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PREFACE.

—_————

YEAR and half has passed away—and how swifily \—
since the publication of this Commentary, and already
a second edition has become necessary. I bless the Lord
for the acceptance which this work has met with in tha
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 a 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 hook,
. Sur la Personne et I @uvre de Christ (first part), and to La Vie
de Jésus by M. Keim (the last two volumes).

In a recent article of the Profestantische 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 ¥ie de Jésus of

the hypothesis of Gieseler, which I have defended ? The
7



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 Aramaisms are 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
Iabours no one admires more than myself, have been ingpired
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 comsecrated ;
and may ifs second voyage be as prosperous and short as the
first ! F. G.

NEUCHATEL, 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 synoptidal 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
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but substantial Essas 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,
so 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' lapguage 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 these which
had a certain value, or presenfed something of inferest. 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

L 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 a basis in indicating the various
readings ; but I would express my earnest desire for an edition
of the Byzantine text that ceuld be regarded as a standard
authority.

Frequently I have contented myself with citing the original
text of the ancient manuscripts, 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. /

¥ I am asked with what scientific or religious assumptions

.1 have approached this study of the third Gospel, I reply,
With these two only: that the authors of our Gospels wera
men of good sense and good faith.
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COMMENTARY ON S8T. 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

beforehand. The proper work of introduction is to prepare

the way for the study ot 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 Adstorical.
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. 4

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

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

I1. The statements made by ancient writers as to the person
. of the author, and the opinions current at the present day on
this point.

TIL The information furnished by tradition respecting the
VOL. L A



2 INTRODUCTION.

circumslanées tn which this uritz'ng 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 sowrces
whence the author derived the subject-matter of his narrations.

V. Lastly, the documents by means of which fhe fext 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.

8EC. .—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 fhe
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 Irenxus (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 sehool, 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 ¢hose four

1 8ee, for the fact, Grabe, Spicilegium, sec. ii, 1. L. p. 83; and for the date,
Lipsius, Die Zeit des Marcion und des Heracleon, in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift,
1867, ‘ '
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Gospels admitted by oll the churches wnder heaven, and that
Eusebius places it among the homologoumena of the new
eovehant. 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. HerkEsY—Marcion, Cerdo, Bastlides.

Marcion, a 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 alons
had understood Jesus. Further, in the canon which Marcion
formed, he only admitted the Gospel of Luke (om account of
its affinity with the teaching of Paul), and ten epistles of this
apostle, But 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-

! Lipsius, Di¢ 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 ecentury, and,
with still greater emphasis, Ritschl, Baur, and Schwegler in
our time, have maintained that the priority belonged to the
Gospel of Mazrcion, 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 (Z%eol. Jaksd. X. p. 528 et seq.);
Bleek (Einl. 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
esgential —

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 xiti. 28, “ When
you shall see Abrakam, Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets
in the kingdom of God,” he read, “ When you shall see the
_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 #he law to fail”

1 Hilgenfeld himself points out the purely dogmatie origin of this rationalistic
opinion : ** This opinion,” he says, ** has misapprehended the true tendency of the
Gospel of Marcion, through a desive Lo assign to the canonical text (to our Luke)
Lie most recent date possible ” (Die Bvangelien, p. 27).
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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 throagh 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 mob 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 dogmatie and critical revision of Luke
iii. 1, iv. 81, 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 alone 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,

1 Zeller (in his Apostelgeschichie) expresses himself thus: ‘' We may admit as
proved and generally accepted, not only that Marcion made nse of an older
Gospel, but further, that he recomposed, modified, and oftern 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 schopl 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 use 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,
end those which he retains are far from bearing the marks of proof. Thus,
Luke x. 22, Marcion appears to have read +i¥:s ¥yve, no one kath Znown, 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. fobule, 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 conelusion of the De prascriptione heereti-
corum, ¢ bB1): “Solum evangelium Luce, nec 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 secreb
instruetions 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 obdels ywvdoxsr, no one Enoweth ; and because this reading is found im
Justin, in the Olementine Homilies, and in some of the Fathers, it is inferred
that our canonical text has been altered. But Justin himself also reads yuwdoxs:
{Dial. ¢. Trypk. e, 100}, There appears to be nothing more here than an
ancient variation. TIn the same passage, Marcion appears to have placed the
words which refer to the knowledge of the Father by the Scn 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, agein, this can only be a mere variation of
reading which it is egsy to explain. It iy of such little dogmatic 1mporta.nce
that Ireneus, who opposes it crltlcally, himself guotes the passage twice in this
form (Tischend. ad Matth. xi. 27).

1.8, Hippolyti Refutationis omnium heresium brorum decem que supersumd
(ed. Duncker et Schneidewin), L. vii. § 20,
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9, Tur FataErs— Justin, Polycorp, 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. ¢ritical—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 seruple
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
up these fallacious arguments in favour of orthodoxy! Here
are some passages which prove unanswerably that Justin
Martyr used our third Gospel: Dial. ¢. 100, he quotes almost
verbattm Luke i, 26-30. Ibid. c. 78, and Apol. i. 34, he
mentions the census of Quirinus in the very terms of Luke.
Dial. e. 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 cerfainly, 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. 18, 17) is quoted here,
first in common withk Matthew, then, in preference to the latter, fferally”
(Ursprung unserer Bv. 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-
feld, Der Kanon, p. 25).

? Etudes critiques sur le N. 7. p. §.
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prayed” etc. (Luke xxii. 44). Zbid, Justin refers to Jesus
having been sent to Herod,—an incident only related by Luke.
Ibid. e. 105, he quotes the last words ot Jesus, “ Father, into
Thy hands I commit my spirit,” as taken from The Memoirs of
the Apostles. This prayer is onily recorded by Luke (xxiii. 46).
‘We have only indicated the quotations expressly acknowledged
as such by Zeller himself (4postelgesch. pp. 26~37).

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 be 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:—

Acrs ii. 24. Porxc. ad Phil. c. 1.
‘O 5 Bsos dyicTnosy, Aboxs Thg wdivas Tov “Ov #yspsy 5 O1; Aboas vas wdivas To0
bavicron, &ov.
* ““Whom God hath raised up, having ““Whom God hath awakened, hav-
loosed the [birth-] pains of death.” ing loosed the [birth-] pains of Hades.”

The identical comstruction of the proposition in the twe
writings, the choice of the term Adecas, 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 & passage in which the texts of Matthew and Luke
in fthe Sermon on the Mount appear to be combined, but
where, in the opinion of Volkmar? the text of Luke predomi-

11t is not impossible, eertainly, that the expression £¥ivss was taken by both
these authors from Ps. xviil. 5, or from Ps. exvi. 8, where the LXX. translate
by this term the word '}:n, which signifies at once bonds and pains of childbirth;
but there still remains in the fwo propositions as a whole an unzecountable,
similarity. .

2 ¢¢The text of Matthew differs most, whilst Luke’s text furnishes the substanse
of the developed thought ™ (Urepr. p. 138).
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pates (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 Samn. xiii. 14
and Ps. lxxxix. 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 Sawm. xiii, 14. Ps. 1xxxix. 20.

““The Lord hath sought him @ man ¢“1 have found David my servant ;
after his own heart.” with my holy oil have I anointed him.”
S—

. AcTs xiii. 22

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

CreM. Ep. 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 (e. 2): “ Giving more
willingly than receiving (u@lov 8idovtes 7 AapBdvovres),”—a
repetition of the very words of Jesus cited by Paul, Acts xx.
35: “It is more blessed to give than to receive (8:Sovar paioy
7 AapBdvew).” No doubt these are allusions rather than quo-
tations properly so cailed. 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 Polyearp, 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 fo
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 fo the
congregation.  Further, it is quoted by Polycarp, Hegesippus,
and Irensus. Now, if it is anthentic, it dates, not from 1235,
as 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, frém 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 soms of Jacob as
speaking 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, there 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 te his work as described in the book of the Acts,
and probably also to his epistles as containing his word.

V Die Gesch, der heil, Schr. N. T. § 257.
4 De Groot, Basilides, p. 37 ; 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
(é» BiBNows Tais dryiass). This passage is thus the parallel of
the famous As 4 {s written, which is found in the Epistle of
Barnabas, and which serves as a preamble, about the same
time, to a 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 deseribe: 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. BisrLicAL 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-
fimes even in expression, to Luke’s.

The first distinct 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 ig 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. 9
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.
14 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, and the consequences deducible from it: *We meet with the firsg
trace of this application [of the notion of inspiration as in the writings of the
Old Testament to those of the apostles] at the close of the first century, in the

80-called letter of Barnabas, in which a sentence from the Gospel is quoted as a
passage of Scripture ” (Der Kanon, p. 10).
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eourse 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 Sinzitic or
Vatican ; that the earliest trace of it occurs in Irenzus; 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 a 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 sntended 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 a 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 ecapital. 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 litile 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, obllce
us to tefer the composition of the latter.

The other biblical writing which presents a point of con-
nection with our Gospel is the book of the Acts From its
opening verses, this writing supposes the Gospel of Luke
already composed and known fo 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 ab 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 Pollux ”),~—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 bave defermined 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 a Tpiros Moyos, 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 no ground for this supposition. The conclusion,
Acts xxviil. 30 and 31, while resembling analogous conclu-
sions af the end of each marrative in the Gospel and in the
Acts, has rather the effect of a closing pe-rwd 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
anthor of the Acts terminated his narrative, and wrote the last
two verses of chap. xxviil.; 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 not appear to have been
written very long after the time which forms the terminatior
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Jf the narrative; - This .conclusion, if well founded, applies a
Jor tiort to the Gospel of Luke,

" To sum up: the use which was made of the third Gospel
a.t Rome, in the middle of the second century, by Justin,
Marcion, and his mast8r 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 Testa-
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 Temote, 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 moticed, 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 onght to emphasize this reservation, in view of some reviews in which we
have been blamed for dealing here too largely in hypothesis.
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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 di€
not bear the name of an apostle at the head of it.

SEC. 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 2 II. By what ecclesiastical testimonies
is the composition of this book traced to him, and what is
their worth ?

L

The person named Zuke 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, yield these -
results :—

1. That Luke was a Christian of pagen origin. This is
proved beyond doubt in the first passage by the distinction
between the group of Christians of #he circumecision (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 s=ee, no force.
Accordingly, St Luke would be the only author, among those
who were called to write the Seriptures, who was not of Jewish
origin.
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2. The circumstance that his profession was that of «
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-labowrer of Paul in his mission to the
heathen, a fellow-labourer greatly beloved (Col. iv. 14) and
Juaithful (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 cerfain
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; xxvii 1-xxviii. 16. Here
several suppositions are possible: Either Luke, the author of
the entire book, deseribes in the first person the scenes in

1 Tholuck, Die Glaubwiirdigk. 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 examaple; or, lastly, a
forger of later times, with a view to aecredit 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 teken 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 kave I made, O Theophilus”
would it not be evident to his readers that when, in the
course of the narrative, he came fo 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 jouruwal of
another, why did he not assimilate them in form to the rest
of the narrative? Surely it was not difficnlt 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
thronghout 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 so, 14 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 enfers on“the scene and joins
Paul and Silas? How is it, again, that it suddenly dis-
anpears, 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 thet this we is resumed, xx. 5, in a
passage in which the writer who thus designates himself is
ewpressly opposed to a number of persons among whom figures
Timothy ?  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 explamation. As Zeller
says, had this been the case, it would have been necessary to
have said ofros of Sdo, these twh.

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 we in the narra-
tive. A campanion 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
little 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 mct with him at Troas (see sec. 3) ¢
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 zgain 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

! Bleek objects, further, that Luke is not mentioned in the Epistles to the
Thessalonians, the Corinthians, and the Philippians. But if Luke remained af
Philippi, why should he be mentioned in the letters to the Thessalonians, which
were 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 thet he should be
tamed 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 Camsarea. 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-
be 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 nc 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
gome 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 unaequainted 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 luw, lucere) has quite a different
etymology from Lucas, which is an abbreviation from Zatcanus
(as Silas from Silvanus, ete.). 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.

\ Hist, Eccl iii. 4; De vir. illustr. e. 7.
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“We cannot, on the other hand, allow any value to the
statement of Origen and Epiphanius, who reckop 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 d13c1p1es 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 viris, 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. iil. 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 ascerfaining. It appears, how-
ever, that there was a widespread tradition that he ended his
days in Achaia. For there, according to Jerome (De wvir. 4l
¢. 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.

1L

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 Peschifo and the Tialic. As

1 We can only eite as critical fancies the opinion of Kohlreif, which identifies
Luke and Silas (ucus = sifva), and that of Lange, who makes Luke the same
person a5 the Aristion of Papias (fucere = dporedan).
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to the meaning of the prep. xard, according fo, in this title,
gee the exegesis, We will only observe here, that if. this
preposition vould bear the sense of #n the manner of, after
the example of, in the case of Matthew and John, who were
apostles, and therefore original authors of an evangelieal tra-
dition, this explanation becomes impossible when applied to
Mark and Luke, who, since they never accompanied 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 (dmoprn-
povevpaTa), 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 #wo Gospels
emanating from apostles, and two proceeding from coadjutors
of the apostles. And as the incident to which this Fathes
here alludes is only recorded in Luke, Justin regarded the
author of this book as one of the men who had eccompanied
the apostles. ‘

3. In the fragment ascribed to Murafori, 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 bhis followers as a person zealous for
richteousness (juris studioswm), 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
assequi 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) not only the

! Dial. ¢. Tryph. c. 22.
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suffering of -Peter, but further, Paul's departure from Rome fo;
Spain.” -

With the exception of the name of Luke, which is derived
from the tradition received throughout the entire Chureh, 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 kis own ARG that is to say, in
obedience to an inward impulse, on his own personal responsi-
bility ; not in the nams of an apostle or a church; an allusion
to < It hath appeared good to me also” (i. 8). According fo
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 (i. 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 cbtain information, refers
to what Luke says of the care he had faken fo 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 7oi Oikalov fpreTdy, in the original Greek, which he
admits) might also be translated, ¢ man skilled in guestions of
legal right ; able, consequently, to make himself useful to Paul
whenever he had to deal with the Roman tribunals. But
the term {prwris 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 (semoté, separately), 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: in his own name, according to his judgment, as
Jar as he was able to obtain information. Perhaps the anthor
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, Iren®us expresses himself thus re-
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specting the third Gospel (ddv. Her. iii. 1): “Luke, & com-
panion of Paul, wrote in a book the gospel preached by the
latter.” Irenzus 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 2ll 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
(ebid. iv. 5), “that several persons of his time have been
accustomed to attribute Luke’'s work to Paul himself, as well
as Mark's to Peter.” e 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 (ématwolpevov) 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. il 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 4s maintained that it
is of the Gospel according to Luke that Paul is accustomed to
speak whenever he makes mention in his writings of Ads
Gospel.” ’

8. Jerome (De vir. 4ll. 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.D. 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 incidentelly
a8 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 eriticism, but tradition. Clement of
Alexandria, after having quoted a passage from the Gospel of the
Egyptians (Strom. ii. p. 465), immediately adds: “ But we
have mnot seen this passage in the four Gospels whick have
been transmitted o us (év Tols mapadedopévors Pulv Téaoapow
ebaryyeriots).”  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. Loemmer), and it ends with these words: “ Knowing
- well that such writings have not been transmitted (ér: Ta Toe-
adra [Yrevdemiypapa] ob maperdBouev).” 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 eriticism
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.
Irenzus (ili. 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. Tt 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 @ companion of the apostles.
In the fragment of Muratori-the same information reappears
without amplification.  Strictly speaking, Irenaus does not go
beyond this; only he already aims to establish a connection
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 an,
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
80 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 ome of the best
guarantees of the tradition which declares him the author of
them. We do not see, then, what, in a historic peint 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 omly to be
rejected from the point where it proceeds to place the com-
position of our Gospel under the gnarantee 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-

! Die Evangelien, ihr Geist, ihre Verfasser und ihr Verhdiiniss zu einander,
st ed. 1845 ; 24, 1852
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posed out of hatred of Peter and the Twelve, boldly attnbutes
it to Paul himself,

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

3. Most admit, in conformity with the tradltlonal 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 Schieier-
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 fime, the greater part of the critics are wrong
in making Irenseus 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
Irenxus 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 (iil. 9, 10) the following order: Matthew, Luke,
Mark. :

The only real traditional information which we possess on
this point is that of Clement of Alexandria, who states it as a
fact transmitted by the presbyters who have succeeded each other
Jrom the beginning (amd Tév dvékabev wpeaPurépwy), “ that the
Gospels containing the genealogies were written first (rpoye-
Ypddbar Tév edaryyehivv T8 wepiéyovTa Tas yeveakoylas).” Eus.
Hist. Eeel. 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 respectable
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 & much higher value on this
ancient testimony thar 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 A.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
reesons 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 Testamenis of the Twelve Patriarchs make of the Acts,
render so late a date of composition quite impossible,

II. As to the place, we have only two hints, and we can form
no critical judgment of their value. Jerome (De vir. 4l 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 evangelisovit greece) in Alexandria the Great.”
The two statements are not necessarily contradictory. Luke
may have composed his work fn 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.

IIT. The author himself announces his @im 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, ag 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. xviil
6. 3, xix. 6. 2), nor the Athenian of this name mentioned by
Tacitus (dnn. 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 :
“S8o that Theophilus, who was at the head of all the men in
power at the city (of Antioch), consecrated, wnder 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 fo accompeny 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 apything surprising in the pronoun we, by
which he assigns himself a place in the missionary company.

L ¢ Itq ut Theophilus, qui evat cunctis potentibus in civitate sublimior, domis
su ingentem basilicam ecclesiee nomine consecraret.”

2 Wolf's dnalecten, iii. 49 ; comp. Tholuck, Glaubwiird. p. 148.

S Quintilian, Instit, vii. 2: Medicinam factitasse manumisswm. Suet. Calig.

¢ 8: Mitlo cum eo ex servis meis medicum. Comp. Cic. pro Cluentio, c. 63,
Seneca, De Beneficiis, iil. 24. See Hug, Einl ii. p. 134.
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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 producfion in same 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 Ilibri. 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 hag 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 occupled 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 Chmstmmty 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 mothing
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 deg
Deuzx Mondes! But even in the Titbingen school a protest hag
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 cur 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 a 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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SEC. 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 criticism 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 The elements of which criticism has availed itself in
order §o 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 (mwapddoais), or the reproduction of the

! We refer our readers to the gemerally accurate account of M. Nicolas,
&ludes Critiques sur le N. T. pp. 45-85. -

YOL. 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 fo this expression, even as they deli-
vered them wunifo 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. ).
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 (dmouvnuovelpara) 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 a 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 diseriminate, 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
dvarabacas, 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

1 Historisch-kritischer Versuch tiber die Entstehung und die friihesten Schicksale
der Schrifilichen Bvangelien, Leipzig 1818.

2 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 Kuingl, following Marsh, regarded the portion
ix. 51-—xviii. 14 as a more ancient writing, confaining a col-
lection of the precepts of Jesus, to which he gave the name
of gnomonmology. 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 (moAhe{), 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 Sujynots, 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.
2 Der Ursprung umd die Compos. der syn. Evang 1853,
3 Qeschichie 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 musé
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 disecourses of Jesus by the
Apostle Matthew, of which Papias speaks, ete. (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
Saviour’s life would mould all the subsequent evangelical
narrations. The writings of the woAXoi, many {i. 1), would be
only variations of if, 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, ete.)? 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 al! 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

1 Finleitung in das N. T. 1863 ; Synoptische Erklirung der drei ersten
Evangelien, 1869.
2 Reuss, Geschichle der heiligen Schriften N. T., 3d ed. 1860 ; Revﬂle, Eiudes

eritiques sur U'évang. selon Samt Matthicu, 1862 ; Holtzmann, Dicsynopt, Ev.
1863,

* Baur, Das Marcus-Eva,ngelwm, 1851,
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plso 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; lagt 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 general. 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 erifical 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 deseribe, 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 init. This common result of the school appears

1 Volkmar, Die Hvangelien, 1870.

* Hilgenfeld (Die Hvangelien, p. 530): *“The principal argument for the
later 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
narrate them.”
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in its most pronounced form in Baur and Volkmar, in 2 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 ILuke-and Matthew united. This relationship is
made out in this way. There was first of all a strictly Iegal
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 emtirely neutralized. For its matter, the
latter is paturally 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 in
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 dn Baur tiber dic 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 gradunally neutralized, Hilgen-
feld admits a progressive development in the very bosom of
primitive Jewish Christianity.

With Baur, Mark came third; with Hﬂgenfeld second; there
was only wanted further a theologmn 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.)
as 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 wasa
didactic poem, on a historieal 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' Apoealypse 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 a 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 : * Eine selbstbewusste Lehrpoesie ayf historischem
" Grunde,”
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Hebreeorum), and then a writing of Essenist tendency (Evan-
gelium pauperwm). 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
2 moderate Jewish-Christian feeling, which desired to gather
all the heathen into the Church, but conld 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 eritical 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 Kostlin 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 Zogiw of the Apostle Matthew,
would proceed our canonical Matthew. These different works
are supposed to have given birth to a Guspel 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 (I); Matthew; Mark (IL, or the Gospel of
Peter); Luke; Mark (IIL). 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 pzan of victory.
Is not such a state of things a serious fact, especially for a
gchool 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 a2 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 wpdvor Yreidos.

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

If Bleek, who is at once the most discerning and judicious
eritic 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 believer,
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 eanonical Matthew and Like. This im-

- portant book, with all its ofishoots, which preceded our synoptics,
is lost ; these last, the most complete and bést accredited, have
alone survived. This conception is simple and elear. Whether
it renders a sufficient account of the ficts, 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
him, from Mark, and Luke from both.! - Ritschl endeavours
to prove these statements by a very sagacious analysis of the
relations between the narratives of Matthew and Mark on

Y Ueber den gegemoarttgen Stand der Eritik der syn Ev., in the Theot,
Jahrb, 1851,
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certain points of detail - But the impression we have received
from this Jabour 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 Zogia, 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 Zogie. Matthew

and Luke both proceeded from a fusion of thes¢ 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 Logia. But here arises a difficulty.

If the sayings of Jesus, as Maitthew 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., ete.), whilst in

Luke these very sayings are more frequently presented to us

in the form of detached instructions, occasioned by some

.accidental circumstance ? 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 ZLogia? or Luke, who breaks up

the long discourses of the Logiz, and divides them into a

number of particular sayings? Holtzwann 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. ‘Weizsicker, 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. Réville. 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 Logia ; 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 Aramazan
language the salient facts of the life of Jesus, with short
historical explanations. 2. Matthew’s Logia, 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
desecribes as though he had them in his hands: one of a
familiar, tender character; amother 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 mot recommend itself by its
intrinsic evidence and siumplicity. 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

VIn the Studiern und Kritiken, 1861; Jakrbicher fiir Deutsche Theologie,
1864 ; ibid. 1865. Since then, Weiss has attempted to prove his theory by a
detailed exegesis of Mark.
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large numbewof facts, but without any intention on the 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 i’ again becomes a more or less com.
plete Gospel, and lastly in Klostermann approximates closely
to our canonical Matthew itself.

Y Das Marcus-Evangelivm, 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 derlved 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 éxist 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 :— '

I.—SCHOOL OF TUEBINGERN.

BavUR. HILGENFELD.
Matthew Matthew L .
| Mark. i Luke,
Luke Mark
VOLEMAR. KOESTLIN,
Mark .
i ; Matthew. Motk (L); Matchow ) g
¢ Mark (11.)T Gospel of Peter i— =
e
Luke. J) £
II.—INDEPENDENT SYSTEMS.
RITSCHL BLEEE. REvuss, ete.
Ma.rk l Primitive Gospel | Mark (1.} Logia
Luke. —_—— | ———————
Matthew ) Matthew; Luke | Mark (I1.); Matthew; Luke,
A ——t
Mark.
Ewalp. Weiss, KLOSTERMANN,
Gosp. of Phil, Logia Matthew (L.) Matthew
-— ] Luke.
Mark (1.) Luke. Mark Mark
{ T e,
Matthew. J Matthew (I1.); Luke.

The state of things which this table portll'ays 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 it, we have—1. The general
agreement of our text with the most ancient versions, the
Peschito and the Tialic, 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, ete.;
Tastly, 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 mafuscules, 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 Sinadticus {R).
2. The Vaticanus (B).

Five of the fifth century—

3. The Alexandrinus (A).
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. 4. The Codex Epkrams (C).

b. Twenty-eight palimpsest leaves (I).

6. Pahmpsest fragments found at Wolfenbiittel (Q)

7. 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 (O%). O™ denote similar portions of
the seventh and ninth centuries.

11. Fragments of a 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, Wh.

16. Fragment of Luke at St. Petersburg (©9).

17. The Zacynthius, a palimpsest manuscript, found at
Zante, comprising the first eleven chapters of
Luke (B 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 manuseript of Oxford (I").

23. The San Gallensis (4).

24. A manuscript of Oxford (4).

25, A manuscript found at Smyrna, and deposited at St
: Petersburg (IT).
Five of the tenth century—

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

28. A manuscript of the Vatican (S).

29. A manuscript of Venice (U).

30. A manuscript of Moscow (V).
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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 tweo
forms, :

As the text on which Erasmus formed the first edition of
the New Testament in Greek was that of certain minuscules in
the Béle 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 Received Text, is rather that of the minuscules-and less
ancient majuscules than the text of the old majuscules. This
text is also called Byzaniine, 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:
EFGHZRMSTUV.T 4. 1. This form of the text
is also called Asiatic.

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. 0. 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 a general way and & priori,
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 ; It., Irenzus ; Or., Origen, ete.

2. VERSIONS.

Vas., versions.

It., the Jfalic, comprising the different Latin translations prior to
Jerome’s (from the second century) : a, b, ¢, etc.; denote the different
documents of the Italic ; o the Fercellensis (4th ¢.) ; b the Peronensis
(5th ¢.} ; ¢ the Colbertinus (11th c.), ete.

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

Syr., the Syriac translations. Syr**, the Peschito, Schaaf’s edition ;
Syr*, a more ancient translation than the Peschito, discovered and
published by Cureton. Syr. in brief (in our own use), these two
united.

Cop., the Coptic translation (3d ¢.).

3. MANUSCRIPTS.

Mss., the manuscripts ; Mjj., the majuscules ; Mun., the minus-
cules.

The letter denoting 2 manuscript with the sign * (¥, 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, ¥*, 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 ¢.), and differing sometimes from
‘each other (x™, ). TF*, 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
generally the reproduction of the third ed. of Stephens ; ¢ (Steph.)
denotes 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.

YOL. 1. D



THE TITLE OF THE GOSPEL,

——

HE shortest form is found in 8. B. F., xard Aovkdr. The

greater part of the Mjj. read edayyéhior xara Aovkar.

The T. R., with some Mnn. only, 70 xata Aovkdv edayy. Some
Mnn., 76 xkatd Adovkdy dywov sbayry.

In the opinion of several scholars (Reuss, Qesch. der Feil.
Schr. N. T., § 177), the prep. «ara, according %o, signifies not:
composed by, but: drawn wp 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 xaré apply to the writer himself, as the follow-
ing expressions prove: 7 xatd Mwoigéa mevrdrevyos (the Pen-
tateuch according to Moses) in Epiphanius; % xat’ ‘HpoSotov
ioropia (the history according to Herodotus) in Diodorus;
Marfalos . . . ypadfi mwapadols 10 xar altov edayyéiov
(Matthew having put in wriftng the Gospel according to him)
in Eusebius (H. Ecel. iii. 24) ;—but this preposition must have
this sense in ourtitle. For, 1. The titles of our four Gospels
bear too close a 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 semse 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 sccording to this type. But this supposition is not
applicable to persons so secondary and dependent as Luke or
Mark,

114
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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 ne other person of this name. As
to the terpy 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 eontents of the books, to the coming of Christ—
this merciful message of God to mankind., The complement
understood after edaryyéhiov 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 evayyéhior Terpduopgor,
the Gospel with four faces, of which Ireneus still speaks
towards the end of the second century, even after the term
Gospel had been already applied by Justin to the writien

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 & completely Jewish world, This preamble is, as it were,

a continuation of the genealogical registers of Genesis; in the

BiBros yevégews 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 iflustrious Greek
historians, especially those of Herodotus and Thucydides. The
mere 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 bLefore 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

! Jahrbiicker, ii. p. 128, 2 Die Synoptischen Evangelien, p. 596,
53
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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 Qf
the Gospel. Apart from these first lines of Luke, we know
absollttely 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 hove undertaken fo
compose a 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 beginning, and who became ministers of the word, (3) I
have thought good also mysedf, after carefully informing my-
self of all these facts from their commencement, to write o
consecutive account of them for thee, most  excellent Theo-
philus, (4) in order that thouw mightest know the immoveable
certainty of the instructions which thow hast received.”*—This
period, truly Greek in its style, has been composed with

1 A literal tramslation 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 in -
the next paragraph ; but, except when something turns on our suthor’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 edmit
of being reproduced literally in English, and a free translation of & translation is
of little service for purposes of exegesis.—Note by the 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 éredrimep 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 (ep).—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 2—The term émexelpyoar, have
wndertaken, 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
dvardfacOas Suynaw, 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? 1In 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, in conformity with
that which they have handed down fo ws, hardly leaves room

1 Floubwiirdigk. der evang. Gesch. p. 143,

* Versuch zur Herstellung des historischen Standpunkts fiir die Kritikder Ney-
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,
as 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 treshness 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,
ete.). 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 moAhoi, 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 Zogia
(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 stmilar to
those which the apostles bequeathed to ws . . .” But this sense
would require émoia (B:BAia) instead of xa@éc,‘mand has not

1 Ritschl has since withdrawn this assertion.
% Thiersch, Versuchk, ete., p. 211,



PLROLOGUE. 57

"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 wnderfake 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 exfinction, in proportian
as 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. But is 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.” ITAxnpodopeir is a word analogous
1n composition and-meaning to Tekecdopeiy (fo bring to an end,
to maturity, viii. 14). " It signifies, when it refers to a fact, to
bring it to complet;e accomphshment (2 Tim. iv. 5, to accom-
Dhsh the mmlstry ¥ 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, a
conviction which leaves no room for doubt (Rom. iv. 21, xiv.
5; Heb. x. 22, cte.). 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 wAnpodeicfar 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 mAnpaiy,
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is designedly chosen here to indicate that these events were
not simple accidents, but accomplished a preconceived plan;
the divine thought carried inte 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 1 14, “He
dwelt among us (év #uiv), 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 us, in ver. 1,
to the whole contemporary generation both within and without
the Church. But Luke, writing for believers, could scarcely
use us 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 facls related in the
Acts the expressions wapdoots, tradition (ver. 2), and xari-
xnats, tnstruction (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 xafas, in conformity with that which. This conjunction
can only refer to the principal thought of ver. 1, fo compose @
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narrative, and not to the secondary idea memAnpodopnuéver, as
Olshausen thinks, who translates, « fully believed in conformity
with the account of the first witnesses.”—As the two sub-
stantives, adtomras and dmwnpéras, witnesses and mindsters, have
each certain defining expressions which especially belong to
them (the first, am’ dpyds, from the beginning, and the second,
wyevouevor, become, and 7o Aoyov, of the word), the most simple
construction appears to us to be to regard of, the, as a pronoun,
and make it the subject of the proposition: tkey (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
apx, 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 those things which have been accomplished
amongst us. - Comp. Acts 1. 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-
pression 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 wiinesses was transformed into that ot
preachers. The sense then is: “Those who were witnesses
from the commencement, and who afterwards became mini-
sters of the word.”—If Jmwnpérar, ministers, is thus taken as a
second noun of apposition with o, parallel to the first, there is
no longer any difficulty in referring the complement rod Aéyov,
of the word, to vmmpérar, 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 meaning of the eternal
Word (John 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 menisters.
The same motive led Béza, 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 quotes), by a demonstrative pronoun.

With the third verse we reach the prineipal proposition.
Luke places himself by the xguoi, 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 suets, us (ver. 2),
which is dependent on the narratives of the apostles—Some
Italic mMss. add here to mihi, ¢f spiritui sancto (it has pleased
me and the Holy Spirit)—a gloss taken from Aects 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 (mwoAXo?), 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 mapaxolovleiv, to follow step by step, is
pot used here in the literal sense; this sense would require
smacw to be taken as masculine: all the apostles, and thus
would lead to an egregiously false idea; the author could not
have accompanied al the apostles! The verb, theretore, 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 : wapaxoovlnkass Tols wpdypacw 4w dpxis.
Comp. 2 Tim. iii. 10, where we see the transition from the
purely literal to the figurative meaning. The wdrra, all
things, are the events related (ver. 1). Luke might have put
the participle in the accusative: wapaxodovfyxora; but then
he would only have indicated the succession of the two actions,
—the acquisition of 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 dvwfev, literally
from above, from the veru 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 confained
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 (wdow, 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 DPapias, or of
the old presbyter on whom he relied : mwpos rds ypelas émoseiro
Tas Sibaogxarias {(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 wdow,
all things, Luke probably alludes to that part of his Gospel
(ix. 51—xviil. 14), by which the tradition, as we have it set
forth in our first two synoptics, 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
congtant 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 actnal course of events:
walekijs ypdirat, fo write in order. It is impossible in this
connection to understand the phrase ¢n order in the sense of
a systematic clagsification, as Ebrard prefers; here the term
must stand for a chronological order—The term xaleffs 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 kpdrioTos
is applied several times, in the writings of Luke; to high
Roman officials, such as Felix and Festus: Aets xxiii. 286,
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 pla,n
1nd1ca.ted is to give Theophilus the means of ascert,auuna and
verifying (émvywaorew) the irrefragable certainty (aa¢a7uemv) '
of the ingtruction 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 mrep!:
Tiw aopdetay wepl Ty Noywr wepl dv katyynfns ; the second
and more simple, adopted by Bleek, is to grepl depend
not on dogdheiav, but on xarmyifns: T &ugﬂ.&mv TV
Moywv mept dv xatyxnfns. But the example xarmyifycay
wepi gov (Acts xxi. 21), which Bleek quotes, is not analagous ;
for there the object of mepi is personal: “they are informeéd
of thee” The simplest construction is this: ™9 doddAeiav
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wepl TAY Aoywy ods waTyynbys, certitude touching the instruc-
tion which . ., . Comp. for this form xarnyeiofal i, Acts
xviil. 25, Gal. vi. 6.—The term xatqyeiv, 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 instruction
properly so called, as Rom. ii. 18, Aects 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, Persuch,
p- 122 et seq.); and then have applied to Luke with a view
to obtain through his labours something more complete.—The
word doddlerar 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 Adyoe, which
we have translated <nsiruciion, 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 ratioral 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 snsiruction of which he speaks, some-
thing more than & simple narrative of facts? Does not the
passage in 1 Cor. xv. 1—4 show that, in apostolic instruction,

! The Catholic missionaries, Huc and Gabet, in their Travels in Torfary
(vol. ii. p. 136), relate as follows : ‘“We had adopted [in regard to the Buddhist
priests amongst whom they lived] an entirely historical mode of teaching. . . .
Proper names and precise dates made much more impression on them than the
most Jogical argnments. . . . The close connection which they remarked in the
history of the Old and New Testaments was, in their view, a demonstration.”
Is not that the aafefss ypéndas bva impvais . . . eov do@drsart
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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 Ais 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 a 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 medified by him in the interest of this tendency.
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 sovereignty of Israel, this is
A Treatise on the Tight of the heathen to share in the Messianic
kingdom jounded 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 8days) T@v dmoeTéAwy, 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 viil. 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 symoptics, and of the
composition of our Gospel in particular. "We shall ¢amine
them for this purpose at the conclusion of the work,
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THE NARRATIVES OF THE INFANCY.
CHAP. I. 5-11 52.

OTH the first and the third Gospel open with a cyele of
narratives relating to the birth and childhood of Jesus.
These narratives do mot 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 Cornelins (Acts
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 testify 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-
paration. 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 ordirary 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
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witnesses of the ninistry of Jesus were deficient in respectmo
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 prolocrue (@vwBev, 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
1o 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, seck their satisfaction in
legend. These narratives are actually regarded in this light,
not 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 marratives suspicious is their poetical character,
and the marvels with which they abound (a great number of
angelic appearances and of prophetic songs); the complete
gsilence 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 defail 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. ILuke, 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 had obtained, believed in the reality of the facts
whick 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 Juda, 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 lacks 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. 5—-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 57-80; 5. The birth of
Jesus, ii. 1-20; 6. The circumeision 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
seventh narrative is, as it were, the crown of the two preceding
cycles,

FIRST NARRATIVE—CHAP. 1. 5-25
Anaqouncewient of the Birth of Jokn the Baptist.

The first words of the marrative 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.—But
in this ease it is asked, Why Luke, translating from the
Aramean, did not reproduce 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 firgt 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. For 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 Conguéte d’ Angleterre, cte., Introd. p. 9.
2Ver, 5. 8. B. €. D. L. X. Z. and some Mnn., yuvn zvea, instead of w qum,

xv7oz, the reading of T. R. 15 Mjj. the Mnn, Syr, Iteleiae, Ver. 6. K, B, C. X,
srevios, instead of svwmvor, the reading of . B, 18 Mj;. the Mnn. ’
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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 ephemerie 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). "Ednpuepta,
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, thatis 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 Zime
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:

3 Wieseler, Chronolog. Synopsis der vier Bvang. pp. 141-145,
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1st, in the expression év Tals Huépass (o0a); 2dly, in the con-
nection of propositions by means of the particle xa/, instead of
the Greek syntactical construction by means of relative pro-
pouns and conjunctions; 3dly, in the employment of the verb
éyévero in the sense of vm. The subject of éyévero is mot, as
is generally thought, the word depes, but rather the verb 7,
which must be understood in the three following propositions
(comp. ver. 8, éyévero é\aye).—The Alex. reading ywy airg,
which is more uncouth and Hebraistic than 5 quwy airdd, is
probably the true reading.—The term rightcous (ver. 6) indi-
cates general conformity of conduct to the divine precepts;
this quality does not absolutely exclude sin (comp. vers.
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 évwmriow, in the
presence, under the eyes of, appears preferable to the Alexan-
drian reading évartiov, in the foce of, before. God and man
. cannot be represented as being face #o face in this passage,
where (God’s judgment on man is in guestion (see at ver. 8).
*Evdmiov answers to vab, and expresses the dnward reality of
this righteousness—The two terms érroral 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. dwxaiwyia 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 blame-
fess no more excludes sin 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
displeasure, according to Gen. ii.—XKafér: does not smmfy
because that exactly, but in accordance with this, that. It is one
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of those terms which, in the New Testament, enly 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 «aféri, 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 fjcar
at the end, tends rather to make this phrase depend on xaflére.
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 mpoBeByedres év Tais Huépass
attoy is purely Hebraistic (Gen xviii. 11, xxiv. 1; Josh,
xiil. 1; 1 Kings i. 1—awmvaxi).

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 ot 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 iil. 1, x. 30). The first
and last of these acts of public prayer coincided with the
offering of incense (Jos. Antig. xiv. 4. 3)—In the construe-
tion éyévero éraye, the subject of the first verb is the act
indicated by the second—'Ewavr:, in the face of, before, is
suitable here ; for the officiating priest enaets a part in fhe
Jront of the Divinity. The words, according to the custom of
the priest's gffice (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 extraordinary 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

¥ Yer. 8. The Mnn. vary between waves and sraveior.—Ver. 10, N. B. E. and
13 Mjj. put =eu Aasv between nv and wporsuyomersr ; whilst the T, R., with
4. C. D. K. 1., put it before a»,
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amplification of év 74 tdket: “ 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 lot a second time in the same weck—ElceAfev,
having entered ; there was the honour! This fact was at the
same time the condition of the whole scene that followed.
And that is certainly the reason why this detail, which is
correctly understood by itself, is so particularly mentioned.
Meyer and Bleek, not apprehending this design, find here an
inaccuracy of expression, and maintain that with the infinitive
Ovpidoar the author passes by anticipation from the notion of
the fact to its historical realization. This is unnecessary ;
eloeNddv is a pluperfect in reference to Bupidaar: “ It fell to
him to offer incense afier having entered.” The term waos,
temple, designates the buildings properly so called, in oppo-
sition to the different courts ; and the complement xuplov, of
the Lord, expresses its character in virtue of which the Lord
was about to manifest Himself in this house.

The 10th verse mentions a circumstance which brings out
the solemnity of the time, as the preceding circumstance
brought out the solemmity of the place. The prayer of the
people assembled in the court accompanied the offering of
incense. There was a close connection between these two
acts. The one was the typical, ideal, and therefore perfectly
pure prayer ; the other the real prayer, which was inevitably
imperfect and defiled. The former covered the latter with its
sanctity ; the latter communicated to the former its reality
and life. Thus they were the complement of each other.
Hence their obligatory simultancousness and their mutual
connection are forcibly expressed by the dative v dpg. The
reading which puts 708 Aaod between #v and mpocevydpuevon,
expresses better the essential idea of the proposition contained
in this participle.

Ver. 11, Here, with the appearance of the angel, begins
the marvellous character of the story which lays it open to
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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 so0
grand a scale should be accompanied by a 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. TFor 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 aboub 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 awakered 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 dyyehos xvpiov,
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. DBut since, when once this per-
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Bonage 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, p‘laced 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 direct contact with the divine
world. The expression ¢ofos émrémecer 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 is heurd ;
and thy wife Elizabeth shall bear thee a son, and thouw shalt
eall kis name Jokn. 14. And thouw shall 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. 17. 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 prepaved for
¢he Lord.”

The angel begins by reassuring Zacharias (ver. 18); 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

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

Mnn., all the others read yevies.—Ver. 17, B, Q. L. V. : spossAsveeras, instead .
of wpeshevesras, the reading of T. R. with 15 Mjj., ete.
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come on an erraml 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 mo way favourable to this
explanation, nor is that which follows (ver. 13%); for the
sense of .the xaf is most certainly this: « And so thy wife
Elizabeth .. .” Further, the two personal pronouns, cod
and oof, “thy wife shall bear thee,” as also the goi, “ 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 xaXetv dvoua is a
Hebraism ; it signifies, properly, to call any one by his name.
The name 'Iwdvvns, John, is composed of mm and pn: Jehovah
shows grage. It is not the character of the preaching of this
person which is expressed by this name; it belongs to the
entire epoch of which his appearance is the signal.

The 14th verse describes the joy which his birth will
occasion; it will extend beyond the narrow limits of the
family ecircle, and be spread over a large part of the nation.
There is an evident rising towards a climax in this part of
the message: lst, a son; 2d, a son great before God; 3d,
the forerunner of the Messiah. ’AyaAllacis 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 ryevéoer is certainly preferable to ryevs
vjoe, which is perhaps borrowed from the use of the verb
yevvav (ver. 13).

The ardour of this private and public joy is justified in the
15th verse by the eminent qualities which this child wilk
possess (ydp). © The only greatness which can rejoice the
heart of such a 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 xas
following may be paraphrased by : and in fact.—The child is
ranked beforehand amongst that class of specially consecrated
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men, who may be called the heroes of theocratie 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 g 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).—Zixépa 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 contrasé occurs in- Eph. v. 18 :

“ Be not drunk with wine . . . , but be filled with the Spirdt”
And in his case this state wﬂl begin from his mother's womb :
&7, even, is not pub for 76n, already ; this word signifies, whilst
he is yel in his mother's womb. The fact related (vers.
41-44) is the beginning of the accomplishment of thiz
promise, but it in no way exhausts its meaning.

Vers. 16, 17. The mission of the child; it is described
(ver. 16) in a general and abstract way : he will bring back,
turn ; this is the 2Wn 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 airas, 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,
rpo, 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 mpoocelevoerar has no meaning.—
The pronoun avroi (before Zim) 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 Israelite when he says
“he” But this meaning is evidently forced; the. pronour
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hitm 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 reproductlon 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
Messiash 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 Adonai (the Lord), and the Angel of .the covenant,
comes to take possession of His femple. 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
avrov_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; Maitt.
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 i5 added . to it, indieates the special character of
the Spirit's influence in John, as formerly in Elijah. The
preposition év, in, makes the Holy Spirit the element into
which the ministry of John 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 deseription to the re-establishment
of domestic peace in Israel. But nothing either in the
inistry of Elijah or of John the Baptist bad any special
alm in this direction. Besides, such a result has xo 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
curse” Lastly, the thought, “ and the heart of the chiidren 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 ¢hildren are necessarily rebellious and their parents
just. Some explain it thus: “ He will bring back fo God
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 hearls towards™ mean “to awaken dispositions
in”? For this sense eis would have been necessary instead
of ém{ (Téxva) ; besides, we cannot give the verb émiorpéfrac
such a different sense from émorpéyres. 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
fie seeth his children become the work of my hands” lxiii. 16,
“ Doubtless Thou art owr Fother, though Abraham be ignorant
of us, and Israel acknowledge us not ; Thouw, 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 viii. 56), “ Abrakam reoiced to see my day, and
he saw 4t, and was glad,” proves that there is a reality under-
lying these poetic images. With this meaning the modification
introduced into the second mhember of the phrase is easily
explained. The children who will turn towards their fathers
(Malachi), are the Jews of the time of the Messiah, the chil-
dren of the obedient, who return fo 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 dmweifels, rebellious, is applied by
Paul (Rom. xi.) to both equally.—®povnats Sexaiwv, 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, émiaTpéyras, to express the fact
that this wisdom is a state in which men remain when once they
have entered it.—1It 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 dwelfels
the object of érotpudoasr, and this last a second infinitive of
purpose, parallel to émiotpédrar: “ And to prepare, by the
wisdom of the just, the rebellious, as & people made ready for
the Lord” It is thought that in this way a tautology is
avoided between the two words érosudoar, fo prepare, and
xatecrevacuévoy, 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 eolouring 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); mnext,
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 Gabricl, that stand in the presence of God; and am sent
to speak unto thee, and lo show thee these glad tidings. And,
behold, thow shalt be dumb, and mot able to speak, unfil the
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day thot 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 bemg blamed. God had of
Himself gra,nted one to Moses (Ex. iv.), and offered omne to
Ahaz (Isa. viil). Why, if this was lawful in all these cases,
was it not so in this? There is 2 maxim of human law which
says, S duo factunt 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 beimg who spoke to Zacharias cught
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, es the norm of knowledge. The
wip, 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
pature. 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—'Ewvys, 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 733 and S%: vir Dei, the
mighty messenger of God. The Bible knows of only two
heavenly personages who are invested with a name, Gabriel
(Dan. viil. 16, ix. 21) and Mickael! (Dan. x. 13, 21, xii. 1;
Jude 9; Rev.xii 7). This latter name (bx>w) signifies, who
is like God ? Here the critic asks sarcastically whether Hebrew
is spoken in heaven 2 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-
miges 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,
88 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 Abrzham, 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
io 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 2o stand before God indicates a
permanent function (Isa. vi. 2). This messenger is one of the
servants of God nearést 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 ones:
“ Their angels do always bekold the face of my Father which is
én 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. Siwmidv, not speak-
ing, denotes simply the fact; p# Suvduevos, not being able to
speak, discloses its cause; this silence will not be voluntary.—
Olrwes, which, as such, that is to say, as being the Jwords . of
such a being as T am. It may seem that with the future shall
be fulfilled, the preposition év is required, and not els. But
eis indicates that the performance of the promise will begin
immediately in order to its completion at the appointed time ;
comp. Rom. vi. 22, els dyiacpor. Kapis, 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 faghion 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 deily in the Holy Place. The analytical form gv
mpocdordy 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 (atrés)
indicated its cause. The analytical form 7» Swavedwr denotes
the frequent repetition of the same signs, and the imperfect
Stéuevev, 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 éyévero, it came to pass, is all that follows to the end
of ver. 25. Comp. & similar éyévero, Acts ix. 3.—The active
form wepiéupuBev Eavriv, literally, she kept herself concealed,
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expresses a more energetic action than that designated by the
middle weptexpinfrato.  Elizabeth isolated herself intentionally,
rendering herself invisible to her neighbours. Her conduct
has been explained in many ways. Origen end 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 Wettlc, this refreat was nothing more than a precau-
tion for her health. - It was dictated, according to Bleek end
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, Thus hath the Lord dealt with me? The full mean-
ing of this word {kus 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,
go 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, 7estored. 1In this conduct and declaration there
is a mixture of womanly pride and humble gratitude which
makes them a 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 authenticity of this single detail implies the authenti-
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city of the whole of the preceding narrative.! "Ore must be

taken here in the sense of because; Elizabeth wants to justify

whatever is unusual in the course of conduct she has just

adopted.— Emweidev apereiv, “ 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.”

Thisz 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. I 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 acecords 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 T 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 onee read the Gospel of Luke, Professor Charles Prince,
who now beholds face to face Him whom we have so often contemplated to-

gether in the mirror of His word. Generally speaking, this commentary is as
much his as mine.
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meking the Israelitish priesthood the cradle of this child. He
acts in the same way when the Head of 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 royally of Israel. Further, God has respect in this
work to the conditions of the human past generally. While
creating in Him a new humanity, He is careful to preserve. the
-link Wluch unites Him to the ancient humamty 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 Adem, He did not properly create His body ; He
took iy from the womb of a human- mother, so as to maintain
the organic connection which must exist between the Head of
the new humamty 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! TFrom the
temple the narrative transports us to the house of a young
Israelitish woman. = 'We leave the sphiere of official station to
enter into the seclusion of pnvate life. Mary probably was
in prayer. Her chamber is a sanctuary; such, henceforth,
will be the true temple—The date, the sixth 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 Jmo Tob Geod, by God, or, as some Alex. read, dmwo Tod feod,
on the part of God, indicates a difference between this ms sssage
and that in ver. 19. God interposes more directly; it is a

! Ver. 26. . B. L. We. and some Mnn., swo instead of wwe, which is the
reading of T. R. with 16 Mjj. and almost all the Mnn,—The mss. vary here be-
tween Nalped (C. E. G. H. M, 8, U. V. I. A, Itpleriaus; in gddition, 8. atii. 4,
and B. at ii. 89, 51), Nalzpad (A. A.), and ¥aZaper (K. L. X. I. and Z. at ii. 4);
further, 8. B. Z. read Nelupe at iv. 16.—Ver. 27. K. B. F». L. and 32 Mnn.
add after axou, xar wacpes (taken from ii. 4).-—Ver. 28, N, B. L. We. and some
Mnn, omit the words svioynupswn ov 6 yurad, which is the reading of T. R. Wlth
16-Mjj., almostall the Mnon., Syr. It. Vulg.—Ver. 29. 8. B. D. L. X, and some
Mnn. omit dewrz, which T. R. reads after » 5: along with 15 Mjj., the other
Mnn., Syr. It.—¥. B. D, L. X. and some Mnn. omit zusov after Aoya,
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question here of His own Son.. The received reading imo, 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 Nazare, 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 Nozara. He gives his reasons, i. p. 319
et seq.: 1. The derived adjectives Nalwpaios, Nafapnvis are
most readily explained frot 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 éwo Nafdpw, in Eusebius, supposes the nominative
Nazara. 4. It is the form preserved in the existing Arabie
name en-Nezirgh. 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 7% (whence the feminine
form M), @ 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: mxm,
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 commé.nding 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 S. 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 Iower 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, 2 solitary
retreat and & 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 continued his narrative in this form: “ and Zer
name was , . ., rather than in this: “and the young girl's
name was . . .” But does it follow from this that Mary
was not, in Luke'’s opinion, a descendant of David? By no
means. Vers. 32 and 69 have no sense unless the aunthor
regarded Mary herself as a daughter of this king. See iii. 23.

The term yaperotv Tevae, to make any one the object of cne’s
favour, is applied to believers in general (Eph.i 6). There is
no thought here of outward graces, as the translation full of
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: The Lord with thee.
Supply 4s, and not be; it is not a wish. The heavenly visitant
speaks as one knowing how matters siood. 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 a strange
person. The T. R. indicates two causes of trouble: “ And when
she saw him, she was troubled at kis saying.” By the omission
of {dotioa, when she saw, the Alexs. leave only one remaining,
But this very simplification casts suspicion on their reading,

! See Keim's fine description, Gesch. Jesu, t. i. p. 821,
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The two ancient Syriac and Latin translations here agree with
the T. B. 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. . IToramés denotes
properly'the origin (ol 70 émoe). 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 messoge of the angel: vers. 30-33'—“ And the
angel said unfo her, Fear not, Mary; for thow hast jfound
Javour with God. 31. And, behold, thou skalt conceive . tn
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 house
of Jacob 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 ydpew, thou hast found
Favour, reproduces thée idea of reyapirwpévn; 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; 24, His name, a sign of blessing;
3d, His personal superiority ; 442, His divine title ; lastly, His
future and eternal sovereignty.— I80d, behold, expresses the
unexpected character of the fact announced—'Incobs, Jesus,
is the Greek form of 2", Jeschovah, which was gradually sub-
stituted for the older and fuller form 3heA™, Jehoschovah, of
which the meaning is, Jehovak saves. The same command: is
given by the angel to Joseph, Matt. i. 21, with this comment:
« For He shall sove 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 great—{first of all, in holiness
this is true greatness in the judgment of Heaven; then, and

! Ver. 30. D. alone reads pape instead of papese; 5o at vers. 39, 56, and (with
C.)at vers. 34, 38, 46, ii. 19, the Mss. are divided between these two readings.
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as a consequence, in- power and influence.—His title: Son of
the Highest. This title corresgonds with His real nature. For
the expression, He shall be called, signifies here, universally
recognised as such, and that because He is such in fact. This
title has been regarded as a simple synonym for that of Messia.
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 together 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 notiorn kere 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 deserip-
tions, 2 Sam. vii. 12, 13, Isa. ix. 5-7. The throne of Duvid
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 See my Conférences apologétiques, 8th conférence : the divinity of Jesus
Christ, pp. 15-18.
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so 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 2 This picture of the Mes-
sianie 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 unto her, The Holy Ghost shall come wpon 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 conceived a son in her old age; and this is the sizth month
with her, who was called barren. 37. For with God nothing
shall be impossible.  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 Teply the parallelism which among the Hebrews is
always the expression of exalted feeling and the mark of the
poetic style. The angel touches uponr 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. In ix. 34,as here, the evangelist describes the approach

1Ver. 34. Some Mjj. Mun. Vss, and Fathers add g to corzs.—Ver. 35, C.
several Mnmn. It. add s= sov alter ysvwuever. —Ver. 86, Instead of suyyivnz, 9 Mij.
several Mnn. read evyyevis. Instead of sovsidngue, the reading of T. R. with
16 Mjj., the Mnn, Syr., . B. L. Z., sovuirnges.—Ver, 37. Instead of wape va 1w,
N. B. L. Z., wzpa rov Busv.
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ot this mysterious cloud by the term émioxidlerw.—-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
abgolute 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
a 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, Mery could only understand the title in this sense: 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 inrioTov, of the Highest, also refers to the
term wids tricTou, Son of the Huighest, ver. 32, and explains it.
Bleek, following the Peschifo, Tertullian, etc., makes dycov the
predicate of xApbijoerar, and vios Geod in apposition with
Grywov : “ 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 shail 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 To yevviuevor dyov, the holy thing conceived in
thee, and more especially dyiow, the holy ; this adjective is taken
as 3 substantive. As the adjective of yerw@puevor, taken sub-
stantively, it would of necessity be preceded by the article.
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The words éx ool 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
sefious 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 puf 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.” Iis miraculous birth,
therefore, in no way prevented this conflict from being real.
It gave Him liberty not fo 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.  ’I8od, behold, expresses its unexpectedness.—Kai
before adri), 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 belong 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 a 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 Tuke (i 334)? The dative
vipa in the T. R. is only found in some Mss. All the other
documents have vyfjpez, from the form ryfipos.

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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less omnipotence of God. That is the rock of faith. ’Advvareiw
signifies, properly, fo be powerless. And Meyer maintains that
this must be its meaning here, and that jfipa 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 Gesi: “ No word pro-
ceeding from God shall remain powerless.” But this meaning
is far-fetched.  ITapa Tod ©eod cannot depend naturally either
on pApa or advvarijoer Matt. xvii. 20 proves that the verb
advvareiv also signifies, in the Hellenistic dialect, o be m-~
possible. The sense therefore is, “ Nothing shall be impossible.”
Jdapa 76 Oed, with God, indicates the sphere im which alone
this word is true. As though the angel said, The impossible is
not divine. ‘Phua, as 937, @ 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 Himsgelf;
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 & 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 at 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 frnits the lengthened work
of the Holy Spirit under the old covenant had produced in true
Israelites. The word o0, behold, does not here express sur-
prise, but rather the offer of her entire being. Just as Abraham,
when he answers God with, Behold, here I am {Gen. xxii., Be-
hold, T), Mary places herself at God’s disposal.- The evangelist
shows his ‘tact in the choice of the aorist yévoiro. The present
wollld 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 se 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 thou
shalt conceive by His word. Having heard that, she doubted
and said within herself : Shall I conceive of the Lotd, of the
Iiving God, and shall T give birth as every woman gives birth ?
And the angel of the Lord~said to her: No, not thus, Mary,
for the powes of God . . .,” ete.

THIRD NARRATIVE.—~ CHAP. 1 39-56,
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. Ehzabeth’s salata-
tion (vers. 42—45); 3. Song of Mary (vers. 46—55). Ver. 56
forms the historical concluswn

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 those 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 7 épets, the hill 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
1 Ver, 40, M. and some Mnn, add & zyardiacs after Sprpes (taken from ver. 44),
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Juda, in distinction from the plain ¢f Jude, that is meant.
Comp. Josh. xv. 48, where 7 dpews) 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 mame of Jutha or Juttha; 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 Jutha. 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, thé 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
i the Talmud . gives express testimony in favour of this
opinion? Keim finds further support for it on this ground,
that in the context wohis *Todda can only signify the 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.: ' : o '
The detail, she 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 a3 an idea, take distinet form and life within us.
And. the expression we have used is perhaps, 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 Jutfa. The
pame in the LXX. is féa..

2 bthon. Lexicon a-abbinicum, p. 324,
YOL 1, G
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pected arrival of this young maiden at such a 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. 42-451— And she
spake out with a loud wvoice, and said, Blessed art thou among
women, and blessed 1s the fruit of thy*womb. 43. And whence
s this to me, that the mother of my Lord shouwld come to me?
44. For, lo, 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 believed: for there shall be a pérformance
of those things which were told her from the Lord.” — The
course of Elizabeth’s thought is this : first of ali, Mary and the
Son of Mary (ver. 42); next, Elizabeth bherself 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, dveBinoey, would indicate
a cry, instead of a simple breaking forth into speech. The'
reading «pavyj 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 thow. The former translation is

. 1Ver, 42, X, C.F. several Mnn. read as:Banser instead of zvspwrness, which is the
reading of T. R. with all the rest.—B. L. Z, and Origen (three times) read spavys
in place of gwen.
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best; for exclamation is more in place here than & wish.—
The superlative form, blessed 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 in order that this blessing
might come to me?” This {a is used from the stand-
point of the divine intention.—From Mary and her Som,
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 insfinctive life. .. Elizabeth sees in
it a sign 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. “Or: cannot
be taken here in the sense of because ; for the word wisredoaca.
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 mioTeloaga: “she who believed that the things . ..
would have their accomplishment.” The two former, because
oo/ would be necessery in place of ‘adrsj; the third, becanse
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. Telelwois denotes this complete accomplish-
ment. But how could Elizabeth speak of the kind of things
which bad been promised to Mary? What had passed be-
tween the angel and Zacharias had enlightened her respecting
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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 voice), 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 reigns 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. 485-50); 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 triumph and Mary’s. Whilst Mary cele-
brates her happiness with deep humility and holy restraint,
Hannah surrenders herself completely to the feeling of per-
gonal 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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accompani.nent of the morning and evening sacrifice, as well
as one of the essential observances of the passover meal.
- Vers. 46-551 “And Mary said, My soul doth magnify
the Lord, 47. And my spirit hath rejpiced 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 4s mighty hath done to me gregt things;
and holy <s His name. 50. And His merey 18 on them that fear
Him from generation to generation.

51.- He hath showed strength with His arm; He hath
seatiered the proud in the imagination of their hearts. 52. He
hath put down the mighty from their scals, 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 vemembrance of
His merey ; 55. (As He spake to our fatiwrs) to Abmham cmd
10 his seed for ever.”

Vers. 46-48a. The contrast between the tone of thls
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,
peyadvves, 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 Mss. of the Jtalic, a. b. 1, read Blizabeth instead of Mary.
Ireneus, at least in the Latin translation, follows this reading ; and Origen (Latin
translation) speaks of Mss, in which it was found.—Ver. 49, &. B. D. L. read
psyzda instead of peyziua, the reading of T. R. with 22 Mjj. and all the Mnn,
= Ver, 50. B. C. L. Z read us yersas za: yevies ; 8. F, M. O. and several Mnn.,
515 yuveas mas ysviey, i place of us yeviag yevews, which is the reading of 12 Mjj.
and most of the Mnn.—Ver, 51. 8 E. F. H. 0= 0°. and some Mnz. read 3ixrorms
instead-of 3izveiz.—Ver. 55. C. F. M. O. 8. 60 Mnn. read sws awmwros instead of ss con
wmva,.—Ver. 56. X. B. L. Z, read o¢ instead of wew. D, ItPerise, Or., amit i, |
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times has in Greek, that of a repetition of the act. Tt 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—arvefua,
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 two
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 mement 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 Lord
whom she magnifies is the Master of the service to which she
is absolutely devoted ; the Saviowr 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. Tamelvwois does not denote, as rawes-
vorns 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 bhecomes 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 fict which she cele-
brates, and glorifies the three divine perfections displayed in
it. And first the power. In calling God the .4lmighty, 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, as in no other since the appearance of man, the
creative power of God. The received reading ueyarcia
answers better than the reading of some Alex., ueydha,
to the emphatic term mwbes, 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 mame s holy. The name is the sign of
an object in the mind which knows it. The name of God
therefore deénotes, 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 have 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 8¢, 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
mythologies.

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 her; then all the
members of her people who share with them this fundamental
trait of Jewish piety, and who thus constifute the true Israel
—The received reading eis ryeveas yevedw, from generation to
generation, is a form of the superlative which is found in the
expression fo 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-
sclf and her cousin, she saw at a glance the great principle
which would regutite the impending renewal 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
Istaelites 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 Israclites and all that exalt them-
selves against God, whether in or beyond Israel. - The proud,
the maghty, and the rich, denote Herod and his court, the
Pharisees and the Sadducees, as well as the foreign oppressors,
Czsar 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 8 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? AIl 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 apphcatlons predomi-
nates (ver. 50) The arm is the symbol of force. The ex-
pression moeiv xpdros, to make strength, is a Hebraism, Sn mey
(Ps. exviii. 15).  The LXX. translate it by woceiv Sdvauwr. If
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 Umepy-
$dvovs Biavola, proud in thought, answers to 25 *wan (Ps

Ixxvi. 6); the LXX. translate this expression by doiveror T4
xapdia. - The dative Siavola- 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 scafter. -~ With the reading
Siavolas, uwepn¢avovq 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 hingry represent the class which toils for a
living—artis'ans,“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 requu‘es 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 diviné curse upon their pride,

The poetic beauty of these three verses is heightened by a
crossing of the members of the three antltheses which is
substituted for the ordmary method of symmetrical parallelism.
In the first contrast (ver. 51), the righteous occupy the first
place, the prowd 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 ef ver. 51, and the lowly the
second ; in the third (ver. 53), the Aungry come first, joining
themselves with the Tlowly of ver. 52, and the »ich form the
second member. The mind passes in this way, as it were, o
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 homogeneons 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—ITais 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 Hémself (middle AauBd-
veolas) in order to comjfort him (dvr{). This term, Jsrael His
sérvant, 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
God-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-
sides, Mary could not know beforechand how far this trae
Israel would correspond with the actual people. For her own
part, she already sees in hope (aorist dwrendBero) the normal
Israel transformed into the glorified Messianic nation. Would
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such a view as this have been possible when once the nationel
unbelief had apparently foiled all these Messianic hopes ?—
There is nothing here to hinder the infinitive of the end,
pynodiyas, from preserving its proper meaning. To remember
His promises signifies, in order not to be unfaithful.—Erasmus,
Calvin, and others regard the datives 7 ’ABpadn and 7o
omépuars as governed by érdAnae, in apposition with mpos Tots
marépas: “ As He spake to our fathers, to Abraham, and te
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, a parenthesis
intended to recall the divine faithfulness, and refer the
datives, fo Abraham and to his seed, to the verb, to remember
His mercy. It is the dative of favour, o remember fowards
Abrahoam and . . . TFor 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, not to forget His mercy.
Divine forgetfulness will never cause the favour promised to
Tstael to cease. Would any poet have ever put such words
into the mouth of Mary, when Jerusalem was in ruins and its
people d1spersed ?

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 émisjoty
(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 635, iii. 19, 20, ete.

FOURTH NARRATIVE—CHAP, L 57—80.
Birth and Circumcision of John the Baptist.

Here opens the second cycle of ‘the narratives of the in-
fancy. This first narration comprises—1. The birth of John
(vers. 57, 58); 2. The circumcision of the child (vers. 59~66);
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8. The song of Zacharias, Wlth a short historical conclusmn
(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.
*Eueydivve per airis, literally, He had magnified with her,.is
a Hebraistic expression (oY 50n; comp. 1 Sam. xii. 24 in the
LXX) " This use of pera, with, comes from the fact that man
is in such cases the material which concurs in the result of
the divine action,

2. Circumcision 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 #Adov, 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 communieation
which - he presently makes to all present (ver. .63)! How
many times already, especially during Mary’s stay in their
housge, must the names of John and Jesus have been men-
tioned '—1It 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 1o other way. -

Ver. 63. The word Myws added to &yparev is a Hebraism

1 Ver. 61. R. A.B.C. L. A A. Z. 1. and some Mnn. read se ans copysvs,
in place of 1r = svyymue, the reading of T. B., with 11 Mjj., the greater part of
. the Mun. Syr. Tt.—Ver. 62. R. B, D, F. G., avro in place of avror.—Ver. 65.

N* reads dix ra msteud of Jui zAtire wasra va.—Ver, 66. 8. B. C. D. L. 1t Vg.
add yap after xas, . -
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faoxb anam, 2 Kings x. 6), the meaning of which is, * deciding
the question.”—The expression, s 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 dvechyOn,
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—1In 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 praisind God.”

Ver. 65. At the sight of this miracle, surprise changes 1nto'
fear. And this impression spreads abroad, with the report of
these facts, throughout all the counfry. 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, xai 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 hem, must refer to all the
circumstances 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 jfor 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 Alexandrinus and of the Peschilo, 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 oceur 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. 89, which descnbes by a correspond-
ing formula, his youth.

3. The song of Zacharias: vers. 67-80—1It 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 Messiak (vers. 68-75). Then
his paternal feeling comes out, as it were, in a parenthesis:
the father expresses his joy at the gloricus part assigned to %is
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. 67—70); then for the deliver-
ance which His presence is about to procure for Israel (vers.
71-75).

Vers. 67-75.1 « And his father Zucharias was filled with

1Ver. 70 8. B. L. We. A, some Mnn. Or. omit sar after zym.—Ver, 74,
®. B. L. We, some Mnn, Or. omit suwv.—Ver. 75. B. L., s npypass, instead of



CHAP. I, 67-75. 111

the Holy Ghost, and prophesied, saying, 68. Blessed be the Lord
God of Israel; for He hath visited and redecmed His people,
69. And hath raised up a horn of salvation for us in the house
of His servant David ; 10, As He spake by the mouth of His holy
prophets, which have been since the world began; T1. That we should
e saved from our enemies, and from the hand of all that hate us ;
72. T 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
Jfear, 15. In holiness and righteousness before Him, oll the days
of our life” ,

The acrists, hath raised up, hath delivered, imply a know-
ledge on Zacharias’ part of the fact of the incarnation. The
term wisited 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 & korn of salvation. This image of & Zorn 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 altax
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 pyetpe, 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 iy
the subject. Whether with or without the article r@w, dyioy
(holy) must in any case be taken as an adjective ; and it is
unnecessary to translate, of His saints of every age who have

vas nupas.—N. A. B. C. D. and 11 other Mjj. 40 Man. Syr. It. omit cas Juwg,
which is the reading of T. R. with 7 Mjj. Or.
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been prophets, which would imply that all the saints have
‘prophesied. If T@v is retained, the word simply serves as a
point of support to the definitive term dn’ aidwos. The
epithet holy 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 Messizh is there; history, long
suspended, resumnes its march, and touches its goal

In vers. 71-75, Zacharias deseribes the work of this Messiah.
—The most natural explanation of cwrnpiav, salvation, is to
regard this word as in apposition with the term Aorn 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 Israelifes.—In grant-
ing this deliverance, God skows 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 pwnobfiva:, ver. 54; for the turn of
expression mowely werd, ver. 58.—Opxov (ver. 73) is in appo-
sition with 8wfrixns. The accusative is occasioned by the
pronoun dv. This attraction is the more easily accounted for,
that préofa: 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 Sofvai as the end
desired and determined from the beginning.  Grammatically,
it depends on 8pxov ; logically, on all that precedes—In the
following phrase, the relation of pvsférras to Aarpederr should
be observed : affer having been delivered, fo serve God: the end
is perfect religious service; political deliverance is only =z
means to it. Perfeet 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 ?
 ‘Ociérys, purity, and Swatocivy, 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
‘Seriptures, comprehends more than the outward act. Others
apply the former to relations with God, the latter to rela-
tions with men. DBut righteousness also comprehends man’s
relations with God. It appears to us rather that puriy,
6auwTys, is a mnegative quality, the absence of stain; and
righteousness, ducatoolvn, a positive quality, the presence of
all those religious and moral virtues which render worship
acceptable to Ged. Comp. Eph. iv. 24.—The authorities
decide in favour of the excision of the words 7is &w7s, 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 Zemple 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 hewht to which he has just
attained, Zacharias allows his O’Ia,nce 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 hlm personally,
ver. 77 to his mission.

VOL. I. H



114 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE,

Vers. 76 and 77! “ And thou, child, shalt e called the
. Prophet of the Highest; for thow shalt go before the face of the
. Lord ite prepare -His ways, 77 To:give knowledge of salvafwn
-unto - His people: by the- remission’ of thetr sins.”

- The reading xal o9, and thou, connects, by an easy transi-
tion, the forerunner with the work of the Messiah. The Alex.
reading xal b 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 Peschito, the
:Jtalic, ITrenmus, and Origen, and must therefore be rejected.
‘The title of prophet of the Highest simply places Jobn 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
Messial, - This is proved by the wpd, before Him, in mpomo-
pevay, and the adrod, 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, ¥sa. x1. 3 (érospdoar) and Mal. iil. 1 (wpomopedoy),—
prophecies which are also found combined in Mark i 2, 3.
The article Tob beforé Solwvar, 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 jmpotence 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 3 after xas ov,.—N. B. Or., evwior instead of’
wpo wposwnov.~Ver. 77, A. C. M. O. R, U,, some Mnn., read suer instcad of

avTar,
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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, by
the remission of their sins, depend directly on the word coTs-
plas, salvation : salvation by, that is to say, consisting in. The
article r7s is omitted before év adéoer, as is the case when the
definitive forms, with the word on which it depends, merely
one and the same notion.—The promoun aivrdv refers to all
the individuals comprehended under the collective idea of
people. . The authorities which read #Hu@v are insufficient.—The
words fo His people show that Israel, although the people of
God, were blind to the way of salvation. Johm 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,
aud of the salvation which He brings.

Vers. 78 and 79.' « Through the tender mercy of our God
wheveby the day-spring from on kigh hath visited us, 79 To.give
light to them that sit in darkness and in the shadow of death, to
guide our feet unto 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), asis °
expressed by & with the accusative, which meaxns. properly
by reason of.—The bowels in Scripture are the seat of all the
sympathetic emotions. SwAdyyva answers to owm.—The
future ‘émsoxéretas, will wisit, 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. X. B. L., erirneidrras instead of szirxcidass,
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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 migges its way and is lost in the desert; the unfortu-
nate pilgri‘.ms, overteken 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 dvarohd, the rising, which by general
consent is here translated #he dewn, has two senses in the
LXX. It is employed to translate the nmoun nv¥, branch, by
which Jeremiah and Zechariah designate the Messiah. This
sense of the word dvaros is unknown in profane Greek. The
term is also used by the LXX. to express the rising of a
heavenly body—the rising of the moon, for instance; comp.
Isa. Ix. 19. This sense agrees with the meaning of the verk
dvaré\iew ; Isa. Ix. 1, “ The glory of the Lord hath risen (dvaré-
Tahkev) upon thee ;” Mal. iv. 2, “ The Sun of righteousness shall
rise (dvarehel) wpon yow.” This is the meaning of the word
dvaTohj 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, t6 light and fo direct (ver. 79). Besides, the epithet
Jfrom 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 fo rise. But the
term from on high is suggested by the idea of wisiféng which
goes before: it is from the bosom of divine mercy that this
star comes down, and it does not rise upon humanity until
after it has descended ard been made man. Bleek does not
altogether reject this obvious meaning of dvators; 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 contained 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 compatlble with the
meaning of branch.

The expressions of ver. 79 are borrowed from Tsa. ix. 1,
Ix. 2. Darkness is the emblem of alienation from God, a.nd
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 might 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 (tods médas), and enables them to
find their way.—The way of peace denotes the means of obtain-
ing reconciliation with God, the chief of all temporal and
spmtual blessings.  Eipsjvn, peace, answers to o, 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 ze grew refers to his physical develop-
ment, and the expression following, wawxed strong in spirit, to
his spiritual development, that is to say, religious, moral, and
intellectual. The predominant feature of this development
was force, energy (he grew strong in spirit). Luke, doubtless,
means by this the power of the will over the instincts and
inclinations of the body. The spirdt 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 <n 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 foreranner. But more than this. ~If John
was taught by the Essenes, it must be admitted that the only
thing their instruetions 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. 1If, 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 in the deserts
proves that this observation is- made with a moral and not a
geographical aim.-—The word dvaecfis, showing, denotes the
installation of a servant into his offiee, 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
1 31-33, that a direct communication from on high, perhaps
a theophany, such as called Moses from the desertﬁwas 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. . Qur evangelists only relate what they know.
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FIFTH NARRATIVE-—CHAP. IL 1-20.
The Birth of the Seviour.

~ Henceforth there exists:in the midst of corrupt:humanity &
pure Being, on whom God’s regurd ‘can rest ‘with’ unmingled
satisfaction. - Uniting:in this divine"contemplation, the celes:
tial - intelligences already see streaming from this fire those
wavaes of light which will ultimately penetrate to the 'remofest
bounds of the moral universe. The new creation, the union
of God with the sanetified creature, begins to find its aceom:
plishment in- this. Being, in ordei'to extend from Him to:the
whole - of mankind, ard 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 ascertam and pubhsh it (vers.
-15-20).
1. The Birth of Jesus : vers. 1-7. And first & hlstonca.]
note : vers. 1 and 2.)—The words in those days refer to the tima
which followed the birth of John the Baptist, and give the
remark in i, 80 an anticipatory character.—Adyua denotes, in
classical Greek, any edéct of -a recognised authority. The use
of the word éferfeiv, to go forth, in the sense of being published,
answers to the meaning of x¥, Dan. ix. 2, 3. The term dwo-
npady, 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
amoripmoe—Criticism raises several objections against’ the
truth of the fact related in ver. 1: 1sf, No historian of the
time mentions such a deeree of Augustus. 24, 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. N. B. D. omit » after avrs.—Instead of axsype@n apwrn syincs, NP

reads amoypapn syevsrs apurn.~Instead of Kupawau, A. Knpuwov, B* Kupeovow, B3,
It. Vg. Kopivoo (Cytino).
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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 ediet, 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 wag .made at the place of birth or
residence, and not at the place where the family originated.
4¢kh, Even admitting the nmecessity of removal in the ease 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 Cesar 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 solutmn resulting
from the following facts :—

From the commencement of his reign, Atwustus always
aimed at a stronger' centralization of the empire. Already,
under Julius Cewsar, there had been undertaken, ‘with a view to
a more exact assessment of taxation, a great statistical work,
a complete survey of the empire, deseriptio orbis. This work,
which occupied thirty-two years, was only finished under
Augustus! This prince mnever ceased to labour in the same
dirgction. After his death, Tiberius caused to be read in the
Senate, in accordance with instructions contained in the will of
Augustus, & statistical document, which applied not only to
the empire properly so called, but also fo the alliad kingdoms,
—a cabegory to which the states of Herod belonged. This docu-

ment, called Breviarium totius imperii, was written entirely by

Augustus’ own hand? Tt gave “the number of the citizens
and of allies under arms, of the fleets, of the kingdoms, .ef 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

! See the recent work of Wiescler, Beitriige zur richtigen Wikrdigung der
Evangelien, ete., 1869, p. 23.
% Tacitus, Ann. i. 11; Suetonius, Octav. c. 27, 28, 101.
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allied states. And if Augustus had otdered this work; Herod, .
whose kingdom bélonged 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 Jewisk War,
written before his dntiquéties, when giving an account of the
government of Coponius, does not mention even the census of
Quirinius® Then it must not be forgotten that one of our
principal sources for the life of Augustus, Dion Cassius, pre-
sents a blank for just the years 748-750 U.c.—DBesides, 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 (Tdv mnrowy), and
caused them to make a registration (@moypadds) of men and
property (tévre dvlpimwv xal odaibr).” = These details are not
furnished by Luke. And if the task of these commissioners
specially referred, as Suidas says, fo the subject mations, 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.

* Ipid. p. 95. )

* Sed el census constal actos sub Auguste . . . in Judea per Sentium Satur-
nium” (Ade. 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. 53. 8 Wieseler, p. 886.
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Pompey, the Jews paid the Romans- a double:tribute, a pollx
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 Jesephus;
been obliged to take individually an oath:-of obedience to the
emperor (Antig. xvii. 2. 4). - The application of a decree .of
Augustus to the dominions of Herod, 2 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
fiseal measures, always o 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
Hered, who was generally an object of :favour.——And.-this
observation overthrows another objection, namely, that aceord-
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, wers 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
gimiler 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.

? Comp. on this point the recent works of Huschke (Ueber den Census der
Xaiserzeit) and of Marquadt (Handbuch der rémischen Alerthimer),

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

- As to Mery, we may explain without any dlfﬁculty the
reasons which induced her to accompany Joseph. If, af ver. 5;
we make the words with Mary depend specially on the verb.in
order o be ewrolled, the fact may be explained by the c¢ircum:
stance that, according to Roman law, women 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 théir 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 inscription 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
cburse 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 tock 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 tramslated, as it
usua.lly 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 death
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of Herod~An attempt has been made to solve this difficulty
by correcting the text: Theodore de Beza by makmcr ver. 2
an ‘interpolation ; Michaelis by adding the words wpd 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
mpdry, 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, geschal
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 mpkTy which is scarcely less
~ forced, has beeu adopted by Tholuck, Ewald, Wieseler (who
maintains and defends it at length in his last work), and Pres-
sensé (in his 7ie de Jésus). Relying on John i 15, wporos
pov, xv. 18, mpwtor tudw, they give to wpwrn the sense of
mpotépa, and explain mpwry dyepovedorros as if it were mwpd-
Tepov ¥ 7ryepovevery ; which results in the following transla-
tion: “This enumeration took place d¢fore Quirinius . . 7
They cite from the LXX. Jer xxix. 2, dorepor éferdovros
"Teyoviov, “ after Jechonias was gone forth;” and from Plato,
Uarepor dixovre Ths év Mapabive pdyms yevouéuns; “they
arrived after the batile of Marathon kad 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 wp@rn 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 . . 7 This certainly goes beyond all limits of what
is possible, whatever the high philological authorities may
say for it, upon whose support this author thinks he can

1 For this sense it would be better to conjecture a reading @pé <fis 83 a substi-

tute for wpdrn, admitting at the same time the place which the last word
occupies in the text of ¥ and D,
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rely.)—-Another attempt at interpretation, proposed by Ebrard,
sets out from a distinction between the meaning of amoypddeatar
(ver. 1) and of dwoypagnj (ver. 2). The former of these two
interpretations may denote the registration, the second the
pecuniary taxation which resulted from it (the dmoTipnais);
and this difference of meaning would be indicated by the pro-
noun avry, which it would be necessary to read avTi (ipsa),
and not adry (ea). “As to the taxation itself (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 dwoypads, which evidently recalled
the dmoypdpeafar of ver. 1? Kohler® acknowledged that
these two words should have an identical meaning ; but with
Paulus, Lange, and others, he thinks he can dlstmcmsh 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 : “ Caesar Augustus
published a decree (ver. 1), and the registration d_ecreed by
him was executed (only) when Quirinius . . .” (ver. 2). Buf
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 Wthh
has no meaning, but on the suppos1t10n of the immediate
execution of t]ll.S 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 sfyepovetorros Kvpnuiov 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 Schomann at Greifswald
% Encyclopédie de Herzog, Art. Schatzung.
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cons1de1‘able part in the - affairs of the East (Tac. Anm. ifi.
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 #yyepovever, 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 a tumular
inseription discovered in 17642 which, if it refers to Quirinius;,
would seem to say that this person had been governor of
Syria on two occasions (iferum). But does this inseription
really refer to Quirinius? And has the term ¢erum 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 7563 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, a 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 guastor that he
presided over the census which took place among the Jews at

_ 1 By the passage in Tac. iii. 48. =.De Syrid Romanorum provineid ab Ceesare
Augusto ad Titum Vespasionum, 1854, and Ueber den Census des Quirinius,
Fvang. Kirchenzeitung, 1865, No, 82.

? Res geste Divi Augusti. . Bz monumento Ancyrano.,

3 Published in the last place by Mommsen, De P, 8. Quirinii Mulo Tiburtine,
1865.

! Rimische Statthalter in Syrien, p. 88.
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this. time.. Josephus: (dnsig. xvi. 9.1, 2, and Bell. Jud. i
-27. 2) designates these two magistrates, the preeses and the
quaestor, by the titles of sJyeudves and Tijs Jvplas emaTaToivTes.
There is nothing, then, to hinder our giving a somewhat mdre
. general. meaning to the. verh syeuovedew, or supposing, we
-may add, that. Luke attributed to Quirinius as governor a
function which- he accomplished as quaestor. In this case,
Quirinius would have already presided over a first enumeration
under Herod in 749, before directing the better known census
which tock place.in 759 v.c,, and which provoked the revolt
of Judas the Galilean.'

Those who are not satisfied W1th any of these attempts at
.explanation admit an error in Luke, but not all in the same
.sense. Meyer thinks that sjyesovederw 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 stbstance
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 unienable (Gesch. Jesu, t. i p. 402).
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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 cnumeration. 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 fexf, 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 mot 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 a deep impression upon
all the people, convinecing 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 enumcration, inasmuch as it was the first
eensus executed by pagan authority; and it would be in this
somewhat technical sense that the expression 7 dmoypagdn mpaory
would here have to be taken. We should accentuate avry
(as has been already proposed) aim), which presents no ecritical
difficnlty, since the ancient Mss. have no accents, and under-
stand the second verse thus: As to the census itself called the
Jirst, 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 jfirst. In
this way, 1st, the Intention of this parenthesis is clear; 2d, the
asyndeton between vers. 1 and 2 is explained quite in a natural

1 'We spell this name Quirinius (not Quirinus) in conformity with the authority
ef all the documents, B. alone and some Mss, of the It. excepted.
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way; and 3d, the omission of the article 4 between amoypads
and mpwry, which has the effect of making % dvro'ypadn‘; mpOTY
a sort of proper name (like % émoroly 'n'pw'm, Sevrépa), is
completely justified.

Vers. 3-7."! The terms olxos and maTpid, hmose 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 dmoypayracOar, to be enrolled, as Meyer, Bleek, etc.,
decide, but on the entire phrase avéBy afvrofypiinfmaﬂac, he went:
up to be enrolled, and more especially on ke 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 qyuvaixi.—From the last proposition of ver. 7,
in which ¢drvy, @ manger, seems -opposed to kardhvpa, an n,
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 7§ designates the manger
as 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. 3. 8. B. D. L. Z., eavriv instead of dixv,.—Ver. 5. 8" A. D. some Mnn,
wxoypapsofas in place of axsyparjasfzi—N. B. D, L. Z. some Man. Syr. omit
ywaxi,—Ver. 7. 8. A. B. D. L. Z. some Mnn. omit » before gars.

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

& Dial. ¢. Tryph. c. 78. * Conira Celsuwm, 1. 11,

VOL. L I
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place that Helena, the mother of Constantine built a church;
and it is probable that the Church Marie 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 o lofty cave)” quoted by Justin—The expression
. first-born naturally implies that the writer helieved 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 & view to the account of the presentation of
Jesus in the temple as a firsi-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 (1 51), “ He hath put down the mighty, and exalted the
lowly,” were still' further verified. * The weakness of God is
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 43
preached 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.— Aypavheiv, properly,
to make his dypos his addf, his field his abode. Columella
(De re rusticd) describes these adhai 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. . B. L. Z. omit dov after xaw.—N°. Z. Ita#. Vg., €cov instead of
supioy (second).—NY, swsiepdiy zuras instead of 7 1aapbsv curons.
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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 determinafion 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 ¢uAdooew ¢vrards, the

plural ¢vraxas perhaps denotes that they watched en furns.

The genitive fs'vukrés must be taken adverbially : the watch,

such as is kept by might. ’'I80% (ver. 9) is omitted by the

Alex. But it is probably authentic; it depicts the surprise of
the shepherds.— Eméorn does not signify that the angel stood

above them (comp. émordga, ver. 38). It is our survenir (fo

come unexzpectedly). We must translate, as in i 11, an ongel,
not the angel. This is proved by the article ¢ at ver. 10 (see

1 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.—Hres, “ which, inasmuch 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 Lord 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 =» before onusior,.—R* D, omit xzgsver.—N°B. L. P. 8. Z.
some Mnn. Syr. Jiverisee Or. add xe: before sciuever (taken from ver. 16).—
T. R. reads = before garm, with F2, 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. eddoxias instead
of the nom. eddoxim, 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.
etdoxlas, of goodwill, may refer to the pious dispositions towards
God with which a part of mankind are animated. But this
interpretation is hardly natural. Edoxia, from eldeoxetv, to
delight tn, 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 fo 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 Peschito.
‘With this veading, 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 in 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. Ttpleriaue Tr, Or., etc., omit ¢ before uvl’pwrm:.—-x* A.B*D, It. Vg
Ir. aud Or. (in the Latin translation) read sedoxss in place of svdsxia.
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arise, which, ascending from heavens to heavens, shall reach at
last the supreme sanctuary, the kighest 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 desive or prayer. The verb understood is &ore, 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 praye. If the logical connection were expressed, it would
be by the word for. This fact is the extraordinary favour
_ shown to men by God, and which is displayed in the gift He
iz 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 fixst
proposition, “Glory to God!” whilst the expression fowards
men reminds us of the second, “Peace on earth!” For the
word eddoria, 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 ? . S

8. The visit of the shepherds: 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 xai oi &vfpwrwo: in the
Alex. is owing to the strangeness of this form, the meaning of
which they did not understand. The xai before of dvfpwmor
is doubtless the sign of the apodosis, like the Hebrew 1; but
at the same time it brings out the close connection between

1Ver, 15, 8. B. L. Z. many Mnn. Syr*h, Jisleawe, Vg, Or. omit e o avpomas,
—N. B. I8, ixzrovv instead of sizer.—Ver. 17. ¥. B. D. L. Z., tyvwpioas in-
stead of Juyrwpwrar.—Ver. 20, Instead of swicrpsfar, the reading of T. R, and a
part of the Mnn., all the other documents, vaserpsfar.
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the disappearance of the angels and the act of the shepherds,
as they addressed themselves to the duty of obeying them.
The aorist elmov of the T. R. is certainly preferable to the
imperf. éxdhovy 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 pfua denotes,
as 129 8o often does, & 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. ’Evywvopicay
or dweyvwpioay (Alex.), ver. 17, may signify fo verify; in the
fifteenth verse, however, éyvdpioav signifies fo make Enown,
and in ver. 17 it is the most natural meaning. There is a
gradation here: heaven had revealed; and now, by the care of
nien, publicity goes on increasing. This sense also puts the
seventeenth verse in more direct connection with what follows.
The compound Scayrwpilew, to divulge, appears to us for this
regson 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 a view to preserve them (cvrrrpetv); 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.—dofdtew, fo
glorify, expresses the feeling of the greatness of the work;
alveiv, to praise, refers to the goodness displayed in it.—Closely
connected as they are, the two participles heard and seen can
only refer to what took place in the presence of the shepherds
after they reached the stable. They were told the remarkable
oceurrences that had preceded the birth of Jesus; it is to this
that the word hexrd 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 amgel’s message to them.
They were convinced that they had not been the victims of
an hallucination—The reading dméorpeyray (they returned
thence) is evidently to be preferred to the ill-supported reading
of the T. R, éméorperar (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 Aramwman 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 NARRATIVE.—CHAP. IL 21—40.
Circumoision 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 circumecision. “Born ¢f 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 eircumcision ‘of John the Baptist (chap. i.).
This difference is natural; the simply Jewish ceremony of
circumeision 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. 21.1 The absence of the article before juépar dxrd> is
due to the determinative 700 mepirepeiy admér which follows.
In Hebrew the construct state (subst. with complement) ex-
cludes the article—The false reading of the T. R., 76 mac8iov
instead of adrdy, 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.
Ka{, while marking the apodosis brings out the intimate con-
nection between the circumeision and the giving of the name.
This xa{ is almost a Tote, then.

2. The presentotion: vers. 22-38.—And first the sacrifice,
vers. 22-24% After the circumecision there were two other
rites to observe. One concerned the mother. Tevitically
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 mouey 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; angd 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.
xiit, 2 ; Num. viii. 16, xviii. 15).—Vers. 22 and 23 refer to
the ransom of the child; ver. 24 to Mary’s sacrifice. Avrév,
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

1x. A. B. and 11 Mjj. 100 Mnn. ItWerawe read gorer in pla.ce of o waidiov, the
reading of T. R. with 6 Mjj. Syr*,

? Ver. 22. Instead of avrss, which is the readmg of T. R. w1th cnly some
Mnn., and of avrey, which is the reading of D. and 6 Mnn., all the other
suthorities read zorer.

3 Meylau, Dictionnaire Biblique, p. 353.



CHAP. II, 2;~28, 13%

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 (ebhaSis appears to be the true reading)—
watchfulness with regard to evil—The separation of wrvedua
from &ywov by the verb 7w 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 xdptov has meither
probability nor authority ; xkupiov 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 év 7@ mwvev-
pate, in spirit, or by the spirit, do not denote a state of ecstasy,
but a higher impulse.—A contradiction has been found between
the term ovels, parents, and the preceding narrative of the
miraculous birth; and Meyer finds in this fact a proof that

tYer. 25. X* K. I 1. 10 Mnn. read swrsfus instead of evdafing,.—Aguor is placed
after »» by 8. A. B. L. and 14 other Mjj, and almost all the Mnn., whilst the
T. R. places it before »s, with D. some Mnn. Itplerique, Syr.—Ver. 26. Instead of
wpir m, N B. and 4 Mjj., apr n 2. ; R* €., swr av.—Instead of »vpisy, A, b. ¢, Cop.,
svaisr,—Ver, 28, . B. L. ML ItMia, Ir. omit zwrow after ayxaras.
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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 xal of the twenty-eighth verse
indicates the apodosis; exactly as if the circumstantial év )]
eloayaryeiv . . . formed a subordinate proposition; this xai, at
the same time, brings out the close comnection 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 receive, the text makes Simeon the true priest, Who acts
for the time on behalf of God. .

Vers. 29-32. ¢ Lord, now lettest Thou Thy servant depart in
peace, according fo Thy word : 30 For mine eyes have seen. Thy
salvation, 31 Which Thow hast preparved before the face of all
people ; 32 A light to Tighten 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 o