der heil. Schr. N. T. § 257.
3 De Groot, Basilides, p. 87 ; Langan, Das Judenthum in Palest. p. 148.
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There is no doubt, then, that the book of the Acts is here
referred to as constituting part of the collection of holy books
(év BiBNois Tals aylass). This passage is thus the parallel of
the famous As ¢ 43 written, which is found in the Epistle of
Barnabas, and which serves as a preamble, about the same
time, to & quotation from the Gospel of St. Matthew.! Before
the end of the first century, therefore, there were collections
of apostolic writings in the churches, the contents of which
we cannot exactly describe: they varied, no doubt, in different
churches, which were already regarded equally with the Old
Testament as holy; and in these, the book of the Acts, and
consequently the Gospel of Luke, found a place.

4. BiBLICAL WRITINGS—John, Mark, Acts.

The whole Gospel of John supposes, as we think has been
proved in our Commentary upon that book, the existence of
our synoptics, and their propagation in the Church. As to
Luke in particular, x. 38-42 must be compared with John xi.
and xii. 1-8; then xxiv. 1-12 and 36-49 with John xx. 1-18
and 19-23, where John’s narrative appears to allude, some-
times even in expression, to Luke’s.

The first distinet and indubitable trace of the influence of
Luke’s Gospel on a book of the New Testament is found in the
conclusion of Mark (xvi. 9-20). On the one hand, we hope
to prove that, until we come to this fragment, the composition
of Mark is quite independent of Luke's narrative. On the
other hand, it is evident that from this point the narrative of
Mark, notwithstanding some peculiarities, is scarcely anything
but an abridged reproduction of Luke’s. It is, as it has been
called, the most clearly marked style of extract. Compare ver. 95
and Luke viii. 2 ; vers. 10, 11, and Luke xxiv. 10-12 ; ver. 12
and Luke vers. 13-32; ver. 13 and Luke vers. 33-35; ver.
14a and Luke vers. 36-43. It is possible also that John xx.
1-17 may have had some influence on ver. 9¢. As to the dis-

1 Hilgenfeld, with all fairness, acknowledges this quotation in the Ep. of
Barnabas, und the consequences deducible from it : * We meet with the first
trace of this application [of the notion of inspiration asin the writings of the
Old Testament to those of the apostles] at the close of the first century, in the

so-called letter of Barnabas, in which a sentence from the Gospel is quoted us a
passage of Scripture "’ (Der Kanon, p. 10).



12 INTRODUCTION.,

course vers. 15-18, and the fragment vers. 19, 20, the author of
this conclusion must have taken these from materials of his own.
Now we know that this conclusion to Mark, from xvi. 9, was
wanting, according to the statements of the Fathers, in a great
many ancient Mss. ; that it is not found at the present day in
either of the two most ancient documents, the Sinattic or
Vatican ; that the earliest trace of it occurs in Irenseus; and
that an entirely different conclusion, bearing, however, much
more evidently the impress of a later ecclesiastical style, is the
reading of some other documents. If, then, the conclusion
found in the received text is not from the hand of the author,
still it is earlier than the middle of the second century. We
must also admit that no considerable interval could have
elapsed between the composition of the Gospel and the com-
position of this conclusion ; for the discourse, ver. 15 et seq,,
is too original to be & mere compilation : further, it must have
been drawn up from materials dating from the time of the
composition of the Gospel ; and the remarkable agreement
which exists between the ending, vers. 19 and 20, and the
general thought of the book, proves that whoever composed
this conclusion had fully entered into the mind of the author.
The latter must have been suddenly interrupted in his work;
for xvi. 8 could never have been the intended conclusion of
his narrative. An appearance of Jesus in Galilee is announced
(v. 1-8), and the narrative ought not to finish without giving
an account of this. Besides, ver. 9 is quite a fresh beginning,
for there is an evident break of connection between this verse
and ver. 8. .

From all these considerations, it follows that at ver. 8 the
work was suddenly suspended, and that & short time after, a
writer, who was still in the current of the author’s thought,
and who might have had the advantage of some materials
prepared by him, drew up this conclusion. Now, if up to
xvi 8 the Gospel of Luke has exercised no influence on Mark’s
work, and if, on the contrary, from xvi. 9 there is a perceptible
influence of the former on the latter, there is only one infer-
ence to be drawn,—namely, that the Gospel of Luke appeared
in the interval between the composition of Mark and the
writing of its conclusion. In order, then, to fix the date of
the publication of our Gospel, it becomes important to know
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by what circumstance the author of the second Gospel was
interrupted in his work. The only probable explanation of
this fact, as it appears to us, is the unexpected outbreak of
Nero’s persecution in August 64, just the time when Mark
was at Rome with Peter. At the request of the faithful be-
longing to this church, he had undertaken to write the narra-
tives of this apostle, in other words, the composition of our
second Gospel. The persecution which broke out, and the
violent death of his master, probably forced him to take pre-
cipitous flight from the capital It is only necessary to
suppose that a copy of the yet unfinished work remained in
the hands of some Roman Christian, and was deposited in the
archives of his church, to explain how the Gospel at first got
into circulation in its incomplete form. When, a little while
after, some one set to work to complete it, the Gospel of Luke
had appeared, and was consulted. The work, finished by help
of Luke’s Gospel, was copied and circulated in this new form.
In this way the existence of the two kinds of copies is ex-
plained. The year 64 would then be the ferminus a quo of
the publication of Luke. On the other hand, the writing of
the conclusion of Mark must have preceded the publication,
or at least the diffusion, of the Gospel of Matthew. Other-
wise the continuator of Mark would certainly have given it
the preference, because its narrative bears an infinitely closer
resemblance than Luke’s to the account he was completing.
The composition of the canonical conclusion of Mark would
then be prior to the diffusion of our Matthew, and conse-
quently before the close of the first century, when this writing
was already clothed with a divine authority equal to that of
the Old Testament (p. 11). Now,.since the conclusion of
Mark implies the existence of the Gospel of Luke, we see to
what a high antiquity these facts, when taken together, oblige
us to refer the composition of the latter.

The other biblical writing which presents a point of con-
nection with our Gospel is the book of the Actss. From its
opening verses, this writing supposes the Gospel of Luke
already composed and known to its readers. When was the
book of the Acts composed? From the fact that it termi-
nates so suddenly with the mention of Paul's captivity at
Rome (spring 62 to 64), it has often been concluded that
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events had proceeded just thus far at the time the work was
composed. This conclusion, it is true, is hasty, for it may
have been the author’s intention only to carry his story as far
as the apostle’s arrival at Rome. His book was not intended
to be a biography of the apostles generally, nor of Peter and
Paul in particular; it was the work that was important to
him, not the workmen. Nevertheless, when we observe the
fulness of the narrative, especially in the latter parts of the
work ; when we see the author relating the minutest details
of the tempest and Paul's shipwreck (xxvii), and mentioning
even the sign of the ship which carried the apostle to Italy
(xxviii. 11, “A ship of Alexandria, whose sign was Castor
and Polluzx ”),—it cannot be reasonably maintained that it was
a gorous adherence to his plan which prevented his giving
his readers some details respecting the end of this ministry,
and the martyrdom of his master. Or might he have pro-
posed to make this the subject of a third work ? Had he a
mind to compose a trilogy, after the fashion of the Greek
tragedians? The idea of a third work might no doubt be
suggested to him afterwards by subsequent events; and this
appears to be the sense of certain obscure words in the famous
fragment of Muratori. But it is not very probable that such
an intention could have determined his original plan, and influ-
enced the composition of his two former works. What matter
could appear to the author of sufficient importance to be placed
on a level, as the subject of & TpiTos Adyos, with the contents
of the Gospel or the Acts? Or, lastly, was it the premature
death of the author which came and put an end to his labour ?
There is mo ground for this supposition. The conclusion,
Acts xxviii. 30 and 31, while resembling analogous conclu-
sions at the end of each narrative in the Gospel and in the
Acts, has rather the effect of a closing period intentionally
affixed to the entire book. 'We are then, in fact, brought back
to the idea that Paul's career was not yet finished when the
suthor of the Acts terminated his narrative, and wrote the last
two verses of chap. xxviii; since, were this not the case,
fidelity to his plan would in no way have prevented his giving
some details on a subject so interesting to his readers. The
book of the Acts, therefore, does mot appear to have been
written very long after the time which forms the terminatior

)
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of the narrative. This conclusion, if well founded, applies &
Jortiori to the Gospel of Luke.

To sum up: the use which was made of the third Gospel
at Rome, in the middle of the second century, by Justin,
Marcion, and his master Cerdo, and the apostolic authority
implied in the diffusion of this work, and in the respect it
enjoyed at this period, oblige us to admit its existence as early
as the beginning of this century. A very recent book could
not have been known and used thus simultaneously in the
Church and by the sects. The place which the Acts held in
collections of the sacred writings at the epoch of the Zesta-
ments of the Twelve Patriarchs (towards the end of the first or
the commencement of the second century), sends us back a
little further, to about 80-100. Lastly, the relations of the
third Gospel to Mark and the Acts carry us to an epoch still
more remote, even as far back as the period from 64 to 80.

An objection to this result has been found in the silence of
Papias,—a silence which Hilgenfeld has even thought an indi-
cation of positive rejection on the part of this Father. But
because Eusebius has only preserved the information furnished
by Papias respecting the composition of Mark and Matthew—
only a few lines altogether—it does not follow that Papias did
not know Luke, or that, if he knew, he rejected him. All
that can reasonably be inferred from this silence is, that
Eusebius had not found anything of interest in Papias as to
the origin of Luke’s book. And what is there surprising in
that? Matthew and Mark had commenced their narratives
without giving the smallest detail respecting the composition
of their books; Luke, on the contrary, in his preface, had told
his readers all they needed to know. There was no tradition,
then, current on this point, and so Papias had found nothing
new to add to the information given by the author.

‘We ought to say, in concluding this review, that we do not
attach a decisive value to the facts we have just noticed, and
that among the results arrived at there are several which we
are quite aware are not indisputable! Nevertheless, it has
appeared to us that there were some interesting coincidences
(points de repére) which a careful study of the subject should

' We ought to emphasize this reservation, in view of some reviews in which we
have been blamed for dealing here too largely in hypothess.
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not overlook. The only fact which appears to us absolutely
decisive is the ecclesiastical and liturgical use of our Gospel
in the churches in the middle of the second century, as it is
established by Justin. If this book really formed part of
those Memoirs of the .Apostles, which he declared to the
Emperor were publicly read every Sunday in the Christian
assemblies, the apostolic antiquity of this book must have
been a fact of public notoriety, and all the more that it did
not bear the name of an apostle at the head of it.

S8EC. II.—THE AUTHOR.

Under this title are included two distinct questions: I
What do we know of the person designated in the title as the
author of our Gospel? II By what ecclesiastical testimonies
is the composition of this book traced to him, and what is
their worth ?

L

The person named Zacke is only mentioned in certain pas-
sages of the New Testament, and in some few brief ecclesias-
tical traditions.

The biblical passages are: Col. iv. 14, “Luke, the beloved
physician, and Demas, greet you ;” Philem. 24, “There salute
thee Epaphras, my fellow-prisoner in Christ Jesus; Marcus,
Aristarchus, Demas, Lucas, my fellow-labourers;” 2 Tim.
iv. 11, “ Only Luke is with me.”

These passages, considered in their context, yleld these
results :—

1. That Luke was a Christian of pagan origin. This is
proved beyond doubt in the first passage by the distinction
between the group of Christians of the circumcision (vers. 10,
11), and the following group to which Luke belongs (vers.
12-14). The objection which has been taken to this exegeti-
cal inference, on the ground ot an Aramean tincture of style
in many passages of Luke, has, so far as we can see, no force.
Accordingly, St Luke would be the only author, among those
who were called to write the Scriptures, who was not of Jewish

origin.
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2. The circumstance that his profession was that of a
physician is not unimportant ; for it implies that he must have
possessed a certain amount of scientific knowledge, and be-
longed to the class of educated men. There existed at Rome,
in the time of the Emperors, a medical supervision ; a superior
college (Collegium archiatrorum) was charged with the duty

of examining in every city those who desired to practise the.

healing art. Newly admitted men were placed under the
direction of older physicians ; their modes of treatment were
strictly scrutinized, and their mistakes severely punished,
sometimes by taking away their diploma.! For these reasons,
Luke must have possessed an amount of scientific and lite-
rary culture above that of most of the other evangelists and
apostles.

3. Luke was the fellow-labourer of Paul in his mission to the
heathen, a fellow-labourer greatly beloved (Col iv. 14) and
Jaithful (2 Tim. iv. 9-12).

But here arises an important question. Does the connec-
tion which has just been proved between Paul and Luke date,
as Bleek thinks, only from the apostle’s sojourn at Rome,—a
city in which Luke had long been established as a physician
and where he had been converted by Paul? Or had Luke
already become the companion of the apostle before his arrival
at Rome, and had he taken part in his missionary toils in
Greece or in Asia? The solution of this question depends on
the way in which we regard a certain number of passages in
the Acts, in which the author passes all at once from the
third person, they, to the form of the first person, we. If it
is admitted (1) that Luke is the author of the Acts (a ques-
tion which we cannot yet deal with), and (2) that the author,
in thus expressing himself, wishes to intimate that at certain
times he shared the apostle’s work, it is evident that our
knowledge of his life will be considerably enriched by these
passages. It is only this second question that we shall
examine here.

The passages of which we speak are three in number:
xvi. 10-17; xx. 5-xxi. 17; xxvil, 1-xxviii. 16. Here
several suppositions are possible: Either Luke, the author of
the entire book, describes in the first person the scenes in

¥ Tholuck, Die Qlavbwitrdigk. der ev. Gesch. p. 149 (accordirg to Galen).

VOL. L B
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which he was himself present; or the author, either Luke or
some Christian of the first age, inserts in his work such and
such fragments of a traveller’s journal kept by one of Pauls
companions—by Timothy or Silas, for example; or, lastly, a
forger of later times, with a view to accredit his work and
make it pass for Luke’s, to whom he ventures to attribute it,
introduces into it some fragments of Luke, changing their
substance and remodelling their form, but purposely allowing
the first person to stand in these portions. The first supposi-
tion is the one that has been most generally admitted from
ancient times: the second has been maintained by Schleier-
macher and Bleek, who attribute the journal whence these
portions are taken to Timothy; also by Schwanbeck, who
makes it the work of Silas: the third is the hypothesis de-
fended by Zeller.

If the first explanation is the most ancient, it is because it
is that which most naturally occurs to the mind. After the
author, at the beginning of his book, had made use of the first
person, “The former treatise have I made, O Theophilus,”
would it not be evident to his readers that when, in the
course of the narrative, he came to say we, it was with the in-
tention of indicating himself as a witness of the facts related ?
If he had borrowed these fragments from the journal of
another, why did he not assimilate them in form to the rest
of the narrative? Surely it was not difficult for such a
writer as he was to change the first person into the third. It
is maintained that the author is an unskilled writer, who does
not know how to work up his materials; but Zeller rightly
replies that the unity of style, aim, and method which prevails
throughout the book of the Acts, proves, on the contrary, that
the author has made very skilful use of the documents at his
disposal. De Wette himself, although a supporter of Schleier-
macher’s theory, is obliged to acknowledge this. And if this
is 8o, 4 is impossible to explain how the author could have
allowed this we to stand. Besides, this explanation has to
contend with other difficulties. If this pronoun we emanates
from the pen of Timothy, how is it that it does not come in
at the moment when Timothy enters on the scene and joins
Paul and Silas? How is it, again, that it suddenly dis-
appears, although Timothy continues the journey with Paul
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(from his departure from Philippi and during his entire stay
in Achaia, Acts xviii.; comp. with 1 and 2 Thess. i. 1)?
Above all, how is it that this we is resumed, xx. 5, in a
passage in which the writer who thus designates himself is
expressly opposed to a number of persons among whom figures
Tiémothy ¢ Bleek tries to draw out of this difficulty by apply-
ing the pronoun odros, these, ver. 5, simply to the last two of
the persons mentioned, Tychicus and Trophimus. But every
one must feel that this is a forced explanation. As Zeller
says, had this been the case, it would have been necessary to
have said oroi oi Svo, these two.

The same and even greater difficulties prevent our thinking
of Silas, since, according to the Epistles, after their stay at
Corinth, this missionary no longer appears in company with
Paul, yet the we goes on to the end of the Acts. As to the
opinion of Zeller, it makes the author an impostor, who deter-
mined to assume the mask of Luke in order the more easily to
obtain credence for his history. But whence comes the unani-
mous tradition which attributes the Gospel and the Acts to
Luke, when he is never once named in these works as their
author? In order to explain this fact, Zeller is obliged to
have recourse to a fresh hypothesis, that the forger in the first
instance had inscribed Luke’s name at the head of his work,
and that afterwards, by some unknown accident, the name
was dropped, although the Church had fallen completely into
the snare. Can a more improbable supposition be imagined ?
The ancient explanation, which is that of common sense, is,
after all these fruitless attempts, the only one scientifically
admissible: the author of the Acts employed the pronoun we
in every case in which he himseif was present at the scenes
described.

To this exegetical conclusion only two objections of any
value have been offered: 1. The sudden character of the
appearance and disappearance of the pronoun e in the narra-
tive. A companion of Paul, it is said, would have indicated
how it was he happened to be with the apostle, and why he
left him. 2. Schleiermacher asks how a new-comer, con-
verted only yesterday, could have expressed himself with so
fittle modesty as: “immediately we endeavoured . . .; the
Lord had called us . . .” (Acts xvi. 10). But how do we
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know that the author had not been for a long while connected
with the apostle when he mcet with him at Troas (see sec. 3) 1
Besides, was not Timothy himself also quite a recent convert ?
That the writer does not explain the circumstances which led
to his meetings with Paul and his partings from him, is in
accordance with that modest reticence observed by the sacred
writers whenever they themselves are concerned. They avoid,
with a kind of shame, whatever might direct the attention of
the reader to themselves. Obliged by fidelity to truth to indi-
cate his presence wherever he formed part of the missionary
company, the author could not do this in a more natural and
modest way than that which dispenses with his naming
himself!

On the supposition that Luke is the author of the Acts, we
may supplement what we know about him by the information
supplied by those passages in which the we is employed. At
Troas, where he was when Paul, whom he had known perhaps
long before (p. 21), arrived there, he joined the three mission-
aries, and passed with them into Europe. He remained at
Philippi, the first church founded on this continent, when
persecution obliged his three companions to leave the city.
For the we ceases from this moment. Since this pronoun
only reappears when Paul again comes to Philippi, at the end
of his third journey (xx. 5), it follows that Luke remained
attached to this church during the second and third missionary
journey of the apostle, and that then he rejoined him in
order to accompany him to Jerusalem. And as the we is
continued to the end of the book (the interruption, xxi 17—
xxvi. 32, not being really such), Luke must have remained in

1 Bleek objects, further, that Luke is not mentioned in the Epistles to the
Thessalonians, the Corinthians, and the Philippians. But if Luke remained at
Philippi, why should he be mentioned in the letters to the Thessalonians, which
Kkere written from Achaia a little later? If he is not named in the Epistles to
the Corinthians, he appears at least to be referred to as one of the most eminent
ot the evangelists of Greece, 2 Cor. viii. 18 and 22 (though it is not certain that
this passage refers to him). And what necessity was there that he should be
named in these letters? As to the Epistle to the Philippians, at the time when
Paul wrote it, it might very well happen that Luke was neither at Rome nor
Philippi. To Bleek’s other objection, that the author of the Acts reckons
according to the Jewish calendar, which does not suit a writer of heathen origin,
Zeller rightly replies that ‘‘in the case of a companion of Paul, this was just the
only natural mode of reckoning.”
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Palestine with the apostle during the time of his imprison-
ment in Ceesarea. This explains the expression (xxvii 1):
“ And when it was determined we should sail into Italy.” Luke,
therefore, with Aristarchus (xxvi. 2), was Paul’s companion in
his journey to Rome. According to the Epistles, from that
time to the end, save during those temporary absences when
he was called away in the service of the gospel, he faithfully
shared Paul’s sufferings and toil.

Before leaving the domain of Scripture, we must mention
an ingenious conjecture, due to Thiersch, which appears to us
open to no substantial objection. From these words, “Only
Luke is with me” (2 Tim. iv. 11), compared with what
follows almost immediately (ver. 13), “ Bring with thee the
books, and especially the parchments,” this writer has con-
cluded that at the time Paul thus wrote he was occupied in
some literary labour for which these manuscripts were re-
quired. In this case it must also be admitted that Luke, who
was alone with him at the time, was not unacquainted with
this labour, if even it was not his own.

These results obtained from Scripture fit in without diffi-
culty with a piece of information supplied by the Fathers
Eusebius and Jerome® tell us that Luke was originally from
Antioch. Meyer and De Wette see in this nothing but an
exegetical conclusion, drawn from Acts xiii. 1, where mention
is made of one Lucius exercising his ministry in the church at
Antioch. But this supposition does very little honour to the
discernment of these Fathers, since in this very passage Lucius
is described as originally from Cyrene in Africa. Besides, the
name Lucius (from the root luz, lucere) has quite a different
<tymology from Lucas, which is an abbreviation from Zucanus
(as Silas from Silvanus, etc.). If Luke had really found a
home at Antioch, we can understand the marked predilection
with which the foundation of the church in that city is related
in the Acts. In the lines devoted to this fact (xi. 20-24)
there is a spirit, animation, and freshness which reveal the
charm of delightful recollections. And in this way we easily
understand the manner in which the scene at Troas is described
(xvi. 10). Paul and the gospel were old acquaintances to
Luke when he joined the apostle at Troas.

A [Tist, Eccl. iii. 4 ; De vir, illusty. ¢. 7.
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We cannot, on the other hand, allow any value to the
statement of Origen and Epiphanius, who reckon Luke in the
number of the seventy disciples; this opinion is contrary to
the declaration of Luke himself, i 2. Could Luke be, accord-
ing to the opinion referred to by Theophylact, that one of the
two disciples of Emmaus whose name is not recorded ? This
opinion appears to be a conjecture rather than a tradition.
The historian Nicephorus Kallistus (fourteenth century) makes
Luke the painter who transmitted to the church the portraits of
Jesus and His mother. This information rests, perhaps, as Bleek
presumes, on a confusion of our evangelist with some ancient
painter of the same name.! 'We know absolutely nothing cer-
tain respecting the latter part of his life. The passage in
Jerome, found in some old editions of the De »irs, according to
which Luke lived a celibate to the age of eighty-four years, is
not found in any ancient manuscript; it is an interpolation.
Gregory Nazianzen (Orat. iii. Advers. Julian.) is the first who
confers on him the honour of martyrdom; Nicephorus main-
tains that he was hanged on an olive tree in Greece at the age
of eighty years. These are just so many legends, the origin of
which we have no means of ascertaining. It appears, how-
ever, that there was a widespread tradition that he ended his
days in Achaia. For there, according to Jerome (De vir. <ll.
¢. '7), the Emperor Constantine sought for his ashes to transport
them to Constantinople. Isidore maintains that they were
brought from Bithynia.

Is this person really the author of our third Gospel and of
the Acts? We have to study the testimonies on which, his-
torically speaking, this opinion rests.

IL

1. At the basis of all the particular testimonies we must
place the general opinion of the Church as expressed in its
title, According to Luke. There was but one conviction on this
point in the second century from one extremity of the Church
to the other, as we can still prove by the ancient versions in
the Syriac and Latin tongues, the Peschito and the Italic. As

1 We can only cite as critical fancies the opinion of Kohlreif, which identifics

Luke and Silas (lucus = #ilva), and that of Lange, who makes Luke the same
person as the Aristion of Papias (lucers = épresian).
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to the meaning of the prep. xard, according fo, in this title,
see the exegesis. 'We will only observe here, that if this
preposition could bear the sense of in the manner of, after
the example of, in the case of Matthew and John, who were
apostles, and therefore original authors of an evangelical tra-
dition, this explanation becomes impossible when applied to
Mark and Luke, who, since they never ac¢ompanied Jesus,
could not assume the part of creators of a special tradition,
but could only be designated compilers.

2. The first special testimony is implied in a passage of
Justin Martyr, who, in reference to Jesus’ sweat in Geth-
semane, says:' “As that is related in the memoirs (dmouvn-
povevpara), which I say were composed by His apostles and
by their companions.” It appears to us indisputable (although
criticism has sought other interpretations), that among those
books which Justin possessed, and of which he speaks else-
where as “the memoirs which are called Gospels,” there must
have been, according to this passage, at least Zwo Gospels
emanating from apostles, and two proceeding from coadjutors
of the apostles. And as the incident to which this Father
here alludes is only recorded in Luke, Justin regarded the
author of this book as one of the men who had accompanied
the apostles.

3. In the fragment ascribed to Murators, written about 180,
and containing the tradition of the churches of Italy respecting
the books of the New Testament, we read as follows: “ Thirdly,
the book of the Gospel according to St. Luke. This Luke, a
physician, when Paul, after the ascension of Christ, had re-
ceived him among his followers as a person zealous for
righteousness (juris studiosum), wrote in his own name and
according to his own judgment (ex opinione). Neither, again,
had he himself seen the Lord in the flesh. Carrying his
narrative as far back as he could obtain information (prout
assequt potuit), he commenced with the birth of John.” After
having spoken of the Gospel of John, the author passes on to
the Acts: “The Acts of all the Apostles,” he says, “ are written
in a single book. Luke has included in it, for the excellent
Theophilus, all that took place in his presence; as also he
clearly points out in a separate form (semoté) mot only the

1 Dial. ¢. Tryph. c. 22.
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suffering of Peter, but further, Paul's departure from Rome for
Spain.”

With the exception of the name of Luke, which is derived
from the tradition received throughout the entire Church, this
testimony respecting the Gospel seems to us nothing more than
a somewhat bold reproduction of the contents of Luke's pre-
face, combined with the information supplied by Col iv. 14
as to his profession. In his own mame: that is to say, in
obedience to an inward impulse, on his own personal responsi-
bility ; not in the name of an apostle or a church; an allusion
to “It hath appeared good to me also” (i 3). According to
his own judgment: an allusion to the fact that his narrative
was not that of an eye-witness, but in accordance with the
opinion he had formed of the facts by help of tradition and his
own researches (L 2). Neither again had he himself seen: any
more than Mark, of whom the author of the fragment had just
spoken. The expression, as ke could obtain information, refers
to what Luke says of the care he had taken to go back as far
as possible, and to narrate events in the best order. The term
Juris studiosum (which Hilgenfeld supposes to be the transla-
lation of Tod Sikalov {mrwmiv, in the original Greek, which he
admits) might also be translated, a man skilled in questions of
legal right ; able, consequently, to make himself useful to Paul
whenever he had to deal with the Roman tribunals. But
the term {y\wrsjs rather favours the sense we have given in
our translation. If the passage relating to the Acts has been
accurately rendered into Latin, or if the text of it has not been
altered, we might infer from it that Luke had narrated, in a
third work (semote, scparately), the subsequent history of Peter
and Paul. In any case, the whole testimony is remarkable
for its very sobriety. It does not show the slightest tendency,
any more than the preface of the evangelist himself, to ascribe
divine authority to this writing. On the contrary, the human
aspect of the work comes out very strongly in these ex-
pressions: ¢n his own name, according to his judgment, as
Jar as he was able to obtain information. Perhaps the author
wished to contrast this entirely natural mode of composition
with the widely different origin of the Gospel of John, which
he describes directly afterwards.

4. At the same period, Ireneus expresses himself thus re-
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specting the third Gospel (ddv. Her. iii. 1): *Luke, a com-
panion of Paul, wrote in a book the gospel preached by the
latter.” Irenwus quotes from our Gospel more than eighty
times. This testimony and the preceding are the first two
in which Luke is indicated by name as the author of this
book.

5. Tertullian, in his book Against Marcion (iv. 2), expresses
himself thus: “Of the apostles, John and Matthew inspire
our faith; of the coadjutors of the apostles, Luke and Mark
confirm it” He reminds Marcion “that, not only in the
churches founded by the apostles, but in all those which are
united to them by the bond of the Christian mystery, this
Gospel of Luke has been received without contradiction (stare)
from the moment of its publication, whilst the greater part are
not even acquainted with that of Marcion.” He says, lastly
(ibid. iv. 5), “that several persons of his time "have been
accustomed to attribute Luke’s work to Paul himself, as well
a8 Mark’s to Peter.” He neither pronounces for nor against
this opinion.

6. Origen, in a passage cited by Eusebius (H. E. vi. 25),
expressed himself thus: “Thirdly, the Gospel according to
Luke, cited approvingly (émawoiuevov) by Paul” It appears
from the whole passage that he alludes, on the one hand, to
the expression my Gospel, employed three times by Paul
(Rom. ii. 16, xvi. 25; 2 Tim.ii. 8); on the other, to the
passage 2 Cor. viii. 18, 19, which he applied to Luke.

7. Eusebius says (H. E. iii. 4): “It is maintained that it
is of the Gospel according to Luke that Paul is accustomed to
speak whenever he makes mention in his writings of %is
Gospel.”

8. Jerome (De vir. ¢ll. c. 7) also refers to this opinion, but
attributes it to some persons only (quidam suspicantur).

We have three observations to make on these testimonies.

1. If they are somewhat late,—it is only about A.p. 180 that
Luke’s name appears,—we must observe, on the other hand,
that they are not the expression of the individual opinion of
the writers in whose works they occur, but appear incidentally
as the expression of the ancient, unbroken, and undisputed
conviction of the entire Church. These writers give expression
to the fact as a matter of which no one was ignorant. They
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would not have dreamed of announcing it, unless some special
circumstance had called for it. The ecclesiastical character,
at once universal and hereditary, of these testimonies, even
when they date only from the second century, enable us to
ascertain the conviction of the first. In fact, what prevailed
then was not individual criticism, but tradition. Clement of
Alexandria, aftor having quoted a passage from the Gospel of the
Egyptians (Strom. iii. p. 465), immediately adds: “ But we
have not seen this passage in the four Gospels which have
been transmitied to us (év tois mwapadeSouévors Auiv réoaapaw
ebayyenlois).” The bishop Serapion having found, in the parish
church of Rhodes, in Cilicia, a so-called Gospel of Peter, con-
taining Gnostic sentiments, wrote a letter to those who made use
of it, a portion of which has been preserved by Eusebius (H. E.
vi. 12, ed. Leemmer), and it ends with these words: “ Knowing
well that such writings have not been transmitted (&r¢ 7d Tot-
aira [Yrevdemriypapa) ob wapendBouev).” The traditional origin
of the convictions of the Church respecting the origin of the
sacred writings is the only explanation of their stability and
universality. An opinion formed upon individual ecriticism
could never have had these characteristics. It is very remark-
able that the tradition respecting our Gospel is not disowned
even by the ecclesiastical parties most opposed to Paul.
Ireneeus (iii. 15) declares that the Ebionites made use of our
Gospel, and we can prove it ourselves by the quotations from
the writings of Luke which we find in the Clementine Homilies
(ix. 22, xix. 2). The plot even of this religious romance is
borrowed from the book of the Acts. Now, in order that
parties so opposed to each other, as Marcion on the one hand
and the Ebionites on the other, should agree in making use of
our Gospel, the conviction of its antiquity and authority must
have been very ancient and very firmly established (stare,
Tert.). There is another fact more striking still. The only
sect of the second century which appears to have expressly
rejected the book of the Acts, that of the Severians, took no
exception to the Gospel of Luke. These results perfectly
agree with those to which we were led by the facts enumerated,
sec. 1. Thus the blank that exists between the first positive
testimonies which we meet with in the second century and
the apostolic age is filled up by fact.
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2. It is important to observe the gradual change in the
tradition which manifests itself during the course of the second
and third centuries. The nearer we approach its original
sources, the more sober the tradition. In the eyes of Justin,
the author of our Gospel is simply a companion of the aposties.
In the fragment of Muratori the same information reappears
without amplification. ~Strictly speaking, Ireneeus does not go
beyond this; only he already aims to establish a conmnection
between the writing of Luke and the preaching of Paul. Ter-
tullian notices an opinion prevalent in his time which goes
much further,—namely, that Paul himself was the author of
this Gospel.  Last of all, Origen distinctly declares that when
Paul said my Gospel, he meant the Gospel of Luke. This pro-
gression is just what we want to enable us to verify the real
historical character of the tradition in its primitive form. If
the original information had been invented under the influence
of the apologetic interest which moulded the tradition later on,
would it not have begun where it ended ?

3. The supposition that the name of Luke, which has been
affixed to our Gospel, was merely an hypothesis of the Fathers,
gives no explanation why they should have preferred a man
so seldom named as Luke, instead of fixing their choice on
one of those fellow-labourers of the apostle that were better
known, such as Timothy, Silas, or Titus, whom modern ecriti-
cism has thought of. The obscurity in which this personage
would be veiled, if his name did not figure at the head of the
writings which are attributed to him, is one of the best
guarantees of the tradition which declares him the author of
them. We do not see, then, what, in a historic point of view,
could invalidate the force of the ecclesiastical testimony on
this point; and we agree with Holtzmann (Die synopt. Evang
p. 377), when he says that “this tradition is only to Le
rejected from the point where it proceeds to place the com-
position of our Gospel under the guarantee of Paul himself.”

Three opinions have been put forth by modern criticism on
the question under consideration.

1. An “anonymous Saxon,”! while declaring that our
Gospel is nothing but a tissue of falsehoods, a pamphlet com-

1 Die Evangelien, ihr Geist, ihre Verfasser und ihr Verhdliniss zu einander,
st od. 1845 ; 2d, 1852
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posed out of hatred of Peter and the Twelve, boldly attributes
it to Paul himself.

2. Hilgenfeld, Zeller, etc, think that this writing is the
work of an unknown Christian at the beginning of the second
century.

3. Most admit, in conformity with the traditional opinion,
that the author is the Luke mentioned in Paul's Epistles.
We only mention, to show that we have not forgotten it, the
opinion of Mayerhoff, never adopted by any one else, and
which was only the very logical consequence of Schleier-
macher’s on the portions in which we occurs in the book of
the Acts,—namely, that our Gospel, as well as these portions,
should be attributed to Timothy.

SEC. III.—~COMPOSITION OF THE THIRD GOSPEL.

‘We possess nothing from tradition but some scanty and
uncertain information respecting the origin of our Gospel.

I As to the time, the greater part of the critics are wrong
in making Ireneus say that Luke wrote after the death (or the
departure from Rome) of Peter and Paul (post horum excessum,
iii. 1). This is a false conclusion drawn from the fact that
Irenzus speaks of the Gospel of Luke after that of Mark, to
which this chronological statement applies. The order in
which this Father here speaks of the Gospels and their origin
may be simply the order of these books in the canon, and in
no way of the date of their composition. We find in this
same Irenzus (iii 9, 10) the following order: Matthew, Luke,
Mark.

The only real traditional information which we possess om
this point is that of Clement of Alexandria, who states it as a
fact transmitted by the presbyters who have succeeded each other
Jfrom the beginning (&mo Tdv dvéxalbev mpeaBurépwy), “ that the
Gospels containing the genealogies were written first (mporye-
ypadlar Tév edayyehiwy Td wepiéyovra Tas yeveakoylas).” Eus.
Hist. Ecel. vi. 14. According to this, Matthew and Luke were
composed before Mark. Further, since, according to this very
Clement and these same authorities, Mark must have been
composed at Rome during Peter’s life, it follows that, accord-
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ing to the view embodied in this tradition, Luke was composed
prior to the death of this apostle. The sober and original
form of the former of these two traditions, the ruspectable
authority on which it rests, the impossibility of its having
been deduced from an exegetical combination, seeing that
there is no logical connection between the criterion indicated
(the presence of a genealogy) and the date which is assigned
to it, seem to me to confer a much higher value on this
ancient testimony than modern criticism generally accords to it.

The reasons for which so early a date of composition is
rejected are purely internal. It is thought that the Gospel
itself yields proofs of a later date than would be indicated by
this tradition of Clement. Baur, who has fixed it the latest,
places the composition after o.p. 130 ; Hilgenfeld, from 100 to
110 ; Zeller, at the commencement of the second century or
earlier; Volkmar, about 100; Keim, about 90. The other
critics, Meyer, De Wette, Bleek, Reuss, who come nearer in
general to the traditional opinion, limit themselves to saying,
after the fall of Jerusalem; Holtzmann, between 70 and 80 ;
Tholuck, Guericke, Ebrard, before the fall of Jerusalem. In
the concluding dissertation, we shall weigh the exegetical
reasons for and against these different opinions. But it
appears to us, that the facts mentioned (sec. 1) already make
it clear that every opinion which places the composition in
the second century is historically untenable. The use which
the continuator of Mark and Clement of Rome make of our
Gospel, and the use which this same Clement and the author
of the Testuments of the Twelve Patriarchs make of the Acts,
render so late a date of composition quite impossible.

I1. As to the place, we have only two hints, and we can form
no critical judgment of their value. Jerome (De vir. 4ll. c. 7)
says: “Luke, a physician, who composed his book in the
countries of Achaia and Beeotia.” On the other hand, in the
Peschito, the title of our Gospel runs thus: “ Gospel of Luke
the Evangelist, which he published and preached in Greek
(quod protulit et evangelisavit grece) in Alexandria the Great.”
The two statements are not necessarily contradictory. Luke
may have composed his work in Greece and have published it
in Alexandria, which was the great centre of the book-world
at that time.
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Criticism cannot certainly feel itself bound by such late
and uncertain information. Hilgenfeld, who on this point
differs least from tradition, places the composition in Achaia
or Macedonia ; Kostlin at Ephesus; the majority at Rome or
in Italy. We shall discuss the question in concluding.

III. The author himself announces his aim in his preface.
He wrote with the design of completing the Christian instruc-
tion of a man in high station, named Theophilus. This name
could not denote a purely fictitious person, as Origen supposed,
who was inclined to apply it to every Christian endowed with
spiritual powers. Neither could the Jewish high priest Theo-
philus, of whom Josephus speaks, be intended (Antig. xviii
6. 3, xix. 6. 2), nor the Athenian of this name mentioned by
Tacitus (4nn. ii. 55). The only traditional information we
possess about this person is that found in the Clementine
Recognitions (x. 71), about the middle of the second century :
“So that Theophilus, who was at the head of all the men in
power at the city (of Antioch), consecrated, under the name
of a church, the great basilica (the palace) in which he re-
sided.”! According to this, Theophilus was a great lord
residing in the capital of Syria. We have already referred
to the reasons which lead us to think that Luke himself was
originally from this city. Did he belong to the household of
Theophilus ? Had he been his slave, and then his freedman ?
Lobeck has remarked that the termination as was a contrac-
tion particularly frequent in the names of slaves? Physicians
appear to have frequently belonged to the class of slaves or
freedmen? If Luke, freed by Theophilus, practised as a
physician at Antioch, and if he was brought to the faith at
the time of the founding of the church in that city, he might
very well have decided to accompany the apostle in his
mission. In this case he would have rejoined him at Troas,
just as he was about to pass over into Europe; and there
would no longer be anything surprising in- the pronoun we, by
which he assigns himself a place in the missionary company.

1 ¢ Jtg ut Theophilus, qui erat cunctis polentibus in civitate sublimior, domds
suce ingentem dasilicam ecclesi® nomine consecraret.”

? Wolf's Analecten, iii. 49 ; comp. Tholuck, Glaubwiird. p. 148.

3 Quintilian, Instit. vii. 2 : Medicinam factitasse manumissum. Suet. Calig.

c. 8: Mitto cum eo ex servis meis medicum. Comp. Cic. pro Cluentio, c. 6% .
Beneca, De Beneficiis, iii. 24. See Hug, Linl ii. p. 184
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On this supposition, also, we can understand why he should
have dedicated his work to his old friend and patron. This
dedication does not mean, however, that the book was in-
tended for Theophilus alone. Until the discovery of printing,
the publication of a work was a very costly undertaking; and
authors were accustomed to dedicate their works to some high
personage of their acquaintance, who could procure the writer
an opportunity of reading his production in some select circle,
and have the first copies prepared at his own expense. In
this way he opened to the author the road to publicity. Who-
ever was obliging enough to undertake this responsibility was
called the patronus libri. Such, doubtless, was the service
which Theophilus was asked to render to Luke’s work. In
reality, Luke addressed himself, through the medium of this
person, to all that part of the Church to which Theophilus
belonged, to the churches of the Greek world, and, in a certain
sense, to the entire Church.

The object he had in view, according to the Fathers, was
simply to make known the history of Jesus, more particularly
to converts from the heathen. Modern criticism has found in
the preface, and even in the narrative, indications of a more
special design connected with the great movement of ecclesias-
tical polemics which it conceives occupied the first and second
centuries. According to Baur (Marcus Evang. p. 223 et seq.),
the original Luke, of which Marcion has preserved a faithful
impression, was intended to oppose the Jewish Christianity of
the Twelve, as represented by the Gospel of Matthew in its
original form. The author sought to depreciate the apostles
in order to exalt Paul; whilst our canonical Luke, which is a
later version of this original Luke, was directed rather against
the unbelieving and persecuting Judaism. The former part of
this proposition has been reproduced and developed in still
stronger terms by “the anonymous Saxon,” who sees mnothing
in the third Gospel but a bitter pamphlet of the Apostle Paul
against the Twelve, and more especially against Peter. M. Bur-
nouf has made himself the advocate of this view in the Revue des
Deuz Mondes! But even in the Tiibingen school a protest has
been raised against what have been called the “ exaggerations ™
of Baur. Zeller finds no trace either in the Gospel or the

1 December 1865.
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Acts of this spirit of systematic depreciation of Peter and the
Twelve. According to him, the author simply wishes to check
excessive admiration for Peter, and to preserve Paul's place by
the side of this apostle. With this aim, he guards himself
from directly opposing the Christianity of the Twelve; he
simply places side by side with the views of the Jewish-
Christian apostles those of Paul, which he endeavours, as far
as possible, to exhibit as identical with the former. That in
this attempt at reconciliation real history is sacrificed, appears
evident to this critic. He accounts in this way for the fact
that in this Gospel Jesus gives utterance alternately to par-
ticularist teaching (in the sense of the Twelve), and to
universalist passages suited to the thought of Paul.

Volkmar combats this view. Nowhere in our Gospel, not
even in the facts and discourses of the first two chapters, does
he discover those particularist or Ebionitish elements, by means
of which, according to Zeller, the author sought to win the
confidence of the Jewish-Christian party. In his judgment,
the Gospel of Luke is purely Pauline. In opposition to that
fiery manifesto of apostolic Jewish-Christianity, the Apocalypse,
composed in A.D. 68, Mark, five years afterwards, published
his Gospel, the earliest in point of time, and written in the
sense of a moderate Paulinism ; later still, Luke re-wrote this
book, laying still greater emphasis on the principles of the
apostle to the Gentiles. In all these suppositions the idea is,
that Jesus speaks in the Gospel, not as He really spoke, but as
it suits the evangelist to make Him speak.

All these opinions as to the aim of Luke’s work are con-
nected with the great question, suggested by Baur, of & funda-
mental difference of view between Paul and the Twelve, which
is represented as the real starting-point of the development
of the Church and of the entire Christian literature. This
question, with which that of the origin of the Gospels is now
inseparably connected, will be discussed in our concluding
paragraphs.
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8EC. IV.—SOURCES OF THE THIRD GOSPEL.

There is no room for an inquiry into the sources whence
the author of a Gospel derived his knowledge of the facts
which he transmits to us, except on two conditions: 1. That
the evangelist is not regarded as an eye-witness of the facts
related. Now this is a character which the author of the third
Gospel expressly disclaims (i. 2). 2. That we are not governed
by that false notion of inspiration, according to which the
sacred history was revealed and dictated to the evangelists
by the Holy Spirit. As far as our third Gospel is concerned,
this idea is altogether excluded by what the author says
himself of the information he had to obtain to qualify himself
to write his book (i. 3).

It is at once, then, the right and the duty of eriticism to
inquire from what sources the author derived the incidents
which he records. This question, however, is immediately
complicated with another and more general question, as to
the relation between our three synoptics. For many regard
it as probable, and even certain, that some one of our Gospels
served as a source of information to the writer who composed
another of them. It is not our intention to relate here the
history of the discussion of this great theological and literary
problem! We do not even intend in this place to set forth
the numerous and apparently contradictory facts which bring
it up afresh after every attempted solution. In view of the
exegetical work we have in hand, we shall here bring forward
only two matters :— i

L The elements of which criticism has availed itself in
order to solve the problem.

IL. The principal systems which it constructs at the present
day by means of these elements.

L

The factors which criticism has hitherto employed for the
solution of the problem are four in number:—
1. Oral tradition (mapddoais), or the reproduction of the
1 'We refer our readers to the generally accurate account of M. Nicolas,
Etudes Critiques sur le N. T. pp. 45-85.
VOL. L c
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apostolic testimony, as they gave it when they founded the
churches. This factor must have borne a very essential part
in determining the form of the evangelical historical writings
from their very commencement. Luke indicates its import-
ance, i. 2. According to this expression, even as they deli-
vered them wunto wus, this tradition was the original source of
the oral or written narratives which were circulated in the
churches. It branched out into a thousand channels through
the ministry of the evangelists (Eph. iv. 11; 2 Tim. iv. 5).
Gieseler, with his exquisite historical tact, was the first to
bring out all the value of this fact as serving to explain the
origin of the Gospels.!

2. Separate writings or memoirs (dmopvnuovelpara) on
some feature or particular part of the Saviour’s life, on a dis-
course or a miracle which an evangelist related, and which
he or one of his hearers put in writing that it might not be
forgotten ; or, again, some private account preserved amongst
their family papers by the persons more immediately inte-
rested in the evangelical drama ;—we may regard our Gospel
as a collection of & number of such detached writings, pieced
together by the hand of an editor. Carrying out this view,
Schleiermacher made a very ingenious analysis of the Gospel of
Luke in a little work? which was to be completed by a similar
study of the Acts, but the second part never appeared. Thus
this scholar thought he could discriminate, in the portion
ix. 51-xix. 48, traces of two distinct writings, the first of
which would be the journal of a companion of Jesus in His
journey to the feast of Dedication, the second the journal of
another companion of Jesus when He went up to the feast of
the Passover. The truth of this second means of explana-
tion might be supported by the proper meaning of the word
avardfagas, to arrange in order, i. 1, if only it were proved
that the arrangement implied by this word refers to the
documents, and not to the facts themselves.

Under this category of detached writings would have to
be ranged also the various documents which several critics

! Historisch-kritischer Versuch fiber die Entstehung und die frithesten Schicksals
der Schriftlichen Evangelien, Leipzig 1818.

3 Ueber die Schriften des Lucas, ein Kritischer Versuch, von Schleiermacher.
Berlin 1817.
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believe they have detected in Luke's work, on account of a
kind of literary or dogmatic patchwork which they find in
it.  Thus Kuinol, following Marsh, regarded the portion
ix. 51-xviii. 14 as a more ancient writing, containing a col-
lection of the precepts of Jesus, to which he gave the name
of gnomonology. Hilgenfeld! also distinguishes from the
narrative as a whole, which has the universalist character
of the Christianity of St. Paul, certain passages of Jewish-
Christian tendency, which he regards as some very early
materials, proceeding from the apostolic Church itself. The
entire portion ix. 51-xix. 28 rests, according to him, on a
more ancient writing which the author introduced into his
work, working it up afresh both in substance and form.
Kostlin? thinks it may be proved that there were some
sources of Judean origin, and others of Samaritan origin, which
furnished Luke with a knowledge of the facts of which the
two countries of Judea and Samaria are the sceme in our
Gospel. Keim, while declaring himself for this view, admits
besides other sources of Pauline origin; for example, the docu-
ment of the institution of the Holy Supper? It is impossible
to doubt that the genealogical document iii 23 et seq. existed
before our Gospel, and, such as it is, was inserted in it by the
author (see on iii. 23).

3. We must allow, further, the existence of longer and
fuller documents which Luke might have used. Does he
not speak himself, in his preface, of writings that were already
numerous at the time he was writing (moAMof), which in
respect of contents must have been of very much the same
nature as his own, that is to say, veritable Gospels? He
designates them by the name of Supynots, a word which has
been wrongly applied to detached writings of the kind that
Schleiermacher admitted, and which can only apply to a con-
secutive and more or less complete narrative. If such works
existed in great number, and were known to Luke, it is diffi-
cult to think that he has not endeavoured to profit by them.
The only question then is, whether, on the supposition that
they no longer exist, we can form any idea of them by means

1 Die Evangelien, 1852.
$ Der Ursprung und die Compos. der syn. Evang. 1853.
3 Geschichte Jesy, t. i., Zurich 1867,
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of our Gospel, for the composition of which they supplied
some materials. Keim thinks he recognises, as a general
basis of Luke’s work, a Jewish-Christian Gospel, which must
have been nearly related to our Matthew, very probably its
direct descendant, but distinguished from it by an unhealthy
tendency to Ebionitism and Dualism. The spirit of this
fundamental document would betray itself all through Luke’s
work. Ewald imagines a whole series of writings of which
Luke must have availed himself,—a Hebrew Gospel by Philip
the deacon, a collection of the discourses of Jesus by the
Apostle Matthew, of which Papias speaks, etc. (see further
on).: Bleek,' reviving in a new form the hypothesis of a primi-
tive Gospel (2 manual composed, according to Eichhorn, for
the use of evangelists, under apostolic sanction), admits, as a
basis of our Gospels of Matthew and Luke, a Greek Gospel,
written in Galilee by a believer, who at certain times had
himself accompanied Jesus. This earliest account of the
Saviowr’s life would mould all the subsequent evangelical
narrations. The writings of the moANo/, many (i 1), would be
only variations of it, and our three synoptics merely different
versions of the same. Lastly, we know that many critics at
the present day find the principal source of Luke and the
two other synoptics (at least of the narrative part) in a sup-
posed Gospel of Mark, older than our canonical Mark, and
to which they give the name of Proto-Mark (Reuss, Réville,
Holtzmann, etc.)? All these writings, anterior to that of
Luke, and only known to us by the traces of them discovered
in his work, are lost at the present day.

4. Would it be impossible for some writing which we still
possess to be one of the sources of Luke—for example, one of
our two synoptics, or even both of them? This fourth means
of explanation has at all times been employed by criticism.
At the present day, it is still used with great confidence by
many. According to Baur? Matthew was the direct and
sole source of Luke; Mark proceeded from both. Hilgenfeld

! Einleitung in das N. T. 1862; Synoptische Erkldrung der drei ersten
Boangelien, 1869.

2 Reuss, Geschichte der heiligen Schriften N. T.,.8d ed. 1860 ; Réville, Etudes
eritiques sur l'évang. selon Saint Matthieu, 1862 ; Holtzmann, D synopt. Ev.

1863.
s Baur, Das Marcus- Evangelium, 1851,
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also puts Matthew first; but he interposes Mark between
Matthew and Luke. According to Volkmar! Mark is the
primary source; from him proceeded Luke, and Matthew from
both.

To sum up: Oral tradition, detached writings, Gospels more
or less complete now lost; last of all, one or other of our
existing Gospels,—such are the materials by means of which
criticism has made various attempts to solve the problem of
the origin both of Luke in particular, and of the synoptics
in genmeral. Let us endeavour now to describe the systems
which actual criticism labours to construct out of these
various kinds of materials.

II.

1. We will commence with the self-styled eritical school
of Baur. The common tendency of writers of this school is to
represent the synoptics as deriving their contents from each
other. In their view, the contents of our Gospels cannot be
historical, because they contain the inadmissible element of
miracles® Consequently they regard our Gospels, not as
real historical narrations, but as compositions of a poetical o1,
didactic character. The differences between them are not in
any way natural divergences proceeding from such undesigned
modifications as tradition undergoes in course of oral trans-
mission, or from the diversity of written sources, but result
from different dogmatic tendencies in the writers of the
Gospels which they perfectly reflect. Each evangelist has
reproduced his matter with a free hand, modifying it in ac-
cordance with his personal views. In reality, then, our
Gospels are the reflection, not of the object they describe, but
of the controversial or conciliatory tendencies of their authors.
These books make us acquainted, not with the history of
Jesus, but with that of the Church, and of the different theories
respecting the Founder of the gospel, which have been suc-
cessively held in it. This common result of the school appears

1 YVolkmar, Die Evangelien, 1870.

2 Hilgenfeld (Die Evangelien, p. 580): ‘‘The principal argument for the
Yater origin of our Gospels is always this fact, that they relate very many things
about the life of Jesus, which certainly could not have taken place as they
aarrate them.”
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in its most pronounced form in Baur and Volkmar, in a milder
form in Kostlin and Hilgenfeld.

Baur himself, as we have seen, makes, as Griesbach and
De Wette did before him, Luke proceed from Matthew, and
Mark from Luke and Matthew united. This relationship is
made out in this way. There was first of all a strictly legal
and particularist Matthew, reflecting the primitive Christianity
of the Twelve, and of the church of Jerusalem. From this
original Matthew afterwards proceeded our canonical Matthew,
the narrative being re-cast in a universalist sense (between
130 and 134). In opposition to the original Matthew there
appeared first a Luke, which was altogether Pauline, or anti-
legal ; this was the writing Marcion adopted, and from which
proceeded later on our canonical Luke. The latter was the
result of a revision designed to harmonize it with the Jewish-
Christian views (about 140). Reconciliation having thus
been reached from both sides, Mark followed, in which the
original contrast is entirely neutralized. For its matter, the
latter is naturally dependent on the other two.

The anonymous Saxon® starts with the same general notion ;
but he seasons it in a piquant fashion. According to him,
our synoptics, with the exception of Luke, were indeed com-
posed by the authors to whom the Church attributes them;
but they intentionally misrepresented the facts. As to the
third, Paul, who was its author, composed it with a view to
decry the Twelve and their party.

Hilgenfeld denies the opposition, admitted by Baur, between
the original Matthew and a Luke which preceded ours. He
believes that, in the very bosom of apostolic and Jewish-
Christian Christianity, there was an internal development at
work from the first century in a Pauline direction, the result
partly of the force of events, but more especially of the in-
fluence of the fall of Jerusalem, and the conversion of the
Gentiles. He finds a proof of this gradual transformation ir
the numerous universalist passages of our canonical Matthew,
which witness to the changes undergone by the original
Matthew. This last writing, the oldest of the Gospels, dated
from 70-80. The Gospel of Mark, which followed it, went a

1 Sendschreiben an Baur tiber die Abfassungszeit des Lukas und der Synoptiker,
1848, p. 26 et seq.
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step further in the Pauline direction. 1t was an imitation of
the Gospel of Matthew, but at the same time modified by the
oral tradition existing in the church at Rome, which was
derived from Peter; it dates from the period from 80-100.
Hilgenfeld, therefore, does not recognise Luke’s influence any-
where in Mark, while Baur discovers it everywhere. Luke
proceeds, according to him, from the two former; he takes a
fresh step in the universalist and Pauline direction. It was
written before Marcion’s time, from 100 to 110. Thus, as
this theologian himself remarks, “the formation of our cano-
nical Gospels was completely finished before the time when
Baur makes it begin” (Kanon, p. 172). With this difference
as to dates between the master and his disciple, there is con-
nected a more profound difference still. Instead of a sharp
dogmatical contrast which was gradually neutralized, Hilgen-
feld admits a progressive development in the very bosom of
primitive Jewish Christianity.

With Baur, Mark came third; with Hilgenfeld, second; there
was only wanted further a theologian of the same school who
should assign him the first place; and this is done at the present
time by Volkmar, who follows the example of Storr in the last
century. According to him, that fiery manifesto of primitive
Jewish Christianity, the Apocalypse, had about 68 declared im-
placable hostility against St. Paul, representing him (chap. xiii.)
a8 the false prophet of the last times, and making the churches
founded by him, in comparison with the Jewish-Christian
churches, a mere plebs (chap. vii). A moderate Paulinian took
up the gauntlet, and wrote (about 73) as a reply our second
Gospel, the oldest of all the writings of this kind. It was a
didactic poem, on a historical basis,} designed to defend Paul and
the right of the Gentile churches. Beyond the Old Testament
and the Epistles of Paul, the author had no other sources than
oral tradition, his Christian experience, the Apocalypse which
he opposed, and his creative genius. Somewhat later (about
the year 100), a Pauline believer of the Church of Rome, who
had travelled in Palestine, worked up this book into & new form
by the aid of some traditions which he had collected, and
by inserting in it first a genealogical document (Genealogus

1 Die Evangelien, p. 461: *“Xine selbstbewusste Lekrpoesie auf historischen
Grusde.”
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Horeorum), and then a writing of Essenist tendency (Evan-
gelium pauperum). His aim was to win over to Paulinism the
Jewish-Christian part of the Church, which was still in a
majority. This was our Luke. Matthew is the result of a
tusion of the two preceding writings. It is the manifesto of
a moderate Jewish-Christian feeling, which desired to gather
all the heathen into the Church, but could not see its way to
this at the cost of the abolition of the law, as Paul taught;
its composition dates from 110. All the other writings, the
existence of which has been supposed by modern criticism,
such as a Proto-Matthew, the Logia, and a Proto-Mark, in
Volkmar's judgment, are nothing but empty critical fancies.
The third, second, and first place in succession having been
assigned to Mark, no new supposition seemed possible, at
least from the same school Nevertheless Késtlin has ren-
dered possible the impossible, by assigning to Mark all three
positions at once. This complicated construction is difficult
to follow: The oldest evangelical record would be that Proto-
Mark to which Papias must have referred ; it represented the
moderate universalism of Peter. From this work, combined
with oral tradition and the ZLogia of the Apostle Matthew,
would proceed our canonical Matthew. These different works
are supposed to have given birth to a Gospel of Peter, which
closely resembled the original Mark, but was still more like
our actual Mark. After that must have appeared Luke, to
which all the preceding sources contributed; and last of all
our actual Mark, which would be the result of a revision of
the original Mark by the help of the canonical Matthew and
Luke. The principal waymarks of the route thus traversed
are these:. Mark (L) ; Matthew; Mark (IL, or the Gospel of
Peter); Luke; Mark (III). We can only say that this
hypothesis is the death-blow of the theory of the Tiibingen
school, as formerly Marsh’s system was of the hypothesis of
an original Gospel. The complicated and artificial form this
hypothesis is compelled to assume, by the difficulties which
weigh upon its simpler forms, is its condemnation. Thus, as
Hilgenfeld regretfully observes, “after such multiplied and
arduous labours, we are still very far from reaching the least
agreement even on the most essential points.” Let it be
observed that this disagreement is evinced by disciples of one
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and the same school, which advanced into the critical arena
with colours flying, and thundering forth the peean of victory.
Is not such a state of things a serious fact, especially for a
school the fundamental idea of which is, that there is an
intimate connection between the successive appearances of
our Gospels and the history of the primitive Church, of which
last this school claims to give the world a new conception ?
Does not such a complete diversity in fixing the order in
which the Gospels appeared, exhibit a no less fundamental
disagreement in conceiving of the development of the Church ?
These are evident symptoms not only of the breaking up of
this school, but, above all, of the radical error of the original
notion on which it was founded. The opposition in principle
between Paulinism and Jewish Christianity, which is an
axiom with this school, is also its wp@ror Yredidos.

2. We will now enumerate the critical systems which
have kept independent of the Tiibingen school

If Bleek, who is at once the most discerning and judicious
critic of our day, is in several respects the antipodes of Baur,
he agrees with him on one point: the entire dependence he
attributes to Mark in relation to the two other synoptics. As
has been already mentioned, he makes Matthew and Luke
proceed from a Gospel written in Greek by a Galilean teliever,
who was present at several scenes in the ministry of Jesus in
this province. This is the reason why this book has given such
great preponderance to the Galilean work. The numerous
works of which Luke speaks (i. 1) were all different versions
of this, as well as our canonical Matthew and Luke. This im-
portant book, with all its oftshoots, which preceded our synoptics,
is lost ; these last, the most complete and best accredited, have
alone survived. This gonception is simple and clear. Whether
it renders a sufficient account of the facts, remains to be seen.

Ritschl, in a remarkable article, has pronounced in favour
of the absolute priority of our canonical Mark (to the exclu-
sion of any Proto-Mark). Matthew proceeded, according to
uim, from Mark, and Luke from both! Ritschl endeavours
to prove these statements by a very sagacious analysis ot the
relations between the narratives of Matthew and Mark on

) Ueber den gegemwiirtigen Stand der Kritik der syn. Ho., in the Theol
Jaksb. 1851,
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certain points of detail. But the impression we have received
from this labour is, that both the method followed, and the
results obtained, are more ingenious than solid.

Reuss, Réville, Holtzmann, agree in making two writings,
now lost, the original sources of our three synoptical Gospels.
These were: 1. The Proto-Mark, which furnished our three
evangelists with their general outline, and with the narratives
common to them all; 2. The Logia, or collection of discourses
compiled by Matthew, which was the source for those in-
structions of Jesus related in common by Matthew and Luke.
Our canonical Mark is a reproduction (enlarged according te
Reuss, abridged according to Holtzmann) of the former of these
two writings. Its author made no use of the Logia. Matthew
and Luke both proceeded from a fusion of these two funda-
mental writings. Their authors inserted or distributed, in
the outline sketch of the Proto-Mark, the sayings and dis-
courses collected in the ZLogia. But here arises a difficulty.
If the sayings of Jesus, as Matthew and Luke convey them
to us, are drawn from the same source, how does it happen
that Matthew transmits them in the form of large masses
of discourse (for example, the Sermon on the Mount, chap.
v.—viL ; the collection of parables, chap. xiii, etc.), whilst in
Luke these very sayings are more frequently presented to us
in the form of detached instructions, occasioned by some
accidental circumnstance ? Of these two different forms,
which is to be regarded as most faithful to the original docu-
ment? Matthew, who groups into large masses the materials
that lie side by side in the Zogia? or Luke, who breaks up
the long discourses of the Zogia, and divides them into a
number of particular sayings? Holtzmann decides in favour
of the first alternative. According to this writer, we ought to
allow that the form of the Zogia was very nearly that pre-
sented by the teaching of Jesus in the narrative of travel,
Luke ix. 51-xix. 28. Weizsiicker, on the contrary, defends
the second view, and thinks that the long discourses of Matthew
are more or less faithful reproductions of the form of the
Logia. This also is the opinion of M. Révillee. We shall
have to see whether this hypothesis, under either of its two
forms, bears the test of facts.

Ewald sets out in the same way with the two hypotheses
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of the Proto-Mark and the Zogia ; but he constructs upon this
foundation an exceedingly complicated system, according to
which our Luke would be nothing less than the combined
result of eight anterior writings:—1. A Gospel written by
Philip the Evangelist, which described in the Aramsan
language the salient facts of the life of Jesus, with short
historical explanations. 2. Matthew’s Zogia, or discourses of
Jesus, furnished with short historical introductions. 3. The
Proto-Mark, composed by the aid of the two preceding writ-
ings, remarkable for the freshness and vivacity of its colouring,
and differing very little from our canonical Mark. 4. A Gospel
treating of certain critical points in our Lord’s life (the temp-
tation, for example). Ewald calls this writing the Book of
the Higher History. 5. Our canonical Matthew, combining
the Logia of this apostle with all the other writings already
named. 6, 7, and 8. Three writings now lost, which Ewald
describes as though he had them in his hands: one of a
familiar, tender character; another somewhat brusque and
abrupt; the third comprising the narratives of the infancy
(Luke i and ii). Lastly, 9. Our canonical Luke, composed
by the aid of all the preceding (with the exception of our
Matthew), and which simply combines the materials furnished
by the others. We may add, 10. Our canonical Mark, which
with very slight modification is the reproduction of No. 3.
This construction certainly does not recommend itself by its
intrinsic evidence and sumplicity. It may prove as fatal to
the hypothesis of a Proto-Mark as was formerly that of Marsh
to the hypothesis of a primitive Gospel, or as that of Kostlin
at the present day to the Tiibingen idea.

Lastly, we see a new mode of explanation appearing, which
seems destined to replace for a time the theory, so stoutly
maintained by and since Wilke, of the priority of Mark or of
the Proto-Mark, whenever it has any considerable connection
with this last. This opinion has been developed by Weiss in
three very elaborate articles,! in which he seeks to prove: 1.
That the most ancient work was an apostolical Matthew, com-
prising the discourses, some longer and others shorter, with a

'In the Studien und Kritiken, 1861; Jahrbilcher fiir Deutsche Theologie,
1864 ; ibid. 1865. Since then, Weiss has attempted to prove his theory by s
detailed exegesis of Mark.
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large number of facts, but without any intention on tne part
of the author to write the entire history of Jesus. 2. There-
upon appeared Mark, written by the aid of recollections which
the author had preserved of the recitals of Peter. This was
the first attempt to trace the entire course of the ministry of
Jesus. He included in this sketch all the sayings of Jesus
contained in the preceding work which could be adapted to
his narrative. 3. The author of our canonical Matthew made
use of this work of Mark, re-wrote it, and supplemented it by
the aid of the apostolical Matthew. 4. Luke also re-wrote
the two more ancient works, the apostolic Matthew and Mark,
but in a very free manner, and enriched his narrative with
new materials derived from oral or written tradition.

This combination appears to me to come very near the
explanation which is the basis of a recent work of Kloster-
mann.! By a consecutive, detailed, delicate analysis of the
Gospel of Mark, this scholar proves that the author of this
work composed it on the basis of Matthew, enamelling the
story with explanatory notes, the substance of which evidently
emanated from an eye-witness of the ministry of Jesus, which
could have been none other than Peter; in general, the addi-
tions refer to the relations of Jesus with His apostles. With
Klostermann, as with Weiss, Matthew would be the first and
principal written source; but with this difference (if we rightly
understand), that with the former this Matthew is our canoni-
cal Matthew, whilst in the opinion of Weiss, this last writing
differed sensibly from the primitive Matthew, which only
appears in our canonical Matthew as transformed by means
of Mark. The dependence of Mark on Matthew has then
much more stress laid upon it by Klostermann than by Weiss.
Klostermann announces a second work, in which he will prove
a precisely similar dependence of Luke upon Mark. Thus it
is clear, that in proportion as criticism dispenses with the
hypothesis of a Proto-Mark, it is compelled to attribute to the
primitive Matthew, which at the outset was to be only a
collection of discourses, more and more of the historical ele-
ment; so that in Weiss it again becomes a more or less com-
plete Gospel, and lastly in Klostermann approximates closely
to our canonical Meatthew itself.

1 Das Marcus-Evangelium, Gottingen 1867,
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This question of the origin of the synoptics, and of their
mutual relations, must not be regarded as unimportant in re-
gard to the substance of the evangelical beliefs. Just as the
view defended by the Tiibingen school, according to which
our synoptics are simply derived from one another, exhibits
the contents of these writings, and the degree of confidence
they inspired at the time they appeared, in an unfavourable
light (since the differences which exist between them could,
in such a case, only proceed from the caprice of the copyists,
and the slight faith they placed in the story of their pre-
decessors) ; so does the other opinion, which looks for different
sources, oral or written, whence each writing proceeds, and
which are adequate to account for their mutual resemblances
or differences, tend to re-establish their general credibility, and
their genuineness as historical works.

The following is a table of the opinions of which we have
just given an account :—

1.—SCHOOL OF TUEBINGEN.

Baur. HILGENFELD,
Matthew Matthew
| Mark, | Luke.
Luke Mark
VOLEMAR. KOESTLIN,
l[alrk } Matthew. lilrk (1.); Matthew g
A il s Sttt/
Mark (I1.) or Gospel of Peter |
Luke. X
II.-INDEPENDENT SYSTEMS.
RITSOHL. BLEEK. REeuss, ete.
Mark l Primitive Gospel | Mark (I.) Logia
| Luke. —— —
Matthew ) Matthew; Luke | Mark (IL); Matthew; Luke,
——— ———
Mark,
EwaALD. ‘WEIss. KLOSTEBRMANN,
Qosp. of Phil. Logia Matthew (I.) Matthew
—_—— | | Luke,
Mark (I.) Luke. Mark Mark
f-—‘&—ﬁ
Mnt!.hew. Matthew (I1.); Luke.

The state of things which this table portrays is not certainly
such as to lead us to regard the question as solved, and the
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door closed against fresh attempts to explain the origin of the
synoptics, particularly the origin of Luke, which is the final
term of the problem.

SEC. V.—ON THE PRESERVATION OF THE THIRD GOSPEL.

Are we sure that we possess the book which we are about
to study as it came from its author’s hands? Taken as a
whole, yes. As guarantees of i, we have—1. The general
agreement of our text with the most ancient versions, the
Peschito and the Italic, which date from the second century, and
with the three Egyptian translations made at the beginning of
the third; 2. The general agreement of this text with the
quotations of the Fathers of the second and third centuries,
Justin, Tatian, Irenzus, Clement, Tertullian, Origen, etc.;
lastly, 3. The general uniformity of the manuscripts in which
the Greek text has been preserved. If any great changes
had been introduced into the text, there would inevitably
have been much greater differences among all these documents.
These different tests prove that the third Gospel, just as we
have it, was already in existence in the churches of the second
and third centuries. A text so universally diffused could only
proceed from the text that was received from the very first.

The manuscripts containing the text of the New Testa-
ment consist of majuscules, or manuscripts written in uncial
letters (until the tenth century), and of minuscules, or manu-
scripts written in small or cursive writing (from the tenth
century). The manuscripts known at the present day, con-
taining the whole or part of the Gospels, number nearly 44
maguscules, and more than 500 minuscules. The former are, for
their antiquity and variety, the most important. Of this
number, 19 contain the Gospel of Luke more or less com-
plete; of 11 there only remain some fragments, or series of
fragments: there are, in all, 30 documents prior to the tenth
century.

Two of the fourth century—

1. The Sinaiticus (¥).
2. The Vaticanus (B).

Five of the fifth century—

3. The Alexandrinus (A).
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-

. The Codex Ephremi (C).

. Twenty-eight palimpsest leaves (T).

. Palimpsest fragments found at Wolfenbiittel (Q).

. Different fragments, Greek with a Sahidic version,
comprised in the Sahidic collection of Woide (T™).
T¢ denotes similar fragments of the seventh
century.

Five of the sixth century—
8. The Cantabrigiensis (D)
9. Fragments of a manuscript de luxe, written in letters

of silver and gold (N).

10. The hymns of Luke (chap. i ii.) preserved in some
psalters (0). O*% denote similar portions of
the seventh and ninth centuries.

11. Fragments of & palimpsest of London (R).

12. Fragments of Wolfenbiittel (P).

Five of the eighth century—

13. The Basiliensis (E).

14. A manuscript of Paris (L).

15. Fragments of the Gospels, of Paris and of Naples
(W*; W)

16. Fragment of Luke at St. Petersburg (64%).

17. The Zacynthius, a palimpsest manuscript, found at
Zante, comprising the first eleven chapters of
Luke (2 in Tischendorf, Z in our commentary).

Eight of the ninth century—

18. The Codex Boreeli (F).

19. The Cyprius (K).

20. A manuscript of Paris (M).

21. A manuscript of Munich (X).

22. A manuscript of Oxford (I").

23. The San Gallensis (4).

24. A manuscript of Oxford (4).

25. A manuscript found at Smyrna, and deposited at Sk
Petersburg (I).

Five of the tenth century—

26, 27. The two Codd. of Seidel (G. H).

28. A manuscript of the Vatican (S).

29. A manuscript of Venice (U).

30. A manuscript of Moscow (V).

T T N
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Adding together all the various readings which these docu-
ments contain, we find from five to six thousand of them. But
in general they are of very secondary importance, and involve
no change in the matter of the Gospel history.

On a closer study of them, it is observed that certain manu-
scripts habitually go together in opposition to others, and thus
two principal forms of the text are established,—one which is
generally found in the most ancient majuscules, another which
is met with in the minuscules and in the less ancient of the
majuscules. Some manuscripts oscillate between these two
forms.

As the text on which Erasmus formed the first edition of
the New Testament in Greek was that of certain minuscules in
the Bile library, and this text has continued to form the basis
of subsequent editions, of which that of the Elzevirs of 1633
is the most generally diffused, it is evident that this, called
the Recetved Text, is rather that of the minuscules and less
ancient majuscules than the text of the old majuscules. This
text is also called Byzantine, because it is probably the one
which was uniformly fixed in the churches of the Greek Empire.
Those of our majuscules which represent it are the following:
EF.GHRMSTU V.T 4. II. This form of the text
is also called dsiatic.

The opposite form, which is found in the older majuscules,
B. G. L. R. X. Z, appears to come from Alexandria, where, in
the first centuries of the Church, manuscripts were most
largely produced. For this reason this text takes the name
of Alexandrine. Some manuscripts, while ordinarily following
the Alexandrine, differ from them more or less frequently ;
these are 8. A. D. 4. The text of & and of D resembles, in
many instances, the ancient Latin translation, the Jtalic.

A middle form between these two principal texts is found in
the fragments denoted by N. O. W. Y. 6.

It is a constant question, which of the two texts, the Alex-
andrine or the Byzantine, reproduces with the greatest fidelity
the text of the original document. It is a question which, in
our opinion, cannot be answered in & general way and & priors,
and which must be solved in each particular instance by
exegetical skill,
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ABBREVIATIONS.

The abbreviations we shall use are generally those which Tischen-
dorf has adopted in his eighth edition.

1. FATHERS.
Just., Justin ; Ir., Irenszus; Or., Origen, ete.

2. VERSIONS.

Vss,, versions.

It., the Jtalic, comprising the different Latin translations prior to
Jerome’s (from the second century) : g, b, ¢, etc., denote the different
documents of the Jtalic; a the g ercellensis (4th c.) ; b the Veronensis
(6th c.) ; ¢ the Colbertinus (l 1th ¢.), ete.

Vg., the Vulgate, Jerome's translation (4th ¢.) ; Am., Fuld., denote
the principal documents of this translation,—the 4miatinus (6th c.),
the Fuldensis (id.), ete.

Syr., the Syriac translations. Syr*®, the Peschifo, Schaaf’s edition ;
Syr™, a more ancient translation than the Peschilo, discovered and
puptlizhed by Cureton. Syr. in brief (in our own use), these two
united. :

Cop., the Coptic translation (3d c.).

3. MANUSCRIPTS.
eulMss., the manuscripts ; Mjj., the majuscules; Mnn., the minus-
es.

The letter denoting a manuscript with the sign ® (x*, B*) denotes
the original text in opposition to corrections inserted in the text
afterwards. The small figures added to this same letter (B, C* etc.)
signify first, second correction. For the manuscript 8, which is in
a peculiar condition, X%, N® denote the most ancient corrections,
made by at least two different hands according to the text of difte-
rent MsS. from that from which & was copied, and & similar correc-
tions, but made a little later (7th c.), and differing sometimes from
each other (x*, ). F*, some quotations from the Gospels anno-
tated in the margin of the Coislinianus (H. of the Epistles of Paul).

4. EDITIONS.

T. R, the received text, viz. the ed. Elzevir of 1633, which is

nerally the reproduction of the third ed. of Stephens; ¢ (Steph.)
s:notes the received text and that of Stephens united, where they
are identical  ¢* (Steph. Elzev.), the received text alone, in the rare
instances in which these two texts differ.







THE TITLE OF THE GOSPEL.

—pr &

HE shortest form is found in & B. F., xatd dovkav. The

greater part of the Mjj. read edaryyéhiov xard Aovkay.

The T. R., with some Mnn. only, 70 xara Aovkdv ebaryy. Some
Mnn,, 70 xatd Aovkay Gywv edaryy.

In the opinion of several scholars (Reuss, Gesck. der heil.
Schr. N. T., § 177), the prep. xard, according to, signifies not:
composed by, but: drawn up according to the conception of . . .
Thus this title, so far from affirming that our Gospel was
composed by the person designated, would rather deny it.
This sense does not appear to us admissible. Not only may
the preposition xara apply to the writer himself, as the follow-
ing expressions prove: 1 xata Mwioéa mevrdrevyos (the Pen-
tateuch according to Moses) in Epiphanius; % xaf’ ‘Hpodorov
igropla (the history according to Herodotus) in Diodorus;
Martfalos . . . ypadh mapadods 70 xar adTov elaryyéhiov
(Matthew having put in writing the Gospel according to him)
in Eusebius (H. Eccl. iii. 24) ;—but this preposition must have
this sense in ourtitle. For, 1. The titles of our four Gospels
bear too close & resemblance to each other to have come from
the authors of these writings ; they must have been framed
by the Church when it formed the collection of the Gospels.
Now the opinion of the Church, as far as we can trace it, has
always been, that these writings were composed by the persons
named in the titles. 2. With respect to the third Gospel in
particular, no other sense is possible, Apostles and eye-
witnesses, such as Matthew or John, might have created an
original conception of the Gospel, and afterwards a different
writer might have produced a narrative of the ministry of
Jesus according to this type. But this supposition is not
applicable to persons so secondary and dependent as Luke or
Mark.

a1
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This Luke, whom the title designates as the author of our
Gospel, can be no other than the companion of Paul. The
evangelical history mentions no other person of this name. As
to the term Gospel, it appears to us very doubtful whether in
our four titles it indicates the writings themselves, This term
applies rather, as throughout the New Testament, to the facts
related, to the contents of the books, to the coming of Christ—
this merciful message of God to mankind. The complement
understood after edayyéhwy is Oeod; comp. Rom. i 1. This
good news, though one in itself, is presented to the world under
four different aspects in these four narratives. The mean-
ing then is, “ The good news of the coming of Christ, accord-
ing to the version of .. .” It is the edayyéhiov Terpduopdpov,
the Gospel with four faces, of which Irenzus still speaks
towards the end of the second century, even after the term
Gospel had been already applied by Justin to the writen

Gospels.



PROLOGUE.

CHaP. 1. 1-4.

HE first of our synoptic Gospels opens with a genealogy.

This mode of entering upon the subject transports us

into a completely Jewish world. This preamble is, as it were,

a continuation of the genealogical registers of Genesis; in the

BiBros yevésews of Matthew (i 1) we have again the Eilé
Tholedoth of Moses.

How different Luke's prologue, and in what an entirely
different atmosphere it places us from the first! Not only is
it written in most classical ‘Greek, but it reminds us by its
contents of the similar preambles of the most illustrious Greek
historians, especially those of Herodotus and Thucydides. The
meore thoroughly we examine it, the more we find of that
delicacy of sentiment and refinement of mind which constitute
the predominant traits of the Hellenic character. Baur, it is
true, thought he discerned in it the work of a forger. Ewald,
on the contrary, admires its true simplicity, noble modesty,
and terse conciseness! It appears to us, as to Holtzmann?
“ that between these two opinions the choice is not difficult.”
The author does not seek to put himself in the rank of the
Christian authorities ; he places himself modestly among mer
of the second order. He feels it necessary to excuse the bold-
ness of his enterprise, by referring to the numerous analogous
attempts that have preceded his own. He does not permit
himself to undertake the work of writing a Gospel history
until he has furnished himself with all the aids fitted to enable
him to attain the lofty aim he sets before him. There is a
striking contrast between his frank and modest attitude and
that of a forger. It excludes even the ambitious part of a

' Jahrbiicher, ii. p. 128 ? Die Synoptischen Evangelien, p. 80S.
b




b4 THE GOSPEL OF LUKP.

secretary of the Apostle Paul, which tradition has not been
slow to claim for the author of our Gospel

This prologue is not least interesting for the information it
contains respecting the earliest attempts at writing histories of
the Gospel. Apart from these first lines of Luke, we know
absolutely nothing definite about the more ancient narratives
of the life of Jesus which preceded the composition of our
Gospels. Therefore every theory as to the origin of the
synoptics, which is not constructed out of the materials fur-
nished by this preface, runs the risk of being thrown aside as
a tissue of vain hypotheses the day after it has seen the light.

This introduction is a dedication, in which Luke initiates
the reader into the idea, method, and aim of his work. He is
far from being the first who has attempted to handle this
great subject (ver. 1). Numerous written narratives on the
history of Jesus are already in existence; they all of them
rest on the oral narrations of the apostles (ver. 2). But while
drawing also on this original source, Luke has collected more
particular information, in order to supplement, select, and
properly arrange the materials for which the Church is in-
debted to apostolic tradition. His aim, lastly, is to furnish his
readers, by this connected account of the facts, with the means
of establishing their certainty (ver. 4).

Vers. 1-4. “ Since, as 48 known, many have undertaken to
compose & narrative of the events which have been accom-
plished amongst us, (2) in conformity with that which they
have handed down to us who were eye-witnesses of them from
the beginming, and who became ministers of the word, (3) I
have thought good also myself, after carefully informing my-
self of all these facts from their commencement, to write a
consecutive account of them for thee, most excellent Theo-
philus, (4) in order that thou mightest know the immoveabls
certainty of the instructions which thou hast received.”—This
period, truly Greek in its style, has been composed with

! A literal translation of M. Godet's rendering of Luke’s preface is given here,
for the sake of harmonizing the text with the verbal comments which follow im
the next paragraph ; but, except when something turns on our author’s render-
ing, the passages commented on will be given in the words of the A. V. A close
and happy translation of the original Greek into French does not always admit
of being reproduced literally in English, and a free translation of a translation i»
of little service for purposes of exegesis.—XNote by she Translator.
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particular care. 'We do not find a style like it in all the New
Testament, except at the end of the Acts and in the Epistle
to the Hebrews. As to the thought of this prologue, it cannot
be better summed up than in these lines of Tholuck: “ Al-
though not an immediate witness of the facts that took place,
I have none the less undertaken, following the example of
many others, to publish an account of them according to the
information I have gathered.”!

The conjunction émeidrmep is found nowhere else in the
New Testament ; it has a certain solemnity. To the idea of
since (émel), &) adds that of notoriety: “since, as is well
known ;” mep draws attention to the relation between the great
number of these writings and the importance of the events
related: It is so (&), and it could not be otherwise (wep).—The
relation between the since thus defined and the principal verb,
I have thought good, is easy to seize: If my numerous prede-
cessors have not been blamed, why should I be blamed, who
am only walking in their steps ?—The term éweyelpnaav, have
undertaken, involves no blame of the skill of these prede-
cessors, as several Fathers have thought; the I have thought
good also myself is sufficient to exclude this supposition. This
expression is suggested by the greatness of the task, and con-
tains a slight allusion to the insufficiency of the attempts
hitherto made to accomplish it.

The nature of these older writings is indicated by the term
avarafaclar dujynaw, to set in order a narrative. It is a
question, as Thiersch? says, of an attempt at arrangement.
Did this arrangement consist in the harmonizing of a number
of separate writings into a single whole, so as to make a con-
secutive history of them? In this case, we should have to
admit that the writers of whom Luke speaks had already
found in the Church a number of short writings on particular
events, which they had simply united: their work would thus
constitute a second step in the development of the writing of
the Gospel history. But the expression, #n conformity with
that which they have handed down to us, hardly leaves room

! Qlaubwiirdigk. der evang. Gesch. p. 143.

? Versuch sur Herstellung des historischen Standpunkts fir die Kritik der Neu-
testamentl. Schr. p. 164 (a work which we cannot too strongly recommend to
beginners, although we are far from sharing all its views).
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for intermediate accounts between the apostolic tradition and
the writings of which Luke speaks. The notion of arrange-
ment, then, refers rather to the facts themselves which these
authors had co-ordinated in such a way as to make a con-
secutive narrative of them. The term diegesis designates not,
a8 Schleiermacher maintained, recitals of isolated facts, but a
complete narrative.

‘What idea should we form of these writings, and are they
to be ranked among the sources on which Luke has drawn #—
Certain extra-canonical Gospels, which criticism has sometimes
regarded as prior to Luke’s, may be thought of,—that of the
Hebrews, for example, in which Lessing was disposed to find
the common source of our three synoptics; or that of Marcion,
which Ritschl and Baur regarded as the principal document
reproduced by Luke! But does not tradition exhibit itself in
these writings in a form already perceptibly altered, and very
far removed from the primitive purity and freshness which
characterize our canonical Gospels? They are then later than
Luke.

Or does Luke allude to our Gospels of Matthew and Mark ?
This is maintained by those who think that Luke wrote after
Matthew and Mark (Hug), or only after Matthew (Griesbach,
etc.). But however little Luke shared in the traditional
opinion which attributed the first Gospel to the Apostle
Matthew, he could not speak of that writing as he speaks
here ; for he clearly opposes to the writers of the tradition
(the roANol, ver. 1), the apostles who were the authors of it.
It may be affirmed, from the connection of ver. 2 with ver. 1,
that Luke was not acquainted with a single written Gospel
emanating from an apostle. As to the collection of the Logia
(discourses of the Lord), which some attribute to Matthew, it
certainly would not be excluded by Luke’s expressions; for
the term diegesis denotes a recital, a historical narrative. Hug,
in his desire to save his hypothesis, according to which Luke
made use of Matthew, explained vers. 1 and 2 in this sense:
“ Many have undertaken to compose written Gospels similar fo
those which the apostles bequeathed to ws . . .” But this sense
would require omota (8:S\ia) instead of xafis,! and has mot

? Ritschl has since withdrawn this assertion.
* Thiersch, Versuch, etc., p. 211,
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been accepted by any one.—As to the Gospel of Mark, Luke’s
expressions might certainly suit this writing. For, according
to tradition, Mark made use in his narrative of the accounts
of an eye-witness, St. Peter. But still it may be questioned
whether Luke would have employed the term wundertake in
speaking of a work which was received in the Church as one
of the essential documents of the life of Jesus. For the rest,
exegesis alone can determine whether Luke really had Mark
before him either in its present or in a more ancient form.—
It appears probable, therefore, to me, that the works to which
Luke alludes are writings really unknown and lost. Their
incompleteness condemned them to extinction, in prdportion
a8 writings of superior value, such as our synoptics, spread
through the Church.

As to whether Luke availed himself of these writings, and
in any way embodied them in his own work, he does not in-
form us. Butis it not probable, since he was acquainted with
them, that he would make some use of them ? Every aid
would appear precious to him in a work the importance of
which he so deeply felt.

The subject of these narratives is set forth in expressions
that have a touch of solemnity: “the events which have been
accomplished amongst us.” IIAnpodopeiv is a word analogous
in composition and meaning to Teheadopeiv (to bring to an end,
to maturity, vili. 14). It signifies, when it refers to a fact, to
bring it to complete accomplishment (2 Tim. iv. 5, to accom-
plish the ministry; ver. 17, to accomplish [to finish rendering]
the testimony) ; and when it refers to a person, it means to cause
him to attain inward fulness [of conviction], that is to say, &
conviction which leaves no room for doubt (Rom. iv. 21, xiv.
5; Heb. x. 22, etc.). With a substantive such as wpdyuara,
the second sense is inadmissible. Nevertheless, it has been de-
fended by some of the Fathers, by some modern interpreters,
as Beza, Grotius, Olshausen, and by Meyer, who concludes
from 2 Tim. iv. 17 that m\npodeicfa: may also be applied to
things in the sense of being believed. But when Paul says, “In
order that the testimony might be accomplished, and that all
the Gentiles might hear it,” the last words plainly show that
accomplished signifies not fully believed, but fully rendered.
This term, which has more weight than the simple mAnpotw,



58 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

is designedly chosen here to indicate that these events were
not simple accidents, but accomplished a preconceived plan;
the divine thought carried into execution was, as it were, a
measure which filled up itself—Doubtless, what has led many
interpreters to prefer the sense of fully believed, is the comple-
ment amongst us. This is said that the facts of the gospel were
accomplished not only in the presence of believers, but before
the Jewish people and the whole world. This is true; but
was not Jesus from the beginning surrounded by a circle of
disciples, chosen to be witnesses of His life ? It is with this
meaning that John says, xx. 30, “Jesus did many other
miracles <n the presence of His disciples;” and i 14, “ He
dwelt among us (év juiv), and we saw His glory,”—a sentence
in which the last words limit the us to the circle of believers.
The meaning is the same here. In ver. 2 the sense of the
word us is more limited still. Here us denotes the Church
with the apostles; in ver. 2, the Church apart from the
apostles. Bleek extends the meaning of the word s, in ver. 1,
to the whole contemporary generation both within and without
the Church. But Luke, writing for believers, could scarcely
use s in such a general sense as this—In this expression,
“the events accomplished amongst us,” did the author include
also the contents of the book of the Acts, and did he intend
the preface to apply to the two books, so that the Acts would
be just the second volume of the Gospel? The words amongst
us would be more easily explained in this case, and the men-
tion made of the apostles as ministers of the word (ver. 2)
might lead us to this supposition. It is not probable, how-
ever, that Luke would have applied to the facts related in the
Acts the expressions wapddoats, tradition (ver. 2), and rarij-
xnots, instruction (ver. 4). The subject of apostolical tradi-
tion and catechetical instruction could only be the history and
teaching of Jesus. It is impossible, therefore, to infer from
this preface, that when Luke wrote his Gospel he had in view
the composition of the book of the Acts.

Ver. 2. Tradition emanating from the apostles was the
common source, according to ver. 2, of all the first written
narratives. The general accuracy of these accounts follows
from xalws, in conformity with that which. This conjunction
can only refer to the principal thought of ver. 1, fo compose a
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narrative, and not to the secondary idea mwemAnpodopnuévov, as
Olshausen thinks, who translates, “ fully believed in conformity
with the account of the first witnesses."—As the two sub-
stantives, abromras and vmnpérac, witnesses and ministers, have
each certain defining expressions which especially belong to
them (the first, &=’ dpyds, from the beginning, and the second,
ryevopevoe, become, and Tod Noyov, of the word), the most simple
construction appears to us to be to regard oi, ¢ke, as a pronoun,
and make it the subject of the proposition: ¢key (the men about
to be pointed out). This subject is defined by the two follow-
ing substantives, which are in apposition, and indicate the
qualification in virtue of which these men became the authors
of the tradition. 1. Witnesses from the beginning. The word
apx7], beginning, in this context, can only refer to the commence-
ment of the ministry of Jesus, particularly to His baptism, as
the starting-point of these things which have been accomplished
amongst us. Comp. Acts i. 21, 22, for the sense; and for the
expression, John xv. 27, xvi. 4. Olshausen would extend the
application of this title of witnesses from the beginning to the
witnesses of the birth and infancy of Jesus. But the ex-
Ppression became ministers of the word does not allow of this
application. 2. Ministers of the word ; become ministers, as the
text literally reads. This expression is in contrast with the
preceding. These men began afterwards to be ministers of
the word ; they only became such after Pentecost. It was
then that their part as witnesses was transformed into that of
preachers. The sense then is: “Those who were witnesses
from the commencement, and who afterwards became mini-
sters of the word.”—If Ummpéras, ministers, is thus taken as a
second noun of apposition with of, parallel to the first, there is
no longer any difficulty in referring the complement 7od Adyov,
of the word, to Umrnpéras, ministers, alone, and taking this word
in its ordinary sense of preaching the gospel This also dis-
poses of the reason which induced certain Fathers (Origen,
Athanasius) to give the term word the megning of the eternal
Word (Jobn i 1), which is very forced in this connection.
Only in this way could they make this complement depend
simultaneously on the two substantives, witnesses and ministers.
The same motive led Beza, Grotius, and Bleek to understand
the term word here in the sense in which it is frequently
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taken—the thing related : “ eye-witnesses and ministers of the
Gospel history.” But in passages where the term word bears
this meaning, it is fixed by some defining expression: thus, at
ver. 4 by the relative proposition, and in Acts viii. 21, xv. 6
(which Bleek quotesy, by & demonstrative pronoun.

With the third verse we reach the principal proposition.
Luke places himself by the xgduol, myself also, in the same
rank as his predecessors. He does not possess, any more
than they, a knowledge of the Gospel history as a witness ; he
belongs to the second generation of the sjuels, us (ver. 2),
which is dependent on the narratives of the apostles.—Some
Italic Mss. add here to mihi, et spiritui sancto (it has pleased
me and the Holy Spirit),—a gloss taken fiom Acts xv. 28,
which clearly shows in what direction the tradition was gra-
dually altered.

‘While placing himself in the same rank as his predecessors,
Luke nevertheless claims a certain superiority in comparison
with them. Otherwise, why add to their writings, which are
- already numerous (moA\\of), a fresh attempt ? This superiority
is the result of his not having confined himself to collecting
the apostolic traditions current in the Church. Before pro-
ceeding to write, he obtained exact information, by means of
which he was enabled to select, supplement, and arrange the
materials furnished by those oral narratives which his pre-
decessors had contented themselves with reproducing just as
they were. The verb mapaxohovleiv, to follow step by step, is
not used here in the literal sense ; this sense would require
wdow to be taken as masculine: all the apostles, and thus
would lead to an egregiously false idea; the author could not
have accompanied all the apostles! The verb, therefore, must
be taken in the figurative sense which it frequently has in
the classics: fo study anything point by point; thus Demosth.
de corond, 53: mapaxolovlnxas Tols Wpdypacw &m’ dpxis.
Comp. 2 Tim. iii. 10, where we see the transition from the
purely literal to the figurative meaning. The wdvra, all
things, are the events related (ver. 1). Luke might have put
the participle in the accusative: mapaxolovfnrora; but then
he would only have indicated the succession of the two actions,
—the acquisition ot information, and the composition which
followed it. This is not his thought. The dative makes the
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information obtained a quality inherent in his person, which
constitutes his qualification for the accomplishment of this
great work.

Luke’s information bore particularly on three points: 1.
He sought first of all to go back to the origin of the facts, to
the very starting-point of this res christiana which he desired
to describe. This is expressed in the word dwvwlev, literally
from above, from the verv beginning. The author compares
himself to a traveller who tries to discover the source of a
viver, in order that he may descend it again, and follow its
entire course. The apostolic tradition, as current in the
Church, did not do this; it began with the ministry of John
the Baptist, and the baptism of Jesus. It is in this form
that we find it set forth in the Gospel of Mark, and sum-
marized in Peter's preaching at the house of Cornelius, and
in Paul's at Antioch in Pisidia (Acts x. 37 et seq., xiii. 23
et seq.). The author here alludes to the accounts contained
in the first two chapters of his Gospel—2. After having
gone back to the commencement of the Gospel history, he
endeavoured to reproduce as completely as possible its entire
course (mdow, all things, all the particular facts which it
includes). Apostolic tradition probably had a more or less
fragmentary character; the apostles not relating every time
the whole of the facts, but only those which best answered
to the circumstances in which they were preaching. This is
expressly said of St. Peter on the testimony of Papias, or of
the old presbyter on whom he relied : mpds Tds ypelas émroweiro
Tas Sudacxalias (he chose each time the facts appropriate to
the needs of his hearers). Important omissions would easily
result from this mode of evangelization. By this word waow,
all things, Luke probably alludes to that part of his Gospel
(ix. 61—xviii. 14), by which the tradition, as we have it set
forth in our first two symoptics, is enriched with a great
number of facts and new discourses, and with the account of
a long course of evangelization probably omitted, until Luke
gave it, in the public narration—3. He sought to confer on
the Gospel history that exactness and precision which tradi-
tion naturally fails to have, after being handed about for some
time from mouth to mouth. We know how quickly, in
similar narratives, characteristic traits are effaced, and the
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facts transposed. Diligent and scrupulous care is required
afterwards to replace the stones of the edifice in their right
position, and give them their exact form and sharpness of edge.
Now the third Gospel is distinguished, as we shall see, by the
constant effort to trace the continued progressive development
of the work of Jesus, to show the connection of the facts, to
place each discourse in its historical setting, and to exhibit
its exact purport.

By means of this information bearing upon the three points
indicated, the author hopes he shall be qualified to draw a
consecutive picture, reproducing the actual course of events:
xalekijs ypdyrar, to write in order. It is impossible in this
connection to understand the phrase 4n order in the sense of
a systematic classification, as Ebrard prefers; here the term
must stand for a chronological order.—The term «xafefs is
not found in the New Testament except in Luke.

Ver. 4. And now, what is the aim of the work thus con-
ceived ? To strengthen the faith of Theophilus and his
readers in the reality of this extraordinary history.— On
Theophilus, see the Introduction, sec. 3.—The epithet xpdrioTos
is applied several times, in the writings of Luke, to high
Roman officials, such as Felix and Festus: Acts xxiii. 26,
xxiv. 3, xxvi. 25. It is frequently met with in medals of
the time. Luke wishes to show his friend and patron, that
he is not unmindful of the exalted rank he occupies. But in
his opinion, one mention suffices. He does not deem it neces-
sary to repeat this somewhat ceremonious form at the begin-
ning of the book of the Acts.—The work executed on the plan
indicated is to give Theophilus the means of ascertaining and
verifying (émvywawokew) the irrefragable certainty (dopdieav)
of the instruction which he had already received. The con-
struction of this last phrase has been understood in three
ways. The most complicated is to understand a second wrepl:
Ty dopdeiay wepl T@Y Nbywy wepi dv karyynns ; the second
and more simple, adopted by Bleek, is to make wep{ depend
not on doddieiav, but on xarnyxnfns: THv doddheiav TEwV
Noyov mepl dv xatnynfns. But the example xarpyifncav
wepi gov (Acts xxi. 21), which Bleek quotes, is not analogous ;
for there the object of mepl is personal: “they are informed
of thee” The simplest construction is this: Tiy doddrewar
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arept Tdv Aoyaw ods karyynlns, certitude touching the instrue-
tion which . . . Comp. for this form rxarnyeiofal 7¢, Acts
xviii. 25, Gal vi. 6.—The term xaTyyelv, to cause a sound to
penetrate into the ears, and thereby also a fact, an idea, into
the mind, may simply mean that intelligence of the great
events of which Luke speaks had reached Theophilus by
public report (Acts xxi. 21, 24); or it may denote snstruction
properly so called, as Rom. ii. 18, Acts xviii 25, Gal vi. 6;
neither the expressions nor the context appear to me to offer
sufficient reasons to decide which. Perhaps the truth lies
between these two extreme opinions. Theophilus might have
talked with Christian evangelists without receiving such
catechetical instruction, in the strict sense of the term, as was
often given when a church was founded (Thiersch, Versuch,
P- 122 et seq.); and then have applied to Luke with a view
to obtain through his labours something more complete.—The
word do¢aleiay is relegated to the end, to express with greater
force the idea of the irrefragable certainty of the facts of the
Gospel.

It is a very nice question whether the term Adryos, which
we have translated <nstruction, here refers solely to the
historical contents of the Gospel, or also to the religious
meaning of the facts, as that comes out of the subsequent
narrative. In the former case, Luke would simply mean that
the certainty of each particular fact was established by its
relation to the whole, which could not well be invented.
An extraordinary fact, which, presented separately, appears
impossible, becomes natural and rational when it takes its place
in a well-certified sequence of facts to which it belongs! In
strictness, this meaning might be sufficient. But when we
try to identify ourselves completely with the author’s mind,
do we not see, in this tnstruction of which he speaks, some-
thing more than a simple narrative of facts? Does not the
passage in 1 Cor. xv. 1-4 show that, in apostolic instruction,

1 The Catholic missionaries, Huc and Gabet, in their Travels in Tartary
{vol. ii. p. 136), relate as follows: ‘‘We had adopted [in regard to the Buddhist
pricsts amongst whom they lived] an entirely historical mode of teaching. . . .
Proper names and precise dates made much more impression on them than the
most logical arguments. . . . The close connection which they remarked in the
history of the Old and New Testaments was, in their view, a demonstration.”
1s uot that the salifis yréyas e imiysgs . . . oW &opdrsar?
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religious comment was inseparable from the historical text?
Was it not with a view to faith that facts were related in the
preaching of the gospel? and does not faith, in order to
appropriate them, require an exposition of their meaning and
importance ? The instruction already received by Theophilus
refers, then, without doubt to the Gospel history, but not as
isolated from its religious interpretation; and since we have
to do here with a reader belonging to a circle of Christians of
heathen origin, the signification given to this history could be
none other than that twofold principle of the universality
and free grace of salvation which constituted the substance
of what Paul calls kis gospel. Luke’s object, then, was to
relate the Christian fact in such a way as to show that, from
its very starting-point, the work and preaching of Jesus Him-
self had had no other meaning. This was the only way of
making evangelical instruction, as formulated by St. Paul, rest
on an immoveable basis. As a consequence, this apostle
ceased to appear an innovator, and became the faithful ex-
positor of the teaching of Jesus, To write & Gospel with this
view, was to introduce beneath the vast ecclesiastical edifice
raised by Paul, the only foundation which could in the end
prevent it from falling. For whatever there is in the Church
that does not emanate from Jesus, holds a usurped and con-
sequently a transitory place. This would be true even of the
spiritualism of St. Paul, if it did not proceed from Jesus
Christ. Certainly it does not therefore follow, that the acts
and words of Jesus which Luke relates, and in which the
universalist tendency of the Gospel is manifested, were in-
vented or modified by him in the interest of this tendemcy.
Is it not important for him, on the contrary, to prove to his
readers that this tendency was not infused into the Gospel by
Paul, but is a legitimate deduction from the work and teaching
of Jesus Christ? The essential truth of this claim will be
placed beyond all suspicion when we come to prove, on the
one hand, that the author has in no way tried to mutilate
the narrative by suppressing those facts which might yield
a different tendency from that which he desired to justify;
on the other, that the tendency which he favours is insepar-
able from the course of the facts themselves.

If we have correctly apprehended the meaning of the last
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words of the prologue, we must expect to find in the third
Gospel the counterpart of the first. As that is 4 Treatise on
the right of Jesus to the Messianic sovereignly of Israel, this is
A Treatise on the right of the heathen to share in the Messianic
kingdom founded by Jesus. In regard to the earliest writings
on the subject of the Gospel history, we may draw from this
preface four important results: 1. The common source from
which the earliest written narratives of the history of the
ministry of Jesus proceeded was the oral testimony of the
apostles,—the &i8ayrn Tév dmoorohwy, which is spoken of in
Acts ii. 42 as the daily food dispensed by them to the rising
Church.—2. The work of committing this apostolic tradition
to writing began early, not later than the period of transition
from the first to the second Christian generation ; and it was
attempted by numerous authors at the same time. Nothing
in the text of Luke authorizes us to think, with Gieseler, that
this was done only amongst the Greeks. From the earliest
times, the art of writing prevailed amongst the Jews; children
even were not ignorant of it (Judg. viii 14).—3. In com-
posing his Gospel, Luke possessed the apostolic tradition, not
merely in the oral form in which it circulated in the churches,
but also reduced to writing in a considerable number of these
early works; and these constituted two distinct sources.—4.
But he did not content himself with these two means of
information ; he made use, in addition, of personal investiga-
tions designed to complete, correct, and arrange the materials
which he derived from these two sources.

Having obtained these definite results, it only remains to
see whether they contain the elements required for the solu-
tion of the problem of the origin of our synoptics, and of tkte
composition of our Gospel in particular. We shall ¢ tamine
them for this purpose at the conclusion of the work

voL. 1. E



FIRST PART

—————

THE NARRATIVES OF THE INFANCY.
CHAP. L. 5-11L 52,

OTH the first and the third Gospel open with a cycle of
narratives relating to the birth and childhood of Jesus.
These narratives do not appear to have formed part of the
tradition bequeathed to the Church by the apostles (ver. 2).
At least, neither the Gospel of Mark, the document which
appears to correspond most nearly with the type of the primi-
tive preaching, nor the oldest example we have of this early
preaching, Peter’s discourse in the house of Cornelius (Acte
x. 37-48), go further back than the ministry of John the
Baptist and the baptism of Jesus. The reason, doubtless, for
this is, that edification was the sole aim of apostolic preaching.
It was intended to lay the foundation of the faith; and in
order to do this, the apostles had only to testily concerning
what they had themselves seen and heard during the time
they had been with Jesus (John xv. 27; Acts i 21, 22).

But these facts with which their preaching commenced
supposed antecedent circumstances. - Actual events of such an
extraordinary nature could not have happened without pre-
peration. This Jesus, whom Mark himself designates from
the outset (i 1) as the Son of God, could not have fallen
from heaven as a full-grown man of thirty years of age. Just
as a botanist, when he admires a new flower, will not rest
until he has dug it up by the roots, while an ordinary observer
will be satisfied with seeing its blossom; so among believers,
among the Greeks especially, there must have been thoughtful
minds—Luke and Theophilus are representatives of such—who
felt the need of supplying what the narratives of the official

- 8
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witnesses of the ininistry of Jesus were deficient in respecting
the origin of this history.

The historical interest itself awakened by faith must have
tended to dissipate the obscurity which enveloped the first
appearance of a being so exceptional as He who was the sub-
ject of the evangelical tradition. In proportion as the first
enthusiasm of faith gave place, at the transition period between
the first and the second generation of Christians, to careful
reflection, this need would be felt with growing intensity.
Luke felt constrained to satisfy it in his first two chapters.
It is evident that the contents of this Gospel of the Infancy
proceed neither from apostolic tradition (ver. 2), nor from any
of the numerous writings to which allusion is made (ver. 1),
but that they are derived from special information which Luke
had obtained. It is to these two chapters especially that
Luke alludes in the third verse of the prologue (dvawfev, from
the beginning).

A similar need must have been felt, probably at the same
time, in the Jewish-Christian world ; only it arose out of
another principle. There was no demand there for the satis-
faction of the historic sense. In those circles, interest in the
Messianic question prevailed over all others. They wanted to
know whether from the beginning the child, as well as after-
wards the grown man, had not been divinely pointed out as
the Messiah. The first two chapters of St. Matthew are plainly
intended to meet this need.

In this way we obtain a natural explanation of the exten-
sion of the Gospel history to the first commencement of the
life of Jesus, and just in those different directions which are
to be observed in our two Gospels.

But does not this imply consequences somewhat unfavour-
able to the truth of the narratives comprised in these two
cycles, Luke i-ii. and Matt. i—ii.? It is admitted: 1. That
these narratives of the infancy lack the guarantee of apostolic
testimony. 2. That the wants which we have pointed out
might easily call into activity the Christian imagination, and,
in the absence of positive history, seek their satisfaction in
legend. These narratives are actually regarded in this light,
aot only by Strauss or Baur, but even by such men as Meyer,
‘Weizsicker, and Keim, who do not generally avow themselves
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partisans of the mythical interpretation. 'What in their view
renders these narratives suspicious is their poetical character,
and the marvels with which they abound (a great number of
angelic appearances and of prophetic songs); the complete
silence of the other New Testament writings respecting the
miraculous birth (there is no mention of it in Paul, or even in
John); certain facts of the subsequent history (the unbelief of
the brethren of Jesus and of His own mother) which appear:
incompatible with the miraculous circumstances of this birth;
contradictions between Matthew and Luke on several impor-
tant points; and lastly, historical errors in Luke's narrative,
which may be proved by comparing it with the facts of Jewish
and Roman history.

We can only examine these various reasons as we pursue
in detail the study of the text. As to the way in which the
wants we have indicated were satisfied, we would observe: 1.
That it is natural to suppose, since the matter in question was
regarded as sacred both by the writers and the Church, that
the more simple and reverential process of historical investi-
gation would be employed before having recourse to fiction.
It is only at a later stage, when the results obtained by this
means are no longer sufficient to satisfy curiosity and a
corrupted faith, that invention comes in to the aid of history.
The apocryphal Gospels, which made their appearance as early
as the end of the first century, indicate the time when this
change was in operation. Luke, if we may trust his preface,
belongs to the first period, that of investigation.—2. It is
evident that Luke himself, on the authority of information
which he bhad obtained, believed in the reality of the facts
which he relates in his first two chapters as firmly as in that
of all the rest of the Gospel history. His narrative bears
numerous marks of its strictly historical character: the course
of Abia, the city of Galilee named Nazareth, the city of the
hill-country of Jud, where dwelt the parents of John the
Baptist, the census of Cyrenius, the eighty-four years’ widow-
hood of Anna the prophetess, the physical and moral growth
of Jesus as a child and young man, His return to Nazareth
and settlement there—all these details leave us no room to
doubt the completely historical sense which the author him-
self attached to these narratives. If, then, this part lacke the
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authority of apostolic testimony, it is guaranteed by the reli-
gious convictions of the author, and by his personal assurance
of the value of the oral or written sources whence he derived
his knowledge of these facts.

The Gospel of the Infancy in Luke comprises seven narra-
tives :—

1. The announcement of the birth of the forerunner, i. §—-25;
2. The announcement of the birth of Jesus, i. 26-38; 3.
The visit of Mary to Elizabeth, i 39-56. These three narra-
tives form the first cycle.

4. The birth of the forerunner, i. 67-80; 5. The birth of
Jesus, ii. 1-20; 6. The circumecision and presentation of Jesus,
ii. 21-40. These three narratives form a second cycle.

7. The first journey of Jesus to Jerusalem, ii. 41-52. This
scventh narrative is, as it were, the crown of the two preceding
cycles.

FIRST NARRATIVE.—CHAP, L 5-23
Announcement of the Birth of John the Baptist.

The first words of the narrative bring us back from the
midst of Greece, whither we were transported by the pro-
logue, into a completely Jewish world. The very style
changes its character. From the fifth verse it is so saturated
with Aramaisms, that the contrast with the four preceding
verses resulting from it obliges us to admit, either that the
author artificially modifies his language in order to adapt it to
his subject, and so produces an imitation,—a refinement of
method scarcely probable,—or that he is dealing with ancient
documents, the Aramaic colouring of which he endeavours to
preserve as faithfully as possible. This second supposition alone
appears admissible. But it may assume two forms. Either
the cuthor simply copies a Greek document which already had
the Hebraistic character with which we are struck; or the
document in his hands is in the Aramean tongue, and he
translates it into Greek. Bleek maintains the first view.
We shall examine, at the seventy-eighth verse of chap. i, his
principal proof. As all the most characteristic peculiarities of
Luke’s style are found in these two chapters, the second alter-
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native is by this circumstance rendered more probable.—DBut
in this case it is asked, Why Luke, translating from the
Aramean, did not reprodace his document in purer Greek, as
he was perfectly competent to do ; comp. vers. 1-4. And he
is blamed for his servility as a translator.—It is exactly as if
M. de Barante were blamed for preserving with all possible
fidelity, in his history of the Dukes of Burgundy, the style of
the ancient chronicles from which the contents of his narrative
are drawn; or M. Augustin Thierry, for * having kept as near
as he possibly could to the language of the ancient historians.”?
So far from deserving the blame of his critics, Luke has shown
himself a man of exquisite taste, in that he has preserved
throughout his narrative all the flavour of the documents he
uses, and has availed himself of the incomparable flexibility of
the Greek language to reproduce in all their purity of sub-
stance and form, and give, as it were,a tracing of the precious
documents which had fallen into his hands.

This first narrative describes: 1. The trial of Zacharias
and Elizabeth (vers. 5-7). 2. The promise of deliverance
(vers. 8-22). 3. The accomplishment of this promise (vers.
23-25).

1. The trial: vers. 5-7.' TFor 400 years direct communi-
cations between the Lord and His people had ceased. To the
lengthened seed-time of the patriarchal, Mosaic, and prophetic
periods, had succeeded a season of harvest. A fresh seed-time,
the second and last phase of divine revelation, was about to
open; this time God would address Himself to the whole
world. But when God begins a new work, He does not
scornfully break with the instrument by which the past work
has been effected. As it is from the seclusion of a convent
that in the middle ages He will take the reformer of the
Church, so it is from the loins of an Israelitish priest that He
now causes to come forth the man who is to introduce the
world to the renovation prepared for it. The temple itself,
the centre of the theocracy, becomes the cradle of the new
covenant, of the worship in spirit and in truth. There is,

! Histoire de la Conquéte d’ Angleterre, etc., Introd. p. 9.

2Ver. 5. . B. C. D. L. X. Z. and some Mnn., y»w asre, instead of e ym=
aores, thereading of T. R. 15 Mjj. the Mnn. Syr. Iteewiew, Ver. 6. 8. B. C. X,
sswseser, instead of sswwier, the reading of T. R. 18 Mjj. the Man.
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then, a divine suitability in the choice both of the actors and
theatre of the scene which is about to take place.

The days of Herod (ver. 5) designate the time of this
prince’s reign.  This fact agrees with Matt. ii. 1 et seq., where
the birth of Jesus is also placed in the reign of Herod. It
may be inferred from Matt. ii. 19 that this birth happened:
quite at the end of this reign. According to Josephus, the
death of Herod must have taken place in the spring of the
year 750 v.c. Jesus, therefore, must have been born at latest
in 749, or quite at the beginning of 750. It follows from
this, that in the fifth century our era was fixed at least four
years too late.

The title of King of Judea had been decreed to Herod by
the Senate on the recommendation of Antony and Octavius.
The course of Abia was the eighth of the twenty-four courses
or ephemeri@ into which, from David’s time, the college
of priests had been divided (1 Chron. xxiv. 10). Each of
these classes did duty for eight days, from one Sabbath to
another, once every six months (2 Kings xi. 9). 'E¢npuepla,
properly daily service ; thence : in rotation, returning on a fixed
day; thence: lastly, the group of persons subject to this rota-
tion. As we know that the day on which the temple of
Jerusalem was destroyed was the ninth of the fifth month of
the year 823 v.c,, that is to say, the 4th of August of the
year 70 of our era; and as, according to the Talmud, it was
the first ephemeria which was on duty that day, we may
reckon, calculating backwards, that in the year which must have
preceded that in which Jesus was born, that is to say, probably
in 748, the ephemeria of Abia was on duty in the week from
the 17th to the 23d of April, and in that from the 3d to the
9th of October. Therefore John the Baptist would be born
nine months after one of these two dates, and Jesus six months
later, consequently in the month of July 749, or in the month
of January 750! In this calculation, however, of the ¢ime
of year to which the births of John and Jesus should be
assigned, everything depends on the determination of the year
of the birth of Jesus. But this is a question which is not yet
decided with any certainty.

The Hebraistic cowouring of the style is seen particularly:

1 Wieseler, Chronolog. Synopsis der vier Evang. pp. 141-145,
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1st, in the expression év rals Juépais (v'3); 2dly, in the con-
nection of propositions by means of the partic’e xa/, instead of
the Greek syntactical construction by means of relative pro-
nouns and conjunctions; 3dly, in the employment of the verb
éyévero in the sense of ¥™. The subject of éyévero is not, as
is generally thought, the word (epeds, but rather the verb #»,
which must be understood in the three following propositions
(comp. ver. 8, éyévero énaye).—The Alex. reading ywm) alre,
which is more uncouth and Hebraistic than 7 quwy) alrod, is
probably the true reading—The term ighfeous (ver. 6) indi-
cates general conformity of conduct to the divine precepts:
this quality does not absolutely exclude sin (comp. vera
18-20). It simply supposes that the man humbly acknow-
ledges his sin, strives to ‘make amends for it, and, aided from
on high, struggles against it.—The Byz. reading évwmiov, in the
presence, under the eyes of, appears preferable to the Alexan-
drian reading évavriov, in the face of, before. God and man
cannot be represented as being face to face in this passage,
where God’s judgment on man is in question (see at ver. 8).
'Evdrmiov answers to 2EY, and expresses the inward reality of
this righteousness.— The two terms érolai and Sixaiduara,
commandments and ordinances, have been distinguished in
different ways. The former appears to us to refer to the
more general principles of the moral law—to the Decalogue,
for example ; the latter, to the multitude of particular Levitical
ordinances. Jdecaiwua properly is, what God has declared
righteous.—As the expression defore God brings out the in-
ward truth of this righteousness, so the following, walking in
. . ., indicates its perfect fidelity in practice. The term bdlame-
less no more excludes gin here than Phil iii. 6. The well-
known description in Rom. vii. explains the sense in which
this word must be taken. The germ of concupiscence may
exist in the heart, even under the covering of the most com-
plete external obedience.

Ver. 7. In the heart of this truly theocratic family, so
worthy of the divine blessing, a grievous want was felt. To
have no children was a trial the more deeply felt in Israel,
that barrenness was regarded by the Jews as a mark of divine
Jispleasure, according to Gen. ii.—Kafore does not signify
tecausc that exactly, but ¢n accordance with this, that. It is one
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of those terms which, in the New Testament, only occur in
Luke’s writings (xix. 9, and four times in the Acts). If, there-
fore, as Bleek thinks, Luke had found these narratives already
composed in Greek, he must nevertheless admit that he has
modified their style. The last proposition cannot, it appears,
depend on xafore, seeing that; for it would not be logical to
say, “ They had no children . . . seeing that they were both
well stricken in years.” So, many make these last words an
independent sentence. The position, however, of the verb #oay
at the end, tends rather to make this phrase depend on xaflge.
To do this, it suffices to supply a thought: They had no
children, and they retained but little hope of having any, seeing
that . . .” The expression wpoSeSnxires év Tals Huépais
avrdv is purely Hebraistic (Gen. xviii 11, xxiv. 1; Josh.
xiii. 1; 1 Kings i. 1—ow'a 813).

2. The promise of deliverance: vers. 8-22. This portion
comprises: 1. vers, 8—17, The promise itself; 2. vers. 18-22,
The manner in which it was received.

1. The narrative of the promise includes: the appearance
(vers. 8—12), and the message (vers. 13—17), of the angel.

The appearance of the angel: vers. 8—12.! — The incense
had to be offered, according to the law (Ex. xxx. 7, 8), every
morning and evening. There was public prayer three times a
day: at nine in the morning (Acts ii. 15 %), at noon (Acts x. 9),
and at three in the afternoon (Acts iii. 1, x. 30). The first
and last of these acts of public prayer coincided with the
offering of incense (Jos. An¢ig. xiv. 4. 3).—In the construc-
tion éyévero &\aye, the subject of the first verb is the act
indicated by the second—'Evavri, in the face of, before, is
suitable here ; for the officiating priest enacts a part in the
Jront of the Divinity. The words, according to the custom of
the priest's office (ver. 8), may be referred either to the estab-
lished rotation of the courses (ver. 8), or to the use of the lot
with a view to the assignment of each day’s functions. In

. both cases, the extreordinary use of the lot would be worthy
of mention. The reference of these words to what precedes
appears to us more natural; we regard them as a simple

1 Ver. 8. The Mnn. vary between svaves and ssarerer,—Ver. 10. R. B. E. and
13 Mjj. put «ew Aeev between w» and speesvyeusrer ; whilst the T R., with
A. C. D. K. 1., put it before wr.
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amplification of é 77 Tdfes : “ the order of his course, accord-
ing to the custom of the priest's office.”—On the use of the
lot Qosterzee rightly observes that it proceeded from this, that
nothing in the service of the sanctuary was to be left to man’s
arbitrary decision. The function of offering incense, which
gave the priest the right to enter the holy place, was regarded
as the most honourable of all. Further, according to the
Talmud, the priest who had obtained it was not permitted to
draw the Jot~8& second time in the same week.—Elgefiw,
having entered ; “there was the honour! This fact was at the
same time the copxlition of the whole scene that followed.
And that is certainly\the Treason why this detail, which is
correctly understood by \itself, is- 80 p?.rticu}arly mentioned.
Meyer and Bleek, not app . hendmg this desx-gn, ﬁnd. herfa an
inaccuracy of expression, and Maintain that with the infinitive

Gupuioas the author passes by< anticipation .fro.m the notion of
the fact to its historical realizl ition. This s unnecessary ;
eigeAdi is a pluperfect in referer?e to 9"’,‘,"“‘”‘: 1t fell to
him to offer incense after having &niered.” The term »aos,
temple, designates the buildings propel"lg v go called, in oppo-
sition to the different courts ; and the comg>lement xvplov, of
the Lord, expresses its character in virtue of
was about to manifest Himself in this house.

acts. The one was the typical, ideal, and therefore P
pure prayer ; the other the real prayer, which was ine
imperfect and defiled. The former covered the latter w
sanctity ; the latter communicated to the former its r
and life. Thus they were the complement of each ther.
Hence their obligatory simultaneousness and their mittual
connection are forcibly expressed by the dative 7 dpa. |
reading which puts 7o Aaod between #» and -n-poa-evxc%" B
expresses better the essential idea of the proposition con ed
in this participle, b
Ver. 11. Here, with the appearance of the angel, pgins
the marvellous character of the story which lays it opc™® %0
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the suspicion of criticism. And if, indeed, the Christian dis-
pensation were nothing more than the natural development of
the human consciousness, advancing by its own laws, we should
necessarily and unhesitatingly reject as fictitious this super-
natural element, and at the same time everything else in the
Gospel of a similar character. But if Christianity was an
entirely new beginning (Verny) in history, the second and final
creation of man, it was natural that an interposition on so
grand a scale should be accompanied by @ series of particular
interpositions. It was even necessary. For how were the
representatives of the ancient order of things, who had to
co-operate in the new work, to be initiated into it, and their
attachment won to it, except by this means *—According to
the Scripture, we are surrounded by angels (2 Kings vi 17 ;
Ps. xxxiv. 8), whom God employs to watch over us; but in
our ordinary condition we want the sense necessary to per-
ceive their presence. For that, a condition of peculiar recep-
tivity is required. This condition existed in Zacharias at this
time. It had been created in him by the solemnity of the
place, by the sacredness of the function he was about to
perform, by his lively sympathy with all this people who
were imploring Heaven for national deliverance, and, last of
all, by the experience of his own domestic trial, the feeling
of which was to be painfully revived by the favour about to
be shown him. Under the influence of all these circum-
stances combined, that internal sense which puts man in
contact with the higher world was awakened in him. But
the necessity of this inward predisposition in no way proves
that the vision of Zacharias was merely the result of a high
state of moral excitement. Several particulars in the narrative
make this explanation inadmissible, particularly these two:
the difficulty with which Zacharias puts faith in the promise
made to him, and the physical chastisement which is inflicted
on him for his unbelief. These facts, in any case, render a
simple psychological explanation impossible, and oblige the
denier of the objectivity of the appearance to throw himself
upon the mythical interpretation.—The term dyyelos suplov,
angel of the Lord, may be regarded as a kind of proper name,
and we may translate the angel of the Lord, notwithstanding
the absence of the article. But since, when once this per-
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sonage is introduced, the word angel is preceded by the article
(ver. 13), it is more natural to translate here an angel.—The
entrance to the temple facing the east, Zacharias, on entering,
had on his right the table of shew-bread, placed on the north
side; on his left the candelabrum, placed on the south side;
and before him the golden altar, which occupied the end of
the Holy Place, in front of the veil that hung between this
part of the sanctuary and the Holy of Holies. The expres-
sion, on the right side of the altar, must be explained according
to the point of view of Zacharias; the angel stood, therefore,
between the altar and the shew-bread table. The fear of
Zacharias proceeds from the consciousness of sin, which is
immediately awakened in the human mind when a super-
natural manifestation puts it in dircct contact with the divine
world. The expression ¢poBos émémecev is a Hebraism (Gen.
xv. 12)—Was it morning or evening? Meyer concludes,
from the connection between the entrance of Zacharias into
the temple and the drawing of the lot (ver. 9), that it was
morning. This proof is not very conclusive. Nevertheless,
the supposition of Meyer is in itself the most probable.

The message of the angel : vers. 13-171 « But the angel
said unto him, Fear not, Zacharias: for thy prayer s heard ;
and thy wife Elizabeth shall bear thee a son, and thow shalt
call his name Jokn. 14. And thouw shalt have joy and glad-
ness ; and many shall rejoice at his birth. 15. For he shall
be great in the sight of the Lord, and shall drink neither wine
nor strong drink ; and he shall be filled with the Holy Ghost,
even from his mother's womb. 16. And many of the children
of Israel shall he turn to the Lord their God. 177. And he
shall go before Him in the spirit and power of Elias, to turn
the hearts of the fathers to the children, and the disobedient to
the wisdom of the just; to make ready a people prepared for
the Lord.”

The angel begins by reassuring Zacharias (ver. 13); then
he describes the person of the son of Zacharias (vers. 14, 15),
and his mission (vers. 16, 17).

In the 13th verse the angel tells Zacharias that he has not

! Ver. 14. Instead of yermens, which T. R. reads with G. X. I. and several

Mnn., all the others read yumer.—Ver. 17. B. G. L. V. : spersAsvriras, instead
of wparssrsras, the reading of T. R. with 15 Mjj., ete.
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coma on an errand of judgment, but of favour; comp. Dan
x. 12.—The prayer of Zacharias to which the angel alludes
would be, in the opinion of many, an entreaty for the advent
of the Messiah. This, it is said, is the only solicitude worthy
of a priest in such a place and at such a time. But the
preceding context (ver. 7) is in no way favourable to this
explanation, nor is that which follows (ver. 13%); for the
sense of the xal is most certainly this: “ And so thy wife
Elizabeth . . .” TFurther, the two personal pronouns, oo
and ogol, “thy wife shall bear thee,” as also the gol, “ thou
shalt have (ver. 14), prove positively the entirely personal
character of the prayer and its answer. The objection that,
according to ver. 7, he could no longer expect to have a child,
and consequently could not pray with this design, exaggerates
the meaning of this word.—The phrase xaleiv &voua is a
He raism ; it signifies, properly, to call any one by his name.
The name 'Iwdvwns, John, is composed of mn* and pn: Jehovah
ghows grace. It is not the character of the preaching of this
person which is expressed by this name; it belongs to the
en ire epoch of which his appearance is the signal

The 14th verse describes the joy which his birth will
octasion; it will extend beyond the narrow limits of the
family circle, and be spread over a large part of the nation.
Th re is an evident rising towards a climax in this part of
the message: 1st, & son; 2d, a son great before God; 3d,
the forerunner of the Messiah. ’AyaA\lagis expresses the
transports which a lively emotion of joy produces. The
beginning of the fulfilment of this promise is related, vers.
64-66. The reading cevéses is certainly preferable to eyevs
voes, which is perhaps borrowed from the use of the verb
yevvay (ver. 13).

The ardour of this private and public joy is justified in the
15th verse by the eminent qualities which this child will
possess (ydp). The only greatness which can rejoice the
heart of such & man as Zacharias is a greatness which the
Lord Himself recognises as such : great before the Lord. This
greatness is evidently that which results from personal holi-
ness and the moral authority accompanying it.—The two xeas
following may be paraphrased by : and in fact.—The child is
ranked beforehand amongst that class of specially consecrated

L
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men, who may be called the heroes of theocratic religion, the
Nazarites. The ordinance respecting the kind of life to be
led by these men is found in Num. vi. 1-21. The vow of
the Nazarite was either temporary or for life. The Old Testa-
ment offers us two examples of this second form : Samson
(Judg. xiii. 5-7) and Samuel (1 Sam. i. 11). It was a kind
of voluntary lay priesthood. By abstaining from all the
comforts and conveniences of civilised life, such as wine, the
bath, and cutting the hair, and in this way approaching the
state of nature, the Nazarite presented himself to the world
as a man filled with a lofty thought, which absorbed all his
interest, as the bearer of a word of God which was hidden in
his heart (Lange).—Ziwépa denotes all kinds of fermented
drink extracted from fruit, except that derived from the grape.
In place of this means of sensual excitement, John will have
a more healthful stimulant, the source of all pure exaltation,
the Holy Spirit, The same contrast occurs in Eph. v. 18:
“ Be not drunk with wine . . . , but be filled with the Spirit.”
And in his case this state will begin from his mother's womb:
&t even, is not put for 48n, already ; this word signifies, whilst
he is yet in his mother's womb. The fact related (vers.
41-44) is the beginning of the accomplishment of this
promise, but it in no way exhausts its meaning.

Vers. 16, 1'7. The mission of the child; it is described
(ver. 16) in a general and abstract way: ke will bring back,
turn ; this is the 2'¢n of the Old Testament. This expression
implies that the people are sunk in estrangement from God.
—The 17th verse specifies and developes this mission. The
pronoun avros, ke, brings out prominently the person of John
with a view to connect him with the person of the Lord, who
is to follow him (adrod). The relation between these two
personages thus set forth is expressed by the two prepositions,
arpo, before (in the verb), and évamiov, under the eyes of ; he
who precedes walks under the eyes of him that comes after
him. The Alex. reading wpoceledoerar has no meaning.—
The pronoun adrod (before him) has been referred by some
directly to the person of the Messiah. An attempt is made
to justify this meaning, by saying that this personage is
always present to the mind of the Israclite when he says
“he” But this meaning is evidently forced ; the pronouvr
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Ahim can only refer to the principal word of the preceding
verse : the Lord their God. The prophecy (Mal iii. 1), of
which this passage is an exact reproduction, explains it:
“ Behold, I will send my messenger, and he shall prepare the
way before me; and the Lord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly
come to His temple, even the Messenger of the Covenant, whom ye
delight in.” According to these words, therefore, in the eyes
of the prophet the Messiah is no other than Jehovah Himself.
For it is Jehovah who speaks in this prophecy. It is He who
causes Himself to be preceded in His appearance as the
Messiah by a forerunner who receives (iv. 5) the name of
Elijah, and who is to prepare His way. It is He who, under
the names of Adonatl (the Lord), and the Angel of the covenant,
comes to take possession of His temple. From the Old as
well as the New Testament point of view, the coming of the
Messiah is therefore the supreme theophany. Apart from
this way of regarding them, the words of Malachi and those
of the angel in our 17th verse are inexplicable. See an
avrod very similar to this in the strictly analogous passage,
John xii. 41 (comp. with Isa. vi).

It appears from several passages in the Gospels that the
people, with their learned men, expected, before the coming
of the Messiah, a personal appearance of Elijah, or of some
other prophet like him, probably both (John i 21, 22; Matt.
xvi 14, xvii. 10, xxvii. 47). The angel spiritualizes this
grossly literal hope : “ Thy son shall be another Elijah.” The
Spirit designates the divine breath in general; and the term
power, which is added to it, indicates the special character of
the Spirit's influence in John, as formerly in Elijah. The
preposition év, tn, makes the Holy Spirit the element into
which the ministry of Jobn is to strike its roots.

The picture of the effect produced by this ministry is also
borrowed from Malachi, who had said : “ He shall turn the
heart of the fathers to the children, and the heart of the children
to their fathers, lest I come and smite the earth with a curse”
The LXX., and, after their example, many modern inter-
preters, have applied this description to the re-establishment
of domestic peace in Israel. But nothing either in the
ministry of Elijah or of John the Baptist had any special
aim in this direction. Besides, such a result has no direct
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connection with the preparation for the work of the Messiah,
and bears no proportion to the threat which follows in the
prophetic word: “Lest I come and smite the earth with a
curse” Lastly, the thought, “ and the heart of the children to
their fathers” taken in this sense, could not have substituted
for it in the discourse of the angel, “ and the rebellious to the
wisdom of the just,” unless we suppose that in every Israelitish
family the children are necessarily rebellious and their parents
just. Some explain it thus: “ He will bring back ¢ GQod
all together, both the hearts of the fathers and those of the
children ;” but this does violence to the expression employed.
Calvin and others give the word heart the sense of feeling :
“ He will bring back the pious feeling of the fathers [faithful
to God] to the present generation [the disobedient children],
and turn the latter to the wisdom of the former.” But can
“to turn their hearts towards” mean “to awaken dispositions
in”? For this sense eis would have been necessary instead
of éml (téxva) ; besides, we cannot give the verb émiarpéyras
such a different sense from émiarpéyrec in ver. 16. The true
sense of these words, it seems to me, may be gathered from
other prophetic passages, such as these : Isa. xxix. 22, “ Jacod
shall no more be ashamed, neither shall his face wax pale, when
he seeth his children become the work of my hands” lxiii. 16,
“ Doubtless Thow art our Father, though Abraham be tgnorant
of us, and Israel acknowledge us not ; Thou, O Lord, art our
Father, our Redeemer !” Abraham and Jacob, in the place of
their rest, had blushed at the sight of their guilty descendants,
and turned away their faces from them; but now they would
turn again towards them with satisfaction in consequence of
the change produced by the ministry of John. The words of
Jesus (John viil. 56), “ dbraham reoiced to see my day, and
ke saw i, and was glad,” proves that there is a reality under-
lying these poetic images. With this meaning the modification
introduced into the second member of the phrase is easily
explained. The children who will turn towards their fathers
(Malachi), are the Jews of the time of the Messiuh, the chil-
dren of the obedient, who retwrn to the wisdom of the pious
patriarchs (Luke). Is not this modification made with a view
to enlarge the application of this promise? The expression,
the rebellious, may, in fact, comprehend not only the Jews, but
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also the heathen. The term dwe:feis, rebellious, is applied by
Paul (Rom. xi.) to both equally.—®powvnas Sikalwy, the wisdom
of the just, denotes that healthy appreciation of things which
is the privilege of upright hearts—The preposition of rest, é,
is joined to a verb of motion, émiorpéras, to express the fact
that this wisdom is a state in which men remain when once they
have entered it.—It will be John’s mission, then, to reconstitute
the moral unity of the people by restoring the broken relation
between the patriarchs and their descendants. The withered
branches will be quickened into new life by sap proceeding
from the trunk. This restoration of the unity of the elect
people will be their true preparation for the coming of the
Messiah.—Some interpreters have proposed to make dwreifets
the object of éroiudoas, and this last a second infinitive of
purpose, parallel to émiorpéfras: “ And to prepare, by the
wisdom of the just, the rebellious, as a people made ready for
the Lord.” It is thought that in this way a tautology is
avoided between the two words éroiudoar, to prepare, and
xareoxevaouévov, made ready, disposed. But these two terms
have distinct meanings. The first bears on the relation of
John to the people; the second on the relation of the people
to the Messiah. John prepares the people in such a way that
they are disposed to receive the Messiah.—Of course it is the
ideal task of the forerunner that is described here. In reality
this plan will succeed only in so far as the people shall con-
sent to surrender themselves to the divine action.—Is it
probable that after the ministry of Jesus, when the unbelief
of the people was already an historical fact, a later writer
would have thought of giving such an optimist colouring to
the discourse of the angel ?

2. Vers. 18-22 relate the manner in which the promise is
received ; and first, the objection of Zacharias (ver. 18); mext,
his punishment (vers. 19, 20); lastly, the effect produced
upon the people by this latter circumstance.

Vers. 18-20. “ And Zacharias said unto the angel, Whereby
shall I know this? for I am an old man, and my wife well
stricken in years. And the angel answering, said unto him,
I am Gabriel, that stand in the presence of God; and am sent
to speak unto thee, and to show thee these glad tidings. And,
bekold, thou shalt be dumb, and nol able to speak, until the

VOL. L F
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day that these things shall be performed, because thou believest
not my words, which shall be fulfilled in their season.”—
Abraham, Gideon, and Hezekiah had asked for signs (Gen. xv. ;
Judg. vi; 2 Kings xx.) without being blamed. God had of
Himself granted one to Moses (Ex. iv.), and offered one to
Ahaz (Isa. viL). Why, if this was lawful in all these cases,
was it not s0 in this? There is 2 maxim of human law which
says, St duo faciunt idem, non est idem. There are different
degrees of responsibility, either according to the degree of
development of the individual or of the age, or according to
the character of the divine manifestation. God alone can
determine these degrees. It appears from the 19th verse that
the appearance of the being who spoke to Zacharias ought
of itself to have been a sufficient sign. In any case this
difference from the similar accounts in the Old Testament
proves that our narrative was not artificially drawn up in
imitation of them. The sign requested is designated by the
preposition xard, according to, as the norm of knowledge. The
wdp, for, refers to this idea understood: I have need of such a
sign. Yet Zacharias prayed for this very thing which now,
when promised by God, appears impossible to him. It is an
inconsistency, but one in keeping with the laws of our moral
nature. The narrative, Acts xii,, in which we see the church
of Jerusalem praying for the deliverance of Peter, and refusing
to believe it when granted, presents a similar case.

In order to make Zacharias feel the seriousness of his fault,
the angel (ver. 19) refers to two things: his dignity as a
divine messenger, and the nature of his message.—'Eyw, I,
coming first, brings his person into prominence. But he
immediately adds, that stand in the presence of God, to show
that it is not he who is offended, but God who has sent him.
—The name Gabriel is composed of 933 and S%: wir Dei, the
mighty messenger of God. The Bible knows of only two
heavenly personages who are invested with a name, Gabriel
(Dan. viii. 16, ix. 21) and Michael (Dan. x. 13, 21, xii 1;
Jude 9; Rev. xii 7). This latter name (5%o) signifies, who
t8 like God? Here the critic asks sarcastically whether Hebrew
is spoken in heaven ? But these names are evidently sym-
bolical ; they convey to us the character and functions of these
personalities. 'When we speak to any one, it is naturally with
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s view to be understood. ~When heaven communicates with
earth, it is obliged to borrow the language of earth. According
to the name given him, Gabriel is the mighty servant of God
employed to promote His work here below. It is in this
capacity that he appears to Daniel, when he comes to announce
to him the restoration of Jerusalem; it is he also who pro-
mises Mary the birth of the Saviour. In all these circum-
stances he appears as the heavenly evangelist. The part of
Gabriel is positive; that of Michael is negative. Michael is,
a8 his name indicates, the destroyer of every one who dares to
equal, that is, to oppose God. Such is his mission in Daniel,
where he contends against the powers hostile to Israel ; such
also is it in Jude and in the Apocalypse, where he fights, as
the champion of God, against Satan, the author of idolatry:
Gabriel builds up, Michael overthrows. The former is the
forerunner of Jehovah the Saviour, the latter of Jehovah the
Judge. Do not these two heavenly personages remind us of
the two angels who accompanied Jehovah (Gen. xviii) when
He came to announce to Abraham, on the one hand, the birth
of Isaac, and, on the other, the destruction of Sodom ? Bibli-
cal angelology makes mention of no other persons belonging
to the upper world. But this wise sobriety did not satisfy
later Judaism ; it knew besides an angel Uriel, who gives good
counsel, and an angel Raphael, who works bodily cures. The
Persian angelology is richer still. It reckons no less thar
seven superior spirits or amschaspands. How, then, can it be
maintained that the Jewish angelology is a Persian importa-
tion? History does not advance from the complicated to the
simple. Besides, the narrative, Gen. xviii,, in which the two
archangels appear, is prior to the contact of Israel with the
Persian religion. Lastly, the idea represented by these two
personages is essentially Jewish. These two notions, of a
work of grace personified in Gabriel, and of a work of judg-
ment personified in Michael, have their roots in the depths of
Jewish monotheism.—The term ¢o stand defore God indicates a
permanent function (Isa. vi. 2). This messenger is one of the
servants of God nearest His throne. This superior dignity
necessarily rests on a& higher degree of holiness. We may
compare 1 Kings xvii 1, where Elijah says, “ The Lord before
whom I stand.” Jesus expresses Himself in a similar manner
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(Matt. xviii) respecting the guardian angels of the little onea:
“ Their angels do always bekold the facs of my Father which is
in heaven."—Such a being deserves to be taken at his word ;
how much more when he is the bearer of a message which is
to fulfil the desires of him to whom he is sent, and answer his
earnest supplication (ver. 19%)!

The chastisement inflicted on Zacharias (ver. 20) is at the
same time to serve as a sign to him. ’I8od, behold, indicates the
unexpected character of this dispensation. S'wnrdv, not speak-
tng, denotes simply the fact; u7 Swvduevos, not being able to
speak, discloses its cause; this silence will not be voluntary.—
Ofrwes, which, as such, that is to say, as being the words of
such a being as I am. It may seem that with the future skall
be fulfilled, the preposition év is required, and not els. But
els indicates that the performance of the promise will begin
immediately in order to its completion at the appointed time ;
comp. Rom. vi. 22, eis dyiacpuov. Kaipds, their season, refers
not only to the time (ypovos), but to the entire circumstances
in which this fulfilment will take place.—There is not a word
in this speech of the angel which is not at once simple and
worthy of the mouth into which it is put. It is not after
this fashion that man makes heaven speak when he is invent-
ing; only read the apocryphal writings!

Vers. 21 and 22. According to the Talmud, the high priest
did not remain long in the Holy of Holies on the great day of
atonement. Much more would this be true of the priest
officiating daily in the Holy Place. The analytical form gv
wpocdoxwy depicts the lengthened expectation and uneasiness
which began to take possession of the people. The text indi-
cates that the event which had just taken place was made
known in two ways: on the one hand, by the silence of
Zacharias; on the other, by signs by which he himself (adrds)
indicated its cause. The analytical form v Siavevwr denotes
the frequent repetition of the same signs, and the imperfect
Siéuevev, he remained dumb, depicts the increasing surprise
produced by his continuing in this state.

3. The accomplishment of the promise: vers. 23-25. The
subject.of éyevero, 1t came to pass, is all that follows to the end
of vet. 25. Comp. a similar éyévero, Acts ix. 3.—The active
form wepiéxpuBev éavriy, literally, she kept herself concealed,
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expresses & more energetic action than that designated by the
middle wepeexpinfrato. Elizabeth isolated herself intentionally,
rendering herself invisible to her neighbours. Her conduct
has been explained in many ways. Origen and Ambrose
thought that it was the result of a kind of false modesty.
Paulus supposed that Elizabeth wished to obtain assurance of
the reality of her happiness before speaking about it. Accord-
ing to De Wett:, this retreat was nothing more than a precau-
tion for her heulth. It was dictated, according to Bleek and
Oosterzee, by a desire for meditation and by sentiments of
humble gratitude. Of all these explanations, the last cer-
tainly appears the best. But it in no way accounts for the
term for five months, so particularly mentioned. Further, how
from this point of view are we to explain the singular ex-
pression, Tkus hath the Lord dealt with me? The full mean-
ing of this word thus is necessarily weakened by applying it
in a general way to the greatness of the blessing conferred on
Elizabeth, whilst this expression naturally establishes a con-
nection between the practice she pursues towards herself from
this time, and God’s method of dealing with her. What is
this connection ? Does she not mean, “I will treat myself as
God has treated my reproach. He has taken it away from
me; I will therefore withdraw myself from the sight of men,
8o long as I run any risk of still bearing it, when I am in
reality delivered from it ?” Restored by God, she feels that
she owes it to herself, as well as to Him who has honoured her
in this way, to expose herself no more to the scornful regards
of men until she can appear before them evidently honoured by
the proofs of the divine favour. In this way the term five
months, which she fixes for her seclusion, becomes perfectly
intelligible. For it is after the fifth month that the condition
of a pregnant woman becomes apparent. Therefore it is
not until then that she can appear again in society, as what
she really is, restored. In this conduct and declaration there
is a mixture of womanly pride and hnmble gratitude which
makes them & very exquisite expression of maternal feeling for
one in such a position. 'We should like to know what later
narrator would have invented such a delicate touch as this.
But the aunthenticity of this single detail implies the authenti-
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city of the whole of the preceding narrative! “O7¢ must bs
taken here in the sense of because; Elizabeth wants to justify
whatever is unusual in the course of conduct she has just
adopted.— Emretdev dpereiv, “ He has regarded me in a manner
that takes away ;” he has cast on me one of those efficacious
looks which, as the Psalmist says, are deliverance itself—On
barrenness as a reproach, comp. Gen. xxx. 23, where, after the
birth of her first-born, Rachel cries, “ God has taken away my
reproach.”

This saying of Elizabeth's discloses all the humiliations
which the pious Israelite had endured from her neighbours
during these long years of barrenness. This also comes out
indirectly from ver. 36, in which the angel makes use of the
expression, “ Her who was called barren.” This epithet had
become a kind of sobriquet for her in the mouth of the people
of the place.

SECOND NARRATIVE—CHAP. L 26-38.
Announcement of the Birth of Jesus.

The birth of John the Baptist, like that of Isaac, was due
to a higher power; but it did not certainly transcend the
limits of the natural order. It is otherwise with the birth of
Jesus; it has the character of a creative act. In importance
it constitutes the counterpart, not of the birth of Isaac, but of
the appearance of the first man; Jesus is the second Adam.
This birth is the beginning of the world to come. If this
character of the appearance of Jesus be denied, the whole of the
subsequent narrative remains unintelligible and inadmissible.
Directly it is conceded, all the rest accords with it.

But the creative character of this birth does not destroy the
connection between the old and the new era. 'We have just
seen how, in the birth of the greatest representative of the old
covenant, God remained faithful to the theocratic past, by

1 For this beautiful explanation I am indebted to the friend to whom I have
had the joy of dedicating my commentary on the Gospel of John, and with
whom I have more than once read the Gospel of Luke, Professor Charles Prince,
who now beholds face to face Him whom we have 8o often contemplated tu-

gether in the mirror of His word. Generally speaking, this commentary is as
wuch his as mine.
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making the Israelitish priesthood the cradle of this child. He -
acts in the same way when the Head ot renewed humanity,
the Lord of the world to come, is to make His appearance ;
He causes Him to come forth as a scion from the stock of the
ancient royalty of Israel. Further, God has respect in this
work to the conditions of the Auman past generally. While
creating in Him a new humanity, He is careful to preserve the
link which unites Him to the ancient humanity. Just as in
the first creation He did not create man’s body out of nothing,
but formed it out of the dust of the already existing earth, of
which Adam was to become the lord ; so, at the appearance of
the second Adam, He did not properly create His body; He
took it from the womb of a human mother, so as to maintain
the organic connection which must exist between the Head of
the new humanity and that natural humanity which it is His
mission to raise to the height of His own stature.

This narrative records: 1. The appearance of the angel
(vers. 26-29); 2. His message (vers. 30-33); 3. The manner
in which his message is received (ver. 34-38).

1. The appearance of the angel: vers. 26-29.! From the
temple the narrative transports us to the house of a young
Israelitish woman. We leave the sphere of official station to
enter into the seclusion of private life. Mary probably was:
in prayer. Her chamber is a sanctuary; such, henceforth,
will be the true temple—The date, the sizth month, refers to
that given in ver. 24. It was the time when Elizabeth had
just left her retirement ; all that takes place in the visitation
of Mary is in connection with this circumstance. The govern-
ment 7o Tod feod, by God, or, as some Alex. read, dmo Tod feod,
on the part of God, indicates a difference between this m2:3age
and that in ver. 19. God interposes more directly; it is a

! Ver. 26. R. B. L. We. and some Mnn., ave instead of ows, which is the
reading of T. R. with 16 Mjj. and almost all the Mnn.—The Mss. vary here be-
tween Nalaps/ (C. E. G. H. M. 8, U. V. I. A, Itplerlawe; in addition, N. atii. 4,
and B. at ii. 89, 61), Nalapal (A. A.), and Nalapsr (K. L. X. 11, and Z. st ii. 4);
farther, ®. B. Z. read Nalapa at iv. 16.—Ver. 27. R. B. F*. L. and 32 Mnn.
add after uses, xas waspias (taken from ii. 4).—Ver. 28. K. B. L. We, and some
Mnn. omit the words sexeynpirn ev 89 yovaifir, which is the reading of T. R. with
16 Mjj., almostall the Mnn., Syr. It. Vulg.—Ver. 29. N. B. D. L. X. and some
Mnn, omit dews, which T. R. reads after » 3s along witk 15 Mjj., the othos
Mnn., 8yr. It.—N. B. D. L. X. and some Mnn. omit avrev after Aogw,
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question here of His own Son. The received reading o, by,
seems to me for this reason more in accordance with the spirit
of the context than the Alex. reading, which lays less emphasis
on the divine origin of the message.

The most usual form of the name of the town in the
documents is Nazareth : it is admitted here by Tischendorf in
his eighth edition. He accords, however, some probability to
the form Nazara, which is the reading of iv. 16 in the prin-
cipal Alexandrians. In Matt. iii 23, the Mss. only vary be-
tween Nazareth and Nazaret. Keim, in his History of Jesus,
has decided for Nazara. He gives his reasons, i p. 319
et seq.: 1. The derived adjectives Nalwpaios, Nalapnvés are
most readily explained from this form. 2. The form Nazareth
could easily come from Nazara, as Ramath from Rama (by the
addition of the Aramean article). The forms Nazareth and
Nazaret may also be explained as forms derived from that. 3.
The phrase dmo Nal{dpwv, in Eusebius, supposes the nominative
Nazara. 4. It is the form preserved in the existing.Arabie
name en-Nezirah. Still it would be possible, even though the
true name was Nazara, that Luke might have been accustomed
to use the form Nazareth; Tischendorf thinks that this may be
inferred from Acts x. 38, where . B. C. D. E. read Nazareth.—
The etymology of this name is probably 9¥3 (whence the feminine
form n¥3), a shoot or scion ; this is the form used in the Talmud.
The Fathers accordingly perceived in this name an allusion to
the scion of David in the prophets. Burckhardt the traveller
explains it more simply by the numerous shrubs which clothe
the ground. Hitzig has proposed another etymology: ¥y,
the guardian, the name referring either to some pagan divinity,

. the protectress of the locality, as this scholar thinks, or, as Keim
. supposes, to the town itself, on account of its commanding the
defile of the valley.

Nazareth, with a population at the present day of 3000
inhabitants, is about three days’ journey north of Jerusalem,
and about eight leagues west of Tiberias. It is only a short
distance from Tabor. It is reached from the valley of Jezreel
through a mountain gorge running from 8. to N., and opening
out into a pleasant basin of some twenty minutes in length by
ten in width. A chain of hills shuts in the valley on its
northern side. Nazareth occupies its lower slopes, and rises
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in smiling terraces above the valley. From the summit of the
ridge which encloses this basin on the north there is a splendid
view.! This valley was in Israel just what Israel was in the
midst of the earth—a place at once secluded and open, a solitary
retreat and a high post of observation, inviting meditation and
at the same time affording opportunity for far-reaching views
in all directions, consequently admirably adapted for an educa-
tion of which God reserved to Himself the initiative, and which
man could not touch without spoiling it—The explanation, a
town of Galilee, is evidently intended for Gentile readers; it is
added by the translator to the Jewish document that lay before
him.

Do the words, of the house of David, ver. 27, refer to Joseph
or Mary? Grammatically, it appears to us that the form of
the following sentence rather favours the former alternative.
For if this clause applied, in the writer's mind, to Mary, he
would have continuned his narrative in this form: * and Aer
name was , . ., rather than in this: “and the young girls
name was . . .” But does it follow from this that Mary
was not, in Luke’s opinion, & descendant of David? By mno
means. Vers. 32 and 69 have no sense unless the author
regarded Mary herself as a daughter of this king. See iii. 23.

The term xapitoiw Tiva, to make any one the object of one’s
favour, is applied to believers in general (Eph. i 6). There is
no thought here of outward graces, as the translation jfull or
grace would imply. The angel, having designated Mary by
this expression as the special object of divine favour, justifies
this address by the words which follow: Zhe Lord with thee.
Supply s, and not be; it is not a wish. The heavenly visitant
speaks as one knowing how matters stood. The words, “ Blessed
art thou among women,” are not genuine ; they are taken from
ver. 42, where they are not wanting in any document.

The impression made on Mary, ver. 29, is not that of fear;
it is a troubled feeling, very natural in a young girl who is
suddenly made aware of the unexpected presence of & strange
person. The T. R. indicates two causes of trouble: “ And when
she saw him, she was troubled at his saying.” By the omission
of idotica, when she saw, the Alexs. leave only one remaining,
But this very simplification casts suspicion on their reading.

! See Keim's fine description, Gesch. Jesy, t. i. p. 821,
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The two ancient Syriac and Latin translations here agree with
the T. R. The meaning is, that trouble was joined to the
surprise caused by the sight of the angel, as soon as his words
had confirmed the reality of his presence. ITorawds denotes
properly the origin (wed 76 dwo). But this term applies also
to the contents and value, as is the case here. What was the
meaning the import of . . . Having thus prepared Mary, the
angel proceeds with the message he has brought.

2. The message of the angel: vers. 30-33.'—* And the
angel said unto her, Fear not, Mary; for thow hast jfound
favour with God. 31. And, behold, thow shalt conceive in
thy womb, and bring forth a son, and shalt call His name
Jesus. 32. He shall be great, and shall be called the Son of
the Highest; and the Lord God shall give unto Him the throne
of His father David: 33. And He shall reign over the houss
of Jacod for ever; and of His kingdom there shall be no
end.”—By long continuance, Mary's trouble would bave de-
generated into fear. The angel prevents this painful impres-
sion: “Fear not.” The term elpes xdpw, thou hast found
favour, reproduces the idea of xeyapirawuévn; this expression
belongs to the Greek of the LXX. The angel proceeds to
enumerate the striking proofs of this assertion, the marks of
divine favour: 1sf, a son; 2d, His name, a sign of blessing;
3d, His personal superiority ; 4th, His divine title ; lastly, His
future and eternal sovereignty.—ISo¥, behold, expresses the
unexpected character of the fact announced.—'Inagois, Jesus,
is the Greek form of ¢», Jeschovah, which was gradually sub-
stituted for the older and fuller form enn, Jehoschovah, of
which the meaning is, Jekovak saves. The same command is
given by the angel to Joseph, Matt. i. 21, with this comment:
« For He shall save His people from their sins.” Criticism sees
here the proof of two different and contradictory traditions.
But if the reality of these two divine messages is admitted,
there is nothing surprising in their agreement on this point.
As to the two traditions, we leave them until we come to the
general considerations at the end of chap. ii—The personal
quality of this son: He shall be greai—first of all, in holiness;
this is true greatness in the judgment of Heaven; then, and

! Ver. 80. D. nlone reads paps instead of uapap; 80 at vers. 39, 56, and (with
C.) at vers. 84, 88, 46, ii. 19, the Mss. are divided between these two readings.
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as & consequence, in power and influence.—His title: Son of -
the Highest. This title corresponds with His real nature. For
the expression, He shall be called, signifies herse, universally
recognised as such, and that because He is such in fact. This
title has been regarded as a simple synonym for that of Messiakh.
But the passages cited in proof, Matt. xxvi. 63 and John i 50,
prove precisely the contrary: the first, because had the title
Son of God signified nothing more in the view of the Sanhedrim
than that of Messiah, there would have been no blasphemy in
assuming it, even falsely ; the second, because it would be idle
to put two titles togethor between which there was no differ-
ence.! On the other hand, the Trinitarian sense should not be
here applied to the term Son of God. The notion of the pre-
existence of Jesus Christ, as the eternal Son of God, is quite
foreign to the context. Mary could not have comprehended
it; and on the supposition that she had comprehended or even
caught a glimpse of it, so far from being sustained by it in her
work as a mother, she would have been rendered incapable of
performing it. The notion here expressed by the title Son of
God is solely that of a personal and mysterious relation between
this child and the Divine Being. The angel explains more
clearly the meaning of this term in ver. 35.—Lastly, the dignity
and mission of this child: He is to fulfil the office of Messiah.
The expressions are borrowed from the prophetic descrip-
tions, 2 Sam. vii. 12, 13, Isa. ix. 5-7. The throne of David
should not be taken here as the emblem of the throne of God,
nor the house of Jacob as a figurative designation of the Church.
These expressions in the mouth of the angel keep their natural
and literal sense. It is, indeed, the theocratic royalty and the
Israelitish people, neither more nor less, that are in question
here; Mary could have understood these expressions in no
other way. It is true that, for the promise to be realized in
this sense, Israel must have consented to welcome Jesus as their
Messiah. In that case, the transformed theocracy would have
opened its bosom to the heathen; and the empire of Israel
would have assumed, by the very fact of this incorporation, the
character of a universal monarchy. The unbelief of Israel
foiled this plan, and subverted the regular course of history ;

1 8ee my Conférences apologétiques, 6th conférence : the divinity of Jesus
Christ, pp. 15-18. :

~
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go that at the present day the fulfilment of these promises is
still postponed to the future. But is it likely, after the failure
of the ministry of Jesus amongst this people, that about the
beginning of the second century, when the fall of Jerusalem
had already taken place, any writer would have made an angel
prophesy what is expressed here? This picture of the Mes-
sianic work could have been produced at no other epoch than
that to which this narrative refers it—at the transition period
between the old and new covenants. Besides, would it have
been possible, at any later period, to reproduce, with such art-
less simplicity and freshness, the hopes of these early days?
3. The manner in which the message was received : vers.
34-38.1—34. “ Then said Mary unto the angel, How shall this
be, seeing I know not @ man? 35. And the angel answered
and said wnto her, The Holy Ghost shall come wupon thee,
and the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee; therefore
also that holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be called
the Son of God. 36. And, behold, thy cousin Elizabeth, she hath
also concetved a son in her old age; and this is the sizth month
with her, who was called barren. 3'7. For with God nothing
shall be tmpossible. 38. And Mary said, Behold the hand-
maid of the Lord; be it unto me according to thy word. And
the angel departed from her.”—Mary’s question does not ex-
+ press doubt: it simply asks for an explanation, and this very
request implies faith. Her question is the legitimate expres-
sion of the astonishment of a pure conscience.—We observe in
the angel’s reply the parallelism which among the Hebrews is
always the expression of exalted feeling and the mark of the
poetic style. The angel touches upon the most sacred of
mysteries, and his speech becomes a song. Are the terms come
upon, overshadow, borrowed, as Bleek thinks, from the image of
a bird covering her eggs or brooding over her young? Comp.
Gen. i 3. It appears to us rather that these expressions allude
to the cloud which covered the camp of the Israelites in the
desert. Inix. 34,as here, the evangelist describes the approach

1Ver. 84. Some Mjj. Mnn. Vas. and Fathers add psw to seras.—Ver. 86. C.
soveral Mnn. It. add sx sev after ysrwwpusrer.—Ver. 86. Instead of svyysrns, 9 Mjj.
several Mnn. read rvyyuris. Instead of evurnguis, the reading of T. R. with
16 Mjj., the Mnn. Syr., R, B. L. Z., evrurnpsr.—Ver. 87. Instead of wupn oo Gua,
R. B. L. Z., waps eov Osov.
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ot this mysterious cloud by the term émrioxidlew.—-The Holy
Ghost denotes here the divine power, the life-giving breath
which calls into developed existence the germ of a human
personality slumbering in Mary’s womb. This germ is the
link which unites Jesus to human nature, and makes Him a
member of the race He comes to save. Thus in this birth the
miracle of the first creation is repeated on a scale of greater
power. Two elements concurred in the formation of man: a
body taken from the ground, and the divine breath. With
these two elements correspond here the germ derived from the
womb of Mary, and the Holy Ghost who fertilizes it. The
absolute purity of this birth results, on the one hand, from
the perfect holiness of the divine principle which is its effi-
cient cause; on the other, from the absence of every impure
motion in her who becomes a mother under the power of such
& principle.

By the word also (“ therefore also”) the angel alludes to his
preceding words : He shall be called the Son of the Highest. We
might paraphrase it: “ And it is precisely for this reason that
I said to thee, that . . .” We have then here, from the mouth
of the angel himself, an authentic explanation of the term Son
of God in the former part of his message. After this explana-
tion, Mary could only understand the title in this semse: a
human being of whose existence God Himself is the immediate
author. It does not convey the idea of pre-existence, but it
implies more than the term Messiah, which only refers to His
mission. The word inrlorov, of the Highest, also refers to the
term vios INrigrov, Son of the Highest, ver. 32, and explains it.
Bleek, following the Peschito, Tertullian, etc., makes @yiov the
predicate of wAnfigerar, and vios Oeod in apposition with
@ywv: “ Wherefore that which shall be born of thee shall be
called holy, Son of God.” But with the predicate koly, the
verb should have been, not “ shall be called,” but shall be.
For holy is not a title. Besides, the connection with ver. 32
will not allow any other predicate to be given to shall be called
than Son of God. The subject of the phrase is therefore the
complex term 7o ryevwvwuevov &yiov, the holy thing conceived in
thee, and more especially &ytov, the holy ; this adjective is taken
as a substantive. As the adjective of yevwwuevoy, taken sub-
stantively, it would of necessity be preceded by the article
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The words éx ood are a gloss.—What is the connection between
this miraculous birth of Jesus and His perfect holiness? The
latter does not necessarily result from the former. For holiness
is a fact of volition, not of nature. How could we assign any
serious meaning to the moral struggles in the history of Jesus,
—the temptation, for example,—if His perfect holiness was the
necessary consequence of His miraculous birth? But it is
not so. The miraculous birth was only the negative condition
of the spotless holiness of Jesus. Entering into human life
in this way, He was placed in the normal condition of man
before his fall, and put in a position to fulfil the career origin-
ally set before man, in which he was to advance from innocence
to holiness. He was simply freed from the obstacle which,
owing to the way in which we are born, hinders us from accom-
plishing this task. But in order to change this possibility
into a reality, Jesus had to exert every instant His own free
will, and to devote Himself continunally to the service of good
and the fulfilment of the task assigned Him, namely, “ the
keeping of His Father's commandment.” His miraculous birth,
therefore, in no way prevented this conflict from being real
It gave Him liberty not ¢o sin, but did not take away from
Him the liberty of sinning.

Mary did not ask for a sign; the angel gives her one of his
own accord. This sign, it is clear, is in close connection with
the promise just made to her. *When she beholds in Elizabeth
the realization of this promised sign, her faith will be thoroughly
confirmed. ' ’I8oV, behold, expresses its unexpectedness.—Kai
before aimj, she also, brings out the analogy between the two
facts thus brought together.—Mary’s being related to Elizabeth
in no way proves, as Schleiermacher thought, that Mary did
not Lelong to the tribe of Judah. There was no law to oblige
an Israelitish maiden to marry into her own tribe; Mary'’s
father, even if he was of the tribe of Judah, might therefore
have espoused & woman of the tribe of Levi. Could it be from
this passage that Keim derives his assertion, that the priestly
origin of Mary is indicated in Luke (i. 334)? The dative
oipa in the T. R. is only found in some Mss. All the other
documents have ¢ijpes, from the form eyijpos.

In ver. 37 the angel refers the two events thus announced
to the common cause which explains them both—the bound
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1ess omnipotence of God. That is the rock of faith. *Adwwareis
signifies, properly, to be powerless. And Meyer maintains that
this must be its meaning here, and that pfjua is to be taken in
its proper sense of word. In that case we should have to give
the preference to the Alex. reading Tod Geod: “ No word pro-
ceeding from God shall remain powerless.” But this meaning
is far-fetched. ITapa Toi Oeod cannot depend naturally either
on pijua or aduvarijces. Matt. xvii. 20 proves that the verb
ddvvareiv also signifies, in the Hellenistic dialect, to be im-
possible. The sense therefore is, “ Nothing shall be impossible.”
Iapé 76 Oep, with God, indicates the sphere in which alone
this word is true. As though the angel said, The impossible is
not divine. ‘Pijua, as 37, a thing, in so far as announced.
In reference to this concise vigorous expression of biblical
supernaturalism, Qosterzee says: “ The laws of nature are not -
chains which the Divine Legislator has laid upon Himself;
they are threads which He holds in His hand, and which He
shortens or lengthens at will.”

God’s message by the mouth of the angel was not a com-
mand. The part Mary had to fulfil made no demands on her.
1t only remained, therefore, for Mary to consent to the con-
sequences of the divine offer. She gives this consent in a
word ab once simple and sublime, which involved the most
extraordinary act of faith that a woman ever consented to
accomplish. Mary accepts the sacrifice of that which is dearer
to a young maiden than her very life, and thereby becomes
pre-eminently the heroine of Israel, the ideal daughter of Zion,
the perfect type of human receptivity in regard to the divine
work. We see here what exquisite fruits the lengthened work
of the Holy Spirit under the old covenant had produced in true
TIsraelites. The word iSov, behold, does mot here express sur-
prise, but rather the offer of her entire being. Just as Abraham,
when he answers God with, Bekold, here I am (Gen. xxii., Be-
hold, I), Mary places herself at God’s disposal. The evangelist
shows his tact in the choice of the aorist yévoiro. The present
would have signified, “ Let it happen to me this very instant !”
The aorist leaves the choice of the time to God. '

What * exquisite delicacy this scene displays! What
simplicity and majesty in the dialogue! Not one word too
many, not one too few. A narrative so perfect could only
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have emanated from the holy sphere within which the mystery
was accomplished. A later origin would inevitably have
betrayed itself by some foreign element. Hear the Prot-
evangelium of James, which dates from the first part of the
second century: “Fear not, said the angel to Mary; for thou
hast found grace before the Master of all things, and thom
shalt conceive by His word. Having heard that, she doubted
and said within herself: Shall I conceive of the Lord, of the
living God, and shall I give birth as every woman gives birth ?
And the angel of the Lord seid to her: No, not thus, Mary,
for the power of God . . .,” ete.

THIRD NARRATIVE.— CHAP. L 89-58.
Mary's Visit to Elizabeth.

This narrative is, as it were, the synthesis of the two pre-
ceding. These two divinely favoured women meet and pour
forth their hearts.

1. Arrival of Mary (vers. 39-41); 2. Elizabeth’s saluta-
tion (vers. 42—45); 3. Song of Mary (vers. 46-55). Ver. 56
forms the historical conclusion.

1. The arrival of Mary: vers. 39-41."—The terms arose
and with haste express a lively eagerness. This visit met
what was in fact a deep need of Mary's soul. Since the
message of the angel, Elizabeth had become for her what a
mother is for her daughter in the most important moment of
her life—The words 4n thoss days comprise the time necessary
for making preparations for the journey. The distance to be
+ traversed being four days’ journey, Mary could not travel so

« far alone.—The word % opewj, the kill country, has sometimes
received quite a special meaning, making it a kind of proper
name, by which in popular language the mountainous platean
to the south of Jerusalem was designated ; but no instance of
a similar designation can be given either from the Old or the
New Testament. It appears to me that in this expression,
a city of Juda in the mountain, it is in no way necessary to
give the term mountain the force of a proper name. The
context makes it sufficiently clear that it is the mountain of
4 Ver. 40. ). and some Mnn. add s» sysadiaru after Bpspes (taken from ver. 44).
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Juda, in distinction from the plain of Juda, that is meant.
Comp. Josh. xv. 48, where ) dpewr) is employed precisely in
this way by the LXX. According to Josh. xv. 55, xxi. 16,
there was in this country, to the south of Hebron, a city of
the name of Jutha or Juitha; and according to the second
passage (comp. ver. 13), this city was a priestly city.! From
this several writers (Reland, Winer, Renan) have concluded
that the text of our Gospel has undergone an alteration,
and that the word Juda is a corruption of Jutka. But no
Ms. supports this conjecture; and there is nothing in the
context to require it. On the contrary, it is probable that,
had Luke desired to indicate by name the city in which the
parents of John the Baptist lived, he would have done it
sooner. The most important priestly city of this country was
Hebron, two leagues south of Bethlehem. And although, sub-
sequent to the exile, the priests no longer made it a rule to
reside exclusively in the towns that had been assigned to
them at the beginning, it is very natural to look for the home
of Zacharias at Hebron, the more so that Rabbinical tradition
in the Talmud gives express testimony in favour of this
opinion.? Keim finds further support for it on this ground,
that in the context wohes 'Iovda can only signify ke city of
Juda, that is to say, the principal priestly city in Juda. But
wrongly ; the simplest and most natural translation is: @ city
of Juda.

The detail, eéke entered info the house, serves to put the
reader in sympathy with the emotion of Mary at the moment
of her arrival. 'With her first glance at Elizabeth, she recog-
nises the truth of the sign that had been given her by the
angel, and at this sight the promise she had herself received
acquires a startling reality. Often a very little thing suffices
to make a divine thought, which had previously only been
conceived as an idea, take distinct form and life within us.
And the expression we have used is perbaps, in this case,
more than a simple metaphor.—It is not surprising that the
intense feeling produced in Mary by the sight of Elizabeth
should have reacted immediately on the latter. The unex-

! According to Robinson, it is at the present day a village named Juéta. The
name in the LXX. is /ta.
% Othon. Lezicon rabbinicum, p. 824.
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pected arrival of this young maiden at such & solemn moment
for herself, the connection which she instantly divines between
the miraculous blessing of which she had just been the object
and this extraordinary visit, the affecting tones of the voice
and holy elevation of this person, producing all the impression
of some celestial apparition, naturally predisposed her to
receive the illumination of the Spirit. The emotion which
possesses her is communicated to the child whose life is as yet
one with her own; and at the sudden leaping of this being,
who she knows is compassed about by special blessing, the
veil is rent. The Holy Spirit, the prophetic Spirit of the
old covenant, seizes her, and she salutes Mary as the mother
of the Messiah.

2. The salutation of Elizabeth: vers. 42-45)— And she
spake out with a loud voice, and said, Blessed art thou among
women, and blessed 13 the fruit of thy womb. 43. And whence
18 this to me, that the mother of my Lord should come to me?
44. For, bo, as soon as the voice of thy salutation sounded in
mine ears, the babe leaped in my womb for joy. 45. And
blessed s she that belicved : for there shall be a performance
of those things which were told her from the Lord.” — The
course of Elizabeth’s thought is this: first of all, Mary and the
Son of Mary (ver. 42); next, Elizabeth herself and her son
(vers. 43, 44); lastly, Mary and her happiness. The charac-
teristic of all true action of the Holy Spirit is the annihila-
tion of the proper individuality of the person who is the
instrument of it, and the elevation of his personal feelings to
the height of the divine word. This is precisely the character
of Elizabeth’s salutation; we shall find it the same in the
song of Zacharias. Thus the truth of this word, Elizabeth
was filled with the Holy Ghost, is justified by this very fact.
The reading of some Alexandrians, dveSongey, would indicate
a cry, instead of a simple breaking forth into speech. The
reading xpawvys of three other Alex. would have the same
meaning. They both savour of exaggeration. In any case,
both could not be admitted together. 'We may translate,
Blessed art thou, or Blessed be thou. The former translation is

1 Ver. 42. ®. C. F. several Mnn. read arBenesr instead of avspausnery, which is the
reading of T. R. with all the rest.—B. L. Z. and Origen (three times) read spasys
in place of ger.
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best; for exclamation is more in place here than a wish—
The superlative form, dlessed among, is not unknown to classical
Greek.—The expression, the fruit of thy womb, appears to
imply that the fact of the incarnation was already accom-
plished ; so also does the expression, the mother of my Lord
(ver. 43).—Iva, in order that (ver. 43), may keep its ordi-
nary meaning: “ What have I done ¢n order that this blessing
might come to me?” This %a is used from the stand-
point of the divine intention.—From Mary and her Son,
her thought glances to herself and her own child. In
calling Mary the mother of my Lord, she declares herself
the servant of the Messiah, and consequently of His mother
also.—Everything of a sublime character springs from a
deeper source than the understanding. The leaping of
John, a prelude of the work of his life, belongs to the
unfathomable depths of instinctive life. Elizabeth sees in
it a gign of the truth of the presentiment she felt as soon
a3 she saw Mary.

At ver. 45 she reverts to Mary. The expression blessed is
doubtless inspired by the contemplation of the calm happiness
that irradiates the figure of the young mother. "O7¢ cannot
be taken here in the sense of because ; for the word mioredoaca,
she that believed, in order that it may have its full force, must
not govern anything. “Blessed is she that, at the critical
moment, could exercise faith (the aorist)!” De Wette,
Bleek, Meyer, think that the proposition which follows should
depend on mwreboasa: “she who believed that the things . . .
would have their accomplishment.” The two former, because
aol would be necessary in place of airj; the third, because
all that had been promised to Mary was already accomplished.
But Elizabeth’s thought loses itself in a kind of meditation,
and her words, ceasing to be an apostrophe to Mary, become
a hymn of faith. This accounts for the use of a pronoun of
the third person. As to Meyer, he forgets that the accom-
plishment is only just begun, and is far from being completed.
The glorification of the Messiah and of Israel still remains to
be accomplished. T'ehelwois denotes this complete accomplish-
ment. But how could Elizabeth speak of the kind of things
which had been promised to Mary? What had passed be-
tween the angel and Zacharias had enlightened her respecting



100 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

the similar things that must have taken place between heaven
and Mary.

3. The song of Mary: vers. 46-56. Elizabeth’s salutation
was full of excitement (she spake out with a loud wvoice), but
Mary’s hymn breathes a sentiment of deep inward repose.
The greater happiness is, the calmer it is. So Luke says
simply, elme, she said. A majesty truly regal reigms through-
out this canticle. Mary describes first her actual impressions
(vers. 46-48a); thence she rises to the divine fact which is
the cause of them (vers. 486-50); she next contemplates the
development of the historical consequences contained in it
(vers. 51-53); lastly, she celebrates the moral necessity of
this fact as the accomplishment of God’s ancient promises to
His people (vers. 54 and 55).—The tone of the first strophe
has a sweet and calm solemnity. It becomes more animated
in the second, in which Mary contemplates the work of the
Most High. It attains its full height and energy in the
third, as Mary contemplates the immense revolution of which
this work is the beginning and cause. Her song drops down
and returns to its nest in the fourth, which is, as it were, the
amen of the canticle.—This hymn is closely allied to that
of the mother of Samuel (1 Sam. ii), and contains several
- sentences taken from the book of Psalms. Is it, as some
. have maintained, destitute of all originality on this account ?

By no means. There is a very marked difference between
Hannah's song of trinmph and Mary’s. Whilst Mary cele-
brates her happiness with deep humility and holy restraint,
Hannah surrenders herself completely to the feeling of per-
sonal triumph; with her very first words she breaks forth
into cries of indignation against her enemies. As to the
borrowed biblical phrases, Mary gives to these consecrated
words an entirely new meaning and a higher application.
The prophets frequently deal in this way with the words of
their predecessors. By this means these organs of the Spirit
exhibit the continuity and progress of the divine work.
Criticism asks whether Mary turned over the leaves of her
Bible before she spoke. It forgets that every young Israelite
knew by heart from childhood the songs of Hannah, Deborah,
and David ; that they sang them as they went up to the feasts
at Jerusalem; and that the singing of psalms was the daily
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accompaninent of the morning and evening sacrifice, as well
as one of the essential observances of the passover meal. *

Vers. 46-55. “And Mary said, My soul doth magnify
the Lord, 4. And my spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour.
48a. For He hath regarded the low estate of His handmaiden.

48b. For, behold, from henceforth all generations shall call me
blessed. 49. For He that is mighty hath done to me great things;
and holy is His name. 50. And His merey i3 on them that fear
Him from generation to generation.

51. He hath showed strength with His arm; He hath
scattered the proud in the tmagination of their hearts. 52. He
hath put down the mighty from their seats, and exalted them of
low degree. 53. He hath filled the hungry with good things, and
the rich He hath sent empty away.

54. He hath holpen His servant Israel, in remembrance of
His merey ; 55. (As He spake to our fathers), to Abraham, and
to his seed for ever.”

Vers. 46-48a. The contrast between the tone of this
canticle and Elizabeth’s discourse forbids the admission of the
reading of some Latin authorities which puts it in the mouth
of the latter. It is, indeed, Mary’s reply to the congratula-
tions of Elizabeth.—Luke does not say that Mary was filled
with the Spirit (comp. ver. 41). At this epoch of her life
she dwelt habitually in a divine atmosphere, whilst the in-
spiration of Elizabeth was only momentary. Her first word,
peyakvver, magnifies, fully expresses this state of her soul
In what, indeed, does the magnifying of the Divine Being
consist, if not in giving Him, by constant adoration (the verb
is in the present tense), a larger place in one’s own heart and
in the hearts of men? The present, magnifies, is in contrast
with the aorist, rejoiced, in the following sentence. Some
would give the aorist here the sense which this tense some-

' Ver. 46. Three Mes. of the Italic, a. b. 1., read Elizabeth instead of Mary.
Trenseus, at least in the Latin translation, follows this reading ; and Origen (Latin
translation) speaks of Mss. in which it was found.—Ver. 49, X. B. D. L. read
piysaa instead of usysauas, the reading of T. R. with 22 Mjj. and all the Mnn,
—Ver. 50. B. C. L. Z. read us ysas xa: ysnas ; 8. F. M. O, and several Mnn.,
sig yavsms mas ysvsey, in place of us ysvsas ysmwr, which is the reading of 12 Mjj.
and most of the Mnn.—Ver. 51. 8 E. F. H. 0*. 0°, and some Mnn. read Jiasaas
instead of disvus.—Ver. 55. C. F. M. O. 8. 60 Mnn. read sws aiwres instead of us e
. —Ver. 56. R. B, L. Z. read s instead of wew. D, Itleriawe, Or,, amit it
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times has in Greek, that of a repetition of the act. It is
more natural, however, to regard it as an allusion to a par-
ticular fact, which kindled in her a joy that was altogether
peculiar. The seat of this emotion was her spirit—mnvedua,
spirit. 'When the human spirit is referred to in Scripture,
the word indicates the deepest part of our humanity, the
point of contact between man and God. The soul is the
actual centre of human life, the principle of individuality, and
the seat of those impressions which are of an essentially
personal character. This soul communicates, through the twe
organs with which it is endowed, the spirit and the body,
with two worlds,—the one above, the other below it,—with
the divine world and the world of nature. Thus, while the
expression, “ My soul doth magnify,” refers to the personal
emotions of Mary, to her feelings as & woman and a mother,
all which find an outlet in adoration, these words, “ My spiri:
hath rejoiced,” appear to indicate the moment when, in the
profoundest depths of her being, by the touch of the Divine
Spirit, the promise of the angel was accomplished in her—
These two sentences contain yet a third contrast: The Zerd
whom she magnifies is the Master of the service to which she
is absolutely devoted ; the Saviour in whom she has rejoiced
is that merciful God who has made her feel His restoring
power, and who in her person has just saved fallen humanity.
Further, it is this divine compassion which she celebrates in
the following words, ver. 48. What did He find in her which
supplied sufficient grounds for such a favour? One thing
alone—her low estate. Tamelvwais does not denote, as Tamwer-
vorys does, the moral disposition of humility ; Mary does not
boast of her humility. It is rather, as the form of the word
indicates, an act of which she had been the object, the
humbling influence under which she had been brought by her
social position, and by the whole circumstances which had
reduced her, a daughter of kings, to the rank of the poorest
of the daughters of IsraeL—Perhaps the interval between the
moment of the incarnation, denoted by the aorists kath rejoiced,
hath regarded, and that in which she thus celebrated it, was
not very great. Was not that thrilling moment, when she
entered the house of Zacharias, and beheld at a glance in the
person of Elizabeth the fulfilment of the sign given her by
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the angel, the moment of supreme divine manifestation towards
herself? The expression, Behold, henceforth, which commences
the following strophe, thus becomes full of meaning.

Vers. 485-50. The greatness of her happiness appears in
the renown which it will bring her; hence the ydp, for. The
word behold refers to the unexpected character of this dealing.
Mary ascribes to God, as its author, the fact which she cele-
. brates, and glorifies the three divine perfections displayed in
it. And first the power. . In calling God the Almighty, she
appears to make direct allusion to the expression of the angel:
the power of the Highest (ver. 35). Here is an act in which
is displayed, a8 in no other since the appearance of man, the
creative power of God. The received reading peyaleia
answers better than the reading of some Alex., upeydha,
to the emphatic term nwdes, which Luke doubtless read in
his Hebrew document (comp. Acts ii. 11). But this omnipo-
tence is not of a purely physical character; it is subservient
to holiness. This is the second perfection which Mary cele-
brates. She felt herself; in this marvellous work, in im-
mediate contact with supreme holiness; and she well knew
that this perfection more than any other constitutes the
essence of God: His name 18 holy. The name is the sign of
an object in the mind which knows it. The name of God
therefore denotes, not the Divine Being, but the more or less
adequate reflection of Him in those intelligences which are in
communion with Him. Hence we see how this name can be
sanctified, rendered holy. The essential nature of God may
be more clearly understood by His creatures, and more com-
pletely disengaged from those clouds which bhave hitherto
obscured it in their minds. Thus Mary had received, in the
experience she had just passed through, a new revelation of
the holiness of the Divine Being—This short sentence is not
dependent on the &r¢ because, which governs the preceding.
For the xai, and, which follows, establishes a close connection
between it and ver. 50, which, if subordinated to ver. 49,
would be too drawn out.—This feature of holiness which
Mary so forcibly expresses, is, in fact, that which distinguishes
the incarnation from all the analogous facts of heathen
wmythologies.

The third divine perfection celebrated by Mary is mercy
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(ver. §0). Mary has already sung its praise in ver. 48 in
relation to herself. She speaks of it here in a more general
way. By them that fear God, she intends more especially
Zacharias and Elizabeth, there present before ber; then all the
members of her people who share with them this fundamental
trait of Jewish piety, and who thus constitute the true Israel
—The received reading eis qeveds ryevedw, from generation to
generation, is a form of the superlative which is found in the
expression o the age of the ages, the meaning of which is, “to
the most remote generations.” The two other readings men-
tioned in the critical notes express continuity rather than
remoteness in time. These words, “ on them that fear Him,”
are the transition to the third strophe. For they implicitly
contain the antithesis which comes.out in the verses following.

Vers. 51-53. A much more strongly marked poetical
parallelism characterizes this strophe. Mary here describes
with a thrill of emotion, of which even her language partakes,
the great Messianic revolution, the commencement of which
she was beholding at that very time. In the choice God had
made of two persons of such humble condition in life as her-
self and her cousin, she saw at a glance the great principle
which would regulate the impending remewal of all things.
It is to be a complete reversal of the human notions of great-
ness and meanness.—The poor and the hungry are evidently the
Israelites fearing God of ver. 50. Such expressions cannot apply
to Israel as a whole—to the proud Pharisees and rich Sadducees,
for example. The line of demarcation which she draws in
these words passes, therefore, not between the Jews and Gen-
tiles, but between the pious Israelites and all that exalt them-
selves against God, whether in or beyond Israel. The proud,
the mighty, and the rich, denote Herod and his court, the
Pharisees and the Sadducees, as well as the foreign oppressors,
Ceesar and his armies, and all the powers of heathendom. The
aorists of these three verses indicate, according to Bleek, the
repetition of the act; so he translates them by the present. I
rather think that to Mary’s eyes the catastrophe presents itself
as already consummated in the act which God had just accom-
plished. Does not this act contain the principle of the rejec-
tion of all that is exalted in the world, and of the choice of
whatever in human estimation is brought low? All these
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divine acts which are about to follow, one after another, will
only be a further application of the same principle. They are
virtually contained in that which Mary celebrates. Conse-
quently the aorists are properly translated by the past.—The
first proposition of ver. 51 applies to the righteous and wicked
alike. Still the former of these two applications predomi-
nates (ver. 50). The arm is the symbol of force, The ex-
pression oty kpdros, to make strength, is a Hebraism, Sn ney
(Ps. cxviii. 15). The LXX. translate it by wotety Svvauev. 1f
it was Luke who translated the Hebrew document into Greek,
it is evident that he kept his version independent of the LXX.
—The favour God shows to the righteous has its necessary
counterpart in the overthrow of the wicked. This is the
connection of the second proposition. The expression mrepn-
pdvovs Swavoia, proud in thought, answers to 135 wax (Ps.
Ixxvi. 6); the LXX. translate this expression by dadveros 4
xapdia. The dative diavola defines the adjective: “the proud
in thought, who exalt themselves in their thoughts” Mary
represents all these as forming an opposing host to men that
fear God; hence the expression scaffer. With the reading
Swavolas, Imrepnddvovs is the epithet of the substantive, proud
thoughts. This reading is evidently a mistake.

Ver. 52. From the moral contrast between the proud and
the faithful, Mary passes to a contrast of their social position,
the mighty and those of low degree. 'The former are those who
reign without that spirit of humility which is inspired by the
fear of Jehovah.—The third antithesis (ver. 53), which is
connected with the preceding, is that of suffering and pro-
sperity. The hungry represent the class which toils for a
living—artisans, like Joseph and Mary ; the rich are men
gorged with wealth, Israelites or heathen, who, in the use they
make of God's gifts, entirely forget their dependence and
responsibility. The abundance which is to compensate the
former certainly consists—the contrast requires it—of tem-
poral enjoyments. But since this abundance is an effect of
the divine blessing, it implies, as its condition, the possession
of spiritual graces. For, from the Old Testament point of
view, prosperity is only a snare, when it does not rest on the
foundation of peace with God. And so also, the spoliation
which is to befall the rich is without doubt the loss of their
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temporal advantages. But what makes this loss a real evil is,
that it is the effect of a divine curse upon their pride.

The poetic beauty of these three verses is heightened by a
crossing of the members of the three antitheses, which is
substituted for the ordinary method of symmetrical parallelism.
In the first contrast (ver. 51), the righteous occupy the first
place, the proud the second; in the second, on the contrary
(ver. 52), the mighty occupy the first place, so as to be in close
connection with the proud of ver. 51, and the lowly the
second ; in the third (ver. 53), the hungry come first, joining
themselves with the lowly of ver. 52, and the rick form the
second member. The mind passes in this way, as it were, on
the crest of a wave, from like to like, and the taste is not
offended, as it would have been by a symmetrical arrangement
in which the homogeneous members of the contrast occurred
every time in the same order.

Vers. 54, 55. Mary celebrates in this last strophe the faith-
fulness of God. That, in fact, is the foundation of the whole
Messianic work. If the preceding strophe unveils to us the
future developments of this work, this sends us back to its
beginning in the remote past.—IIals signifies here servant
rather than son. It is an allusion to the title of Israel, ser-
vant of the Lord (Isa. xli. 8). The Master sees His well-beloved
servant crushed beneath the burden which his pitiless oppressors
have imposed, and He takes it upon Himself (middle AapuBd-
veafay) in order to comfort him (dwr{). This term, Jsrael His
servant, seems at first sight to apply to the whole people ; and
doubtless it is this explanation that has led several interpreters
to apply the expressions proud, mighty, rich, in the preceding
verses, solely to foreign oppressors. If, as we have seen, the
latter explanation cannot be maintained, we must conclude
that by this Israel, the servant of God, Mary understands the
Qod-fearing Israelites of the fiftieth verse, not as individuals,
but as the true representatives of the nation itself. The faith-
ful portion of the nation is identified in this expression with
the nation as a whole, because it is its true substance; be-
gides, Mary could not know beforechand how far this true
Israel would correspond with the actual people. For her own
part, she already sees in hope (aorist avrendSero) the normal
Israel transformed into the glorified Messianic nation. Would
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such a view as this have besn possible when once the national
unbelief had apparently foiled all these Messianic hopes ?—
There is nothing here to hinder the infinitive of the end,
pvnoldivae, from preserving its proper meaning. Zo remember
His promises signifies, in order not to be unfaithful ——Erasmus,
Calvin, and others regard the datives 7@ 'ABpadu and =¢
améppars as governed by é\dAnae, in apposition with mmpos Tovs
warépas: “ As He spake to our fathers, to Abraham, and to
his seed . . .” But this construction is forced and inad-
missible. Besides, the last words, for ever, if referred to the
verb He spake, would have no meaning. Therefore we must
make the proposition, as He spake to our fathers, & parenthesis
intended to recall the divine faithfulness, and refer the
datives, to Abraham and to his seed, to the verb, to remember
His mercy. It is the dative of favour, fo remember towards
Abrakam and . . . For Abraham, as well as his race, enjoys
the mercy which is shown to the latter (comp. ver. 17). The
words for ever qualify the idea, mot to forget His mercy.
Divine forgetfulness will never cause the favour promised to
Israel to cease. 'Would any poet have ever put such words
into the mouth of Mary, when Jerusalem was in ruins and its
people dispersed ?

Ver. 56 is a historical conclusion.—Did the departure of
Mary take place before the birth of John the Baptist? We
might suppose so from the particle 8¢ and the aorist émhjaln
(ver. 57), which very naturally imply a historical succession.
But, on the other hand, it would be hardly natural that Mary
should leave at a time when the expected deliverance of
Elizabeth was so near at hand. This verse, therefore, must be
regarded as a historical anticipation, such as is frequently
found in Luke. Comp. i 65, iii. 19, 20, ete.

FOURTH NARRATIVE—CHAP. L §7-80.
Birth and Circumcision of John the Baptist.

Here opens the second cycle of the narratives of the in-
This first narration comprises—1. The birth of John
(vers, 57, 68) ; 2. The circumcision of the child (vers. 569-66);
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3. The song of Zacharias, with a short historical conclusion
(vers. 67-80).

1. Birth of Jokn : vers. 57 and 58.—These verses are like a
pleasing picture of Jewish home-life. 'We see the neighbours
and relations arriving one after the other,—the former first,
because they live nearest. Elizabeth, the happy mother, is the
central figure of the scene; every one comes up to her in turn.
'Eupeydvve per’ avriy, literally, He had magnified with her, is
a Hebraistic expression (oy %un; comp. 1 Sam. xii. 24 in the
LXX.). This use of uera, with, comes from the fact that man
is in such cases the material which concurs in the result of
the divine action.

. 2. Circumeision of John: vers. 59—66." - As an Israelitish

child by its birth became a member of the human family, so
by circumcision, on the corresponding day of the following
week, he was incorporated into the covenant (Gen. xvii); and
it was the custom on this occasion to give him his name. The
subject of 7Afov, came, is that of the preceding verse. It has
been maintained that the text suggests something miraculous
in the agreement of Elizabeth and Zacharias ; as if, during the
nine months which had just passed away, the father had not
made to the mother a hundred times over the communication
which he presently makes to all present (ver. 63)! How
many times already, especially during Mary’s stay in their
house, must the names of John and Jesus have been men-
tioned —It has been inferred from the words, they made signs
to him (ver. 62), that Zacharias became deaf as well as dumb.
But the case of Zacharias cannot be assimilated to that of
deaf mutes from their birth, in whom dumbness ordinarily
results from deafness. The whole scene, on the contrary,
implies that Zacharias had heard everything. The use of the
language of signs proceeds simply from this, that we in-
stinctively adopt this means of communication towards those
who can speak in no other way.

Ver. 63. The word Méywv added to &ypayrev is a Hebraism

1Ver. 61. X. A. B. C. L. A, A. Z. 11, and some Mnn. read ss ens royysvuas,
in place of s» «n evyyirua, the reading of T. R., with 11 Mjj., the greater part of
the Mnn. 8yr. It.—Ver. 62. &. B. D. F. G., avre in place of avrer.—Ver. 65.
N* reads 3is 7« instead of 3i2 sAure waren ea.—Ver, 66. N. B. C. D. L, It. Vg.
add yap after sas,
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(aox> anom, 2 Kings x. 6), the meaning of which is, * deciding
the question.”—The expression, %is name s, points to a higher
authority which has so determined it; and it is this circum-
stance, rather than the agreement between the father and
mother—a fact so easily explained—which astonishes the per-
sons present. Every one recalls on this occasion the strange
events which had preceded the birth of the child.

Ver. 64. Zacharias, thus obedient, recovers his speech, of
which his want of faith had deprived him. The verb dveqyfh,
was opened, does not agree with the second subject, the tongue,
for which the verb was loosed, taken from the preceding verb,
must be supplied—In the words, ke spake and praised God,
naturally it is on the word spake that the emphasis rests, in
opposition to his previous dumbness. The last words are only
an appendix, serving to introduce the song which follows. We
must therefore refrain from translating, with Ostervald, * He
spake by praising God.”

Ver. 65. At the sight of this miracle, surprise changes into
fear. And this impression spreads abroad, with the report of
these facts, throughout all the country. That is more espe-
cially the sense of the reading of ¥, which, however, from a
critical point of view, it is impossible to adopt—Ver. 66.
They not merely told, they laid to heart; these were the first
emotions of the Messianic era.—The Alex. reading, xal ydp, for
also the hand of the Lord was with him, although adopted by
Tischendorf, appears to us untenable. Whether, in fact, this
Jor be put in the mouth of the narrator, or be assigned to the
persons who ask the preceding question, in either case these
words, the hand of the Lord was with kim, must refer to all the
circamstances which have just been narrated, while, according
to the natural sense of the imperfect #v, was, they apply to
the entire childhood of John the Baptist. This for has been
wrongly added, with a view of making this reflection the
motive of the preceding question. The T. R. is supported by
not only the majority of the Mjj., but more especially by the
agreement of the Alezandrinus and of the Peschito, which is
always a criterion worthy of attention.—The development of
this child was effected with the marked concurrence of divine
power. The hand, here as usually, is the emblem of force.—
These last words form the first of those resting-points which
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we shall often meet with in the course of our Gospel, and
which occur in the book of the Acts. It is a picture, drawn
with a single stroke of the pen, of the entire childhood of John
the Baptist. Comp. ver. 80, which describes, by a correspond-
ing formula, his youth.

8. The song of Zacharias: vers. 67-80.—It might be sup-
posed that Zacharias composed this song in view of the religious
and moral progress of the child, or on the occasion of some
special event in which the divine power within him was dis-
played during the course of his childhood. We are led, how-
ever, to another supposition by the connection between the
first words of the song, Blessed be the Lord, and the expression
which the evangelist has employed in ver. 64, “he spake,
blessing God.” This song, which was composed in the priest's
mind during the time of his silence, broke solemnly from his
lips the moment speech was restored to him, as the metal
flows from the crucible in which it has been melted the
moment that an outlet is made for it. At ver. 64, Luke is
contented to indicate the place of the song, in order not tc
interrupt the narrative, and he has appended the song itself to
his narrative, as possessing a value independent of the time
when it was uttered.—We observe in the hymn of Zacharias
the same order as in the salutation of Elizabeth. The theo-
cratic sentiment breaks forth first: Zacharias gives thanks for
- the arrival of the times of the Messiah (vers. 68-75). Then
his. paternal feeling comes out, as it were, in a parenthesis:
the father expresses his joy at the glorious part assigned to his
son in this great work (vers. 76 and 77); lastly, thanksgiving
for the Messianic salvation overflows and closes the song (vers.
78 and 79).—The spiritual character of this passage appears
even from this exposition. It is the work of the Holy Spirit
alone to subordinate even the legitimate emotions of paternal
affection to the theocratic sentiment.

1st. Vers. 67-75.—Zacharias gives thanks, first of all, for
the coming of the Messiah (vers. 6'7—70) ; then for the deliver-
ance which His presence is about to procure for Israel (vers.
71-75).

Vers. 67-75. « And his father Zacharias was filled with

' Ver. 70. R. B. L. We. A some Mnn. Or. omit cwr after aywr.—Ver. 74.
X. B, L. We, gome Mnn. Or. omit nuer.—Ver. 75. B. L., eais npspass, instead ot
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the Holy Ghost, and prophesied, saying, 68. Blessed be the Lord
God of Israel; for He hath visited and redeemed His people,
69. And hath raised wp a horn of salvation for us in the house
of His servant David ; 70. As He spake by the mouth of His holy
prophets, which have been since the world began; 71. That we should
be saved from our enemies, and from the hand of all that hate us ;
72. To perform the mercy promised to our fathers, and to remem-
ber His holy covenant, '13. The oath which He sware to our father
Abraham, T4. That He would grant unto us, that we, being de-
livered out of the hand of our enemies, might serve Him without
Jear, '15. In holiness and righteousness before Him, all the days
of our life”

_The aorists, kath raised wp, hath delivered, imply a know- .
ledge on Zacharias’ part of the fact of the incarnation. The
term visited refers to the absence of God during the four
centuries in which the prophetic voice had been silent and
heaven shut. The abstract expressions of the sixty-eighth
verse are followed in ver. 69 by one more concrete. Zacharias
is emboldened to designate the Messiah Himself. He calls
Him & horn of salvation. This image of a korn is frequent in
the Old Testament, where it had been already applied to the
Messiah : T will raise up a horn to David (Ps. cxxxii. 16). The
explanation must be found neither in the horns of the altar
on which criminals sought to lay hold, nor in the horns with
which they ornamented their helmets; the figure is taken
from the horns of the bull, in which the power of this animal
resides. It is a natural image among an agricultural people.
The term dfyetpe, hath raised up, is properly applied to an
organic growth, like a horn. Just as the strength of the
animal is concentrated in its horn, so all the delivering power
granted to the family of David for the advantage of the people
will be concentrated in the Messiah. This verse implies that
Zacharias regarded Mary as a descendant of David.—In ver.
70, Zacharias sets forth the greatness of this appearing by
referring to the numerous and ancient promises of which it is
the subject. Whether with or without the article @, dylwy
(holy) must in any case be taken as an adjective; and it is
unnecessary to translate, of His saints of every age who have

was ypsps.—R. A. B. C. D. and 11 other Mjj. 40 Mnn. Syr. It. omit ews Jame
which is the reading of T. R. with 7 Aljj. Or.
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been prophets, which would imply that all the saints have
prophesied. If 7dv is retained, the word simply serves as a
point of support to the definitive term d&n’ ai@wwos. The
epithet %oly characterizes the prophets as organs, not of a
human and consequently profane word, but of a divine revela-
tion. Holiness is the distinctive feature of all that emanates
from God. We may judge, by the impression which the cer-
tain approach of Christ's advent would make on us, of the
feeling which must have been produced in the hearts of these
people by the thought, The Messiah is there; history, long
suspended, resumes its march, and touches its goal

In vers. 71-75, Zacharias describes the work of this Messiah.
—The most natural explanation of cwrnplay, salvation, is to
regard this word as in apposition with the term korn of salva-
tion (ver. 69). The notion of salvation is easily substituted for
that of a Saviour—The idea of salvation, brought out in this
first word, is exhibited in its full meaning in ver. 74. The
two terms, our enemies, and them that hate us, cannot be alto-
gether synonymous. The former denotes the foreign heathen
oppressors ; the latter would embrace also the native tyrants,
Herod and his party, so odious to true Israelites.+—In grant-
ing this deliverance, God shows mercy (ver. 72) not only to
the living, but to the dead, who were waiting with the heart-
sickness of deferred hope for the accomplishment of the pro-
mises, and especially of the oaths of God. On this idea, see
i 17; for the infinitive pwmobijvar, ver. 54 ; for the turn of
expression moueiv perd, ver. 58.—"Oprov (ver. 73) is in appo-
gition with Swfijans. The accusative is occasioned by the
pronoun dv. This attraction is the more easily accounted for,
that uvdoba: is construed in the LXX. with the accusative
and the genitive indifferently.—The infinitive fo grant ex-
presses the long-expected end of the development of prophecy,
a development which seems designed to typify this long period.
—The article Tod characterizes the infinitive Soivas as the end
desired and determined from the beginning. Grammatically,
it depends on 3pxov; logically, on all that precedes.—In the
following phrase, the relation of puoférras to Aarpedew shounld
be observed : after having been delivered, to serve God : the end
is perfect religious service; political deliverance is only a
means to it. Perfect worship requires outward security. The
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Messiah is about to reign; no Antiochus Epiphanes or Pompey
shall any more profane the sanctuary: We find here in all
its purity the ideal salvation as it is described in the Old
Testament, and as the son of Zacharias himself understood
it to the very last. Its leading feature is the indissoluble
union of the two deliverances, the religious and the political ;
it was a glorious theocracy founded on national holiness. This
programme prevented John the Baptist from identifying him-
self with the course of the ministry of Jesus. How, after the
unbelief of Israel had created a gulf between the expectation
and the facts, could a later writer, attributing to Zacharias just
what words he pleased, put into his mouth these fond hopes of
earlier days ?

‘Ogiorns, purily, and Swawotvy, righteousness (ver. '75),
have been distinguished in several ways. Bleek and others
refer the former of these terms to the inward disposition, the
latter to the outward conduct. But righteousness, in the
Scriptures, comprehends more than the outward act. Others
apply the former to relations with God, the latter to rela-
tions with men. But righteousness also comprehends man’s
relations with God. It appears to us rather that purity,
oowtys, 18 & negative quality, the absence of stain; and
righteousness, Sicatoodyn, & positive quality, the presence of
all those religious and moral virtues which render worship
acceptable to God. Comp. Eph. iv. 24.—The authorities
decide in favour of the excision of the words Ths {wijs, al-
though the French translation cannot dispense with them.
—At the time of the captivity, the prophet-priest Ezekiel
contemplated, under the image of a temple of perfect dimen-
sions, the perfected theocracy (Ezek. xl-xlviii). Here the
priest-prophet Zacharias contemplates the same ideal under
the image of an uninterrupted and undefiled worship. The
Holy Spirit adapts the form of His revelations to the
habitual prepossessions of those who are to be the organs of
them.

2d. Vers. 76, 77—From the height to which he has just
attained, Zacharias allows his glance to fall upon the little
child at rest before him, and he assigns him his part in the
work which has begun. Ver. 76 refers to him personally,
ver. '77 to his mission.

VOL. 1. H
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Vers. 76 and 77 « And thou, child, shalt be called the
Prophet of the Highest, for thou shalt go before the face of the
Lord to prepare His ways, T7T To give knowledge of salvation
unio His people by the remission of their sins.”

The reading xal o¥, and thou, connects, by an easy transi-
tion, the forerunner with the work of the Messiah. The Alex.
reading xal oV &8, but thou, brings out more strongly, too
strongly, doubtless, this secondary personality ; it has against
it not only the sixteen other Mjj., but further, the Pesckito, the
Italic, Irenseus, and Origen, and must therefore be rejected.
The title of prophet of the Highest simply places John the
Baptist in that choir of the prophets of whom Zacharias speaks
in ver. 70 ; later on, Jesus will assign him a higher place.—
In saying the Lord, Zacharias can only be thinking of the
Messiah. This is proved by the mpd, before Him, in wrpomwo-
peboy, and the airod, His ways. But he could not designate
Him by this name, unless, with Malachi, he recognised in His
coming the appearing of Jehovah (comp. i 17, 43, ii 11).
The second proposition is a combination of the two proposi-
tions, Isa. xL 3 (éroiudoar) and Mal iii. 1 (wpomopedoy),—
prophecies which are also found combined in Mark i 2, 3.
The article 7ot before Soiwas, fo give, indicates a purpose
This word, in fact, throws a vivid light on the aim of John the
Baptist's ministry. Why was the ministry of the Messiah
preceded by that of another divine messenger ? Because the
very notion of salvation was falsified in Israel, and had to be
corrected before salvation could be realized. A carnal and
malignant patriotism had taken possession of the people and
their rulers, and the idea of a political deliverance had been
substituted for that of a moral salvation. If the notion of
salvation had not been restored to its scriptural purity before
being realized by the Messiah, not only would He have had to
employ a large part of the time assigned to Him in accom-
plishing this indispensable task; but further, He would cer-
tainly have been accused of inventing a theory of salvation to
suit His impotence to effect any other. There was needed,
then, another person, divinely authorized, to remind the people

1Ver. 76. 8. B. C. D. L. R. read 3s after sas /vo.—R. B. Or., sswwie» instead of
wpo wpsuwon.—Ver. 77, A. O. M. O. BR. U., some Mnn., read sue» instead of

arean,
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that perdition consisted not in subjection to the Romans, but
in divine condemnation; and that salvation, therefore, was
not temporal emancipation, but the forgiveness of sins. To
implant once more in the hearts of the people this notion of
salvation, was indeed to prepare the way for Jesus, who was to
accomplish this salvation, and no other. The last words, dy
the remission of their sins, depend directly on the word cwry-
plas, salvation : salvation by, that is to say, consisting in. The
article s is omitted before év adéaes, as is the case when the
definitive forms, with the word on which it depends, merely
one and the same notion—The pronoun airdv refers to all
the individuals comprehended under the collective idea of
people. The authorities which read sjudv are insufficient.—The
words to His people show that Israel, although the people of
God, were blind to the way of salvation.. John the Baptist
was to show to this people, who believed that all they needed
was political restoration, that they were not less guilty than the
heathen, and that they needed just as much divine pardon.
This was precisely the meaning of the baptism to which he
invited the Jews. -

3d. Vers. 78 and 79.—After this episode, Zacharias returns
to the principal subject of his song, and, in an admirable
closing picture, describes the glory of Messiah's appearing,
and of the salvation which He brings.

Vers. 78 and 79.} “ Through the tender mercy of our God,
whereby the day-spring from on high hath visited us, 79 To give
light to them that sit in darkness and in the shadow of death, to
guide our feet unio the way of peace.”

Zacharias ascends to the highest source whence this stream
of grace pours down upon our earth—the divine mercy. This
idea is naturally connected with that of pardon (ver. 77), as is
expressed by 8id with the accusative, which means properly
by reason of —The bowels in Scripture are the seat of all the
sympathetic emotions. I#\dyyva answers to o'wm.—The
futare émioxédreras, will visit, in some Alex, is evidently a
correction suggested by the consideration that Christ was not
born at the time Zacharias was speaking. Yet even such in-
stances as these do not disturb the faith of critics in the
authority of Alexandrine Mss. !

1Ver. 78. R. B. L., swwstsras instead of ssirssurs
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All the images in the picture portrayed in vers. 78, 79
appear to be borrowed from the following comparison :—A
caravan misses its way and is lost in the desert; the unfortu-
nate pilgrims, overtaken by night, are sitting down in the
midst of this fearful darkness, expecting death. All at once a
bright star rises in the horizon and lights up the plain; the
travellers, taking courage at this sight, arise, and by the light
of this star find the road which leads them to the end of their
journey.—The substantive dvaro\s), the rising, which by general
consent is here translated the dawn, has two senses in the
LXX. It is employed to translate the noun mo¥, branch, by
which Jeremiah and Zechariah designate the Messiah. This
sense of the word dvaro\s] is unknown in profane Greek. The
term is also used by the LXX. to express the rising of &
heavenly body—the rising of the moon, for instance; comp.
Isa. 1x. 19. This sense agrees with the meaning of the verk
dvaré\\ew ; Isa. 1x. 1, “ The glory of the Lord hath risen (dvare-
Talxev) upon thee ;° Mal iv. 2, “ The Sun of righteousness shall
rise (dvate\et) upon yow.” This is the meaning of the word
avatohs in good Greek. And it appears to us that this is its
meaning here. It follows, indeed, from the use of the verb
hath visited us, which may very well be said of a star, but not
of a branch; and the same remark applies to the images that
follow, to light and fo direct (ver. 79). Besides, the epithet
Jrom on high agrees much better with the figure of a star than
with that of a plant that sprouts. The regimen from on high
does not certainly quite agree with the verb Zo rise. But the
term from on high is suggested by the idea of visiting which
goes before: it is from the bosom of divine mercy that this
star comes down, and it does not r¢s¢ upon humanity until
after it has descended and been made man. Bleek does mot
altogether reject this obvious meaning of dwatols}; but he
maintains that we should combine it with the sense of branch,
by supposing a play of words turning upon the double image
of a sprouting branch and a rising star; and as there is no
Hebrew word which will bear this double meaning, he draws
from this passage the serious critical consequence, that this
song, and therefore all the others conteined in these two
chapters, were originally written, not in Aramean, but in
Greek, which of course deprives them of their authenticity.
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But this whole explanation is simply a play of Bleek’s imagi-
nation. There is nothing in the text to indicate that the
author intends any play upon words here; and, as we have
seen, none of the images employed are compatible with the
meaning of branch.

The expressions of ver. 79 are borrowed from JIsa. ix. 1,
Ix. 2. Darkness is the emblem of alienation from God, and
of the spiritual ignorance that accompanies it. This darkness
is a shadow of death, because it leads to perdition, just as the
darkening of sight in the dying is a prelude to the night of
death. The term si¢ denotes a state of exhaustion and despair.
The sudden shining forth of the star brings the whole caravan
of travellers to their feet (rods wddas), and enables them to
find their way.—The way of pcace denotes the means of obtain-
ing reconciliation with God, the chief of all temporal and:
spiritual blessings. Eiprfwm, peace, answers to D15, a word by
which the Hebrew language designates the bountiful supply of
whatever answers to human need—full prosperity.

Ver. 80. The historical conclusion, ver. 80, corresponds
with that in ver. 66. As the latter sketches with a stroke of
the pen the childhood of John, so this gives a picture of his
youth, and carries us forward to the time when he began his
ministry. The term %e grew refers to his physical develop-
ment, and the expression following, waxed strong in spirit, to
his spiritual development, that is to say, religious, moral, and
intellectual. The predominant feature of this development
was force, energy (ke grew strong in spirif). Luke, doubtless,
means by this the power of the will over the instincts and
inclinations of the body. The spirit is here certainly that of
John himself ; but when a man developes in a right way, it is
only by communion with the Divine Spirit that his spirit
unfolds, as the flower only blows when in contact with the
light—This spiritual development of John was due to no
human influence. For the child lived in the deserts. Probably
the desert of Judea is meant here, an inhabited country, whose
deeply creviced soil affords an outlet to several streams that
empty themselves into the Dead Sea. This country, abound-
ing in caves, has always been the refuge of anchorites. In the
time of John the Baptist there were probably Essenran monas-
teries there; for history says positively that these cenobites
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dwelt upon both shores of the Dead Sea. It has been in.
ferred from this passage that John, during his sojourn in the
desert, visited these sages, and profited by their teaching.
This opinion is altogether opposed to the design of the text,
which is to attribute to God alone the direction of the de-
velopment of the forerunner. But more than this. If John
was taught by the Essenes, it must be admitted that the only
thing their instructions did for him was to lead him to take
entirely opposite views on all points. The Essenes had re-
nounced every Messianic expectation; the soul of John’s life
and ministry was the expectation of the Messiah and the pre-
paration for His work. The Essenes made matter the seat of
sin ; John, by his energetic calls to conversion, shows plainly
enough that he found it in the will The Essenes withdrew
from society, and gave themselves up to mystic contemplation ;
John, at the signal from on high, threw himself boldly into
the midst of the people, and to the very last took a most active
and courageous part in the affairs of his country. If, after
all, any similarities are found between him and them, John's
originality is too well established to attribute them to imita-
tion ; such similarities arise from the attempt they both made
to effect a reform in degenerate Judaism. The relation of
John to the Essenes is very similar to that of Luther to the
mystics of the middle ages. On the part of the Essenes, as
of the mystics, there is the human effort which attests the
need ; on the part of John, as well as of Luther, the divine
work which satisfies it.—The abstract plural ¢n the deserts
proves that this observation is made with a moral and not a
geographical aim.—The word dwddeifis, showing, denotes the
installation of a servant into his office, his official institution
into his charge. The author of this act, unnamed but under-
stood, is evidently God. It follows from iii. 2, and from John
i 31-33, that a direct communication from on high, perhaps
a theophany, such as called Moses from the desert, was the
signal for John to enter upon his work. But we have no
account of this scene which took place between God and His
messenger. Our evangelists only relate what they know.
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FIFTH NARRATIVE.~——CHAP. IL 1-20.
The Birth of the Saviour.

Henceforth there exists in the midst of corrupt humanity a
pure Being, on whom God’s regard can rest with unmingled
satisfaction. Uniting in this divine contemplation, the celes-
tial intelligences already see streaming from this fire those
waves of light which will ultimately penetrate to the remotest
bounds of the moral universe. The new creation, the union
of God with the sanctified creature, begins to find its accom-
plishment in this Being, in order to extend from Him to the
whole of mankind; and to comprehend at last heaven itself,
which is to be united with us under one and the same head,
and to adore one Lord Jesus Christ as its Lord (Col i. 20 ;
Eph. i 10; Phil ii. 9-11). Such is the point of view we
must take in order to appreciate the following narrative :—1.
Jesus is born (vers. 1-7); 2. The angels celebrate this birth
(vers. 8-14); 3. The shepherds ascertain and publish it (vers.
15-20).

1. The Birth of Jesus: vers. 1-7. And first a historical
note : vers. 1 and 2.'—The words ¢n those days refer to the time
which followed the birth of John the Baptist, and give the
remark in i. 80 an anticipatory character.—Addyua denotes, in
classical Greek, any edict of a recognised authority. The use
of the word ékenbeiv, to go forth, in the sense of being published,
answers to the meaning of ¥¥, Dan. ix. 2, 3. The term dwo-
wpad, description, denotes among the Romans the inscription
on an official register of the name, age, profession, and fortune
of each head of a family, and of the number of his children,
with a view to the assessment of a tax. The fiscal taxation
which followed was more particularly indicated by the term
amoripnaw.—Criticism raises several objections against the
trath of the fact related in ver. 1: 1lsf, No historian of the
time mentions such a decree of Augustus. 2d, On the suppo-
sition that Augustus had issued such an edict, it would not
have been applicable to the states of Herod in general, nor to

1Ver. 2. K. B. D. omit » after aven.—Instead of eweypugn wpuen syinrs, N
reads awsypapn sytive wpwen.—Instead of Kvpwweo, A. Kmpowes, B* Kupures, B3,
It. Vg. Kepes (Cyrino).
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Judea in particular, since this country was not reduced to a
Roman province until ten or eleven years later—the year 6 of
our era. 3d, A Roman edict, executed within the states of
Herod, must have been executed according to Roman forms;
and according to these, it would have been in no way necessary
for Joseph to put in an appearance at Bethlehem ; for, according
to Roman law, registration was made at the place of birth or
residence, and not at the place where the family originated.
4th, Even admitting the mecessity of removal in the case of
Joseph, this obligation did not extend to Mary, who, as a
woman, was not liable to registration.—In order to meet some
of these difficulties, Hug has limited the meaning of the words,
all the earth, to Palestine. But the connection of this ex-
pression with the name Cmsar Augustus will not allow of our
accepting this explanation'; besides which, it leaves several of
the difficulties indicated untouched. The reader who feels
any confidence in Luke’s narrative, and who is desirous of
solving its difficulties, will find, we think, a solution resulting
from the following facts :—

From the commencement of his reign, Augustus always
aimed at a stronger centralization of the empire. Already,
under Julius Cesar, there had been undertaken, with a view to
a more exact assessment of taxation, a great statistical work,
a complete survey of the empire, descriptio orbts. This work,
which occupied thirty-two years, was only finished under
Augustus! This prince never ceased to labour in the same
direction. After his death, Tiberius caused to be read in the
Senate, in accordance with instructions contained in the will of
Augustus, a statistical document, which applied not only to
the empire properly so called, but also to the allied kingdoms,
—a category to which the states of Herod belonged. This docu-
ment, called Breviartum totius imperti, was written entirely by
Augustus’ own hand? It gave “the number of the citizens
and of allies under arms, of the fleets, of the kingdoms, of the
provinces, of the tributes or taxes” The compilation of such a
document as this necessarily supposes a previous statistical
labour, comprehending not only the empire proper, but also the

1 Soe the recent work of Wieseler, Beitrdge 2ur ricktigen Wilrdigung der
Bvangelien, etc., 1869, p. 28.
8 Tacitus, Ann. i. 11; Suetonius, Octav. c. 27, 28, 101.
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allied states. And if Augustus had ordered this work, Herod,
whose kingdom belonged to the number of regna reddita, could
not have refused to take part in it.—The silence of historians
in regard to this fact proves simply nothing against its reality.
‘Wieseler gives a host of examples of similar omissions. The
great statistical work previously accomplished by Julius Ceesar,
and about which no one can entertain a doubt, is not noticed
by any historian of the time! Josephus, in his Jewish War,
written before his 4ntiguities, when giving an account of the
government of Coponius, does not mention even the census of
Quiriniua? Then it must not be forgotten that ome of our
principal sources for the life of Augustus, Dion Cassius, pre-
sents a blank for just the years 748-750 v.c—Besides, this
silence is amply compensated for by the positive information
we find in later writers. Thus, Tertullian mentions, as a well-
known fact, “the census taken in Judea under Augustus by
Sentius Saturnius,”® that is to say, from 744-748 v.c,, and con-
sequently only a short time before the death of Herod in 750.
The accounts of Cassiodorus and Suidas leave no doubt as to
the great statistical labours accomplished by the orders of
Augustus* The latter says expressly : “ Cesar Augustus, hav-
ing chosen twenty men of the greatest ability, sent them into
all the countries of the subject nations (t&v Umyromv), and
caused them to make a registration (émoypapds) of men and
property (révre dvfpomov kal odoudy).” These details are not
furnished by Luke. And if the task of these commissioners
specially referred, as Suidas says, fo the subject nations, the
omission of all mention of this measure in the historians of
the time is more easily accounted for.

Surprise is expressed at an edict of Augustus having refer-
ence to the states of Herod. < But Herod’s independence was
only relative. There is no money known to have been coined
in his name; the silver coin circulating in his dominions was
Roman® > From the time of the taking of Jerusalem by

1 Wieseler, in the work referred to, p. 51.

? Itbid. p. 95.

8 Sed et census constat actos sub Auguste . . . in Judea per Sentium Satur-
nium” (Adv. Marc. 19). The word constat appears to allude to public docu-
ments ; and the detail by Sentius Saturnius proves that his source of information
was independent of Luke.

¢ Wieseler, p. 58. 8 Wieseler, p. 86.
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Pompey, the Jews paid the Romans a double tribute, a poll-
tax and a land-tax! Tacitus also speaks of complaints from
Syria and Judea against the taxes which burdened them.
Further, the Jews had quite recently, according to Josephus,
been obliged to take individually an oath of obedience to the
emperor (Antig. xvil. 2. 4). The application of a decree of
Augustus to the dominions of Herod, a simple vassal of the
emperor, presents, therefore, nothing improbable. Only it is
evident that the emperor, in the execution of the decree,
would take care to respect in form the sovereignty of the
king, and to execute it altogether by his instrumentality.
Besides, it was the custom of the Romans, especially in their
fiscal measures, always to act by means of the local autho-
rities, and to conform as far as possible to national usages.?
Augustus would not depart from this method in regard to
Herod, who was generally an object of favour.—And this
observation overthrows another objection, namely, that accord-
ing to Roman custom, Joseph would not have to present him-
self in the place where his family originated, since the census
. was taken at the place of residence.  But Roman usage did
not prevail here. In conformity with the remnant of inde-
pendence which Judea still enjoyed, the census demanded by
the emperor would certainly be executed according to Jewish
forms. > These, doubtless, were adapted to the ancient consti-
tution of tribes and families, the basis of Israelitish organiza-
tion : this mode was at once the simplest, since the greater
part of the families still lived on their hereditary possessions,
and the surest, inasmuch as families that had removed would
be anxious to strengthen a link on which might depend ques-
tions of inheritance and other rights besides® That which
distinguished the census of Quirinius, ten years later, from all
similar undertakings that had preceded it, was just this, that
on this occasion the Roman authority as such executed it,
without the intervention of the national power and Jewish
customs. Then, accordingly, the people keenly felt the reality
of their subjection, and broke into revolt. And history has

1 Wieseler, p. 73 and fol.

2 Comp. on this point the recent works of Huschke (Ueber den Oensus der
Xaiserzeit) and of Marquadt (Handbuch der romischen Alerthiimer).

3 Wieseler, pp. 66, 67.
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preserved scarcely any record of similar measures which pre-
ceded this eventful census.

As to Mary, we may explain without any difficulty the
reasons which induced her to accompany Joseph. If, at ver. 5,
we make the words with Mary depend specially on the verb in
order to be enrolled, the fact may be explained by the circum-
stance that, according to Roman law, avomen among conquered
nations were subject to the capitation tax., Ulpian expressly
says this (De censibus): “that in Syria (this term comprehends
Palestine) men are liable to the capitation from their fourteenth
year, women from their twelfth to their sixtieth.” Perhaps
women were sometimes summoned to appear in person, in order
that their age might be ascertained. Or, indeed, we may suppose
that Mary was the sole representative of one of the branches
of her tribe, an heiress, which obliged her to appear in person.
Perhaps, also, by the inseription of her name she was anxious to
establish anew, in view of her son, her descent from the family
of David. But we may join the words with Mary to the verb
went up. The motives which would induce Mary to accom-
pany Joseph in this journey are obvious. If, in the whole
course of the Gospel history, we never see the least reflection
cast on the reputation of Mary, although only six months had
elapsed between her marriage and the birth of Jesus, is not
this circumstance explained by the very fact of this journey,
which providentially removed Joseph and Mary from Nazareth
for a sufficient length of time, just when the birth took place ?
Mary must have recognised the finger of God in the event
which compelled Joseph to leave home, and have been anxious
to accompany him,

But a much more serious difficulty than any of the preced-
ing arises relative to ver. 2. If this verse is translated, as it
usually is, “ This census, which was the first, took place when
Quirinius governed Syria,” we must suppose, on account of
what precedes, that Quirinius filled this office before the death
of Herod. But history proves that Quirinius did not become
governor of Syria until the year 4, and that he did not execute
the enumeration which bears his name until the year 6 of our
era, after the deposition of Archelaus, the son and successor
of Herod, that is to say, ten years at least after the birth of
Jesus. It was Varus who was governor of Syria at the deatb
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of Herod—An attempt has been made to solve this difficulty
by correcting the text: Theodore de Beza by making ver. 2
an interpolation; Michaelis by adding the words mpé s after
éyévero: “ This enumeration took place before that which
Quirinius executed . . .”! These are conjectures without
foundation.—Again, it has been proposed to give the word
wparrn, first, a meaning more or less unusual. And accord-
ingly, some translate this word as primus is sometimes to be
taken in Latin, and as erst regularly in German: “ This census
was executed only when . . .” (prima accedit cum, geschah
erst als). Such a Latinism is hardly admissible. And besides,
if the execution had not followed the decree immediately (as
the translation supposes), how could the decree have led to the
removal of Joseph and the birth of Jesus at Bethlehem while
Herod was still reigning ?

An interpretation of the word mpwry which is scarcely less
forced, has been adopted by Tholuck, Ewald, Wieseler (who
maintains and defends it at length in his last work), and Pres-
sensé (in his Vie de Jésus). Relying on John i 15, wpwros
pov, xv. 18, mpwrov udv, they give to wpdrn the sense of
mporépa, and explain wpwry syepovedorros as if it were mpo-
Tepov ¥ syyepovevew ; which results in the following transla-
tion: “This enumeration took place before Quirinius . . .”
They cite from the LXX. Jer. xxix. 2, Jorepov éfe\fovros
*Iexoviov, “ after Jechonias was gone forth;” and from Plato,
Uarepor ddixovre Tiis év Mapaldve pdyns yevopévns, “they
arrived after the battle of Marathon had taken place” But this
accumulation of two irregularities, the employment of the
superlative for the comparative, and of the comparative adjec-
tive for the adverb, is not admissible in such a writer as Luke,
whose style is generally perfectly lucid, especially if, with
Wieseler, after having given to wpwrn the sense of a com-
parative, we want to keep, in addition, its superlative mean-
ing: “This enumeration took place as a first one, and before
that . . " This certainly goes beyond all limits of what
is possible, whatever the high philological authorities may
say for i, upon whose support this author thinks he can

1 For this sense it would be better to conjecture & reading «p4 «#is as a substi-

tate for mpdes, admitting at the same time the place which the last word
occupies in the text of I and D.
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rely.’—Another attempt at interpretation, proposed by Ebrard,
sets out from a distinction between the meaning of amroypdpesfar
(ver. 1) and of dmwoypa¢s} (ver. 2). The former of these two
interpretations may denote the registration, the second the
pecuniary taxation which resulted from it (the amoriunais);
and this difference of meaning would be indicated by the pro-
noun avry, which it would be necessary to read alry (ipsa),
and not afry (ea). “ As to the taxation stself (which followed
the registration), it took place only when Quirinius was . . .”
But why, in this case, did not Luke employ, in the second
verse, another word than dwoypag, which evidently recalled
the dmoypidesfas of ver. 1? XKohler? acknowledged that
these two words should have an identical meaning; but, with
Paulus, Lange, and others, he thinks he can distinguish be-
tween the publication of the decree (ver. 1) and its execution
(ver. 2), which only took place ten years afterwards, and,
with this meaning, put the accent on éyévero : “ Cesar Augustus
published a decree (ver. 1), and the registration decreed by
him was executed (only) when Quirinius . . .” (ver. 2). But
the difficulty is to see how this decree, if it was not immedi-
ately enforced, could induce the removal of Joseph and Mary
Kohler replies that the measure decreed began to be carried
into execution ; but on account of the disturbances which it
excited it was soon suspended, and that it was only resumed
and completely carried out (éyévero) under Quirinius. This
explanation is ingenious, but very artificial. And further, it
does not suit the context. Luke, after having positively denied
the execution of the measure (ver. 2), would relate afterwards
(ver. 3 and ff), without the least explanation, a fact which
has no meaning, but on the supposition of the immediate
execution of this decree !

There remain a number of attempted solutions which rely
on history rather than philology. As far as the text is con-
cerned, they may be classed with the ordinary explanation
which treats the words sjyeuovedorros Kvpnriov as a genitive
absolute. Several of the older expositors, as Casaubon, San-
clemente, and more recently Hug and Neander, starting with
the fact that before Quirinius was governor of Syria he took a

§ MM. Curtius at Leipsic and Schémann at Greifswald.
£ Encyclopédie de Herzog, Art. Schatsung.
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considerable part in the affairs of the East (Tac. Ann. iii.
48), supposed that he presided over the census, of which Luke
here speaks, in the character of an imperial commissioner.
Luke, they think, applied to this temporary jurisdiction the
term syyepovevew, which ordinarily denotes the function of a
governor in the proper sense of the term. Zumpt even
believed he could prove that Quirinius had been twice gover-
nor of Syria! in the proper sense of the word, and that it
was during the former of these two administrations that he
presided over the census mentioned by Luke. Mommsen?
also admits the fact of the double administration of Quirinius
as governor of Syria. He relies particularly on & tumular
inscription discovered in 1764, which, if it refers to Quirinius,
would seem to say that this person had been governor of
Syria on two occasions (iterum). But does this inscription
really refer to Quirinius? And has the term dterum all the
force which is given to it? Wieseler clearly shows that these
questions are not yet determined with any certainty. And
supposing even that this double administration of Quirinius
could be proved, the former, which is the one with which we
are concerned here, could not have been, as Zumpt acknow-
ledges, until from the end of 750 to 753 v.c. Now it is
indisputable that at this time Herod had been dead some
months (the spring of 750), and consequently, according to
the text of Luke, Jesus was already born. One thing, how-
ever, is certain,—that Quirinius, & person honoured with the
emperor’s entire confidence, took a considerable part, through-
out this entire period, in the affairs of the East, and of Syria
in particular. And we do not see what objection there is, from
a historical point of view, to the hypothesis of Gerlach* who
thinks that, whilst Varus was the political @and military
governor of Syria (from 748), Quirinius administered its finan-
cial affairs, and that it was in the capacity of gquestor that he
presided over the census which took place among the Jews at

1 By the passage in Tac. iii. 48. De Syrid Romanorum provincid ab Cesare
Augusto ad Titum Vespasianum, 1854, and Ueber den Census des Quirinivs,
Evang. Kirchenzeitung, 1865, No. 82.

8 Res geste Divi Augusti, Ezx monumento Ancyrano

¢ Published in the last place by Mommsen, De P. 8. erm& titulo Tiburtino.
1865.

4 Romische Statthalter in Syrien, p. 83.
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this time. Josephus (Antig. xvi. 9. 1, 2, and Bell. Jud. i
27. 2) designates these two magistrates, the praeses and the
questor, by the titles of 7yeudves and mijs Svplas émioraTodyres.
There is nothing, then, to hinder our giving a somewhat more
general meaning to the verb sjyepovelew, or supposing, we
may add, that Luke attributed to Quirinius as governor a
function which he accomplished as queestor. In this case,
Quirinius would have already presided over a first enumeration
under Herod in 749, before directing the better known census
which took place in 759 v.c,, and which provoked the revolt
of Judas the Galilean!

Those who are not satisfied with any of these attempts at
explanation admit an error in Luke, but not all in the same
sense. Meyer thinks that sjyeuovevew in Luke's text must
keep its ordinary meaning, but that Luke, in employing this
term here, confounded the later enumeration of the year 6
with that over which this person presided ten years earlier in
the capacity of imperial commissioner. Schleiermacher and
Bleek admit a greater error: Luke must have confounded a
simple sacerdotal census, which took place in the latter part
of Herod’s reign, with the famous enumeration of the year 6.
Strauss and Keim go further still. In their view, the enume-
ration of vers. 1 and 2 isa pure invention of Luke’s, either to
account for the birth of Jesus at Bethlehem, as required by
popular prejudice (Strauss), or to establish a significant parallel
between the birth of Jesus and the complete subjection of the
people (Keim, p. 399). But the text of Luke is of a too strictly
historical and prosaic character to furnish the least support to
Keim’s opinion. That of Strauss might apply to a Gospel
like Matthew, which lays great stress on the connection be-
tween the birth of Jesus at Bethlehem and Messianic pro-
phecy; but it in no way applies to Luke’s Gospel, which does
not contain the slightest allusion to the prophecy. Schleier-
macher’s explanation is a pure conjecture, and one which
borders on absurdity. That of Meyer, which in substance
is very nearly the opinion of Gerlach, would certainly be
the most probable of all these opinions. Only there are two
facts which hardly allow of our imputing to Luke a con-

! This certainly is only a hypothesis ; but we do not see what ground Keim
has for characterizing it as untenable (Gesch. Jesy, t. i. p. 403).
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fusion of facts in this place. The first is, that, according to
Acts v. 37, he was well acquainted with the later enumeration
which occasioned the revolt of Judas the Galilean, and which
he calls, in an absolute way, the enumeraiion. Luke could not
be ignorant that this revolt took place on the occasion of the
definitive annexation of Judea to the empire, and consequently
at some distance of time after the death of Herod. Now,
in our text, he places the enumeration of which he is speak-
ing in the reign of Herod! The second fact is the perfect
gnowledge Luke had, according to xxiii. 6-9, of the subse-
quent political separation between Judea and Galilee. Now,
the registration of a Galilean in Judea supposes that the unity
of the Israelitish monarchy was still in existence. In the face
of these two plain facts, it is not easy to admit that there
was any confusion on his part.

May we be permitted, after so many opinions have been
broached, to propose a new one? We have seen that the
census which was carried out by Quirinius in 759 v.c, ten
years after the birth of Jesus, made & deep impression upon
all the people, convincing them of their complete political
servitude. This census is called the enumeration without any
qualification, therefore (Acts v. 37); but it might also be
designated the first enumeration, inasmuch as it was the first
census executed by pagan authority ; and it would be in this
somewhat technical sense that the expression % droypagn mpdrrn
would here have to be taken. We should accentuate avry
(as has been already proposed) admj, which presents no critical
difficulty, since the ancient Mss. have no accents, and under-
stand the second verse thus : As to the census itself called the
Jfirst, it took place under the government of Quirinius.! Luke
would break off to remark that, prior to the well-known
enumeration which took place under Quirinius, and which
history had taken account of under the name of ¢the first, there
had really been another, generally lost sight of, which was the
very one here in question; and thus that it was not unad-
visedly that he spoke of a census anterior to the first. In
this way, 1st, the intention of this parenthesis is clear; 2d, the
asyndeton between vers. 1 and 2 is explained quite in & natural

! 'We spell this name Quirinius (not Quirinus) in conformity with the authority
of all the documents, B. alone and some uss. of the It. excepted.
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way ; and 3d, the omission of the article # between dmoypad:
and mpwry, which has the effect of making % a@moypady mpdry
a sort of proper name (like 7 émigToNy) mpwrrn, Sevrépa), is
completely justified.

Vera. 3-7.! The terms olxos and marped, house and family
(ver. 4), have not an invariable meaning in the LXX. Accord-
ing to the etymology and the context, the former appears to
have here the wider meaning, and to denote the entire con-
nections of David, comprising his brethren and their direct
descendants.—On this journey of Mary, see p. 123. The
complement with Mary appears to us to depend, not on the
verb dmoypayracfar, to be enrolled, as Meyer, Bleek, ete.,
decide, but on the entire phrase dvéBn dwoypddacfas, he went
up to be enrolled, and more especially on %e went wp. For, as
‘Wieseler observes, the important point for the context is, that
she went up, not that she was enrolled. And the words in
apposition, being great with child, connect themselves much
better with the idea of going up than with that of being
enrolled. —There is great delicacy in the received reading,
which has also the best support critically, his espoused wife.
The substantive indicates the character in which Mary made
the journey; the participle recalls the real state of things.
The Alex., not having perceived this shade of thought, have
wrongly omitted yvvaixi—From the last proposition of ver. 7,
in which ¢drm, @ manger, seems opposed to karalvua, an inn,
some interpreters have inferred that the former of these two
words should here have a wider sense, and signify a stable.
But this meaning is unexampled. We have merely to supply
a thought: “in the manger, because they were lodging in the
stable, seeing that . . .” The article 75 designates the manger
a8 that belonging to the stable. The Alex., therefore, have
wrongly omitted it.—Did this stable form part of the hostelry ?
or was it, as all the apocryphal writings® and Justin? allege,
a cave near the city? In the time of Origen,* a grotto was
shown where the birth of Jesus took place. It was on this

1 Ver. 8. . B. D. L. Z., savrov instead of iar.—Ver. 5. X* A. D. some Mnn.
ewoypapreln: in place of awsypaiyasfai,—N. B. D. L. Z. some Mnn. Syr. omit
yoami.—Ver. 7. R. A. B. D. L. Z. some Mnn. omit » before gasva.

? Protevangelium of James, History of J seph, Gospel of the Infancy. Works
of Justin, edit. of Otto, t. i. p. 269, note.

3 Dial. ¢. Tryph. o. 78. ¢ Contra Celsum, i. 11.
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place that Helena, the mother of Constantine built a church;
and it is probable that the Church Mariz de Prasepio is erected
on the same site. The text of Luke would not be altogether
incompatible with this idea. But probably it is only a sup-
position, resulting on the one hand from the common custom
in the East of using caves for stables, and on the other from
a mistaken application to the Messiah of Isa. xxxiii. 16, “ He
shall dwell in a lofty cave,” quoted by Justin.—The expression
Jirst-born naturally implies that the writer believed Mary had
other children afterwards, otherwise there would be no just
ground for the use of this term. It may be said that Luke
employs it with a view to the account of the presentation of
Jesus in the temple as a first-born son (ver. 22 et seq.). But
this connection is out of the question in Matt. i 25.—This
expression proves that the composition of the narrative dates
from a time posterior to the birth of the brothers and sisters
of Jesus.—Thus was accomplished, in the obscurity of a stable,
the fact which was to change the face of the world; and Mary’s
words (i. 51), “ He hath put down the mighty, and exalted the
lowly,” were still further verified. “ The weakness of God s
stronger than men,” says St. Paul; this principle prevails
throughout all this history, and constitutes its peculiar cha-
racter.

2. The appearing of the angels: vers. 8-14.— The gospel is
preacked to the poor.” The following narrative contains the
first application of this divine method. Vers. 8 and 9 relate
the appearing of the angel to the shepherds; vers. 10-12,
his discourse; vers. 13 and 14, the song of the heavenly
host.

Vers. 8 and 9! Among the Jews, the occupation of keepers
of sheep was held in a sort of contempt. According to the
treatise Sanhedrin, they were not to be admitted as witnesses;
and according to the treatise Aboda Zara, succour must not
be given to shepherds and heathen.— AypavAeiv, properly,
to make his dypos his adAs, his field his abode. Columella
(De re rusticd) describes these adlal as enclosures surrounded
by high walls, sometimes covered in, and sometimes sub dio
(open to the sky). As it is said in a passage in the Talmud

1 Ver. 9. 8. B. L. Z. omit dev after xa:,—NR". Z. Itxk, Vg., ©1ev instead of
sopov (second). —R¥, swsrapber avraus instead of wis sAapbsy avcony.



e g e e i e e e e

CILAP. IL 10-13. 131

that the flocks are kept in the open air during the portion of
the year between the Passover and the early autumnal rains,
it has been inferred from this narrative of the shepherds that
Jesus must have been born during the summer. Wieseler,
however, observes that this Talmudic determination of the
matter applies to the season passed by the flocks out on the
steppes, far away from human dwellings. The flocks in this
case were not so.—In the expression ¢puldocew ¢uhards, the
plural ¢vracds perhaps denotes that they watched in turnas.
The genitive s vuxrds must be taken adverbially : the watch,
such as is kept by night. ’Ido¥ (ver. 9) is omitted by the
Alex. But it is probably authentic; it depicts the surprise of
the shepherds.— Eréarn does not signify that the angel stood
above them (comp. émwsriga, ver. 38). It is our survenir (to
come unexpectedly). We must translate, as in 1 11, an angel,
not the angel. This is proved by the article o at ver. 10 (see
i 13). By the glory of the Lord must be here understood, as
generally, the supernatural light with which God appears.
whether personally or by His representatives.

Vers. 10-12." The angel first announces the favourable nature
of his message ; for at the sight of any supernatural appearance
man’s first feeling is fear.— Hrus, “ which, snasmuch as great, is
intended for the whole people.”—Ver. 11, the message itself.
By the title Saviour, in connection with the idea of joy (ver. 10),
is expressed the pity angels feel at the sight of the miserable
state of mankind. The title Christ, anointed, refers to the
prophecies which announce this Person, and the long expecta~
tion He comes to satisfy. The title Zord indicates that He is
the representative of the divine sovereignty. This latter title
applies also to His relation to the angels. The periphrasis,
the city of David, hints that this child will be a second David.
—Ver. 12, the sign by means of which the shepherds may
determine the truth of this message. This sign has nothing
divine about it but its contrast with human glory. There
could not have been many other children born that night in
Bethlehem ; and among these, if there were any, no other
certainly would have a manger for its cradle.

! Ver. 12. B. Z. omit vs before enmsior.—N* D. omit supwrer.—X°B. L. P. 8. Z.
some Mnn. Syr. Iteelwe Or, add xes before mupsrer (taken from ver. 16).—
T. RB. reads r» before garm, with F3, K. only (taken from ver, 16).
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Vers. 13 and 14.! The troop of angels issues forth all at once
from the depths of that invisible world which surrounds us on
every side. By their song they come to give the key-note of
the adoration of mankind. The variation of some Alex. and
of the Latin translations, which read the gen. edoxias instead
of the nom. eldoxla, is preferred in the modern exegesis:
“ peace to the men of goodwill.” In this case the song divides
itself into two parallel propositions, whether the words and
on earth be referred to that which precedes, “ Glory to God in
the highest places and on earth ; peace to the men of good-
will ;” or, which is certainly preferable, they be connected with
what follows, “ Glory to God in the highest places; and on
earth peace to the men of goodwill.” In this second inter-
pretation the parallelism is complete: the three ideas, peace,
men, on earth, in the second member, answer to the three
ideas, glory, God, in the highest places, in the first. Men
make their praise arise towards God in the heavens; God
makes His peace descend towards them on the earth. The gen.
ebdoklas, of goodwill, may refer to the pious dispositions towards
God with which a part of mankind are animated. But this
interpretation is hardly natural. Eidoxis, from eddoxely, to
delight in, 3 yon, denotes an entirely gracious goodwill, the
initiative of which is in the subject who feels it. This term
does not suit the relation of man to God, but only that of God
to man. Therefore, with this reading, we must explain the
words thus: Peace on earth to the men who are the objects of
divine goodwill. But this use of the genitive is singularly
rude, and almost barbarous; the men of goodwill, meaning
those on whom goodwill rests . . ., is a mode of expression
without any example. We are thus brought back to the
reading of the T. R., present also in 14 Mjj., among which are
L and Z., which generally agree with the Alex.,, the Coptic
translation, of which the same may be said, and the [Peschiio.
With this reading, the song consists of three propositions, of
which two are parallel, and the third forms a link between
the two. In the first, glory to God tn the highest places, the
angels demand that, from the lower regions to which they have
just come down, from the bosom of humanity, praise shall

! Ver. 14. Its'steee Ir, Or., etc., omit e befors anfpowss.—N" A. B* D, It, Vg.
Ir. aud Or. (in the Latin translation) read ss¥essms in place of sdensa.
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arise, which, ascending from heavens to heavens, shall reach at
last the supreme sanctuary, the Aighest places, and there glorify
the divine perfections that shine forth in this birth. The
second, peace on earth, is the counterpart of the first. While
inciting men to praise, the angels invoke on them peace from
God. This peace is such as results from the reconciliation of
man with God ; it contains the cause of the cessation of all
war here below. These two propositions are of the nature of
a desire or prayer. The verb understood is &orw, let it be.
The third, which is not connected with the preceding by any
particle, proclaims the fact which is the ground of this two-
fold prayer. If the logical connection were expressed, it would
be by the word for. This fact is the extrrordinary favour
shown to men by God, and which is displayed in the gift He
is bestowing upon them at this very time. The sense is,
“for God takes pleasure in men.” In speaking thus, the
angels seem to mean, God has not bestowed as much on us
(Heb. ii. 16). The idea of eddoxia, goodwill, recalls the first
proposition, “Glory to God!” whilst the expression fowards
men reminds us of the second, “Peace on earth!” For the
word ebdoxia, comp. Eph. i. 5 and Phil ii. 13.—When the
witnesses of the blessing sing, how could they who are the
objects of it remain silent ?

3. The visit of the shephrrds: vers. 15—20.—The angel had
notified a sign to the shepherds, and invited them to ascertain
its reality. This injunction they obey.

Vers. 15-20. The T. R. exhibits in ver. 15 a singular
expression: “ And it came to pass, when the angels were gone
away, . . . the men, the shepherds,said . . .” The impression
of the shepherds when, the angels having disappeared, they
found themselves alone among men, could not be better ex-
pressed. The omission of the words xal of dvfpwmo: in the
Alex. is owing to the strangeness of this form, the meaning of
which they did not understand. The xal before oi dvfpawrmos
is doubtless the sign of the apodosis, like the Hebrew 1; but
at the same time it brings out the close connection between

1 Ver. 15. K. B. L. Z. many Mnn. Syr*k. Iteieiave, Vg, Or. omit xas u arfpuwes
—X. B. I, samrevr instead of uwer.—Ver. 17. X, B. D. L. Z., syrwpear in-
stead of diuyrepenr.—Ver, 20. Instead of swsecpsfar, the reading of T, R. and a
part of the Mnn., all the other documeats, swirspyar.
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the disappearance of the angels and the act of the sheplerds,
as they addressed themselves to the duty of obeying them.
The aorist elmov of the T. R. is certainly preferable to the
imperf. é\alowr of the Alex., since it refers to an act imme-
diately followed by a result : “ They said (not they were saying)
one to another, Let us go therefore.”—The term p7jua denotes,
as 137 50 often does, a word in so far as accomplished (yeyovds).
‘We see how the original Aramean form is carefully preserved
even to the minutest details— Ava in dvedpov expresses the
discovery in succession of the objects enumerated. ’E-ywapicar
or dieyvwpigav (Alex.), ver. 17, may signify fo verify; in the
fifteenth verse, however, éyvwpicav signifies to make known,
and in ver. 17 it is the most natural meaning. There is a
gradation here: heaven had revealed ; and now, by the care of
men, publicity goes on increasing. This sense also puts the
seventeenth verse in more direct connection with what follows.
The compound Swayvwpllew, to divulge, appears to us for this
reason to be preferred to the simple form (in the Alex.).

Vers. 18-20 describe the various impressions produced by
what had taken place. In the eighteenth verse, a vague sur-
prise in the greater part (all those who heard). On the other
hand (8é), ver. 19, a profound impression and exercise of mind
in Mary. First of all, she is careful to store up all the facts
in her mind with & view to preserve them (cvwrnpev); but
this first and indispensable effort is closely connected with the
further and subordinate aim of comparing and combining these
facts, in order to discover the divine idea which explains and
connects them. What a difference between this thoughtful-
ness and the superficial astonishment of the people around
her! There is more in the joyful feelings and adoration of
the shepherds (ver. 20) than in the impressions of those who
simply heard their story, but less than in Mary.—do¢dew, to
glorify, expresses the feeling of the greatness of the work;
alvey, to praise, refers to the goodness displayed in it.—Closely
connected as they are, the two participles keard and seen cam
only refer to what took place in the presence of the shepherds.
after they reached the stable. They were told the remarkable
occurrences that had preceded the birth of Jesus; it is to this
that the word keard refers. And they beheld the manger and
the infant; this is what is expressed by the word seen. And
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the whole was a confirmation of the angel's message to them.
They were convinced that they had not been the victims of
an hallucination—The reading Uméorpeyrav (they returned
thence) is evidently to be preferred to the ill-supported reading
of the T. R., éréorpeypav (they returned to their flocks).

Whence were these interesting details of the impression
made on the shepherds and those who listened to their story,
and of the feelings of Mary, obtained? How can any one
regard them as a mere embellishment of the author’s imagina-
tion, or as the offspring of legend? The Aramean colouring
of the narrative indicates an ancient source. The oftener we
read the nineteenth verse, the more assured we feel that Mary
was the first and real author of this whole narrative. This
pure, simple, and private history was composed by her, and
preserved for a certain time in an oral form, until some one
committed it to writing, whose work fell into the hands of
Luke, and was reproduced by him in Greek.

SIXTH NARBATIVE.—CHAP. IL 21-40.
Circumeision and Presentation of Jesus.

This narrative comprises—1. The circumcision of Jesus
(ver. 21); 2. His presentation in the temple (vers. 22-38);
3. A historical conclusion (vers. 39, 40).

1. The Circumcision: ver. 21.—It was under the Jewish
form that Jesus was to realize the ideal of human existence.
The theocracy was the surrounding prepared of God for the
development of the Son of man. So to His entrance into life
by birth succeeds, eight days after, His entrance into the
covenant by circumcision. “Born of a woman, made under
the law,” says St. Paul, Gal iv. 4, to exhibit the connection
between these two facts. There is a brevity in the account
of the circumcision of Jesus which contrasts with the fuller
account of the circumcision of John the Baptist (chap. i).
This difference is natural; the simply Jewish ceremony of
circumcision has an importance, in the life of the latest repre-
sentative of the theocracy, which does not belong to it in the
life of Jesus, who only entered into the Jewish form of exist-
ence to pass through it.
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Ver. 21.! The absence of the article before fjuépas dxrd> is
due to the determinative ToD wepereuciv adrov which follows.
In Hebrew the construct state (subst. with complement) ex-
cludes the article—The false reading of the T. R., 76 ma:dlor
instead of alrdy, proceeds from the cause which has occasioned
the greater part of the errors in this text, the necessities of
public reading. As the section to be read began with this
verse, it was necessary to substitute the noun for the pronoun.
Kai, while marking the apodosis, brings out the intimate con-
nection between the circumcision and the giving of the name
This xai is almost a Tote, then.

2. The presentation: vers. 22-38.—And first the sacrifice,
vers. 22-24.? After the circumcision there were two other
rites to observe. One concerned the mother. Levitically
unclean for eight days after the birth of a son, and for fourteen
days after that of a daughter, the Israelitish mother, after
a seclusion of thirty-three days in the first case, and of
double this time in the second, had to offer in the temple a
sacrifice of purification (Lev. xii.). The other rite had refer-
ence to the child; when it was a first-born, it had to be
redeemed by a sum of money from consecration to the service

. of God and the sanctuary. * In fact, the tribe of Levi had been -

chosen for this office simply to take the place of the first-born
males of all the families of Israel; and in order to keep alive
a feeling of His rights in the hearts of the people, God had
fixed a ransom to be paid for every first-born male.: It was five
shekels, or, reckoning the shekel at 2s. 4d.? nearly 12s. (Ex.
xiii, 2; Num. viii. 16, xviii. 15).—Vers. 22 and 23 refer to
the ransom of the child; ver. 24 to Mary’s sacrifice. Airaw,
their vurification, is certainly the true reading. This pronoun
refers primarily to Mary, then to Joseph, who is, as it were,
involved in her uncleanness, and obliged to go up with her.
Every detail of the narrative is justified with the greatest care
. in the three verses by a legal prescription.—The sacrifice for
the mother (ver. 24) consisted properly of the offering of a

1N A B. and 11 Mjj. 100 Mnn, ItMeries read avrer in place of o wasdies, the
reading of T. R. with 6 Mjj. Syr*h,
? Ver. 22. Instead of wvras, which is the reading of T. R. with only some

Mnn., and of awres, which is the reading ot D. and 6 Mnn., all the other
authorities read averar.

3 Meylau, Dictionnaire Biblique, p. 858.
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lamb as a sin-offering. But when the family was poor, the
offering was limited to a pair of pigeons or two turtle-doves
(Lev. xii. 8).

From the twenty-fifth verse Simeon becomes the centre
of the picture: vers. 25-28 relate his coming in ; vers. 29-32,
his song; vers. 33-35, his address to the parents.

Vers. 25-28! In times of spiritual degeneracy, when an
official clergy no longer cultivates anything but the form of
religion, its spirit retires amongst the obscurer members of the
religious community, and creates for itself unofficial organs,
often from the lowest classes. Simeon and Anna are repre-
sentatives of this spontaneous priesthood. It has been con-
jectured that Simeon might be the rabbi of this name, son of
the famous Hillel, and father of Gamaliel. But this Simeon,
who became president of the Sanhedrim in the year 13 of our
era, could hardly be the one mentioned by Luke, who at the
birth of Jesus was already an old man. Further, this conjec-
ture is scarcely compatible with the religious character of
Luke’s Simeon. The name was one of the commonest in
Israel.—The term just denotes positive qualities; fearing God
© —A. V. devout (ethaBrjs appears to be the true reading)—
watchfulness with regard to evil—The separation of wvedua
from &yiwv by the verb # in the greater part of the Mss. gives
prominence to the idea of the adjective. An influence rested
upon him, and this influence was holy.—Xpnuarifew, properly,
to do business ; thence, to act officially, communicate a deci-
sion, give forth an oracle—The reading dpiov has neither
probability nor authority ; suplov is the genitive of possession :
the Christ whom Jehovah gives and sends.—There are critical
moments in life, when everything depends on immediate sub-
mission to the impulse of the Spirit. The words é& T arved-
pati, in spirdt, or by the spirit, do not denote a state of ecstasy,
but a higher impulse.—A contradiction has been found between
the term ryoveis, parents, and the preceding narrative of the
miraculous birth; and Meyer finds in this fact a proof that

! Ver. 25. R* K. T. 11 10 Mnn. read svrsBns instead of suraBuns.—Ayser is placed
after m by R. A. B. L. and 14 other Mjj. and almost all the Mnn,, whilst the
T. R. places it before w», with D, some Mnn. Itrledewe Syr.—Ver. 26. Instead of
wpo o, R B. and 4 Mjj., opr v &r.; X* ¢., sws «v.—Instead of xvpes, A, b. ¢. Cop.,
sonev,—Ver. 28. R. B. L. 11, Ita84, Ir, omit seres after syxairas.

-
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Luke avails himself here of a different document from that
which he previously used. 'What criticism ! The word
parents is simply used to indicate the character in which
Joseph and Mary appeared at this time in the temple and
presented the child.—The xa{ of the twenty-eighth verse
indicates the apodosis; exactly as if the circumstantial év v
eloayayeiv . . . formed a subordinate proposition; this xa/, at
the same time, brings out the close connection between the
act of the parents who present the child and that of Simeon,
who is found there opening his arms to receive it. By the
term recetve, the text makes Simeon the true priest, who acts
for the time on bebalf of God.

Vers. 29-32. “ Lord, now lettest Thou Thy servant depart in
peace, according to Thy word : 30 For mine eyes have seen Thy
salvation, 31 Which Thou hast prepared before the face of all
people; 32 A light to lighten the Gentiles, and the glory of Thy
people Israel”

The vivid insight and energetic conciseness which charac-
terize this song remind us of the compositions of David.
Simeon represents himself under the image of a sentinel whom
his master has placed in an elevated position, and charged to
look for the appearance of a star, and then announce it to the
world. He sees this long-desired star; he proclaims its rising,
and asks to be relieved of the post he has occupied so long.
In the same way, at the opening of Aschylus’ Agamemnon,
when the sentinel, set to watch for the appearing of the fire
that is to announce the taking of Troy, beholds at last the
signal so impatiently expected, he sings at once both the victory
of Greece and his own release.—Beneath each of these terms
in ver. 29 is found the figure which we have just indicated :
viv, now, that is to say, at last, after such long waiting! The
word dmolvew, to release, discharge, contains the two ideas
of relieving a sentinel on duty, and delivering from the burden
of life. These two ideas are mixed up together here, because
for a long time past Simeon’s earthly existence had been pro-
longed simply in view of this special mandate. The term
Séamora, lord, expresses Simeon’s acknowledgment of God's
absolute right over him. ‘Pfjud gov, Thy word, is an allusion
to the word of command which the commander gives to the
sentinel. The expression, #n peace, answers to the word now,
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with which the song begins. This soul, which for a long time
past has been all expectation, has now found the satisfaction
it desired, and can depart from earth in perfect peace.

Vers. 30 and 31 form, as it were, a second strophe. Simeon
is8 now free. For his eyes have seen—The term cwrijpov,
which we can only translate by salvation, is equivalent neither
to corijp, Saviour, nor to compia, salvation. This word, the
neuter of the adjective cwrrjpios, saving, denotes an apparatus
fitted to save. Simeon sees in this little child the means of
deliverance which God is giving to the world. The term pre-
pare is connected with this sense of cwrijpiorv: we make ready
an apparatus. This notion of preparation may be applied to
the entire theocracy, by which God had for & long time past been
preparing for the appearance of the Messiah. But it is simpler
to apply this term to the birth of the infant. The complement,
n the sight of, must be explained in this case by an intermediate
idea, “ Thou hast prepared this means for placing before the
eyes of . . .” that is to say, in order that all may have the
advantage of it. It is a similar expression to that of Ps. xxiii.
5, “ Thou hast prepared a table before me.” Perhaps this ex-
pression, in the sight of all nations, is connected with the fact
that this scene took place in the court of the Gentiles. The
universalism contained in these words, all nations, in no way
goes beyond the horizon of the prophets, of Isaiah in particular
(Isa. xlii. 6, 1x. 3); it is perfectly appropriate in the mouth of
a man like Simeon, to whom the prophetic spirit is attributed.

The collective idea, all people, is divided, in the third strophe,
into its two essential elements, the Gentiles and Israel. From
Genesis to Revelation this is the great dualism of history, the
contrast which determines its phases. The Gentiles are here
placed first. Did Simeon already perceive that the salvation
of the Jews could only be realized after the enlightenment of
the heathen, and by this means? We shall see what a pro-
found insight this old man had into the moral condition of the
generation in which he lived. Guided by all that Isaiah had
foretold respecting the future unbelief of Israel, he might have
arrived at the conviction that his people were about to reject
the Messiah:(ver. 35).—The idea of salvation is presented
under two different aspects, according as it is applied to the
beathen or to the Jews. To the first this child brings light, to
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the second glory. The heathen, in fact, are sunk in ignorance.
In Isa. xxv. 7 they are represented as enveloped in a thick
mist, and covered with darkness. This covering is taken away
by the Messiah. The genitive éfv@dv may be regarded as a
genitive of the subject, the enlightenment which the heathen
receive. The heathen might also be made the object of the
enlightenment, the light whereby the covering which keeps
them in darkness is done away, and they themselves are brought
into open day. But this second sense is somewhat forced.—
Whilst the ignorant heathen receive in this child the light of
divine revelation, of which they have hitherto been deprived,
the humiliated Jews are delivered by Him from their reproach,
and obtain the glory which was promised them. Springing
from amongst them, Jesus appears their crown in the eyes of
mankind. But this will be at the end, not at the commencement
of the Messianic drama.—In this song all is original, concise,
enigmatical even, as the words of an oracle. In these brief
pregnant sentences is contained the substance of the history
of future ages. Neither the hackneyed inventions of legend,
nor any preconceived dogmatic views, have any share in the
composition of this joyous lyric.

Vers. 33-35.1 A carnal satisfaction, full of delusive hopes,
might easily have taken possession of the hearts of these
parents, especially of the mother’s, on hearing such words as
these. But Simeon infuses into his message the drop of bitter-
ness which no joy, not even holy joy, ever wants in a world of
sin.—Instead of Joseph, which is the reading of T. R, the
Alex. read: his father. 'We should have thought that the
former of these two readings was a dogmatic correction, but
that at ver. 27 the T. R. itself reads the word yoveis, parents.
But the Alexandrian reading is supported by the fact that the
ancient translations, the Peschito and Ilalic, have it.—Strauss
finds something strange in the wonder of Joseph and Mary.
Did they not already know all this? But in the first place,
what Simeon has just said of the part this child would sustain
towards the heathen goes beyond all that had hitherto been

' Ver. 83. X. B. D. L. some Mnn., ¢ warsp avrov zas n gntnp avrov, instead of
lwes@ xus # pnewp mveov, which is the reading of T. R. with 18 Mjj., the greater
part of the Mnn. Syr. It.—Ver. 85. B. L. Z. omit ¥ after rov.—N* adds wermps
after Jimdoyirue,
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told them. And then especially, they might well be astonished
to bear an unknown person, like Simeon, express himself about
this child as a man completely initiated into the secret of His
high destiny.

In the expression, ke blessed them, ver. 34, the word them
refers solely to the parents: the child is expressly distinguished
from them (this child).—Simeon addresses himself specially to
Mary, as if he had discerned that a peculiar tie united her to
the child. IS0V, behold, announces the revelation of an unex-
pected truth. In Isa viii. 14 the Messiah is represented as
a rock on which believers find refuge, but whereon the rebel-
lious are broken. Simeon, whose prophetic gift was developed
under the influence of the ancient oracles, simply-reproduces
here this thought. The words, 48 set for, make it clear that
this sifting, of which the Messiah will be the occasion, forms
part of the divine plan. The images of & fall and a rising
again are explained by that employed by Isaiah. The expres-
sion, signal of contradiction (a sign which shall be spoken against,
A.V.), may be understood in two ways: either it is an appear-
ing about which men argue contradictorily, or it is a sign which
excites opposition directly it appears. Taken in the first sense,
this expression would reproduce the ideas of a fall and a rising
again, and would be a simple repetition of that which precedes;
in the second sense, it would merely recall the idea of a fall,
and would form the transition to what follows. Will not the
general unbelief of the nation be the cause of the sad lot of
the Messiah, and of the sufferings that will fill the heart of
His mother? The second sense is therefore preferable. The
gradation xal cod 8¢ adris, thy own also, ver. 35, is in this way
readily understood. The &é of the received reading is well
suited to the context. < “ The opposition excited by this child -
will go so far, that thine own heart will be pierced by it.”—
-It is natural to refer what follows to the grief of Mary, when
she shall behold the rejection and murder of her son. Some
such words as those of Isaiah, “ He was bruised for our
tnigquities,” and of Zechariah, “ They shall look on me whom
they have pierced,” had enlightened Simeon respecting this mys-
tery. Bleek has proposed another explanation, which is lesa
natural, although ingenious: “Thou shalt feel in thine own
heart this contradiction in regard to thy son, when thou thy-
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self shalt be seized with doubt in regard to His mission.” Bat
the image of a sword must denote something more violent than
simple doubt. ¥uyj, the soul, as the seat of the psychical
affections, and consequently of maternal love.—It has been
thought that the following proposition, ¢n order that the thoughts
of many . . ., could not be connected with that which imme-
diately precedes; and for this reason some have tried to treat
it as a parenthesis, and connect the ¢n order that with the idea,
This 48 set . . . (ver. 34). But this violent construction is

. altogether unnecessary. < The hatred of which Jesus will be

the object (ver. 34), and which will pierce the heart of Mary
with poignant grief (ver. 85), will bring out those hostile
thoughts towards God which in this people lie hidden under
a veil of pharisaical devotion. Simeon discerned, beneath the
outward forms of Jewish piety, their love of human glory, their
hypocrisy, avarice, and hatred of God; and he perceives that
this child will prove the occasion for all this hidden venom
being poured forth from the recesses of their hearts. Iz order
that has the same sense as 43 set for. God does not will the
evil ; but He wills that the evil, when present, should show
itgelf: this is an indispensable condition to its being either

“healed or condemned. ; IToAAGw, of many, appears to be a pro-

noun, the complement of xapdidv (the hearts of many), rather
than an adjective (of many hearts); comp. Rom. v. 16.—The
term dialoyiopol, thoughts, has usually an unfavourable signi-
fication in the N. T.; it indicates the uneasy working of the
understanding in the service of a bad heart. The epithet
arovnpol, added by the Sinaiticus, is consequently superfluous.
These words of Simeon breathe a concentrated indignation.
‘We feel that this old man knows more about the moral con-
dition of the people and their rulers than he has a mind to
tell .
Vers. 36-38.! Anna presents, in several respects, a contrast
to Simeon. The latter came into the temple impelled by the
Spirit; Anna lives there. Simeon has no desire but to die;

' Ver. 37. B A. B. L. Z. It say instead of ws.—N*, sBhounseren instead
of eydenneres.—The Alex. omit aws vov spov.—Ver. 38. 9 Mjj. (Alex.) some Mnn.,
x&s wyen on, instead of ses svew aven en.—A. B. D. L. X. Z., v~ 61w, instead of
sw xvpw, the reading of T. R. with 14 Mjj. all the Mnn, Syr. Itplerique _R, B, Z,

some Mnn, Itplerlase, Syreh, Ir. omit ¢ between Avepwes and Itpevrains, whick
is the reading of T. R., with 15 Mjj., the greater part of the Mnn., eto.
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Anna seems to recover the vigour of youth to celebrate the
Messiah. The words # ok apioraro (ver. 37) might be made
the predicate of #», and the two avry which separate them, two
appositions of “Avva. But it is simpler to understand % in
the sense of there was, or there was there, and to regard # odx
aduworaro as an appendix intended to bring back the narrative
from the description of Anna’s person to the actual fact.
Meyer, who understands # in the same way, begins a fresh
proposition with the alrp which immediately follows, and
assigns to it dvfouoloyeiro for its verb (ver. 38). This con-
struction is less natural, especially on account of the inter-
mediate clauses (ver. 37). IIpoBeBnxvia év is a Hebraism
(especially with mwo\\ais), i 7. The moral purity of Anna
is expressed by the term wapfevla, virginity, and by the long
duration of her widowhood. Do the 84 years date from her
birth, or from the death of her husband ? In the latter case,
supposing that she was married at 15, she would have been
106 years old. This sense is not impossible, and it more
easily accounts perhaps for such a precise reckoning. Instead
of s, about, the Alex. read &ws, until, a reading which appears
preferable ; for the restriction about would only be admissible
with a round number—80, for example. - Did Anna go into the
temple in the morning, to spend the whole day there ? or did
she remain there during the night, spreading her poor pallet
somewhere in the court? Luke’s expression is compatible
with either supposition. 'What he means is, that she was dead

to the outer world, and only lived for the service of God—. -

We could not, with Tischendorf, following the Alex., erase one
of the two avry (ver. 38). Both can be perfectly accounted
for, and the omission is easily explained by the repetition of
the word—'A4uvr, in the compound dvfwpoloyeito, might refer
to a kind of antiphony between Anna and Simeon. But in the
LXX. this compound verb corresponds simply to nn (Ps. 1xxix.
13); avri only expresses, therefore, the idea of payment in
acknowledgment which is inherent in an act of thanksgiving
(as in the French word reconnaissance). The Alex. reading
7% Oeg, to God, is probably a correction, arising from the fact
that in the O. T. the verb dvfwporoyeiofar never governs any-
thing but God. It is less natural to regard the received read-
ing as resulting from the pronoun adrod, Him, which follows.—
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We need not refer the imperf., she spake, merely to the time
then present; she was doing it continually. The reading of
some Alex., “those who were looking for the deliverance of
Jerusalem,” is evidently a mistaken imitation of the expression,
the consolation of Israel (ver. 25). The words, tn Jerusalem,
naturally depend on the participle, that looked for. The people
were divided into three parties. The Pharisees expected an
outward triumph from the Messiah; the Sadducees expected
nothing ; between them were the true faithful, who expected
the consolation, that is, deliverance. It was these last, who,
according to Ezekiel's expression (chap. ix.), erted for all the
abomanations of Jerusalem, that were represented by Anna and
Simeon; and it was amongst these that Anna devoted herself
to the ministry of an evangelist. If Luke had sought, as is
supposed, occasions for practising his muse, by inventing per-
sonages for his hymns, and hymns for his personages, how came
he to omit here to put a song into the mouth of Anna, as a
counterpart to Simeon’s ?

3. Hustorical conclusion: vers. 39, 40)—It is a character-
istic feature of Luke's narrative, and one which is preservec
throughout, that he exhibits the various actors in the evan-
gelical drama as observing a scrupulous fidelity to the law
(L 6, ii. 22-24, xxiii. 56). It is easy also to understand
why Marcion, the opponent of the law, felt obliged to mutilate
this writing in order to adapt it to his system. But what is
less conceivable is, that several critics should find in such a
Gospel the monument of a tendency systematically opposed to
Jewish Christianity. The fact is, that in it the law always
holds the place which according to history it ought to occupy.
It is under its safeguard that the transition from the old
covenant to the new is gradually effected. It is easy to per-
oceive that ver. 39 has a religious rather than a chronological
reference. “ They returned to Nazareth only after having
fulfilled every prescription of the law.” Ver. 40 contains a
short sketch of the childhood of Jesus, answering to the similar
sketc , i 66, of that of John the Baptist. It is probably

1Ver. 89. Some Alex., saves instead of axares. Others, sars instead of ca
cava.—R, B. Z., swirepsar instead of vwirepipar.—Ver. 40. . B. D. L. Itpleciae,
Vg. Or., omit svvuar after supacasoves, which is the reading of T. R., with 14
Mjj., all the Mnn. Syr. It*%,—N°. B. L., regus instead of sopuss.
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from this analogous passage that the gloss wwefuar:, in spiri,
has been derived. It is wanting in the principal Alex. and
Greeco-Latin documents. The expression He grew refers to His
physical development. The next words, He wazed strong, are
defined by the words being filled, or more literally, filling Him-
self with wisdom ; they refer to His spiritual, intellectual, and
religious development. The wisdom which formed the lead-
ing feature of this development (in John the Baptist it was
strength) comprises, on the one hand, the knowledge of God;
on the other, a penetrating understanding of men and things
from a divine point of view. The image (filling Himself)
appears to be that of a vessel, which, while increasing in size,
fills itself, and, by filling itself, enlarges so as to be continually
holding more. Itis plain that Luke regards the development,
and consequently the humanity, of Jesus as a reality. Hero
we have the normal growth of man from a physical and
moral point of view. It was accomplished for the first time
on our earth. God therefore regarded this child with perfect
satisfaction, because His creative idea was realized in Him.
This is expressed by the last clause of the verse. Xdpus, the
divine favour. This word contrasts with xeip, the hand, i 66.
The accus. én’ airé marks the energy with which the grace
of God rested on the child, penetrating His entire being.
This government contrasts with that of i 66, uer’ adrod,
which only expresses simple co-operation. This description is:
partly taken from that of the young Samuel (1 Sam. ii. 26);
only Luke omits here the idea of human favour, which he
reserves for ver. 52, where he describes the young man.—ILet
any one compare this description, in its exquisite sobriety, with
the narratives of the infancy of Jesus in the apocryphal writ-
ings, and he will feel how authentic the tradition must have
been from which such a narrative as this was derived.

SEVENTH NARRATIVE.— CHAP. IL 41-52.
The Child Jesus, at Jerusalem.

The following incident, the only one which the historian
relates about the youth of Jesus, is an instance of that wisdom
which marked His development. Almost all great men have

VOL. L K
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some story told about their childhood, in which their futare
destiny is foreshadowed. Here we have the first glimpse of
the spiritual greatness Jesus exhibited in His ministry.—
Three facts: 1. The separation (vers. 41—45); 2. The reunion
(vers. 46-50); 3. The residence at Nazareth (vers. 51, 52).
1. The separation: vers. 41-45)—The idea of fidelity to
the law is prominent also in this narrative. «According to
Ex. xxiii. 17, Deut. xvi. 16, men were to present themselves
at the sanctuary at the three feasts of Passover, Pentecost,
and Tabernacles. There was no such obligation for women.
But the school of Hillel required them to make at least the
Passover pilgrimage.—The term oveis, parents, is found at
ver. 41 in all the Mss., even in those in which it does not
occur at vers. 27 and 43, which proves that in these passages
it was not altered with any dogmatic design—Ver. 42. It
was at the age of twelve that the young Jew began to be
responsible for legal observances, and to receive religious
instruction ; he became then a son of the law.»>—The partic.
pres. of the Alex. reading, dvaBaiovrey, must be preferred to
the aor. partic. of the T. R., dvaBdvrwv. The present ex-
presses a habit; the aor. is a correction suggested by the aor.
partic. which follows. The words els ‘Iepocorvua should be
erased, according to the Alex. reading, which evidently deserves
the preference. It is a gloss easily accounted for.—The words,
after the custom of the feast, perhaps allude to the custom of
going up in caravans.—Jesus spent these seven days of the
feast in holy delight. Every rite spoke a divine language to
His pure heart; and His quick understanding gradually dis-
covered their typical meaning. This serves to explain the
following incident. An indication of wilful and deliberate
disobedience has been found in the term dméuewev, He abode.
Nothing could be further from the historian’s intention (ver.
51). The notion of perseverance contained in this verb
alludes simply to Jesus’ love for the temple, and all that took
place there. It was owing to this that, on the day for leaving,

1 Ver. 41. R*, oss instead of sves.—Ver. 42. X, A. B. K. L. X. I, sraBamerean
instead of sraBarear.—IX. B. D. L. some Mnn, Syr®®. omit s;s Ispsrorvpa.—Ver.
48. X. B. D. L. some Mnn. read syrwrar os yorsis aveov instead of syrw Iwrsp nas
n puenp avrov.—Ver. 45. R. B. C. D, L. some Mun, omit avrer.—Ne. B. C, D,
L, aralnromrrss instead of Tuvewvess.
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He found Himself unintentionally separated from the band of
children to which He belonged. —When once left behind,
where was He to go in this strange city? The home of a
child is the house of his father. Very naturally, therefore,
Jesus sought His in the temple. There He underwent an
experience resembling Jacob’s (Gen. xxviii.). In His solitude,
He learnt to know God more familiarly as His Father. Is
not the freshness of a quite recent intuition perceptible in His
answer (ver. 49)? The Alex. reading oi rovets has against
it, besides the Alex. A. and C., the Italic and Peschilo transla-
tions—It was only in the evening, at the hour of encamp-
ment, when every family was gathered together for the night,
that the absence of the child was perceived. 'When we think
of the age of Jesus, and of the unusual confidence which such
a child must have enjoyed, the conduct of His parents in this
affair presents nothing unaccountable—The partic. pres. seek-
ing Him (ver. 45) appears to indicate that they searched for
Him on the road while returning.

2. The meeting : vers. 46—50."—As it is improbable that
they had sought for Jesus for two or three days without going
to the temple, the three days must certainly date from the
time of separation. The first was occupied with the journey,
the second with the return, and the third with the meeting.
—Lightfoot, following the Talmud, mentions three synagogues
within the temple enclosure: one at the gate of the court of
the Gentiles; another at the entrance of the court of the
Israelites ; a third in the famous peristyle lisckchat hagasith,
in the SE part of the inner court? It was there that the
Rabbins explained the law. Desire for instruction led Jesus
thither. The following narrative in no way attributes to Him
the part of a doctor. In order to find support for this sense
in opposition to the text, some critics have alleged the detail :
seated in the midst of the doctors. The disciples, it is said,
listened around. This opinion has been refuted by Vitringa ;*
and Paul's expression (Acts xxii. 3), scated at the feet of
Gamaliel, would be sufficient to prove the contrary. Never-

! Ver. 48. R* B. Lnrovpsy instead of ifwrovmsr. —Ver. 49, R* b. 8y1*°, Iyenes
Instead of sTururs.

S Hor. hebr. ad Luc. ii. 46 (after Sankedr. xi. 2).

3 Synag. p. 167.
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theless the expression, seated in the midst of the doctors, proves
no doubt that the child was for the time occupying a place
of honour. -As the Rabbinical method of teaching was by
questions,—by proposing, for example, a problem taken from
the law,—both master and disciples had an opportunity of
showing their sagacity.. Jesus had given some remarkable
answer, or put some original question; and, as is the case
when a particularly intelligent pupil presents himself, He had
attracted for the moment all the interest of His teachers.
There is nothing in the narrative, when rightly understood,
that savours in the least of an apotheosis of Jesus. The ex-
pressions, hearing them, and asking them gquestions, bear in a
precisely opposite direction. Josephus, in his autobiography
(c. i), mentions a very similar fact respecting his own youth.
When he was only fourteen years of age, the priests and
eminent men of Jerusalem came to question him on the
explanation of the law. The apocryphal writings make Jesus
on this occasion a professor possessing omniscience. There
we have the legend grafted on the fact so simply related by
the evangelist.  3'Uveats, understanding, is the personal quality
of which the answers, dmoxploeis, are the manifestations.—
The surprise of His parents proves that Jesus habitually
observed a humble reserve—There is a slight tone of re-
proach in the words of Mary. She probably wished to
justify herself for the apparent negligence of which she was
guilty.  Criticism is surprised at the uneasiness expressed
by Mary; did she not know who this child was? Criticism
reagons a8 if the human heart worked according to logic.—
To the indirect reproach of Mary, Jesus replies in such words
as she had never heard from Him before: Wherefore did ye
seek me? He does not mean, “You could very well leave
me at Jerusalem.” :The literal translation is:<“ What is it,
that you sought me?” And the implied answer is: “To seek
for me thus was an inadvertence on your part. It should
have occurred to you at once that you would find me here.”

1 In the Gospel of Thomas (belonging to the second century; known to Irensus),
Jesus, when on the road to Nazareth, returns of His own accord to Jerusalem ;
the doctors are stupefied with wonder at hearing Him solve the most difficult
questions of the law and the prophecies. In an Arabic Gospel (of later date than

the preceding), Jesus instructs the astronomers in the mysteries of the oelestial
spheres, and reveals to the philosophers the secrots of metaphysics.

A4
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The scquel explaings why.—The phrase 7{ ér¢ is found in Acts
v. 9. Ovx #8eire, did ye not know? not, do ye not know ?
The expression Td 7ol martpds wov may, according to Greek
usage, have either a local meaning, the house of, or a moral,
the affairs of. The former sense is required by the idea of
seeking ; and if, nevertheless, we are disposed to adopt the
latter as wider, the first must be included in it. “ Where my
Father’s affairs are carried on, there you are sure to find me.”
—The expression my Father is dictated to the child by the
situation: a child is to be found at his father's. We may
add that He could not, without impropriety, have said God's,
instead of my Father's; for this would have been to exhibit
in a pretentious and affected way the entirely religious
character of His ordinary thoughts, and to put Himself for-
ward as a little saint. Lastly, does not this expression con-
tain a delicate but decisive reply to Mary’s words, Thy father
and I? Any allusion to the Trinitarian relation must, of
course, be excluded from the meaning of this saying. But,
on the other hand, can the simple notion of moral paternity
suffice to express its meaning? Had not Jesus, during those
days of isolation, by meditating anew upon the intimacy of
His moral relations with God, been brought to regard Him
as the sole author of His existence? And was not this the
cause of the kind of shudder which He felt at hearing from
Mary’s lips the word Thy father, to which He immediately
replies with a certain ardour of expression, my Father i—
That Mary and Joseph should not have been able to under-
stand this speech appears inexplicable to certain critics,—to
Meyer, for instance, and to Strauss, who infers from this detail*
that the whole story is untrue. But this word, my Father,
was the first revelation of a relation which surpassed all that
Judaism had realized; and the expression, “fo be about the
business” of this Father, expressed the ideal of a completely
filial life, of an existence entirely devoted to God and divine
things, which perhaps at this very time had just arisen in the
mind of Jesus, and which we could no more understand than
Mary and Joseph, if the life of Jesus had never come before
us. It was only by the light Mary received afterwards from
the ministry of her Son, that she could say what is here
expressed : that she did not understand this saying at the
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time.—Does not the original source of this narrative discover
itself in this remark? From whom else could it emanate,
but from Mary herself ?

3. The residence at Nazareth: vers. 51, 52.'—From this
moment Jesus possesses within Him this ideal of a life entirely
devoted to the kingdom of God, which had just flashed before
His eyes. For eighteen years He applied Himself in silence
to the business of His earthly father at Nazareth, where He
is called the carpenter (Mark vi. 3). The analytical form #»
Umoracoduevos indicates the permanence of this submission ;
and the pres. partic. mid., submstting Himself, its spontaneous
and deliberate character. In this simple word, submitting
Himself, Luke has summed up the entire work of Jesus until
His baptism.—But why did not God permit the child to
remain in the temple of Jerusalem, which during the feast-
days had been His Eden? The answer is not difficult. He
must inevitably have been thrown too early into the theologico-
political discussions which agitated the capital; and after
having excited the admiration of the doctors, He would have
provoked their hatred by His original and independent turn
of thought. If the spiritual atmosphere of Nazareth was
heavy, it was at least calm ; and the labours of the workshop,
in the retirement of this peaceful valley, under the eye of the
Father, was a more favourable sphere for the development of
Jesus than the ritualism of the temple and the Rabbinical
discussions of Jerusalem.—The remark at the end of ver. 51
is similar to that at ver. 19; only for the verb agurmmpeiy,
which denoted the grouping of a great number of circum-
stances, to collect and combine them, Luke substitutes here
another compound, Siarnpeiv. This 8wz denotes the perma-
nence of the recollection, notwithstanding circumstances which
might have effaced it, particularly the inability to understand
recorded in ver. 50. She carefully kept in her possession this
profound saying as an unexplained mystery.—The fifty-second
verse describes the youth of Jesus, as the fortieth verse had
depicted His childhood; and these two brief sketches corre-
spond with the two analogous pictures of John the Baptist

1Ver. 51. The Mss. and Vss. are divided between xas u gnenp and « 3s mucsy.

—N* B. D. M. omit vavra.—Ver. §52. . L. add & ew, B. 1, beforc repia.-—
D. L. Syr. Itpleriawe place aaixiz before repia.
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(i 66, 80). Each of these general remarks, if it stood alone,
might be regarded, as Schleiermacher has suggested, as the
close of a smal document. But their relation to each other,
and their periodical recurrence, demonstrate the unity of our
writing. This form is met with again in the book of the
Acts.— "HM\xia does not here denote age, which would yield
no meaning at all, but height, stature, just as xix. 3. This
term embraces the entire physical development, all the exter-
nal advantages; copla, wisdom, refers to the intellectual and
morel development. The third term, favour with God and
men, completes the other two. Over the person of this young
man there was spread a charm at once external and spiritnal ;
it proceeded from the favour of God, and conciliated towards
Him the favour of men. This perfectly normal human being
was the beginning of a reconciliation between heaven and earth.
The term wisdom refers rather to with God ; the word stature
to with men. The last words, with men, establish a contrast
between Jesus and John the Baptist, who at this very time
was growing up in the solitude of the desert; and this con-
trast is the prelude to that which later on was to be exhibited
in their respective ministries—There is no notion for the
forgetfulness or denial of which theology pays more dearly
than that of a development in pure goodness. This positive
notion is derived by biblical Christianity from this verse.
With it the humanity of Jesus may be accepted, as it is
here presented by Luke, in all its reality.

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS ON CHAP. 1. AND II,

It remains for us to form an estimate of the historical value of
the accounts contained in these two chapters.

L. Characteristics of the Narrative.—We have already observed that
Luke thoroughly believes that he is relating facts, and not giving
poetical illustrations of ideas. He declares that he only writes in
accordance with the information he has collected ; he writes with
the design of convincing his readers of the unquestionable certainty
of the things which he relates (i. 3, 4) ; and in speaking thus, he
has very specially in view the contents of the first two chapters
(comp. the dvwlev, ver. 8). In short, the very nature of these
narratives admits of no other supposition (p. 68). Was he himself
the dupe of false information % eVas he not in a much more favour-
able position than we are for estimating the value of the communi-
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cations that were made to him? There are not two ways, we
imagine, of replying to these preliminary questions. As to the
substance of the narrative, we may distinguish between the facts
and the discourses or songs. The supernatural element in the facts
only occurs to an extent that may be called nafural, when once the
supernatural character of the appearance of Jesus is admitted in a
general way. If Mary was to accept spontaneously the part to
which she was called, it was necessary that she should be informed
of it beforehand. If angels really exist, and form a part of the
kingdom of God, they were interested as well as men in the birth
ot Him who was to be the Head of this organization, and reign
over the whole moral universe. It is not surprising, then, that some
manifestation on their part should accompany this event. That
the prophetic Spirit might have at this epoch representatives in
Israel, can only be disputed by denying the existence and action of
this Spirit in the nation at any time. From the point of view pre-
, sented by the biblical premisses, the possibility of the facts related is
then indisputable. In the details of the history, the supernatural
is confined within the limits of the strictest sobriety and most
perfect suitability, and differs altogether in this respect from the
marvels of the apocryphal writings.!

The discourses or hymns may ap to have been a freer ele-
ment, in the treatment of which the imagination of the author
might have allowed itself larger scope. Should not these portions
be regarded as somewhat analogous to those discourses which the
ancient historians so often put into the mouth of their heroes, a

roduct of the individual or collective Christian muse? But we

ave proved that, in attributing to the angel, to Mary, and to
Zacharias the langnage which he puts into their mouths, the author
would of his own accord have made his characters false prophets.
They would be so many oracles post eventum contra eventum / Igever,
after the unbelief of the people had brought about a separation
between the Synagogue and the Church, could the Christian muse
have celebrated the glories of the Messianic future of Israel, with
such accents of artless joyous hope as prevail in these canticles
(. 17, 54, 55, 74, and 75, ii. 10, 32). The only words that could
be suspected from this point of view are those which are put into
the mouth of Simeon. For they suppose a more distinct view of

! In addition to the specimens already given, we add the following, taken from
the Gospel of James (2d c.) : Zacharias is high priest ; he inquires of God re-
specting the lot of the youthful Mnx;{, brought up in the temple. God Himself
commands that she shall be confided to Joseph. The task of embroidering the
veil of the temple is devolved upon Mary by lot. When she brings the work,
Elizabeth at the sight of her praises the mother of the Messiah, without Mary
herself knowing why. Afterwards it is John, more even than Jesus, who is the
ubject of Herod’s jealous search. Elizabeth flees to the desert with her child ;
a rock opens to receive them ; a bright light reveals the presence of the angel
who guards them. Herod questions Zacharias, who is ignorant himself where
his child is. Zacharias is then slain in the temple court ; the carpets of the
temple cry out; a voice announces the avenger; the body of the wartyr dis.
appears ; only his blood is found changed into stone.
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the fature course of things in Israel. But, on the other hand, it is
precisely the hymn of Simeon, and his address to Mary, which, by
their originality, conciseness, and energy, are most clearly marked
with the sta.mtp of authenticity. We have certainly met with some
expressions of a wuniversalist tendency in these songs (“goodwill
lowards men,” ii. 14 ; “a light of the @entiles,” ver. 32); but these
allusions in no way exceed the limits of ancient prophecy, and they
are not brought out in a sufficiently marked way to indicate a time
when Jewish Christianity and Paulinism were already in open
conflict. This universalism i, in fact, that of the early days, simple,
free, and exempt from all polemical design. It is the fresh and
normal unfolding of the flower in its cal

The opinion in closest conformity with the internal marks of the
narrative, as well as with the clearly expressed intention of the
writer, i3 therefore certainly that which regards the facts and dis-
courses contained in these two chapters as historical

I1. Relation of the Narratives of Chap. i. and ii. to the Contents of
other parts of the N.T.—The first point of comparison is the narrative
of the infancy in Maithew, chap. L and ii. It is confidently asserted
that the two accounts are irreconcilable. — We ask, first of all,
whether there are fwo accounts. Does what is called the narrative
of Matthew really deserve this namet We find in the first two
chapters of Matthew five incidents of the infancy of Christ, which
are mentioned solely to connect with them five prophetic passages,
and thus prove the Messianic dignity of Jesus, in accordance with
the design of this evangelist, i. 1: Jesus, the Christ. Is this what
we should call a narrativet Is it not rather a didactic exposition?
So little does the author entertain the idea of relating, that in chap.
i, while treating of the birth of Jesus, he does not even mention
Bethlehem ; he is wholly taken up with the connection of the fact
of which he is speaking with the oracle, Isa. vii. It is only after
having finished this subject, when he comes to speak of the visit of
the magi, that he mentions for the first time, and as it were in
passing (Jesus being born in Bethlehem), this locality. And with
what object? With a historical view? Not at all. Simply on
account of the prophecy of Micah, which is to be illustrated in the
visit of the magi, and in which the place of the Messiah’s birth was
announced beforehand. Apart from this prophecy, he would still
less have thought of mentioning Bethlehem in the second narrative
than in the first. And it is this desultory history, made up of
isolated facts, referred to solely with an apologetic aim, that is to
be employed to criticise and correct a complete narrative such as
Luke's! Is it not clear that, between two accounts of such a difte-
rent nature, there may easily be found blanks which hypothesis
alone can fillup? Two incidents are common to Luke and Matthew :.
the birth of Jesus at Bethlehem, and His education at Nazareth,
The historical truth of the latter piece of information is not dis-
puted. Instead of this, it is maintained that the former is a mere
legen invention occasioned by Mic. v. But were it so, the
tact would never occur in the tradition entirely detached from the

"
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prophetic word which would be the very soul of it. But Luke does
not contain the slightest allusion to the prophecy of Micah. It is
only natural, therefore, to admit that the first fact is historical as
well as the other.—~With this common basis, three differences are
discernible in which some find contradictions.

1st. The account which Matthew gives of the appearance of an
angel to Joseph, in order to relieve his perplexity, is, it is said, in-
compatible with that of the appearance of the angel to Mary in
Luke. For if this last appearance had taken place, could not
have failed to have spoken of it to Joseph, and in that case his doubts
would have been impossible.—But all this is uncertain. For, first,
Mary may certainly have told Joseph everything, either befare or
after her return from Elizabeth ; but in this case, whatever con-
fidence Joseph had in her, nothing could prevent his being for a
wmoment shaken by doubt at hearing of & message and a fact so extra-
ordinary. But it is Eossible also—and this supposition appears to
me more probable—that Mary, judging it right in this affair to leave
everything to God, who immediately directed it, held herself as dead
in regard to Joseph. And, in this case, what might not have been his
anxiety when he thought he saw Mary’s condition? On either of
these two possible suﬁpositions, a reason is found for the appearance
of the angel to Joseph.

2d. It would seem, according to Matthew, that at the time Jesus
was born, His parents were residing at Bethlehem, and that this city
was their permanent abode. Further, on their return from Egypt,
when they resolved to go and live at Nazareth, their decision was
the result of a divine interposition which aimed at the fulfilment
of the prophecies (Matt. ii. 22, 23). In Luke, on the contrary, the
ordinary abode of the parents appears to be Nazareth. It is an ex-
ceptional circumstance, the edict of Augustus, that takes them to
Bethlehem. And consequently, as soon as the duties, which have
called them to Jud®a and detained them there, are accomplished,
they return to Nazareth, without needing any special direction (i1
39).—1It is important here to remember the remark which we made
on the nature of Matthew’s narrative. In that evangelist, neither the
mention of the place of birth nor of the place where Jesus was brought
up is made as a matter of history ; in both cases it is solely a ques-
tion of proving the fulfilment of a prophecy. An account of this kind
without doubt affirms what it actually says, but it in no way denies
what it does not say; and it is impossible to derive from it & his-
torical view sufficiently complete, to oppose it to another and more
detailed account that is decilfedl y historical. There is nothing, there-
fore, here to prevent our completing the information furnished by
Matthew from that supplied by Luke, and regarding Nazareth with
the latter as the natural abode of the parents of Jesus. What fol-
lows will complete the solution of this difficulty.

3d. The incidents of the visit of the magi and the flight into
Egypt, related by Matthew, cannot be intercalated with Luke's nar-
rative, either before the presentation of the child in the temple,—His
parents would not have been so imprudent as to take Him back to
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Jerusalem after that the visit of the magi had drawn upon Him the
jealous notice of Herod; and besides, there would not be, during
the six weeks intervening between the birth and the presentation,
the time necessary for the journey to Egypt,—or after this ceremony ;
for, according to Luke ii. 39, the parents return directly from Jeru-
salem to Nazareth, without going again to Bethlehem, where never-
theless they must have received the visit of the magi ; and according
to Matthew himself, Joseph, after the return from Egypt, does not
return to Judxa, but goes immediately to settle in Galilee.—But
notwithstanding these reasons, it is not impossible to place the
presentation at Jerusalem either after or before the visit of the
i. If this had already taken place, Joseph and Mary must have
put their trust in God’s care to protect the child; and the time is
no objection to this supposition, as Wieseler has shown. For from
Bethlehem to Rhinocolure, the first Egyptian town, is only three or
four days’ journey. Three weeks, then, wounld, strictly speaking,
suffice to go and return. It is more natural, however, to place the
visit of the magi and the journey into Egypt after the presentation.
‘We have only to suppose that after this ceremony Mary and Joseph
returned to Bethlehem, a circumstance of which Luke was not aware,
and which he has omitted. In the same way, in the Acts, he omits
Paul’s journey into Arabia after his conversion, and combines into
one the two sojourns at Damascus separated by this journey. This
return to Bethlehem, situated at such a short distance from Jeru-
salem, is too natural to need to be particularly accounted for. But
it is completely accounted for, if we suppose that, when Joseph and
Mary left Nazareth on account of the census, they did so with the
intention of seltling at Bethlehem. Many reasons would induce them
to this decision. It might appear to them more suitable that the
child on whom such high promises rested should be brought up at
Bethlehem, the city of His royal ancestor, in the neighbourhood of
the capital, than in the remote hamlet of Nazareth. The desire of
being near Zacharias and Elizabeth would also attract them to
Judeea. Lastly, they would thereby avoid the calumnious judg-
ments which the short time that elapsed between their marriage and
the birth of the child could not have failed to occasion they
dwelt at Nazareth. Besides, even though this had not been their
original plan, after Joseph had been settled at Bethlehem for some
weeks, and had found the means of subsistence there, nothing would
more naturally occur to his mind than the idea of settling down at
the place. In this way the interposition of the angel is explained,
who in Matthew induces him to return to Galilee.—Bleek inclines
to the opinion that the arrival of the magi preceded the presentation,
and that the journey into Egypt followed it. This supposition is
admissible also; it alters nothing of importance in the course of
things as presented in the preceding explanations, of which we give
a sketch in the following recapitulation :—
1. The angel announces to Kfary the birth of Jesus (Luke i.). 2.
Mary, after or without having spoken to Joseph, goes to Elizabeth
(Luke i.). 3. After her return, Joseph falls into the state of pers
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plexity from which he is delivered by the message of the angel
(Matt. ). 4. He takes Mary ostensibly for his wife (Matt. i.). 8.
Herod's order, carrying out the decree of Augustus, leads them to
Bethlehem (Luke ii.). 6. Jesus is born (Matt. i ; Luke iL). 7.
His parents present Him in the temple (Luke ii.). 8. On their return
to Bethlehem, they receive the visit of the magi and escape into
Egypt (Matt. ii). 9. Returned from Egypt, they give up the idea
of settling at Bethlehem, and determine once more to fix their abode
at Nazareth.

Only one condition is required in order to accept this effort to
harmonize the two accounts; namely, the supposition that each writer
was ignorant of the other’s narrative. But this supposition is allowed
by even the most decided adversaries of any attempt at harmony,—
such, for instance, as Keim, who, although he believes that Luke in
composing his Gospel made use of Matthew, is nevertheless of opinion
that the first two chapters of Matthew’s writing were not in existence
at the time when Luke availed himself of it for the composition of
his own.

If the solution proposed does not satisfy the reader, and he thinke
he must choose between the two writings, it will certainly be more
natural to suspect the narrative of Matthew, because it has no proper
historical aim., But further, it will only be right, in estimating the
value of the facts related by this evangelist, to remember that the
more forced in some cases appears the connection which he maintains
between the facts he mentions and the prophecies he applies to them,
the less probable is it that the former were invented on the founda-
tion of the latter. Such incidents as the journey into Egypt and the
massacre of the children must have been well-ascertained facts be-
fore any one would think of finding a prophetic announcement of
them in the words of Hosea and Jeremiah, which the author quotes
and applies to them.

We pass on to other parts of the N. T.—Meyer maintains that
certain facts subsequently related by Zhe synoptics themselves are in-
compatible with the reality of the miraculous events of the infancy.
How could the brethren of Jesus, acquainted with these prodigies,
refuse to believe in their brother?t How could even Mary herself
share their unbelief  (Mark iii. 21, 31 et seq.; Matt. xii. 46 et seq. ;
Luke viii. 19 et seq.; comp. John vii. b.) ‘}n reply, it may be said
that we do not know how far Mary could communicate to her sons,
at any rate before the time of Jesus' ministry, these extraordinary
circumstances, which touched on very delicate matters affecting her-
self. Besides, jealousy and prejudice might easily counteract any
impression produced by facts of which they had not been witnesses,
and induce them to think, notwithstanding, that Jesus was takin
a wrong course. Did not John the Baptist himself, although he has
given public testimony to Jesus, as no one would venture to deny,

eel his faith shaken in view of the unexpected course which His
work took? and did not this cause him to be offended in Him %
(Matt. xi. 6.) As to Mary, there is nothing to prove that she shared
the unbelief of her sons. If she accompanies them when they go
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to Jesus, intending to lay hold upon Him (Mark iii.), it is probably
from a feeling of anxiety as to what might take place, and from a
desire to prevent the conflict she anticipates.—Keim alleges the
omission of the narratives of the infancy in Mark and John. These
two evangelists, it is true, make the starting-point of their narrative
on this side of these facts. Mark opens his with the ministry of the
forerunner, which he regards as the true commencement of that of
Jesus.! But it does not follow from this that he denies all the
previous circumstances which he does not relate. All that this
provesis, that the original apostolic preaching, of which this Gospel
18 the simplest reproduction, went no further back; and for this
manifest reason, that this preaching was based on the tradition of
the apostles as eye-wilnesses (abrémwras, i. 2; Acts i 21, 22 ; John xv.
27), and that the personal testimony of the apostles did not go back
as far as the early period of the life of Jesus. It is doubtless for the
same reason that Paul, in his enumeration of the testimonies to the
resurrection of Jesus, omits that of the women, because he regards
the testimony of the apostles and of the Church gathered about them
as the only suitable basis for the official instruction of the Church.
—John commences his narrative at the hour of the birth of his own
faith, which simply proves that the design of his work is to trace the
history of the development of his own faith and of that of his fellow-
disciples. All that occurred previous to this time—the baptism of
Jesus, the temptation—he leaves untold ; but he does not on that
?:count deny these facts, for he himself alludes to the baptism of
esus,

Keim goes further. He maintains that there are to be found in
the N. T. three theories as to the origin of the person of Christ,
which are exclusive of each other :—1sf. That of the purely natural
birth; this would be the true view of the apostles and primitive
Church, which was held by the Ebionitish communities (Clemend.
Homil.). This being found insufficient to explain such a remarkable
sequel as the life of Jesus, it must have been supplemented after-
wards by the legend of the descent of the Holy Spirit at the bap-
tism. 2d4. That of the miraculous birth, held by part of the Jewish-
Christian communities and the Nazarene churches, and proceeding
from an erroneous Messianic application of Isa. vil This theory is
found in the Gospel of Luke ang in Matt. i. and ii. 3d. The theory
of the pre-exisience of Jesus as a divine being, originated in the Greek
churches, of which Paul and John are the principal representatives.
—To this we reply :—

1st. That it cannot be proved that the apostolic and primitive
doctrine was that of the natural birth. Certain words are cited in
proof which are put by the evangelists in the mouth of the people :
“ Is not this the carpenter’s son?” (Matt. xiii. 55 ; Luke iv. 22 ; com
John vi. 42) ; next the words of the Apostle Philip ir John: “ We
bave found . , . Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph” (John i. 45).

! These wards, The beginni the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God
(Mark i. 1), appear to me to be”gn ogical apposition with the subsequent account
of the ministry of John (v. 4).
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The absence of all protest on the part of John against this assertion
of Philip’s is regarded as a confirmation of the fact that he himself
admitted its truth.—But who could with any reason be surprised
that, on the day after Jesus made the acquaintance of His first dis-
ciples, Philip should still be ignorant of the miraculous birth? Was
Jesus to hasten to tell this fact to those who saw Him for the first
time? Was there nothing more urgent to teach these young hearts
just opening to His influence? Who cannot understand why Jesus
shoul(i)e allow the words of the people to pass, without announcing
such a fact as this to these cavilling, mocking Jews ? Jesus testifies
before all what He has seen with His Father by the inward sense, and
not outward facts which He had from the fallible lips of others.
Above all, He very well knew that it was not faith in His miraculous
birth that would produce faith in His person ; on the contrary, that
it was only faith in His person that would induce any one to admit
the miracle of His birth. He saw that, to put out before a hostile
and profane people an assertion like this, which He could not uEmssibly
prove, would only draw forth a flood of coarse ridicule, which would
fall directly on that revered person who was more concerned in this
history even than Himself, and that without the least advantage to
the faith of any one. Certainly this was a case for the application
of the precept, Cast not your pearls before swine, if you would not have
them furn again and rend you. This observation also explains the
silence of the apostles on this point in the Acts of the Apostles
They could not have done anything more ill-advised than to rest the
controversy between the Jews and Christ on such a ground.—It
John does not rectify the statements of the people and of Philip, the
reason is, that he wrote for the Church already formed and suffi-
ciently instructed. His personal conviction appears from the fol-
lowing facts :—He admitted the human birth, for he speaks several
times of His mother. At the same time he regarded natural birth
a8 the means of the transmission of sin : ¢ That which is born of the
flesh 43 flesh.” And nevertheless he regarded this Jesus, born of a
human mother, as the Holy One of God, and the bread that came down
Jrom heaven! Is it possible that he did not attribute an exceptional
character to His birtht As to Mark, we do not, with Ble&, rely
u?on the name Son of Mary, which is given to Jesus by the people
of Nazareth (vi. 3) ; this appellation in their mouth does not imply
a belief in the miraculous birth. But in the expression, Jesus Christ,
the Son of God S].a;), the latter title certainly implies more, in the
author’s mind, the simple notion of Messiah ; this, in fact, was
already sufficiently exprehses by the name Christ. There can be no
doubt, therefore, that this term implies in Mark a relation of mys-
terious Sonship between the ﬁrson of Jesus and the Divine Being.!
All these passages quoted by Keim only prove what is self-ap t,
that the notion of the natural birth of Jesus was that of the Sewish
people, and also of the apostles in the early days of their faith, before
they received fuller information. It is not at all surprising, there-

4 if the Sinaiticus suppresses it, this is one of the numberless omissions, resuls-
§ng from the negligence of the copyist, with which this manuscript abounda.
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(ore, that it remained the idea of the Ebionitish churches, which
never reallv broke with the Israelitish past, but were contented to
apply to Jesus the popular notion of the Jewish Messiah.—Keim also
finds a trace of this alleged primitive theory in the two genealogies
contained in Luke and Matthew. According to him, these documents
imply, by their very nature, that those who drew them up held the
idea of a natural birth. For what interest could they have had in
giving the genealogical tree of Joseph, unless they had regarded him
as the father of the Messiah? Further, in order to make these
documents square with their new theory of the miraculous birth,
the two evangelists have been obliged to subject them to arbitrary
revision, as is seen in the appendix ¢ s . . . Matt. i. 16, and in
the parenthesis &s dvouilero, Luke iii. 23. —1It is very possible,
indeed, that the original documents, reproduced in Matt. 1. and Luke
iii., were of Jewish origin; they were probably the same public
registers (8é\rot Sypdoiar) from which the historian Josephus asserts
that his own genealogy was taken.! It is perfectly obvious that such
documents could contain no indication of the miraculous birth of
Jesus, if even they went down to Him. But how could this fact
furnish a proof of the primitive opinion of the Church about the birth
of its Head? It is in these genealogies, as revised and completed b

Christian historians, that we must seek the sentiments of the primi-
tive Church respecting the person of her Master. And this is pre-
cisely what we find in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. R‘he
former, in demonstrating, by the genealogy which he presents to us,
the Davidic sonship of Joseph, declares ﬁit, a8 regards Jesus, this
same Joseph sustains part of the adoptive, legal father. The extract
from the public registers which the second hands down is not another
edition of that of Joseph, in contradiction with the former ; it is the

nealogy of Levi, the father of Mary (see iii. 28). In transmittin

is document, Luke is careful to observe that the opinion whicﬁ
made Jesus the son of Joseph was only a popular prejudice, and that
the relationship of which he here indicates the links is the only real
one. These are not, therefore, Jewish-Christian materials, as Keim
maintains, but purely Jewish ; and the evangelists, when inserting
them into their writings, have imprinted on them, each after hisown
manner, the Christian seal.

Keim relies further on the silence of Paul respecting the mira-
culous birth. But is he really silent? Can it be maintained that
the expression, Rom. i. 3, “mades of the seed of David according to
the ,” was intended by Paul to describe the entire fact of the
human birth of Jesus? Is it not clear that the words, according to
the flesh, are a restriction expressly designed to indicate another side
to this fact, the action of another factor, called in the following
clause the Spirit {/ holiness, by which he explains the miracle of the
resurrection ¥ The notion of the miraculous birth ap equally
indispensable to explain the antithesis, 1 Cor. xv. 47 : ¢ The first man
is of the earth, earthy; the second, from heaven.” But whatever
else he is, Paul is a man of logical mind. How then could he affirm,

V1 Jos. Vita, ¢ 1.
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on the one hand, the hereditary transmission of sin and death by
natural generation, as he does in Rom. v. 12, and on the other the
truly human birth of Jesus (Gal. iv. 4), whom he regards as the Holy
One, if, in his view, the birth of this extraordinary man was not of
an exceptional character? Only, as this fact could not, from its very
nature, become the subject of apostolical testimony, nor for that
réason enter into general preaching, Paul does not include it among
the elements of the wapddoots which he enumerates, 1 Cor. xv. 1 et
seq. And if he does not make any special dogmatic use of it, it is
because, as we have observed, the miraculous birth is only the negative
condition of the holiness of Jesus ; its positive condition is, and must
be, His voluntary obedience ; consequently it is this that Paul par-
ticularly brings out (Rom. viii. 1-4). These reasons apply to the
other didactic writings of the N. T.

2d. It is arbitrary to maintain that the narrative of the descent
of the Holy Spirit 1s only a later complement of the theory of the
natural birth. Is not this narrative found in two of our synoptics by
the side of that of the supernatural birth? Aund yet this is only a
complement of the theory of the natural birth ! Further, in all these
synoptics alike, it is found closely and organically connected with two
other facts, the ministry of John and the temptation, which proves
that these three narratives formed a very firmly connected cycle in
the evangelical tradition, and belonged to the very earliest preaching.

3d. The idea of the pre-existence of Jesus is in no way a
rival theory to that of the miraculous birth ; on the contrary, the
former implies the latter as its necessary element. It is the idea of
the natural birth which, if we think a little, appears incompatible
with that of the incarnation. M. Secretan admirably says: “ Man
represents the principle of individuality, of progress; woman, that
of tradition, generality, species. The Saviour could not be the son
ofa pa.rticular man; He behoved to be the son of humanity, the Son
Qf man. »

4th. So far from there being in the N. T. writings traces of three
opposite theories on this point, the real state of the case is this :

he disciples set out, just as the Jewish people did, with the idea
of an ordinary birth ; it was the natural supposition (John i 45).
But as they came to understand the prophetic testimony, which
makes the Messiah the supreme manifestation of Jehovah, and the
testimony ot Jesus Himself, which constantly implies a divine back-
ground to His human existence, they soon rose to a knowledge of
the God-man, whose human existence was preceded by His divine
existence. This step was taken, in the consciousness of the Church,
a quarter of a century after the death of Jesus. The Epistles of Pan}
are evidence of it (1 Cor. viil. 6; Col. i 15-17; Phil. ii. 6, 7).
Lastly, the mode of transition from the divine existence to the
human life, the fact of the miraculous birth, entered a little later
into the sphere of the ecclesiastical world, by means of the Gospels
of Matthew and Luke, about thirty-five or forty years after the
departure of the Saviour.

1 La Raison et le Christianisme, pp. 269 and 277.
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II1. Connnection between these Narratives and the Christian Faith in
general.—The miraculous birth is immediately and closely connected
with the perfect holiness of Christ, which is the basis of the Christo-
logy ; 80 much so, that whoever denies the former of these miracles,
must necessarily be led to deny the latter ; and whoever accepts the
second, cannot fail to fall back on the first, which is indeed implied
in it. As to the objection, that even if the biblical narrative of the
miraculous birth is accepted, it is impossible to explain how it was
that sin was not communicated to Jesus through His mother, it has
been already answered (p. 93).—The miraculous birth is equally in-
separable from the fact of the incarnation. It is true that the first
may be admitted and the second rejected, but the reverse is impos-
sible. The necessity for an exceptional mode of birth results from
the pre-existence (p. 160). But here we confront the great objection
to the miraculous birth: What becomes, from this point of view, of
the real and proper humanity of the Saviour? Can it be reconciled
with this exceptional mode of birth$ ¢ The conditions of existence
being different from ours,” says Keim, ¢ equality of nature no longer
exists.”—But, we would ask those who reason in this way, do you
admit the theories of Vogt respecting the origin of the human race %
Do you make man proceed from the irute ? If not, then you admit
a creation of the human race ; and in this case you must acknowledge
that the conditions of existence in the case of the first couple were
quite different from ours. Do you, on this ground, deny the full
and real humanity of the first man? But to deny the Auman cha-
racter to the being from whom has proceeded by way of generation,
that is to say, by the transmission of his own nature, all that is called
man, would be absurd. Identity of nature is possible, therefore,
notwithstanding a difference in the mode of origin. To understand
this fact completely, we need to have a complete insight into the
relation of the individual to the species, which is the most unfa-
thomable secret of nature. But there is something here still more
serious. Jesus is not only the continuator of human nature as it
already exists ; He is the elect of Good, by whom it i to be renewed
and raised to its destined perfection. In Him is accomplished the
new creation, which is the true end of the old. This work of a
higher natare can only take place in virtue of a fresh and imme-
diate contact of creative power with human nature. Keim agrees
with this up to a certain point ; for, while holding the paternal con-
currence in the birth of this extraordinary man, he admits a divine
interposition which profoundly influenced and completely sanctitied
the appearance of this Being.! This attempt at explanation is &
homage rendered to the incomparable moral greatness of Jesus, and
we think it leaves untouched the great object of faith—Jesus Christ’s
dignity as the Saviour. But must we not retort upon this explana-
tion the objection which Keim brings against.the two notions of the
pre-existence and the supernatural birth : “These are theories, not
facts established by any documents!” If it is absolutely necessary
to acknowledge that Jesus was a man specifically different from all

1 Gesch. Jesw, t. i. pp. 857, 858,
Vou. L L)
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others,! and if, in order to explain this phenomenon, it is indis-
pensable to stipulate, as Keim really does, for an exceptional mode
of origin, then why not keep to the positive statements of our Gospels,
which satisfy this demand, rather than throw ourselves upon pure
speculation 1

IV. Origin of the Narratives of the Infancy.—The difference of style,
so absolute and abrupt, between Luke’s preface (i 1-4) and the fol-
lowing narratives, leaves no room for doubt that from i 5 the author
makes use of documents of which he scrapulously preserves the very
form. What were these documents? According to Schleiermacher,
they were brief family records which the compiler of the Gospel con-
tented himself with connecting together in such a way as to form a
continuous narrative. But the modes of conclusion, and the general
views which appear as recurring topics, in which Schleiermacher sees
the proof of his hypothesis, on the contrary upset it. For these brief
summaries, by their resemblance and correspondence, prove a unity
of composition in the entire narrative. Volkmar s the sources
of these narratives as some originally Jewish materials, into which
the author has infused his own Pauline feeling. According to Keim,
their source would be the great Ebionitish writing which constitutes,
in his opinion, the original trunk of our Gospel, on which the author-
set himself to graft his Paulinism. These two suppositions come to
the same thing. We are certainly struck with the twofold character
of these narratives; there is a spirit of profound and scrupulous
fidelity to the law, side by side with a not less marked universalist
tendency. But are these really two currents of contrary origint
I think not. The old covenant already contained these two cur-
rents,—one strictly legal, the other to a great extent universalist.
Universalism is even, properly speaking, the primitive current;
legalism was only added to it afterwards, if it is true that Abraham
preceded Moses. The narratives of the infancy reflect simply and
faithfully this twofold character ; for they exhibit to us the normal
transition from the old to the new covenant. If the so-called Pauline
element had been introduced into it subsequently, it would have
taken away much more of the original tone, and would not appear
organically united with it ; and if it were only the product of a party
manceuvre, its polemical character could not have been so completely
disguised. These two elements, as they present themselves in these
narratives, in no way prove, therefore, two sources of an opposite
religious nature.

The true explanation of the origin of Luke’s and Matthew's nar-
rative appears to me to be found in the followinghfu:t. In Matthew,
Joseph is the principal personage. It is to him that the an
appears ; he comes to calm his perplexities ; it is to him that the
name of Jesus is notified and explained. If the ]l)icture of the infancy
be represented, as in a stereoscope, in & twofold form, in Matthew
it is seen on the side of Joseph; in Luke, on the contrary, it is
Mary who assumes the principal part. It is she who receives the
visit of the angel ; to her is communicated the name of the child

1 Geach. Jesw, t. i. p. 839.
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her private feelings are brought out in the narrative ; it is she who
is prominent in the address of Simeon and in the history of the search
for the child. The picture is the same, but it is taken this time on
Mary's side.

From this we can draw no other conclusion than that the two
cycles of narratives emanate from two different centres. One of these
was the circle of which Joseph was the centre, and which we may
suppose consisted of Cleopas iis brother, James and Jude his sons,
of whom one was the first bishop of the flock at Jerusalem ; and
Simeon, a son of Cleopas, the first successor of James. The nar-
ratives Ereserved amongst these persons might easily reach the ear of
the author of the first Gospel, who doubtless lived in the midst of
this flock ; and his Gospel, which, far more than Luke's, was tie
record of the official preaching, was designed to reproduce rather
that side of the facts which up to a certain point already belonged
to the public. But a cycle of narratives must also have formed itselt
round Mary, in the retreat in which she ended her career. These
narratives would have a much more private character, and would ex-
hibit more of the inner meaning of the external facts. These, doubt-
less, are those which Luke has preserved. How he succeeded in
obtaining access to this source of information, to which he probably
alludes in the dvwfev (i. 3), we do not know. But it is certain that
the nature of these narratives was better suited to the private cha-
racter of his work. Does not Luke give us a glimpse, as it were
designedly, of this incomparable source of information in the remarks
(ii. 19, and 50, 51) which, from any other point of view, could hardly
be anything else than a piece of charlatanism %

We think that these two cycles of narratives existed for a certain
time,—the one as a public tradition, the other as a family souvenir,
in a purely oral form. The author of the first Gospel was doubtless
the first who drew up the former, adapting it to the didactic aim
which he proposed to himself in his wor 'f'he latter was originally
in Aramean, and under any circumstances could only have been
drawn up, as we have shown, after the termination of the ministry
of Jesns. It was in this form that Luke found it. He translated
it, and inserted it in his work. The very songs had been faithfully

reserved until then. For this there was no need of the stenographer.
fdary’s heart had preserved all ; the writer himself testifies as much,
and he utters no vain words. The deeper feelings are, the more
indelibly graven on the soul are the thoughts which embody them ;
and the recollection of the peculiar expressions in which they find
utterance remains indissolubly linked with the recollection of the
thoughts themselves, Every one has verified this ex erience in the
graver moments of his life.

Lastly, in the question which now occupies our attention, let us
not forget to bear in mind the importance which these narratives

in the view of the two writers who have handed them
down to us. They wrote seriously, because they were believers,
and wrote to win the faith of the world.




SECOND PART

——

THE ADVENT OF THE MESSIAH.
CaAP. 111 1-1v. 13.

OR eighteen years Jesus lived unknown in the seclusion
of Nazareth. His fellow - townsmen, recalling this
period of His life, designate Him the carpenter (Mark vi 3).
Justin Martyr—deriving the fact, doubtless, from tradition—
represents Jesus as making ploughs and yokes, and teaching
men righteousness by these products of His peaceful toil!
Beneath the veil of this life of humble toil, an inward
development was accomplished, which resulted in a state of
perfect receptivity for the measureless communication of the
Divine Spirit. This result was attained just when Jesus
reached the climacteric of human life, the age of thirty, when
both soul and body enjoy the highest degree of vitality, and
are fitted to become the perfect organs of a higher inspiration.
The forerunner then having given the signal, Jesus left Ilis
obscurity to accomplish the task which had presented itself
to Him for the first time in the temple, when He was twelve
years of age, as the ideal of His life—the establishment of the
kingdom of God on the earth. Here begins the second phase
of His existence, during which He gave forth what He had
received in the first.

This ¢ransition from private life to public activity is the
subject of the following part, which comprises four sections :
1. The ministry of John the Baptist (iii. 1-20); 2. The
baptism of Jesus (vers. 21, 22); 3. The genealogy (vers. 23—
38); 4. The temptation (iv. 1-13). The corresponding part

1 Dicl. e. Tryph. c. 88,
17
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m the two other synoptics embraces only numbers 1, 2, and 4.
We shall have no difficulty in perceiving the connection
between these three sections, and the reason which induced
St. Luke to intercalate the fourth.

FIRST NARRATIVE.—CHAP. IIL 1-20.,
The Ministry of John the Baptist.

We already know from i 77 why the Messiah was to have
a forerunner. A mistaken notion of salvation had taken
possession of Israel. It was necessary that a man clothed
with divine authority should restore it to its purity before the
Messiah laboured to accomplish it. Perhaps no more stirring
character is presented in sacred history than that of John the
Baptist. The people are excited at his appearing; their con-
sciences are aroused ; multitudes flock to him. The entire
nation is filled with solemn expectation; and just at the
moment when this man has only to speak the word to make
himself the centre of this entire movement, he not only
refrains from saying this word, but he pronounces another.
He directs all the eager glances that were fixed upon himself
to One coming after him, whose sandals he is not worthy to
carry. Then, as soon as his successor has appeared, he retires
to the background, and gives enthusiastic expression to his
joy at seeing himself eclipsed. Criticism is fertile in resources
of every kind ; but with this unexampled moral phenomenon
to account for, it will find it difficult to give any satisfactory
explanation of it, without appealing to some factor of a higher
order.

Luke begins by framing the fact which he is about to
relate in a general outline of the history of the time (vers. 1
and 2). He next describes the personal appearance of John
the Baptist (vers. 3-6) ; he gives a summary of his preaching
(vers. 7-18) ; and he finishes with an anticipatory account ot
his imprisonment (vers. 19, 20).

1. Vers. 1 and 2.' In this concise description of the epoch

¥ Ver. 1. N omits lesvpaias . . . Avemnow (confusion of the two ens).—Ver. 2,

Instead of mpxspsws, which is the reading of T. R. with some Mnn, Itperiew, Vg,
all the Mjj., etc., read apxispins,
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at which John appeared, Luke begins with the largest sphere
—that of the empire. Then, by & natural transition furnished
by his reference to the representative of imperial power in
Judea, he passes to the special domain of the people of
Israel; and he shows us the Holy Land divided into four
distinct states. After having thus described the political
situation, he sketches in a word the ecclesiastical and religions
position, which brings him to his subject. It cannot be
denied that there is considerable skill in this preamble.
Among the evangelists, Luke is the true historian.

And first, the empire. Augustus died on the 19th August
of the year 767 v.c., corresponding to the year 14 and 15 of
our era. If Jesus was born in 749 or 750 v.c, He must
have been at this time about eighteen years of age. At the
death of Augustus, Tiberius had already, for two years past,
shared his throne. The fifteenth year of his reign may
consequently be reckoned, either from the time when he
began to share the sovereignty with Augustus, or from the
time when he began to reign alone, upon the death of the
latter. The Roman historians generally date the reign of
Tiberius from the time when he began to reign alone.
According to this mode of reckoning, the fifteenth year would
be the year of Rome 781 to 782, that is to say, 28 to 29 of
our era. But at this time Jesus would be already thirty-two
to thirty-three years of age, which would be opposed to the
statement iii. 23, according to which He was only thirty years
old at the time of His baptism, towards the end of John's
ministry. According to the other mode of reckoning, the
fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius would be the year of
Rome 779 to 780, 26 to 27 of our era. Jesus would be
about twenty-nine years old when John the Baptist appeared ;
and supposing that the public ministry of the latter lasted
six months or a year, He would be “ about thirty years of age”
when He received baptism from him. In this way agreement
is established between the two chronological data, iii. 1 and
23. It has long been maintained that this last mode of
reckoning, as it is foreign to the Roman writers, could only
be attributed to Luke to meet the requirements of harmonists.
‘Wieseler, however, has just proved, by inscriptions and
nedals, that it prevailed in the East, and particularly at
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Antioch! whence Luke appears originally to have come, and
where he certainly resided for some time.

The circle narrows. We return to the Holy Land. The
title of Pontius Pilate was properly émirpomos, procurator.
That of syepwr belonged to his superior, the governor of Syria.
But as, in Judes, the military command was joined to the
civil authority, the procurator had a right to the title of
sryepwv. Upon the deprivation of Archelaus, son of Herod,
in the year 6 of our era, Judea was united to the empire.
It formed, with Samaria and Idumea, one of thc districts of
the province of Syria. Pilate was its fifth governor. He
arrived there in the year 26, or sooner, in the autumn of the
year 25 of our era; thus, in any case, & very short time
before the ministry of John the Baptist. He remained in
power ten years.

Herod, in his will, made a division of his kingdom. The
first share was given to Archelaus, with the title of ethnarch,
—an inferior title to that of %ing, but superior to that of
tetrarch. This share soon passed to the Romans. The second,
which comprised Galilee and the Perza, was that of Herod
Antipas. The title of tetrarch, given to this prince, signifies
properly sovereign of a fourth. It was then employed as a
designation for dependent petty princes amongst whom had
been shared (originally in fourths ?) certain territories pre-
viously united under a single sceptre. Herod Antipas reigned
for forty-two years, until the year 39 of our era. The entire
ministry of our Lord was therefore accomplished in his reign.
The third share was Philip’s, another son of Herod, who had
the same title as Antipas. It embraced Iturea (Dschedur), a
country situated to the south-east of the Libanus, but not
mentioned by Josephus amongst the states of Philip, and in
addition, Trachonitis and Batansa. Philip reigned 37 years,
until the year 34 of our era. If the title of tetrarch be taken
in its etymological sense, this term would imply that Herod
bad made a fourth share of his states ; and this would natu-

1 Beitrdge sur richtigen Weardigung der Evangelien, etc., 1869, pp. 191-194,
As to seeing, with him, in the terms sairsp (instead of Angustus) and dy1ze-ia
(instead of mevapy/a) proofs of the co-regency of Tiberius, these are subtlecties in
which it is impossible for us to follow this scholar.

® Wieseler, work cited, p. 204.
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rally be that which Luke here designates by the name of
Abilene, and which he assigns to Lysanias. Abila was a
town situated to the north-west of Damascus, at the foot of
the Anti-Libanus. Half a century before the time of which
we are writing, there reigned in this country a certain
Lysanias, the son and successor of Ptolemy king of Chalcis.
This Lysanias was assassinated thirty-six years before our era
by Antony, who gave a part of his dominions to Cleopatral
His heritage then passed into various hands. Profane history
mentions no Lysanias after that one ; and Strauss is eager to
accuse Luke of having, by a gross error, made Lysanias live
and reign sixty years after his death. Keim forms an equally
unfavourable estimate of the statement of Luke! But while
we possess no positive proof establishing the existence of a
Lysanias posterior to the one of whom Josephus speaks, we
ought at least, before accusing Luke of such a serious error,
to take into consideration the following facts : 1. The ancient
Lysanias bore the title of king, which Antony had given him
(Dion Cassius, xlix. 32), and not the very inferior title of
tetrarch? 2. He only reigned from four to five years; and it
would be difficult to understand how, after such a short
possession, & century afterwards, had Abilene even belonged
to him of old, it should still have borne for this sole reason,
in all the historians, the name of Abilene of Lysanias (Jos.
Antig. xviil. 6. 10, xix. 5. 1, ete.; Ptolem. v. 18). 3. A
medal and an inscription found by Pococke* mention a
Lysanias tetrarch and high priest, titles which do not naturally
apply to the ancient king Lysanias. From all these facts,
therefore, it would be reasonable to conclude, with several
interpreters, that there was a younger Lysanias,—a descen-
dant, doubtless, of the preceding,—who possessed, not, as
his ancestor did, the entire kingdom of Chalcis, but simply
the tetrarchate of Abilene. This natural supposition may at
the present day be asserted as a fact.® Two inscriptions

1 Jos. Antiq. xiv. 7. 4; Bell. Jud. i. 9. 2; Antig. xv. 4. 1, xiv. 13. 8.

8 ¢In the third tetrarch, Lysanias of Abilene, Luke introduces a personage
who did not exist " (Gesch. Jesu, t. i. p. 618).

3 Not one of the numerous passages cited by Keim (i. p. 619, note) proves the
contrary.

4 Morgenland, ii. 177.

5 Wieseler, wark (uoted, pp. 191 and 202-204,
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recently deciphered prove: 1. That at the very time when
Tiberius was co-regent with Augustus, there actually existed
a tetrarch Lysanias. For it was a freedman of this Lysanias,
named Nymphseus (Ndudatos . . . Adveaviov Terpdpyov dmeNei-
Oepos), who had executed some considerable works to which
one of these inscriptions refers (Boeckh’s Corpus tnscript. Gr.
No. 4521). 2. That this Lysanias was a descendant of the
ancient Lysanias! This may be inferred, with a probability
verging on certainty, from the terms of the other inscription :
“and to the soms of Lysanias” (tid. No. 4523). Augustus
took pleasure in restoring to the children what his rivals had
formerly taken away from their fathers. Thus the young Jam-
blichus, king of Emesa, received from him the inheritance of
his father of the same name, slain by Antony. In the same
way, also, was restored to Archelaus of Cappadocia a part of
Cilicia, which had formerly belonged to his father of the same
name. Why should not Augustus have done as much for the
young Lysanias, whose ancestor had been slain and deprived
by Antony ? That this country should be here considered by
Luke as belonging to the Holy Land, is explained, either by
the fact that Abilene had been temporarily subject to Herod,
—and it is something in favour of this supposition, that
when Claudius restored to Agrippa L all the dominions of his
grandfather Herod the Great, he also gave him Abilene*—or
by this, that the inhabitants of the countries held by the
ancient Lysanias had been incorporated into the theocracy by
circumcision a century before Christ, and that the ancient
Lysanias himself was born of a Jewish mother, an Asmonzan,
and thus far a Jew.> This people, therefore, in a religious
point of view, formed part of the holy people as well as the
Idumeeans.—The intention of Luke in describing the dis-
memberment of the Holy Land at this period, is to make
palpable the political dissolution into which the theocracy had
fallen at the time when He appeared who was to establish

1 It does not follow from the expression of Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. i. 9), recapitu-
Inting the account of Josephus, that the young Lysanias was a son of Herod.
We may, and indeed, as it appears to me, we must, refer the title of &3iagei,
brethren, only to Philip and Herod the younger, and not to Lysanias : ¢ The
brothers Philip and Herod the younger, with Lysanias, governed their tetrare
chies.” The note in the first edition must be corrected accordingly.

2Jos. Astig. xix. . 1. 3 Wieseler, work quoted, p. 204.
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it in its true form, by separating the eternal kingdom from its
temporary covering.

Luke passes to the sphere of religion (ver. 2). The true
reading is doubtless the sing. dpyiepéws, the high priest Annas
and Caiaphas. How is this strange phrase to be explained ?
1t cannot be accidental, or used without thought. The pre-
decessor of Pilate, Valerius Gratus, had deposed, in the year
14, the high priest Annas. Then, during a period covering
some years, four priestly rulers were chosen and deposed in
succession. Caiaphas, who had the title, was son-in-law of
Annas, and had been appointed by Gratus about the year 17
of our era. He filled this office until 36. It is possible
that, in conformity with the law which made the high-priest-
hood an office for life, the nation continued to regard Annas,
notwithstanding his deprivation and the different elections
which followed this event, as the true high priest, whilst all
those pontiffs who had followed him were only, in the eyes of
the best part of the people, titular high priests. In this way
Luke’s expression admits of a very natural explanation :
“ Annas and Caiaphas being the high priests,” that is to say,
the two high priests,—one by right, the other in fact. This
expression would have all the better warrant, because, as
history proves, Annas in reality continued, as befors, to hold
the reins of government. This was especially the case under
the pontificate of Caiaphas, his son-in-law. John indicates
this state of things in a striking way in two passages relating
to the trial of Jesus, xviii. 13 and 24: “And they bound
Jesus, and led Him away to Annas first; for he was father-
in-law to Caiaphas. ... And Annas sent Jesus bound to
Caiaphas, the high priest” These words furnish in some
sort & commentary on Luke’s expression. These two persons
constituted really one and the same high priest. Add to this,
as we are reminded by Wieseler, that the higher administra-
tion was then shared officially between two persons whom
the Talmud always designates as distinct,—the nasi, who pre-
sided over the Sanhedrin, and had the direction of public
affairs; and the high priest properly so called, who was at the
head of the priests, and superintended matters of religion.
Now it is very probable that the office of nasi at that timne
devolved upon Annas. We are led to this conclusion by the
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powerful influence which he exerted; by the part which,
according to John, he played in the trial of Jesus; and by the
passage Acts iv. 6, where he is found at the head of the
Sanhedrin with the title of dpyuepels, while Caiaphas is only
mentioned after him, as a simple member of this body. This
separation of the office into two functions, which, united,
had constituted, in the regular way, the true and complete
theocratic high-priesthood, was the commencement of its dis-
solution. And this is what Luke intends to express by this
gen. sing. apysepéws, in apposition with two proper names.
It is just as if he had written : “ under the high priest Annas-
Caiaphas.” Disorganization had penetrated beneath the sur-
face of the political sphere (ver. 1), to the very heart of the
theocracy. What a frame for the picture of the appearing of
the Restorer —The expression, the word came to John (lit.
came upon), indicates a positive revelation, either by theophany
or by vision, similar to that which served as a basis for the
ministry of the ancient prophets: Moses, Ex. iii; Isaiah,
chap. vi. ; Jeremiah, chap. i.; Ezekiel, chap. i-iii.; comp. John
i. 33, and see L 80. The word tn the wilderness expressly
connects this portion with that last passage.

2. Vers. 3-6.—The country about Jordan, in Luke, doubt-
less denotes the arid plains near the mouth of this river. The
name wilderness of Judea, by which Matthew and Mark desig-
nate the scene of John’s ministry, applies properly to the
mountainous and broken country which forms the western
boundary of the plain of the Jordan (towards the mouth of
this river), and of the northern part of the basin of the Dead
Sea. But as, according to them also, John was baptizing in
Jordan, the wilderness of Judea must necessarily have in-
cluded in their view the lower course of the river. Asto
the rest, the expression he came info supposes, especially if
with the Alex. we erase the T, that John did not remain
stationary, but went too and fro in the country. This hint
of the Syn., especially in the form in which it occurs in Luke,
agrees perfectly with John x. 40, where the Peresa is pointed
out as the principal theatre of John’s ministry.

"Ver. 8. A. B. L. Or. omit em» before wepixymper.—Ver. 4. R. B. D. L. A
some Mnn. Syre. Itterlee, omit asyevees.—Ver. 5. B. D. Z. some Mnn. s,
Or. read «w/ues instead of sowfumr.
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The rite of baptism, which consisted in the plunging of the
body more or less completely into water, was not at this
period in use amongst the Jews, neither for the Jews them-
selves, for whom the law only prescribed lustrations, nor for
proselytes from paganism, to whom, according to the testi-
mony of history, baptism was not applied until after the fall
of Jerusalem. The very title Baptist, given to John, suffi-
ciently proves that it was he who introduced this rite. This
follows also from Jobn i 25, where the deputation from the
Sanhedrin asks him by what right he baptizes, if he is
neither the Messiah nor one of the prophets, which implies
that this rite was introduced by him; and further, from John
iii. 26, where the disciples of John make it a charge against
Jesus, that He adopted a ceremony of which the institution,
and consequently, according to them, the monopoly, belonged
to their master. Baptism was a humiliating rite for the Jews.
It represented a complete purification; it was, as it were, a
lustration carried to the second power, which implied in himn
who accepted it not a few isolated faults so much 8s a radical
defilement. So Jesus calls it (John iii. 6) a birth of water.
Already the promise of clean water, and of a fountain opened
for sin and uncleanness, in Ezekiel (xxxvi. 25) and Zechariah
(xiil 1), had the same meaning—The complement peravoias,
of repentance, indicates the moral act which was to accompany
the outward rite, and which gave it its value. This term
indicates a complete change of mind. The object of this new
institution is sin, which appears to the baptized in a new
light. According to Matthew and Mark, this change was
expressed by a positive act which accompanied the baptism,
the confession of their sins (éfopoloynoes). Baptism, like
every divinely instituted ceremony, contained also a grace
for him who observed it with the desired disposition. As
Strauss puts it: if, on the part of man, it was a declaration
of the renunciation of sin, on the part of God it was a
declaration of the pardon of sins.—The words for the pardon
depend grammatically on the collective notion, daptism of
repentance.

According to ver. 4, the forerunner of the Messiah had a
place in the prophetic picture by the side of the Messiah Himself.
It is very generally taken for granted by modern interpreters,
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that the prophecy Isa. x1. 1-11, applied by the three synoptics
to the times of the Messiah and to John the Baptist, refer pro-
perly to the return from the exile, and picture the entrance
of Jehovah into the Holy Land at the head of His people.
But is this interpretation really in accordance with the text
of the prophet? Throughout this entire passage of Isaiah
the people are nowhere represented as returning to their own
country ; they are settled in their cities ; it is God who comes
to them : “ O Zion, get thee up into a high mountain . . . Lift up
thy wvoice with strength! Say to the cities of Judah, Behold
your God!” (ver. 9). So far are the people from following in
Jehovah's train, that, on the contrary, they are invited by the
divine messenger to prepare, in the country where they dwell,
the way by which Jehovah is to come to them: “ Prepare the
way of the Lord . . ., and His glory shall be revealed” (vers.
3 and 5). The desert to which the prophet compares the
moral condition of the people is not that of Syria, which had
to be crossed in returning from Babylon, a vast plain in which
there are neither mountains to level nor valleys to fill up.
It is rather the uncultivated and rocky hill-country which
surrounds the very city of Jerusalem, into which Jehovah is
to make His entry as the Messiah. If, therefore, it is indeed
the coming of Jehovah as Messiah which is promised in this
passage (ver. 11, “He shall feed His flock like a shepherd
. . ., He shall carry the lambs in His arms”), the herald who
invites the people to prepare the way of his God is really the
forerunner of the Messiah. The image is taken from an
oriental custom, according to which the visit of a sovereign
was preceded by the arrival of a courier, who called on all
the people to make ready the road by which the monarch
was to enter.! ‘

The text is literally: A woice of one erying! . . . There
i3 no finishing verb; it is an exclamation, The messenger
is not named ; his person is of so little consequence, that it
is lost in his message. The words ¢n the desert may, in
Hebrew as in Greek, be taken either with what precedes:
“cries in the desert,” or with what follows: “ Prepare in the
desert.” It matters little; the order resounds wherever it is
to be executed. Must we be satisfied ‘with a general applica-

V Lowth, Jeaiah, tibers. v.-Koppe, ii.'p. 207.
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tion of the details of the picture ? or is it allowable to give a
particular application to them,—to refer, for instance, the
mountains that must be levelled to the pride of the Pharisees ;
the valleys to be filled up, to the moral and religious indiffer-
ence of such as the Sadducees; the crooked places to be made
straight, to the frauds and lying excuses of the publicans;
and lastly, the rough places, to the sinful habits found in
all, even the best? However this may be, the general aim
of the quotation is to exhibit repentance as the soul of
John’s baptism.—It is probable that the plur. edfelas was
early substituted for the sing. elfeiav, to correspond with the
plur. 7@ oxodd. With this adj. 086w or ¢dods must be under-
stood.

When once this moral change is accomplished, Jehovah
will appear. Kai, and then. The Hebrew text is: “ AU flesh
shall see the glory of God” The LXX. have translated it:
“The glory of the Lord shall be seen (by the Jews ?), and
all flesh (including the heathen ?) shall see the salvation of
God.” This paraphrase, borrowed from Isa. lii. 10, proceeded
perhaps from the repugnance which the translator felt to
attribute to the heathen the sight of the glory of God, al-
though he concedes to them a share in the salvation. This
term salvation is preserved by Luke ; it suits the spirit of his
GospelL.—Only the end of the prophecy (vers. 5 and 6) is cited
by Luke. The two other synoptics limit themselves to the
first part (ver. 4). It is remarkable that all three should
apply to the Hebrew text and to that of the LXX. the same
modification: rdas 7piBovs avrol, His paths, instead of rds
7plBovs Toii Ocod fjuwv, the paths of our God. This fact has
been used to prove the dependence of two of the synoptics
on the third. But the proof is not valid. As Weizsicker®
remarks, this was one of the texts of which frequent use
was made in the preaching of the Messiah; and it was cus-
tomary, in applying the passage to the person of the Messiah,
to quote it in this form. If Luke had, in this section, one
of the two other synoptics before him, how could he have
omitted all that refers to the dress and mode of life of the
forerunner ?

3. Vers 7-17.—The following discourse must not be res

Y Untersuchungesn, p. 24, note.
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garded as a particular specimen of the preaching, the sub-
stance of which Luke has transmitted to us. It is a summary
of all the discourses of John the Baptist during the period
that preceded the baptism of Jesus. The imperf. é\eyew, ke
used to say, clearly indicates Luke’s intention. This sum-
mary contains—1. A call to repentance, founded on the im-
pending Messianic judgment (vers. 7-9); 2. Special practical
directions for each class of hearers (vers. 10-14); 3. The
announcement of the speedy appearance of the Messiah (vers.
16-17).

Vers. 7-9. “ Then said he to the multitude that came forth
to be baptized of him, O generation of vipers, who hath warned
you to flee from the wrath to come? 8 Bring forth therefore
Jruits worthy of repentance, and begin not to say within your-
selves, We have Abraham to our father; for I say unto you,
that God s able of these stones to raise up children unto Abra-
ham. 9 And now also the axe i3 laid unto the root of the
trees; every iree therefore which bringeth not forth good fruit
s hewn down, and cast into the fire”—What a stir would be
produced at the present day by the preaching of a man, who,
clothed with the authority of holiness, should proclaim with
power the speedy coming of the ILord, and His impending
judgment! Such was the appearance of John in Israel—
The expression that cams forth (ver. 7) refers to their leaving
inhabited places to go into the desert (comp. vii 24). In
Matthew it is & number of Pharisees and Sadducees that are
thus accosted. In that Gospel, the reference is to a special
case, as the aor. elmwev, he said fo them, shows. But for all
this it may have been, as Luke gives us to understand, a
topic on which John ordinarily expatiated to his hearers.
The reproachful address, gemeration of wvipers, expresses at
once their wickedness and craft. John compares these multi-
tudes who come to his baptism, because they regard it as a
ceremony that is to ensure their admission into the Messianic
kingdom, to successive broods of serpents coming forth alive
from the body of their dam. This severe term is opposed to
the title ckildren of Abraham, and appears even to allude to
another father, whom Jesus expressly names in another place
(John viii. 37-44). Keim observes, with truth, that this
figurative language of John (comp. the following images,
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stones, trees) is altogether the language of the desert! What
excites such lively indignation in the forerunner, is to see
people trying to evade the duty of repentance by means of
its sign, by baptism performed as an opus operatum. In this
deception he perceives the suggestion of a more cunning
counsellor than the heart of man, ‘Twodelxvvui: to address
advice to the ear, to suggest. The choice of this term ex-
cludes Meyer's sense: “ Who has reassured you, persuading
you that your title children of Abraham would preserve you
from divine wrath ?"—The wrath to come is the Messiah’s
judgment. The Jews made it fall solely on the heathen;
John makes it come down on the head of the Jews them-
selves.

Therefore (ver. 8) refers to the mnecessity of a sincere re-
pentance, resulting from the question in ver. 7. The fruits
worthy of repentance are not the Christian dispositions flowing
from faith; they are those acts of justice, equity, and
humanity, enumerated vers. 10-14, the conscientious practice
of which leads a man to faith (Acts x 35). But John fears
that the moment their conscience begins to be aroused, they
will immediately soothe it, by reminding themselves that they
are children of Abraham. My d&pfnofbe, literally, “ do mnot
begin . . .,” that is to say: “ As soon as my voice awakens
you, do not set about saying . . .” The u% dofnre, do not
think, in Matthew, indicates an illusory claim. On the abuse
of this title by the Jews, see John viii. 33-39, Rom. iv. 1,
Jas. il 21, It is to the posterity of Abraham, doubtless, that
the promises are made, but the resources of God are not
limited. Should Israel prove wanting, with a word He can
create for Himself a new people. In saying, of these stones,
John points with his finger to the stones of the desert or on
the river banks. This warning is too solemn to be only
an imaginary supposition. John kneéw the prophecies; he
was not ignorant that Moses and Isaiah had announced the
rejection of Israel and the calling of the Gentiles. It is by
this threatening prospect that he endeavours to stir up the
zeal of his contemporaries. This word contained in germ the

1 Winer, Realwérterbuch, on Jericho: ¢ This place migbt have passed for a
paradise, apart from the venomous serpents found there.”—The troes along the
course of the Jordan.
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whole teaching of St. Paul on the contrast between the carnal
and the spiritual posterity of Abraham developed in Rom. ix.
and Gal iii. In Deuteronomy the circumcision of the flesh
had already been similarly contrasted with the circumecision
of the heart (xxx. 6).

In vers. 7 and 8 Israel is reminded of the incorruptible
holiness of the judgment awaiting them; ver. 9 proclaims it
at hand. *Hon 8¢ xal: “and now also.” The image is that
of an orchard full of fruit trees. An invisible axe is laid at
the trunk of every tree. This figure is connected with that
of the fruits (ver. 8). At the first signal, the axe will bury
itself in the trunks of the barren trees; it will cut them
down to the very roots. It is the emblem of the Messianic
judgment. It applies at once to the national downfall and
the individual condemnation, two notions which are not yet
distinet in the mind of John. This fulminating address
completely irritated the rulers, who had been willing at one
time to come and hear him; from this time they broke all
connection with John and his baptism. This explains the
passage (Luke vii. 30) in which Jesus declares that the rulers
refused to be baptized. This rejection of John’s ministry by
the official authorities is equally clear from Matt. xxi. 25: “If
we say, Of God; he will say, Why then did ye not believe on
him 2’ The proceeding of the Sanhedrim, John i 19 et seq.,
proves the same thing.

Vers. 10-14.'—But what then, the people ask, are those
fruits of repentance which should accompany baptism ? And,
seized with the fear of judgment, different classes of hearers
approach John to obtain from him special directions, fitted to
their particular social position. It is the confessional after
preaching. This characteristic fragment is wanting in Matthew
and Mark. Whence has Luke obtained it? From some
oral or written source. But this source could not, it is evi-

1 Ver. 10. Almost all the Mjj., weunewpsy instead of semeemss, which is the
reading of T. R., with G. K. U. and many Mnn.—Ver. 11. 8. B. C. L. X. somo
Mnn., sasysr instead of Asys.—Ver. 12. Almost all the Mjj., semewpusy instead
of wensepes, which is the reading of T. R., with G. U. and many Mnn.—Ver. 18.
R* omits uwer wpes avrevs.—Ver. 14. C. D. It¥9,, swnpwenras instead of swnpuesr.
—Almost all the Mjj., wancwpusr instead of wemereusy, which A. G. K. V. and
many Mnn. read. —R* H. 8yr., undia before cuxoparenenrs, instead of uads, which
T. R. with all the other documents read.

VOL. L )}
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dent, contain simply the five verses which follow; it must
have been a narrative of the entire ministry of John. Luke
therefore possessed, on this ministry as a whole, a different
document from the other two Syn. In this way we can
explain the marked differences of detail which we have ob-
served between his writing and Matthew’s: ke says, instead of ke
was saying, ver. 'T; do not begin, instead of think not, ver. 8.

The imperf., asked, signifies that those questions of conscience
were frequently repeated (comp. é\eyev, ver. 7). To a similar
question St. Peter replied (Acts il 37) very differently. This
was because the kingdom of God had come. The forerunner
contents himself with requiring the works fitted to prepare
his hearers,—those works of moral rectitude and benevolence
which are in conformity with the law written in the heart,
and which attest the sincerity of the horror of evil professed
in baptism, and that earnest desire after good which Jesus
8o often declares to be the true preparation for faith (John
iii. 21). In vain does hypocrisy give itself to the practice of
devotion; it is on moral obligation faithfully acknowledged
and practised that the blessing depends which leads men to
salvation.—There is some hesitation in the form woujocwuer
(deliberative subj.); the future mwoujcouer indicates a decision
taken.—Ver. 13. IIpdooew, exact; the meaning is, no over-
charge —Who are the soldiers, ver. 14? Certainly not the
Roman soldiers of the garrison of Judea. Perhaps military
in the service of Antipas king of Galilee ; for they came also
from this country to John’s baptism. More probably armed
men, acting as police in Judea. Thus the term guxkodavreiv
admits of a natural interpretation. It signifies etymologically
those who denounced the exporters of figs (out of Attica), and
is applied generally to those who play the informer. Adcaceier
appears to be connected with the Latin word concutere, whence
comes also our word concussion. These are unjust extortions
on the part of subordinates. The reading of & H. Pesch.,
pmdéva, does not deserve the honour Tischendorf has accorded
to it of admitting it into his text.—When all the people shall
in this way have made ready the way of the Lord, they will
be that prepared people of whom the angel spoke to Zacharias
(i 17), and the Lord will be able to bring salvation to
them (il 6).
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Vers. 15-17'— And as the people were in expectation, and
all men mused in their hearts of Johm, whether he were the
Christ or not; 16 John answered, saying unto them all: I
sndeed baptize you with water ; but one mightier than I cometh,
the latchet of whose shoes I am not worthy to unloose: He shall
baptize you with the Holy Ghost, and with fire: 17 Whose fan
18 n His hand, and He will throughly purge His floor, and will
gather the wheat into His garner; but the chaff He will burn
with fire unquenchable.”—This portion is common to the three
Syn. But the preamble, ver. 15, is peculiar to Luke. It is
a brief and striking sketch of the general excitement and
lively expectation awakened by John’s ministry, The dmacw
of the T. R. contains the idea of a solemn gathering ; but this
scene is not the same as that of John i. 19 et seq., which did
not take place till after the baptism of Jesus. In his answer
John asserts two things: first, that he is not the Messiah;
second, that the Messiah is following him close at hand.
The art. 6 before layupdrepos denotes this personage as ex-
pected.—To unloose the sandals of the master when he came
in (Luke and Mark), or rather to bing them to him (Bagrdaas,
Matt.) when he was disposed to go out, was the duty of the
lowest class of slaves. Mark expresses its menial character
in a dramatic way: xiNras Adoae, to stoop down and unloose.
Each evangelist has thus his own shade of thought. If one
of them had copied from the other, these changes, which would
be at once purposed and insignificant, would be puerile—
‘Icavos may be applied either to physical or intellectual
capacity, or to moral dignity. It is taken in the latter
sense here.—The pronoun adrds brings out prominently the
personality of the Messiah. The preposition év, which
had not been employed before #8are, is added before wved-
pats; the Spirit cannot be treated as a simple means.
One baptizes with water, but not with the Spirit—If the
pardon granted in the baptism of water was not followed by

" the baptism of the Spirit, sin would soon regain the upper
hand, and the pardon would be speedily annulled (Matt.

1 Ver. 16. . B. L., waew instead of axasir.—Ver. 17. X* B. a. e. Heracleon,
3ixxalapus instead of »xas Jienalupiss, which is the reading of T. R., with all the
other Mjj. and all the Mnn.—N* B, e, sevayaysn instead of svvatu, which all the
others read.
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xviii. 23-25). But let the baptism of the Spirit be added to
the baptism of water, and then the pardon is confirmed by
the renewal of the heart and life.—Almost all modern inter-
preters apply the term fire to the consuming ardour of the
judgment, according to ver. 17, the fire which 1s not quenched.
But if there was such a marked contrast between the two
expressions Spirit and fire, the preposition év must have been
repeated before the latter.  Therefore there can only be a
shade of difference between these two terms. The Spirit and
Jire both denote the same divine principle, but in two different
relations with human nature: the first, inasmuch as taking
possession of all in the natural man that is fitted to enter
into the kingdom of God, and consecrating it to this end ; the
second—the image of fire is introduced on account of its con-
trariness to the water of baptism—inasmuch as consuming
everything in the old nature that is out of harmony with
the divine kingdom, and destined to perish. The Spirit, in
this latter relation, is indeed the principle of judgment, but
of an altogether internal judgment. It is the fire symbolized
on the day of Pentecost. As to the fire of ver. 17, it is ex-
pressly opposed to that of ver. 16 by the epithet doBeoroy,
which 18 not quenched. Whoever refuses to be baptized with
the fire of holiness, will be exposed to the fire of wrath.
Comp. a similar transition, but in an inverse sense, Mark
ix. 48, 49.—John had said, shall daptize you (ver. 16). Since
this you applied solely to the penitent, it contained the idea
of a sifting process going on amongst the people. This sift-
ing is described in the seventeenth verse. The threshing-floor
among the ancients was an uncovered place, where the corn,
spread out upon the hardened ground, was trodden by oxen,
which were sometimes yoked to a sledge. The straw was
burnt upon the spot; the corn was gathered into the garner.
This garner, in John’s thought, represents the Messianic
kingdom, the Church in fact, the earliest historical form of
this kingdom, into which all believing Israelites will be
gathered. Jewish presumption made the line of demarcation
which separates the elect from the condemned pass between
Israel and the Gentiles; John makes it pass across the theo-
cracy itself, of which the threshing-floor is the symbol. Thia
ig the force of the did in Siaxalapiei. Jesus expresses Him-




CHAP. IIL 18-20. 181

self in exactly the same sense, John iii 18 et seq. The
judgment of the nation and of the individual are here mingled
together, as in ver. 9; behind the national chastisement of
the fall of Jerusalem and the dispersion of the people, is
placed in the background the judgment of individuals, under
another dispensation. The readings diaxabapas and owvva-
yaryeiv, in order to purify, in order to gather, cannot be ad-
mitted. They rather weaken the force of this striking passage ;
the authority of & B. and of the two documents of the Italic
are not sufficient ; lastly, the future xaraxaioer, which must
be in opposition to a preceding future (3é), comes in too
abruptly.—The pronoun adrod, twice repeated ver. 17 (His
threshing-floor, His garner), leaves no doubt about the divine
dignity which John attributed to the Messiah. The theocracy
belongs to Jehovah. Comp. the expression, His temple, Mal
iii. 1.

4. Vers. 18-20)—We find here one of those general
surveys such as we have in i 66, 80, ii. 40, 52, For the
third time the lot of the forerunner becomes the prelude to
that of the Saviour. The expression many other things (ver.
18) confirms what was already indicated by the imperf. %e
wsed to say (ver. 7), that Luke only intends to give a summary
of John’s preaching. The term ke evangelized (a literal trans-
lation) refers to the Messianic promises which his discourses
contained (vers. 16 and 17), and the true translation of this
verse appears to me to be this: “while addressing these and
many other exhortations to the people, he announced to them the
glad tidings.”—Ver. 19. Herod Antipas, the sovereign of
Galilee, is the person already mentioned in ver. 1. The word
du\imrmov, rejected by important authorities, is probably a
gloss derived from Matthew. The first husband of Herodias
- was called Herod. He has no other name in Josephus. He
lived as & private individual at Jerusalem. But perhaps he
also bore the surname of Philip, to distinguish him from
Herod Antipas. The brother of Antipas, who was properly
called Philip, is the tetrarch of Itureea (iii. 1). The ambi-
tious Herodias had abandoned her husband to marry Antipas,

1 Ver. 19. The T. R., with A. C. K. X. II. many Mnn. Syr., adds, before ~e»

sdirpev, #i)swwov, which is omitted by 16 Mjj. 120 Mnn. It. Vg. (taken from
Matthew).—Ver. 20. R* B, D. X, It*4, omit zas before wpsesfuxs.
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who for love of her sent away his first wife, a daughter of
Aretas king of Arabia; this act drew him into a disastrous
War.

Luke’s expression indicates concentrated indignation. In
order to express the energy of the éml maociw, we must say:
to crown all . .. The form of the phrase mpogéfnre xal
xarécheige is based on a well-known Hebraism, and proves
that this narrative of Luke’s is derived from an Aramaan
document. This passage furnishes another proof that Luke
draws upon an independent source; he separates himself, in
fact, from the two other symoptics, by mentioning the im-
prisonment of John the Baptist here instead of referring it to
a later period, as Matthew and Mark do, synchronizing it with
the return of Jesus into Galilee after His baptism (Matt.
iv. 12; Mark i 14). He thereby avoids the chronological
error committed by the two other Syn., and rectified by John
(iii 24). This notice is brought in here by anticipation, as
the similar notices, i. 66b and 805. It is intended to explain
the sudden end of John’s ministry, and serves as a stepping-
stone to the narrative vii. 18, where John sends from his
prison two of his disciples to Jesus.

The fact of John the Baptist's ministry is authenticated by the
narrative of Josephus. This historian speaks of it at some length
when describing the marriage of Herod Antipas with Herodias.
After relating the defeat of Herod's army by Aretas, the father of
his first wife, Josephus (4nfig. xviil. 5. 1, 2) continues thus : ¢ This
disaster was attributed by many of the Jews to the displeasure of
God, who smote Herod for the murder of John, surnamed the Bap-
tist ; for Herod had put to death this good man, who exhorted the
Jews to the practice of virtue, inviting them to come to his baptism,
and bidding them act with justice towards each other, and with piety
towards God ; for their baptism would please God if they dig not
use it to justify themselves from any sin they had committed, but
to obtain purity of body after their souls had been previously purified
by righteousness. And when a great multitude of people came to
him, and were deeply moved by his discourses, Herod, fearing lest
he might use his influence to urge them to revolt,—for he well knew
that t%ey would do whatever he advised them,—thought that the
best course for him to take was to put him to death before he
attempted anything of the kind. So he put him in chains, and sent
him to the castle of Macherus, and there put him to death. The
Jews, therefore, were convinced that his army was destroyed as a
EﬂMent for this murder, God being incensed against Herod.”

is account, while altogether independent of the evangelist's, con-
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firms it in all the essential points : the extraordinary appearance of
thi:egerson of such remarkable sanctity ; the rite of baptism intro-
duced by him ; his surname, the Baptist; John's protest against the
use of baptism as a mere opus operatum ; his energetic exhortations ;
the general excitement ; the imprisonment and murder of John ; and
further, the criminal marriage of Herod, related in what precedes.
By the side of these essential points, common to the two narratives,
there are some secondary differences :—1st. Josephus makes no men-
tion of the Messianic element in the preaching of John. But in
this there is nothing surprising. This silence proceeds from the
same cause a8 that which he observes respecting the person of Jesus.
He who could allow himself to apply the Messianic prophecies to
Vespasian, would necessarily try to avoid everything in contem-
poraneous history that had reference either to the forerunner, as
such, or to Jesus. Weizsiicker rightly observes that the narrative
of Josephus, so far from invalidating that of Luke on this point,
confirms it. For it is evident that, apart from its connection with
the expectation of the Messiah, the baptism of John would not have
produced that general excitement which excited the fears of Herod,
and which is proved by the account of Josephus.—2d. According te
Luke, the determining cause of John's imprisonment was the resent-
ment of Herod at the rebukes of the Baptist ; while, according to
Josephus, the motive for this crime was the fear of a political out-
breaE. But it is easy to conceive that the cause indicated by Luke
would not be openly avowed, and that it was unknown in the poli-
tical circles where g osephus gathered his information. Herod and
his counsellors put forward, as is usual in such cases, the reason of
State. The previous revolts—those which immediately followed the
death of Herod, and that which Judas the Gaulonite provoked—only
justified too well the fears which they affected to feel.—In any case,
if, on account of this general agreement, we were willing to admit
that one of the two historians made use of the other, it is not Luke
that we should regard as the copyist; for the Aramean forms of
his narrative indicate a source independent of that of Josephus.

The higher origin of this ministry of John is proved by the two fol-
lowing characteristics, which are inexplicable from & purely natural
point of view :—1st. His connection, so emphatically announced, with
the immediate appearance of the Messiah ; 2d. The abdication of
John, when at the height of his popularity, in favour of the poor
Galilean, who was as yet unknown to all. As to the originality of
John’s baptism, the lustrations used in the oriental religions, in
Judaism itself, and particularly among the Essenes, have been alleged
against it. But this originality consisted less in the outward form
of the rite, than—1. In its application to the whole people, thus pro-
nounced defiled, and placed on a level with the heathen ; and 2. In
the preparatory relation established by the forerunner between this
imperfect baptism and that final baptism which the Messiah was
about to confer.

We think it useful to give an example here of the way in which
Holtzmann tries to explain the composition of our Gospel :—
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1. Vers. 1-8 are borrowed from source A. (the original Mark);
only Luke leaves out the details respecting the ascetic life of John
the Baptist, because he intends to give his discourses at greater
length ; he compensates for this omission by adding the chronological
data (vers. 1 and 2), and by extending the guotation from the L
(vers. 5 and 6) I—2. Vers. 7-9 are taken from A., just as are
the parallel verses in Matthew ; they were left out by the author of
our canonical Mark, whose intention was to give only an abridgment
of the discourses.—3. Vers. 10-14 are taken from a private source,
peculiar to Luke.—Are we then to suppose that this source contained
only these four verses, since Luke has depended on other sources for
all the rest of his matter?—4. Vers. 15-17 are composed 53) of a
sketch of Luke’s invention (ver. 15) ; (b) of an extract from A., vers.
16, 17.—5. Vers. 18-20 have been compiled on the basis of a fragment
of A., which is found in Mark vi. 17-29, a summary of which Luke
thought should be introduced here.—Do we not thus fall into that

rocess of manufacture which Schleiermacher ridiculed so happily
in his work on the composition of Luke, & propos of Eichhorn’s hypo-
thesis, a method which we thought had dli).:appeared from criticism
for ever?

SECOND NARRATIVE.—CHAP. IIL 21, 22,
The Baptism of Jesus.

The relation between John and Jesus, as described by St.
Luke, resembles that of two stars following each other at a
short distance, and both passing through a series of similar
circumstances. The announcement of the appearing of the
one follows close upon that of the appearing of the other. It
is the same with their two births. This relation repeats itself
in the commencement of their respective ministries ; and lastly,
in the catastrophes which terminate their lives. And yet, in
the whole course of the career of these two men, there was but
one personal meeting—at the baptism of Jesus. After this
moment, when one of these stars rapidly crossed the orbit of
the other, they separated, each to follow the path that was
marked out for him. It is this moment of their actual contact
that the evangelist is about to describe.

Vers. 21 and 22)—This narrative of the baptism is the
sequel, not to vers. 18, 19 (the imprisonment of John), which

1 Ver. 22. K. B. D. L., o instead of wes, —N. B. D. L. Itpleriaus, omit asy
D. Itv4, Justin, and some other Fathers, read, vies mew s ev, syw enpsper ayso-
mxa s, 1y cos, eto.



CHAP. IIL 21, 22. 185

are an anticipation, but to the passage vers. 15-17, which de-
scribes the expectation of the people, and relates the Messianic
prophecy of John. The expression &wavra Tov Naov, all the
people, ver. 21, recalls the crowds and popular feeling described
in ver. 15. But Meyer is evidently wrong in seeing in these
words, “ When all the people were baptized,” a proof that all
this crowd was present at the baptism of Jesus. The term all
the people, in such a connection, would be & strange exaggera-
tion. Luke merely means to indicate the general agreement
in time between this movement and the baptism of Jesus; and
the expression he uses need not in any way prevent our think-
ing that Jesus was alone, or almost alone, with the forerunner,
when the latter baptized Him. Further, it is highly probable
that He would choose a time when the transaction might take
place in this manner. But the turn of expression, év 7¢ Bamw-
Twrbijvas, expresses more than the simultaneousness of the two
facts ; it places them in moral connection with each other. In
being baptized, Jesus surrenders Himself to the movement
which at this time was drawing all the people towards God.
Had He acted otherwise, would He not have broken the bond
of solidarity which He had contracted, by circumcision, with
Israel, and by the incarnation, with all mankind ? So far from
being relaxed, this bond is to be drawn closer, until at last it
involve Him who has entered into it in the full participation
of our condemnation and death. This relation of the baptism
of tho nation to that of Jesus explains also the singular turn
of expression which Luke makes use of in mentioning the fact
of the baptism. This act, which one would have thought would
have been the very pith of the narrative, is indicated by means
of a simple participle, and in quite an incidental way : “ When
all the people were baptized, Jesus also being baptized, and
praying . . .” Luke appears to mean that, granted the national
baptism, that of Jesus follows as a matter of course. It is the
moral consequence of the former. This turn of thought is not
without its importance in explaining the fact which we are
now considering—Luke adds here a detail which is peculiar
to him, and which serves to place the miraculous phenomena
which follow in their true light. At the time when Jesus,
having been baptized, went up out of the water, He was in
prayer. The extraordinary manifestations about to be related
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thus become God's answer to the prayer of Jesus,in which the
sighs of His people and of mankind found utterance. The
earth is thirsty for the rain of heaven. The Spirit will descend
on Him who knows how to ask it effectually ; and it will be
His office to impart it to all the rest. If, afterwards, we hear
Him saying (xi. 9), “ Ask, and it shall be given you ; seek, and
ye shall find ; knock, and it shall be opened to you,” we know
from what personal experience He derived this precept: at the
Jordan He Himself first asked and received, sought and found,
knocked and it was opened to Him.

The heavenly manifestation.—Luke assigns these miraculous
facts to the domain of objective reality : the heavens opened, the
Spirit descended. Mark makes them a personal intuition of
Jesus: And coming up out of the water, He saw the heavens
opened, and the Spirit descending (i. 10). Matthew corresponds
with Mark; for Bleek is altogether wrong in maintaining that
this evangelist makes the whole scene a vision of John the
Baptist. The text does not allow of the two verbs, He went
up and He saw, which follow each other so closely (Matt. iii.
16), having two different subjects. Bleek alleges the narrative
of the fourth Gospel, where also the forerunner speaks merely of
what ke saw himself. But that is natural; for in that passage
his object was, not to relate the fact, but simply to justify the
testimony which he had just borne. For this purpose he could
only mention what he had seen himsel). No inference can be
drawn from this as to the fact itself, and its relation to Jesus,
the other witness. Speaking generally, the scene of the bap-
tism does not fall within the horizon of the fourth Gospel,
which starts from a point of time six weeks after this event
took place. Keim has no better ground than this for asserting
that the accounts of the Syn. on this subject are contradictory
to that of John, because the former attribute an external reality
to these miraculous phenomens, while the latter treats them
as a simple vision of the forerunner, and even, according to
him, excludes the reality of the baptism.! The true relation
of these accounts to each other is this: According to the fourth
Gospel, Jokn saw ; according to the first and second, Jesus saw.
Now, as two persons can hardly be under an hallucination at
the same time and in the same manner, this double perception

! Geach. Jesw, t. i. p. 536.
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supposes a reality, and this reality is affirmed by Luke: 4nd
st came to pass, that . . .

The divine manifestation comprises three internal facts, and
three corresponding sensible phenomena. The three former
are the divine communication itself; the three latter are the
manifestation of this communication to the consciousness of
Jesus and of John, Jesus was a true man, consisting, that is,
at once of body and soul. In order, therefore, to take complete
possession of Him, God had to speak at once to His outward
and inward sense. As to John, he shared, as an official wit-
ness of the spiritual fact, the sensible impression which accom-
panied this communication from on high to the mind of Jesus.
The first phenomenon is the opening of the heavens. ‘While
Jesus is praying, with His eyes fixed on high, the vault of
heaven is rent before His gaze, and His glance penetrates the
abode of eternal light. The spiritual fact contained under this
sensible phenomenon is the perfect understanding accorded to
Jesus of God’s plan in the work of salvation. The treasures
of divine wisdom are opened to Him, and He may thenceforth
obtain at any hour the particular enlightenment He may need.
The meaning of this first phenomenon is therefore perfect reve-
lation.—From the measureless heights of heaven above, thus
laid open to His gaze, Jesus sees descend a luminous appear-
ance, having the form of a dove. This emblem is taken from a
natural symbolism. The fertilizing and persevering incubation
of the dove is an admirable type of the life-giving energy
whereby the Holy Spirit developes in the human soul the germs
of a new life. It isin this way that the new creation, deposited
with all its powers in the soul of Jesus, is to extend itself around
Him, under the influence of this creative principle (Gen. i. 2).
By the organic form which invests the luminous ray, the Holy
Spirit is here presented in its absolute totality. At Pentecost
the Holy Spirit appears under the form of divided (Siapept-
Youevar) tongues of fire, emblems of special gifts, of particular
Xaplopara, shared among the disciples. But in the baptism
of Jesus it is not a portion only, it is the fulness of the Spirit
which is given. This idea could only be expressed by a symbol
taken from organic life. John the Baptist understood this em-
blem : “ For God giveth not,” he says (John iii. 34), “the Spirit
by measure unto Him.” The vibration of the luminous ray on the
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head of Jesus, like the fluttering of the wings of a dove, denotes
the permanence of the gift. “I saw,” says John the Baptist
(John i 32), “the Spirit descending from heaven like a dove,
and ¢ abode upon Him.” This luminous appearance, then, re-
presents an inspiration which is neither partial as that of the
faithful, nor intermittent as that of the prophets—perfect in-
spiration.—The third phenomenon, that of the divine voice,
represents a still more intimate and personal communication.
Nothing is & more direct emanation from the personal life than
speech, the voice. The voice of God resounds in the ear and
heart of Jesus, and reveals to Him all that He is to God—the
Being most tenderly beloved, beloved as a father's only son ;
and consequently all that He is called to be to the world—the
organ of divine love to men, He whose mission it is to raise
His brethren to the dignity of sons—According to Luke, and
probably Mark also (in conformity with the reading admitted
by Tischendorf), the divine declaration is addressed fp Jesus:
“Thowartmy Son . . .; in Theel am . . .” In Matthewit
has the form of a testimony addressed to a third party touch-
ing Jesus: “ This ismy Son . . . tnwhom . ..” The first form
is that in which God spoke to Jesus; the second, that in which
oohn became conscious of the divine manifestation. This dif-
ference attests that the two accounts are derived from different
sources, and that the writings in which they are preserved are
independent of each other. 'What writer would have de-
liberately changed the form of a saying which he attributed to
God Himself ?—The pronoun ¥, Thou, as well as the predicate
ayamnros, with the article, the well-beloved, invest this filial
relation with a character that is altogether unigue; comp. x.
22. From this moment Jesus must have felt Himself the
supreme object of the love of the infinite God. The unspeak-
able blessedness with which such an assurance could not fail
to fill Him was the source of the witness He bore concerning
Himself,—a witness borne not for His own glory, but with a
view to reveal to the world the love wherewith God loves those
to whom He imparts such a gift. From this moment dates
the birth of that unique consciousness Jesus had of God as
Hi3 own Father,—the rising of that radiant sun which hence-
forth illuminates His life, and which since Pentecost has riser
upon mankind. Just as, by the instrumentality of His Word
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and Spirit, God communicates to believers, when the hour has
come, the certainty of their adoption, so answering both in-
wardly and outwardly the prayer of Jesus, He raises Him in
His human consciousness to a sense of His dignity as the only-
begotten Son. It is on the strength of this revelation that
John, who shared it, says afterwards, “ The Father loveth the
Son, and hath given all things into His hands” (John iii. 35).
The absence of the title Christ in the divine salutation is
remarkable. 'We see that the principal fact in the development
of the consciousness of Jesus was not the feeling of His Mes-
sianic dignity, but of His close and personal relation with God
(comp. already ii. 49),and of His divine origin. On that alone
was based His conviction of ,His Messianic mission. The
religious fact was first ; the official part was only its corollary.
M. Renan has reversed this relation, and it is the capital defect
of his work.—The quotation of the words of Ps. ii, “ To-day
have I begotten Thee,” which Justin introduces into the divine
salutation, is only supported by D. and some Mss. of the Italic.
It contrasts with the simplicity of the narrative. God does
not quote Himself textually in this way ! The Cantabrigiensis
swarms with similar interpolations which have not the slightest
critical value. It is easy to understand how this quotation,
affixed at an early period as a marginal gloss, should have
found its way into the text of some documents; but it would
be difficult to account for its suppression in such a large number
of others, had it originally formed part of the text. Justin
furnishes, besides, in this very narrative of the baptism, several
apocryphal additions.

By means of a perfect revelation, Jesus contemplates the
plan of God. Perfect inspiration gives Him strength to realize
it. From the consciousness of His dignity as Son He derives
the assurance of His being the supreme ambassador of God,
called to accomplish this task. These were the positive con-
ditions of His ministry.

THE BAPTISM OF JESUS.

We shall examine—1st. The baptism itself ; 2d. The marvellous
ttzli‘rcmum:st.ancea which accompanied it ; 3d. The different accounts of
iz fact.
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1st. The Meaning of the Baptism.—Here two closely connectled
questions present themselves: What was the object of Jesus in
seeking baptism? What took place within Him when the rite was
performed ¥

To the former question Strauss boldly replies : The baptism of
Jesus was an avowal on His part of defilement, and a means of ob-
taining divine pardon. This explanation contradicts all the declara-
tions of Jesus respecting Himself. If there is any one feature that
marks His life, and completely separates it from all others, it is the
entire absence of remorse and of the need of personal forgiveness.—
According to Schleiermacher, Jesus desired to endorse the preaching
of John, and obtain from him consecration to His Messianic ministry.
But there had been no relation indicated beforehand between the
baptism of water and the mission of the Messiah, nor was any such
known to the people ; and since baptism was generally understood as
a confession otpgeﬁlement, it would rather appear incompatible with
this supreme theocratic dignity.—Weizséicker, Keim, and others see
in it a personal engagement on the part of Jesus to consecrate Him-
self to the service of holiness. This is just the previous opinion
shorn of the Messianic notion, since these writers shrink from
attributing to Jesus, thus early, a fixed idea of His Messianic dig-
nity. It is certain that baptism was a vow of moral purity on the
part of him who submitted to it. But the form of the rite implies
not only the notion of progress in holiness, but also that of the
removal of actual defilement ; which is incompatible with the idea
which these authors have themselves formed of the person of Jesus.
—Lange sees in this act the indication of Jesus’ guiltless participation
in the collective defilement of mankind, by virtue of the solidarity
of the race, and a voluntary engagement to deliver Himself up to
death for the salvation of the world. This idea contains sub-
stantially the truth. We would express it thus: In presenting Him-
self for baptism, Jesus had to make, as others did, His éfouordynars,
His confession of sins.'! Of what sins, if not of those of His people
and of the world in general? He placed before John a striking
picture of them, not with that pride and scorn with which the Jews
spoke of the sins ot the heathen, and the Pharisees of the sins of the
publicans, but with the humble and compassionate tones of an Isaiah
(chap. Ixiii.), a Daniel (chap. ix.), or a Nehemiah (chap. ix.), when
they confessed the miseries of their people, as if the burden were
their own. He could not have gone down into the water after such an
act of communion with our misery, unless resolved to give Himself
up entirely to the work of putting an end to the reign of sin. But
He did not content Himself with making a vow. He prayed, the
text tells us; He besought God for all that He needed for the
accomplishment of this great task, fo take away the sin of the world.
He asked for wisdom, for spiritual strength, and particularly for the
solution of the mystery which family records, the Scriptures, and

' Matthew (iii. 8) and Mark (L. 7): *And they were baptized by him in
Jordan, confessing their sins."
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His own holiness had created about His person. We can under
stand how John, after hearing Him confess and pray thus, should
say, “ Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the
world|” This is what Jesus did by presenting Himself for
baptism.

at took giace within Him during the performance of the rite ¢
According to Schleiermacher, nothing at all. He knew that He was
the Messiah, and, by virtue of His previous development, He already
possessed every qualification for His work. John, His forerunner,
was merely apprised of his vocation, and rendered capable of pro-
claiming it. Weizsiicker, Keim, and others admit something more.
Jesus became at this time conscious of His redemptive mission.
It was on the banks of the Jordan that the grand resolve was
formed ; there Jesus felt Himself at once the man of God and the
man of His age ; there John silently shared in His solemn vow ; and
there the “God wills it” sounded through these two elect souls.!
Lastly, Gess and several others think they must admit, besides a
communication of strength from above, the gift of the Holy Spirit,
but solely as a spirit of ministry, in view of the charge He was about
to fulfil. These ideas, although just, are insufficient. The texts are
clear. If Jesuswasrevealed to John, it was because He was revealed
to Himself ; and this revelation could not have taken place without
being accompanied by a new gift. This gift could not refer to His
work simply ; for in an existence such as His, in which all was spirit
and life, it was impossible to make a mechanical separation between
work and life. The exercise of the functions of His office was an
emanation from His life, and in some respects the atmosphere of
His very personality. His entrance upon the duties of His office
must therefore have coincided with an advance in the development
of His personal life. Does not the power of giving imply possession
in a different sense from that which holds when this power is as yet
unexercised? Further, our documents, accepting the humanity of
Jesus more thoroughly than our boldest theologians, overstep the
bounds at which they stop. According to them, Jesus really re-
ceived, not certainly as Cerinthus, going beyond the limits of truth,
taught, a heavenly Christ who came and united Himself to him for
a time, but the Holy Spirit, in the full meaning of the term, by which
Jesus became the Lord’s anointed, the Christ, the perfect man, the
second Adam, capable of begetting a new spiritual humanity. This
Spirit no longer acted on Him simply, on His will, as it had done
from the beginning ; it became His proper nature, His personal life.
No mention 18 ever made of the action of the Holy Spirit on Jesus
during the course of His ministry. Jesus was more and better than
inspired. Through the Spirit, whose life became His life, God was
in Him, and He in God. In order to His being completely glorified
as man, there remained but one thing more, that His earthly
existence be transformed into the divine state. His transfiguration
was the prelude to this transformation. In the development of

1 See the fine passage in Keim's Gesch. Jesu, t. i. pp. 543-549.
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Jesus, the baptism is therefore the intermediate point between the
miraculous birth and the ascension.

But objections are raised against this biblical notion of the baptisnc
of Jesus. Keim maintains that, since Jesus already possessed the
Spirit through the divine influence which sanctified His birth, He
could not receive it in His baptism. But would he deny that, if
there is one act in human life which is free, it is the acquisition of
the Spirit? The Spirit's influence is too much of the nature of
fellowship to force itself on any one. It must be desired and sought
in order to be received ; and for it to be desired and sought, it must
be in some measure known. Jesus declares (John xiv. 17), “ that
the world cannot receive the Holy Spirit, because it seeth Him not,
neither knoweth Him.” The possession of the Spirit cannot there-
fore be the starting-point of moral life ; it can only be the term of
a more or less lengthened development of the soul's life. The human
soul was created as the betrothed of the Spirit ; and for the marriage
to be consummated, the soul must have beheld her heavenly spouse,
and learnt to love Him and accept Him freely. This state of ener-
getic and active receptivity, the condition of every Pentecost, was
that of Jesus at His baptism. It was the fruit of His previous pure
development, which had simply been rendered possible by the inter-
position of the Holy Spirit in His birth (p. 94).

Again, it is said that it lessens the moral greatness of Jesus
to substitute a sudden and magical illumination, like that of the
baptism, for that free acquisition of the Spirit,—that spontaneous
discovery and conquest of self which are due solely to personal
endeavour.—But when God gives a soul the inward assurance of
adoption, and reveals to it, as to Jesus at His baptism, the love He
has for it, does this gift exclude previous endeavour, moral struggles,
even anguish often bordering on despair? No; so far from grace
excluding human preparatory labour, it would remain barren with-
out it, just as the human labour would issue in nothing apart from
the divine gift. Every schoolmaster has observed marked stages
in the development of children,—crises in which past growth has
found an end, and from which an entirely new era has taken its date.
There is nothing, therefore, out of harmony with the laws of psycho-
logy in this apparently abrupt leap which the baptism makes in the
life of Jesus.

2d. The Miraculous Circumstances.—Keim denies them altogether.
Everything in the baptism, according to him, resolves itself into a
heroic decision on the part of Jesus to undertake the salvation of the
world. He alleges—1. The numerous differences between the nar-
ratives, particularly between that of John and those of the Syn. This
objection rests on misapprehensions (see above).—2. The legendary
character of the prodigies related. But here one of two things must
be true. Either our narratives of the baptism are the reproduction of
the original evangelical tradition circulated by the apostles (i. 2), and
repeated during many years under their eyes ; and in this case, how
could they contain statements positively false? Or these accounts
are legends of later invention ; gut if so, how is their all but literal
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agreement to be accounted for, and the well-defined and fixea t;
which they exhibit?—3. The internal struggles of Jesus and the
doubts of John the Baptist, mentioned in the subsequent history,
are not reconcilable with this sapernatural revelation, which, accord-
ing to these accounts, both must have received at the time of the bap-
tism. But it is impossible to instance a single struggle in the ministry
of Jesus respecting the reality of His mission ; it is to pervert the
meaning of the conversation at Ceesarea Philippi (see ix. 18 et seq.),
and of the prayer in Gethsemane, to find sucﬁ & meaning in them.
And as to the doubts of John the Baptist, they certainly did not
respect the origin of the mission of Jesus, since it is to none other
than Jesus Himself that John applies for their solution, but solely
to the nature of this mission. e unostentatious and peaceful pro
of the work of Jesus, His miracles purely of mercy (* having
m of the works of Christ,” Matt. xi. 2), contrasted so forcibly with
the terrible Messianic judgment which he had announced as im-
minent (iii. 9, 17), that he was led to ask himself whether, in accord-
ance with a prevalent opinion of Jewish theology,! Jesus was not
the messenger of grace, the instrument of salvation ; whilst another,
a second (&repos, Matt. xi. 3), to come after Him, would be the agent
of divine judgment, and the temporal restorer of the people purified
from every corruption. John’s doubt therefore respects, not the
divinity of Jesus’ mission, but the exclusive character of His Messianic
dignity.—4. It is asked why John, if he believed in Jesus, did not
from the hour of the baptism immediately take his place among His
adherents? But had he not a permanent duty to fulfil in regard to
Israel? Was he not to continue to act as a mediating agent between
this people and Jesus? To abandon his special position, distinct
a8 it was from that of Jesus, in order to rank himself amongst His
disciples, would have been to desert his official post, and to cease to
be a mediator for Israel between them and their King.
‘We cannot imagine for a moment, especially looking at the matter
from a Jewish point of view, according to which every holy mission
ds from above, that Jesus would determine to undertake the
unheard-of task of the salvation of the world and of the destruction
of sin and death, and that John could share this determination, and
proclaim it in God’s name a heavenly mission, without some positive
sign, some sensible manifestation of the divine will. Jesus, says
Keim, is not a man of visions ; He needs no such signs ; there is no
need of a dove between God and Him. Has Keim, then, forgotten
the real humanity of Jesus? That there were no visions during the
course of His ministry, we concede ; there was no room for ecstasy
in a man whose inward life was henceforth that of the Spirit Him-
self. But that there had been none in His preceding life up to the
very threshold ot this new state, is more than any one can assert
Jesus lived over again, if we may venture to say so, the whole life of
humanity and the whole life of Israel, so far as thess two lives were
of a normal character ; and this was how it was that He so well

! 8ee my Commentary on the Gospel of John, i. p. 811.
VOL. L N
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understood them. Why should not the preparatory educational
method of which God made such frequent use under the old cove-
nant,—the vision,—have had its place in His inward development,
before He reached, physically and spiritually, the stature of complete
manhood ¢

8d. The Narratives of the Baptism.—Before we pronounce an opinion
on the origin ot our synoptical narratives, it is important to com
the apocryphal narrations. In the Gospel of the Nazarenes, which
Jerome had translated,' the mother and brethren of Jesus invite
Him to go and be baptized by John. He answers: “ Wherein have
I sinned, and why should I go to be baptized by him,—unless, per-
haps, this speech which I have just attered be [a sin of] ignorance $"
Afterwards, a heavenly voice addresses these words to Iﬁn “ My
Son, in all the prophets I have waited for Thy coming, in order to
take my rest in Thee : for it is Thou who art my rest ; Thou art my
first-born Son, and Thou shalt reign eternally.”—In the Preaching of
Paul? Jesus actually confesses His sins to John the Baptist, just as
all the others.—In the Ebionitish recension of the Gaspel of the
Iebrews, cited by Epiphanius,® a great light surrounds the place
where Jesus has just been baptized : then the plenitude of the Eloly
Spirit enters into Jesus under the form of a dove, and a divine voice
says to Him : ¢ Thou art my well-beloved Son ; on Thee I have be-
stowed my good pleasure.” It resumes: ¢ To-day have I begotten
Thee.” In this Gospel also, the dialogue between Jesus and John,
which Matthew relates before the baptism, is placed after it. John,
after having seen the miraculous signs, says to Jesus, “ Who then
art Thout” The divine voice replies, * This is my beloved Son, on
whom I have bestowed my good pleasure.” John falls at His feet,
and says to Him, “Baptize me |” and Jesus answers him, *Cease
from that."—Justin Martyr relates,* that when Jesus had gone down
into the water, a fire blazed up in the Jordan ; next, that when He
came out of the water, the Holy Spirit, like a dove, descended upon
Him ; lastly, that when He had ascended from the river, the voice
said to Him, ¢ Thou art my Son ; to-day have I begotten Thee.”—
Who cannot feel the difference between prodigies of this kind—
between these theological and amplified discourses attributed to God
—and the holy sobriety of our biblical narratives The latter are the
text; the apocryphal writings give the human paraphrase.—The
comparison of these two kinds of narrative proves that the type of
the apostolic tradition has been preserved pure, as the impress of a
m in the common tenor of our synoptical narratives.—As to the
difference between these narratives, they are not without importance.
The principal differences are these : Matthew has, over and above
the two others, the dialogue between Jesus and John which preceded
the baptism, and which was only a continuation of the act of con-
fession which Jesus had just made. The Ebionite Gospel places it
after, because it did not understand this connection. e prayer of

! Adv. Pet. iii. 1.

% See De rebaptismate, intheworhonyPrlm. Grabe, Spicil. t. i. p. 69.
* Heer, xxx. lps. Dial. e. Tryph.p':l.ss nn«fI 103
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Jesus is peculiar to Luke, and he differs from the other two in the
remarkable turn of the participle applied to the fact of the baptism
of Jesus, and in the more objective form in which the miraculous
facts are mentioned. Mark differs from the others only in the form
of certain phrases, and in the expression, “ He saw the heavens

n.” Holtzmann derives the accounts of Matthew and Luke from
;{:t of the alleged original Mark, which was very nearly an exact
fac-simile of our canonical Mark. But whence did the other two
derive what is peculiar to them? Not from their imagination, for
an earnest writer does not treat a subject which he regards as sacred
in this way. Either, then, from a document or from tradition? But
this document or tradition could not contain merely the detail peca-
liar to each evangelist ; the detail implies the complete narrative.
If the evangelist drew the detail from it, he most probably took
from it the narrative also. Whence it seems to us to follow, that at
the basis of our Syn. we must place certain documents or oral nar-
rations, emanating from the primitive tradition (in this way their
common general tenor is explained), but differing in some details,
either because in the oral tradition the secondary features of the
narrative naturally underwent some modification, or because the
private documents underwent some alterations, owing to additional
oral information, or to writings which might be accessible.

THIRD NARRATIVE.—IIL 28-88.

The Genealogy of Jesus.

In the first Gospel the genealogy of Jesus is placed at the
very beginning of the narrative. This is easily explained.
From the point of view indicated by theocratic forms, scrip-
tural antecedents, and, if we may so express it, Jewish etiquette,
the Messiah was to be a descendant of David and Abrakam
(Matt. i. 1). This relationship was the sine qud non of His
civil status. It is not so easy to understand why Luke thought
he must give the genealogy of Jesus, and why he places it just
here, between the baptism and the temptation. Perhaps, if
we bear in mind the obscurity in which, to the Greeks, the
origin of mankind was hidden, and the absurd fables current
among them about aufochthonic nations, we shall see how in-
teresting any document would be to them, which, following
the track of actual names, went back to the first father of the
race. Luke's intention would thus be very nearly the samo
as Paul’s when he said at Athens (Acts xvii. 26), “ God hath
inade of one blood the whole human race.”” But from a strictly
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religious point of view, this genealogy possessed still greater
importance. In carrying it back not only, as Matthew does,
as far as Abraham, but even to Adam, Luke lays the founda-
tion of that universality of redemption which is to be one of
the characteristic features of the picture he is about to draw.
In this way he places in close and indissoluble connection the
imperfect image of God created in Adam, which reappears in
every man, and His perfect image realized in Christ, which is
to be reproduced in all men.

But why does Luke place this document kere? Holtzmann
replies (p. 112), “ because hitherto there had been no suitable
place for it.” This answer harmonizes very well with the
process of fabrication, by means of which this scholar thinks
the composition of the Syn. may be accounted for. But why
did this particular place appear more suitable to the evangelist
than another? This is what has to be explained. Luke him-
self puts us on the right track by the first words of ver. 23.
By giving prominence to the person of Jesus in the use of the
pronoun alrds, He, which opens the sentence, by the addition
of the name Jesus, and above all, by the verb #jv which sepa-
rates this pronoun and this substantive, and sets them both in
relief (“ and Himself was, He, Jesus . . ."), Luke indicates this
a8 the moment when Jesus enters personally on the scene to
commence His proper work. With the baptism, the obscurity
in which He has lived until now passes away ; He now appears
detached from the circle of persons who have hitherto sur-
rounded Him and acted as His patrons; namely, His parents
and the forerunner. He henceforth becomes the fe, the prin-
cipal personage of the narrative. This is the moment which
very properly appears to the author most suitable for giving
His genealogy. The genealogy of Moses, in the Exodus, is
placed in the same way, not at the opening of his biography,
but at the moment when he appears on the stage of history,
when he presents himself before Pharaoh (vi 14 et seq.).—
In crossing the threshold of this new era, the sacred historian
casts a general glance over the period which thus reaches its
close, and sums it up in this document, which might be called
the mortuary register of the earlier humanity.

There is further a difference of form between the two
genealogies. Matthew comes down, whilst Luke ascends the
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stream of generations. Perhaps this difference of method de-
pends on :he difference of religious position between the Jews
and the Greeks. The Jew, finding the basis of his thought in
a revelation, proceeds synthetically from cause to effect; the
Greek, possessing nothing beyond the fact, analyzes it, that he
may proceed from effect to cause. But this difference depends
more probably still on another circumstance. Every official
genealogical register must present the descending form; for
individuals are onmly inscribed in it as they are born. The
asconding form of genealogy can only be that of a private in-
strument, drawn up from the public document with a view to
the particular individual whose name serves as the starting-
point of the whole list. It follows that in Matthew we have
the exact copy of the official register; while Luke gives us a
document extracted from the public records, and compiled with
a view to the person with whom the genealogy commences.
Ver. 23 is at once the transition and preamble; vers. 24~
38 contain the genealogy itself 1st. Ver. 23.>—The exact
translation of this important and difficult verse is this: “ 4dnd
Himself, Jesus, was [aged] about thirty years when He began
{or, if the term may be employed here, made His début), being
a son, as was believed, of Joseph.”—The expression to begin
can only refer in this passage to the entrance of Jesus upon
His Messianic work. This idea is in direct connection with
the context (baptism, temptation), and particularly with the
first words of the verse. Having fully become He, Jesus begins.
We must take care not to connect dpyduevos and #v as parts
of a single verb (was beginning for began). For #v has a com-
plement of its own, of thirty years; it therefore signifies here,
was of the age of. Some have tried to make Tpidxovra &rwv
depend on dpyduevos, He began His thirtieth year; and it is
perhaps owing to this interpretation that we find this parti-
ciple placed first in the Alex. But for this sense, Tpiaxoarod
érovs would have been necessary; and the limitation about
<annot have reference to the commencement of the year.—(On the

1K B. L. X. some Mnn. Ii*be, Or. place apyomsres before wrus svan rpaseres,
whilst T. R., with all the rest of the documents, place it after these words.—
K. B. L. some Mnn. read in this ordet: wr vios ws svopilsce lweng, instead of s
w1 vopslere wes lwenp in T. R. and the sther authorities,—H. I. (not B.) some
Mnn. add rev before Iaeng.
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agreement of this chronological fact with the date, ver. 1, see
p. 166.)—We have already observed that the age of thirty is
that of the greatest physical and psychical strength, the deun
of natural life. It was the age at which, among the Jews, the
Levites entered upon their duties (Num. iv. 3, 23), and when,
among the Greeks, a young man began to take part in public
affairs.’—The participle &, being, makes a strange impression,
not only because it is purely and simply in juxtaposition with
apyopevos (beginning, being), and depends on 7w, the very verb
of which it is a part, but still more because its connection with
the latter verb cannot be explained by any of the three logica}
relations by which a participle is connected with a completed
verb, when, because, or although. What relation of simultaneous-
ness, causality, or opposition, could there be between the filia-
tion of Jesus and the age at which He had arrived? This
incoherence is a clear indication that the evangelist has with
some difficulty effected a soldering of two documents,—that
which he has hitherto followed, and which for the moment hLe
abandons, and the genealogical register which he wishes to
insert in this place.

With the participle &, being, there begins then a transition
which we owe to the pen of Luke. How far does it extend,
and where does the genealogical register properly begin? This
is a nice and important question. 'We have only a hint for
its solution. This is the absence of the article Tod, the, before
the name Joseph. This word is found before all the names
belonging to the genealogical series. In the genealogy of
Matthew, the article Tév is put in the same way before each
proper name, which clearly proves that it was the ordinary
form in vogue in this kind of document. The two Mss. H.
and I read, it is true, To0 before Iwa7j¢p. But since these
unimportant Mss. are unsupported by their ally the Vatican,
to which formerly the same reading was erroneously attributed
(see Tischend. 8th ed.), this various reading has no longer any
weight. On the one hand, it is easily explained as an imita-
tion of the following terms of the genealogy; on the other, we
could not conceive of the suppression of the article in all the
most ancient documents, if it had originally belonged to the

1 8ee the two passages from Xenophon (Memor. 1) and from Dionysius of
Halicarnassus (Hist. iv. 6), cited by Wieseler, Beitrdge, etc., pp. 165, 166.
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text. This want of the article puts the name Joseph outside
the genealogical series properly so called, and assigns to it a
peculiar position. 'We must conclude from it—1st. That this
name belongs rather to the sentence introduced by Luke; 2d.
That the genealogical document which he consulted began with
the name of Heli; 3d. And consequently, that this piece was
not originally the genealogy of Jesus or of Joseph, but of Heli.

There is a second question to determine : whether we should
prefer the Alexandrine reading, “ being a son, as i was belicved,
of Joseph ;" or the Byzantine text, “ being, us i was believed,
a son of Joseph.” There is internal probability that the copyists
would rather have been drawn to connect the words son and
Joseph, in order to restore the phrase frequently employed in
the Gospels, son of Joseph, than to separate them. This ob-
servation appears to decide for the Alexandrine text.

It is of importance next to determine the exact meaning of
the ToD which precedes each of the genealogical names. Thus
far we have supposed this word to be the article, and this is
the natural interpretation. But we might give it the force of
a pronoun, ke, the one, and translate : “ Joseph, ke [the son] of
Heli; Heli, ke [the son] of Matthat,” etc. Thus understood,
the 7o) would each time be in apposition with the preceding
name, and would have the following name for its complement.
But this explanation cannot be maintained; for—1st. It can-
not be applied to the last term Tof Oeod, in which 7ud is evi-
dently an article; 24. The recurrence of Tow in the genealogy
of Matthew proves that the article belonged to the terminology
of these documents ; 3d. The 7oi thus understood would imply
an intention to distinguish the individual to which it refers
from some other person bearing the same name, but not having
the same father, “ Heli, the one of Matthat, [and not one of
another father];” which could not be the design of the genea-
logist. The 7od is therefore undoubtedly an article. But, ad-
mitting this, we may still hesitate between two interpretations,
we may subordinate each genitive to the preceding name, as is
ordinarily done : “ Heli, son of Matthat, [which Matthat was a
son] of Levi, [which Levi was a son] of . . .;” or, a3 Wieseler
proposed, we may co-ordinate all the genitives, so as to make
each of them depend directly on the word son placed at the
head of the entire series: “ Jesus, son of Heli; [Jesus, son] of
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Matthat . . .” So that, according to the Jewish usage, which
permitted a grandson to be called the son of his grandfather,
Jesus would be called the son of each of His ancestors in
succession. This interpretation would not be, in itself, ac
forced as Bleek maintains. But nevertheless the former is
preferable, for it alone really expresses the notion of a succes-
ston of generations, which is the ruling idea of every genealogy.
The genitives in Luke merely supply the place of éyémmae, as
repeated in the original document, of which Matthew gives us
the text.—Besides, we do not think that it would be neces-
sary to supply, between each link in the genealogical chain,
the term viod, son of, a8 an apposition of the preceding name.
Each genitive is also the complement of the name which pre-
cedes it. The idea of filiation resides in the grammatical case
‘We have the genitive here in its essence.

There remains, lastly, the still more important question:
On what does the genitive Tod ‘HM (of Heli) precisely de-
pend? On the name 'Iwarj¢ which immediately precedes it ?
This would be in conformity with the analogy of all the other
genitives, which, as we have just proved, depend each on the
preceding name. Thus Heli would have been the father of
Joseph, and the genealogy of Luke, as well as that of Matthew,
would be the genealogy of Jesus through Joseph. In that
case we should have to explain how the two documents could
be so totally different. But this view is incompatible with
the absence of the article before Joseph. If the name 'Twovid
had been intended by Luke to be the basis of the entire
genealogical series, it would have been fixed and determined
by the article with much greater reason certainly than the
names that follow. The genitive 7od ‘HA(, of Heli, depends
therefore not on Joseph, but on the word son. This construc-
tion is not possible, it is true, with the received reading, in
which the words son and Joseph form a single phrase, son of
Joseph. The word son cannot be separated from the word it
immediately governs: Joseph, to receive a second and more
distant complement. With this reading, the only thing left
to us is to make tot ‘HM depend on the participle dv:
“Jesus . . . being . . . [born] of Heli.” An antithesis might
be found between the real fact (&, being) and the apparent
(évopilero, as was thought): * being, as was thought, a son of
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Joseph, [in reality] born of Heli” But can the word a&»
signify both 0 be (in the sense of the verb substantive) and
o be born of ? Everything becomes much more simple if we
assume the Alex. reading, which on other grounds has already
appeared to us the more probable. The word son, separated as
it is from its first complement, of Joseph, by the words as was
thought, may very well have a second, of Heli. The first is
only noticed in passing, and in order to be denied in the very
mention of it: “ Son, as was thought, of Joseph.” The official
information being thus disavowed, Luke, by means of the second
complement, substitutes for it the truth, of Helz ; and this name
he distinguishes, by means of the article, as the first link of
the genealogical chain properly so called. The text, there-
fore, to express the author's meaning clearly, should be written
thus: “being a son—as was thought, of Joseph—of Heli, of
Matthat . . .” DBleek has put the words és évoullero into a
parenthesis, and rightly ; only he should have added to them
the word 'Twari¢.

This study of the text in detail leads us in this way to
admit—1. That the genealogical register of Luke is that of
Heli, the grandfather of Jesus; 2. That, this affiliation of
Jesus by Heli being expressly opposed to His affiliation by
Joseph, the document which he has preserved for us can be
nothing else in his view than the genealogy of Jesus through
Mary. But why does not Luke name Mary, and why pass
\mmediately from Jesus to His grandfather? Ancient senti-
ment did not comport with the mention of the mother as the
genealogical link. Among the Greeks & man was the son of
his father, not of his mother; and among the Jews the adage
was: “ Genus matris non vocatur genus” (Baba bathra, 110, a).
In lieu of this, it is not uncommon to find in the O. T. the
grandson called the son of his grandfather.!

If there were any circumstances in which this usage was
applicable, would not the wholly exceptional case with which
Luke was dealing be such ? There was only one way of filling
up the hiatus, resulting from the absence of the father, between

! Comp., for example, 1 Chron. viii. 3 with Gen. xlvi. 21; Ezra v. 1, vi. 14,
with Zech. i. 1, 7; and in the N. T., Matt. i. 8 with 1 Chron. iv. 11, 12,—
passage in which King Joram is even recorded as having begotten the son of
his grandson.
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the grandfather and his grandson; namely, to introduce the
name of the presumed father, noting at the same time the
falseness of this opinion. It is remarkable that, in the Talmud,
Mary the mother of Jesus is called the daughter of Held
(Chagig. 77. 4). From whence have Jewish scholars derived
this information ? If from the text of Luke, this proves that
they understood it as we do ; if they received it from tradition,
it confirms the truth of the genealogical document Luke made
use of!

If this explanation be rejected, it must be admitted that Luke
as well as Matthew gives us the genealogy of Joseph. The diffi-
culties to be encountered in this direction are these :—1. The absenco
of rob before the name Twosjp, and before this name alone, is not
accounted for.—2. We are met by an all but insoluble contradiction
between the two evangelists,—the one indicating Heli as the father
of Joseph, the other Jacob,—which leads to two series of names
wholly different. 'We might, it is true, have recourse to the followin
hypothesis proposed by Julius Africanus (third century):* Heli a.ng
Jacob were brothers ; one of them died without children ; the sur-
vivor, in conformity with the law, married his widow, and the first-
born of this union, Joseph, was registered as a son of the deceased.
In this way Joseph would have had two fathers,—one real, the other
legal. But this hypothesis is not sufficient ; a second is needed.
For if Heli and Jacob were brothers, they must have had the same
father ; and the two genealogies should coincide on reaching the name
of the grandfather of Jose i which is not the case. It is supposed,
therefore, that they were brothers on the mother’s side only, which
explains both the difference of the fathers and that of the entire
genealogies. This superstructure of coincidences is not absolutely
inadmissible, but no one can think it natural. We should be re-
duced, then, to admit an absolute contradiction between the two
evangelists. But can it be supposed that both or either of them
could have been capable of fabricating such a register, heaping name
upon name quite arbitrarily,and at the mere pleasure of their capricet

o could credit a proceeding so absurd, and that in two genealogies,
one of which sets out from Abraham, the venerated ancestor of the
people, the other terminating in God Himself! All these names
must have been taken from documents. But is it possible in this
case to admit, in one or both of these writers, an entire mistake +—
3. Itis not only with Matthew that Luke would be in contradiction,
but with himself. He admits the miraculous birth (chap. i and
m It is conceivable that, from the theocratic point of view which

tthew takes, a certain interest might, even on this supposition,

! The relationship of Jesus to the royal family is also affirmed by the Talmud
TTr. Sanhedrim, 43).

? Eus. Hist. Eccl.i. 7.
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be assigned to the genealogy of Joseph, as the adoptive, legal father
of the Messiah. But that Luke, to whom this official point of view
was altogether foreign, should have handed down with so much care
this series of seventy-three names, after having severed the chain
at the first link, as he does by the remark, as ¥ was thought; that,
further, he should give himself the trouble, after this, to develope
the entire series, and finish at last with God Himself ;—this is a
moral imposeibility. What sensible man, Gfrérer has very properly
asked (with a different design, it is true), could take pleasure in
drawing up such a list of ancestors, after having declared that the
relationship is destitute of all reality? Modern criticism has, last
of all, been driven to the following hypothesis :—Matthew and Luke
each found a genealogy of Jesus written from the Jewish-Christian
standpoint : they were both different genealogies of Joseph ; for
amongst this party (which was no other than the primitive Church)
he was without hesitation regarded as the father of Jesus. But at
the time when these documents were published by the evangelists
another theory already prevailed, that of the miraculous birth, which
these two authors embraced. They published, therefore, their docu-
ments, adapting them as best they could to the new belief, just as
Luke does by his as i was thought, and Matthew by the periphrasis
i. 16.—But, 1. We have pointed out that the opinion which attri-
butes to the primitive apostolic Church the idea of the natural birth
of Jesus rests upon no solid foundation. 2. A writer who speaks
of apostolic tradition as Luke speaks of it, i 2, could not have
knowingly ];ut himself in opposition to it on a point of this import-
ance. 3. If we advance no claim on behalf of the sacred writers to
inspiration, we protest. against whatever impeaches their good sense.
The first evangelist, M. Reville maintains,' did nof even perceive the
incompatibility between the theory of the miraculous birth and his
genealogical document. As to Luke, this same author says :  The
third perceives very clearly the contradiction ; nevertheless he writes
his history as if i did not exist.” In other words, Matthew is more
foolish than false, Luke more false than foolish. Criticism which
is obliged to support itself by attributing to the sacred writers absurd
methods, such as are found in no sensible writer, is self-condemned.
There is not the smallest proof that the documents used by Matthew
and Luke were of Jewish-Christian origin. On the contrary, it is
very probable, since the facts all go to establish it, that they were
simply copies of the official registers of the public tables (see below),
referring, one to Joseph, the other to Heli, both consequently of
Jewish origin. So far from there being any ground to regard them
as monuments of a Christian conception differing from that of the
evangelists, it is these authors, or those who transmitted them to
them, who set upon them for the first time the Christian seal, by
adding to them the part which refers to Jesus. 4. Lastly, after all,
these two series of completely different names have in any case to
be explained. Are they fictitious? Who can maintain this, when

1 Histoire du Dogme de la Divinité de Jésus Christ, p. 87,
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writers 8o evidently in earnest are concernedt Are they founded
upon documents ¥ How then could they differ so completely 3 This
difficulty becomes greater still if it is maintained that these two
different genealogies of Joseph proceed from the same ecclesiastical
quarter—from the Jewish-Christian party.

But have we sufficient proofs of the existence of genealogical
registers among the Jews at this epoch? We have already referred
to the public tables (8é\ror Snudorar) from which Josephushad extracted
his own genealogy : “I relate my genealogy as I find it recorded in
the public tables.”® The same Josephus, in his work, Conira 4pion
(i. 7), says: “From all the countries in which our priests are scat-
tered abroad, they send to Jerusalem (in order to have their children
entered) documents containing the names of their parents and an-
cestors, and countersigned by witnesses.” What was done for the
priestly families could not fail to have been done with regard to the
royal family, from which it was known that the Messiah was to
spring. The same conclusion results also from the following facts.
The famous Rabbi Hillel, who lived in the time of Jesus, succeeded
in proving, by means of a genealogical table in existence at Jeru-
salem, that, although a poor man, he was a descendant of David.®
The line of descent in the different branches of the royal family was
so well known, that even at the end of the first century of the Church,
the grandsons of Jude, the brother of the Lord, had to ap: at
Rome as descendands of David, and undergo examination in the pre-
sence of Domitian. According to these facts, the existence of two
genealogical documents relating, one to Joseph, the other to Heli,
and preserved in their respective families, offers absolutely nothing
at all improbable.

In comparing the two narratives of the infancy, we have been led
to assign them to two different sources : that of Matthew appeared
to us to emanate from the relations of Joseph ; that of Luie from
the circle of which Mary was the centre (p. 163). Something similar
occurs again in regard to the two genealogies. That of Matthew,
which has Joseph in view, must have proceeded from his family ;
that which Luke has transmitted to us, being that of Mary’s father,
must have come from this latter quarter. %ut it is manifest that
this difference of production is connected with a moral cause. The
meaning of one of the genealogies is certainly hereditary, Messianic ;
the meaning of the oti‘:r is universal redemption. Hence, in the
one, the relationship is through Joseph, the representative of the
civil, national, theocratic side ; in the other, the descent is through
Mary, the organ of the real human relationship.—Was not Jesus at
once fo appear and fo be the son of David +—to appear such, through
him whom the people regarded as His father; to be such, through
her from whom He really derived His human existence? The two
affiliations answered to these two requirements,

 Bereschit rabba, 98.
Hegesippus, in Eusehina’ Hist. Hecl. iil. 19 and 20 (ed. Lesmmer),
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22 Vers. 24-38.!—And first, vers. 24-27: from Heli to
the captivity. In this period Luke mentions 21 generations
(up to Neri); only 19, if the various reading ¢f Africanus be
admitted ; Matthew, 14. This last number is evidently too
small for the length of the period. As Matthew omits in the
period of the kings four well-known names of the O. T, it is
probable that he takes the same course here, either through an
involuntary omission, or for the sake of keeping to the number
14 (i. 17). This comparison should make us appreciate the
exactness of Luke's register—But how is it that the names
Zorobabel and Salathiel occur, connected with each other in
the same way, in both the genealogies? And how can Sala-
thiel have Neri for his father in Luke, and in Matthew King
Jechonias? Should these names be regarded as standing for
different persons, a8 Wieseler thinks ¢ This is not impossible.
The Zorobabel and the Salathiel of Luke might be two unknown
persons of the obscurer branch of the royal family descended
from Nathan; the Zorobabel and the Salathiel -of Matthew,
the two well-known persons of the O. T. history, belonging to
the reigning branch, the first a son, the second a grandson of
King Jechonias (1 Chron. iii, 17 ; Ezra iii. 2 ; Hag.i. 1). This
i8 the view which, after all, appears to Bleek most probable.
It is open, however, to a serious objection from the fact that
these two names, in the two lists, refer so exactly to the same
period, since in both of them they are very nearly halfway be-
tween Jesus and David. If the identity of these persons in
the two genealogies is admitted, the explanation must be found
in 2 Kings xxiv. 12, which proves that King Jechonias had
no son at the time when he was carried into captivity. It is
scarcely probable that he had one while in prison, where he
remained shut up for thirty-eight years. He or they whom the
passage 1 Chron. iii. 17 assigns to him (which, besides, may
be translated in three different ways) must be regarded as
adopted sons or as sons-in-law; they would be spoken of as
sons, because they would be unwilling to allow the reigning
branch of the royal family to become extinct. Salathiel, the
first of them, would thus have some other father than Jechonias;

1 We omit the numerous orthographical variations connected with these proper
names.— Ver. 24. Jul. Afric. Eus. Ir. (probably) omit the two names Ma¢/a# and
Asvse
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and this father would be Neri, of the Nathan branch, indi-
cated by Luke. An alternative hypothesis has been proposed,
founded on the Levirate law. Neri, as a relative of Jechonias,
might have married one of the wives of the imprisoned king,
in order to perpetuate the royal family; and the son of this
union, Salathiel, would have been legally a son of Jechonias,
but really a son of Neri. In any case, the numerous differences
that are found in the statements of our historical books at this
period prove that the catastrophe of the captivity brought
considerable confusion into the registers or family traditions.!
Rhesa and Abiud, put down, the one by Luke, the other by
Matthew, as sons of Zorobabel, are not mentioned in the O. T,
according to which the sons of this restorer of Israel should
have been Meshullam and Henaniah (1 Chron. iii. 19). Bleek
observes, that if the evangelists had fabricated their lists, they
would naturally have made use of these two names that are
furnished by the sacred text ; therefore they have followed their
documents.

Vers. 28-31.—From the captivity to David, 20 names
Matthew for the same period has only 14. But it is proved
by the O. T. that he omits four; the number 20, in Luke, is
a fresh proof of the accuracy of his document. On Nathan,
son of David, comp. 2 Sam. v. 14, Zech. xii. 12. The pas-
sage in Zechariah proves that this branch was still flourishing
after the return from the captivity. If Neri, the descendant
of Nathan, was the real father of Salathiel, the adopted son
or son-in-law of Jechonias, we should find here once more the
characteristic of the two genealogies: in Matthew, the legal,
official point of view ; in Luke, the real, human point of view.

Vers. 32-34a.—From David to Abraham. The two genea-
logies agree with each other, and with the O. T.

Vers. 340-38.—From Abraham to Adam. This part is
peculiar to Luke. It is compiled evidently from the O. T,
and according to the text of the LXX., with which it exactly
coincides. The name Cainan, ver. 36, is only found in the

¥ According to 1 Chron. iii. 16, 2 Chron. xxxvi. 10 (Heb. text), Zedekiah was
son of Jehoiakim and brother of Jehoiachin; but, according to 2 Kings xxiv. 17
and Jer. xxxvii. 1, he was son of Josiah and brother of Johoiakim. According

to 1 Chron. iii. 19, Zorobabel was son of Pedaiah and grandson of Jeconish, and

consequently nephew of Salathiel; while, according to Ezra iii. 2, Neh. xii. 1,
Hag i 1, he was eor: of Salathiel, ete.
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LXX, and is wanting in the Heb. text (Gen. x. 24, xi. 12).
This must be a very ancient variation.—The words, of God,
with which it ends, are intended to inform us that it is not
through ignorance that the genealogist stops at Adam, but
because he has reached the end of the chain, perhaps also to
remind us of the truth expressed by Paul at Athens: “ We
are the offspring of God.” The last word of the genealogy is
connected with its starting-point (vers. 22, 23). If man were
not the offspring of God, the incarnation (ver. 22) would be
impossible. God cannot say to a man : “ Thou art my beloved
son,” save on this ground, that humanity itself is His issue
{ver. 38).!

FOURTH NARRATIVE.—CHAP. IV. 1-13.
The Temptation.

Every free creature, endowed with various faculties, must
rass through a conflict, in which it decides either to use them
for its own gratification, or to glorify God by devoting them
to His service. The angels have passed through this trial;
the first man underwent it; Jesus, being truly human, did not
escape it. Our Syn. are unanimous upon this point. Their
testimony as to the time when this conflict took place is no less
accordant. All three place it immediately after His baptism, at
the outset of His Messianic career. This date is important
for determining the true meaning of this trial

The temptation of the first man bore upon the use of the
powers inherent in our nature. Jesus also experienced this
kind of trial. How many times during His childhood and
early manhood must He have been exposed to those tempta-
tions which address themselves to the instincts of the natural
life! The lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride
of life,—these different forms of sin, separately or with united
force, endeavoured to besiege His heart, subjugate His will,
enslave His powers, and invade this pure being as they had
invaded the innocent Adam. But on the battle-field on which
Adam had succumbed Jesus remained a victor. The “con-
science without a scar,” which He carried from the first part

1 See the valuable applications which Riggenbach makes of these genealogies,
Vie de Jésuz, ninth lesson, at the commencement.



208 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

of His life into the second, assures us of this. The new trial
He is now to undergo belongs to a higher domain—that of
the spiritual life. It no longer respects the powers of the
natural man, but His filial position, and the supernatural
powers just conferred upon Him at His baptism. The powers
of the Spirit are in themselves holy, but the history of the
church of Corinth shows how they may be profaned when
used in the service of egotism and self-love (1 Cor. xii—xiv.)
This is that filthiness of the spirit (2 Cor. vii. 1), which is more
subtle, and often more pernicious, than that of the flesh. The
divine powers which Jesus had just received had therefore to
be sanctified in His experience, that is, to receive from Him, in
His inmost soul, their consecration to the service of God. In
order to this, it was necessary that an opportunity to apply them
either to His own use or to God’s service should be offered Him.
His decision on this critical occasion would determine for ever
the tendency and nature of His Messianic work. Christ or
Antichrist was the alternative term of the two ways which
were opening before Him. This trial is not therefore a repeti-
tion of that of Adam, the father of the old humanity ; itis the
special trial of the Head of the new humanity. And it is not
simply a question here, as in our conflicts, whether a given
individual shall form part of the kingdom of God; it is the
very existence of this kingdom that is at stake. Its future
sovereign, sent to found it, struggles in close combat with the
sovereign of the hostile realm.

This narrative comprises—1s¢. A general view (vers. 1, 2);
2d. The first temptation (vers. 3, 4); 3d. The second (vers.
5-8); 4th. The third (vers. 9-12); 6¢A. An historical conclu-
sion (ver. 13).

1st. Vers. 1, 2)—By these words, full of the Holy Ghos,
this narrative is brought into close connection with that of the
baptism. The genealogy is therefore intercalated.—While the
other baptized persons, after the ceremony, went away to their
own homes, Jesus betook Himself into solitude. This He did
not at His own prompting, as Luke gives us to understand by
the expression full of the Holy Ghost, which proves that the

1 Ver. 1. 8. B. D. L. It*",, 1 ew spnpua instead of sus «nv spnueev, the reading of

T. R. with 16 Mjj., all the Mnn, Syr. Its!la, Vg.—Ver. 2. The same omit seveper
(taken from Matthew).
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Spirit directed Him in this, as in every other step The two
other evangelists explicitly say it. Matthew, He was led up
of the Spirit; Mark, still more forcibly, I'mmediately the Spirit
driveth Him into the wilderness. Perhaps the human inclina-
tion of Jesus would have been to return to Galilee and begin
at once to teach. The Spirit detains Him ; and Matthew, who,
in accordance with his didactic aim, in narrating the fact ex-
plains its object, says expressly : “ He was led up of the Spirit
. . . to be tempted.”—The complement of the verb returned
would be: from the Jordan (amo) into Galilee (els). But this
complex government is so distributed, that the first part is
found in ver. 1 (the &mé without the els), and the second in
ver. 14 (the els without the dmé). The explanation of this
construction is, that the temptation was an interruption in the
return of Jesus from the Jordan into Galilee. The Spirit de-
tained Him in Judza—The T. R. reads els, “led tnfo the
wilderness ;” the Alex. &, “led (carried hither and thither) in
the wilderness.” We might suppose that this second reading
was only the result of the very natural reflection that, John
being already in the desert, Jesus had not to repair thither.
But, on the other hand, the received reading may easily have
been imported into Luke from the two other Syn. And the
prep. of rest (év) in the Alex. better accords with the imperf.
ffyero, was led, which denotes a continuous action.—The ex-
pression, was led by, indicates that the severe exercises of soul
which Jesus experienced under the action of the Spirit absorbed
Him in such a way, that the use of His faculties in regard to
the external world was thereby suspended. In going into the
desert, He was not impelled by a desire to accomplish any
definite object; it was only, as it were, a cover for the state of
intense meditation in which He was absorbed. Lost in con-
templation of His personal relation to God, the full conscious-
ness of which He had just attained, and of the consequent task
it imposed upon Him in reference to Israel and the world, His
heart sought to make these recent revelations wholly its own.
—If tradition is to be credited, the wilderness here spoken of
was the mountainous and uninhabited country bordering on
the road which ascends from Jericho to Jerusalem. On the
right of this road, not far from Jericho, there rises a limestone
peak, exceedingly sharp and ahupt, which bears the name of
voL ¢ c
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Quarantania. ‘The rocks which surround it are pierced by a
number of caves. This would be the scene of the temptation.
We are ignorant whether this tradition rests upon any historical
fact. This locality is a continuation of the desert of Judesa,
where John abode.

The words forty days may refer either to was led or to betng
tempted; in sense both come to the same thing, the two actions
being simultaneous. According to Luke and Mark, Jesus was
incessantly besieged during this whole time. Suggestions of
a very different nature from the holy thoughts which usually
occupied Him harassed the working of His mind. Matthew
does not mention this secret action of the enemy, who was
preparing for the final crisis. How can it be maintained that
one of these forms of the narrative has been borrowed from the
other ?

The term devil, employed by Luke and Matthew, comes from
SiaBdM\ew, to spread reports, to slander. Mark employs the
word Satan (from 2, to oppose ; Zech. iii. 1, 2; Jobi 6, ete.).
The first of these names is taken from the relation of this being
to men; the second from his relations with God.

The possibility of the existence of moral beings of a different
nature from that of man cannot be denied & priori Now if these
beings are free creatures, subject to & law of probation, as little can
it be denied that this probation might issue in a fall. Lastly, since
in every society of moral beings there are eminent individuals who,
by virtue of their ascendency, become centres around which a host
of inferior individuals group themselves, this may also be the case
in this unknown spiritual domain. Keim himself says: « We regard
this question of the existence of an evil power as altogether an open
question for science.” This question, which is an open one from a
scientific point of view, is settled in the view of faith by the testi-
mony of the Saviour, who, in a passage in which there is not the
slightest trace of accommodation to popular prejudice, John viii. 44,
delineates in a few graphic touches the moral position of Satan. In
another passage, Luke xxii. 31, ¢ Salan hath desired to have you, that
he may sift you as wheat ; but I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail
not,” Jesus lifts the veil which hides from us the scenes of the in-
visible world ; the relation which He maintains between the accuser
Satan, and Himself the intercessor, implies that in His eyes this
personage is no less a personal being than Himself. The part sus-
tained by this heing in the temptation of Jesus is attested by the

assage, Luke xi. 21, 22. It was necessary that the sirong man,
g&t&n, the prince of this world, should be vanquished by his adver
sary, the sironger than he, in a personal conflict, for the latter to be
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able to set about spoiling the world, which is Satan’s stronghold.
Weizsiicker and Keim® acknowledge an allusion in this passage to
the fact of the temptation. It is this victory in single combat which
makes the deliverance of every captive of Satan possible to Jesus.

Luke mentions Jesus’ abstinence from food for six weeks as
a fact which was only the natural consequence of His being
absorbed in profound meditation. To Him, indeed, this whole
time passed like a single hour ; He did not even feel the pangs
of hunger. This follows from the words: “ And when they
were ended, He afterward hungered.” By the term vmoredoas,
having fasted, Matthew appears to give this abstinence the
character of a deliberate ritual act, to make it such a fast
as, among the Jews, ordinarily accompanied certain seasons
devoted specially to prayer. This shade of thought is not a
contradiction, but accords with the general character of the
two narrations, and becomes a significant indication of their
originality.—The fasts of Moses and Elijah, in similar circum-
stances, lasted the same time. In certain morbid conditions,
which involve a more or less entire abstinence from food, a
period of six weeks generally brings about a crisis, after which
the demand for nourishment is renewed with extreme urgency.
The exhausted body becomes a prey to a deathly sinking,
Such, doubtless, was the condition of Jesus; He felt Himselt
dying. It was the moment the tempter had waited for to
make his decisive assault.

2d. Vers. 3, 43—First Temptation—The text of Luke is
very sober: The devil said to Him. The encounter exhibited
under this form may be explained as a contact of mind with
mind ; but in Matthew, the expression came to Him seems
to imply a bodily appearance. This, however, is not neces-
sarily its meaning. This term may be regarded as a symbolica:
expression of the moral sensation experienced by Jesus at the
moment when He felt the attack of this spirit so alien from
His own. In this sense, the coming took place only in the
spiritual sphere. Since Scripture does not mention any visible
appearance of Satan, and as the angelophanies are facts the

! Untersuch. p. 830 ; Gesch. Jesu, t. L. p. 570.

? Ver. 4. K. B. L. omit Asyar.—9 Mjj. 70 Mnn. Or. omit ¢ before asfpases. —
& B. L. Cop. omit the words, A’ s#s waves pmuass Osev, Which is the reading o
T. R. with 15 Mjj., all the Mnn. Syr. It. Vg. (taken from Matthew
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perception of which always implies a co-operation of the inner
sense, the latter interpretation is more natural —The words,
i/ thou art, express something very different from a doubt;
this 4f has almost the force of since: “If thou art really, as it
seems . . .” Satan alludes to God’s salutation at the bap-
tism. M. de Pressensé is wrong in paraphrasing the words:
« If thou art the Messiah.” Here, and invariably, the name
Sor. of Qod refers to a personal relation, not to an office (see
on ver. 22).—But what criminality would there have been in
the act suggested to Jesus? It has been said that He was
not allowed to use His miraculous power for His own benefit.
Why not, if He was allowed to use it for the benefit of others ?
‘The moral law does not command that one should love his
'neighbour better than himself. It has been said that He
would have acted from His own will, God not having com-
manded thig miracle. But did God direct every act of Jesus
by means of a positive command ? Had not divine direction
in Jesus a more spiritual character? Satan’s address and the
answer of Jesus put us on the right track. In saying to Him,
If thou art the Son of God, Satan seeks to arouse in His heart
the feeling of His divine greatness; and with what object ?
He wishes by this means to make Him feel more painfully
the contrast between His actual destitution, consequent on His
human condition, and the abundance to which His divine
nature seems to give Him a right. There was indeed, espe-
cially after His baptism, an anomaly in the position of Jesus.
On the one hand, He had been exalted to a distinct conscious-
ness of His dignity as the Son of God; while, on the other,
His condition as Son of man remained the same. He con-
tinued this mode of existence wholly similar to ours, and
wholly dependent, in which form it was His mission to realize
here below the filial life. Thence there necessarily resulted a
constant temptation to elevate, by acts of power, His miserable
condition to the height of His conscious Sonship. And this
is the first point of attack by which Satan seeks to master
His will, taking advantage for this purpose of the utter ex-
haustion in which he sees Him sinking.—Had Jesus yielded
to this suggestion, He would have violated the conditions of
that earthly existence to which, out of love to us, He had sub-
mitted, denied His title as Son of man, in order to realize be-
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fure the time His condition as Son of God, retracted in some
sort the act of His incarnation, and entered upon that false
path which was afterwards formulated by docetism in a total
or partial denial of Chsrist come tn the flesh. Such a course
would bave made His humanity a mere appearance.

This is precisely what is expressed in His answer. The
word of holy writ, Deut. viii 3, in which He clothes His
thought, is admirably adapted, both in form and substance, to
this purpose : Man shall not live by bread alone. This term,
man, recalls to Satan the form of existence which Jesus has
accepted, and from which He cannot depart on His own respon-
sibility.—The omission of the article 6 before dvfpwmos in
nine Mjj. gives this word a generic sense which suits the con-
text. But Jesus, while thus asserting His entire acceptance
of human nature, reminds Satan that man, though he_be but
man, is not left without divine succour. The experience of
Israel in the wilderness, to which Moses’ words refer, proves
that the action of divine power is not limited to the ordinary
nourishment of bread. God can support human existence by
other material means, such as manna and quails ; He can even,
if He pleases, make a man live by the mere power of His will
This principle is only the application of a living monotheism
to the sphere of physical life. By proclaiming it in this par-
ticular instance, Jesus declares that, in His career, no physical
necessity shall ever compel Him to deny, in the name of His
exalted Sonship, the humble mode of existence He adopted in
making Himself man, until it shall please God Himself to
transform His condition by rendering it suitable to His essence
a8 Son of God. Although Son, He will nevertheless remain
subject, subject unto the weakness even of death (Heb. v. 8).
—The words, but by every word of God, are omitted by the
Alex. ; they are probably taken from Matthew. What reason
could there have been for omitting them from the text of
Luke? By their suppression, the answer of Jesus assumes
that brief and categorical character which agrees with the
sitnation.—The sending of the angels to minister to Jesus,
whieh Matthew and Mark mention at the close of their nar-
rative, proves that the expectation of Jesus was not disap-
pointed ; God sustained Him, as He had sustained Elijah in
the desert in similar circumstances {1 Kings xix).
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The first temptation refers to the person of Jesus ; the secoud,
to His work.

3d. Vers. 5-8.!—Second Temptation.—The occasion of this
fresh trial is not a physical sensation; it is an aspiration of
the soul. Man, created in the image of God, aspires to reign.
This instinct, the direction of which is perverted by selfish-
ness, is none the less legitimate in its origin. It received in
Israel, through the divine promises, a definite aim—the supre-
macy of the elect people over all others; and a very precise
form — the Messianic hope. The patriotism of Jesus was
kindled at this fire (xiii. 34, xix. 41); and He must have
known, from what He had heard from the mouth of God at His
baptism, that it was He who was destined to realize this mag-
nificent expectation. It is this prospect, open before the gaze
of Jesus, of which Satan avails himself in trying to fascinate
and seduce Him into a false way.—The words the devil, and
into an high mountain, ver. 5, are omitted by the Alex. It
might be supposed that this omission arises from the confusion
of the two syllables ov which terminate the words airov and
Wrqhov. But is it not easier to believe there has been an
interpolation from Matthew? In this case, the complement
understood to taking Him wup, in Luke, might doubtless be, as
in Matthew, a mountain. Still, where no complement is ex-
pressed, it is more natural to explain it as “ taking Him <nfo
the air.” It is not impossible that this difference between the
two evangelists is connected with the different order in which
they arrange the two last temptations. In Luke, Satan, after
having taken Jesus up into the air, set Him down on a pin-
nacle of the temple. This order is natural—We are asked
how Jesus could be given over in this way to the disposal of
Satan. Our reply is: Since the Spirit led Him into the wilder-
ness in order that He might be tempted, it is not surprising
that He should be given up for a time, body and soul, to the
power of the tempter.—It is not said that Jesus really saw
all the kingdoms of the earth, which would be absurd; but

' Ver. 5. R. B. D. L. some Mnn. omit s 3:aBeres.—N. B. L. Ito%, omit ur wper
oynires, wWhich is the reading of T. R. with 14 Mjj. the Mnn. Syr. ItsM.—Ver. 7.
All the Mjj. read wara instead of warre, the reading of T. R. with only some
Mnn.—Ver. 8. K. B. D. L. Z. several Mnn, Syr. Iteedass, Vg. omit the worde
sways swivw pov Jarara.—Tap, in the T. R., has in its favour only U. Wh. 4. A,
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that Satan showed them to Him. This term may very well
signify that he made them appear before the view of Jesus, in
instantancous succession, by a diabolical phantasmagoria. He
had seen so many great men succumb to a similar mirage,
that he might well hope to prevail again by this means.—The
Jewish idea of Satan’s rule over this visible world, expressed
in the words which two of the evangelists put into his mouth,
may not be so destitute of foundation as many think. Has
not Jesus endorsed it, by calling this mysterious being the
wrince of this world? Might not Satan, as an archangel, have
had assigned to him originally as his domain the earth and
the system to which it belongs? In this case, he uttered no
falsehood when he said, All this power kas been delivered unto
me (ver. 6). The truth of this asssertion appears further from
this very expression, in which he does homage to the sovereignty
of God, and acknowledges himself His vassal. Neither is it
necessary to see imposture in the words: And to whomsoever I
will, I give it. God certainly leaves to Satan a certain use of
His sovereignty and powers; he reigns over the whole extra-
divine sphere of human life, and has power to raise to the
pinnecle of glory the man whom he favours. The majesty of
such language was doubtless sustained by splendour of appear-
ance on the part of him who used it; and if ever Satan put
on his form of an angel of light (2 Cor. xi. 14), it was at this
moment which decided his empire—The condition which he
attaches to the surrender of his power into the hands of Jesus,
ver. 7, has often been presented as a snare far too coarse for
it ever to have been laid by such a crafty spirit. Would not,
indeed, the lowest of the Israelites have rejected such a pro-
posal with horror? But there is a little word in the text to
be taken into consideration—odw, thergfore—which puts this
condition in logical connection with the preceding words. It
is not as an individual, it is as the representative of divine
authority on this earth, that Satan here claims the homage of
Jesus. The act of prostration, in the East, is practised towards
every lawful superior, not in virtue of his personal character,
but out of regard to the portion of divine power of which he
is the depositary. For behind every power is ever seen the
power of God, from whom it emanates. As man, Jesus formed
part of the domain entrusted to Satan. As called to succeed
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him, it seemed He could only do it, in so far as Satan him-
self should transfer to Him the investiture of his office. The
words, if thow wilt worship me, are not therefore an appeal to
the ambition of Jesus ; they express the condition sine qud non
laid down by the ancient Master of the world to the installa-
tion of Jesus in the Messianic sovereignty. In speaking thus,
Satan deceived himself only in one point; this was, that the
kingdom which was about to commence was in any respect a
continuation of his own, or depended on a transmission of
power from him. It would have been very different, doubt-
less, had Jesus proposed to realize such a conception of the
Messianic kingdom as found expression in the popular pre-
judice of His age. The Israelitish monarchy, thus understood,
would really have been only a new and transient form of the
kingdom of Satan on this earth,—a kingdom of external force,
a kingdom of thisworld. But what Jesus afterwards expressed
in these words, “ I am a King; to this end was I born, but my
kingdom is not of this world ” (John xviii. 37, 36), was already
in His heart. His kingdom was the beginning of a rule of an
entirely new nature ; or, if this kingdom had an antecedent, it
was that established by God in Zion (Ps. ii). Jesus had just
at this very time been invested with this at the hands of the
divine delegate, John the Baptist. Thercfore He had nothing
to ask from Satan, and consequently no homage to pay him.
This refusal was a serious matter. Jesus thereby renounced
all power founded upon material means and social institutions.
He broke with the Messianic Jewish ideal under the received
form. He confined Himself, in accomplishing the conquest of
the world, to spiritual action exerted upon souls; He con-
demned Himself to gain them ome by one, by the labour of
conversion and sanctification,—a gentle, unostentatious pro-
gress, contemptible in the eyes of the flesh, of which the end,
the visible reign, was only to appear after the lapse of centuries.
Further, such an answer was a declaration of war against Satan,
and on the most unfavourable conditions. Jesus condemned
Himself to struggle, unaided by human power, with an adver-
sary having at his disposal all human powers; to march with
ten thousand men against a king who was coming against Him
with twenty thousand (xiv. 31). Death inevitably awaited
Him in this path. But He unhesitatingly accepted all this,
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that He might remain faithful to God, from whom alone He
determined to receive everything. To render homage to a
being who had broken with God, would be to honour him in
his guilty usurpation, to associate Himself with his rebellion.
—This time again Jesus conveys His refusal in a passage of
holy writ, Deut. vi. 13 ; He thereby removes every appearance
of answering him on mere human authority. The Hebrew
text and the LXX. merely say: “ Thou shalt fear the Lord,
and thou shalt serve Him.” But it is obvious that this word
serve includes adoration, and therefore the act of wpooxvweiv,
jalling down tn worship, by which it is expressed. The words,
Get thee behind me, Satan, in Luke, are taken from Matthew ;
so is the for in the next sentence.—But in thus determining
to establish His kingdom without any aid from material force,
was not Jesus relying so much the more on a free use of the
supernatural powers with which He had just been endowed, in
order to overcome, by great miraculous efforts, the obstacles
and dangers to be encountered in the path He had chosen ?
This is the point on which Satan puts Jesus to a last proof
The third temptation then refers to the use which He intends
to make of divine power in the course of His Messianic
career.

4th. Vers. 9-12.!—Third Temptation.—This trial belongs
to a higher sphere than that of physical or political life. It
i3 of a purely religious character, and touches the deepest and
most sacred relations of Jesus with His Father. The dignity
of a son of God, with a view to which man was created, carries
with it the free disposal of divine power, and of the motive
forces of the universe. Does not God Himself say to His
child: “Son, thou art ever with me, and all that I have s
thine” ? (xv. 31). But in proportion as man is raised to this
filial position, and gradually reaches divine fellowship, there
arises out of this state an ever-increasing danger,—that of
abusing his great privilege, by changing, as an indiscreet
inferior is tempted to do, this fellowship into familiarity.
From this giddy height to which the grace of God has raised
him, man falls, therefore, in an instant into the deepest abyss
—into a presumptuous use of God’s gifts and abuse of His

1Ver. 9. The ¢ before wes in the T. R. is omitted in all the Mjj. and in 152
Mnn,
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confidence. This pride is more unpardonable than that called
in Scripture the pride of life. The abuse of God’s help is a
more serious offence than not waiting for it in faith (first temp-
tation), or than regarding it as insufficient (second temptation).
—The higher sphere to which this trial belongs is indicated
by the scene of it—the most sacred place, Jerusalem (the Zoly
city, a3 Matthew says) and the temple. The term wrepiryior
70D iepod, translated pinnacle of the temple, might denote the
anterior extremity of the line of meeting of two inclined planes,
forming the roof of the sacred edifice. But in this case, vaod
would have been required rather than iepod (see i. 9). Pro-
bably, therefore, it is some part of the court that is meant,—
either Solomon’s Porch, which was situated on the eastern side
of the temple platform, and commanded the gorge of the Kedron,
or the Royal Porch, built on the south side of this platform,
and from which, as Josephus says, the eye looked down into
an abyss. The word mrepiyiov would denote the coping of
this peristyle. Such a position is a type of the sublime height
to which Satan sees Jesus raised, and whence he would have
Him cast Himself down into an abyss,

The idea of this incomparable spiritual elevation is expressed
by these words: If thou art @ Son of God. The Alex. rightly
omit the art. before the word Son. For it is a question here
of the filial character, and not of the personality of the Son.
“If thou art a being to whom it appertains to call God thy
Father in a unique sense, do not fear to do a daring deed, and
give God an opportunity to show the particular care He takes
of thee.” And as Satan had observed that Jesus had twice
replied to him by the word of God, he tries in his turn to
avail himself of this weapon. He applies here the promise
(Ps. xci 11, 12) by an & fortiori argument: “If God has
promised thus to keep the righteous, how much more His
well-beloved Son!” The quotation agrees with the text of
the LXX,, with the exception of its omitting the words in ali
thy ways, which Matthew also omits ; the latter omits, besides,
the preceding words, fo keep thee. It has been thought that
this omission was made by Satan himself, who would suppress
these words with a view to make the application of the passage
more plausible, unduly generalizing the promise of the Psalm,
which, according to the context, applies to the righteous only
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ie 8o far as he walks 7n the ways of obedience. This is very
subtle—What was the real bearing of this temptation ? With
God, power is always employed in the service of goodness, of
love ; this is the difference between God and Satan, between
divine miracle and diabolical sorcery. Now the devil in this
instance aims at nothing less than making Jesus pass from
ons of these spheres to the other, and this in the name of that
most sacred and tender element in the relationship between
two beings that love each other-—confidence. If Jesus suc
cumbs to the temptation by calling on the Almighty to deliver
Him from a peril into which He has not been thrown in the
service of goodness, He puts God in the position of either re.
fusing His aid, and so separating His cause from His own—a
divorce between the Father and the Son—or of setting free the
exercise of His omnipotence, at least for a moment, from the
control of holiness,—a violation of His own nature. Either
way, it would be all over with Jesus, and even, if we dare so
speak, with God.

Jesus characterizes the impious nature of this suggestion as
a tempting God, ver. 12. This term signifies putting God to
the alternative either of acting in a way opposed to His plans
or His nature, or of compromising the existence or safety of a
person closely allied to Him. It is confidence carried to such
presumption, as to become treason against the divine majesty.
It has sometimes been thought that Satan wanted to induce
Jesus to establish His kingdom by some miraculous demonstra-
tion, by some prodigy of personal display, which, accomplished
in the view of a multitude of worshippers assembled in the
temple, would have drawn to Him the homage of all Israel
But the narrative makes no allusion to any effect to be pro-
duced by this miracle. It is a question here of a whim rather
than of a calculation, of divine force placed at the service of
caprice rather than of a deliberate evil purpose.—For the third
time, Jesus borrows the form of His reply from Scripture, and,
which is remarkable, again from Deuteronomy (vi. 16). This
book, which recorded the experience of Israel during the forty
years' sojourn in the desert, had perhaps been the special sub-
ject of Jesus’ meditations during His own sojourn in the wilder-
ness. The plural, ye shall not tempt, in the O. T. is changed
by Jesus into the singular, thou shalt not tempt. Did this
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change proceed from a double meaning which Jesus designedly
introduced into this passage? While applying it to Himself
in His relation to God, He seems, in fact, to apply it at the
same time to Satan in relation to Himself; as if He meant to
say : Desist, therefore, now from tempting me, thy God.
Almost all interpreters at the present day disapprove the
order followed by Luke, and prefer Matthew’s, who makes this
last temptation the second. It seems to me, that if the expla-
nation we have just given is just, there can be no doubt that
Luke’s order is preferable. The man who is no longer man,
the Christ who is no longer Christ, the Son who is no longer
Son,—such are the three degrees of the temptation! The
second might appear the most exalted and dangerous to men
who had grown up in the midst of the theocracy; and it is
intelligible that the tradition found in the Jewish-Christian
Churches, the type of which has been preserved in the first
Gospel, should have made this peculiarly Messianic temptation
(the second in Luke) the crowning effort of the conflict. But
in reality it was not so; the true order Aistorically, in a moral
conflict, must be that which answers to the moral essence of
things.
5th. Ver. 13. Historical Conclusion.—The expression wdvra
metpacpoy does not signify all the temptation (this would re-
quire Aov), but every kind of temptation. We have seen that the
temptations mentioned refer, one to the person of Jesus, another
to the nature of His work, the third to His use of the divine aid
accorded to Him for this work ; they are therefore very varied.
Further, connected as they are, they form a complete cycle;
and this is expressed in the term cwwredoas, having finished,
fulfilled. Nevertheless Luke announces, in the conclusion of
his narrative, the future return of Satan to subject Jesus to a
fresh trial If the words &ype raipod signified, as they are
often translated, for a season, we might think that this future
temptation denotes in general the trials to which Jesus would
be exposed during the course of His ministry. But these
words signify, untid a favourable time. Saten expects, there-
fore, some new opportunity, just such a special occasion as the
! [M. Godet is not as perspicuous here as usual The original is: * L'homme

qui n'est plus homme, le Christ qui n'est plus Christ, le Fils gui n'est plus
Fls, voila . . ")
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previous one. This conflict, foretold so precisely, can be none
other than that of Gethsemane. ¢ This is the hour and power
of darkness,” said Jesus at that very time (xxil 53); and a few
moments before, according to John (xiv. 30), He had said.
“ The prince of this world cometh.” Satan then found a new
means of acting on the soul of Jesus, through the fear of suf-
fering. Just as in the desert he thought he could dazzle
this heart, that had had no experience of life, with the éclat of
success and the intoxication of delight ; so in Gethsemane he
tried to make it swerve by the nightmare of punishment and
the anguish of grief. These, indeed, are the two levers by which
he succeeds in throwing men out of the path of obedience.
Luke omits here the fact mentioned by Matthew and Mark,
of the approach of angels to minister to Jesus. It is no dog-
matic repugnance which makes him omit it, for he mentions
an instance wholly similar, xxii. 43. Therefore he was ignorant

of it; and consequently he was not acquainted with the two
other narratives.

THE TEMPTATION

We shall examine—1sf. The nature of this fact; 2d. Its object,
3d. The three narratives.
1st. Nature of the Temptation.— The ancients generally under-
stood this account literally. They believed that the devil appeared
to Jesus in a bodily form, and actually carried Him away to the
mountain and to the pinnacle of the temple. But, to say nothin
of the impossibility of finding anywhere a mountain from which aﬁ
the kingdoms of the world could be seen, the Bible does not men-
tion a single visible appearance of Satan; and in the conflict of
Gethsemane, which, according to Luke, is a renewal of this, the
resence of the enemy is not projected into the world of sense.—
ve we to do then here, as some moderns have thought, with a
human tempter designated metaphorically by the name Satan, in the
sense in which Jesus addressed Peter, « éef. thee behind me, Satan,”
with an envoy from the Sanhedrim, ez gr., who had come to test
Him (Kuinoel), or with the deputation from the same body mentioned
in John i. 19 et seq., who, on their return from their interview with
the forerunner, met Jesus in the desert, and there besought His
Messianic co-operation, by offering Him the aid of the Jewish autho-
rities (Lange) 1 But it was not until after Jesus had already left the
desert and rejoined John on the banks of the Jordan, that He was
publicly pointed out by the latter as the Messiah.* Up to this time

! See my Commentary on the Gospel of John, on i 29.
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no ono knew Him as such. Besides, if this hypothesis affords a
sufficient explanation of the second temptation (in the order of
Luke), it will not explain either the first or the third.

Was this narrative, then, originally nothing more than a moral
lesson conveyed in the form of a parable, in which Jesus inculcated
on His disciples some most important maxims for their future
ministry? Never to use their miraculous power for their personal
advantage, never to associate with wicked men for the attainment
of good ends, never to perform a miracle in an ostentatious spirit,—
these were the precepts which Jesus had enjoined upon them in a
figurative manner, but which they took literally (Schleiermacher,
Schweizer, Bleek). But, first of all, is it conceivable that Jesus
should have expressed Himself so awkwardly as to lead to such a
mistake? Next, how could He have spoken to the apostles of an
external empire to be founded by them? Further, the Messiani¢
aspect, so conspicuous in the second temptation, is completely dis-
guised in that one of the three maxims which, according to the ex-
planation of these theologians, ought to correspond with it. Baum-
garten-Crusius, in order to meet this last objection, applies the three
maxims, not to that from which the apostles were to abstain, but to
that which they must not expect from Jesus Himself : ¢ As Messiah,
Jesus meant to say, I shall not seek to satisfy your sensual a%)e-
tites, your ambitious aspirations, nor your thirst for miracles.” But
all this kind of interpretation meets with an insurmountable obstacle
in Mark’s narrative, where mention is made merely of the sojourn
in the desert, and of the temptation in general, without the three
particular tests, that is, according to this opinion, without the really
significant portion of the information being even mentioned. Accord-
ing to this, Mark would have lost the kernel and retained only the
shell, or, as Keim says, “ kept the flesh while rejecting the skeleton.”
In transforming the parable into history, the evangelist would have
omitted precisely that which contained the idea of the parable.—
Usteri, who had at one time adopted the preceding view, was led by
these difficulties to regard this narrative as a myth emanating from
the Christian consciousness ; and Strauss tried to explain the origin
of this legend by the Messianic notions current among the Jews.
But the latter has not succeeded in producing, from the Jewish
theology, a single passage earlier than the time of Jesus in which
the idea of a personal conflict between the Messiah and Satan is
expressed. As to the Christian consciousness, would it have been
capable of creating complete in all 1ts parts a narrative so mysterious
and profound % ﬁmtly, the remarkably fixed place which this event
occupies in the three synoptics between the baptism of Jesus and
the commencement of His ministry, proves that this element of the
evangelical history belongs to the earliest form of Christian instruc-
tion. It could not therefore be the product of a later legendary
creation.

Unless all these indications are delusive, the narrstive of the
temptation must correspond with a real fact in the life of the Saviour.
But might it not be the description of a purely moral struggle—of »
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struggle that was confined to the soul of Jesus? Might not the
temptation be a vision occasioned by the state of exaltation resulting
from a prolonged fast, in which the brilliant image of the Jewish
Messiah was presented to His imagination under the most seductive
forms? (Eichhorn, Paulus.) Or might not this narrative be a con-
densed summary of a long series of intense meditations, in which,
after having opened His soul with tender sympathy to all the
aspirations of His age and people, Jesus had decidedly broken with
them, and determined, with a full knowledge of the issue, to become
solely the Messiah of God ¢ (Ullmann.) In the first case, the heart
whence came this carnal dream could no longer be the heart of the
Holy One of God, and the perfectly pure life and conscience of
Jesus become inexplicable. As to the second form in which this
opinion is presented, it contains undoubtedly elements of truth.
The last two temptations certainly correspond with the most pre-
valent and ardent aspirations of the Jewish people—the expectation
of a political Messiah, and the thirst for external signs (owpeia
alreély, 1 Cor. i. 22). 1. But how, from this point of view, is the
first temptation to be explained? 2. How could the figure of a
personal tempter find its way into such a picture? How did it be-
come its predominating feature, so as to form almost the entire pic-
ture in Mark’s narrative? 3. Have we not the authentic comment
of Jesus Himself on this conflict in the passage xi. 21, 22, already
referred to (p. 210)? In describing this victory over the strong man
by the man stronger than he, and laying it down as a condition abso-
lutely indispensable to the spoiling of the stronghold of the former,
did not Jesus allude to a personal conflict between Himself and the
prince of this world, such as we find grtrayed in the narrative of
the temptation? For these reasons, Keim, while he recognises in
the temptation, with Ullmann, a sublime fact in the moral life of
Jesus, an energetic determination of His will by which He absolutely
renounced any deviation whatever from the divine will, notwith-
standing the ipsufficiency of human means, confesses that he cannot
refuse to admit the possibility of the existence and interposition of
the representative of the powers of evil.

Here we reach the only explanation which, in our opinion, can
account for the narrative of the temptation. As there is a mutual
contact of bodies, so also, in a higher sphere than that of matter,
there is an action and reaction of spirits on each other. It wasin
this higher sphere to which Jesus was raised, that He, the represen-
tative of voluntary dependence and filial love to God, met that
spirit in whom the autonomy of the creature finds its most resolute
representative, and in every way, and notwithstanding all this spirit's
craft, maintained by conscientious choice His own ruling principle.
This victory decided the fate of mankind ; it became the foundation
of the establishment of God’s kingdom upon earth. This is the
essential significance of this event. As to the narrative in which
this mysterious scene has been disclosed to us, it must be just a
symbolical picture, by means of which Jesus endeavoured to make
His disciples understand a fact which, from its very nature, could
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only be fitly described in figurative language. Still we must re-
member, that Jesus being really man, having His spirit united to a
body, He needed, quite as much as we do, sensible representations
as a means of apprehending spiritual facts. Metaphorical language
was as natural in His case as in ours. In all probability, therefore,
it was necessary, in order to His fully entering into the conflict
between Himself and the tempter, that it should assume the scenic
(plastique) form in which it has been preserved to us. While saying
this, we do not think that Jesus was transported bodily by Satan
through the air. 'We believe that, had He been observed by any
spectator whilst the temptation was going on, He would have ap-
peared all through it motionless upon the soil of the desert. But
though the conflict did not pass out of the spirifual sphere, it was
none the less real, and the value of this victory was not less incal-
culable and decisive. This view, with some slight shades of difference,
is that advocated by Theodore of Mopsuestia in the ancient Church,
by some of the Reformers, and by several modern commentators
(Olshausen, Neander, Oosterzee, Pressensé, etc.).

But could Jesus be really tempted, if He was holyt could He sin,
if He was the Son of God % fail in His work, if He was the Redeemer
appointed by God? As a holy being, He could be tempted, because
a conflict might arise between some legitimate bodily want or normal
desire of the soul, and the divine will, which for the time forbade its
satisfaction. The Son could sin, since He had renounced His divine
mode of existence in the alj'orm of God (Phil. ii. 6), in order to enter
into a human condition altogether like ours. The Redeemer might
succumb, if the question be regarded from the standpoint of His
personal liberty ; which is quite consistent with God being assured
by His foreknowledge that He would stand firm. This foreknowledge
was one of the factors of His plan, precisely as the foreknowledge of
the faith of believers is one of the elements of His eternal xpidfeos
(Rom. viii 28).

2d. Object of the Temptation.—The temptation is the complement
of the baptism. It is the negative preparation of Jesus for His
ministry, as the baptism was His positive preparation. In His bap-
tism Jesus received impulse, calling, strength. By the temptation
He was made distinctly conscious of the errors to be shunned, and
the perils to be feared, on the right hand and on the left. The
temptation was the last act of His moral education ; it gave Him an
insight into all the ways in which His Messianic work could possibly
be marred. If, from the very first step in His arduous career, Jesus
kept the path marked out by God’s will without deviation, change,
or hesitancy, this bold front and stedfast perseverance are certainly
due to His experience of the temptation. All the wrong courses
possible to Him were thenceforth ﬁnown; all the rocks had been
observed ; and it was the enemy himself who had rendered Him this
service. And it was for this reason that God apparently delivered
Him for a brief time into his power. This is just what Matthew’s
narrative expresses so forcibly : ¢ He was led up of the Spirit . . .
o be tempted.” When He left this school, Jesus distinctly understood
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that, as respects His person, no act of His ministry was to have any
tendency to lift it out of His human condition ; that, as to His work,
it was to be in no way assimilated to the action of the powers of this
world ; and that in the employment of divine power, filia] liberty was
never to become caprice, not even under a pretext of blind trust in
the help of God. And this pro me was carried out. His
materiaf wants were supplied by the gifts of charity (viii. 3), not
by miracles ; His mode of life was nothing else than a perpetual
humiliation—a prolongation, so to speak, of His incarnation. When
labouring to establish His kingdom, He unhesitatingly refused the
aid of human power,—as, for instance, when the multitude wished
to make Him a king (John vi. 15) ; and His ministry assumed the
character of an exclusively spiritual conquest. He abstained, lastly,
from evcry miracle which had not for its immediate design the reve-
lation of moral perfection, that is to say, of the glory of His Father
(Luke xi. 29). These supreme rules of the Messianic activity were
all learnt in that school of trial through which God caused Him to
pass in the desert.

3d. The Narratives of the Temptation.—1It has been maintained that,
since John does not relate the temptation, he de facto denies it. But,
us we have already observed, the starting-point of his narrative be-
longs to a later time.—The narrative of Mark (i 12, 13) is very
summary indeed. It occupies in some respects a middle place be-
tween the other two, approaching Matthew's in the preface and close
(the ministration of the angels), and Luke’s in the extension of the
temptation to forty days. t it differs from both in omitting the
three particular temptations, and by the addition of the incident of
the wild beasts. Here arises, for those who maintain that one of
our Gospels was the source of the other, or of both the others, the
following dilemma : Either the original narrative is Mark’s, which
the other two have amplified (Meyer), or Mark has given a summary
of the two others (Bleek). There is yet a third alternative, by which
Holtzmann escapes this dilemma : There was an original Mark, and
its account was transferred in ezfenso into Luke and Matthew, but
abridged by our canonical Mark. This last supposition appears to
us inadmissible ; for if Matthew and Luke drew from fke same written
source, how did the strange reversal in the order of the two tempta-
tions happen? Schleiermacher supposes— and modern ecriticism
approves the suggestion (Holtzmann, p. 213)—that Luke altered
the order of Matthew in order not to change the scene so frequently,
by making Jesus leave the desert (for the temple), and then return
to it (for the mountain). We really wonder how men can seriously
put forward such puerilities. Lastly, if the three evangelists drew
from the same source, the Proto-Mark, whence is the mention of the
wild beasts in our canonical Mark derived¥ The evangelist cannot
have imagined it without any authority ; and if it was mentioned
in the common source, it could not have been passed over, as Holte-
mann admits (p. 70), by Luke and Matthew. The explanation of
the latter critic being set aside, there remains the original dilemma.
Have Matthew and fuke amplified Mark? How then does it happen
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that they coincide, not only in that part which they have in commor
with Mark, but quite as much, and even more, in that which is
wanting in Mark (the detail of the three temptations)? How is it,
again, that Matthew confines the temptation to the last moment, in
opposition to the narrative of Mark and Luke ; that Luke omits the
succour brought to Jesus by the angels, contrary to the account of
Mark and Matthew ; and that Luke and Matthew omit the detail of
the wild beasts, in opposition to their source, the narrative of Markt
They amplify, and yet they abridge! On the other hand, is Mark
a compiler from Matthew and Luke? How, then, is it that he says
not a word about the forty days’ fast? It is alleged that he desires
to avoid long discourses. But this lengthened fast belongs to the
facts, not to the words. Besides, whence does he get the fact about
the wild beasts? He abridges, and yet he amplifies !

All these difficulties which arise out of this hypothesis, and which
can only be removed by supposing that the evangelists used their
authorities in an inconceivably arbitrary way, disappear of them-
selves, if we admit, as the common source of the three narratives,
an oral tradition which circulated in the Church, and reproduced,
more or less exactly, the original account given by Jesus and trans-
mitted by the apostles. Mark only wished to give a brief account,
which was all that appeared to him necessary for his readers. The
preaching of Peter to Cornelius (Acts x. 37 et seq.) furnishes an ex-
ample of this mode of condensing the traditional accounts. Mark had
perhaps heard the detail relative to the wild beasts from the mouth
of Peter himself The special aim of his narrative is to show us in
Jesus the holy man raised to his original dignity, as Lord over
nature (the wild beasts), and the friend of heaven (the angels).
Matthew has reproduced the apostolic tradition, in the form which
it had specially taken in the Jewish-Christian churches. Of this
we have two indications : 1. The rifualistic character which is given
in this narrative to the fasting of Jesus (having fasted); 2. The
order of the last two temptations, according to which the peculiarly
Messianic temptation is exhibited as the supreme and decisive act
of the conflict. As to Luke, the substance of his narrative is the
same apostolic tradition ; but he was enabled by certain written
accounts, or means of information, to give some details with greater
exactness,—to restore, for example, the actual order of the three
temptations. We find him here, as usual, more complete than
Mark, and more exact, historically speaking, than Matthew.

And now, His position thus made clear, with God for His
sure ally, and Satan for His declared adversary, Jesus ad-
vances to the field of battle.
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THIRD PART.

THE MINISTRY OF JESUS IN GALILEE.
CHAP. 1Iv. 14-1x. 50.

HE three Synoptics all connect the narrative of the
Galilzzan ministry with the account of the temptation.

But the narrations of Matthew and Mark have this peculiarity,
that, according to them, the motive for the return of Jesus to
Galilee must have been the imprisonment of John the Baptist :
“ Now when Jesus had heard that John was cast into prison,
He departed into Galilee ” (Matt. iv. 12); “ Now, after that
John was put in prison, Jesus came into Galilee” (Mark
L 14). As the temptation does not appear to have been
coincident with the apprehension of John, the question arises,
Where did Jesus spend the more or less lengthened time that
intervened between these two events, and what was He doing
during the interval? This is the first difficulty. There is
another: How could the apprehension of John the Baptist
have induced Jesus to return to Galilee, to the dominions of
this very Herod who was keeping John in prison? Luke
throws no light whatever on these two questions which arise
out of the narrative of the Syn., because he makes no mention
in this place of the imprisonment of John, but simply connects
the commencement of the ministry of Jesus with the victory
He bad just achieved in the desert. It is John who gives
the solution of these difficulties. According to him, there
were two returns of Jesus to Galilee, which his narrative dis-
tinguishes with the greatest care. The first took place im-
mediately after the baptism and the temptation (i 44). It
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was then that He called some young Galileans to follow Him,
who were attached to the forerunner, and shared his expec-
tation of the Messiah. The second is related in chap. iv. 1;
Jobhn connects it with the Pharisees’ jealousy of John the
Baptist, which explains the account of the first two Syn. It
appears, in fact, according to him, that some of the Pharisees
were party to the blow which had struck John, and therefore
we can well understand that Jesus would be more distrustful
of them than even of Herod! That the Pharisees had a hand
in John's imprisonment, is confirmed by the expression de-
livered, which Matthew and Mark employ. It was they who
bad caused him to be seized and delivered up to Herod.

The two returns mentioned by John were separated by
quite a number of events: the transfer of Jesus' place of
residence from Nazareth to Capernaum; His first journey to
Jerusalem to attend the Passover; the interview with Nico-
demus; and a period of prolenged activity in Judeea, simul-
taneous with that of John the Baptist, who was still enjoying
his liberty (John ii. 12-iv. 43). The second return to Galilee,
which terminated this long ministry in Judea, did not take
place, according te iv. 35, until the month of December in
this same year, so that at least twelve months elapsed between
it and the former. The Syn., relating only a single return,
must have blended the two inte one. Only there is this
difference between them, that in Matthew and Mark it is
rather the idea of the second which seems to predominate,
since they connect it with John’s imprisonment; whilst Luke
brings out more the idea of the first, for he associates it with
the temptation exclusively. The mingling of these two analo-
gous facts—really, however, separated by almost a year—must
have taken place previously in the oral tradition, since it
passed, though net without some variations, into our three
Synoptics. The narrative of John was expressly designed to
re-establish this lost distinction (comp. John ii. 11, iil 24,
iv. 54). In this way in the Syn. the interval between these
two returns to Galilee disappeared, and the two residences in
Galilee, which were separated from each other by this ministry
in Judea, form in them one continuous whole. Further, it is
difficult to determine in which of the two to place the several

1 Biéumlein, Comment. @iber das Evang. Jok. p. 8.
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focts which the Syn. relate at the commencement of the
Galileean ministry.

We must not forget that the apostolic preaching, and the
popular teaching given in the churches, were directed not by
any historical interest, but with a view to the foundation and
confirmation of faith. Facts of a similar nature were there-
fore grouped together in this teaching until they became
completely inseparable. We shall see, in the same way, the
different journeys to Jerusalem, fused by tradition into a
single pilgrimage, placed at the end of Jesus’ ministry. Thus
the great contrast which prevails in the symoptical narrative
between Galilee and Jerusalem is explained. It was only
when John, not depending on tradition, but drawing from his
own personal recollections, restored to this history its various
phases and natural connections, that the complete picture of
the ministry of Jesus appeared before the eyes of the Church.

But why did not Jesus commence His activity n Galilee,
as, according to the Syn., He would seem to have done? The
answer to this question is to be found in John iv. 43-45.
In that country, where He spent His youth, Jesus would
necessarily expect to meet, more than anywhere else, with
certain prejudices opposed to the recognition of His Messianic
dignity. “ A prophet hath no honour 4 his own couniry”
(John iv. 44). This is why He would not undertake His
work among His Galilean fellow-countrymen until after He
had achieved some success elsewhere. The reputation which
preceded His return would serve to prepare His way amongst
them (John iv. 45). He had therefore Galilee in view even
during this early activity in Judea. He foresaw that this
province would be the cradle of His Church; for the yoke of
pharisaical and sacerdotal despotism did not press so heavily on
it as on the capital and its neighbourhood. The chords of human
feeling, paralyzed in Judea by false devotion, still vibrated
in the hearts of these mountaineers to frank and stirring
appeals, and their ignorance appeared to Him a medium more
easily penetrable by light from above than the perverted
enlightenment of rabbinical science. Comp. the remarkable
passage, x. 21,

It is not easy to make out the plan of this part, for it
describes a continuous progress without any marked breaks-
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it is a picture of the inward and outward progress of the
work of Jesus in Galilee. Ritschl is of opinion that the pro-
gress of the story is determined by the growing hostility of
the adversaries of Jesus; and accordingly he adopts this
division: iv. 16-vi. 11, absence of conflict; vi 12-xi 54,
the hostile attitude assumed by the two adversaries towards
each other. But, 1sf, the first symptoms of hostility break
out before vi. 12; 2d, the passage ix. 51, which is passed
over by the division of Ritschl, is evidently, in the view of
the author, one of the principal connecting links in the narra-
tive; 3d, the growing hatred of the adversaries of Jesus is
only an accident of His work, and in no way the governing
motive of its development. It is not there, therefore, that we
must seek the principle of the division. The author appears
to us to have marked out a route for himself by a series of
facts, in which there is a gradation easily perceived. At first
Jesus preaches without any following of regular disciples;
soon He calls about Him some of the most attentive of His
hearers, to make them His permanent disciples ; after a certain
time, when these disciples had become very numerous, He
raises twelve of them to the rank of apostles; lastly, He en-
trusts these twelve with their first mission, and makes them
His evangelists. This gradation in the position of His
helpers naturally corresponds, 1st, with the internal progress
of His teaching; 2d, with the local extension of His work;
3d, with the increasing hostility of the Jews, with whom
Jesus breaks more and more, in proportion as He gives organic
form to His own work. It therefore furnishes a measure of
the entire movement.—We are guided by it to the following
division :—

First Cycle, iv. 14—44, extending to the call of the-first

disciples.

Second Cycle, v. 1-vi 11, to the nomination of the twelve.

Third Cyele, vi. 12-viii. 56, to their first mission.

Fourth Cyecle, ix. 1-50, to the departure of Jesus for

Jerusalem.

At this point the work of Jesus in Galilee comes to an
end ; He bids adieu to this field of labour, and, setting His
face towards Jerusalem, He carries with Him into Judea the
result of His previous labours, Ifis Gulilean Church.
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FIRST CYCLE.—CHAP. IV. 14—~44
Visits to Nazareth and to Capernaum.

The following narratives are grouped around two names—
Nazareth (vers. 14-30) and Capernaum (vers. 31-44).

1. Visit to Nazareth: vers. 14-30.—This portion opens
with a general glance at the commencement of the active
labours of Jesus in Galilee: 14, 15. Then, resting on this
foundation, but separable from it, as a particular example, we
Lave the narrative of His preaching at Nazareth: vers. 16-30.

1a. Vers. 14, 15.—The 14th verse is, as we have shown,
the complement of ver. 1 (see ver. 1).—The verb, ke returned,
comprehends, according to what precedes, the two returns nien-
tioned John i. 44 and iv. 1, and even a third, understood be-
tween John v. and vi. The words, in the power of the Spirit,
do not refer, as many have thought, to an impulse from above,
which urged Jesus to return to Galilee, but to His possession
of the divine powers which He had received at His baptism,
and with which He was now about to teach and act; comp.
filled with the Spirit, ver. 1. Luke evidently means that He
returned different from what He was when He left. Was this
supernatural power of Jesus displayed solely in His preaching,
or in miracles also already wrought at this period, though not
related by Luke? Since the miracle at Cana took place,
according to John, just at this time, we incline to the latter
meaning, which, considering the term employed, is also the
more natural In this way, what is said of His fame, which
immediately spread through all the region round about,is readily
explained. Preaching alone would scarcely have been suffi-
cient to have brought about this result. Meyer brings in
here the report of the miraculous incidents of the baptism ;
but these probably had not been witnessed by any one save
Jesus and John, and no allusion is made to them subsequently.
—The 15th verse relates how, after His reputation had pre-
pared the way for Him, He came Himself (aPrds); then how
they all, after hearing Him, ratified the favourable judgment
which His fame had brought respecting Him (glorified of all).
—The synagogues, in which Jesus fulfilled His itinerant mini-
stry, were places of assembly existing from the return of the
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captivity, perhaps even earlier. (Bleek finds the proof of an
earlier date in Ps. Ixxiv. 8.) Wherever there was a somewhat
numerous Jewish population, even in heathen countries, there
were such places of worship. They assembled in them on the
Sabbath-day, also on the Monday and Tuesday, and on court
and market days. Any one wishing to speak signified his
intention by rising (at least according to this passage; comp.
also Acts xiii. 16). But as all teaching was founded on the
Scriptures, t0 speak was before anything else fo read. The
reading finished, he taught, sitting down (Acts xiii. 16, Paul
speaks standing). Order was maintained by the épyiovud-
yoryos, or presidents of the synagogue. — Vers. 14 and 15
form the fourth definite statement in the account of the deve-
lopment of the person end work of Jesus; comp. ii. 40, 52,
and iii. 23.

2d. Vers. 16-30.—Jesus did not begin by preaching at
Nazareth. In His view, no doubt, the inhabitants of this city
stood in much the same relation to the people of the rest of
Galilee as the inhabitants of Galilee to the rest of the Jewish
people; He knew that in a certain sense His greatest difficulties
would be encountered there, and that it would be prudent ta
defer His visit until the time when His reputation, being
already established in the rest of the country, would help to
counteract the prejudice resulting from His former lengthened
connection with the people of the place.

Vers. 16-19.) — The Reading.— Ver. 16. Kal “ And in
these itinerancies He came also.” John (il 12) and Matthew
(iv. 13) refer to this time the transfer of the residence of
Jesus (and also, according to John, of that of His mother
and brethren) from Nazareth to Capernaum, which naturally
implies a visit to Nazareth. Besides, John places the miracle
at the marriage at Cana at the same time. Now, Cana being
such a very short distance from Nazareth, it would have been
an affectation on the part of Jesus to be staying so near His

! Ver. 16. T. R., with K. L. I. many Mnn., NeZupe (o—psf with 11 Mjj.) ;
D., Nalapd; K. B.* Z. Nalapn ; A., Nalapar; A, Nalapal.—Ver. 17. A. B. L.
* &. 8yr. read avefas instead of rasreoas, which is the reading of 16 Mjj. Mnn.
B. It.—Ver. 18. Twenty Mjj. read svayysricnsrfas instead of svayysrilsedas, which
is the reading of T. R. with merely some Mnn.—Ver. 19. &. B. D. L. Z It.

omit the words iseasrfa: r. evvescp. v, nupdiay, which is the reading of T. R. witk
15 Bljj, the greater part of the Man. Syr.
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native town, and not visit it.—The words, whers He had becn
brought wp, assign the motive of His proceeding. The expres-
sion, according to His custom, cannot apply to the short time
which had elapsed since His return to Galilee, unless, with
Bleek, we regard it as an indication that this event is of later
date, which indeed is possible, but in no way necessary. It
rather applies to the period of His childhood and youth. This
remark is in close connection with the words, whers He had
been brought wp. Attendance at the synagogue was, as Keim
has well brought out (t i p. 434), a most important instru-
ment in the religious and intellectual development of Jesus.
Children had access to this worship from the age of five or
six; they were compelled to attend it when they reached
thirteen (Keim, t. L p. 431). But it was not solely by means
of these Scripture lessons, heard regularly in the synagogue
several times a week, that Jesus learned to know the O. T. se
well. There can be no doubt, as Keim says, that He possessed
a copy of the sacred book Himself. Otherwise He would not
have known how to read, as He is about to do here.—The
received reading, having unrolled, ver. 17, is preferable to the
Alex. var., having opened. The sacred volumes were in the
form of rectangular sheets, rolled round a cylinder. By the
expression, He found, Luke gives us to understand that Jesus,
surrendering Himself to guidance from above, read at the place
where the roll opened of itself.—We cannot then infer, as
Bengel does, from the fact of this passage being read by the
Jews on the day of atonement, that this feast was being observed
on that very day. Besides, the present course of the Haphta-
eath, or readings from the prophets, dates from a later period.
This passage belongs to the second part of Isaiah (Ixi 1 et
seq.). This long consecutive prophecy is generally applied to
the return from the captivity. The only term which would
suggest this explanation in our passage is aaxpa‘lw-rocc, properly
prisoners of war, ver. 19. But this word is used with a more
general meaning. St. Paul applies it to his companions in
work and activity (Col iv. 10). The term awrrwyds, poor,
rather implies that the people are settled in their own country.
The remarkable expression, fo proclaim the acceptable year of
the Lord, makes the real thought of the prophet sufficiently
clear. There was in the life of the people of Isracl a year of
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grace, which might very naturally become a type of the Mes-
sianic era. This was the year of jubilee, which returned every
fifty years (Lev. xxv.. By means of this admirable insti-
tution, God had provided for a periodical social restoration in
Israel. The Israelite who had sold himself into slavery re-
gained his liberty; families which had alienated their patrimony
recovered possession; a wide amnesty was granted to persons
imprisoned for debt,—so many types of the work of Him who
was to restore spiritual liberty to mankind, to free them from
their guilt, and restore to them their divine inheritance. Jesus,
therefore, could not have received from His Father a text more
appropriate to His present position—the inauguration of His
Messianic ministry amidst the scenes of His previous life.
The first words, The Spirit of the Lord 18 upon me, are a
paraphrase of the term mem, Messiah (Xpiords, Anointed).
Jesus, in reading these words, could not but apply them to His
recent baptism. — The expression &exev ob cannot signify
here wherefore: “ The Spirit is upon me; wherefore God hath
anointed me ; "—this would be contrary to the meaning. The
LXX have used this conjunction to translate $*, which in the
original signifies, just as " g, because, & meaning which the
Greek expression will also bear (on this account that, propterea
quod)~—On the first day of the year of jubilee, the priests
went all through the land, announcing with sound of trumpets
the blessings brought by the opening year (jubilee, from 5, to
sound a trumpet). It is to this proclamation of grace that the
words, fo announce good news to the poor, undoubtedly allude,
Lev. xxv. 6, 14, 25.—The words, to heal the broken in heart,
which the Alex. reading omits, might have been introduced
into the text from the O. T.; but, in our view, they form the
almost indispensable basis of the word of Jesus, ver. 23. We
must therefore retain them, and attribute their omission to an
act of negligence occasioned by the long string of infinitives.
~—The term anpidfac dpeatv, to proclaim liberty, employed ver.
19, also alludes to the solemn proclamation of the jubilee.
This word &pesw is found at almost every verse, in the LXX.,
in the statute enjoining this feast. Bleek himself observes
that the formula W79 87, which corresponds to those two Greek
terms, is that which is employed in connection with the jubilee;
‘but notwithstanding, this does not prevent his applying the
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passage, according to the common prejudice, to the return from
the captivity! The prisoners who recover their freedom are
amnestied malefactors as well as slaves set free at the beginning
of this year of grace. The image of the blind restored to sight
does not, at the first glance, accord with that of the jubilee;
but it does not any better suit the figure of the return from
the captivity. And if this translation of the Hebrew text
were accurate, we should have in either case to allow that the
prophet had departed from the general image with which he
had started. But the term in Isaiah (2*WbN, properly bound)
denotes captives, not blind persons. The expression mp rpp
signifies, it is true, the opening of the eyes, not the opening
of a prison. But the captives coming forth from their dark
dungeon are represented under the figure of blind men sud-
denly restored to sight.—The words, to set at liberty them that
are bruised, are taken from another passage in Isaiah (lviii. 6).
Probably in Luke’s authority this passage was already com.
bined with the former (as often happens with Paul). The
tigurative sense of Tefpavouévor, pierced through,is required by
the verb to send away. The acceptable year of the Lord is that
in which He is pleased to show mankind extraordinary favours.
Several Fathers have inferred from this expression that the
ministry of Jesus only lasted a single year. This is to con-
found the type and the antitype.

Vers. 20-22. The Preaching—The description of the
assembly, ver. 20, is so dramatic, that it appears to have come
from an eye-witness.—The sense of #jpfaro, He began (ver. 21),
is not that these were the first words of His discourse; this
expression describes the solemnity of the moment when, in the
midst of a silence resulting from universal attention, the voice of
Jesus sounded through the synagogue—The last words of the
verse signify literally, “ This word is accomplished in your
ears;” in other words, “This preaching to which you are
now listening is itself the realization of this prophecy.” Such
was the text of Jesus’ discourse. Luke, without going into
His treatment of His theme (comp., for example, Matt. xi
28-30), passes (ver. 22) to the impression produced. It was
cenerally favourable. The term bare witness alludes to the
favourable reports which had reached them; they proved for
themselves that His fame was not exaggerated. ’Efavuafor
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signifies here, they were astonished (John vii. 21 ; Mark vi 6),
rather than they admired. Otherwise the transition to what
follows would be too abrupt. So the term gracious words de-
scribes rather the matter of Jesus’ preaching—its description
of the works of divine grace—than the impression received
by His hearers. They were astonished at this enumeration of
marvels hitherto unheard of. The words, which proceeded
forth out of His mouth, express the fulness with which this
proclamation poured forth from His heart.

Two courses were here open to the inhabitants of Nazareth :
either to surrender themselves to the divine instinet which,
while they listened to this call, was drawing them to Jesus as
the Anointed of whom Isaiah spake; or to give place to an
intellectual suggestion, allow it to suppress the emotion of the
heart, and cause faith to evaporate in criticism. They took
the latter course: s not this Josepk's son? Announcements
of such importance appeared to them altogether out of place
in the mouth of this young man, whom they had known from
his childhood. 'What a contrast between the cold reserve of
this question, and the enthusiasm which welcomed Jesus every-
where else (glorified of all, ver. 15)! For them this was just
such a critical moment as was to occur soon after for the
inhabitants of Jerusalem (John ii. 13-22). Jesus sees at a
glance the bearing of this remark which went round amongst
His hearers: when the impression He has produced ends in a
question of curiosity, all is lost; and He tells them so.

Vers. 23-27. The Colloguy.— And He said to them, Ye
will surely say unto me this proverb, Physician, heal thyself ;
whatsoever we have heard done in Capernaum, do also here in thy
country. 24 And He said, Verily I say unto yow, No prophet
ts accepted in his own country. 25 But I tell you of a truth,
many widows were tn Israel in the days of Elias, when the
heaven was shut wp three years and sixz months, when great
famine was throughout all the land ; 26 But unfo none of them
was Elias sent, save unto Sarepta, a city of Sidon, unto a woman

! Ver. 23. R. B. D. L. some Mnn. read ws ew instead of e en.—Ver. 24.
Kagapwovp in R. B. D. X. It. Vg. instead of Kewrprasvm, which is the reading o
T. R. with 15 other Mjj. the Mnn. and Vss. Very nearly the same in the other
paasages.—Ver. 27. The Mss. ave divided between Xdwwas (Alex.) and Zdwres
(T R. Byz.). Marcion probably placed this verse after xvii. 19.
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that was a widow. 27 And many lepers were in Israel in the
time of Bliseus the prophet; and nons of them was cleansed,
saving Naaman the Syrian.” The meaning surely, which
wravros often has, would be of no force here; it rather means
wholly, nothing less than : “ The question which you have just
put to me is only the first symptom of unbelief. From sur-
prise you will pass to derision. Thus you will quickly arrive
at the end of the path in which you have just taken the first
step.”—The term wapaBo\s}, parable, denotes any kind of
figurative discourse, whether a complete narrative or a short
sentence, couched in an image, like proverbs. Jesus had just
attributed to Himself, applying Isaiah’s words, the office of a
restorer of humanity. He had described the various ills from
which His hearers were suffering, and directed their attention
to Himself as the physician sent to heal them. This is what
the proverb cited refers to. (Comp. larpos, a physician, with
iagaclas, to heal, ver. 18) Thus: “You are going even to
turn to ridicule what you have just heard, and to say to me,
Thou who pretendest to save humanity from its misery, begin by
delivering thyself from thine own.” But, as thus explained, the
proverb does not appear to be in connection with the following
proposition. Several interpreters have proposed another expla-
nation: “Before attempting to save mankind, raise thy native
town from its obscurity, and make it famous by miracles like
those which thou must have wrought at Capernaum.” But
it is very forced to explain the word thyself in the sense of
thy mative town. The connection of this proverb with the
following words is explained, if we see in the latter a sugges-
tion of the means by which Jesus may yet prevent the con-
tempt with which He is threatened in His own country: “In
order that we may acknmowledge you to be what you claim,
the Saviour of the people, do here some such miracle as it is
said thou hast done at Capernaum.” This speech betrays an
ironicel doubt respecting those marvellous things which were
attributed to Him.

It appears from this passage, as well as from Matt. xiii. 68
and Mark vi. 5, that Jesus performed no miracles at Nazareth.
It is even said that “ He could do mo miracle there” It was
a moral impossibility, as in other similar instances (Luke xi
16, 29, xxiii. 35). It proceeded from the spirit in which the



238 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

demand was made: it was a miracle of ostentation that was
required of Him (the third temptation in the desert); and it
was what He could not grant, without doing what the Father
had not shown Him (John v. 19, 30).-—The allusion to the
miracles at Capernaum creates surprise, because none of them
have been recorded; and modern interpreters generally find
in these words a proof of the chromological disorder which
here prevails in Luke’s narrative. He must have placed this
visit much too soon. This conclusion, however, is not so
certain as it appears. The expression, 4n the power of the
Spirit (ver. 14), contains by implication, as we have seen, an
indication of miracles wrought in those early days, and amongst
these we must certainly rank the miracle at the marriage feast
at Cana (John ii.). This miracle was followed by a residence
at Capernaum (John ii. 12), during which Jesus may have
performed some miraculous works; and it was not till after
that that He preached publicly at Nazareth. These early
miracles have been effaced by subsequent events, as that at
Cana would have been, if John had not rescued it from
oblivion. If this is so, the twenty-third verse, which seems at
first sight not to harmonize with the previous narrative, would
just prove with what fidelity Luke has preserved the purport
of the sources whence he drew bis information. John in the
same way makes allusion (ii. 12) to miracles which he has
not recorded.—The preposition eis before the name Capernaum
appears to be the true reading: “done a¢ and n favour of
Capernaum.”

The 8¢ (ver. 24) indicates opposition. “So far from seek-
ing to obtain your confidence by a display of miracles, I shall
rather accept, as a prophet, the fate of all the prophets.” The
proverbial saying here cited by Jesus is found in the scene
Matt. xiii. and Mark vi,, and, with some slight modification,
in John iv. 44. None have more difficulty in discerning the
exceptional character of an extraordinary man than those who
have long lived with him on terms of familiarity.—The &é
(ver. 25) is again of an adversative force: If by your unbelief
you prevent my being your physician, there are others whom
you will not prevent me from healing. The expression
vertly announces something important; and it is evident that
the application of the saying, ver. 24, in the mind of Jesus,
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has a much wider reference than the instance before Him;
Nazareth becomes, in His view, a type of unbelieving Israel.
This is proved by the two following examples, which refer to
the relations of Israel with the heathen.—He speaks of a
famine of three years and a half. From the expressions of
the O. T., during these years (1 Kings xvil. 1), and the third
year (xviil. 1), we can only in strictness infer & drought of two
years and a half. But as this same figure, three years and
a half, is found in Jas. v. 17, it was probably a tradition of
the Jewish schools. The reasoning would be this: The famine
must have lasted for a certain time after the drought. There
would be a desire also to make out the number which, ever
since the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes, had become the
emblem of times of national calamity. The expression, all
the land, denotes the land of Israel, with the known countries
bordering upon it. The Alex. reading J'dwvias, the territory of
Sidon, may be a correction derived from the LXX, The read-
ing Xdwvos, the city of Sidon itself, makes the capital the
centre on which the surrounding cities depend.—The some-
what incorrect use of ef w7, except, is explained by the applica-
tion of this restriction not to the special notion of Israclitish
widowhood, but to the idea of widowhood in general ; the same
temark applies to ver. 27, Matt. xii. 4, Gal. i 19, and other
passages.—The second example (ver. 27) is taken from 2 Kings
v. 14, The passage 2 Kings vii. 3 and some others prove
how very prevalent leprosy was in Israel at this time. The
prophecy contained in these examples is being fulfilled to this
hour: Israel is deprived of the works of grace and marvels of
healing which the Messiah works among the Gentiles.

Vers. 28-30.! Conclusion.—The threat contained in these
examples exasperates them: “Thou rejectest us: we reject
thee,” was their virtual reply. The term éxBaAhew, fo cast
out, denotes that they set wpon Him with violence.—About
forty minutes distant from Nazareth, to the south-east, they
show a wall of rock 80 feet high, and (if we add to it a
second declivity which is found a little below) about 300 feet
above the plain of Esdraelon. It is there that tradition places
this scene. But Robinson regards this tradition as of no great
antiquity. Besides, it does not agree with the expression: on

1 Ver. 20. ®. B. D. L. some Muon., wers instead of us ea
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which the city was built. Nazareth spreads itself out upon the
eastern face of a mountain, where there is a perpendicular wall
of rock from 40 to 50 feet high. This nearer locality agrees
better with the text.—The dore of the Alex. reading signifies :
30 as to be able to cast Him down. It was for that purpose that
they took the trouble of going up so high. This reading is
preferable to the T. R.: eis 70, for the purvose of —The de-
liverance of Jesus was neither a miracle nor an escape; He
passed through the group of these infuriated people with a
majesty which overawed them. . The history offers some simi-
lar incidents. We cannot say, as one critic does: “ In the
absence of any other miracle, He left them this.”

The greater part of modern critics regard this scene as identical
with that of Matt. xiii. and Mark vi., placed by these evangelists at
a much later period. They rely, 1s, gn the expression of surprise :
Is not this the son of Joseph? and on the provell-'gial saying, ver. 24
which could not have been repeated twice within a few months ; 2d,
On the absence of miracles common to the two narratives; 3d, On
the words of ver. 23, which suppose that Jesus had been labouring
at Capernaum prior to this visit to Nazareth. But how in this case
are the following differences to be explained —1. In Matthew and
Mark there is not a word about the attempt to put Jesus to death.
All goes off peaceably to the very end. 2. Where are certain cases
of healing recorded by Matthew (ver. 58) and Mark (ver. 6) to be
placed ¥ Before the preaching? This is scarcely compatible with
the words put into the mouth of the inhabitants of Nazareth (ver.
23, Luke). After the preaching? Luke's narrative absolutely
excludes this supposition. 3. Matthew and Mark place the visit
which they relate at the culminating point of the Gdﬁ&m ministry,
and towards-its close, whilst Luke commences his account of this
ministry with the narrative which we have just been studying. An
attempt has been made to explain this difference in two ways : Luke
may have wished, in placing this narrative here, to make us see the
reason which induced Jesus to settle at Capernaum instead of
Nazareth (Bleek, Weizsicker) ; or he may have made this scene the
opening of Jesus’ ministry, because it prefigures the rejection of the
Jews and the salvation of the Gentiles, which is the leading idea of
his book (Holtzmann). But how is such an arbitrary transposition
to be harmonized with his intention of wriling in order, so distinctly
professed by Luke (i 4)% These difficulties have not yet been
solved. Is it then impossible, that after a first attempt among His
fellow-citizens at the beginning of His ministry, Jesus should have
made a second later on ? On the contrary, is it not quite natural
that, betore leaving Galilee for ever (and thus at the very time to
which Matthew and Mark refer their account), He should have
addressed Himself once more to the heart of His fellow-countrymen,
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and that, if He had again found it closed against Him, the shock
would nevertheless have been less violent than at the first encounter 1
However this may be, if the two narratives refer to the same event,
as present criticism decides, Luke's appears to me to deserve the
preference, and for two reasons : 1. The very dramatic and detailed
pictare he has drawn leaves no room for doubting the accuracy and
absolute originality of the source whence he derived his information ;
whilst the narratives of Matthew and Mark betray, by the absence
of all distinctive features, their traditional origin. 2. John (iv. 4)
cites, at the beginning of his account of the Galilean ministry, the
saying recorded by the three evangelists as to the rejection which
every prophet must undergo from his own people. He quotes it
a8 a maxim already previously announced by Jesus, and which had
influenced from the first the course of His ministry. Now, as the
three Syn. are agreed in referring this saying to a visit at Nazareth,
this quotation in John clearly proves that the visit in question took
place at the commencement (Luke), and not in the middle or at the
end of the Galilzan ministry (Matthew and Mark). We are thus
brought to the conclusions: 1. That the visit related by Luke is
historical ; 2. That the recollection of it was lost to tradition, in
common with many other facts relating to the beginning of the
ministry (marriage at Cana, etc.); 3. That it was followed by
another towards the end of the Galilsean ministry, in the traditional
account of which several incidents were introduced belonging to the
former. As to the sojourn at Capernaum, implied in Luke iv. 23, we
bave already seen that it is included in tﬁe general description,
ver. 15. John ii. 12 proves that from the first the attention of
Jesus was drawn to this city as a suitable place in which to reside.
His first disciples lived near it. The synagogue of Capernaum must
then have been one of the first in which ngu preached, and conse-
quently one of those mentioned in ver. 15.

2. Residence at Capernawm: vers. 31—44. Five sections:
1st. A general survey (vers. 31 and 32); 2d. The healing of a
demoniac (vers. 33-37); 3d. That of Peter’s mother-in-law
(vers. 38 and 39); 4¢h. Various cures (vers. 40-42); 5¢h.
Transition to the evangelization of Galilee generally.

1st. Vers. 31 and 32.—The term, He went down, refers to
the situation of Capernaum on the sea-shore, in opposition to
that of Nazareth on the high land—We have to do here with
a permanent abode; comp. John ii. 12 and Matt. iv. 13
(éABwy xargrnaey els K.), as well as the term, His own city
(Matt. ix. 1). The nume Capernaum or Capharnaum (see
critical note, ver. 23) does not occur in the O. T. From this
it would seem that it was not a very ancient place. The
name may signify, town of Nahum (alluding to the prophet
of this name), or (with more probability) town of consolation.

VOL. L Q
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The name, according to Josephus, belonged properly to a
fountain;! in the only passage in which he mentions this
town, he calls it Kepapvoun.® TUntil lately, it was very
generally admitted that the site of Capernaum was marked by
the ruins of Tell-Hum towards the northern end of the lake
of Gennesareth, to the west of the embouchure of the Jordan.
Since Robinson’s time, however, several, and among the rest
M. Renan, have inclined to look for it farther south, in the
rich plain where stands at the present day the town of Khan-
Minyeh, of which Josephus has left us such a fine description.
Keim pronounces very decidedly in favour of this latter
opinion, and supports it by reasons of great weight.>—Agri-
culture, fishing, and commerce, favoured by the road from
Damascus to Ptolemais, which passed through or near Caper-
naum, had made it a flourishing city. It was therefore the
most important town of the northern district of the lake
country. It was the Jewish, as Tiberias was the heathen,
eapital of Galilee (a similar relation to that between Jerusalem
and Csesarea).

The 31st and 32d verses form the fifth resting-place or
general summary in the narrative (see vers. 14, 15). The
analytical form 7y 8ddoxwy indicates habit. In the parallel
place in Mark, the imperf. é8laoxev puts the act of teaching
in direct and special connection with the following fact. By
the authority (éfovela) which characterized the words of
Jesus, Luke means, not the power employed in the healing
of the demonaic (to express this he would rather have used
SUvams, force), but the commanding character which dis-
tinguished His teaching. Jesus did not dissect texts, like
the Rabbis; He laid down truths which carried with them
their own evidence. He spoke as a legislator, not as a lawyer
(Matt. vii. 28, 29).—The following incident proves the right
He had to teach in this way.—It appears that it was with
this 31st verse that Marcion commenced his Gospel, prefacing
it with the fixing of the date, iii. 1: “In the 15th year of

! Bell. Jud. iii. 10. 8 : *“To the mildness of the climate is added the advan-
tage of a copious spring, which the inhabitants call Capharnaum.’

3 Jos. Vita, § 72.

3 Delitzsch, in his little tractate, Kin Tag in Capernaim, does not hesitatc to
recognise in tho great field of ruins of Tell-Hum the remains of Capernaum,
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the government of Tiberius, Jesus went down into the town
of Galilee called Capernaum.”? The complement understood
of went down was evidently: from heaven. As to the visit
to Nazareth, Marcion places it after the scene which follows;
this transposition was certainly dictated by ver. 23.

2d. Vers. 33-37.2 Should the possessed mentioned by the
evangelists be regarded simply as persons afflicted after the
same manner as our lunatics, whose derangement was attri-
buted by Jewish and heathen superstition to supernatural
influence ? Or did God really permit, at this extraordinary
epoch in history, an exceptional display of diabolical power?
Or, lastly, should certain morbid conditions now existing, which
medical science attributes to purely natural causes, either
physical or psychical, be put down, at the present day also,
to the action of higher causes? These are the three hypo-
theses which present themselves to the mind. Several of the
demoniacs healed by Jesus certainly exhibit symptoms very
like those which are observed at the present day in those who
are simply afflicted ; for example, the epileptic child, Luke
ix. 37 et seq.,, and parall. These strange conditions in every
case, therefore, were based on a real disorder, either physical
or physico-psychical. The evangelists are so far from being
ignorant of this, that they constantly class the demoniacs
under the category of the sick (vers. 40 and 41), never under
that of the vicious. The possessed have nothing in common
with the children of the devil (Jobn viii). Nevertheless these
afflicted persons are constantly made a class by themselves.
On what does this distinction rest? On this leading fact,
that those who are simply sick enjoy their own personal con-
sciousness, and are in possession of their own will ; while in
the possessed these faculties are, as it were, confiscated to &
foreign power, with which the sick person identifies himself
(ver. 34, viiL 30). How is this peculiar symptom to be
explained ? Josephus, under Hellenic influence, thought that
it should be attributed to the souls of wicked men who came
after death seeking a domicile in the living? In the eyes

! Tertullian, Contra Mare. iv. 7.

3Ver. 83. N. B. L. V. Z. omit Asywr.—Ver. 85. . B. D. L. V. Z. several
Man, read ««o instead of &

3 Bell. Jud. vii. 6. 8.
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of the people the strange guest was a demon, a fallen angel
This latter opinion Jesus must have shared. Strictly speak-
ing, His colloquies with the demoniacs might be explained by
an accommodation to popular prejudice, and the sentiments
of those who were thus afflicted ; but in His private conver-
sations with His disciples, He must, whatever was true, have
disclosed His real thoughts, and sought to enlighten them.
But He does nothing of the kind ; on the contrary, He gives
the apostles and disciples power to cast out devils (ix. 1), and
to tread on all the power of the enemy (x. 19). In Mark
ix. 29, He distinguishes a certain class of demons that can
only be driven out by prayer (and fasting?). In Luke xi. 21
and parall, He explains the facility with which He casts out
demons by the personal victory which He had achieved over
Satan at the beginning. He therefore admitted the inter-
vention of this being in these mysterious conditions. If this
is so, is it not natural to admit that He who exercised over
this, as over all other kinds of maladies, such absolute power
best understood its nature, and that therefore His views upon
the point should determine ours ?

Are there not times when God permits a superior evil
power to invade humanity ? Just as God sent Jesus at a
period in history when moral and social evil had reached its
culminating point, did not He also permit an extraordinary
manifestation of diabolical power to take place at the same
time? By this means Jesus could be proclaimed externally
and visibly as the conqueror of the enemy of men, as He who
came to destroy the works of the devil in the moral sense of
the word (1 John iii. 8). All the miracles of healing have
a similar design. They are signs by which Jesus is revealed
as the author of spiritual deliverances corresponding to these
physical cures—An objection is found in the silence of the
fourth Gospel; but John in no way professed to relate all he
knew. He says himself, xx. 30, 31, that there are besides
many miracles, and different miracles (modA\a xai @\\a), which
he does not relate.

As to the present state of things, it must not be com-
pared with the times of Jesus. Not only might the latter
have been of an exceptional character; but the beneficent
influence which the gospel has exercised in restoring man to
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himself, and bringing his conscience under the power of the
holy and true God, may have brought about a complete
change in the spiritual world. Lastly, apart from all this, is
there nothing mysterious, from & scientific point of view, in
certain cases of mental derangement, particularly in those
conditions in which the will is, as it were, confiscated to, and
paralyzed by, an unknown power ? And after deduction has
been made for all those forms of mental maladies which a
discriminating analysis can explain by moral and physical
relations, will not an impartial physician agree that there is
a residuum of cases respecting which he must say: Non
liquet ?

Possession is a caricature of inspiration. The latter, attach-
ing itself to the moral essence of a man, confirms him for ever
in the possession of his true self; the former, while profoundly
opposed to the nature of the subject, takes advantage of its
state of morbid passivity, and leads to the forfeiture of per-
sonality. The one is the highest work of God; the other of
the devil

The question has been asked, How could a man in a state
of mental derangement, and who would be regarded as un-
clean (ver. 33), be found in the synagogue? Perhaps his
malady had not broken out before as it did at this moment
—Luke says literally: @ man who had a spirit (an aflatus) of
an wnclean dewil. In this expression, which is only found in
Rev. xvi. 14, the term spirit or afflatus denotes the influence
of the unclean devil, of the being who is the author of it.—
The crisis which breaks out (ver. 34) results from the oppos-
ing action of those two powers which enter into conflict with
each other,—the influence of the evil spirit, and that of the
person and word of Jesus. A holy power no sooner begins
to aot in the sphere in which this wretched creature lives,
than the wnclean power which has dominion over him feels
its empire threatened. This idea is suggested by the contrast
between the epithet unclean applied to the diabolical spirit
(ver. 33), and the address: Thou art the Holy One of God
(ver. 34). The exclamation éa, ak ! (ver. 34) is properly the
imperative of édw, let be! It is a cry like that of a criminal
who, when suddenly apprehended by the police, calls out:
Loose me! This is also what is meant in this instance by
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the expression, in frequent use amongst the Jews with different
applications: What 4s there between vs and thee? of which the
meaning here is: 'What have we to contend about? What
evil have we done thee? The plural we does not apply to
the devil and to the possessed, since the latter still identifies
himself altogether with the former. The devil speaks in the
name of all the other spirits of his kind which have succeeded
in obtaining possession of a human being—The perdition
which he dreads is being sent into the abyss where such
spirits await the judgment (viii 31). This abyss is the
emptiness of a creature that possesses mo point of support
outside itself,—neither in God, as the faithful angels have,
nor in the world of sense, as sinful men endowed with a
body have. In order to remedy this inward destitution, they
endeavour to unite themselves to some human being, so as
to enter through this medium into contact with sensible
realities. 'Whenever a loss of this position befalls them, they
fall back intc the abyss of their empty self-dependence (vide
subjectivité).—The term Holy One of God expresses the cha.
racter in which this being recognised his deadly enemy. We
cannot be surprised that such homage should be altogether
repugnant to the feelings of Jesus. He did not acknowledge
it as the utterance of an individual whose will is free, which
is the only homage that can please Him; and He sees what
occasion may be taken from such facts to exhibit His work in
a suspicious light (xi. 15). He therefore puts an end to this
scene immediately by these two peremptory words (ver. 35)°
Silence ! and Come out. By the words éf adrod, of him, Jesus
forcibly distinguishes between the two beings thus far mingled
together. This divorce is the condition of the cure.—A terrible
convulsion marks the deliverance of the afflicted man. The
tormentor does not let go his victim without subjecting him
to a final torture. The words, without having done kim any
hurt, reproduce in a striking manner the impression of eye-
witnesses : they ran towards the unhappy man, expecting to
find him dead ; and to their surprise, on lifting him up, they
find him perfectly restored.

‘We may imagine the feelings of the congregation when they
beheld such a scene as this, in which the two powers that dis-
pute the empire of mankind had in a sensible manner just
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come into conflict Vers. 36 and 37 describe this feeling.
Several have applied the expression thss word (What a word s
this! A. V) to the command of Jesus which the devil had
just obeyed. But a reference to ver. 32 obliges us to take
the term word in its natural sense, the preaching of Jesus in
general. The authority with which He taught (ver. 32) found
its guarantee in the authority backed by power (Svapuss), with
which He forced the devils themselves to render obedience.
The power which Jesus exercises by His simple word is opposed
to the prescriptions and pretences of the exorcists; His cures
differed from theirs, just as His teaching did from that of the
scribes. In both cases He speaks as a master.

The account of this miracle is omitted by Matthew. It is
found with some slight variations in Mark (i 23 et seq.). It is
placed by him, as by iuke, at the beﬁianning of this sojourn of Jesus
at Capernaum. Instead of piyav, having thrown him, Mark says,
owapdfav, having torn, violently convulsed him.—Instead of What word
18 this ? Mark makes the multitude say : What new doctrine is this #—
an expression which agrees with the sense which we have given to
Adyos in Luke. The meaning of the epithet mew in the mouth of
the people might be rendered by the common exclamation : Here is
something new! According to Bleek, Mark borrowed his narrative
from Luke. But how very paltry and insignificant these changes
would seem ! According to Holtzmann, the original source was the
primitive Mark ]éA.L, the narrative of which has been reproduced
exactly by our Mark ; whilst Luke has modified it with a view to
exalt the miracle, by changing, for example, kaving torn into having
thrown, and by adding on his own authority the details, with a loud
voice, and without having done him any hurt. Holtzmann congratulates
himself, after this, on having made Luke's dependence on the Proto-
Mark guite evident. But the simple term word, which in Luke (ver.
36) supplies the place of Mark's emphatic expression, this new doc-
trine, contradicts this explanation. And if this miracle was in the
primitive Mark, from which, according to Holtzmann, Matthew must
also have drawn his narrative, how came the latter to omit an incident
so striking? Holtzmann's answer is, that this evangelist thought
another example of a similar cure, that of the demoniac at Gadara,
the more striking; and to compensate for the omission of the healing
at Capernaum, he has put down two demoniacs, instead of one, to
Gadara . . .| How can such a childish procedure be imputed to a
grave historian ?

3d. Vers. 38 and 39.—Peter, according to our narrative,
seems to have lived at Capernaum. According to John i 45,
he was originally of Bethsaida. The two places were very

! Ver, 88. The Mss. are divided between aws and «x.
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near, and might have had a common synagogue; or, while
originally belonging to the one, Peter might have taken up his
abode at the other—The term mevfepd (not mmrpvia) proves
that Peter was married, which agrees with 1 Cor. ix. 5. It
is possible that from this time Jesus took up His abode in
Peter's house, Matt. xvii. 24 et seq.—According to Mark i
29, His train of disciples consisted, not only of Simon and
Andrew, but also of James and John. This already existing
association supposes a prior connection between Jesus and
these young fishermen, which is explained in John i. Luke
does not name the companions of Jesus. We only see by the
words, she arose and ministered unto them (ver. 39), that He
was not alone.—The expression muperos péyas does not appear
to be used here in the technical sense which it has in ancient
books of medicine, where it denotes & particular kind of fever.
—1In Luke, Jesus bends down over the sick woman. This was
a means of entering into spiritual communication with her ;
comp. Peter's words to the impotent man (Acts iii. 4): Look
on me. In Matthew, He fouches the sick woman with His
hand. This action has the same design. In Mark, He takes
her by the hand to lift her up. How are these variations to
be explained, if all three drew from the same source, or if one
derived his account from the other ?—Luke says, literally, He
rebuked the fever ; as if He saw in the disease some principle
hostile to man. This agrees with John viii. 44, where the
devil is called the murderer of man.—It was doubtless at the
time of the evening meal (ver. 40). The first use which the
sick woman makes of her recovered strength was to serve up
a repast for her guests. Holtzmann finds a proof in the plur.
avrols, “ she served them,” that Luke’s narrative depends on
Mark ; for thus far Luke has only spoken of Jesus: He came
_down (ver. 31), He entered (ver. 38). But this proof is weak.
In the description of the public scene, Luke would only pre-
sent the principal person, Jesus; while in the account of the
domestic scene he would naturally mention also the other
persons, since they had all the same need of being waited
upon.
In Luke and Mark the position of this narrative is very nearly

the same, with merely this difference, that in the latter it follows
the calling of the four disciples, while in Luke it precedes it. In
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Matthew, on the contrary, it is placed very much later—after the
Sermon on the Mount. As to the details, Matthew is almost iden-
tical with Mark. Thus the two evangelists which agree as to the
time (Luke and Mark) differ most as to the details, and the two
which come nearest to each other in details (Matthew and Mark)
differ considerably as to time. How can this singular relation be
explained if they drew from common written sources, or if they
copied from each other? Luke here omits Andrew, whom Mark
mentions. Why so, if he copied from the primitive Mark? Had
he any animosity against Andrew? Holtzmann replies : Because
he does not speak of Andrew in what follows. As if, in Mark him-
self, he was any the more mentioned in the incidents that follow |

4th. Vers. 40 and 41.)—Here we have one of those periods
when the miraculous power of Jesus was most abundantly dis-
played. 'We shall meet again with some of these culminat-
ing points in the course of His ministry. A similar rhythm
is found in the career of the apostles. Peter at Jerusalem
(Acts v. 15, 16), and Paul at Ephesus (xix. 11, 12), exercise
their miraculous power to a degree in which they appear to
have exhibited it at no other time in their life; it was at
the same time the culminating point of their ministry of the
word.

The memory of this remarkable evening must have fixed
itself indelibly in the early tradition ; for the account of this
time has been preserved, in almost identical terms, in our three
Syn. The sick came in crowds. The expression, when the sun
was setting, shows that this time had been waited for. And
that not “ because it was the cool hour,” as many have thought,
but because it was the end of the Sabbath, and carrying a sick
person was regarded as work (John v. 10). The whole city,
as Mark, in his simple, natural, and somewhat emphatic style,
says, was gathered together at the door.—According to our
narrative, Jesus made use on this occasion of the laying on of
hands. Luke cannot have invented this detail himself; and
the others would not have omitted it if it had belonged to their
alleged common source of information. Therefore Luke had
some special source in which this detail was found, and not

1 Ver. 40. B. D. Q. X. swirifuss instead of swifss.—B. D. It. Syr., dypmwivn
instead of sfepawsvesy,—Ver. 41. The Mss. are divided between xpavyalerra and
spalovra.—The T. R., with 14 Mjj. almost all the Mnn. Syr., 1eads o Xpuerees
before o wmes «ov Osov, contrary to 8, B. C. D. F. L. R. X. Z. [tpleriews, which
omit it.
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this alone. This rite is a symbol of any kind of transmission,
whether of a gift or an office (Moses and Joshua, Deut. xxxiv.
9), or of a blessing (the patriarchal blessings), or of a duty
(the transfer to the Levites of the natural functions of the
eldest sons in every family), or of guilt (the guilty Israelite
laying his hands on the head of the victim), or of the sound
vital strength enjoyed by the person who imparts it (cures).
It is not certainly that Jesus could not have worked a cure by
His mere word, or even by a simple act of volition. But, in
the first place, there is something profoundly human in this
act of laying the hand on the head of any one whom one
desires to benefit. It is a gesture of tenderness, a sign of
beneficial communication such as the heart craves. Then this
symbol might be morally necessary. Whenever Jesus avails
Himself of any material means to work a cure, whether it
be the sound of His voice, or clay made of His spittle, His
aim is to establish, in the form best adapted to the particular
case, a personal tie between the sick person and Himself;
for He desires not only to heal, but to effect a restoration to
God, by creating in the consciousness of the sick a sense of
union with Himself, the organ of divine grace in the midst of
mankind. This moral aim explains the variety of the means
employed. Had they been curative means,—of the nature of
magnetic passes, for example,—they could not have varied so
much. But as they were addressed to the sick person’s soul,
Jesus chose them in such a way that His action was adapted
to its character or position. In the case of a deaf mute, He
put His fingers into his ears; He anointed the eyes of a blind
man with His spittle, etc. In this way their healing appeared
as an emanation from His person, and attached them to Him
by an indissoluble tie. Their restored life was felt to be de-
pendent on His. The repetition of the act of laying on of
hands in each case was with the same view. The sick person,
being thus visibly put into a state of physical dependence,
would necessarily infer his moral dependence. — The Alex.
readings émirifets, laying on, éfepdmeve, He healed, must be
preferred.  The aor. (in the T. R.) indicates the completed act,
the imperf. its indefinite continuation: “ Laying His hands on
each of them, He %ealed, and kept on healing, as many as came
for it.”
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The demoniacs are mentioned in ver. 41 among the sick,
but as forming a class by themselves. This agrees with what
we have stated respecting their condition. There must have
been some physico-psychical disorganization to afford access to
the malign influence. The words ¢ Xpiorés are correctly
omitted by the Alex.; they have been taken from the second
part of the verse—From the fact that the multitude translated
the exclamation of the devils, Thou art the Son of God, into
this, It 43 the Christ, we have no right to conclude that the two
titles were identical. By the former, the devils acknowledged
the divine character of this man, who made them feel so forcibly
His sovereign power. The latter was the translation of this
homage into ordinary speech by the Jewish multitude. Was
it the design of the devil to compromise Jesus by stirring up
a dangerous excitement in Israel in His favour, or by making
it believed that there was a bond of common interest between
His cause and theirs? It is more natural to regard this ex-
clamation as an involuntary homage, an anticipation of that
compulsory adoration which all creatures, even those which
are under the earth, as St. Paul says (Phil ii. 10), shall one day
render to Jesus. They are before the representative of Him
before whom they tremble (Jas. il. 19). Jesus, who had rejected
in the desert all complicity with their head, could not think
of deriving advantage from this impure homage.

5th. Vers. 42-44."—The more a servant of God exerts him-
self in outward activity, the more need there is that he should
renew his inward strength by meditation. Jesus also was sub-
ject to this law. Every morning He had to obtain afresh
whatever was needed for the day; for He lived by the Father
(John vi. 57). He went out before day from Peter’s house,
where no doubt He was staying. Instead of, And when it
was day, Mark says, While it was still very dark (&wvyov Nav).
Instead of, the multitude sought Him, Mark says, Simon and
they that were with him followed after Him . . ., and said unto

oHim, All men seck Thee. Instead of, I must preach, Mark
makes Jesus say, Let us go, that I may preach . . ., etc. These

1Ver, 48. 8. B. C. D. L. X, some Mnn., awserarny instead of awserarpar—
®. B. L. some Mnn., sw: sevre instead of us revre.—Ver. 44. N. B. D. Q., us oug
rovaywyns instead of o cas evvaywyms.—R. B. C. L. Q. R. several Mnn., e
Lowdusns, instead of ems Faisrmme.

se
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shades of difference are easily explained, if the substance of
these narratives was furnished by oral tradition; but they
become childish if they are drawn from the same written
source. Holtzmann thinks that Luke generalizes and obscures
the narrative of the primitive Mark. The third evangelist
would have laboured very uselessly to do that! Bleek suc-
ceeds no better in explaining Mark by Luke, than Holtzmann
Luke by Mark. If Mark listened to the narrations of Peter,
it is intelligible that he should have added to the traditional
narrative the few striking features which are peculiar to him,
and particularly that which refers to the part taken by Simon
on that day. As we read Mark i 36, 37, we fancy we hear
Peter telling the story himself, and saying: “ And we found
Him, and said to Him, All men seek Thee.” These special
features, omitted in the general tradition, are wanting in Luke.
—The words of Jesus, ver. 43, might be explained by a tacit
opposition between the ideas of preaching and healing. “If I
stayed at Capernaum, I should soon have nothing else to do
but work cures, whilst I am sent that I may preach also.”
But in this case the verb elayyeloacfar should commence
the phrase. On the contrary, the emphasis is on the words,
to other cities . . . Jesus opposes to the idea of a stationary
ministry at Capernaum, that of <nerant preaching. The
term edayyehicacbOas, to tell mews, is very appropriate to ex-
press this idea. The message ceases to be mews when the
preacher remains in the same place. But in this expression
of Jesus there is, besides, a contrast between Capernaum, the
large city, to which Jesus in no way desires to confine His care,
and the smaller towns of the vicinity, designated in Mark by
the characteristic term xoumomohess, which are equally entrusted
to His love.—I¢t is difficult to decide between the two readings,
ameordAny, I have been sent in orderto . . ., and améorarpar,
my mission s to . . . The second perhaps agrees better with
the context. A very similar various reading is found in the
parallel passage, Mark i 38 (éfij\fov or éfenqvla). Mark’s
term appears to allude to the incarnation; Luke'’s only refers
to the mission of Jesus.—The readings els Tds cwwayaryds and
& Tais cwaywyais, ver. 44, recur in Mark i. 39. The former
appears less regular, which makes it more probable: Jesus
carried the preaching into the synagogues.—The absurd read-
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ing tis "Tovdalas, which is found in the six principal Alex.,
should be a caution to blind partisans of this text.

THE MIRACLES OF JESUS.

We shall here add a few thoughts on the miracles of Jesus in
general. Four methods are used to get rid of the miraculous ele-
ment in the Gospel history :—1st. The explanation called natural,
which upholds the credibility of the narrative, but explains the text
in such a way that its contents offer nothing extraordinary. This
attempt has failed ; it is an expedient repudiated at the present day,
rationalistic criticism only having recourse to it in cases where other
methods are manifestly ineffectual. —2d. The mythical explanation,
according to which the accounts of the miracles would be owing to
reminiscences of the miraculous stories of the O. T.,—the Messiah
could not do less than the prophets,—or would be either the product
of spontaneous creations of the Christian consciousness, or the acci-
dental result of certain words or parables of Jesus that were mis-
understood (the resurrection of Lazarus, e.g., the result of the passage
Luke xvi. 31 ; the cursing of the barren fig-tree, a translation into
fact of the parable, Luke xiii. 6-~9). But the simple, plain, historical
character of our Gospel narratives, so free from all poetical adorn-
ment and bombast, defends them against this suspicion. Besides,
several accounts of miracles are accompanied by words of Jesus,
which in such a case would lose their meaning, but which are never-
theless beyond doubt authentic. For example, the discourse, Matt.
xil. 26 et seq., where Jesus refutes the charge, laid against Him by
His adversaries, of casting out devils by the prince of the devils,
would have no sense but on the supposition, fully conceded by these
adversaries, of the reality of His cures of the possessed. His address
to the cities of Galilee, Luke x. 12-15, implies the notorious and
undisputed reality of numerous miraculous facts in His ministry ;
for we know of no exegesis which consents to give the term Swdues
in this passage the purely moral meaning which M. Colani proposes.'
—3d. The relative hypothesis, according to which these facts must
‘be ascribed to natural laws as yet unknown. This was the explana-
tion of Schleiermacher; in part also it was the explanation of M.
Renan : ¢The miraculous is only the unexplained.” Itisin conflict
with two insurmountable difficulties: 1. If certain cures may be
explained after a fashion, we may be perfectly sure that no one will
ever discover a natural law capable of producing a multiplication of
loaves and of cooked fish, a resurrection of the dead, and above all,
sach an event as the resurrection of Jesus Himself. 2. We must,
according to this explanation, attribute to Jesus miracles of scientific
knowledge quite as inexplicable as the miracles of power which are

! See on this subject the fine chapter of Holtzmann, Dis Synofu Evangelien,

e

§ 30; Die Synoptischen Wunderberichie ; and my lecture on the Mirasles de
Jésus, second edition, p. 11 et seq.
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now in question.—4tkh. The psychological eﬁ)lanation. After having
got rid of the miracles wrought on external nature (the multiplica-
tion of the loaves and the stﬁling of the storm) by one of the three
methods indicated, Keim admits a residuum of extraordinary and
indisputable facts in the life of Jesus. These are the cures wrought
ugon the sick and the possessed. Before him, M. Renan had spoken
of the influence exerted on suffering and nervous people by ke con-
tact of a person of finely organized nature (une personne exquiss). Keim
merely, in fact, amplifies this expression. The only real miracles
in the history of Jesus—the cures—are to be ascribed, according to
him, to moral influence (ethico-psychological, t. ii. p. 162).—We reply
—1. That the miracles wrought on nature, which are set aside as
mythical, are attested in exactly the same manner as the cures which
are admitted. 2. That Jesus wrought these cures with an absolute
certainty of success (‘ Now, in order that ye may know, I say unto
thee . . .” “Iwill; be thou clean.” ¢ Be it unto thee as thou
wilt"”), and that the effect produced was tmmediate. These two
features are incompatible with the psychological explanation. 3.
That if Jesus had known that these cures did not proceed from an
order of things above nature, it is inconceivable that He would have
offered them as God’s testimony in His favour, and as signs of His
Messianic dignity. Charlatanism, however slight, is incompatible
with the moral character of Jesus. On the possessed, see pp. 243-5.

Jewish legends themselves bear witness to the reality of Jesus’
miracles. ¢ The Son of Stada (a nickname applied to Jesus in the
Talmud) brought charms from Egyptin an incision which he had
made in his flesh.” This is the accusation of the Talmud against
Him. Surely, if the Jews had been able to deny His miracles, it
would have been a simpler thing t6 do than to explain them in this
way. Lastly, when we compare the miracles of the Gospels with
those attributed to Him in the apocryphal writings, we feel what a
wide difference there is between tradition and legend.

SECOND CYCLE.—CHAP. V. 1-VL 1L

From the Call of the First Disciples to the Choice of the Twelve.

Up to this time Jesus has been preaching, accompanied by
a fow friends, but without forming about Him a circle of per-
manent disciples. As His work grows, He feels it necessary
to give it a more definite form. The time has arrived when
He deems it wise to attach to Himself, as regular disciples,
those whom the Father has given Him. This new phase coin-
cides with that in which His work begins to come into conflict
with the established order of things.
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This cycle comprises six narratives : 1. The call of the first
four disciples (v. 1-11); 2 and 3. Two cures of the leper
and the paralytic (v. 12-14 and 15-26); 4. The call of
Levi, with the circumstances connected with it (v. 27-39);
5 and 6. Two conflicts relating to the Sabbath (vi. 1-11).

1. The Call of the Disciples: v. 1-11.—The companions
of Jesus, in the preceding scene, have not yet been named by
Luke (they besought Him, iv. 38 ; she ministered unto them,
iv. 39). According to Mark (i 29), they were Peter, Andrew,
James, and John. These are the very four young men whom
we find in this narrative. They had lived up to this time in
the bosom of their families, and continued their old occupations.
But this state of things was no longer suitable to the part which
Jesus designed for them. They were to treasure up all His
instructions, be the constant witnesses of His works, and re-
ceive from Him a daily moral education. In order to this, it
was indispensable that they should be continually with Him.
In calling them to leave their earthly occupation, and assigning
them in its place one that was wholly spiritual, Jesus founded,
properly speaking, the Christian ministry. For this is precisely
the line of demarcation between the simple Christian and
the minister, that the former realizes the life of faith in any
earthly calling ; while the latter, excused by his Master from
any particular profession, can devote himself entirely to the
spiritual work with which he is entrusted. Such is the new
position to which Jesus raises these young fishermen. It is
more than simple faith, but less than apostleship; it is the
ministry, the general foundation on which will be erected the
apostolate.

The call related here by Luke is certainly the same as
that which is related, in a more abridged form, by Matthew
(iv. 18-22) and Mark (i. 16-20). For can any one suppose,
with Riggenbach, that Jesus twice addressed the same persons
in these terms, “ I will make you fishers of men,” and that they
could have twice lef¢ all in order to follow Him? If the
miraculous draught of fishes is omitted in Matthew and
Mark, it is because, as we have frequent proof in the former,
in the traditional narratives, the whole interest was centred
in the word of Jesus, which was the soul of every incident.
Mark has given completeness to these narratives wherever he
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could avail himself of Peter’s accounts. But here this was
not the case, because, as many facts go to prove, Peter avoided
giving prominence to himself in his own narrations.

Vers. 1-3)—The General Situation.—This description fur-
nishes a perfect frame to the scene that follows. The words, xai
aidrés . . ., Hewas also standing there, indicate the inconvenient
position in which He was placed by the crowd collected at this
spot.—The details in ver. 2 are intended to explain the request
which Jesus makes to the fishermen. The night fishing was
at an end (ver. 5). And they had no intention of beginning
another by daylight; the season was not favourable. More-
over, they had washed their nets (dmémrhvvav is the true read-
ing ; the imperf. in B. D. is a correction), and their boats were
drawn up upon the strand (éordra). If the fishermen had
been ready to fish, Jesus would not have asked them to render
a service which would have interfered with their work. It is
true that Matthew and Mark represent them as actually en-
gaged in casting their nets. But these two evangelists omit
the miraculous draught altogether, and take us to the final
moment when Jesus says to them: “ I will make you fishers
of men.” Jesus makes a pulpit of the boat which His friends
had just left, whence He casts the net of the word over the
crowd which covers the shore. Then, desiring to attach hence-
forth these young believers to Himself with a view to His
future work, He determines to give them an emblem they will
never forget of the magnificent success that will attend the
ministry for the love of which He invites them to forsake all ;
and in order that it may be more deeply graven on their hearts,
He takes this emblem from their daily calling.

Vers. 4-10a.? The Preparation—In the imperative, launch
out (ver. 4), Jesus speaks solely to Peter, as director of the
embarkation; the order, let down, is addressed to all. Peter,
the head of the present fishing, will one day be head also of
the mission.—Not having taken anything during the night, the
most favourable time for fishing, they had given up the idea

1Ver.1. 8. A. B. L. X., sas asovsrv instead of cow axovsr.—Ver. 2. B. D.,
swAvrve, instead of swAvsay or awswawvar, which is the reading of all the others.

2 Ver. 6. R. B. L. dupneesce, C. Jisppnee, instead of drpmyrwre (or Jipnyrore),
which is the reading of T. R. and the rest.—Ver. 8. ¥. omits xsps.—Ver. 9. B.
D. X., o» instead of w,
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of fishing in the day. Peter's reply, so full of docility, indi-
cates faith already existing. “J should not think of letting
down the net; nevertheless at Thy word . . ." He calls Jesus
émardrys, properly Overseer, Master. This word frequently
occurs in Luke; it is more general than paBB( or diddaxalos ;
it refers to any kind of oversight—The miraculous draught
may be only a miracle of knowledge ; Jesus had a supernatural
knowledge of a large shoal of fish to be found in this place.
There are numerous instances of a similar abundance of fish
appearing in an unexpected way.! Jesus may, however, have
wrought by His own will what is frequently produced by
physical circumstances.—The imperf., was breaking, ver. 6, in-
dicates a beginning to break, or at least a danger of it. The
arrival of their companions prevented this accident. The term
péroyos denotes merely participation in the same employment.
—In Matthew and Mark, John and James were mending their
nets. Luke contains nothing opposed to this—Meyer thinks
Peter's astonishment (ver. 8) incomprehensible after all the
miracles he had already seen. But whenever divine power
leaves the region of the abstract, and comes before our eyes in
the sphere of actual facts, does it not appear new ? Thus, in
Peter's case, the emotion produced by the draught of fishes
effaces for the time every other impression. *Eferfe dm
éuod. Go out [of the boat, and depart] from me. Peter here
employs the more religious expression Lord, which answers to
his actual feeling.—The word dwrjp, @ man, strongly indi-
vidualizes the idea of sinner.—If the reading # be preferred to
ov (Alex.), we must take the word &ypa, catch, in the passive
sense.—The term rowwroi, associates (ver. 10), implies more
than uéroyos, companions (ver. 7); it denotes association in a
common undertaking.

A Tristram, T'he Natural History of the Bible, p. 285 : *“The thickness of the
shoals of fish in the lake of Gennesareth is almost incredible to any one who has
not witnessed them. They often cover an area of more than an acre ; and when
the fish move slowly forward in a mass, and are rising out of the water, they are
packed so close together, that it appears as if a heavy rain was beating down on
the surface of the water.”—A similar phenomenon was observed some years ago,
and even in the spring of this year, in several of our Swiss lakes. ** At the end
of February, in the lakes of Constance and Wallenstadt, the fish crowded
together in such large numbers at certain places by the banks, that the water

was darkened by them. At a single draught, 86 quintals of different kinds of
tish were taken.”—(Bund, 6th March 1872.)

VOL. I. R
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Vers. 108, 11.! The Call—In Matthew and Mark the call
is addressed to the four disciples present; in Luke, in express
terms, to Peter only. It results, doubtless, from what follows
that the call of the other disciples was implied (comp. launch
out, ver. 4), or that Jesus extended it to them, perhaps by a
gesture. But how can criticism, with this passage before them,
which brings the person of Peter into such prominence, while
the other two Syn. do not in any way, attribute to our evan-
gelist an intention to underrate this apostle ?*

The analytical form érp Lwrypdv, thou shalt be catching, ex-
presses the permanence of this mission; and the words, from
henceforth, its altogether new character.—Just as the fisherman,
by his superior intelligence, makes the fish fall into his snares,
s0 the believer, restored to God and to himself, may seize hold
of the natural man, and lift it up with himself to God.

This whole scene implies certain previous relations between
Jesus and these young men (ver. 5), which es with Luke's
narrative ; for in the latter this incident is phcﬁ?fter the healing
of Peter's mother-inlaw, when the newly called disciples were

resent. We must go further back even than this; for how could

esus have entered into Peter’s house on the Sabbath-day (iv. 38),
unless they had already been intimately acquainted? John's
narrative easily explains all : Jesus had made the acquaintance of
Peter and his friends when they were with John the Baptist
(John i). As for Matthew and Mark, their narrative has just the
fragmentary character that belongs to the traditional narrative.
The facts are simply put into juxtaposition. Beyond this, each
writer follows his own bent : Matthew is eager after the words of
Christ, which in his view are the essential thing; Mark dwells
somewhat more on the circumstances; Luke enriches the tradi-
tional narrative by the addition of an important detail —the
miraculous fishing—obtained from private sources of information
His narrative is 8o simple, and at the same time so picturesque,
that its accuracy is beyond suspicion. John does not mention
this incident, because it was already sufficiently known through
the tradition; but, in accordance with his method, he places
hefore us the first commencemeni of the connection which termi-
nated in this result. — Holtzmann thinks that Luke's narrative
is made up partly from that of Mark and Matthew, and partly
from the account of the miraculous fishing related in John xxi.

1Ver. 11. 8. B. D. L., wasra instead of awares.

8 ¢ Luke underrates Peter,” says M. Burnouf, following M. de Bunsen, jun.,
Revue des Deux-Monder, 1st December 1865.—Is it not time to have done with
this bitter and untruthful criticism, of which the Anonymous Sazon has given
the most notorious example, and which belongs to a phase of science Low
passed away ?
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Tt would be well to explain how, if this were the case, the thrice
repeated reply of Peter, Thou knowest that I love Thes, could have
been changed by Luke into the exclamation, Depart from me!
Is it not much more eimple to admit that, when Jesus desired to
restore Peter to his apostleship, after the denial, He began by
placing him in a similar situation to that in which he was when
first called, in the presence of another miraculous draught of fishes ;
and that it was by awakening in him the fresh impressions of
carlier days that He restored to him his ministry¥ Besides, in
John xxi., the words, on the other side of the ship, seem to allude
to the mission lo the heathen.

The course of events therefore was this: Jesus, after having
attached to Himself in Judma these few disciples of John the
Baptist, took them back with Him into Galilee ; and as He wished
Himself to return to His own family for a little while (John ii.
1-12; Matt. iv. 13), He sent them back to theirs, where they
resumed their former employments. In this way those early days
gassed away, spent in Capernaum and the neighbourhood, of which

ohn speaks (ob woM\is %uépas), and which Luke describes from
iv. 14. But when the time came for Him to go to Jerusalem for
the feast of the Passover (John ii. 13 et seq.), where Jesus deter-
mined to perform the solemn act which was to inaugurate His
Messianic ministry (John ii. 13 et seq.), He thought that the hour
had come to attach them to Him altogether ; so, separating Himself
finally from His family circle and early calling, He required the
same sacrifice from them. For this they were sufficiently preparea
by all their previous riences ; they made it therefore without
hesitation, and we find them from this time constantly with Him,
both in the narrative of John (ii. 17, iv. 2-8) and in the Synoptics.

2. The Lepers: vers. 12-141—In Mark (i. 40), as in Luke,
the cure of the lepers took place during & preaching tour.
Matthew connects this miracle with the Sermon on the Mount ;
it is as He comes down from the hill that Jesus meets and
heals the leper (viii. 1 et seq.). This latter detail is so pre-
cise, that it is natural to give Matthew the preference here,
rather than say, with Holtzmann, that Matthew wanted to fill
up the return from the mountain to the city with it.

Leprosy was in every point of view a most frightful malady.
1st. In its physical aspects it was a whitish pustule, eating
away the flesh, attacking member after member, and at last
eating away the very bones; it was attended with burning
fever, sleeplessness, and nightmare, without scarcely the
slightest hope of cure. Such were its physical charac-
teristics ; it was a living death. 2d. In the social point of

1 Ver, 18. The Mss, are divided between usw» and Asyws (Alex ),
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view, in consequence of the excessively contagious nature of
his malady, the leper was separated from his family, and
from intercourse with men, and had no other company than
that of others as unhappy as himself. Lepers ordinarily
lived in bands, at a certain distance from human habitations
(2 Kings vil. 3; Luke xvii. 12). Their food was deposited
for them in convenient places. They went with their head
uncovered, and their chin wrapped up; and on the approach
of any persons whom they met, they had to announce them-
selves as lepers. 3d. In the religious point of view, the
leper was Levitically unclean, and consequently excommuni-
cate. His malady was considered a direct chastisement from
God. In the very rare case of & cure, he was only restored
to the theocratic community on an official declaration of the
priest, and after offering the sacrifice prescribed by the law
(Lev. xiii. and xiv., and the tract Negaim in the Talmud).
The Greek expression is: And behold, @ man! There is
not a verb even. His approach was not seen; it has all the
effect of an apparition. This dramatic form reproduces the
impression made on those who witnessed the scene; in fact,
it was only by & kind of surprise, and as it were by stealth,
that a leper could have succeeded in approaching so near.
The construction of the 12th verse (xal éyévero . . . xal. . .
xal) is Hebraistic, and proves an Aramzan document. There
is nothing like it in the other Syn.; the eye-witness discovers
himself in every feature of Luke’s narrative. The diseased
man was full of leprosy; that is to say, his countenance was
lividly white, as is the case when the malady has reached
an advanced stage. The unhappy man looks for Jesus in the
crowd, and having discovered Him (i8wv) he rushes towards
Him; the moment he recognises Him, he is at His feet.
Luke says, fulling on his face ; Mark, knecling down; Matthew,
be worshipped. 'Would not these variations in terms be
puerile if this were & case of copying, or of a derivation from
a common source? The dialogue is identical in the three
narratives ; it was expressed in the tradition in a fixed form,
while the historical details were reproduced with greater
freedom.—All three evangelists say cleanse instead of keal, on
account of the notion of uncleanness attached to this malady.
In the words, ¢f Thou wilt, Thou canst, there is at once deep
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anguish and great faith, Other sick persons had been cured,
—this the leper knew,—hence his faith ; but he was probably
the first man afflicted with his particular malady that succeeded
in reaching Jesus and entreating His aid,—hence his anxiety.
The older rationalism used to explain this request in this
way : “Thou canst, as Messiah, pronounce me clean.” Accord-
ing to this explanation, the diseased person, already in the
way of being cured naturally, simply asked Jesus to verify
the cure and pronounce him clean, in order that he might be
spared a costly and troublesome journey to Jerusalem. But
for the term xabfapllew, to purify, comp. vii. 22, Matt. x. 8,
where the simply declarative sense is impossible; and as to
the context, Strauss has already shown that it comports just
a8 little with this feeble meaning. After the words, be
thou clean (pronounced pure), these, and he was cleansed
(pronounced pure), would be nothing but absurd tautology.—
Mark, who takes pleasure in portraying the feelings of Jesus,
expresses the deep compassion with which He was moved by
this spectacle (omAayywiofeis). The three narratives concur
in one detail, which must have deeply impressed those who
saw it, and which, for this reason, was indelibly imprinted
on the tradition: He put forth His hand, and touched him.
Leprosy was so contagious,' that this courageous act excited
the liveliest emotion in the crowd. Throughout the whole
course of His life, Jesus confronted the touch of our impure
nature in a similar manner.— His answer is identical in
the three narratives; but the result is variously expressed.
Matthew says: his leprosy was cleansed, regarding it from a
ceremonial point of view. Luke simply says: the leprosy
departed from him, looking at it from a& human point of view.
Mark combines the two forms. This is one of the passages
on which they rely who make Mark a compiler from the
other two; but if Mark was anxious to adhere so slavishly to
the minutest expressions of his predecessors, to the point
even of reproducing them without any object, how are we to
explain the serious and important modifications which in so

1 It probably was regarded as contagions in popular apprehension, which
would justify the remark in the text; but the man who was so completely
covered with the disease that it could find no further range was clean, acvording
to Lev. xiil. 18. Bee Smith's Dict. ¢t Bible, sub voce.—Ta.
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many other cases he introduced into their narratives, and the
considerable omissions which he is continually making of the
substance of what they relate? The fact is, that there were
two sides to this cure, as to the malady itself, the physical
and the religious; and Mark combines them, whilst the
other two appear to take one or the other.

The prohibition which Jesus lays on the leper appears in
Luke v. 14, in the form of indirect discourse; but in relating
the injunction which follows it, Luke passes to the direct
form. This form is peculiar to his narrative. Luke and
Matthew omit the threat with which Jesus, according to
Mark, accompanied this injunction (éuBpiuncduevos). What
was the intention of Jesus? The cure having been public,
He could not prevent the report of it from being spread
abroad. This is true; but He wanted to do all in His power
to diminish its fame, and not give a useless impetus to the
popular excitement produced by the report of His miracles.
Comp. Luke viii. 56; Matt. ix. 30, xil. 16; Mark i 34,
iii. 12, v. 43, vil 36, viii. 26, All these passages forbid our
seeking a particular cause for the prohibition He lays on the
leper ; such as a fear that the priests, having had notice of his
cure before his reaching them, would refuse to acknowledge
it; or that they would pronounce Jesus unclean for having
touched him; or that the sick man would lose the serious
impressions which he had received; or that he would allow
himself to be deterred from the duty of offering the sacrifice.
—Jesus said, “ Show thyself,” because the person is here the
convincing proof. In Luke we read, according as Moses. . .;
in Matthew, the gift which Moses . . .; in Mark, the things
which Moses. .. Most puerile changes, if they were de-
signed !'—What is the testimony contained in this sacrifice,
and to whom is it addressed ? According to Bleek, the word
them would refer to the people, who are to be apprised that
every one may henceforth renew his former relations with
the leper. But is not the term festimony too weighty for
this meaning? Gerlach refers the pronoun them to the
priests: in order that thou, by thy cure, mayest be a witness
to them of my almightiness; but according to the text, the
testimony consists not in the cure being verified, but in the
sacrifice being offered. The word them does indeed refer to
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the priests, who are all represented by the ome who will
verify the cure; but the testimony respects Jesus Himself,
and His sentiments in regard to the law. In the Sermon on
the Mount, Jesus repels the charge already preferred against
Him of despising the law (Matt. v. 17: “ Think not that I
am come to destroy the law”). It is to His respect, therefore,
for the Mosaic legislation, that this offering will testify to the
priests. During His earthly career, Jesus never dispensed
His people from the obligation to obey the prescriptions of
the law; and it is an error to regard Him as having, under
certain circumstances, set aside the law of the Sabbath as far
as He Himself was concerned. He only transgressed the
arbitrary enactments with which Pharisaism had surrounded
it—We see by these remarkable words that Jesus had
already become an object of suspicion and serious charges at
Jerusalem. This state of things is explained by the narrative
of the fourth Gospel, where, from the 2d chapter, we see Jesus
exposed to the animosity of the dominant party, and accords
toiv. 1. He is even obliged to leave Judea in order that
their unfavourable impressions may not be aggravated before
the time. In chap. v., which describes a fresh visit to
Jerusalem (for the feast of Purim), the conflict thus prepared
breaks forth with violence, and Jesus is obliged to testify
solemnly His respect for this Moses, who will be the Jews’
accuser, and not His (v. 45-47). This is just the state of
things with which the passage we are explaining agrees, as
well as all the facts which are the sequel of it. Notwith-
standing apparent discrepancies between the Syn. and John,
a substantial similarity prevails between them, which proves
that both forms of narrative rest on a basis of historic
reality.

The leper, according to Mark, did not obey the injunction
of Jesus; and this disobedience served to increase that con-
course of sick persons which Jesus endeavoured to lessen.

This cure is a difficulty for Keim. A purely moral influence
may calm a fever (iv. 39), or restore a frenzied man to his
senses (iv. 31 et seq.); but it cannot purify vitiated blood, and
cleanse a body covered with pustules. Keim here resorts to what
is substantially the explanation of Paulus. The leper already cured

simply desired to be pronounced clean by authorized lips, that he
might not have to go to Jerusalem. It must be acknowledged, on
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this view of the matter, that the three narratives (Matthew as
well as Luke and Mark, whatever Keim may say about it) are
completely falsified by the legend. Then how came it to enter
into the mind of this man to substitute Jesus for a priest? How
could Jesus have accepted such an office? Having accepted it,
why should He have sent: the afflicted man to Jerusalem % er,
for what reason did He impose silence upon him, and enforce it
with threats? And what could the man have had to publish
abroad, of sufficient importance to attract the crowd of people
described Mark i. 45 %

Holtzmann (p. 432) concludes, from the words £éBales and
¢e\fdv, literally, He cast him out, and having gone forth (Mark i 43,
45), that according to Mark this cure took E}ace in a house, which
agrees very well with the leper being prohibited from making it
known ; and that consequent{) the ogler two Syn. are in error in
making it take place in public,—Luke ¢n a city, Matthew on the
road from the mountain to Capernaum (viii. 1). He draws
exegetical inferences from this. But when it is said in Mark (i. 12)
that the Spirit drove out (xBdA\\e:) Jesus into the wilderness, does
this mean out of a house! And as to the verb ¢épxeofas, is it not
frequently used in a broad sense : to go out of the midst of that in
which one happens to be (here : the circle formed around Jesus)1
Comp. Mark vi. 34 (Matt. xiv. 14), vi. 12; John i 44, etc. A
leper would hardly have been able to make his way into a house.
His taking them by surprise in the way he did could scarcely have
happened except in the open country; and, as we have seen, the
prohibition of Jesus can easily be explained, taking this view of the
incident. The critical consequences of Holtzmann, therefore, have
no substantial basis.

3. The Paralytic: vers. 15-26.—1st. A general descrip-
tion of the state of the work, vers. 15, 16 ; 2d. The cure of
the paralytic, vers. 17-26.

1st. Vers. 15 and 16.—While seeking to calm the excite-
ment produced by His miracles, Jesus endeavoured also to
preserve His energies from any spiritual deterioration by
devoting part of His time to meditation and prayer. As Son
of man, He had, in common with us all, to draw from God
the strength He needed for His hours of activity. Such
touches as these in the narrative certainly do not look like an
apotheosis of Jesus, and they constitute a striking difference
between the evangelical portrait and the legendary caricature.
—This thoroughly original detail suffices also to prove the in-
dependence of Luke's sources of information.—After this general

TN, B. C. D. L. some Mnn. It. omit os’ aveen
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description (the seventh), the narrative is resumed with a
detached and special incident, given as an example of the
state of things described.

2d. Vers. 17-19.! The Arrival—The completely Aramsan
form of this preface (the xal before adrds, the form xal foav
... ol djoav, and especially the expression #v eis 70 ldofas)
proves that Luke’s account is not borrowed from either of the
two other Synoptics.—This was one of those solemn hours of
which we have another instance in the evening at Capernaum
(iv. 41, 42). The presence of the Pharisees and scribes from
Jerusalem is easily explained, if the conflict related John v.
had already taken place. The scribes did not constitute a
theological or political party, like the Pharisees and Sadducees.
They were the professional lawyers. They were designedly
associated with the Pharisees sent to Galilee to watch Jesus
(ver. 21). —The narrative in the first Gospel is extremely
concise. Matthew does not tell the story ; he is intent upon
his object, the word of Jesus. Mark gives the same details
as Luke, but without the two narratives presenting one single
term in common. And yet they worked on the same docu-
ment, or one on the text of the other !—The roof of the house
could be reached by a flight of steps outside built against the
wall, or by a ladder, or even from the next house, for the
houses frequently communicated with each other by the
terraces. Does Luke’s expression, 8ud 7édw sepduwy, signify
simply by the roof,—that is to say, by the stairs which con-
ducted from the terrace to the lower storeys, or down over the
balustrade which surrounded the terrace ; or is it just equiva-
lent to Mark's description: “ they uncovered the ceiling of
the place where He was, and having made an opening, let
down the pallet”? This term, through the tiles, would be
strange, if it was not to express an idea similar to that of
Mark. Strauss objects that such an operation as that of
raising the tiles could not have been effected without danger
to those who were below; and he concludes from this that
the narrative is only a legend. But in any case, a legend
would have been invented in conformity with the mode of
construction then adopted and known to everybody. — Jesus

! Ver. 17. . B. L. Z., asrer instead of avrevs. —Ver. 19. All the Mjj. omit
3 before Tung.



266 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

was probably seated in a hall immediately beneath the
terrace.! ,

Vers. 20 and 21.* The Offence.—The expression their faith,
in Luke, applies evidently to the perseverance of the sick
man and his bearers, notwithstanding the obstacles they en-
countered ; it is the same in Mark. In Matthew, who has
not mentioned these obstacles, but who nevertheless employs
the same terms, and seetng their faith, this expression can
only refer to the simple fact of the paralytic’s coming. The
identical form of expression indicates a common source ; but
at the same time, the different semse put upon the common
words by their entirely different reference to what precedes
proves that this source was not written. The oral tradition
had evidently so stereotyped this form of expression, that it is
found in the narrative of Matthew, though separated from the
circumstances to which it is applied in the two others. —
Jesus could not repel such an act of faith. Seeing the per-
severing confidence of the sick man, recognising in him one
of those whom His Father draws to Him (John vi 44), He
receives him with open arms, by telling him that he is for-
given.—The three salutations differ in our Syn.: Man (Luke);
My son (Mark) ; Take courage, my son (Matthew). Which of
the evangelists was it that changed in this arbitrary and aim-
less manner the words of Jesus as recorded in his predecessor ?
’Apéwrvrar is an Attic form, either for the present d¢levras, or
rather for the perf. ddeivrac. It is not impossible that, by
speaking in this way, Jesus intended to throw down the
gauntlet to His inquisitors. They took it up. The scribes
are put before the Pharisees; they were the experts. A
blasphemy ! How welcome to them! Nothing could have
sounded more agreeably in their ears. We will not say, in

! Delitszch represents the fact in this way (Ein Tag in Capernaum, pp.
40-46) : Two bearers ascend the roof by a ladder, and by means of cords they
draw up by the same way the sick man after them, assisted by the other two
bearers. In the middle of the terrace was a square place open in summer to
give light and air to the house, but closed with tiles during the rainy season.
Having opened this passage, the bearers let down the sick man into the large
inner court immediately below, where Jesus was teaching near the cistern fixed
as usual in this court. The trap-stairs which lead down from the terrace into
the house would have been too narrow for their use, and would not have taken

them into the court, but into the apartments which overlooked it from all sides.
3 Ver 20. 8 DB. L. X. omit avrw after uwer,
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regard to this accusation, with many orthodox interpreters,
that, as God, Jesus had a right to pardon ; for this would be
to go directly contrary to the employment of the title Son of
man, in virtue of which Jesus attributes to Himself, in ver.
24, this power. But may not God delegate His gracious
authority to a man who deserves His confidence, and who
becomes, for the great work of salvation, His ambassador on
earth? This is the position which Jesus takes. The only
question is, whether this pretension is well founded; and it
is the demonstration of this moral fact, already contained in
His previous miracles, that He proceeds to give in a striking
form to His adversaries.

Vers. 22-24' The Miracle. — The miraculous work which
is to follow is for & moment deferred. Jesus, without having
heard the words of those about Him, understands their
murmurs. His mind is, as it were, the mirror of their
thoughts. The form of His reply is so striking, that the
tredition has preserved it to the very letter; hence it is found
in identical terms in all three narratives. The proposition,
that ye may know, depends on the following command: I say
to thee . .. The principal and subordinate clauses having been
separated by a moment of solemn silence, the three accounts
fill up this interval with the parenthesis: He saith to the
paralytic. This original and identical form must necessarily
proceed from a common source, oral or written.— It is no
easier, certainly, to pardon than to heal; but it is much easier
to convict & man of imposture who falsely claims the power
to heal, than him who falsely arrogates authority to pardon.
There is a slight irony in the way in which Jesus gives ex-
pression to this thought. “ You think these are empty words
that I utter when I say, Thy sins are forgiven thee. See,
then, whether the command which I am about to give is
an empty word.” The miracle thus announced acquires the
value of an imposing demonstration. It will be seen whether
Jesus is not really what He claims to be, the .Ambassador of
God on earth to forgive sins. Earth, where the pardon is
granted, is opposed to heaven, where He dwells from whom it
proceeds.

It is generally acknowledged at the present day, that the

1 The Mss. vary between sapsrsiopsre and sapsrvrise,
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title Son of man, by which Jesus preferred to designate Him-
self, is not simply an allusion to the symbolical name in
Dan. vii, but that it sprang spontaneously from the depths of
Jesus’ own consciousness. Just as, in His title of Son of God,
Jesus included whatever He was conscious of being for God,
so in that of Som of man He comprehended all He felt He
was for men. The term Son of man is generic, and denotes
each representative of the human race (Ps. viii. 5; Ezek.
xxxvii. 3, 9, 11). With the art. (the Son of man), this ex-
pression contains the notion of a superiority in the equality.
It designates Jesus not simply as man, but as the normal
man, the perfect representative of the race. If this title
alludes to any passage of the O. T., it must be to the ancient
prophecy, “ The seed of the woman shall bruise the serpent's
head ” (Gen. iii. 15).! — There is a tone of triumph in this
expression, ver. 25: He took up that whereon he lay. The
astonishment of the people, ver. 26, is expressed differently
in the three narratives : We never saw it on this fashion (Mark) ;
They glorified God, which had given such power unto men
(Matthew). This remarkable expression, to men, is doubtless
connected with Son of man. Whatever is given to the normal
man, is in Him given to all. Matthew did not certainly add
this expression on his own authority, any more than the others
arbitrarily omitted it. Their sources were different.

Ilapddoka, strange things, in Luke, is found in Josephus’
account of Jesus. By the term fo-day the multitude allude
not only to the miracle,—they had seen others as astounding
on previous days,—but more particularly to the divine pre-
rogative of pardon, so magnificently demonstrated by this
miracle with which Jesus had just connected it. — The
different expressions by which the crowd give utterance to
their surprise in the three Syn. might really have been on the
lips of different witnesses of this scene.

Keim, applying here the method indicated, pp. 253—4, thinks
that the paralysis was overcome by the moral excitement which

1 M. Gess, in his fine work, Christi Zeugniss von seiner Person und seinem
Werk, 1870, understands the Son of man, He who represents the divine
majesty in 8 human form. e idea in itself is true ; the normal man is called
to share in the divine estate, and to become the supreme manifestation of God.
But the notion of divine majesty does not belong to the term Son of mam. It
is contained in the term Son of God. The two titles are in antithetical connec-
tion, and for this reason they complete each other.
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the sick man underwent. Examples are given of impotent per-
sons whose power of movement been restored by a migiet
internal shock. Therefore it is just possible that the physical fact
might be explained in this way. But the moral fact, the absolute
assurance of Jesus, the challenge implied in this address, “ In order
that lyﬁe may know, . . . arise and walk !”—a speech the authenticity
of which is so completely anteed by the three narratives and
by its evident originality,—how is this to be explained from Keim’s
standpoint ? Why, Jesus, in announcing so positively a success so
problematical, would have laid Himself open to be palpably contra-
dicted by the fact! At the commencement of I£s ministry He
would have based His title to be the Son of man, His authority to
forgive sins, His mission as the Saviour, His entire spiritual work,
on the needle’s point of this hazardous experiment —If this were
the case, instead of a divine demonstration (and this is the meaning
which Jesus attaches to the miracle), there would be nothing more
in the fact than a fortunate coincidence.

4. The Call of Levi: vers. 27-39.—This section relates :
1st. The call of Levi; 2d. The feast which followed, with the
discourse connected with it; 8d. A double lesson arising out
of a question about fasting.

lat. Vers. 27 and 28! The Call. — This fact occupies an
important place in the development of the work of Jesus, not
only as the complement of the call of the first disciples (ver.
1 et seq.), but especially as a continuation of the conflict
already entered into with the old order of things.

The publicans of the Gospels are ordinarily regarded as
Jewish sub-collectors in the service of Roman knights, to whom
the tolls of Palestine had been let out at Rome. Wieseler,
in his recent work? corrects this view. He proves, by an
edict of Ceesar, quoted in Josephus (Antig. xiv. 10. 5), that
the tolls in Judea were remitted direct to the Jewish or
heathen collectors, without passing through the hands of the
Roman financiers. The publicans, especially such as, like
Matthew, were of Jewish origin, were hated and despised by
their fellow-countrymen more even than the heathen them-
selves. They were excommunicated, and deprived of the right
of tendering an oath before the Jewish authorities. Their
conduct, which was too often marked by extortion and fraud,
generally justified the opprobrium which public opinion cast

1 Ver. 28. The Mss. vary between zavaliwar and sarsrusay, as well as be-
tween awarra and sarea, nxorevfu and wxersvinesy.

1 Beitrdge zur richtigen Wirdigung der Evangelien, p. 78,
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upon them. — Capernaum was on the road leading fiom
Damascus to the Mediterranean, which terminated at Ptolemais
(St. Jean d’Acre). It was the commercial highway from the
interior of Asia. In this city, therefore, there must have
been a tax-office of considerable importance. This office was
probably situated outside the city, and near the sea. This
explains the expression, He went out (Luke) ; He went forth in
order to go to the sea-side (Mark). In the three Syn. this call
immediately follows the healing of the paralytic (Matt. ix. 9 ;
Mark ii. 13 et seq.).

Jesus must have had some very important reason for calling
a man from the class of the publicans to join the circle of His
disciples ; for by this step He set Himself at open variance
with the theocratic notions of decorum. Was it His deliberate
intention to throw down the gauntlet to the numerous Pharisees
who had come from a distance to watch Him, and to show
them how completely He set Himself above their judgment ?
Or was it simply convenient to have among His disciples a
man accustomed to the use of the pen? This is quite pos-
sible ; but there is something so abrupt, so spontaneous, and
so strange in this call, that it is impossible to doubt that
Jesus spoke to him in obedience to a direct impulse from on
high. The higher nature of the call appears also in the
decision and promptness with which it was accepted. Between
Jesus and this man there must have been, as it were, a flash
of divine sympathy. The relation between Jesus and His
first apostles was formed in this way (John i). The name
Levi not occurring in any of the lists of apostles,—it is impos-
sible to identify it with Zebbeeus, which has a different meaning
and etymology,—it might be thought that this Levi never be-
longed to the number of the twelve. But in this case why
ghould his call be so particulerly related ? Then the expres-
sion, having left all, he followed Him (ver. 28), forbids our
thinking that Levi ever resumed his profession as a toll-
collector, and puts him in the same rank as the four older
disciples (ver. 11). We must therefore look for him among
the apostles. In the catalogue of the first Gospel (x. 3), the
Apostle Matthew is called the publican; and in the same
Gospel (ix. 9) the call of Matthew the publican is related,
with details identical with those of our narrative. Must we
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admit two different but similar incidents ? This was the
supposition of the Gnostic Heracleon and of Clement of
Alexandria.  Sieffert, Ewald, and Keim prefer to admit that
our first Gospel applies by misteke to the apostle and older
publican Matthew, the calling of another less known publican,
who should be called Levi (Mark and Luke). This opinion
naturally implies that the first Gospel is unauthentic. But is
it not much simpler to suppose that the former name of this
man was ZLevi, and that Jesus, perceiving the direct hand of
God in this event, gave him the surname of Matthew, gift of
God, just as He gave Simon, at His first meeting with him, the
surname of Peter ' This name, which Matthew habitually
bore in the Church, was naturally that under which he figured
afterwards in the catalogues of the apostles. Were Luke and
Mark unaware that the apostle so named was the publican
whom they had designated by the name of Levi? Or have
they neglected to mention this identity in their lists of the
apostles, because they have given these just as they found
them in their documents ? We do not know. We are con-
tinually struck by seeing how the evangelical tradition has
left in the shade the secondary personages of this great drama,
in order to bestow exclusive attention on the principal actor.
—’'Efedaaro does not signify merely He saw, but He fized
His eyes upon him. This was the moment when something
peculiar and inexplicable took place between Jesus and the
publican—The expression xafriuevov émwl 76 Teldviov cannot
signify seated 4n the office ; éwi or év 7§ Tehwrid would be
necessary. As the accusative after éx/, the word o/l might
mean, seated at his work of toll-collecting ; but this sense of
Tehwwiov is unexampled. Might not the prep. émx( have the
sense here in which it is sometimes employed in the classics,
—in Herodotus, for example, when he says of Aristides that
he kept éml 70 cvrédpuwov in front of the place where the chiefs
were assembled (viii. 79)? Levi must have been seated in
Jront of his office, observing what was passing. How, indeed,
if he had been seated in the office, could his glance have met
that of Jesus ?—Without even re-entering, he follows Him,
forsaking all.

1 Comp. the Masfaier Asysmerer, Matt. ix. 9, with Zixws § dsyipsres Miepes, x. 2
~John i. 48.
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2d. Vers. 29-32! The Feast. — According to Luke, the
repast was spread in the house of Levi; the new disciple
seeks to bring his old friends and Jesus together. It is his
first missionary effort. Meyer sees a contradiction to Matthew
here. Matthew says, “ as Jesus sat at meat ¢n the house,”—an
expression which, in his opinion, can only mean the dwelling
of Jesus. He decides in favour of Matthew’s narrative. But
(1) how came the crowd of publicans and people of ill-fame
at meat all at once in the house of Jesus? (2) Where is there
ever any mention of the house of Jesus? (3) The repetition
of Jesus’ name at the end of the verse (ver. 10 in Matthew)
excludes the idea that the complement understood of the house
is Jesus. As to Mark, the pron. airod, his house, refers to
Levi; this is proved (1) by the opposition of airod to the
preceding adrov, and (2) by the repetition of the name 'Incod
in the following phrase® The expression in the house, in
Matthew, denotes therefore the house, wherever it was, in
which the meal took place, in opposition to the outside, where
the call, with the preaching that followed it, occurred. As
usual, Matthew passes rapidly over the external circumstances.
of the narrative; it is the word of Jesus in which he is
interested. —The repast, doubtless, took place on the ground-
floor, and the apartment or gallery in which the table was
spread could easily be reached from the street. While Jesus
was surrounded by His new friends, His adversaries attacked
His disciples. The T. R. places their scribes before the
Pharisces. In this case, they would be the scribes of the
place, or those of the nation. Neither meaning is very natural ;
the other reading, therefore, must be preferred : the Pharisees
and their scribes, the defenders of strict observance, and the
learned men sent with them from Jerusalem as experts (vers.
17-21). The Sinai#t. and some others have omitted adrdw,
doubtless on account of the difficulty and apparent uselessness
of this pronoun.

Eating together is, in the East, as with us, the sign of very

1 Part of the Mss, put & #spemies before o ypapparus avrar ; T. R., with the
olhers, & ypauu. aveer before &1 #mps. — Avewr is omitted by 8. D. F. X. some
Mnn. It*%, ; T. R. omits s, with 8. V. IL only.

* I am happy to find myself in accord here with Klostermann in his fine and
oonscientious study of the second Gospel, Das Marcus-Evangelism, pp. 43, 44.
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close intimacy. Jesus, therefore, went beyond all the limits
of Jewish decorum in accepting the hospitality of Matthew’s
house, and in such company. His justification is partly
serious and partly ironical. He seems to concede to the
Pharisees that they are perfectly well, and concludes from this
that for them He, the physician, is useless; so far the irony.
On the other hand, it is certain that, speaking ritually, the
Pharisees were right according to the Levitical law, and that
being so, they would enjoy the means of grace offered by the
old covenant, of which those who have broken with the theo-
cratic forms are deprived. In this sense the latter are really
in & more serious condition than the Pharisees, and more
urgently need that some one should interest himself in their
salvation ; this is the serious side of the answer. This word
i8 like a two-edged sword : first of all, it justifies Jesus from
His adversaries’ point of view, and by an argument ad hominem ;
but, at the same time, it is calculated to excite serious doubts
in their minds as to whether this point of view be altogether
just, and to give them a glimpse of another, according to which
the difference that separates them from the.publicans has not
all the worth which they attributed to it (see on xv. 1-7).—
The words ¢o repentance are wanting in Matthew and Mark,
according to the best authorities; the words understood in
this case are: to the kingdom of God, to salvation. In Luke,
where these words are authentic, they continue the irony
which forms the substance of this answer: come to call o
repentance just persons !—1It is for the Pharisees to ask them-
selves, after this, whether, because they meet the require-
ments of the temple, they satisfy the demands of God.—The
discussion here takes a new turn; it assumes the character of
a conversation on the use of fasting in the old and new order
of things.

3d. Vers. 33—39. Instruction concerning Fasting.

Vers. 33-35 In Luke they are the same parties, parti-
cularly the scribes, who continue the conversation, and who
allege, in favour of the regular practice of fasting, the example

U Ver. 33. 8 (1) B. L. X. omit dizer.—Ver. 84. N* D. Itpheriave, 4y Jirarens o
e, . . enersvras (O wnewsuin) instead of un Jvraeds Tovs wiovs . . . womeas mecsveas
(or mersosnn).—Ver, 35. K. C. F. L. M. some Mnn. Syr. Itperiave, omit xas before
orar. The same (with the exception of C. L.) and a. place it before eors,

VOL. L 8
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of the disciples of John and of the Pharisees. The scribes
express themselves in this manner, because they themselves,
as scribes, belong to no party whatever. In Matthew it is
the disciples of John who appear all at once in the midst of
this scene, and interrogate Jesus in their own name and ir
that of the Pharisees. In Mark it is the disciples of John
and of the Pharisees united who put the question. This differ-
ence might easily find its way into the oral tradition, but it is
inexplicable on any of the hypotheses which deduce the three
texts from one and the same written source, or one of them
from another.—Mark says literally : the disciples of Jokn and
the Pharisees were fasting ; and we may understand that day.
Devout persons in Israel fasted, in fact, twice a week (Luke
xviii. 12), on Mondays and Fridays, the days on which it was
said that Moses went up Sinai (see Meyer on Matt. vi. 16) ; this
particular day may have been one or other of these two days.
Dut we may also explain it: fasted habitually. They were
Sfasting persons, addicted to religious observances in which
fasting held an important place. It is not easy to decide
between these two senses: with the first, there seems less
reason for the question; with the second, it conveys a much
more serious charge against Jesus, since it refers to His
habitual conduct; comp. vii. 34, “Ye say, He is a glutton
and a winebibber (an eater and a drinker).” The word dwat,
omitted by the Alex., appears to have been taken from Matthew
and Mark.

Whether the disciples of John were present or not, it is
to their mode of religious reformation that our Lord’s answer
more especially applies. As they do not appear to have
cherished very kindly feelings towards Jesus (John iii. 25, 26),
it is very possible that they were united on this occasion with
His avowed adversaries (Matthew).—Jesus compares the days
of His presence on the earth to a nuptial feast. The Old
Testament had represented the Messianic coming of Jehovah
by this figure. If John the Baptist had already uttered the
words reported by John (il 29): “ He that hath the bride is
the bridegroom ; but the friend of the bridegroom, which standeth
and heareth him, rejoiceth greatly because of the bridegroom’s
roice: this my joy therefore 1s fulfilled,’—what appropriateness
there was in this figure by which He replied to his disciples )
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Perhaps the Pharisees authorized a departure from the rule
respecting fasting during the nuptial weeks. In this case
Jesus’ reply would become more striking still. Nvudwv sig-
nifies the nuptial chamber, and not the bridegroom (vvudios), as
Martin, Ostervald, and Crampon translate. The true Greek
term to indicate the nuptial friend would have been mapa-
wpdios; John says: ¢llos Tod wuuplov. The expression of
the Syn., son of the nuptial chamber, is & Hebraism (eomp
son of the kingdom, of wisdom, of perdition, etc.) The
received reading, “ Can you make the marriage friends fast ?”
(notwithstanding the joy with which their hearts are full), is
preferable to that of the Sinait. and of the Graco-Latin €odd.,
“ Can they fast?” which is less forcible, and which is taken from
Matthew and Mark. In the midst of this feast of publicans
the heart of Jesus is overflowing with joy; it is.one ef the
hours when His earthly life seems to His feeling like a marriage
day. But suddenly His countenance becomes overcast; the
shadow of a painful vision passes across His brow: T%e days
will come . . . said He in a solemn tone. At the close of
this nuptial week, the bridegroom Himself will be suddenly
smitten and cut off; then will come the time of fasting for
those who to-day are rejoicing; there will be no neeessity to
enjoin it. In this striking and poetic answer Jesus evidently
announces His violent death. The passive aor. cannot, as
Bleek admits, be explained otherwise. This verb and tense
indicate a stroke of violence, by which the subject of the verb
will be smitten (comp. 1 Cor. v. 2). This saying is parallel
to the words found in John ii. 19, “ Destroy this temple;” and
iil 14, “ As Moses lifted up the serpent, so must the Son of
man be lifted up.” The fasting which Jesus here opposes to
the prescribed fasting practised in Israel is neither a state of
purely inward grief, a moral fast, in moments of spiritual
depression, nor, as Neander thought, the life of privation and
sacrifice to which the apostles would inevitably be exposed
after the departure of their Master; it is indeed, according to
the context, fasting in the proper sense of the term. Fasting
has always been practised in the Church at certain solemn
seasons, but it is not a rite imposed on it from without, but
the expression of a sentiment of real grief. It proceeds from
the sorrow which the Church feels in the absence of its Head,
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and is designed to lend intensity to its prayers, and to ensure
with greater certainty that assistance of Jesus which alone can
supply the place of His visible presence (comp. Mark. ix.
29 (?); Actsxiii. 2, 3, xiv. 23).—This remarkable saying
was preserved with literal exactness in the tradition; accord-
ingly we find it in identical words in the three Syn. It
proves, first, that from the earliest period of His ministry
Jesus regarded Himself as the Messiah ; next, that He identified
His coming with that of Jehovah, the husband of Israel and of
mankind (Hos. ii. 19);! lastly, that at that time He already
foresaw and announced His violent death, It is an error,
therefore, to oppose, on these three points, the fourth Gospel to
the other three.

Vers. 36—39. Here we have the second part of the conver-
sation. The expression &é\eye 8¢ xai, and He said also, indi-
cates its range. This expression, which occurs so frequently
in Luke, always indicates the point at which Jesus, after
having treated of the particular subject before Him, rises to a
more general view which commands the whole question. Thus,
from this moment He makes the particular difference respect-
ing fasting subordinate to the general opposition between the
old and new order of things,—an idea which carries Him back
to the occasion of the scene, the call of a publican.

Ver. 362 First Parable—The T. R. says: “ No man putteth
a piece of new cloth unto an old garment.” The Alex. var. has
this: “No man, rending a piece from a new garment, putteth
it to an old garment.” In Matthew and Mark the new piece
is taken from any piece of cloth; in Luke, according to two
readings, it is cut out of a whole garment; the Alex. reading
only puts this in a somewhat stronger form.—The verb o-y{&e:,
rends (Alex. oyioes, will rend), in the second proposition, might
have the intransitive sense : “ Otherwise the new [piece] maketh
a rent [in the old),” which would come to the same meaning
as the passage has in Matthew and Mark: “The new piece
taketh away a part of the old, and the rent is made worse.”

' See Gess, Christi Zeugniss, pp. 19, 20.

2 Ver. 36. X. B. D. L. X. Z. geveral Mnn. Syr. It*!4. omit sws before maruwe. —
R. 8. D. L. Z. some Mnn. add sy:ses befors swfaran.—N. B. C. D. L. X,,
exen, roppuwnen, instead of exilu, suuare.—NR. B. C. L. X, A, add ve swiBanua
before ro uwe sov saiven,
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Pat in Luke the context requires the active semse: “Other-
wise ¢ [the piece used to patch with] rendeth the new [gar-
ment)” This is the only sense admissible in the Alex. reading,
after the partic. oyloas, rending, in the preceding proposition.
The received reading equally requires it: for, 1st. The second
inconvenience indicated, “the new agreeth not with the old,”
would be too slight to be placed after that of the enlargement
of the rent. 2d. The evident correlation between the two xal,
both ... and ..., contains the following idea: the two gar-
ments, both the new and the old, are spoiled together; the new,
because it has been rent to patch the old ; the old, because it
is disfigured by a piece of different cloth. Certainly it would
still be possible to refer the expression, not agres, not to the
incongruity in appearance of the two cloths, but to the stronger
and more resisting quality of the new cloth,—an inequality
which would have the effect of increasing the rent. This
would be the untoward result intended in Matthew and Mark.
But the term cuudovely, to harmonize, refers much more natu-
rally to a contrast ¢n appearance between the two cloths.—
The futures, will rend, will agree, in the Alex. reading, may be
defended ; but are they not a correction proceeding from the
use of the future in the second parable (will break, will be
spilled, will perish, ver. 37)t The corrector, in this case, could
not have remembered that, in the case of the wine and the
leathern bottles, the damage is only produced after a time,
whilst in the garment it is immediate. To sum wup: in
Matthew and Mark there is only a single damage, that which
befalls the old garment, the rent of which is enlarged ; in
Luke the damage is twofold: in one case affecting the new
garment, which is cut into to patch the other; in the other,
affecting the old garment, as in Matthew and Mark, but con-
sisting in the patchwork appearance of the cloths, and not in
the enlargement of the rent.

In the application it is impossible not to connect this image
of the piece of new cloth with the subject of the previous
conversation, the rite of fasting, while we admit that Jesus
generalizes the question. Moses had nowhere prescribed
monthly or weekly fasts. The only periodical fast com-
manded in the law was annual—that on the day of atone-
ment. The regular fasts, such as those which the adversaries
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of Jesus would have had Him impose on His disciples, were
one of those pharisaical inventions which the Jews called &
hedge about the law, and by which they sought to complete and
maintain the legal system. John the Baptist himself had
been unable to do anything better than attach himself to this
method. This is the pafching-up process which is indicated
in Matthew and Mark, and which is opposed to the mode of
action adopted by Jesus—the total substitution of a new for an
old garment. In Luke the image is still more full of mean-
ing: Jesus, alluding to that new, unconstrained, evangelical
fasting, of which He has spoken in ver. 34, and which He
cannot at present require of His disciples, makes the general
declaration that it is necessary to wait for the new life before
creating its forms; it is impossible to anticipate it by attempt-
ing to adapt to the legal system, under which His disciples
are a8 yet living, the elements of the new state which He
promises them. His mission is not to labour to repair and
maintain an educational institution, now decaying and wazing
old (marawiuevoy xal ynpdorov). He is not a patcher, as the
Pharisees were, nor a reformer, like John the Baptist. Opus
majus! It is & new garment that He brings. To mix up the
old work with the new, would be to spoil the latter without
preserving the former. It would be a violation of the unity
of the spiritualism which He was about to inaugurate, and to
introduce into the legal system an offensive medley. Would
not the least particle of evangelical freedom suffice to make
every legal observance fall into disuse? Better then let the
old garment remain as it is, until the time comes to substitute
the new for it altogether, than try to patch it up with strips
taken from the latter! As Lange says (Leben Jesu, iL p. 680):
“The work of Jesus is too good to use it in repairing the
worn garment of pharisaical Judaism, which could never
thereby be made into anything better than the assumed garb
of a beggar.” This profound idea of the mingling of the new
holiness with the ancient legalism comes nut more clearly
from Luke’s simile, and cannot have been introduced into the
words of Jesus by him.—Neander thinks that the old garment
must be regarded as the image of the old unregenerate naturs
of the disciples, on which Jesus could not impose the forms of
the new life. Dut the moral vature of man cannot be com-
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pared to 8 garment ; it is the man himself'—Gess applies the
image of the piece of new cloth to the asceticism of John the
Baptist. This meaning might suffice for the form of it in
Matthew and Mark; but it leaves Luke’s form of it (a piece
of the new garment) unexplained.

‘What & view of His mission this word of Jesus reveals !
What a lofty conception of the work He came to accomplish !
From what a height He looks down, not only on the Pharisees,
but on John himself, the great representative of the old
covenant, the greatest of those born of women! And all this
is expressed in the simplest, homeliest manner, thrown off with
the greatest facility! He speaks as a being to whom nothing
is so natural as the sublime. All that has been called ¢ie
system of Paul, all that this apostle himself designates iis
gospel,—the decisive contrast between the two covenants, the
mutual exclusiveness of the systems of law and grace, of the
oldness of the letter and the newness of the spirit (Rom. vii. 6),
this inexorable dilemma: “Jf by grace, then i3 it no more of
works ; if it be of works, then 18 it no more grace” (Rom. xi. 6),
which constitutes the substance of the Epistles to the Romans
and the Galatians—all is contained in this homely figure of a
garment patched with a piece of cloth, or with part of a new
garment! How can any one, after this, maintain that Jesus
was not conscious from the beginning of the bearing of His
work, as well of the task He had to accomplish in regard to
the law, as of His Messianic dignity? How can any one con-
tend that the Twelve, to whom we owe the preservation of this
parable, were only narrow Jewish Christians, as prejudiced in
favour of their lJaw as the most extreme men of the party ?
If they perceived the meaning of this saying alone, the pait
attributed to them becomes impossible. And if they had no
comprehension of it, how was it that they thought it worthy
of a place in the teaching of Jesus, which they handed down
with such care to the Church ?

Often, after having presented an idea by means of a parable,
from a feeling that the figure employed fails to represent it
completely, Jesus immediately adds a second parable, designed
to set forth another aspect of the same idea. In this way
are formed what may be called the pairs of parables, which are

! Eph. iv. 22, 24, is a metaphor, not a parable,



280 THOE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

so often met with in the Gospels (the grain of mustard seed
and the leaven; the treasure and the pearl; the unwise
builder and the imprudent warrior ; the sower and the tares).
Following the same method, Jesus here adds to the parable of
the piece of cloth that of the leathern bottles.

Vers. 37, 38} The Second Parable—The figure is taken
from the Oriental custom of preserving liquids in leathern
bottles, made generally of goat-skins. “No one,” says M.
Pierotti, “ travels in Palestine without having a leathern bottle
filled with water amongst his luggage. These bottles preserve
the water for drinking, without imparting any ill taste to it ;
also wine, oil, honey, and milk.”* In this parable there is
evidently an advance on the preceding, as we always find in
the case of double parables. This difference of meaning, mis-
apprehended by Neander and the greater part of interpreters,
comes out more particularly from two features: 1. The op-
position between the wnity of the garment in the first, and the
plurality-of the bottles in the second; 2. The fact that, since
the new wine answers to the new garment, the new bottles
must represent & different and entirely new idea. In fact,
Jesus here is no longer opposing the evangelical principle to
the legal preinciple, but the representatives of the one to those
of the other. Two complaints were raised against Jesus: 1st
His negligence of the legal forms; to this acousation He has
just replied. 2d. His contempt for the representatives of
legalism, and His sympathy with those who had thrown off
the theocratic discipline. It is to this second charge that He
now replies. Nothing can be more simple than our parable
from this point of view. The new wine represents that living
and healthy spirituality which flows so abundantly through
the teaching of Jesus; and the bottles, the men who are to
become the depositaries of this principle, and to preserve it
for mankind. And whom in Israel will Jesus choose to fulfil
this part ? The old practitioners of legal observance? Phari-
sees puffed up with the idea of their own merit? Rabbis
jaded with textual discussions? Such persons have nothing
to learn, nothing to receive from Him! If associated with

1 Ver. 88. R, B. L. and some Mnn. omit the words, ses auperips evrenporvras.
t Macpelah, p. 78. The author gives u detailed description of the way in
which these bottles are made.
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His work, they could not fail to falsify it, by mixing up with
His instructions the old prejudices with which they are im-
bued ; or even if they should yield their hearts for a moment
to the lofty thought of Jesus, it would put all their religious
notions and routine devotion to the rout, just as nmew and
sparkling wine bursts a worn-out leathern bottle. ~ Where,
then, shall He choose His future instruments? Among those
who have npeither merit nor wisdom of their own. He needs
fresh natures, souls whose only merit is their receptivity, new
roen in the sense of the homo nmovus among the Romans, fair
tablets on which His hand may write the characters of divine
truth, without coming across the old traces of a false human
wisdom. “God, I thank Thee, because Thou hast hidden
these things from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed
shem to these babes” (Luke x. 21). These babes will save
the truth, and it will save them; this is expressed by these
last words : “ and both, the wine and the bottles, are preserved.”
These words are omitted in Luke by some Alex. They are
suspected of having been added from Matthew, where they are
not wanting in any document; Meyer's conjecture, that they
have been suppressed, in accordance with Mark, is less
probable.

It has been thought that the old bottles represent the un-
regenerate nature of man, and the new bottles, hearts renewed
by the Gospel. But Jesus would not have represented the
destruction of the old corrupt nature by the gospel as a result
to be dreaded; and He would scarcely have compared new
hearts, the works of His Holy Spirif, to bottles, the existence
of which precedes that of the wine which they contain. Lange
and Gess see in the old bottles a figure of the legal forms, in
the new bottles the image of the evangelical forms. But
Christian institutions are an emanation of the Christian spirit,
while the bottles exist independently of the wine with which
they are filled. And Jesus would not have attached equal
importance to the preservation of the wine and of the bottles,
as He does in the words: “ And both are preserved.” Itisa
question, then, here of the preservation of the gospel, and of
the salvation of the individuals who are the depositaries of it.
Jesus returns here to the fact which was the occasion ot the
whole scene, and which had called forth the dissatisfaction of
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His adversaries, the call of Levi the publican. It is this bold
act which He justifies in the second parable, after having
vindicated, in the first, the principle on which it was based.
A pew system demands new persons. This same truth will
be applied on a larger scale, when, through the labours of St.
Paul, the gospel shall pass from the Jews to the Gentiles,
who are the new men in the kingdom of God.

Ver. 39! The Third Parable.—The thorough opposition
which Jesus has just established between the legal system
and the evangelical system (first parable), then between the
representatives of the one and those of the other (second
parable), must not lead the organs of the new principles to
treat those of the ancient order with harshness. They must
remember that it is not easy to pass from a system, with which
one has been identified from childhood, to an entirely different
principle of life. Such men must be allowed time to fami-
liarize themselves with the new principle that is presented to
them ; and we must beware how we turn our backs upon them,
if they do not answer, as Levi the publican did, to the first
call. The conversion of a publican may be sudden as light-
ning, but that of a scrupulous observer of the law will, as a
rule, be a work of prolonged effort. This figure, like that of
the preceding parable, is taken from the actual circumstances.
Conversation follows a meal ; the wine in the bottles circulates
amongst the guests. With the figure of the bottles, which con-
tain the wine, is easily connected the idea of the individuals
who drink it. The new wine, however superior may be its
quality, owing to its sharper flavour, is always repugnant to
the palate of a man accustomed to wine, the roughness of
which has been softened by age. In the same way, it is
natural that those who have long rested in the works of the
law, should at first take alarm—Jesus can well understand it
—at the principle of pure spirituality. It is altogether an
error in the Alex. that has erased here the word evfews, tm-
mediately. The very idea of the parable is concentrated in
this adverb. We must not judge such people by their first
impression. The antipathy which they experience at the first
moment will perhaps give place to a contrary feeling. We

1D, Iteleriue and probably Eusebius, omit this verse.—¥X. B, C. L. omit
swhiws.—R. B. L. two Mnn, Syr=h., xsweres instcad of xpmecosspes.



CIIAP. V. 89. 283

must give them time, as Jesus did Nicodemus.—There is a
tone of kindly humour in these words: for he saith, “ Attempt
to bring over to gospel views these old followers of legal
routine, and immediately they tell you . . ."—If, with the
Alex., the positive ypnorés is read: “the old is mild,” the
repugnance for the new wine is more strongly marked than if
we read, with the T. R, the comparative: ypnarorepos, milder ;
for in the first case the antithesis implied is: “The new is
not mild af all.” As the idea of comparison runs through
the entire phrase, the copyists were induced to substitute the
comparative for the positive. The Alex. reading is therefore
preferable.

“It was a great moment,” as Gess truly says, “ when Jesus pro-
claimed in a single breath these three things: the absolute newness
of His Spirit, His dignity as the Husband, and the nearness of His
violent death.”—]If the first parable contains the germ of Paul's
doctrine, and the second foreshadows His work among the Gentiles,
the third lays down the principle whence He derived His mode of
acting towards His fellow-countrymen : making Himself all things fo
all by subjecting Himself to the law, in order to gain them that
were under the law (1 Cor. ix. 19, 20).—What gentleness, conde-
scension, and charity breathe through this saying of Jesus! What
sweetness, grace, and appropriateness characterize its form! Zeller
would have us believe (Apostelgesch. p. 15) that Luke invented this
touching saying, and added it on his own authority, in order to
render the decided Paulinism of the two preceding parables accept-
able to Jewish-Christian readers. But does he not see that in say-
ing this he vanquishes himself by his own hand$ If the two former
parables are so Pauline, that Luke thought he must soften down
their meaning by a corrective of his own invention, how comes it to
pass that the two other Syn., the Gospels which are in the main
Jewish-Christian, have transmitted them to the Church, without
the slightest softening down # Criticism sometimes loses its clear-
sightedness through excessive sharpness.—That the ultra-Pauline

arcion should have omitted this third parable is perfectly natural ;
it proves that he thoroughly understood it, for it carries with it the
condemnation of his system. But no consequence unfavourable to
its authenticity can be drawn from this. The omission of this
verse in D., and some versions, is no less easily explained by its
omission in the two other synoptics.

The independence of Luke’s text, and the originality of  its
sources, come out clearly from this last passage, which forms such
an excellent close to this portion. The difference which we have
pointed out in the purport of the first parable, a difference which 1s
entirely in Luke’s favour, also attests the excellence of the document
from which he has drawn. As to the others, they are no more
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under obligation to Luke than Luke is to them; would they, of
their own accord, have made the teaching of Jesus more anti-legal
than it was{

5. A Sabbath Scene: vi 1-5.—The two Sabbath scenes
which follow, provoke, at last, the outbreak of the conflict,
which, as we have seen, has long been gathering strength. We
have already noted several symptoms of the hostility which
was beginning to be entertained towards Jesus: ver. 14 (for
a testimony unto them); ver. 21 (he blasphemeth); vers. 30-33
(the censure implied in both questions). It is the apparent
contempt of Jesus for the ordinance of the Sabbath, which in
Luke as well as in John (chap. v. and ix.), alike in Galilee
and in Judea, provokes the outbreak of this latent irritation,
and an open rupture between Jesus and the dominant party.
Is there not something in this complete parallelism that
abundantly compensates for the superficial differences between
the synoptical narrative and John’s ?

Vers. 1-5."—The term second-first is omitted by the Alex.
But this omission is condemned by Tischendorf himself.
Matthew and Mark presented nothing at all like it, and they
did not know what meaning to give to the word, which is
found nowhere else in the whole compass of sacred and pro-
fane literature. There are half a score explanations of it
Chrysostom supposed that when two festival and Sabbath
days followed each other, the first received the name of
second-first : the first of the two. This meaning does not give
a natural explanation of the expression—Wetstein and Storr
say that the first Sabbath of the first, second, and third
months of the year were called first, second, and third ; the
second-first Sabbath would thus be the first Sabbath of the
sccond month. This meaning, although not very natural, is
less forced—Scaliger thought that, as they reckoned seven
Sabbaths from the 16th Nisan, the second day of the Passover
feast, to Pentecost, the second-first Sabbath denoted the first
of these seven Sabbaths: the first Sabbath after the second
day of the Passover. This explanation, received by De Wette,

1Ver. 1. ® B. L. some Mnn. Syr*. Its¥, omit discipewpwen.—Ver. £
R. B. C. L. X. some Mnn. omit svrus.—Ver. 3. X. B. D. L. X. Syr. omit eress
—Ver. 4. ®. D. K. 1. some Mnn. omit saxps z«s; B. C. L. X. read aafon.—
Ver. 5. D. places this verse after ver. 10. See at ver. 5 (the end).
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Neander, and other moderns, agrees very well with the seascn
when the following scene must have taken place. But the
term does not correspond naturally with the idea.—Wieseler
supposes that the first Sabbath of each of the seven years
which formed a Sabbatic cycle was called first, second, third
Sabbath: thus the second-first Sabbath would denote the first
Sabbath of the second year of the septenary cycle. This
explanation has been favourably received by modern exegesis.
—It appears o us, however, less probable than that which
Louis Cappel was the first to offer: The civil year of the
Israelites commencing in autumn, in the month Tizri (about
mid-September to mid-October), and the ecclesiastical year in
the month Nisan (about mid-March to mid-April), there were
thus every year two first Sabbaths: one at the commence-
ment of the civil year, of which the name would have been
firet-first ; the other at the beginning of the religious year,
which would be called second-first. This explanation is very
simple in itself, and the form of the Greek term favours it:
second-first signifies naturally a first doubled or fwice over
(bissé).—But there is yet another explanation which appears
to us still more probable. Proposed by Selden,! it has been
reproduced quite lately by Andreee in his excellent article on
the day of Jesus’ death? When the observers entrusted with
the duty of ascertaining the appearance of the new moon,
with a view to fixing the first day of the month, did not
present themselves before the commission of the Sanhedrim
assembled to receive their deposition until after the sacrifice,
this day was indeed declared the first of the month, or monthly
Sabbath (edBBatov mpdrov, first Sabbatk); but as the time of
offering the sacrifice of the new moon was passed, they sancti-
fied the following day, or second of the month (¢dSBarov
Sevrepompirrov, second-first Sabbath), as well. This meaning
perfectly agrees with the idea naturally expressed by this
term (a first twice over), and with the impression it gives ot
having been taken from the subtleties of the Jewish calendar.

Bleek, ill-satisfied with these various explanations, supposes
an interpolation. But why should it have occurred in Luke
rather than in Matthew and Mark? Meyer thinks that a

! De anno civili et calendario veteris ecclesie judaice.
? In the journal : Beweis des Glaubens, September 1879,
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copyist bad written in the margin wpdre, firs, in opposition
to érépe, the other (Sabbath), ver. 6; that the next copyist,
wishing, in consideration of the Sabbath indicated iv. 31, to
correct this gloss, wrote Sevrépp, second, in place of mpwre,
first ; and that, lastly, from these two glosses together came
the word second-first, which has made its way into the text,
‘What a tissue of improbabilities! Holtzmann thinks that
Luke had written mpwre, the first, dating from the journey
recorded in iv. 44, and that in consideration of iv. 31 some
over-careful corrector added the second; whence our reading.
But is not the interval which separates our narrative from
iv. 44 too great for Luke to have employed the word first in
reference to this journey? And what object could he have
had in expressing so particularly this quality of first ? Lastly,
how did the gloss of this copyist find its way into such a large
number of documents? Weizsiicker (Unters. p. 59) opposes
the two first Sabbaths mentioned in iv. 16, 33 to the two
mentioned here (vers. 1, 6), and thinks that the name second-
Jirst means here the first of the second group. How can any
one attribute such absurd trifling to a serious writer! This
strange term cannot have been invented by Luke; neither could
it have been introduced accidentally by the copyists. Taken
evidently from the Jewish vocabulary, it holds its place in
Luke, a8 a witness attesting the originality and antiquity of
his sources of information. Further, this precise designation
of the Sabbath when the incident took place points to a
narrator who witnessed the scene.

From Mark’s expression wapamopeveafas, to pass by the side
of, it would seem to follow that Jesus was passing along the
side of, and not, as Luke says, across the field (Siamwopedesfas).
But as Mark adds: through the corn, it is clear that he de-
scribes two adjacent fields, separated by a path.—The act of
the disciples was expressly authorized by the law (Deut.
xxiii. 25). But it was done on the Sabbath day; there was
the grievance. To gather and rub out the ears was to
harvest, to grind, to labour! It was an infraction of the
thirty-nine articles which the Pharisees had framed into a
Sabbatic code. Wwyovres, rublbing out, is designedly put at
the end of the phrase: this is the labour '—Meyer, pressing
the letter of Mark’s text, 88ov wrouciv, to make a way, maintains
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that the disciples were not thinking of eating, but simply
wanted to make themselves a passage across the field by
plucking the ears of corn. According to him, the middle
wotetafas, not the active moiety, would have been necessary
for the ordinary sense. He translates, therefore: they cleared
a way by plucking (riMhovres) the ears of corn (Mark omits
Yoxovres, rubbing them out). He concludes from this that
Mark alone has preserved the exact form of the incident,
which has been altered in the other two through the influence
of the next example, which refers to food. Holtzmann takes
advantage of this idea to support the hypothesis of a proto-
Mark. But, 1. What traveller would ever think of clearing a
passage through a field of wheat by plucking ear after ear?
2. If we were to lay stress on the active mocetv, as Meyer
does, it would signify that the disciples made a road jor the
public, and not for themselves alone; for in this case alsa
the middle would be necessary! The ordinary sense is there-
fore the only ome possible even in Mark, and the eritical
conclusions in favour of the proto-Mark are without founda-
tion.—The Hebraistic form of Luke’s phrase (éyévero ... xai
ére\ov) which is not found in the other two proves that he
has a particular document. As to who these accusers were,
comp. v. 17-21, 30-33.—The word airois, which the Alex.
omits, has perhaps been added on account of the plural that
follows: Why do ye .. .?—It follows from this incident
that Jesus passed a spring, and consequently a Passover also,
in Galilee before His passion. A remarkable coincidence also
with the narrative of John (vi. 4)—The illustration taken
from 1 Sam. xxi. cited in vers. 3 and 4 is very appropriately
chosen. Jesus would certainly have had no difficulty in
showing that the act of the disciples, although opposed per-
haps to the Pharisaic code, was in perfect agreement with the
Mosaic commandment. But the discussion, if placed on this
ground, might have degenerated into a mere casuistical question ;
He therefore transfers it to & sphere in which He feels Him-
self master of the position. The conduct of David rests upon
this principle, that in exceptional cases, when & moral obliga-
tion clashes with a ceremonial law, the latter ought to yield.
And for this reason. The rite is a means, but the moral
duty is an end ; now, in case of conflict, the end has priority
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over the means. The absurdity of Pharisaism is just this,
that it subordinates the end to the means. It was the duty
of the high priest to preserve the life of David and his com-
panions, having regard to their mission, even at the expense
of the ritual commandment; for the rite exists for the theo-
cracy, not the theocracy for the rite. Besides, Jesus means
to clinch the nail, to show His adversaries—and this is the
sting of His reply—that when it is a question of their own
particular advantage (saving a head of cattle for instance),
they are ready enough to act in a similar way, sacrificing the
rite to what they deem a higher interest (xiii. 11 et seq.).——
De Wette understands ovdé in the sense of nof even: “Do
you not even know the history of your great king?” This
sense would come very near to the somewhat ironical turn of
Mark: “Have you nerer read . . .—never once, in the course
of your profound biblical studies?” But it appears more
simple to explain it as Bleek does: “ Have you not also read
.. .1 Does not this fact appear in your Bible as well as the
ordinance of the Sabbath?” The detail: and to those who
were with him, is not distinctly expressed in the O. T.; but
whatever Bleek may say, it is implied ; David would not have
asked for five loaves for himself alone. Jesus mentions it
because He wishes to institute a parallel between His apostles
and David’s followers.—The pron. ofs does not refer to Tois
per’ avrod, as in Matthew (the present &fesre does not permit
of it), but to &provs, as the object of dayeiv; € u1 is there-
fore taken here in its regular sense. It is not so in Matthew,
where el ps is used as in Luke iv. 26, 27. Mark gives the
name of the high priest as Abiathar, while according to 1 Sam.
it was Ahimelech, his son (comp. 2 Sam. viii. 17; 1 Chron.
xviii. 16), or his father (according to Josephus, Antig. vi
12. 6). The question is obscure.—In Matthew, Jesus gives
a second instance of transgression of the Sabbath, the labour
of the priests in the temple on the Sabbath day, in connection
with the burnt-offerings and other religious services. If the
work of God in the temple liberates man from the law of the
Sabbath rest, how much more must the service of Him who
is Lord even of the temple raise him to the same liberty !

The Cod. D. and one Mn. here add the following narrative:
“The same day, Jesus, seeing a man who was working on the
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Sabbath, saith to him: O man, if thou knowest what thou
art doing, blessed art thou ; but if thou knowest not, thou art
cursed, and a transgressor of the law.” This narrative is an
interpolation similar to that of the story in John of the woman
taken in adultery, but with this difference, that the latter is
probably the record of a real fact, while the former can only
be an invention or a perversion. Nobody could have laboured
publicly in Israel on the Sabbath day without being instantly
punished ; and Jesus, who never permitted Himself the
slightest infraction of a true commandment of Moses (what-
ever interpreters may say about it), certainly would not have
authorized this premature emancipation in any one else.

After having treated the question from a legal point of
view, Jesus rises to the principle. Even had the apostles
broken the Sabbath rest, they would not have sinned ; for the
Son of man has the disposal of the Sabbath, and they are in
His servicee. We find again here the well-known expression,
xal E\eyev, and He said lo them, the force of which is (see at
ver. 36): “ Besides, I have something more important to tell
yow” The Sabbath, as an educational institution, is only to
remain until the moral development of mankind, for the sake
of which it was instituted, is accomplished. When this end
is attained, the means naturally fall into disuse. Now, this
moment is reached in the appearance of the Son of man. The
normal representative of the race, He is Himself the realiza-

. tion of this end ; He is therefore raised above the Sabbath as
& means of education ; He may consequently modify the form
of it, and even, if He think fit, abolish it altogether—Ka(:
even of the Sabbath, this peculiar property of Jehovah; with
how much greater reason, of all the rest of the law |’—How
can any one maintain, in the face of such a saying as this,
that Jesus only assumed the part of the Messiah after the
conversation at Ceesarea-Philippi (ix. 18), and when moved to
do 8o by Peter ?

! It is not without justification that Ritschl, in his fine work, Entstehung der
altkathol. Kirche, 2d ed., sets out to prove from this passage, which is common
to the three Syn., that the abolition of the law, the necessary condition of
Christian universalism, is not an idea imported into the religion of Jesus by
Paul, but an integral element of the teaching of Jesus Himself. It belongs to
that common foundation on which rest both the work of Paul and that of tho
Twelve ; this is already proved by the parable of the two garments (ver. 36).

VOL. L T
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Mark inserts before this declaration one of those short and
weighty sayings (he has preserved several of them), which he
cannot have invented or added of his own authority, and
which the other two Syn. would never have left out, had they
made use of his book or of the document of which he availed
himself (the proto-Mark): “ The Sabbath is made for man,
and not man for the Sabbath” God did not create man for
the greater glory of the Sabbath, but He ordained the Sabbath
for the greater welfare of man. Consequently, whenever the
welfare of man and the rest of the Sabbath happen to clash,
the Sabbath must yield. So that (@ore, Mark ii. 28) the Son
of man, inasmuch as He is head of the race, has a right to
dispose of this institution. This thought, distinctly expressed
in Mark, is just what we have had to supply in order to
explain the argument in Luke,

Are we authorized to infer from this saying the immediate
abolition of every Sabbatic institution in the Christian Church ?
By no means. Just as, in His declaration, vers. 34, 35, Jesus
announced not the abolition of fasting, but the substitution of
a more spiritual for the legal fast, so this saying respecting
the Sabbath foreshadows important modifications of the form
of this institution, but not its entire abolition. It will cease
to be a slavish observance, as in Judaism, and will become
the satisfaction of an inward need. Its complete abolition
will come to pass only when redeemed mankind shall all
have reached the perfect stature of the Son of man. The
principle : The Sabbath s made for man, will retain a certain
measure of its force as long as this earthly economy shall
endure, for which the Sabbath was first established, and to the
nature of which it is so thoroughly fitted.

6. A Second-Sabbath Scene: vi. 6-11.—Vers. 6-11.—Do
Matthew and Mark place the following incident on the same

! Ver. 7. 14 Mjj. several Mnn. It. omit avrer after 3s.—N. A. D. L. I, : #spu-
wivu instead of dspmarsves.—R* B. 8. X. some Mnn. Syr. I{*8, : xaenyspur instead
of sarnyepixr.—Ver. 8. N, B. L. some Mnn. * «»¥p instead of esdpwsrw.—Ver. 9.
N, B, L. : swyparw instead of txyurnen.—N. B. D, L. Itpleraue : yuas o instead of
spas o —N. B. D. L. X, Syrseh, Itpleriaee : goorras instead of awexesnas.—Ver.
10. 18 Mjj. : avrw instead of ro «sfpwsw, which is the reading of T. R. with
N. D. L. X. It.—T. R. with K. 1. several Mnn. : ssemesr ovrws ; 12 Mjj. 80 Mnn.
omit swews.—N. D. X. several Mnn. It. sfsrurr.—11 Mjj. several Mnan. Syr. It.
omit vyms.—18 Mjj. many Mun. read s # «Ade, which T. R. with ®. B. L.
omit,
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day as the preceding? It is impossible to say (wd\ew, in
Mark, does not refer to ii. 23, but to i 21). Luke says
positively, on anrother Sabbath. He has therefore His own
source of information. This is confirmed by the character of
the style, which continues to be decidedly Hebraistic («ai . . .
xal . . . instead of the relative pronoun).—The withering of
the hand denotes paralysis resulting from the absence of the
vital juices, the condition which is commonly described as
atrophy—In Matthew, the question whether it is right to heal
on the Sabbath day is put to the Lord by His adversaries,
which, taken literally, would be highly .improbable. It is
evident that Matthew, as usual, condenses the account of the
fact, and hastens to the words of Jesus, which he relates at
greater length than the others. His adversaries, no doubt,
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