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PREFACE

THE attempt to write this commentary has been made
under impulses given, in the one case consciously, in the
other not, by two friends. For some years, Bishop Lloyd
of Newecastle-on-Tyne, whose loss we are still deeply
lamenting, had been urging the writer to do something
of the kind; and one of the latest letters received from
him,—a letter written shortly before his death, expressed
delight that this volume was progressing. And it was the
writer’s privilege to take a very small part in the produc-
tion of the invaluable work on this Gospel by the Rev.
W. C. Allen in the International Critical Commentary
published by Messrs. T. & T. Clark. To share in that
work was to be inspired to continue it.

This volume, therefore, has two aims over and above
the desire to do something in accordance with Bishop
Lloyd’s earnest wishes. On the one hand, this sequel to
Mr. Allen’s commentary has for its object to call the
attention of some who do not already know it to a book
which Leaflet 31 of the Central Society of Sacred Study
(July 1907) pronounces to be “the best English com-
mentary on the first Gospel ” (p. 5), and of which reviewers
have said much the same. On the other hand, this
volume aims at supplementing the earlier one. A re-
viewer in the Guardian doubted whether Mr, Allen “ was
well advised to restrict himself so rigidly to questions of
literary, as distinct from historical—not to say theological

and religious—interest.” How well he would have dealt
i



vIII PRE¥FACE

with the historical, theological, and religious sides of his
subject is shown in those places in which he somewhat
transgresses his self-imposed limits. But there can be no
doubt that his desire to do the critical and literary part of
the work (which was the part most needed) with thorough-
ness has caused him to omit a good deal that his readers
would have been glad to have from him. To supply, if
possible, some of the elements which he has passed by,
or has treated very briefly, is another of the aims of this
volume.

The works to which this commentary is indebted are
numerous. A list of some of them is given below, partly
as an expression of gratitude, partly as some help to
others who desire to labour in the same field. An asterisk
indicates that the writer's debt is large, and that, others
may expect to find much to aid them. For further
information the list of works in the writer's Jnternational
Critical Commentary on St. Luke, pp. Ixxx-Ixxxviii, 577~
580, may be consulted.

Abbott, E. A, . Paradossis, London, 1904.
Jokannine Vocabulary, 1905.
* Johannine Grammar, 1906.
Alexander, W. M. Demonic Possession in the New Testament,
Edinburgh, 1902.
Allen, W. C.. . ¥4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Gospel according to St. Matthew, Edinburgh,
1907
Briggs, C. A. . *Te Me.malz of the Gospels, Edinburgh, 1894.
New Light on the Life of Jesus, Edinburgh,

1904.
The Ethical Teacking of Jesus, New York,
1904.
Criticism and the Dogma of the Virgin Birth
(N. Amer. Rev,, ]une 1906).1
Bruce, A. B.. . Tke Synoptic Gospels (The Expositor’s Greek
Testament), London, 1897. .
Burkitt, F. C. . *Evangelion Da- Mepharreshe, Cambridge,
1904. .
The Gospel History and its Transmission,
Edinburgh, 1906.
1 This valuable essay has been published separately. ~Scribner, 1909.
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

—_——

Since this commentary was printed, several works of great
importance have been published. Dr. Stanton has given us
The Synoptic Gospels, being Part II. of his very valuable dis-
cussion of The Gospels as Historical Documents (Cambridge
Press). A great many of his conclusions confirm views that are
advocated in this volume. He is, however, not quite accurate
in stating (p. 18) that the Oral Theory is adopted in the com-
mentary on St. Luke in the International series: see p. xxiii in
that volume. What was doubted there, and is doubted still by
Dr. Stanton himself, is whether St. Luke can have had the, Second
Gospel in as full a form as that in which we possess it. Several
of the Cambridge Biblical Essays, edited by Dr. Swete, contain
a great deal that is most instructive to students of the first three
Gospels. The same may be said in a still higher degree of the
very remarkable commentary on Zke Synoptic Gospels by the
Jewish scholar C. G. Montefiore (Macmillan). Some things in
it a Christian must read with dissent, if not with distress; but
there are many generous tributes to the character and teaching
of Jesus of Nazareth, and also to the immense influence for good
which the Gospels have had upon European society for nineteen
centuriés. References to all three of these works have been
inserted in the present edition.

Moreover, a second and enlarged edition of Sir John Hawkins’
invaluable Hore Synoptice has appeared. The references to the
first edition in this commentary (pp. xxiii, 23, 89, 120, 141) may
be corrected to the second edition, as follows: p. 131=p. 163;
pp- 174, 175=Dpp. 210, 2I1; P. 41=p. 53; P. 132=p. 165;
p. 174=p. 2I0.

Those who desire a small commentary on St. Matthew will
find the recent one by E. E. Anderson (T. & T. Clark) helpful.

The essay of Professor S. L. Tyson on Tke Teacking of our
Lord as to the Indissolubility of Marriage (University Press,
Sewanee) may be read in connexion with what is urged in this

commentary, pp. 81, 82, 259-261.
x11
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INTRODUCTION

—_——

THE AUTHOR.

IN no case is the title to a book of the New Testament part
of the original document. It was in all cases added by a
copyist, and perhaps not by the first copyist. Moreover, in all
cases it varies considerably in form, the simplest forms being the
earliest. The “according to” neither affirms nor denies author-
ship ; it implies conformity to @ type, and need not mean more
than “drawn up according to the teaching of.” But it is certain
that the Christians of the first four centuries who gave these titles
to the Gospels meant more than this: they believed, and meant
to express, that each Gospel was written by the person whose
name it bears. They used this mode of expression, rather than
the genitive case used of the Epistles, to intimate that zke same
subject had been treated of by others ; and they often emphasized
the oneness of the subject by speaking of ‘the Gospel ” rather
than “the Gospels.” This mode of expression is accurate;
there is only one Gospel, ‘the Gospel of God’ (Rom. i. 1)
concemning His Son. But it has been given us in four shapes
(ebayyéiov Terpduopov, Iren. mn xi. 8), and “according to”
indicates the shape given to it by the writer named.

Was the belief of the first Christians who adopted these
titles correct? Were the Gospels written by the persons whose
names they bear? With the trifling exception of a few passages,
we may believe this with regard to the Second, Third, and Fourth .
Gospels : but it is very difficult to believe this with regard to the
First, the authorship of which is a complicated problem not yet
adequately solved. But the following results may be accepted
as probable, and some of them as very probable.

Ancient testimony in favour of Matthew being the author is
very strong. It begins with Papias and Irenzus in the second
-century, and is confirmed by Origen in the third and Eusebius
in the fourth,! not to mention a number of other early writers,

1 Eusebius, A. £. iii. 39, v. 8, vi. 25, iii. 24, v. I1Q.
3 ievil
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whose evidence repeats, or is-in harmony with, these four.
Papias speaks of ‘“the oracles ” or “utterances ” (r& Adyta) which
Matthew composed; the other three speak of his “Gospel”
(ebayyéhov). Assuming that the two expressions are equivalent,
the testimony is uniform that the First Gospel was written in
Hebrew by Matthew, the tax-collector and Apostle. In that
case the Greek Gospel which has come down to us must be a
translation from this “ Hebrew ” original.!

But the First Gospel is evidently not a translation, and it is
difficult to believe that it is the work of the Apostle. Whoever
wrote it took the Second Gospel as a frame,? and worked into it
much material from other sources. And he took, not only the
substance of the Second Gospel, but the Greek phraseology of it,
showing clearly that he worked in Greek. It is incredible that
he translated the Greek of Mark into Hebrew, and that then
some one translated Matthew’s Hebrew back into Greek that is
almost the same as Mark’s, The retranslation would have
resulted in very different Greek.®! And it is not likely that the
Apostle Matthew, with first-hand knowledge of his own, would
take the Gospel of another, and that other not an Apostle, as the
framework of his own Gospel. There would seem, therefore, to
be some error in the early tradition about the First Gospel.

Very possibly the Adywa of Papias should not be interpreted
as meaning the whole of the First Gospel, but only one of its
elements, viz. a collection of facts respecting Jesus Christ, chiefly
consisting of His utterances, and the circumstances in which they
were spoken. The expression, r& Adyia, would fitly describe a
document largely made up of discourses and parables. That
such a document is one main element in both the First and
the Third Gospels, may be regarded as certain, and it may have
been written originally in Hebrew by S. Matthew.4

1 The subscriptions of certain cursives state that the Hebrew Matthew was
translated into Greek ‘“by John,” or ‘ by James,” or ¢ by James the brother
of the Lord,” or ““by Bartholomew.” Zahn, Einleitung in das NT. ii.

. 267. .
Y The main common source of the Synoptic Gospels was a single written
document ” (Burkitt, Z%e Gosp. Hist. and its Transmission, p. 34). “ Mk.
contains the whole of a document which Mt. and Lk. independently used ”
(#64d. p. 37). . . . L

3 The reader will find a good illustration of this in Duggan’s translation of
Jacquier's History of the Books of the New Testament, pp. 35, 127. Jacquier
translated passages from English into French. Duggan translates them back
into English, and his English is surprisingly unlike the originals.

4 <«“Hebrew” in this connexion must mean the Aramaic which Christ
Himself spoke. It is scarcely credible that any one would translate the words
of Christ into the Hebrew of the O.T., which was intelligible to none but the
learned. ’ a

The collection of Utterances often spoken of as ‘‘the Logia” is now
frequently denoted by the symbol ““ Q.”
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When the unknown constructor of the First Gospel took the
Second Gospel and fitted on to it the contents of this collection
of Utterances, together with other material of his own gathering,
he produced a work which was at once welcomed by the first
Christians as much more complete than the Second Gospel, and
yet not the same as the Third, 7/ that was already in existence.
What was this Gospel to be called? It was based on Mark;
but to have called it “according to Mark” would have caused
confusion, for that title was already appropriated. It would be
better to name it after the other main element used in its con-
struction, a translation of S. Matthew’s collection of Utterances.
In this way we get an explanation of the statement of Papias,
that “Matthew composed the Utterances in Hebrew, and each
man interpreted them as he was able,” a statement which seems
to be quite accurate. We also get an explanation of the later
and less accurate statements of Irensus, Origen, and Eusebius,
which seem to refer to our First Gospel as a whole; viz. that
Matthew wrote it in Hebrew. It was known that Matthew had
written a Gospel of some kind in Hebrew: the First Gospel, as
known to Irenzus, was called ‘‘ according to Matthew” ; and hence
the natural inference that 7 had been written in Hebrew. There
was a Gospel according to the Hebrews, which Jerome had trans-
lated into Greek and Latin, and from which he makes quotations.
A Jewish Christian sect called Nazarenes used this Gospel, and
said that it was by S. Matthew. It was Aramaic, written
in Hebrew characters. We do not know enough of it to be
certain; but it also may have contained a good many of the
Utterances collected by Matthew, and for this reason may have
been attributed as a whole to him. It seems to have been very
inferior to our First Gospel, and this would lead to its being
allowed to perish. See Hastings’ DB. extra vol. pp. 338 f.

Dr. C. R. Gregory (Canon and Text of the New Testament, pp. 245 ff.)
writes thus of the Gospel according to the Hebrews. ¢ One book that now
seems to stand very near to the Gospels, and again moves further away from
them, demands particular attention. But we shall scarcely reach any very
definite conclusion about it. It is like an Zgzzs fafuus in the literature of the
Church of the first three centuries. We cannot even tell from the statements
about it precisely who, of the writers who refer to it, really saw it. Yes, we
are even not sure that it is not kaleidoscopic or plural. It may be that
several, or at least two, different books are referred to, and that even by
people who fancy that there is but one book, and that they know it. . . .
Nothing would be easier for any one or every one who saw, read, or heard of
that book to call it the Gospel to the Hebrews, the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, or the Hebrews’ Gospel. . . . We shall doubtless some day receive
a copy of it in the original, or in a translation. It may have contained much
of what Matthew, Mark, and Luke contain, without that fact having been
brought to our notice in the quotations made from it. For those who quoted
it did so precisely in order to give that which varied from the contents of our
four Gospels, or especially of the three synoptic ones.” The origin of this
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perplexing document must be placed early. After Matthew and Luke became
well known a Gospel covering much the same ground would hardly have been
written. E. B. Nicholson has collected and annotated the quotations from it ,
R. Handmann, in 7zxte und Untersuchungen, 1888, has done the same. See
also Mgr. A. S. Barnes, Jour. of Tk. St., April 1905,

The collection of Utterances made by Matthew and used by
the compiler of the First Gospel, and the similar collection used
by Luke, were not such as we might have expected. The
selection was determined by the needs and hopes of the first
Christians, who wanted moral guidance for the present and
revelation as to the future. Hence the sayings of Christ pre-
served in the Synoptic Gospels are largely of either a moral or
an apocalyptic character.! Utterances which seemed to teach
principles of conduct, and prophecies or parables respecting the
Coming and the Kingdom were specially treasured. Some of
them were misunderstood at the time, and some appear to have
been misreported, either from the first or in repeated transmis-
sion ; but the result is a body of doclrine, of marvellous unity
and adaptability, the great bulk of which must be faithfully
reported, because it is inconceivable that the Evangelists or their
informants can have invented such things. It is evident that
these informants, in the last resort, are the memories of the first
body of disciples, who, happily for us, were sometimes stronger
in memory than in understanding. They remembered what per-
plexed them, decause it perplexed them ; and they reported it
faithfully. That a collection of sayings and narratives was made
during our Lord’s lifetime, as Salmon (Z%¢ Human Element in
the Gospels, p. 275) and Ramsay (Expositor, 1907, p. 424)
suppose, is scarcely probable (Sanday, Tk LZife of Christ in
Recent Researck, p. 172). '

The answer, therefore, to the question, Who was the author
of the First Gospel ? is a negative one. It was not S, Matthew.
The writer was an early Jewish Christian, not sufficiently import-
ant to give his name to a Gospel, and in no way desiring to do
so. But he used a great deal of material which was probably
collected by S. Matthew, whose name thus became connected
with the First Gospel as we have it.2 That it is in no sense the
work of S. Matthew is not probable. Some more conspicuous
Apostle than the toll-collector would have been chosen, if the
title had no better basis than the desire to give a distinguished
name to a nameless document. Andrew, or James the son of

1J. R. Ropes, The Apostolic Age, p. 222. There is good reason for
" believing that there existed a written collection of sayings which had the
definite title Adyot rob xupiov *Inoob, to which reference 1s made Acts xx. 35 ;
also in Clem. Rom. Cor. xiii., xlvi.’; and in Polycarp, ii. See Harnack, 7%

Sayings of Jesus, pp. 187-189.
e B Bakical Teacking of Jesus, pp. 2, 3, 20.
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Zebedee, or Philip would have been preferred. And the writer
has given us “a Catholic Gospel,” written in *a truly Catholic
temper.” “ Wherever his own hand shows itself, onesees that
his thought is as universalistic as it is free from the bondage of
the Law. . . . The individuality of the author makes itself so
strongly felt both in style and tendency, that it is impossible.-to
think of the Gospel as a mere compilation ” (Jilicher).

On the contrary, as Renan says, “the Gospel of Matthew, all
things considered, is the most important book of Christianity—
the most important book that has ever been written.,” Not
without reason it received the first place in the N.T. ¢ The
compilation of the Gospels is, next to the personal action of
Jesus, the leading fact in the history of the origins of
Christianity ;—I will even add in the history of mankind”
(Les Evangiles, p. 212 ; Eng. trans. p. 112).

The writer of this Gospel rises far above the limitations of
his own Jewish Christianity. To see in it anything directed
against the teaching of S. Paul is strangely to misunderstand it.
So far as there is anything polemical in Mt., it is directed, not
against the Apostle of the Gentiles, but against Pharisaic
Judaism. This wide outlook as to the meaning and scope of
Christianity is clear evidence that what he gives us as the
Messiah’s teaching is not the writer’s own, but the teaching of
Him in whom both Jew and Gentile were to find salvation. Its
Catholic Christianity, which is the spirit of Christ Himself, has
made this Gospel, from the first century to the twentieth, a
favourite with Christians.

THE SOURCES.

To some extent these have been already stated. The writer
of our First Gospel used Mk. in nearly the same form as that in
which it has come down to us,! and also a collection of
Utterances which was probably made either wholly or in part by
5. Matthew. This second document, which quickly went out of
use owing to the superiority of the Canonical Gospels, is
commonly spoken of as “the Logia,” or (more scientifically) as
“Q,” a symbol which commits us to nothing. Besides these
two main sources, there were at least two others. These are (1)
the O.T., the quotations from which, however, may have come
from a collection of passages believed to be Messianic, rather
than from the writer’s knowledge of the O.T. as a whole; and
(2) traditions current among the first Christians. It is also

1 If there were differences, it is not impossible that the text of Mk. which
Mt. used was inferior to that which has come down to us: corruption had
already begun. See Stanton, Syngptic Gospels, pp. 34 f.
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possible that some of the many attempts at Gospels, mentioned
by S. Luke in his Preface, may have been known to our
Evangelist and used by him. But the only one of his sources
which we can compare with his completed work is the Second
Gospel, and it is most instructive to see the way in which he
treats it. ‘This has been worked out in great detail by the Rev.
W. C. Allen in his admirable work on St. Matthew in the
International Critical Commentary, which ought to be consulted
by all who wish to do justice to the Synoptic problem. Here it
will suffice to make a selection of instances, paying attention
chiefly to those which illustrate the freedom which the compiler
of the First Gospel allowed himself in dealing with the Second.

1. He appropriates nearly the whole of 1 The chief
omissions are: Healing of a demoniac (Mk. i 23-28);
Prayer before preaching in Galilee (i. 35-39); Seed grow-
ing secretly (iv. 26~29); Healing of a deaf stammerer (vii.
32—-36); Healing of a blind man (viii. 22-26); The un-
commissioned exorcist (ix. 38—40); Widow’s mites (xil. 41—
44). And there are other smaller omissions. i

2. He makes considerable ckanges én order, chiefly so as to
group similar incidents and sayings together, and thus make the
sequence more telling. Thus we have three triplets of miracles :
leprosy, paralysis, fever (viii. 1-15); victory over natural powers,
demonic powers, power of sin (viil. 23~ix. 8); restoration of life,
sight, speech (ix. 18-34). And he omits sayings where Mark
has them, and inserts them in a different connexion, generally
earlier. Thus Mk. iv. 21 is inserted Mt. v. 15 instead of xiii. 23,
24; Mk, iv. 2z is inserted Mt. x. 26 instead of xiii. 23, 24;
Mk. ix. 41 is inserted Mt. x. 42 instead of xviii. §; Mk. ix. 50 is
inserted Mt. v. 13 instead of xviii. 9 ; Mk. xi. 25 is inserted Mt.
vi. 14 instead of xxi. 22.

3. Although he adds a great deal to Mark, yet he freguently
abbreviates, perhaps to gain space for additions. He often omits
what is redundant. In the following instances, the words in
brackets are found in Mark but not in the First Gospel. ‘[The
time is fulfilled, and] the Kingdom of God is at hand : repent ye
[and believe in the gospel]’ (Mk. i. 15). ¢And at even, {when
the sun did set]’ (i. 32). ‘And straightway the leprosy
[departed from him, and he] was cleansed’ (i. 42). ‘[And the
wind ceased] and there was a great calm’ (iv. 39). Save in his
own country, [and among his own kin,] and in his own house’
(vi. 4). Such things are very frequent. He also omits un-

1 Why did both he and S. Luke have so high an estimate of Mk. as to
incorporate it in their own Gospels? Because Mk. was believed to be the
mouthpiece of S. Peter, and because his Gospel emanated (as is highly
probable) from the great centre of all kinds of interests—Rome.
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essential details ; e.g. ‘He was with the wild beasts’ (Mk. i. 13);
¢ with the hired servants’ (i. 20); ‘with James and John’ (i. 29);
‘upon the cushion’ (iv. 38); ‘about zooo’ (v. 13); ‘200
pennyworth’ (vi. 37); ‘so as no fuller on earth can whiten
them’ (ix. 3); ‘300 pence’ (xiv. 5); the young man who fled
naked (xiv. 51); ¢the father of Alexander and Rufus’ (xv. 21).
And he frequently omits notes about the crowds which impeded
Christ (Mk. i. 33, 45, ii. 2, 4, iil. 9, 10, 20, vi. 31). '

4. On the other hand he frequently expands. Compare
Mk. i 7, 8 with Mt. iil. 7-12; Mk. iii. 22—26 with Mt. xii.
24-45 ; Mk. iv. with Mt xiii. ; Mk. vi. 8-11 with Mt. x. 5—42;
Mk. xii. 38-40 with Mt. xxiii. ; Mk. xiii. with Mt. xxiv.—xxv. .

5. Among the many ckanges in language which he makes the
following are conspicuous; and in considering the numbers we
must remember the different length of the two Gospels. Mark
has ‘again’ (wdAw) about 26 times, Matthew about 16, of which
4 are from Mark. Mark has ‘straightway’ (ebfis) about 41
times, Matthew about 7, all from Mark. Mark has the historic
present about 150 times, Matthew about g3, of which 21 are
from Mark. And the compiler seems to have disliked the
imperfect tense. He frequently turns Mark’s imperfects into
aorists, or avoids them by a change of expression. Comp.
Mk. vi. 7, 20, 41, §6 with Mt. x. 1, xv. 5, 19, 36; and Mk. x.
48, 52 with Mt. xx. 31, 34. Such alterations are very frequent.

6. But the compiler, besides making changes of order and
language, and sometimes abbreviating and sometimes expanding
Mark’s narrative, occasionally makes alferations in the substance
of Mark’s statements., Some of these seem to aim at greater
accuracy ; as the substitution of ‘tetrarch’ (Mt. xiv. 1) for
‘king’ (Mk. vi. 14), the omissions of ‘when Abiathar was
high priest’ (Mk. ii. 26), ‘coming from (work in the) field’
(xv. z1), ‘having bought a linen cloth’ (xv. 46), and perhaps the
change from ‘after three days’ (viii. 31, ix. 31, x. 34)to ‘on
the third day’ (Mt xvi 21, xvil. 23, xx 19). But other
changes involve more substantial difference; eg. ‘Levi the son
of Alpheus’ (ii. 14) becomes ‘a man called Matthew’ (Mt. ix.
9); ‘Gerasenes’ (v. 1) becomes ‘Gadarenes’ (Mt. viil. 28);
‘Dalmanutha’ (viii. 10) becomes ‘Magadan’ (Mt. xv. 39).
Where Mark has one demoniac (v. 2) and one blind man
(x. 46), the compiler gives two (Mt. viii. 28, xx. 30).

7. Sometimes he alters the narrative of Mark in order to
make the incident a more clear case of the fulfilment of
prophecy. Mark has, ¢Ye shall find a colt tied, whereon no
man ever yet sat; loose him and bring him’ (xi. 2). For this
he has, ‘Ye shall find an ass tied and a colt with her; loose
and bring to Me’ (Mt. xxi. 2), and then he goes on to quote the
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prophecy, riding upon an ass, and upon a colt the foal of an
ass.” Mark says, ¢ They promised to give him money’ (xiv. 11);
for which the compiler substitutes, ¢ They weighed to him thirty
pieces of silver’ (xxvi. 15), which comes from Zech. xi. 12, and a
little later he quotes Zech. xi. 13, which he erroneously attributes
to Jeremiah (xxvii. 9). Mark has, ‘They offered Him wine
mingled with myrrh’ (xv. 23). In Mt xxvii. 34 the ‘myrrh’
is changed to ‘gall’ perhaps to suggest a reference to Ps.
Ixix. z1. In a similar way Justin Martyr (A4pol i. 32) says that
the foal of the ass was “tied to a vine,” in order to make
the incident a fulfilment of ‘binding his foal unto the vine’
(Gen. xlix. 11).

8. The compiler fones down or omits what seems to be un-
Javourable fo the disciples. The rebuke, ‘Know ye not this
parable? and how shall ye know all the parables?’ (Mk. iv. 13)
becomes a blessing in Mt. xiii. 16ff. ‘For they understood not
concerning the loaves, but their heart was hardened’ (vi. 52) is
omitted. At Mk, viii. 29 the compiler inserts  Blessed art thou,
Simon Barjona,’ etc. (xvi. 17-19). He omits (xvii. 4) that Peter
‘wist not what to answer’ (Mk. viii. 6); also that they
‘questioned among themselves what the rising from the dead
should mean’ (ix. 10). For ‘they understood not the saying,
and were afraid to ask Him’ (Mk. ix. 32) he substitutes, ‘they
were exceeding sorry’ (xvil. 23). For they disputed one with
another, who was the greatest’ (Mk. ix. 34) and were rebuked
for so doing, he substitutes, ‘the disciples came unto Jesus,
saying, Who then is the greatest in the kingdom of heaven?’
(xviti. 1). The ambitious petition of the sons of Zebedee
(Mk. x. 35) is assigned to their mother (Mt. xx. 20). ‘They
wist not what to answer Him’ (Mk. xiv. 40) is omitted
(Mt. xxvi. 43).

g. Still more instructive and interesting are the cases in which
the compiler tones down or omits what might encourage a low
conception of the character of Christ. Reverential feeling seems
to have made him shrink from the freedom with which the
earlier record attributes human emotions and human limitations
to our Lord. ‘And when He had looked round on them with
anger, being grieved at the hardening of their heart’ (Mk. iii. 5)
is omitted Mt. xii. 13. ‘He marvelled because of their unbelief,’
and ‘He could there do no mighty work’ (vi. 5, 6) is changed
to ‘He did not many mighty works there because of their
unbelief’ (Mt xiii. 58). ‘He sighed deeply in- His Spirit’
(viil. 12) is omitted Mt. xvi. 4. He was moved with indignation’
(x. 14) 1s omitted Mt. xix. 14. ‘Looking upon him loved him’
(x. 21) is omitted Mt xix. 21. ‘Began to be greatly amazed’
(xiv. 33) is changed to ‘began to be sorrowful’ (Mt. xxvi. 37).
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The compiler also omits questions which seem to imply
ignorance on the part of Christ. ‘What is thy name?’ (v. g).
‘Who touched My garments?’ (v. 30). ‘How many loaves
have ye?’ (vi. 38). ‘Why doth this generation seek a sign?’
(viii. 12). “Seest thou aught?’ (viii. 23). ‘What question ye
with them ?” (ix. 16). ¢ How long time is it since this hath come
unto him?’ (ix. 21). ‘What were ye reasoning in the way?’
(ix. 33) ‘Where is My guest-chamber?’ (xiv. 14). The
compiler also omits what might imply that Christ was unable to
accomplish what He willed. ¢Jesus could no more openly enter
intoa city’ (i. 45) ‘He said unto him, Come forth thou
unclean spirit’ (v.'8) when the demon had not yet come forth.
‘He would have passed by them’ (vi. 48). “Would have no
man know it; and He could not be hid’ (vii. 24). ‘If haply
He might find anything thereon . . . for it was not the season
of figs’ (xi. 13); as if Christ did not know till He came and
looked, and as if He had expected what could not be. Perhaps
the change from ¢driveth Him forth’ (Mk. i. 12) to ‘ was led up’
(Mt iv. 1) is of a similar character.

To the same feeling we may attribute the remarkable change
of ‘Why callest thou Me good? None is good save one, even
God’ (x. 18), into * Why askest thou Me concerning that which is
good? One there is who is good’ (Mt. xix. 17); and the
probable omission (the reading is doubtful) of ‘neither the Son’
(xili. 32) in Mt. xxiv. 36. The change of ¢the carpenter’
(vi. 3) into ‘the carpenter’s son’ (Mt. xiii. 55) is of a similar
kind; and perhaps the change of ‘Master, carest Thou not
that we perish?’ (iv. 38) into ‘Save, Lord, we perish’ (Mt.
viil. 25). But perhaps this last change was made to shield the
disciples.

Side by side with this toning down of what might lessen the
majesty of Christ’s person is a readiness to heighien what
tllustrates 2. 'When Mark says that ‘they brought to Him a//
that were sick and them that were possessed,’ and that ‘He
healed many and cast out many demons’ (i 32, 34), the
compiler says that ‘they brought to Him many possessed,’ and
that ‘e cast out the spirits witk ¢ word, and healed a//’
(Mt. viii. 16). He thrice, by inserting ¢ from that hour,’ insists
that the healing word took effect immediately (ix. 22, xv. 28,
xvii, 18). He makes the fig-tree wither immediately, and states
that the disciples were amazed at the sudden withering, whereas
Mark indicates that they did not notice the withering till next
day. He omits the two miracles in which Christ used spittle as
a means of healing (Mk. vii. 31, viii. 22), and he omits the
convulsions of the demoniac boy, which might imply that Christ
had difficulty in healing him (Mt. ix. z0). He also represents
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Jairus’ daughter as being raised by merely taking her hand: no
word is recorded (ix. 25).1

These nine classes of changes, which by no means exhaust
the subject, strongly confirm the generally accepted view that
the Gospel according to S. Mark is the earlier. We can see
in the majority of cases why the change from Mark to Matthew
has been made. Assume that Matthew is primary, and the
changes to what Mark gives us would be unintelligible. More-
over there is the fact that some of the changes made in Matthew
are found in Luke also. That again points to Mark being the
earliest.?

The consideration of the material which is common to both
Matthew and Luke, but is not found in Mark, does not lead to
such sure results; and a variety of hypotheses are possible.
(1) Both the compiler of Matthew and ‘the beloved physician’
may have used the same collection of Utterances, translated from
the Hebrew of S. Matthew the Apostle. (2) S. Luke may have
used a collection similar to the one used by the compiler, but
varying somewhat from it. (3) Each may have used several
such collections, having a good deal of common material ; and
S. Luke knew of the existence of many such documents. (4)
Each may have drawn from oral traditions, which to a large
extent had become stereotyped. (5) S. Luke may have seen
the Gospel according to Matthew. With our present knowledge,
certainty is impossible. That S. Luke and the compiler of
Matthew used Mark, pretty nearly as we have it, is certain ; that
they had other and similar materials, is certain ; and that each
used materials which the other did not use, and perhaps did not
know, is also certain. Beyond that, all is more or less reasonable
conjecture. That each of them used Mark as we have it, is a
reasonable conjecture ; and Burkitt agrees with Wellhausen that
“Mark was known to both the other Synoptists in the same form
and with the same contents as we have it now ” (Zke Gospel History
and its Transmission, p. 64). But perhaps it would be more
accurate to say that our Mark is derived from one copy of the
autograph, and that the other two Synoptists made use of
another ; and we must remember that in those days scribes were
not mere copyists whose one aim was to copy accurately ; they
thought that it was their duty to edit and improve what they had
before them. Again, it is a reasonable conjecture that the
material used by the Synoptists existed originally in Aramaic,

1 Perhaps the two demoniacs and the two blind men (viii. 28, xx. 30),
where Mark mentions only one, may be placed, under this head.

3Gee an excellent article on ““The Early Church and the Synoptic
Gospels” in the Journal of Theological Studies, April 1904, pp. 330-342;
also January 1909, pp. 168, 172
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and that most of it had been translated into Greek before they
used it.

If copyists sometimes edited what they copied, much more
did Evangelists edit the materials which they used. We see
this in their grouping, in their wording, and in their insertion
of editorial notes. Such notes were indispensable. A writer
who has to unite in consecutive narrative anecdotes and utter-
ances of which the historical connexion has been lost, must insert
editorial links to form a sequence. He may or may not have
independent authority for the link, but a link of some kind he
must have, whether there be authority for it or not. And in
some cases the discourses or narratives which he has to piece
together may be said to be the authority for what is inserted, for
something of the kind must have taken place, or what is recorded
could not have happened. Thus, the record of a long discourse
on a mount implies that the Lord went up the mount, that He
had an audience, and that, when all was over, He came down
again, These details, therefore, are inserted (v. 1, viil. 1).  After
charging the Apostles, He must have gone elsewhere to teach
(xi. 1). The same thing would happen at the end of other
discourses (xiil. 53, xix. 1, xxvi. 1). Where there was nothing
known to the contrary, it might be assumed that the Twelve
understood Him (xvii. 13), even when at first they had not done
so (xvi, 12). If the Evangelist felt quite certain of the meaning
of our Lord’s words, he might give the supposed meaning as
having been actually spoken by Him (xii. 40). If a prophecy,
‘which the Messiah must have known, seemed to be very
appropriate, He might be supposed to have quoted it (ix. 13,
xii. 7, xili. 14, 15, xxiv. 30). If, at the Supper, the Twelve
said to Him, one by one, ‘Is it I?’ then Judas must have said
so, and the Lord would answer him (xxvi. 25). If the women
on Easter morning found the stone already removed from the
tomb, the removal must have had a cause; and if there was an
earthquake, this must have had a cause. It was reported that
an Angel had been seen: then, doubtless, he was the cause
(xxvill. 2—4). There are other places where we may reasonably
conjecture that we are reading editorial comment rather than
the reproduction of historical tradition ; eg. xiii. 364, xvi. 114,
xxil. 34 ; and there may be even more than these.

Editorial additions of this kind do not look like the work of
an Apostle and an eye-witness. If the First Gospel, as we have
it, were the production of S. Matthew, we should, as in the
Fourth Gospel, have much more important additions to what
is told us by S. Mark. In the feeding of the 5ooo, contrast the
vivid details which Jn. alone gives with the trifling inferences
which are peculiar to Mt. In the story of the Passion and of
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the Resurrection, the same kind of contrast will be felt. These
editorial notes, therefore, are a strong confirmation of the view
that only to a very limited extent can our First Gospel be
regarded as the composition of the Apostle.

The existence of these notes does not interfere with the
substantial trustworthiness of the Gospels. Even when we
have set aside all the verses which seem to be editorial, the
number of them is not large, and is almost infinitesimal in
comparison with the remainder. And it must be remembered
that we may be mistaken about some of them, and also that
some, although editorial, may be quite true. At any rate they
represent what writers in A.D. 6o-100 regarded as sufficiently
probable to be affirmed.

PLAN oF THE GOSPEL,

As already intimated, the framework is that of Mk.
Omitting the first two chapters respecting the Birth and Infancy
of the Messiah, which have no parallel in Mk., we may exhibit
the correspondence, or want of correspondence, between the
two Gospels section by section. If both Gospels are analysed
into five main divisions, the relations of the divisions to one
another will stand thus :—

MARK. MATTHEW.
i 1-13 Introduction to the Gosper il 1-iv. 11
i. 14-vi. 13 Ministry in Galilee iv. 12-xiii. 58
vi. 14-ix. 50 Ministry in the Neighbourhood xiv, I-xviil, 35
x. I-52 Joumey through Perea to Jerusalem Xix. I-xx. 34
xi, 1-xvi. 8  Last Week in Jerusalem xxi, I-xxviii, 8

Itis in the first two divisions that Mt. makes most changes
in the order of the shorter sections of which they are composed.
But from xiv. 1, and still more decidedly from xv. 21, he follows
the order of Mk. very closely, although he both abbreviates and
expands. And it should be noted that where Mt. deviates from
the order of Mk., Lk. commonly follows it. Mk. is nearly always
supported by either Mt. or Lk. or both: his is the original order.

When we subtract from Mt. what has been derived from
Mk., we have a remainder very different from that which is
produced by subtracting from Lk. what has been derived from
Mk. In the latter case we have not only various discourses,
especially parables, which have not been recorded elsewhere,
but also a large proportion of narratives, which Lk. alone has
preserved. But in the case of Mt., that which remains after
Mk. has been subtracted consists almost wholly of discourses,
for which the compiler evidently had a great liking. Theamount
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of narrative which he alone has preserved for us is not very
great ; nor, with the exception of the contents of the first two
chapters, is it, as a rule, of first-rate importance. It consists of
such stories as Peter’s walking on the sea, the demand for the
Temple-tax, the suicide of Judas, the message of Pilate’s wife
and his washing his hands, the earthquake and the resurrection
of the saints, the setting of a watch at the sepulchre and the
subsequent bribing of the guards. What the Evangelist chiefly
has at heart is to add to Mk.’s narratives of the doings of the
Messiah a representative summary of the Zacking of the Messiah.
‘From that time began Jesus to preach’ (iv. 17). ‘He opened
His mouth and taught them’ (v. 2). ‘He departed thence to
teach and preach’ (x1. 1), ¢He taught them in their synagogue’
(xiii. 54). ‘And Jesus went about all the cities and the
villages, teaching in their synagogues, and preaching the Gospel -
of the Kingdom’ (ix. 35). Statements such as these show
clearly the writer’s deep interest in all that the Messiah said;
and the number of sayings which he has collected shows this
still more.

In this presentation of the words of Christ in this Gospel the
Evangelist is fond of gathering into one discourse a number of
shorter sayings, as may be seen from comparison with S. Luke,
who has these same sayings scattered about, in various con-
nexions, in his Gospel. The chief example of this is the
Sermon on the Mount (Mt. v.—vii.). But there are other
instances of what seems to be a similar process, making at least
seveninall. There is the address to the Apostles (x. 5—42); the
collection of parables (xiii.) ; the discourse on the little child and
the sayings which follow it (xviii.); the three parables of warning to
the hierarchy (xxi. 28—xxii. 14); the Woes against the Pharisees
(xxiii.); and the discourse on the Last Things (xxiv., xxv.). To
these we may perhaps add the discourse about John the Baptist,
which is grouped with other sayings (xi. 4-19; 20-30). Five of
these seven or eight discourses are clearly marked off, as we
shall see, by the Evangelist himself. _

It is often pointed out that in this Gospel incidents and
sayings are frequently arranged in numerical groups of three,
five, or seven. Triplets are very common. The opening
genealogy is artificially compressed into three divisions, each
having two sevens in it. There are three events of the
Childhood, the visit of the Magi, the flight into Egypt, and
the return (ii. 1-23); three temptations (iv. 1-11); three
examples of righteousness, alms, prayer, and fasting (vi. 1-18);
three prohibitions, Hoard not, Judge not, Give not what is holy
to the dogs (vi. 19—vii. 6); under ‘Hoard not’ there are three
aims, the heavenly treasure, the single eye, and the banishment
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of anxiety (vi. 19—34); threefold ‘Be not anxious’ (vi. 25;
31; 34); three commands, Ask, Enter by the narrow gate,
Beware of false prophets (vii. 7-z0); three pairs of contrasts,
the broad and narrow way, the good and bad trees, and the
wise and foolish builders (vii. 13; 17 ; 24-27%) ; threefold ¢in Thy
Name ’ (vii. 22); three miracles of healing, leprosy, palsy, fever
(viii, 1-15); three miracles of power, storm, demoniacs, sin
(viil. 23-ix, 8); three miracles of restoration, health, life, sight
(ix. 8-34) ; threefold ¢ Fear not’ (x. 26; 28; 31); threefold ‘is
not worthy of Me’ (x. 37, 38); three cavils of the Pharisees
(xii. 2; 14; 24); three signs to the Pharisees, Jonah, Ninevites,
and Queen of the South (xii. 38—42); ‘empty, swept, and
garnished’ (xii. 44); three parables from vegetation, Sower,
Tares, and Mustard-seed (xiii. 1-32); three parables of warning
(xxi. 28-xxii. 14); three questioners, Pharisees, Sadducees, and
lawyer (xxil. 15; 23; 35); three powers with which God is to be
loved, heart, soul, and mind (xxii. 37). In ch. xxiii. we have
numerous triplets: ‘Scribes, Pharisees, hypocrites (passim);
feasts, synagogues, and market-places (6); teacher, father, and
master (8-10), Temple and gold, altar and gift, heaven and
throne (16-22); tithing of mint, dill, and cummin contrasted
with judgment, mercy and faith (23); tithing of trifles, straining
out gnats, cleansing of cup and platter (23—26); prophets, wise
men, and scribes (34). In the remaining chapters we have other
examples; three parables against negligence, the Faithful and
the Unfaithful Slaves, the Ten Virgins, and the Talents (xxiv. 45—
xxv. 30); three addresses to the Three in Gethsemane (xxvi. 38 ;
40, 41 ; 45, 46) ; three prayers in Gethsemane (xxvi. 39; 42; 44);
three utterances at the Arrest, to Judas, Peter, and the multitudes
(xxvi. 50; 52~54); three shedders of innocent blood, Judas,
Pilate, and the people (xxvii. 4; 24; 25); three signs to attest
the Messiahship of the Crucified, the rending of the veil, the
earthquake, the resurrection of saints (xxvii. 51-53); three
groups of witnesses to the Resurrection, the women, the soldiers,
and the disciples (xxviii. 1~10; 11-15; 16~20); the last words to
the Church, a claim, a charge, and a promise (xxviii. 18-20); of
which three the second was threefold, to make disciples, to
baptize, and to teach (19, 20); of which three the second again
has a triple character : ‘into the Name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Ghost’ (19).

Many of these thirty-eight instances have no parallel passage
in Mk. or Lk. In many of the others it will be found that the
parallel passage omits one or more member of the triplet or adds
one to it; e.g. Lk. (vi. 43-49) has the good and bad trees, and
the wise and foolish builders, but not the broad and narrow way.
Elsewhere (xiii. 24) he has the narrow door, but no broad or
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wide door. For ‘judgment, mercy, and faith’ Lk. (xi. 42) has
‘judgment and the love of God.” He has (xi. 39, 42) the
cleansing of cup and dish, and the tithing of small herbs, but he
omits the straining out of the gnat. For the threefold ‘Be not
anxious,” he has (xii. 22, 29, 32) ‘Be not anxious,’ ‘Seek not,’
¢Fear not” On the other hand, for heart, soul, and mind he
has (x. 27) heart, soul, strength, and mind.

There can be no doubt that some of these friplets were in the
sources which both Mt. and Lk. used, for both Gospels have
them. In a few cases it is just possible that Lk. derived them
from Mt. ; but it is much more reasonable to assign their origin
to the sources; e.g. the three temptations probably come from
some unknown source; the three addresses to the Three in
Gethsemane are in Mk., though not in Lk., and may be assigned
to Mk. ; and there are other triplets, not included in the above
list, which are in both Mt. and Lk. and may be attributed to the
sources which they used; eg. fask,’ ‘seek,’ ‘knock’ (vil 7;
Lk. xi. g); reed, man in soft clothing, prophet (xi. 7-9; Lk. vii.
24-26); Chorazin, Bethsaida, Capernaum (xi. zo~23; Lk. x.
13-15). But, when all deductions are made, there remains a
considerable number of triplets which Mt. has constructed either
by grouping or by modifications in wording.

Groups of five are less common. Mt. has marked off for us
five great discourses, each of which is closed by him with the
same formula, ‘It came to pass when Jesus finished’ (éyévero Gre
éréhecev & "Iyoods), vil. 28, xi. 1, xiil. 53, xix. 1, xxvi. 1. These
five discourses are : the Sermon on the Mount; the address to
the Apostles; the collection of parables; the discourse on the
little child with the sayings which follow it; and the great
apocalyptic discourse. The Sermon on the Mount contains
five corrections of inadequate conceptions about the Law, each
of them introduced by the words, ‘But I say unto you’ (v. 22,
28, 34, 39, 44); and in the apocalyptic discourse there are two
parables in which the number five is prominent, the five wise
and the five foolish virgins, and the five talents which gained
other five. In chapters xxi. and xxii. there are five questions ;
about authority, tribute, resurrection, great commandments, and
the Son of David. Of the five great discourses, the address to
the Twelve (x. 5-15; 16~23 ; 24—33 ; 34—39 ; 40—42) and the great
eschatological discourse (xxiv. 5-14; I5—5I; XXV, I~I3; 14—30;
31-46) can be divided into five paragraphs; but the latter can
also be conveniently divided into seven (xxiv. 5-14; 15-28;
29-31; 32—5I; XXV. I-I3; 14—30; 31—46). The discourses in
ch. xi. (7-19; 20—24; 25—30) and in ch. xviii. (3-14; 15—20; 21-35)
fall readily into three divisions; but by further subdivision they
can be made into five. The Sermon on the Mount can also be
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divided into five parts (v. 3-16; 17-48; vi. 1~18; 19-vii. 6,
7-27), and some of these parts can be readily subdivided into
five or three paragraphs.

We have seen that this Gospel can be placed side by side
with Mk. and analysed into five main divisions. This means
omitting the first two chapters, which have no parallel in Mk.
If we add these two chapters as an Introduetion, and break the
last great division® into two (xxi. I—xxv. 46; xxvi. 1—xxviii. 20),
thus separating the last days of work from the Dassion,
Death, and Resurrection, we have a Gospel in sepens main
divisions.

But the clearest examples of grouping by seven are the seven
parables in ch. xiii. and the seven woes in ch. xxiil. Some find
seven Beatitudes at the opening of the Sermon, and seven
petitions in the Lord’s Prayer. It is also possible to find a
group of seven in vi. 25-34 (see notes there); and there are
some who think that the separate instructions to the Twelve
have been gathered up by Mt. “into a single sevenfold com-
mission,” It has been already pointed out that a fivefold
division seems to fit this discourse well ; but, if we are to find a
seven in the Mission of the Twelve, we shall find it more
securely in the seven centres of work which resulted from it,—
our Lord, and six pairs of Apostles.

It is plain from what has just been stated that groups of five
and groups of seven are far less frequent in this Gospel than
groups of three. Even if we were to count all the possible
instances of five and of seven, they would hardly amount to half
the number of triplets. The five great discourses, the seven
parables, and the seven woes are evidently intentional groupings.
Many of the others which have been suggested may be intended
also ; but we cannot be certain.

There is nothing fanciful or mystical in these numerical
rarangements. Groups of three and of seven are frequent in the
O.T., and were in use before its earliest books were written.
Three is the smallest number which has beginning, middle, and
end, and it is composed of the first odd number added to the
first even number. The days of the week, corresponding to
phases of the moon, made seven to be typical of plurality and
completeness. Although seven is a sacred number often in the
O.T. and sometimes in the N.T., e.g. in the Apocalypse, yet there
is no clear instance of this use in the Gospels. All that the
Evangelist need be supposed to imply by these numerical
groupings is orderly arrangement. Everything in the Gospel
history took place and was spoken eloxgudves xal xerd rdfuw
(x Cor. xiv. 40); and everything must be narrated ‘decently
and in order.’
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It is possible that these groupings into threes, or fives, or
sevens, or tens would aid the memory of both teachers and
learners, and would in this way be useful to catechists. It is
also possible that the Evangelist had this end in view in making’
these numerical groups. Sir John Hawkins (Hore Synoptice,
p. 131) favours such a theory. “This seems to have been
done in Jewish fashion, and perhaps especially for the use of
Jewish-Christian catechists and catechumens. . . . When we’
think of the five books of the Pentateuch, the five books of
Psalms, the five Megilloth, the five divisions which Dr
Edersheim and others trace in Ecclesiasticus, the five parts
which Mr. Charles as well as previous scholars see in the Book
of Enoch (pp. 25-32; Hastings’ DAB. art. ‘Enoch’), and the
five Pereqs which make up the Pirge Abotk, it is hard to believe
that it is by accident that we find in S. Matthew the five times
repeated formula about Jesus ‘ending’ His sayings (vii. 28,
xi. 1, xill. 53, xix. 1, xxvi. 1). Are we not reminded of the
colophon which still closes the second book of Psalms, ‘The
prayers of David the son of Jesse are ended’ (Ps. Ixxii. zo)?’”
Comp. also, *The words of Job are ended’ (Job xxxi. 40). Of
course the fact that Mt. consciously made five great discouirses
does not prove that he did so in order to assist the memory of
catechists and catechumens, but some of his numerical groups
may have had this aim.

Other- instances of the occurrences of these and other
numbers in this Gospel might be cited; but they are of less
mportance. Some of them are probably to be understood
guite literally. It so happened that there were three, or five, or
seven; as in Peter’s proposal for three tabernacles, or the five
loaves and the five thousand, or the seven loaves and the seven
baskets. In other cases it is a round number, as in Peter’s
question, ‘Until seven times?’ But the examples given above
fully justify the statement that these numerical arrangements are
a characteristic of the First Gospel.

It is this intense desire for what is orderly that has caused
the Evangelist to gather together detached sayings of the Messiah
and group them into continuous discourses. The large pro-
portion of discourses in this Gospel has often been pointed out,
and it is one of the reasons which quickly made the Gospel so
much more popular than the earlier Gospel of Mark. In Mk.
about half consists of discourses, in Lk. about two- thirds, in Mt.
about three-fourths. The main portion of Mt., the ministry in
Galilee and the nelghbourhood (iv. 12-xviil. 3 5), is expanded
from Mk. chiefly by the insertion of discourses, and. it seems to
be arranged on a fairly symmetrical plan.

1. Opening activities, grouped round a prophecy of Isaiah

¢
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éMt iv. 15, 16), and ending with the Sermon on the Mount
iv, 12-vii. 29).

2. Ten acts of Messianic Sovereignty, grouped round a
prophecy of Isaiah (Mt. viil. 17), and ending with the Charge to
the Apostles (viii. 1—x. 42).

3. Many utterances of Messianic Wisdom, grouped round a
prophecy of Isaiah (Mt xii. 18-21), and ending in seven
illustrations of teaching by parables, which are grouped round
Ps. Ixxviii. 2 (xi. 1—xiii. 58).

4. Continued activities in and near Galilee, grouped round a
prophecy of Isaiah (Mt. xv. 8, 9), and ending in the discourses
on offences and forgiveness (xiv. ‘1-xviii. 35). Thus, chapters
v.—vil,, x., xiii.,, and xviii. seem to be intended as cdnclusions to
deﬁnite sections of the Gospel, and they consist almost entirely
of discourses.

The compiler’s preference for discourses is shown, not only
by his insertion of them, but by his abbreviation of mere
narrative, He frequently, as we have seen, omits details. He
cares little about local colour or chronological order. , His aim
is to produce a definite impression—=#ke Messianic dignity of Jesus.
This aim is clear from the outset. ‘Book of the generation of
Jesus, Messiah, Son of David, Son of Abraham’ (i. 1). The
descent from David is empha51zed (xil. 23, xxi. 9, I 5, Xxil. 42)
as indicating that He is the Messianic King (ii. 2, xxi. 5, xxvii.
11, 29, 37, 42). The book is at once Jewish and anti-Jewish.
It is manifestly written by a Jew for Jews. Its Jewisk tone is
conspicuous throughout. Palestine is ‘the Land of Israel’
(il. 20, 21); its people are ‘Israel’ (vm 10) or ‘the lost sheep
of the house of Israel’ (x. 6, xv. 24); its towns are ‘the cities of
Israel’ (x. 23) and God is ‘the God of Israel’ (xv. 31).
Jerusalem is ‘ the holy city’ (1v 5, Xxvil. § 3), an expression found
in Is. xlviii. 2, lii. 1; Dan. ix. 24; Tob. xiii. g ; but in the N.T.
peculiar to this Gospel and the equally Jewish book of
Revelgtion (xi. 2, xxi. 2, 10, xxil. 19). References to the
fulfilment of Jewish prophecies abound (i. 22, ii. 6, 15, 17, 23,
iil, 3, iv. 14, viil. 17, xii. 17, xiii. 14, 35, xxi. 4, Xxiv. 15, XxVi. 31,
54, 56, xxvil. 9). It is evidently the aim of the Evangelist to let
his fellow-Christians of the house of Israel know the certainty of
that in which they had been instructed, viz. that Jesus of
Nazareth was the Messiah foretold in prophecy. And the book
is anti-Jewisk in showing that, although the Messiah was of them,
and came to them first (x. 5, 6), yet by their rejection of Him
they had lost their birthright of priority. The old exclusive
barriers had been broken down, and the Kingdom of Israel had
become a ngdom of the Heavens, open to all nations. In
order to enjoy the Messianic glory, the Jew must cease to be a
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Jew, must become a Christian, with Jesus as his Messiah, and
be a subject in a Kingdom that was no longer Jewish. Thus
this Gospel represents a moment of transition, a passage from
the peculiar people to the whole race of mankind. On the one
hand, the Messiah is come, ‘not to destroy but to fulfil’ (v. 17,
18), and, as regards His work on earth, is sent only to Israel
(xv. 24). But, on the other hand, the Law and the Prophets
find their limit in the Baptist (xi. 12, 13); the Son of Man is
Lord of the Sabbath (xii. 8); there is no moral pollution in food
(xv. 11, 19); the Kingdom is about to be transferred to others
(xxi. 43, comp. viii. 11, 12); and the Gospel of the Kingdom is
to be preached in all the world to all peoples (xxiv. 14). And
thus the book, which opens within the narrow limits of Jewish
thought, with the origin of the Messiah as ‘Son of David’ and
‘Son of Abraham’ (i. 1), ends with the great commission of the
Messiah to the ‘little flock’ of Jews that had not shared in the
national rejection of Him, ‘Go ye and make disciples of all the
nations’ (xxviii. 19).

Tue CurisToLOGY OF THE FIRST GOSPEL.

We have just seen that the impression which this Evangelist
desires to enforce is that of the rights of sovereignty which Jesus
possessed, in the first place over the ancient people of Israel,
and, after their rejection of Him as the Messianic King, over all
the nations of the earth. The King of Israel by right of descent
becomes, as Messiah, the King of the world. For He is not
only the Son of Abraham and the Son of David, but also the
Son of Man and the Son of God. .

The Son of Man. It is specially in the First Gospel that our
Lord is set before us as the Son of Man. The expression occurs
frequently in all four Gospels; about 8o times in all, of which
40 or more times are distinct occasions. And the expression is
invariably used by Christ, and of Himself. No Evangelist
speaks of Him as the Son of Man, or represents any one as
addressing Him as the Son of Man, or as mentioning Him by
this designation. Our Lord, like many Jews of Palestine in His
day, spoke both Aramaic and Greek, but He, no doubt,
commonly spoke Aramaic, From this fact, and from the
assumption that, so far as we know, the difference between ‘son
of man’ in the sense of ‘human being’ (vids dvfpdmov=4
dvfpwmos) and ‘the Son of Man’ (§ vids 700 dvfpdmov) could not
be expressed in Aramaic,! it has been argued that our Lord

1 This is assumption, and not fact. It is more reasonable to assume, from

the use in Daniel and the Book of Enoch, that it must have been possible to
express this difference in Aramaic (see Allen, S? Matthew, p. lxxiii).
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never called Himself ‘the Son of Man.’ In passing, it may be
urged that Christ sometimes spoke Greek, and that it is possible
that He may have used the very words 6 vids ot dvfpdmov of
Himself.. But, in any case, the conclusion drawn from the
linguistic peculiarities of Aramaic is far short of demonstration,
and it is incredible. It is contradicted by the whole of the
evidence that bears directly on the subject. It assumes that,
although He never used the title, all four Evangelists have
insisted upon giving it to Him repeatedly: and- yet in the
Gospels we find that #%ey never use it of Him, but report that
He frequently used it. On any theory of authorship, the
Gospels represent the memories of people who must have known
whether Christ used this remarkable expression of Himself or
not. And we may beé sure that, the further we get away from
the memories of the first generation of disciples, the less
likelihood there would be of any such title being invented and
put into Christ’s mouth. - Something expressing His Divinity
rather than His humanity would have been chosen. We may
regard the unanimous testimony of the four Gospels a$ decisive
respecting His use of the term; and His use of it explains
that of Stephen (Acts vii. 56), who would know the Gospel
tradition. , ‘

The compiler of Matthew found the expression used 14
times in Mark; and he has kept all these! Besides these
cases, he uses it rg times. That means that he found it in dot2
his two main sources, Mark and the Logia or collection of
Utterances (Q) ; for most of the additional 19 must have come
from this second source. That again is strong evidence that the
phrase was used by Christ; and also -that our Evangelist
welcomed the phrase as significant and appropriate; for his
treatment of Mark shows that he did not scruple to omit, or
even to alter, what he did not approve. o

The passage in Daniel, ‘One like a son of man came with
the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient of Days,’ and
received a dominion which is universal and eternal (vii. 13, 14),2

“‘ Doubts have been thrown, on linguistic grounds, upon the use by our
Lord of the title Son of Man with reference to Himself.  Those doubts have
receded ; and I do not think that they will ever be urged with so much
insistence again. . . . Here is an expression which can only go back to our
Lord Himself, and it bears speaking testimony to the fidelity with which His .
words have been preserved ” (Sanday, 7ke Life of Christ in Recent Research,
Pp- 123~125; see also pp. 65-69, 100, 159, 190). .

! There is an apparent exception in zvi. 21, which is no real exception,
for the term is used by anticipation in xvi. 13. In 8 cases the phrase is
common to Mt., Mk., and Lk. In 8it is common to Mt. and Lk. Ingit
is found in Mt. alone. In 8 it is found in Lk. alone. Jn. has it 12 times.
The total for the four Gospels is 81 times.

2 Dan, vii. 18 seems to show that this ‘ Son of Man,’ like the ¢ beasts,’ is
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and several passages in Enoch (xlvi, li. 4, liii. 6, cv. 2), which
possibly are, but probably are not, post-Christian, show that the
phrase had come to be used of a Divine Messiah. But there is
nothing specially Christian in this supernatural Messiah. He is
the Son of God, but He is not the Word, not God. That He is
to live on earth, or has lived on earth, and died, and risen again,
is not hinted. It is a Jewish, pre-Christian Messiah that is
indicated by ‘the Son of Man.” But it may be securely asserted
that the term was not commonly recognized among the Jews as a
name for the Messiah. In that case, our Lord, who carefully
abstained from calling Himself the Messiah, would never, until
He bhad revealed Himself as the Messiah, have used the
expression of Himself. It is clear that that revelation was made
very gradually. Up to the question at Cmesarea Philippi
(Mt. xvi. 13-16 =Mk. viii. 27-29 =Lk. ix. 18-20) He had not so
revealed Himself: and even then He forbade that this partial
revelation should be made public (Mt. xvi. 20=Mk. viii. o=
Lk. ix. 21 ; Mt. xvii. g=Mk. ix. 9; comp. Lk.ix. 36). Vet there
are passages in which ‘the Son of Man’ is used by our Lord
of Himself before the incident at Caesarea Philippi. There are
nine such in Matthew. As our Evangelist so often groups things
independently of chronology, we may believe that some of these
nine cases, though placed before Casarea Philippi, really took
place afterwards. But that can hardly be the case with Mt. ix.
6 =Mk. ii. ro=Lk. v. 24, or Mt. xii. 8=Mk. ii. 28=Lk. vi. g,
or Mt. xii. 32=Lk, xii. 10. We may be confident, therefore,
that as Jesus used this term of Himself so early in the Ministry,
it cannot have been one which was generally known as a name
for the Messiah. Our Lord seems to have chosen the expression
because it had mysterious associations which were #7o# generally
known, and because it was capable of receiving additional
associations of still greater importance. It was like His parables,
able to conceal Divine truth from the unworthy, while it revealed
more and more to those whose hearts were being prepared to
receive it. It insisted upon the reality of His humanity and His
unique position as a member of the human race. It hinted at
supernatural birth. It harmonized with Messianic claims, if it
did not at once suggest them. And, when it became connected
with the future glories of the Second Advent, it revealed what it
had previously veiled respecting the present office and eternal
pre-existence of Him in whom human nature found its highest
and most complete expression. Thus it came to indicate the

to be understood collectively. They are tyrannical dynasties; he is the
¢ saints of the Most High.” But in the Psalms of Solomon (xvii, xviii) and in
the Apoc. of Baruch (Ixxii. 2, 3), as in Enoch, we clearly have an individual,
who is both King and Judge. ’
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meeting-point between what was humanly perfect with what was
perfectly Divine.

The Sonof God. Apart from the Fourth Gospel (v. 25, ix. 35
[?}, x. 36, xi. 4), we could not be certain that our Lord used this
expression of Hitnself; and even with regard to those passages
we must allow for the possibility that S. John is giving what he
believed to be Christ’s meaning rather than the words actually
used. In Mt. xvi. 16, for ‘the Christ, the Son of the living God,’
Mk. has only ‘the Christ,” and- Lk, ‘the Christ of God.’ In Mt.
xxvi. 63 we are on surer ground ; there ‘the Christ, the Son of
God,’ is supported by Mk.’s ¢the Christ, the Son of the Blessed,’
and by Lk.’s ‘the Son of God.” And we have it in the voice from
heaven at the Baptism (iii. 17=Mk. i. 11 =Lk. iii. 22) and at the
Transfiguration (xvii. 5=Mk. ix. y=Lk. ix. 35); in the devil’s
challenge (iv. 3, 6=Lk. iv. 3, 9); in the cries of the demoniacs
(viii. 29=Mk. v. 7=Lk, viii. 28 ; comp. Mk. iii. 11); andin the
centurion’s exclamation (xxvil. 54=Mk. xv. 39). But, allowing
for all critical uncertainties, we may regard it as: securely
established that expressions of this kind were used both &y our
Lord and of Him during His life on earth. Dispassionate study
of the Gospels, even without the large support which they receive
in this particular from the Epistles, will convince us that Jesus
knew that He possessed, and was recognized by some of those
who knew Him as possessing, a relation of Sonship to God such
as was given to no other member of the human race. A merely
moral relationship, in which Jesus reached a higher grade than
other holy persons, is quite inadequate to explain the definite
statements and general tone of the Gospels. To take a single
instance ; the parable of the Wicked Husbandmen indicates
clearly His own view of His relationship to God who sent Him.
There had been many sent, but all the others were servants.
He is the only ‘son,’ the sole ¢ heir,’ the one whose rejection and
murder at once produces a crisis fatal to the wrong-doers. As
Dalman says, Jesus “made it indubitably clear that He was not
only a but z%e Son of God.”2 The sovereignty of which He was
the heir was the sovereignty over the world and.over all its tenants.

It is evident that the editor of this Gospel is fully convinced
of the appropriateness of this farreaching expression. If ‘the
Son of the living God’ has been added by him to Peters con-
fession (xvi. 16), it is because he felt that the addition was

1See Hastings' DB, ii. pp. 622ff. and iv. pp. 579f ; also Sanday,
Outlines of the Life of Christ, pp. 92f. ; Calmes, Lvangile selon S. Jear,
pp- 159f. ; Zahn on Mt. viil. 18; Drummond in Jowrnal of Theologica:
Studies, April and July 1901. i

2 The Words of Jesus, p. 280. See also Hastings’ DB. ii. pp. 850 £, and
iv. pp. 70 ff. ; Sanday, Zhe Life of Christ in Recent Research, pp. 130-133 ;
Gore, The New Theology and the Old Religion, pp. 87-95.
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necessary in order to express the full meaning of what the Apostle
said. More often than any other Evangelist he records that the
designation ¢ Son of God’ was applied to Him (ii. 15, iil. 17,
iv. 3, 6, viii. 29, xiv. 33, xvi. 16, xvil. 5, xxvi. 63, XxVIL. 40, 43,
54). He records the crucial passage in which He speaks of His
relation to God as one of Sonship in a unique sense (xi. 25~27%),
and also the two occasions on which God acknowledged Him as
His Son, His Beloved (iii. 1%, xvii. 5). And for this he prepares
his readers by telling of His supernatural birth of a virgin, by
conception of the Spirit of God, so that by prophetic sanction
He may be called ¢ God-with-us’ (i. 20-23). And the Evangelist
finds that this prophetic sanction extends throughout the career
of the Son of God ; in the chief events of His infancy (ii. 5, 15,
17, 23), in the chief scene of His Ministry (iv. 14), and in the
chief details of it. He finds it in John’s proclamation of His
coming (iii. 3), in His healings (viii. 17), His retirement from
public notice (xii. 17), the hardness of His hearers’ hearts
(xiii. 14), His consequent use of parables (xiii. 35), His riding
into Jerusalem (xxi. 4), the flight of His disciples (xxvi. 31), His
capture by His enemies (xxvi. 54, 56), and even in the way in
which the money paid for His blood was spent (xxvii. 9). He
is ministered to by Angels (iv. r1), who are at His disposal
(xiii. 41, xxiv. 31), to use or not as He wills (xxvi. 53), and who
will attend Him 1n His future glory (xvi. 27, xxv. 31). But the
final purpose of the Son’s mission was not simply to minister to
the needs of men in body and soul, but ‘to give His life a
ransom for many’ (xx. 28) by shedding His blood for them
(xxvi. 28). In the latter passage he adds to Mark’s report that
the blood is shed ‘unto remission of sins.’?

1 ¢¢Jesus felt that He stood én suck closeness of communion with God the
Father as belonged to none before or after Him. He was conscious of speaking
the last and decisive word : He felt that wha? He did was final, and that no
one would come after Him. The certainty and simple force of His work, the
sunshine, clearness and freshness of His whole attitude rest upon this founda-
tion. We cannot eliminate from His personality, without destroying it, the
trait of superprophetic consciousness of the accomplisher to whose person the
Jlight of the ages and the whole destiny of His followers is Iinked . . . Let us
contemplate this sovereign sense of leadership by which Jesus was possessed,
and the inimitable sureness with which it unfolded itself in every direction.
He knew how to value the authorities of the past, but He placed Hz’m.rﬁlf
above them. He was more of account than kings and prophets, thar David,
Solomon, and the Temple. The tradition of the elders He met with His
¢ But I say unto you,’ and even Moses was not an authority to whom He gave
unqualified submission.”

As Sanday points out, these are extraordinary admissions to be made by a
writer (BouSSetE who contends that the life of our Lord did not overstep the
limits of the purely human. The facts, as Bousset himself states them, flatly
contradict his own theory (7he Life of Christ in Recent Research, pp.
189-191).
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The writer of this Gospel shows us very plainly what Jesus
Himself thought of His own relations to God and to man. He
sets Himself above the Law (v. 22—44, xii. 8) and the Temple
(xii. 6), and above all the Prophets from Moses to the Baptist,
for John is greater than the Prophets (xi. 9, 11), and He is
greater than John (iii. 14, 15, xi. 4-6). The revelation which
He brings surpasses all that has been revealed before (xi. 27),
and this revelation is to be made known, not merely to the
Chosen People (x. 6, xv. 24), but to all the nations (viil. 11,
xxiv. 14, xxviil. 19). He is the Source of truth and of peace
(xi. 28-30); and although He Himself is man, He can speak
of all other men as sinners (vii. 11, xxvi. 45). When the
Baptist shrinks from admitting Him to his baptism, He does
not say that He too has need of cleansing, but He quiets
John’s scruples- by quite other means (iii. 15). He prays
(xiv. 23), and prays for Himself (xxvi. 39, 42, 44), but He
never-prays to be forgiven. He bids others to pray for forgive-
ness, and for deliverance from temptation (vi. 12, 13, xxVi. 41),
but He never asks them to pray for Him. Without proof, and
without reserve, He makes enormous claims upon the devotion
of His followers (vili. 22, x. 37, 38, xvi. 24), and He says that
thé way to save one’s life is to lose itfor His sake (x. 39, xvi. 25).
He confers on Peter (xvi. 19) and on all the Apostles (xviii. 19)
authority to prohibit and to allow in the Church which He is
about to found ; and in the Kingdom which He has announced
as at hand (iv. 17) He promises to His Apostles thrones (xix. 28).
The Church is His Church (xvi. 18), the elect in it are His
elect (xxiv. 31), the Kingdom 1is His Kingdom (xvi. 28), and the
Angels in it are His Angels (xiil. 41, xxiv. 31). Even during
His life on earth He has authority to forgive sins (ix. 6), and by
His death He will reconcile the sinful race of mankind to God
(xxvi. 28). And all this is little more than the beginning. On
the third day after His death He will rise again (xvi. 21, xvii. 23,
xx. 19), and then He will possess God’s authority in heaven and
in earth, and also His power of omnipresence (xxviii. 18, 20).
At a later period He will come in glory to judge the whole
world, to reward righteousness and to punish unrepented sin
(xvi. 27, xxiv. 30, 31, 47, 51); and the character of His
judgments will depend upon the way in which men have behaved
towards those who are their brethren, but in His eyes are Ais
brethren and even as Himself (xxv. 31-46).1

In most of these passages Mt. is supported by Mk. (ii. 10, 28,
iii. 11, 12, Viil. 29-31, 34-38, ix. 9, 31, 37, x. 34, 45, X 6,
xiil. 26, 27, xiv. 35-39, 62, Xv. 34, xvi. 6), to say nothing
of the still stronger support to be found in the Fourth Gospel

1 See Briggs, 7he Ethical Teacking of Jesus, pp. 199-206, 222.
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We cannot suppose that utterances such as these, so numerous,
so various, and yet so harmonious, are the invention of this or
that Evangelist. They are beyond the invention of any
Evangelist, and few of them are anticipated in the O.T. In
particular, there is no hint in the Q.T. of a second coming of the
Messiah ; it cannot, therefore, be maintained that either Jesus
or the Evangelists derived the idea of His coming again from
type or prophecy. And what makes the hypothesis of invention
all the more incredible is the combination in Jesus of this
consciousness of Divine powers with a character of deep
humility, reticence, and restraint. While uttering these amazing
claims with a serenity which implies that they are indisputable,
He is still meek and lowly of heart (xi. 29), always charging
those who in some measure know who He is that they shall not
make Him known (xii. 16, xvi. 20, xvii. 9), bidding those whom
He has healed not to spread abroad His fame (viii. 4, ix. 30, xii, 16),
declaring that He came not to be ministered unto, but to
minister (xx. 28), and in His ministering quite ready to be
stigmatized as the friend of tax-collectors and sinners (ix. rr,
xi. 19).

If,)then, criticism accepts the record of His claims and of His
actions as substantially true, how are we to explain them?
Was He an ecstatic dreamer, a fanatic under the influence of a
glgantlc delusion? This question may be answered by another.
Is it credible that the limitless benefits which have blessed, and
are daily blessing, those who believe that Jesus is what He
claimed to be, are the outcome of a gigantic delusion? The
Incarnation explains all that is so perplexing and mysterious in
the records of Christ’s words and works, and in the subsequent
history of the society which He founded. But nothing less than
Divinity will explain the developments in the life of Jesus and of
His Church. If, therefore, the Incarnation is a fiction, if it is
not true that God became flesh and dwelt among us, then we
must assume that flesh became God, and that hypothesis is,
intellectually, a far greater difficuity than God’s becoming man.
To men of this generation the Incarnation may seem to be
impossible, but with God all things are possible.!

TuE DaTE.

The time at which the unknown Evangelist compiled this
Gospel can be fixed, within narrow limits, with a high degree of
probability. All the evidence that we have falls into place, if

1See the notes on v. 21, 22, 48, vii. 23, 24-29, viil. 21, 22, ix. 12,

x. 16-18, 32, 39, xi. 23, 24, xil. 41, xx. 28, xxii. 34, xxviil. 18; Gore, 7};e
New Theolagy and the Old Religion, pp. 103-108.
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we suppose that lie completed his work shortly before or (more
probably) shortly after the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 7o.
He used Mark and a translation of the Logia which had been
collected in ‘Hebrew’ by Matthew, These materials cannot
well have been in existence much, if at all, before A.n. 65. The
parenthesis in Mk. xiii. 14, ‘let him that readeth understand,’ is
probably not to be taken as our Lord’s words, directing attention
to the saying in Daniel, for in Mark Daniel is not mentioned;
the parenthetical words are those of the Evangelist, warning the
reader of his Gospel that, although the time to which the sign
refers has not yet come, yet it must be near. This seems to
give us the time of the first march of the Romans on Jerusalem
(a.D. 66) as about the date for S. Mark’s Gospel.l In xxiv. 15
our Evangelist retains the parenthesis. But we cannot use the
same argument as to his date. He does mention ‘Daniel the
Prophet,’ and may understand the parenthesis as directing
attention to the prophecy; or he may have retained Mark’s
warning, although the reason for it had ceased to exist. Never-
theless, it is possible that both Gospels were completed before
A.D. 70.

But our Evangelist seems to have believed that the Second
Advent would take place very soon, and would be closely con-
nected with the tribulation caused by the destruction of Jerusalem
(xvi. 28, xxiv. 29, 34). A belief which caused our Lord’s words
to be so arranged as to produce this impression, would not have
long survived the events of A.D. 70. When a year or two had
passed, and the Second Advent had not taken place, the belief
would be found to be erroneous. Therefore, while we can hardly
place this Gospel as early as A.D. 65, we can hardly place it as
late as A.D. 75. And, on the whole, a little affer 70 is rather
more probable than a little d¢fore. The later date gives more
time for the publication of Mark and of the Logia in Greek.
Moreover, ‘the king was wroth, and he sent his armies, and
destroyed those murderers, and burned their city’ (xxii. 7) may
be a direct reference to the destruction of Jerusalem regarded
as a judgment on the murderers of the Messiah.

And there is nothing in the Gospel which requires us to
place it later than A.D. 75. The famous utterance, ‘on this rock
I will build My church’ (xvi. 18), must not be judged by the
ideas which have gathered round it. ¢On this rock I will build
My Israel —the new Israel, that is to grow out of the old one,—
is the meaning, a meaning quite in accordance with thoughts

1The statement that Eusehius in his Chronicle places the composition
of the First Gospel A.D. 4I=Abraham 2057, is untrue. The date of no
Gospel is given in the Chronicle. For other statements see the /ournal of
Theological Studies, Jan. 1905, p. 203,
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that were current in the first generation of Christians. = Still less
does ‘tell it unto the Church : and if he refuse to hear the Church
also’ (xviii. 17) point to a late date. The local community,
either of Jews or of Jewish Christians, such as existed in Palestine
from the time of Christ onwards, is what is meant.

This early date is of importance in weighing the historical
value of the Gospel. At the time when the compiler was at
work on it many who had known the Lord were still living.
Most of His Apostles may have been still alive. Oral traditions
about Him were still current. Documents embodying still
earlier traditions were in existence, and some of them were used
by our Evangelist. It is possible—indeed, it is highly probable
—that the sayings of Christ, which the Evangelist got from the
translation of S. Matthew’s Logia, and which form such a large
portion of the Gospel, are the very earliest information which we
possess respecting our Lord’s teaching. In them we get back
nearest to Him, of whom those sent to arrest Him. testified:
‘Never man thus spake,’ Oddémore éAdAyoev obrws dvfpwmos
(Jn. vii. 46).

And it was the presence of this element which made the
First Gospel such a favourite, and gave it so wide a circulation.
It quite eclipsed S. Mark, and in almost all collections of the
Gospels took the first place. For many early Christians it was
probably the only Gospel that they knew, and it sufficed ; it told
them so much of what the Lord said. With it in their hands
they could obey the injunction which came direct from God to
man : ¢ This is My beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased;
hear ye Him’ (xvii. s).

There are critics, such as M. Loisy, who would put the date
of this Gospel some thirty years later, because they are unwilling
to admit the historical value of its contents. They have a con-
viction, which is a prejudgment, that certain things cannof have
happened, and therefore the evidence of those who say that they
did happen, 72us¢ be untrustworthy. It must come from witnesses
who cannot be contemporary, but who stated what they con-
sidered to be edifying, or felt to be in harmony with their own
beliefs, rather than what they knew to be true. In some cases
they did not mean their narratives to be accepted as literally
true; they meant them to be understood as symbolical. In
other cases they invented stories about Jesus, to show that He
was what they believed Him to be, viz. the promised Messiah
and the Son of God. Such theories are not sound criticism.
The true critic is not fond of ‘cannot’ or ‘must.” To decide
a priori that Deity cannot become incarnate, or that incarnate
Deity must exhibit such and such characteristics, is neither true
philosophy nor scientific criticism. A Person such as His con-
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temporaries and their immediate followers believed Jesus to be
is required to explain the facts of Christianity and Christendom
—Christian doctrine and the Christian Church. If their beliefs
about Him were erroneous, what is the explanation ?

“THE TESTAMENTS OF THE TWELVE PATRIARCHS” AND
THEIR RELATION TO THE FIRsT GoOSPEL.

In the notes will be found frequent quotations from the
Testaments, of passages which either in substance or wording
or both are similar to passages in this Gospel. Some of these
may be mere coincidences; but the number of parallels is so
large, and in some cases the resemblance is so close, that mere
coincidence cannot be the explanation of all the similarities. A
considerable number may be the result of independent use of
current ideas and phrases: yet even these two hypotheses will
not account for all the resemblances. The two writings, in the
forms in which they have come down to us, can hardly be
independent. Either the Gospel has been influenced by
the Testaments, or the latter has been influenced by the
Gospel.  Dr. Charles, in his invaluable edition of the Testaments,
argues for the former hypothesis: a paper in the Expositor for
Dec. 19o8 gives reasons for preferring the latter; and in the
Expositor for Feb. 1909 Dr. Charles repeats his own view.

The Testaments has long been a literary puzzle. We possess
the book in Greek, and in subsidiary translations into Armenian,
Latin, and Slavonic; the Latin translation having been made in
the thirteenth century, from a Greek MS. of the tenth century,
by Bishop Grosseteste of Lincoln, who thus made the book
known to Western Christendom. He believed it to be a genuine
product of Jewish prophecy, with marvellous anticipations of the
Messiah ; and this view continued until the Revival of Learning.
The criticism of that age condemned it as a forgery by a Jewish
Christian, and for a long time it was neglected as worthless. A
better criticism has shown that the text is composite, and that
it consists of a Jewish document which has received Christian
interpolations and alterations. Neither the Latin nor the
Slavonic is of much value for critical purposes: in determining
the text of the Testaments we have to rely chiefly upon the Greek
MSS. and the MSS. of the Armenian version, and it is from a
study of these that a more correct estimate of the Testaments
can be obtained.

Thanks to the labours of modern scholars, among whom it
will suffice to mention Bousset, Charles, Conybeare, Harnack,
Schiirer, and Sinker, some important questions have been settled
beyond reasonable dispute. (1) The original work was not
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Greek, but Hebrew. (2) The author of it was not a Christian,
but a Jew. (3) Numerous Christian features in the Testaments
have been introduced by changes of wording and by interpola-
tions, which are the work of Christian scribes. These three
points are certain ; but the details of the process by which the
book reached its extant forms, and the exact amount of the
alterations made by Christian hands, are not easy to determine.

Dr. Charles holds that there were two Hebrew recensions,
from each of which a Greek translation was made, one of which
is represented by three of the existing Greek MSS. (¢, 4, and i),
and the other by two Greek MSS. (5 and g) ; while four Greek
MSS. (a, ¢, /, and d) appear to be derived from both the original
translations.! The Christian insertions and alterations are prob-
ably the result of a repeated process and not the work of any
one hand. They are more numerous in the Greek than in the
Armenian text, and at first one is inclined to regard absence from
the Armenian version as a test. Expressions which are in the
Greek but not in the Armenian might be assumed to have been
added to the Greek after the Armenian translation was made.
The proposed test, however, is of uncertain value, for the
Armenian translator was an audacious abbreviator. “On almost
every page,” says Dr. Charles, “he is guilty of unjustifiable
omissions.” Therefore absence from the Armenian version is
no sure evidence of an interpolation.

But what concerns us is the large number of passages in the
Testaments which resemble passages in the N.T. so closely that
they cannot all be explained as either mere accidents of wording
or the result of the same influences of thought and language
telling upon different writers. There is a residuum, of uncertain
amount, which cannot reasonably be explained by either of these
hypotheses. In these cases, either the N.T. has influenced the
text of the Testaments, or the text of the Testaments has" m-
fluenced that of the N.T.

Dr. Chatles is persuaded that in nearly all the cases the
N.T. has been influenced by the Testaments. He has drawn
up lists of parallels between the Testaments on the one hand,
and the Gospels, Acts, Pauline Epistles, Catholic Epistles, and
the Apocalypse, on the other: and some of these exhibit
resemblances which are very striking. Moreover, he has not
tabulated by any means all the resemblances which exist.

It is remarkable that the parallels with the Gospels are chiefly
with the First Gospel, those with Mt. being about twice as
numerous as those with all the other three put together. It is

! From this view Professor Burkitt dissents ( Journal of Theol. St., Oct.
1go8) ; also from the view that S. Paul quotes the Testaments. It is more
probable that a Christian copyist has put S. Paul’s words into the Testaments,
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also remarkable that the passages in Mt. which show marked
resemblance with the Testaments ““are almost exclusively those
which give the sayings and discourses of our Lord” (Charles,
p. Ixxviii).  ““ Almost exclusively ” may be too strong; but the
proportion is large. Dr. Charles explains this remarkable fact
by the hypothesis that our Lord knew the Testaments and
adopted some of the thoughts and language which can be found
there. There would be nothing startling in our Lord’s making
such use of the Testaments, for the moral teaching in the Testa-
ments is sometimes of a lofty character. Some of His sayings
may have been suggested by Ecclesiasticus. The two cases,
however, are not quite parallel. We are quite sure that Ecclesi-
asticus was written long before the Nativity, and therefore
Christ may have read it; but we are not sure that the Testa-
ments had been written when He was born.

Dr. Charles argues strongly for a year between B.C. 137 and
1og as the date of the original Hebrew of the Testaments, and
we may rest assured that the book cannot have been written
earlier than that. Harnack (Chron. d. altchrist. Litt. 1897,
p. 567) thinks that it cannot well be placed earlier than the
beginning of the Christian era. The problem of date would be
easier if the Book of Jubilees could be dated, for the connexion
between the Testaments and Jubilees is so close that they cannot
be independent of one another; and Schiirer (Gesck. d. Jiid.
Volkes, 3rd ed,, iii. p. 259) thinks that it is the author of the Testa-
ments that has used the Book of Jubilees. There is, however,
at least one passage in the Testaments which seems to point to
a time subsequent to the destruction of Jerusalem and of the
Temple.

“There the sanctuary (6 veds), which the Lord shall choose,
shall be desolate (épmpos) through your uncleanness, and ye
shall be captives unto all the nations. And ye shall be an
abomination to them, and shall receive reproach and eternal
shame from the righteous judgment of God” (Zev xv. 1, 2).

Dr. Charles says, “I take these verses as a dona fide predic-
tion,” and adds, “The sanctuary was so laid waste under
Antiochus Epiphanes: 1 Mac. i. 39.” But *“ye shall be captives
unto all the nations” (aixpdAwror dorecfe els wdvra T8 &vy) can
hardly refer to the persecution under Antiochus. What follows
these two verses seems to point to something much more com-
prehensive and permanent. “ And all who hate you shall rejoice
at your destruction. And if ye were not to receive mercy
through Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, our fathers, not one of our.
seed should be left upon the earth.” Comp. Danv. 13. The
passage looks like a fictitious prophecy made after the capture
of Jerusalem in A.D. 70; but it is possible that it is an énterpola-
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tion inserted after that event, and not part of the original work.
We must be content to leave the date of the Hebrew original
an open question, as also the date of the earliest translation into
Greek. And there is also the question whether the Greek
translator was a Jew or a Christian. If the latter, then the
Christianizing of the Testaments may have begun at once; but
in any case, whether it began with the translator or with subse-
quent copyists, it does not seem to have taken place all at one
time. : :

It is now admitted by every one that there has been consider-
able manipulation of the Greek texts of the Testaments in order -
to give them a Christian tone. There have been changes ot
wording, and there have been insertions. May not many of the
cases in which the Testaments resemble the N.T. have come
about in the same manner? May we not suppose that Chris-
tians have assimilated the wording of the Testaments to the
wording of the Gospels and Epistles? This possibility is all
the more probable when the change or the insertion seems to
have been made somewhat late, because it is found in the later,
but not in the earlier authorities for the Greek text of the Testa-
ments; and this Dr. Charles himself points out (see note on
Judak xxv. 4). Why may it not have taken place as soon as
the Testaments began to be Christianized? If Christians would
put their own words into the Testaments in order to make them
testify of Christ, much more would they be likely to put the
words of the N.T. into them.

This hypothesis, that it is the N.T. which bas influenced the
Testaments rather than the Testaments which has influenced
the N.T. has considerable advantages. It solves one difficulty
which the other hypothesis fails to solve, and it avoids another
difficulty into which the other hypothesis leads us.

1. Why do the parallels with Mt. so greatly exceed in number
the parallels with the other Gospels? ~ In particular, why do the
large majority of the passages in the Testaments which recall
our Lord’s teaching recall that teaching as recorded in Mt.?
If Christ knew the Testaments, and adopted much of its moral
instruction and language, why does this influence show itself so
frequently in His sayings as reported in the First Gospel, and
so seldom in His sayings as reported in the other three? If the
Testaments did influence the form of Christ’s teaching, this
influence would be evident, if not in all Gospels alike, at any
rate in Lk. almost as often as in Mt. But if it was the Gospels
which influenced the Testaments, then at once we see why it
was Mt which exercised the most influence. The Gospel
according to Matthew, as soon as it was published, became
most popular. It caused the Gospel according to Mark, which



xxxviil GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MATTHEW

was in the field before it, to be almost neglected; and the
Third Gospel never attained to equal popularity. In the
Christian literature of the first centuries, quotations from Mt.
and allusions to Mt. are fa» more frequent than references to
the other Gospels; perhaps twice as frequent as references to
Lk. or Jn., and six or seven times as frequent as references to
Mk. This fact goes a long way towards showing that it is the
Gospels that have influenced the Testaments. If they did so,
then the influence of Mt. would be sure to be greater than that
of the other three ; which is exactly what we find.

2. If the influence of the Testaments on the Gospels, on
the Pauline Epistles, and on the Catholic Epistles was so great
as to produce scores of similarities in thought and wording, this
influence would not be likely to cease quite suddenly as soon
as the N.T. was complete; it would probably have continued
to work and to manifest itself in early Christian writings. But,
as Dr. Charles himself points out, “the Testaments have not
left much trace on Patristic literature” (p. Ixxv). He has col-
lected seven apparent parallels between the Shepherd of Hérmas
and the Testaments, and he thinks that these suffice to show
that Hermas knew and used the Testaments. The conclusion
may be correct, but the evidence is not convincing. Three
of the parallels may be mere coincidences; and in two cases
the agreement with passages in Scripture is closer than the
agreement with the Testaments, so that we may be sure that
Hermas is recalling the Bible and not the Testaments. Thus,
“Do not partake of God’s creature, in selfish festivity, but give
a share to those who are in want” may come from Job xxxi. 16,
Prov. xxii. 9, Ep. of Jer. 28, or Lk. iii. 11; and “Speak against
no one” certainly comes from Prov. xii. 13 or Jas. iv. 11 rather
than from Jfssackar iii 4. Of the two remaining parallels one
is striking: “ There are two angels with man, one of righteous-
ness and one of wickedness” (Mand. vi. ii. 't): “Two spirits
wait upon man, the spirit of truth and the spirit of error” (/uda’
xx. 1). But the former may come from Barnabas xviii. 1, and
perhaps Origen thought so, for he quotes first Hermas and then
Barnabas (De Prin. 1L ii. 4); and both in Barnabas and in
Hermas we have dyyelot and not mvelpara. “The spirit of
truth and the spirit of error ” is verbatim the same as 1 Jn. iv. 6,
and this rather than Hermas may be the source of Judah’s
words. If the parallels between Hermas and the Testaments
suffice to make dependence probable, it is possible that Hermas
is the original. The Shepherd was written about A.p. 150 and
quickly became very popular. Before A.D. 200 it was better
known than 2 and 3 Jn., Jude, or 2 Peter, and was often regarded
as Scripture. It is not impossible that in some of the parallels
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it is the Shepherd that has influenced the text of the Testaments.
In any case, it remains somewhat uncertain whether Hermas
knew the Testaments.

There is a fragment (No. xvii.) attributed (but perhaps
wrongly, as Harnack thinks) to Irenzus, which is thought to
refer to the Testaments: “But from Levi and Judah according
to the flesh He was born as king and priest.” This doctrine
about the Messiah is found in Simeon vii. 1, 2. But, as neither
the authorship of the fragment nor the reference of the passage
is certain, this is somewhat slender evidence for the hypothesis,
which in itself is quite credible, that the Testaments were known
to Irenzus.

- Not until we reach Origen, and the later years of his life, do
we get an indisputable reference to the Testaments. In his
Homilies on Joshua (xv. 6), which were written about A.p. 245-
5o, he mentions the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs by
name, as a book which, whatever its merits, was not included in
the Canon. He calls it ““a certain book,” as if he did not much
expect his readers to know it. The fact that he nowhere else
quotes it need not mean that he himself did not know it well,
but only that he did not like it. Its muddling Christology, the
result of Christianizing a Jewish book by frequent re-touching,
would not attract him.

A single passage in Origen, therefore, written in the middle
of the third century, is the earliest cer?ain evidence of a Christian
writer being acquainted with a book which is supposed to have
influenced, and in some cases to have influenced very strongly
indeed, nearly every writer in the N.T. Let us leave Hermas
and Irenzus on one side, or even admit that they knew it,
How is it that we do not find clear traces of this most influential
document in either Clement of Rome, or Ignatius, or Polycarp,
or Barnabas, or the Letter to Diognetus, or the Didache, or
Aristides, or Justin Martyr, or Athenagoras, or Tertullian, or
Clement of Alexandria? The total absence of traces of
influence between A.D. 95 and 150, and the very scanty signs
of possible influence between 150 and 250 render it somewhat
improbable that our Lord and St. Paul, to mention no others,

" frequently adopted the thoughts and words of this apocryphal
Jewish writing. What can explain the sudden and almost total
cessation of influence upon Christian literature about a.p. 100?
If, however, it was the writings of the N.T. which influenced the
early Christians who adapted the Testaments to Christian
sentiment by frequent alterations, we have an intelligible
explanation of the literary facts. These adaptations are known
to have taken place, and seem to have begun early, for- it was
probably a Christianized edition that was known to Origen;

d
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otherwise he would hardly have raised the question about its
being included in the Canon or not.

How could the Testaments exercise such enormous influence on
the N.T. as Dr. Charles supposes, and yet, with the possible excep-
tions of Hermas and Irenzus, leave no trace of being known to
any writer earlier than Origen? or to writers later than Origen?

Dr. Charles answers this question by asking several others.

“How is it that the Gospel of Mark exercised such a pre-
ponderating influence on the First and Third Gospels and yet
has left no certain trace in Barnabas, the Didache, 1 Clement,
Ignatius, Polycarp, 2 Clement? Or, again, how is it that the
. Similitudes of Enoch exercised such a great influence on the
Fourth Gospel and .certain passages of the Synoptics, and yet
are not quoted by a single Apostolic Father? Or how is it that
1 Thessalonjans, the earliest Pauline Epistle, has left no trace on
Barnabas, the Didache, 1 Clement, Polycarp, 2 Clement? I
need not further press this argument” (Zxpositor, Feb. 1909,
pp. 117, 118).

None of the three instances given by Dr. Charles is ‘a true
parallel; for two reasons. No one asserts that Mark or
1 Thessalonians has had such an influence upon nearly all
the writers of the N.T. as Dr. Charles attributes to the Testa-
ments; and perhaps he himself would not attribute as much
influence to the Similitudes of Enoch as he attributes to the
Testaments. Secondly, it could not be said that these three
writings have left no trace of influence upon any Christian writer
between S. John and Origen, with the possible exception of
Hermas and Irenzus. Mark was probably known to Hermas,
Justin Martyr, and some. of the early Gnostics; certainly to
Irenzus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, and other writers
in abundance. 1 Thessalonians was perhaps known to Ignatius,
Hermas, and the author of the Didache; certainly to Marcion,
Irenzus, Clement, Tertullian, and later writers. And Dr.
Charles has shown that Enoch by no means passed into oblivion
between A.D. 100 and 250, or even later. Therefore the literary
history of these three writings does not explain what is supposed
to have taken place respecting the Testaments. ‘

Dr. Charles supposes that some one has asked “how it is
that the Testaments have so largely influenced S. Matthew and
S. Luke, and have hardly, if at all, influenced S. Mark.” ' That
question is easily answered, but it is not the question which has

.been raised. The question is, How is it that the Testaments
(according to the view of Dr. Charles) have influenced S. Matthew
about twice as much as they have influenced the other three
Gospels put together? That is a question which deserves an
answer. Let us look at some of the facts,
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MATTHEW.

ii. 2. Where is He that is born
King of the Jews, for we saw His
star in its rising (vdv dorépa év 77
dvaToAy).

ili. 14. I have need to be baptized
of Thee, and comest Thou to me?

16. Lo, the heavens were opened
unto Him (fre@dxfnoar ol obpavol),
and He saw the Spirit of God de-
scending as a dove, and coming upon
Him; and lo, a voice out of the
heavens, saying, This is My beloved
Son, in whom I am well pleased.

iv. 11, Then the devil leaveth
Him ; and behold Angels came and
ministered unto Him.

iv. 16, The people which sat in
darkness saw a great light, and to
them which sat in the region and
shadow of death, to them did light
spring up. .

v. 3. Blessed are the poor in spirit,
for theirs is the Kingdom of Heaven.

4. Blessed are they that mourn, for
they shall be comforted.

6. Blessed are they that hunger
(ol mewdvres), for they shall be filled
(xopracbioovras).

10. Blessed are they that have been
persecuted for righteousness’ sake.

19. Whoever shall do and teach
them, he shall be called great in the
kingdom of heaven.

21. Ye have heard that it was said
to them of old time, Thou shalt not
kill ; and whosoever shall kill shall
Le in danger of the judgment :

22. but I say unto you, that every
one who is angry with his brother
shall be in danger of the judgment.

THE TESTAMENTS. ~

Levi xviii. 3. His star shall arise
in heaven as of a king (dvarehei
doTpov alTou €y obparg ws Basihéws).

Num. xxiv. I7. drate)et dorpoy.

Judah xxiv. 1. And no sin shall be
found in him.

2, And the heavens shall be opened
unto him (dvorydoovrar én’ aiTg ol
otpavol), to pour out the spirit, the
blessing of the Holy Father.

Levi xviii, 6. The heavens shall be
opened, and from the ‘temple of glory
shall come upon him sanctification,
with the Father’s voice as from
Abraham to Isaac.

7. And the glory of the Most High
shall be spoken over him, and the
spirit of understanding and sancti-
fication shall rest on him in the
water.

13. And the Lord shall rejoice in
His children, and be well pleased in
his beloved ones for ever,

Naphtali viii. 4. The devil shall
flee from you. . . . And the Angels
shall cleave to you.

Leviiii. 5. The hosts of the Angels
are ministering.

xviii. 4. He shall shine forth as the
sun in the earth, and shall take away
all darkness from under heaven.

Judah xxv. 4. They. who were poor
for the Lord’s sake shall be made
rich.

And they who have died in grief
shall arise in joy.

And they who have been in want
(év meivy) shall be filled (xoprac-
Bfoovrat).

Dan iv. 6. If ye suffer loss volun-
tarily or involuntarily, be not vexed.

Levi xiii. 9. Whoever teaches noble
things and does them shall be en-
throned with kings.

Gad iv. 6. Hatred would slay the
living, and those that have sinned in
a small thing it would not suffer to
live.

v. I. Hatred therefore is evil, for it
maketh small things to be great.

5. Fearing to offend the Lord, he
will do no wrong to any man, even in
thought.
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28, Every one that looketh on a
woman to lust after her hath com-
mitted adultery with her already in
his heart,

42. Give to him that asketh thee,
and from him that would borrow of
thee turn not thou away.

44. Love your enemies, and pray
for them that persecute you; that ye
may be sons of your Father which is
in heaven.

vi. 10. Thy will be done, as.in
heaven, so on earth,

vi, 14. Ifye forgive men their tres-
sses, your heavenly Father will also
orgive you.

16. [The hypocrites] disfigure their
faces (dpavifovot Td wpbowra alTdv).

19. Lay not up for yourselves
treasure upon the earth ; but lay up
for yourselves treasures in heaven,

22, 23. If thine eye be single (éav 6
SpBalpbs oov dmhovs F) . . . But if
thine eye be evil (éav 8¢ o é¢pfalubs
aov wovnpds 37), thy whole body shall
be full of darkness (oxorewdr).

24. No man can be a slave (8ov-
Aedewv) to two masters, ., . Ye
cannot serve God and mammon.

vii. 2. With what measure ye mete,
it shall be measured unto you.

vili. 17. Himself took our- infirmi-
ties, and bare our diseases. -

24-27. The Storm on the Lake.

ix. 8. When the multitudes saw it,
they were afraid and glorified (é86%a-
agav) God.

x. 1. He gave them authority over
unclean spirits.

16. Become therefore wise (ylvesfe
ofiv Pppbwepot) as serpents,

39. He that loseth his life for My
sake shall find it.

GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MATTHEW

Benjamin viil. 2. He that hath a
pure mind in love looketh not on a
woman with thought of fornication.

Zebulon vii. 2. Show compassion
and mercy without partiality to all,
and grant to every man with a good
heart.

Joseph xviii. 2. If any one-willeth
to do evil to you, do you in doing
him good pray for him, and ye shall
be redeemed of the Lord from all
evil.

Naphtali ifi. 2. Sun moon and
stars change not their order; so do
ye also change not the law of God in
the disorderliness of your doings.

Zebulon viii. 1. Have compassion
towards every man in mercy, that the
Lord also may have compassion and
mercy on you. .,

6. [The spirit of revenge] dis-
figureth the Exce (10 wpbowmor depar-
ifet).

Levi xiii. 5. Do righteousness upon
the earth, that ye may find it in
heaven,

Issachar iii. 4. Walking in single-
ness of eye (év dpfarudy dahbryre).

iv. 6. He walketh in singleness of
soul, shunning eyes that are evil
(6ppBatpos wovnpovs),

Benjamin iv. 2. An eye full of
darkness (gxorevdy).

Judah xviii. 6. For he is a slave
(dovheber) to two opposite passions,
and cannot obey God.

Zebulon v. 3. Have mercy in your
hearts, because whatever a man doeth
to his neighbour, so the Lord will deal
with him.

Joseph xvii, 7. All their suffering
was my suffering, and all their sick-
ness was my infirmity. ‘

Naphtali vi. 4~9. 7%e Storm on the
Sea. .

Judah xxv. 5. All the peoples shall
glorify (8ofdoovas) the Lord for ever.

Benjamin v, 2. The unclean spirits
will fly from you.

Naphtali viii. 10. Become therefore
wise in God and prudent (vyivesfe oly
abpo év Oeg xal ppdyepor).

Judah xxv. 4. They who are put lo
death for the Lord’s sake shall awake
to life.
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xi. 19, The Son of Man came eat-
ing and drinking.

2y7. He to whom the Son willeth to
reveal Him.

29. For 1 am meek and lowly
(mpdos kal Tamwewds) of heart.

xil. 13. Withered Hand restored.

35. The evil man out of his evil
treasure bringeth forth evil things.

45. Then goeth he and taketh with
himself seven other spirits more
wicked than himself, and they enter
in and dwell there.

xiii, 40. In the end of the world
(év 71 ovwTeNelg Tob aldvos).

xv. 14. If the blind lead the blind
both shall fall into a pit (els S66uvwov).

xvi, 2%, He shall render unto
every man according to his deeds.

2%. The Son of Man shall come in
the glory of His Father with His
Angels,

xviil, 15. If thy brother sin against
thee, go show him his fault between
him and thee alone. Comp. Lk.
xvil, 3.

35. So shall also My heavenly
Father do unto you, if ye forgive not
every one his brother from your
hearts,

xix. 28. In the regeneration . . .
ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones,
judging the twelve tribes of Israel.

29. And every one that hath left
houses, or brethren, or sisters . . .
for My Name’s sake shall receive
manifold (ToAarhaciova).

xxii, 15, They took counsel how
they might ensnare (rayidevowow)
Him in His talk.

Thou shalt love the Lord thy God
with all thy heart.

39. Thou shalt love thy neighbour
as thyself.

xxiil. 34. Persecution foretold.

38. Behold your house is left unto
you [desolate]

Asher vii. 3. The Most High shall
visit the earth, coming Himself as
man, with men eating and drinking,

Levi xviii. 2. The Lord shall raise
up a new priest, to whom all the
words of the Lord shall be revealed.

Dan, vi. 9. For he is true and
long-suffering, meek and lowly
(mpgos kal Tawewbs).

Simeon ii. 13. Withered Hand
restored.

Asher i. 9. Seeing that treasure of
the inclination hath been filled with
an evil spirit.

Reuben ii. 2. Seven spirits there-
fore were given against man.

Naphtali viii. 6. And the devil
dwelleth in him as his own vessel.

Levi x. 2. At the end of the world
(777 cuwTehelg TOV aldww).

Reuben ii. 9. Desire leadeth the
youth as a blind man to a pit (éml
Bo6pov).

Levi xviii. 2. He shall execute a
righteous judgment upon the earth for
a multitude of days.

5. The Angels of the glory of the
presence of the Lord shall be glad in
him,

Gad vi. 3. If any one sin against
thee, speak peace to him, and in thy
soul hold not guile, and if he repent
and confess forgive him,

7. Butif he is shameless and per-
sists in his wickedness, even so for-
give him from the heart and give to
God the taking vengeance,

udah xxv. 1. Abraham and Isaac
and Jacob shall arise unto life, and I
and my brethren shall be chiefs of the
tribes of Israel.

Zebulon vi. 6. For he who gives
a share to his neighbour, receives
manifold (roMamAesiova) from the
Lord.

Joseph vii. 1. She looked about
how to ensnare (rayidedoat) me.

Dan v. 3. Love the Lordinall your
life,
and one another in a true heart.

Judah xxi. 9. Persecution foretold,

Levi xv. 1. Therefore the Temple,
which the Lord shall choose, shall
be desolate through your unclean-
ness.
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XXiv.
told.

xxiv. 29. The sun shall
darkened. Comp. xxvii. 45.

31. They shall gather together
(émavvdfovaw) His elect from the four
winds.

xxv. 33. He shall set the sheep on
H}‘its right hand, but the goats on the
lett.

11, 24. False Prophets fore-
be

35. I wasan hungered, and ye gave
Me meat; I was a stranger, and ye
took Me in; 36. I was sick, and ye
visited Me; I was in prison, and ye
came unto Me.

xxvi. 70. I know not what thou
sayest.

xxvil. 6. It is not lawful to put
them into the treasury, since it is the
price of blood (% alparos).

24. I am innocent (46¢ds elm) of
the blood of this righteous man.

28. They stripped Him and put on
Him a scarlet robe.

31. They took off from Him the
robe, and put on Him His own
garments, and led Him away to
crucify Him, -

26. When he had scourged Jesus.

30, 31. They smote (é7vrror) Him
on- the -head. And when they had
mocked Him.

46. Why hast Thou forsaken Me?
(lvar! pe éyxaréhures ;).

51. The veil of the Temple was rent
(7d karaméracua Tob vaol éoxloby).

- 51. The rocks were rent (al mérpat
eoxlobnoar).

45. There was darkness all over
the land.

51. The earth was shaken (% v#
éa'ela'ﬁn)

xxviil. 2. There was a great earth-
quake (reiguos éyévero uévyas).

viit. 24. There was a »:f_reat earth-
quake-in the sea {geiouds eyévero évry
fardoop).

GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S, MATTHEW

]udah xxi. 9. False Prophels fore

Lev1 iv. 1. The sun belng darkened
(h, A). Other texts, ¢ quenched.’

Naphtali viii. 3. Shall gather
together (émwsurdfet) the righteous
from among the Gentiles.

Benjamin x. 6. Then shall ye see
Enoch, Noah, and Shem, and
Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob,
rising on the right hand in glad-
ness.

Joseph i. 5. I was kept in starva-
tion, and the Lord Himself nourished
me; 6. I was alone, and God com-
forted me ; I was sick, and the Lord
visited me ; I was in prison, and my
God showed favour unto me.

xiii. 2. I know not what thou
sayest.

Zebulon iii. 3. We will not eat it,
because it is the price of our brother s
blood (riuh etparos).

Levi x. 2. I am innocent (46@és
elpt) of your ungodliness and trans-
gression.

Zebulon iv. 10. They stripped oft
from Joseph his coat . . . and put
upon him the garment of a slave.

Benjamin ii. 3. When they had
stripped me of my coat, they gave
me to the Ishmaelites; and they
gave me a loin-cloth, and scourged
me and bade me run.

Josephii. 3. Twas smltten(éru¢0nv)
I was scoffed at. Comp. Lk. xxiii.
35~

4. The Lord doth not forsake
{00k éykarakelwer) those that fear
Him.

6. For a little space He departeth,
to try the inclination of the soul.

Levi x. 3. The veil of the Temple
shall be rent (axw’@ﬁa’era.t 70 KaTamé.
racua Tol vaob).

iv. 1. When the rocks' are being
rent (mwerpiv oxifouévwr) and the sun
darkened. Other texts, ¢ quenched.’

iii. 9. The earth and the abysses
are shaken (% % «al ai dBvogol
galevorTat).
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These tables give us more than sixty instances of resemblances
between the Testaments and the First Gospel, of which nearly
forty are concerned with the words of our Lord. More than
twenty come from passages which have no corresponding
passage in either Mk. or Lk. And in about ten of those which
are in both Mt. and Lk. the possible parallel in the Testaments
is closer to Mt. than to Lk. The preponderating similarity
between the Testaments and Mt. is therefore strong, and it can
be readily explained, if it was the Gospels which influenced the
Testaments, What is the explanation, if the Testaments
influenced the Gospels?

In several instances the Armenian version omits the words
which produce the resemblance ; and that fact creates a certain
amount of probability that the resemblance is due to changes
which are later than that version. Again, in some of the
passages where these resemblances are found there are differ-
ences of reading, and the resemblance is confined to one of the
variants, Zebulon viil. 6 (18) is instructive. We have three
readings : «al 76 mpéowmoy ddaviler (¢ i 7): Ty Jrapbw ddavile
(aef A, SV): 6 yap prnoicexos omwhdyxva é\éovs ol Exel (6 g).
The first of these recalls Mt. vi. 16; the last recalls Lk. 1. 78.
Are we to suppose that Mt. knew the one reading, and Lk. the
other? Or did one scribe of the Testaments remember Mt., and
the other Lk.? In Zevi x. 3 (59) Dr. Charles himself suggests
that instead of oywbhijcerar 70 kataméracua T vaod we ought
perhaps to read oxwobfijoerar 76 &dvpa, for &dupa is found in
most texts: and certainly ““so as not to cover your shame” is a
more fitting consequence of rending garments than of rending
the Temple veil. We may therefore suppose that the reading 7o
karaméracpa 700 vaod comes from Mt. xxvii. 51=Mk. xv. 38=
Lk. xxiil. 45, rather than that the phrase in the Gospels comes from
the Testaments. In Benjamin viii. 2 (13) we have three different
readings, differing in the amount of resemblance to Mt. v. 28, one
having very little resemblance. In fssachar viii. 4 and iv. 6 (20)
the words which produce the resemblance are wanting in im-
portant witnesses. In Asker vil. 3 (28) Dr. Charles marks “as
man, with men eating and drinking” as an interpolation ; and
he does the same in Daz vi. g (30) with “for he is true and
long-suffering, meek and lowly.” May we not suspect that some
of the other resemblances are due to a similar cause? And it
should be noticed that most of the resemblances are in Zez7 and
Judak, just the two Testaments which would be most likely to
be Christianized ; while very few are to be found in Simeon,
Issachar, or Asher.

To sum up. A few of these similarities between the Testa-
ments and the N.T. may be accidental coincidences. A great
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many may be due to independent employment of current ideas
and phrases. The remainder may be the production of
Christian translators or copyists, who consciously or un-
consciously assimilated the wording of the Testaments to the
words of the N.T., and especially to the words of the First
Gospel. :

Conybeare regards it as proved that the Greek text of the
Testaments is “a paraphrase of an old Aramaic midrash, in-
terpolated by generations of Christians” ( Jew. Encycl. xii. p.
113): see Journal of Theological Studies, April 1909, p. 423.
In paraphrasing, there is almost boundless opportunity for
assimilating the language of the original to language which, to
the paraphraser, may be either more familiar, or may seem to
be either more pleasing or more edifying. Paraphrasing and
interpolating will account for a large number of the resemblances
between the Testaments and the New Testament. See J. Arm.
Robinson, Hastings’ D2A. ii. p. 501*



THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO
S. MATTHEW

PV

1. II. THE BIRTH AND INFANCY OF THE MESSIAH.
L. 1-17. His Genealogy.

‘THE Book of the Generation of Jesus Christ.” This title is
probably meant to cover more than the mere pedigree, but
perhaps not the whole Gospel. We may regard it as a heading
to the first two chapters, the Gospel of the Infancy. In Gen.
v. 1, ‘the book of the generations of Adam’ covers not only the
genealogy from Adam to Japhet mixed with a certain amount of
narrative, but also the narrative of ‘the wickedness of man’ in
the time of Noah (v. 1-vi. 8).1 The Evangelist no doubt had
the Septuagint of Genesis in his mind when he penned this title ;
and it was probably from the Septuagint that he compiled the
pedigree: but he may have found it already compiled in some
Jewish archives. Jews are tenacious of their pedigrees; and,
even if the statement of Julius Africanus (Eus. A, £. 1. 7) be
correct, that Herod the Great ordered the genealogies of old
Jewish families to be destroyed, in order to hide the defects of
his own pedigree, the statement causes no difficulty. Such an
order would be evaded, and in any case there were the Serip-
tures, in which the descent could be traced. Josephus was able
to give his pedigree, as he found it “described in the pudiic
records” (Vita, 1). The evidence of Africanus is valuable, in
that he claims to have got information from the family, who
gloried in their noble extraction, and in his referring botk
genealogies (that in Lk. as well as that in Mt.), as a matter of
course, to Joseph. The theory that the one in Lk. is Mary’s is not

1 At Gen. vi. 9 we have a second title: ‘These are the generations of
Noah.” In Mt. there is no second title, which is in favour.of the view that
the title in ver. 1 is meant to cover the whole Gospel.

I



2 GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S, MATTHEW [I.1-17

worthy of consideration.! Neither Jew nor Gentile would derive
the birthright of Jesus from His mother. In the eye of the law,
Jesus was the heir of Joseph, and therefore it is Joseph’s pedlgree
that is given. As the heir of ]oseph ]esus was the heir of David ;

and hence there is no inconsistency in_the fact that precisely the
two Gospels which record the Virgin-birth are the two which give
the pedigree of Joseph. That Jesus was the ‘son of David’
seems to have been generally admitted (xii. 23, xv. 22, xx. 30, 31,
xxi. g, 15), and we do not read that His Messiahship was ever
questioned on the ground that He was not descended from
David. On the other hand, our Lord Himself does not seem
to have based any claim upon this descent, which might have
looked like a claim to an earthly kingdom. Indeed the difficult
passage, xxii. 43—45, shows that He was willing that the Davidic
descent of the Messiah should be questioned, rather than that
it should be supposed that the Messiah was a mere political
deliverer. Whether or no the details in the two pedigrees are in
all cases correct, there need be no doubt that the main facts
which they illustrate are historical, viz. that Joseph was of
Davidic origin, and therefore descended from the father of the
Jewish race and from the father of mankind: and it is qulte
possible that Mary also was descended from David.?

The fondness of our Evangelist for numerical groups, and
especially for triplets, has been pointed out (p. xix). Hence the
threefold division of the pedigree. The choice of fourteen may
be explained as either twice seven, or as the numerical value of
the three letters in the Hebrew name of David; 4+ 6+4=14.2
In our present text the third division has only thirteen names,
and elsewhere there is compression in order to get the right
number: ‘begat’ does not in all cases mean ‘was the actual
father of.” But the precise points of division are significant. In
David (ver. 6) the family became royal; at the Capt1v1ty the
royalty was lost (ver. 11); in ‘Jesus, who is called Christ’ (ver.
16), the royalty is recovered.

The names of women, Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and the wife of
Uriah, inserted in the pedigree are remarkable. Ruth was a
Moabitess and not a Jewess, and the other three had been guilty
of gross sins. They are evidently mentioned of deliberate
purpose. But what purpose? It is difficult to believe that the

! The theory is earlier than Annius of Viterbo (¢, A.D. 1490). See on
Rev. iv. 7 in the commentary attributed to Victorinus (Migne, . L.
v. 324).

2 In the second century it was commonly belleved that Mary was of the
family of David ; Justin M., 77y. 43, 45, 100 ; Irenxus, 111 xxi. §; Tert.
Adz} Jud. 9; Ascension of Isaiah, x. 2 Gosp of the Nativity of Mary,

% Interpreter, January 1906, p. 199.
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Evangelist is suggesting a parallel between them and the Virgin
mother; and it is not easy to see how their inclusion in the
genealogy is any answer to the slander which circulated among
the Jews in the second century, and possibly in the first, that
Jesus was born out of wedlock and was the son of a paramour.
It is more likely that this parade of names. that might be
supposed to be unfit for insertion in the pedigree of the Messiah
is intended to teach that He who ‘came not to call the righteous,
but sinners’ (ix. 13), and who so commended the faith of those
who were not of Israel (viii. 1o, xv. 28; comp. Lk. xvil. 18,
xix. 5), was Himself descended from flagrant sinners and from a
stranger. .

The difficulties connected with the details of the two
pedigrees have been abundantly discussed in commentaries
and in Dictionaries of the Bible, as well as in separate treatises,
and to these the reader is referred. It is sufficient to say here
that, although the difficulties are not such as to convict the
pedigrees of being fictitious, it cannot be said that the proposed
solutions of the difficulties are in most cases satisfactory. That
there are errors in both lists of names is neither unlikely nor very
important. Errors respecting matters of far greater moment can
be shown to exist in the Bible, and there is nothing that need
perplex us if errors are found here.

The reading in ver. 16 is uncertain, and it is possible that no Greek MS.
has preserved the original text. If in expressing the legal relationship
between Jesus and Joseph the Evangelist used words which might be under-
stood as expressing actual paternity, such words would be likely to be
changed, and perhags altered in more ways than one. Whatever the reading,
it is quite certain from what follows what the writer means. See Sanday,
Outlines of the Life of Christ, pp. 197-200; Burkitt, Evangelion da-
Mepharreske, ii. p. 262; Nestle, Zextual Criticism of the N.T. pp. 248,
249; Kenyon, Zextual Criticism of the N.T. pp. 112, 115, 131, 132;
Zahn, Einleitung, ii. pp. 292, 293.

L 18-28. 7he Messiak’s Supernatural Birth.

It is evident that the Virgin-birth did not belong to the main
stream of Apostolic tradition. The two narratives of it come
from private sources, Matthew’s from Joseph, Luke’s from Mary.
Here we have the husband’s impressions, his dismay and
perplexity, his humane decision, and his submission to the Divine
revelation. There we have the mother’s impressions, her trouble
and amazement, and her submission to the Divine decree. The
two narratives are wholly independent, as their great differences
show. These differences do not amount to contradictions,
though we do not know how to harmonize them; and they
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are confined to details.! They confirm the general trustworthi
ness of each narrative, for neither can have been based on the
other. The two accounts agree, not only as to the main fact of
the Virgin-birth, but also as to the manner of it,—that it took
place through the agency of the Holy Spirit. And this agree-
ment cannot be due to the influence of the Old Testament upon
both writers. There is no such operation of the Holy Spirit on
a virgin in the Old Testament, in which the very expression
¢ Holy Spirit’ is rare. And elsewhere in the New Testament the
Incarnation is indicated in a totally different way (Jn. 1. 14).
And the two narratives agree with regard to four other points,
besides the two central facts just mentioned. They both say
that, at the time when the Divine will was made known to Mary
and to Joseph, the two were espoused to one another, that the
Child was to be called * Jesus,” that He was born at Bethlehem
in Judea, and that the parents brought Him up at Nazareth.
The account in Matthew is further confirmed by its accuracy
with regard to Jewish feeling and Law. Joseph’s attitude is
indicated with great naturalness and delicacy, and the necessity
for divorce, although the marriage had not yet taken place, is
clearly shown. With the Jews, espousal was much more serious
than an ‘engagement’ is with us, and could be severed only by
divorce.?

The delicacy and sobriety of both narratives are further signs
of historic reality. It is true that more or less analogous stories
are to be found both in pagan and in Jewish literature. But
Gentile readers would feel the unspeakable difference between
Luke’s narrative and the impure legends about intercourse between
mortals and deities in heathen mythology; and Jewish readers,
if they compared this chapter with the coarse imaginations of
their own people in the Book of Enoch (vi,, xv., Ixix., lxxxvi,, cvi.),
would feel a similar contrast. And Christian legends exhibit the
like instructive contrast. The Apocryphal Gospels, when they
make additions to the Canonical Gospels, show that, even with
these to copy from, the early Christians could produce nothing
similar, Their inventions are distressing in their unseemli-
ness. If the two Evangelists had sought material in legends
of pagan or Jewish or Christian origin, we should have had
something very different from the narratives which have been
the joy and the inspiration of Christendom through countless
generations. :

1 ¢ Between these two accounts of Mt. and Lk. no contradiction exists”
(O. Holtzmann, Life of Jesus, p. 85). As to the witness of S. Mark, see
Vincent M ‘Nabb, Journal of Theological Studies, April 1907, p. 448.

3 Apparently Joseph had made up his mind that divorce was the only

thing possible ; éBovAffn dmwoNdsar, not éSolihero: évfuunfévros, not
év@upovpévov (19, 20).
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And each Evangelist gives his account of the marvel as
historical. He believes it himself, and is confident that it will
carry conviction. And it is not easy to see how either narrative
could have originated without an historical foundation. Nothing
in early Christian literature warrants us in believing that a writer
of the first or second century could have imagined such things
and described them thus. As the other two Gospels show, the
story of the Virgin-birth is not required to explain the history of
the Ministry, Passion, and Resurrection.!  This history, although
it is greatly illuminated when the Virgin-birth is added, is quite
intelligible without it, and probably many of the first Chnstlans
passed away without ever receiving this illuminating addition to
their faith. Moreover, both narratives are intensely Jewish in tone ;
and it is not likely that Judaism, with its very high estimate of
the blessings of marriage, would have invented either of them.

Of the two accounts, that by S. Luke is probably nearer to
the original source. There is nothing improbable in the hypo-
thesis that he received it, possibly in writing, from Mary herself.
She perhaps kept it to hérself (Lk. ii. 52) till late in life ; and, if
there was any one between her and the Evangelist, it is not llkely
that the narrative passed through many hands before it reached
him. With Joseph’s account of the matter it may have been
otherwise. He seems to have died long before his wife, and
what he had to tell may have passed through many hands before
it was written down as we have it here. One may conjecture
that James, the Lord’s brother, was one of those who handed it
on to the Evangelist.

It has been urged that the double revelation indicates fiction ;
if a Divine announcement had been really made to either Mary
or Joseph, a repetition of it to the other would have been need-
less. Thisis not sound criticism. The annunciation to Mary
was necessary, in order to save her from cruel perplexity as to
her subsequent condition. An annunciation to Joseph was
equally necessary : he could not have believed so amazing a
story, if he had had only Mary’s word for it.

Again, it has been urged that both narratives are to be
distrusted, because here Joseph receives the Divine announce-
ments in dreams, while in Lk. Mary receives them in her
waking moments. Certainly it is possible ‘that the supernatural
agency is in each case due to the imagination of the writer: he
knew that a revelation was made, and he conjectured the way in
which the Divine message was communicated. But it is also

1 Both S. Mark and S. John confirm the V1rgm -birth, though they do
not mention it. Mark calls Jesus the ¢ Son of Mary’ (vi. 3) and the ‘Son of
God’ (i. 1), but he nowhere calls Him the Son of Joseph., John sometimes
corrects the earlier Gospels, but he does not correct the Virgin-birth (i. 14).
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possible that the mode of communication was in each case
suited to the character of the person who received it. Mt.
does not always give us dreams or object to Angels (iv. 11,
xxviil. 5—7); nor does S. Luke do the opposite (Acts xvi o,
xviil. 9, 10). Theimportant question is, whether God did com-
municate this gracious mystery, first to Mary and then to
Joseph. The precise mode of communication is of litttle
importance. And it is worth noting that, when heathens are
warned in dreams, no Angel appears to them (ii. 12z, xxvii. 19).
Very possibly the information about all six dreams, the five in
these two chapters and that of Pilate’s wife, comes from the same
source.

In marked contrast to the similar promises to Abraham and
to Zacharias (Gen. xvii. 19, 21; Lk. i 13), the Angel here (21)
does not say ‘shall bear #4ce a son’: there is no oot after réferay,
although ‘to thee’ in ver. 21 and ‘to him’in ver. 235 are found
in Syriac Versions (Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreske, ji. pp.
199, z00). Both Syr-Sin. and Syr-Cur. have ¢ to thee’ in ver. 21,
and Syr-Sin. has ‘to him’ in ver. 25. But even if the oot were
in the Greek Text, in which it probably never had a place
(p. 262), it would not be of doctrinal importance, for the meaning
of the Evangelist is clear. * The points which Mt. wishes to
impress on his readers are the piysical reality of the birth of
Christ from a virgin and the /egality of the descent from David.
The physical reality of the descent from David was a matter of
no moment so long as the legal conditions were satisfied.” The
ooy, if Mt had written it, would simply have meant, She
shall bear thee a “legitimate Heir of the Divine promises made
to David ” (p. 260). That is the meaning of éyévwnoer in the
genealogy: eg. ‘Joram begat Uzziah’ means that Uzziah was
the legitimate heir of Joram, not that he was actually Joram’s
son. The insertion of the names of Tamar, Rahab, Ruth,
and the wife of Uriah indicates that the heir had sometimes
been born irregularly, “as if to prepare us for greater irregu-
larity at the last stage,” and perhaps also to prepare us for the
welcome which the Messiah will give to aliens and sinners : see
above,

It would be rash to say that, without the Virgin-birth, the
Incarnation and Redemption would have been impossible. It
is enough for us that, with it, both are more intelligible. In so
mysterious a subject, dogmatism is out of place, and speculation
is more likely to become irreverent than profitable. But the
question has been .much discussed, and this much may be
suggested. If Christ had had no human parent, He would not
have taken our flesh, and would not have been of the same race
as those whom He came to save. Tt is not easy to see how a
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newly created being could have helped the human race by death
and resurrection. If Christ had had two human parents, it is
not easy to see how the hereditary contamination of the race
could have been excluded. It might be urged that this difficulty
remains even with only one human parent ; we must either admit
the hereditary taint, or allow no connexion with the human race.
But there is no such alternative.. There are three possibilities :
human parentage, a fresh creation, and the substitution of Divine
operation for the human father. In the last case, the Divine
element would exclude all possibility of taint from the human
mother, for it is inconceivable that the Divine element should
receive pollution. But it is safer to accept with reverent thank-
fulness what has been told us in the Gospels than to raise need-
less, and perhaps fruitless, questions about what has not been
told.!

The Messiah was born 7z the flesh, not of the flesh. He was
born in the flesh; and therefore was able to vanquish sin and
death in the region in which they had won their victories. He
was not born of the flesh, but of the Spirit; and therefore He
did not share in the innate proneness towards evil which all other
human beings exhibit. It was possible for Him to pass the
whole of His life without sin. In human society, it is man who
represents individual initiative, while woman represents the con-
tinuity of the species. The Messiah was not the child of this or
that father, but of the race. He was not a son of any individual,
but He was ‘the Son of Man.’

It was possible for Him to be sinless, and He was sinless.
Yet it cannot be argued that the Virgin-birth was imagined in
order to account for His sinlessness, for nowhere in the N.T. is
the one given as the explanation of the other. But all the
evidence that we have goes to show that no one ever convicted
Him of sin. Some charged Him with it, but they never brought
it home to His conscience so that He Himself was aware of it.
He called upon others to repent; He said that they were by
nature (Smdpyorres) evil (Lk. xi. 13), that they must be born
anew, that He came to save sinners and had authority to forgive
sins, that He would give His own life as a ransom for sinners,
and, beyond all this, He said that He would hereafter appear as
the Judge of all. It is not credible that one who could thus
speak of Himself and of others, should Himself have been
conscious of sin. That would involve a psychological contradic-
tion. All experience teaches that, the holier men become, the

1 See Hastings’ DCG., artt. ¢ Annunciation,’ ‘ Birth of Christ,” ¢ Virgin
Birth,” and the literature there quoted.

On the different readings of i. 18 see Nestle, Zextual Criticism of the
Gk, Test. p. 249 ; Scrivener (Miller), ii. pp. 321; 322.
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more convinced they are of their own sinfulness.! This would
have been the case with Jesus, if He had been only the holiest
man that ever lived: and, had He been constantly advancing in
. consciousness of His own frailty and faultiness, some evidence
of this would have found its way into the Gospels. The Gospels
are not in every matter of detail historically exact; but what they
give us, with overwhelming truthfulness of testimony, is the moral
impression which Jesus of Nazareth produced upon those who
knew Him or were influenced by those who knew Him ;. and
that was, that He was one ‘who did no sin, neither was guile
found in His mouth’ (1 Pet. ii. 22; 2 Cor. v. 21).

The quotation of Is. vii. 14 (23) is given according to the
Septuagint, with the necessary change from °thou shalt call’ to
‘they shall call” The original text, so familiar from its Christmas
associations, “is in some ways one of the most difficult verses
in the whole Bible” (W. E. Barnes, ad /oc.). The Hebrew for
‘virgin’ is almak, one who is not yet a wife, not bethulak, one
from whom all idea of marriage is excluded. The promised
sign is in the name to be given to the child, not in the strange-
ness of its birth. The prophecy, as ver. 16 shows, is connected
with the Prophet’s own time, and it promises deliverance within
a short period. But “there are signs that the view that Isaiah
was using current mythological terms, and intended the sense
of supernatural birth, is rightly gaining ground. In any case the
LXX translators already interpreted the passage in this sense;
and the fact that the later Greek translators substituted vedvs for
wapbBévos, and that there are no traces of the supernatural birth
in the later Jewish literature, is due to anti-Christian polemic”
(Allen, ad loc.). Justin Martyr (Z7p. 43 and 67) calls attention
to this change from wapfévos to vedwns. Nevertheless, it may be
true that anti-Christian polemic, by suggesting that Mary was an
unfaithful spouse, really points to the Virgin-birth. See Herford,
Christianity in Talmud and Midrask, pp. 35ff. See also Briggs,
“Criticism and Dogma of the Virgin-birth,” in V. Amer. Rev.,
June 1906. _

In 7o. 22, 23 we have the Evangelist’s own reflexion on the
Angelic message to Joseph : it was the fulfilment, in its contents,
of a remarkable Messianic prophecy. But Mt. seems to give this
reflexion as if it was part of what the Angel said in the dream.
Irenzus (1v. xxili. 1) expressly takes it so, and Zahn (ad /loc.
p. 77) contends that he is right. In xxvi. 56 there is similar
doubt whether a similar reflexion is given as part of Christ’s

1 This has been pointed out, in connexion with the sinlessness of Jesus,
not only by Godet (Zmtroduction au N.T. p. 277), but by Strauss (Leben
Jesu, p. 195). See also DCG., art. ‘Immangel’; Moulton, Modern
Reader’s Bible, p. 1568,
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utterance or as the Evangelist’s own. Possibly in both cases
Mt. was so convinced of the correctness of the view as to the
fulfilment of prophecy that he did not hesitate to give it the
highest sanction.!’ In the one case the Angel, in the other the
Messiah, must have known of the fulfilment of prophecy. In
much the same way Mt. gives his own interpretation of Jonah
as a sign to the Ninevites as if it were part of what our Lord
said to the Pharisees (xii. 40). Here the AV. places vo. 22,
23 in brackets, as a parenthetical remark, which is their
true character ; but the RV. omits the brackets, because the
Evangelist does not seem to make any parenthesis. He
remains in the background, while the Angel makes the re-
flexion. ’

In ‘he knew her not’ {0k éylvwoxer admy), the imperfect tense
is important. It is against the tradition of the perpetual virginity
of Mary. This has been questioned ; but it hardly needs argu-
ment that, in such a context, ‘he used not to’ or ‘he was not in
the habit of’ means more than ‘he did not’ It is quite true
that the aorist, ‘he knew her not until,’ would have implied that
she subsequently had children by him. But the imperfect implies
this still more strongly. “The meaning of ver. 25 seems clear
if only we could approach the subject without prepossessions”
(Wright, Synopsis, p. 259). As Zahn points out, Mt. wrote in
Palestine for Jews and Jewish Christians, and he would know
whether ‘the brethren’ of the Lord were the sons of Mary or
not. Seeing how anxious he is to glorify the Messiah, and how
jealously he avoids whatever might seem to detract from His
glory, it cannot have been a matter of indifference to him whether
the Messiah was Mary’s only child or not. "If he knew that she
had no other child, he would have made this clear with eager
reverence. Instead of making it clear that the Messiah was the
only being who could call her His Mother, he uses an expression
which inevitably suggests and naturally implies that she had
children by Joseph. It is as if he knew that ‘the brethren’
were her children, and yet could not bring himself in so many
words to say so. That he would have welcomed the theory that
they were Joseph’s children by a former wife is by no means
certain, for in that case it could hardly be maintained that Jesus
was the heir of David through Joseph. But Mt. would perhaps
have regarded the wonderful circumstances of His Birth and the
fulfilment of prophecies as sufficient evidence that He was
appointed by God to be the Heir. Mt., however, gives no

! In both cases, as also in xxi. 4, where it is certainly Mt. who makes
the reflexion, the perfect in 7oiiro 8¢ [8§hov] <yéyover may mean that the
narrator is near to the event (Lightfoot, Oz a Fresk Revisiom, p. 100); or
it may mean that the result remains as an abiding fact.
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indication that he knew of any former wife. The one fact
about which he leaves us in no doubt is that Mary was a virgin
when she gave birth to the Messiah. Hence this Gospel begins
with an emphatic contradiction of a well-known Jewish calumny,
and ends with an equally emphatic contradiction of another.
The Jews said that Jesus of Nazareth was the son of some man
who had seduced Mary. They also said that His disciples had
stolen His Body from the tomb in order to pretend that He had
risen from the dead. Thus this ‘ Gospel of the kingdom,’ written
by a Jewish Christian for Jews and Jewish Christians, begins by
repelling a Jewish attack on the Virgin-birth, and ends by re-
pelling a Jewish attack on the Resurrection. See J. B. Mayor,
Ep. of S. James, pp. v—xxxvi; Smith’s DB, 2nd ed., artt.
¢ Brother,” ¢ James,” ¢ Judas, the Lord’s Brother’; Hastings’ D25.
and DCG., artt. ‘Brethren of the Lord,’ ‘ Mary the Virgin’;
J. B. Mayor, Expositor, July and August 1908.

In dealing with his fellow-countrymen, whom he wished to
bring over to allegiance to the Messiah, the writer of the First
Gospel points out that in #kr¢e conspicuous instances those who
were nearest to the Messiah, after having at first found an
occasion of falling in Him, became convinced that in Him and
in His word the Divine Wisdom was justified (xi. 19). At His
Birth, in the middle of His Ministry, and at His Death, precisely
those who had the best means of judging about the matter were
first of all offended, and then were divinely helped to a better
appreciation of His character as the promised Messiah and
Saviour. At the outset, even before He was born, Joseph, the
son of David, doubted whether she who was the Mother of the
Messiah was not a faithless spouse (i. 19). When the Messiah’s
work had so increased that He appointed twelve of His best
disciples to assist Him in it, John, the greatest of the Prophets,
sent to Him to ask whether one who was so slow to assert
Himself was to be regarded as the promised Messiah (. 2, 3).
When the Messiah’s work was closed, and to human eyes seemed
to be a failure, and He was already under sentence of death, the
first of the Apostles, one of the chosen Three, publicly declared
and swore that he did not know the Man (xxvi. 7o—~75). It was
not to be wondered at, if other Jews, who had never seen Jesus
of Nazareth, should have misgivings about Him ; but, with these
three examples before them, they might take courage and accept
Him as their Messiah.

The date of Christ’s birth cannot be determmed with certainty. -
Sir William Ramsay has argued in favour of B.c. 6. Colonel
Mackinlay has shown that B.C. 8 is more probable (7% Magi,
kow they recognised Christ's Star, pp. 135 fi.) ; and this Ramsay -
admits. He says: “ Though the evidence is still inconclusive,
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it seems more probable that his date 8 B.c. is right. It is clearly
demonstrated that there was a system of periodic enrolment in
the Province of Syria according to a fourteen-years cycle, and the
first enrolment was made in the year 8-7 B.C. (Christ Born in
Bethlehem, p. 170). Such was the rule, but in carrying out of
such an extensive and novel operation in the Roman world
delays sometimes occurred ; and an example of such delay for
about two years (as revealed by a recent discovery) is quoted in
my article ¢Corroboration’ in the ZExpositor, Nov. 1901, Dp.
321f. Accordingly I concluded that the enrolment in Herod’s
kingdom was probably delayed until autumn 6 B.c. While such
delay 'is possible, it has against it the distinct testimony of
Tertullian that the enrolment in Syria at which Christ was born
was made by Saturninus, who governed the Province 9-7 B.C.
The evidence which determined me to favour the date 6 B.C. is
distinctly slighter in character than that which supports the date
8 B.c.” (Preface to Mackinlay’s The Magi, how they recognised
Chrisfs Star, pp. ix, x). As to the time of year, Mackinlay
gives reasons for preferring the Feast of Tabernacles, and
probably the first day of it, to any other season (p. 176). 1If this
is correct, then, although 25th December must be quite wrong
for the day of the Nativity, yet 28th December may be fairly exact
for the murders at Bethlehem, which took place about three
months after the Nativity (p. 199).

When we consider how very little of ch. i. affords any scope
for the writer to give any evidence of characteristics or peculi-
arities of style, the number of expressions which are found
broadcast over the rest of the Gospel is large. Even in the first
seventeen verses, which are occupied with the pedigree of the
Messiah, there are two or three characteristic expressions:
vids Aaveld (1), Aeydpevos (16), and 70 Xpiorod (19), which
anticipates xi. 2. In the narrative portion we have iov (20),
daiveafar (z0), vids Aaveld (20), iva TAnpwlj (22). The following
are peculiar to Mt.: kat’ dvap (20), fnfév (22); peculiar to this
chapter: perowesia (11, 12, 17).

II 1-12. The Visit of the Magi to the Newborn Messiah.

There can be no doubt that the Evangelist regards this
narrative, like that of the Virgin-birth, as historical. He has it
on what he believes to be good authority, and he would have his
readers accept it as completely as he does himself. And there is
no sufficient reason why they should refuse to do so; for the
story is not in any way incredible in itself, and it is difficult to
find any satisfactory explanation of its origin, excepting that in
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the main it is true? The attempts to explain it by legendan
analogies are very unsuccessful. The examples cited are more
remarkable for their differences than for their resemblances;
and, even if the resemblances were great, it would be a monstrous
principle to lay down, that what resembles fiction must itself be
fiction. The only element in the story which resembles legend
is the statement that the star ‘went before them, till it came
and stood over where the young child was,” a statement of
“great poetical beauty,” which may be intended to mean no
more than that what they had seen in the heavens /ed to their
finding the newborn Messiah. But the mode of statement may
be due, not to a poetic vein in the Evangelist, who does not
elsewhere seem to have any such vein, but to his informants, or
to the Magi themselves. The expression may be Oriental
rhetoric, or it may state what appeared to them to be the case.
Even if we pronounce this detail to be deliberate embellishment,
that does not show that the whole story is a fiction.2

There is abundant evidence of a wide-spread desire and
expectation of a coming Deliverer or universal King some time
before the Birth of Christ. Eastern astrologers would search the
heavens for signs of this great event. Whether it was planetary
conjunctions which are known to have taken place in B.C. 7-4,
or transitory phenomena which cannot now be calculated, that
attracted the attention of the Magi, cannot be determined. The
character of the phenomena, or a knowledge of Jewish anticipa-
tions, may have directed them to Palestine. The remainder of
the narrative needs no explanation; but, if we like to omit the
Magi’s dream, and substitute for it a feeling of distrust for Herod,
we shall have an account which reads like sober history, wholly
in harmony with the known circumstances of the time and with
the cruel character of Herod. The Old Testament is not the
source of the star or of the gifts; for the Evangelist, in spite of
his great fondness for fulfilments of prophecy, does not quote

1 The objection mede to it by Celsus, that Magi have been confused with
Chaldeans, is very weak (Orig. Con. Cels. i. 58), and does not seem to have
been taken up by Jewish opponents of Christianity.

21t is not often that we find anything of real poetical beauty in the
apocryphal additions to the Gospels; but, as to the star, we are told that it
fell into the well at Bethlehem, and there sometimes it is still seen by those
who are pure in heart (Donehoo, Agocryphal and Legendary Life of Christ,

. 73, 74)-

PP Bgthlehem is specified as ‘of Judeea,’ not to distinguish it from Bethle-
hem of Galilee (Josh. xix. 15), but, either in accordance with O.T. usage,
or (more probably) to indicate that the King of the Jews was born in the
territory of the tribe of Judah. Jerome says that ‘in the actual Hebrew’
(in ipso Hebraico), by which he probably means the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, the reading was ¢ of Judah,’ not ‘of Judwa,” which he regards as a
mistake of the copyists. : :
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either Num. xxiv. 17 for the one, or Ps. Ixxii. 10, 15, Cant. iii. 6,
Is. Ix. 6 for the other. The gifts mentioned are intrinsically
probable, independently of any prophecy or previous narrative.
We may believe that the Evangelist knew that the Star in
Balaam’s prophecy indicated the Messiah Himself, as even the
Targums interpreted it. It was Christians who, under the influ-
ence of this narrative, misinterpreted Balaam’s Star as meaning
the star which guided the Magi; and it was Christians who,
under the influence of Ps. Ixxii., turned the Magi into kings.

The expression ‘King of the Jews’ (2) shows that the Magi
were heathen. ¢In the east’ (év 79 dvatolyj) should probably be
‘at its rising ’: the appearance in the heavens, not in a particular
quarter of the heavens, suggested the birth of a king.! The
Evangelist purposely speaks of Herod as ‘Herod the king’ to
explain why he was troubled: his throne was in danger. ‘All
Jerusalem’ (wdoa 'Tepoodlvpa: the feminine singular is unusual)
is common hyperbole: it was to their interest not to have a
disputed dynasty. The expression ¢chief priests and scribes of
the people’ indicates representatives of the Sanhedrin. Comp.
xxi. 23 and xxvi. 3, where we have ‘elders of the people’ 1In
xvi. 21 all three of the component elements are mentioned.

Here begins, by implication, the Evangelist’s attitude of
condemnation towards the official instructors of the Jewish
nation. A message is brought, under highly exceptional and
remarkable conditions, that the King of the Jews has been bom ;
and these national leaders take no kind of pains to find out
whether or no it is true ; they hope that it is not, for they do not
want to have to decide between rival claims. The only person
who takes any trouble in the matter is Herod, and his aim
respecting the newborn King of the Jews is to compass His
destruction. Pagans, who had nothing to guide them but
smatterings of science mingled with much superstition, neverthe-
less are so kindled with enthusiasm by the signs which God, by
means of these imperfect instruments, had granted to them, that
they take a long journey and make careful investigations, in

1¢We saw’ (RV.) is better than ¢ We have seen’ (AV,); J. H. Moulton,
Grammar of N.T. Greek, 1. p. 138.

In the Testaments of the XII, Patriarchs there are many points of
contact with the N.T., especially with Mt. In the Messianic hymn near the
end of the Test. of Levi we have this prediction: ‘“ Then shall the Lord
raise up 2 new priest; To him all the words of the Lord shall be revealed ;
And he shall do judgment of truth on the earth. And his star shall arise in
heaven as of a king, lighting up the light of knowledge as the sun in the
daytime ? (Levi xviil. 2, 3). See below on iii. 17,

For the ““ vernacular genitive "’ in efSouev vap atrod Tdv dorépa see Abbott,
Jokannine Grammar, 2782 ; the effect is to emphasize ‘seen’ and *star,’ esp.
tlée latter. For the use of wpookvrely in the N.T. see jokannine Vocabulary,
1643.
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order to pay due reverence to the new Ruler who has been sent
into the world. But the Jewish hierarchy, with the Pentateuch
and Prophets in their hands, are so far from being elated at this
report of the fulfilment of types and prophecies, that they do not
care so much as to verify it. They are content to be ruled by
the Herods rather than be roused out of their accustomed modes
of life.

The cause of the varying translations of the term dpytepeds in Latin texts
is a problem which has yet to be solved: we have princeps sacerdotum,
summus sacerdos, pontifex, princeps, sacerdos, the last being rare for dpyepeds,
but the regular translation everywhere of lepeds. In Mt. princeps sacerdotum
prevails, and in Lk. also, in Mk. summus sacerdos; in Jn. pomtifex, with
princeps sacerdotum frequent in Old Latin texts. Mulla pati a sacerdotibus
(Mt. xvi. 21)is found mn Ireneus (111, xviii. 4); and Judas sacerdotibus et
sentoribus dixit (Mt. xxvii. 3) is found in Cyprian (7esz. ii. 14). See
Burkitt, four. of Th. St. for Jan. 1908, pp. 290 ff.

Field gives an interesting parallel to ii. 4 from Dionysius Hal. 4»z, Rom.
iv. 59: cvyxahéoas 8¢ (Tarquinius) rods émixwplovs pdvres, émwwbdvero wap'
adrdv, Ti Botherar onualvew 16 Tépas; (Otium Norwic. iii. p. 1). In both
cases the imperfect is effective : ¢ he kept on asking,’ ¢ he repeatedly asked.’

On the hypothesis that the Magi connected the appearance of a new star
(like that which appeared in Perseus in Feb. 1901) with the fravasks or
representative spirit of a new king, see J. H. Moulton in the Jour. of 7%, St.,
July 1902, p. 524. They may have heard of Jewish hopes of a Messiah.

The quotation from Mic. v. 2 which is put into the mouths
of the hierarchy varies greatly from the Septuagint and looks like
a free translation from the Hebrew. It is remarkable that Mt.
does not quote any prophecy as pointing to the visit of the Magi.
We might have expected to have Is. xlix. 12 or Ix. 3 cited as an
anticipation of this reverence paid by those who ¢ came from far,’
and of this early instance of ‘nations coming to the light’ of the
Messiah.! But at any rate we have in this visit of the Magi,
to do homage to one whom the rulers of the Jews despise and
persecute, an early instance of that truth which is again and
again alluded to through this Gospel, that the Jews, who trusted
in their descent from Abraham and rejected the revelation which
God made through His Son, are expelled from their inheritance,
while the Gentiles, who welcome that revelation, are admitted
into the Kingdom (iii. 9, viil. 11, 12, xii. 1821, xv. 28, xxi. 43,
XXil. 5-10, XXIv. 14, Xxvili. 19). .

The fact that the Magi found Mary and the Child in ‘the
house’ tells us nothing as to the place of birth. Mt. may have
believed that the Messiah was born in a house rather thanin a

1 The fact that Mt. does not cite either these prophecies, or Num. xxiv.
17, or Deut, xviil. 15, is strong evidence that he has not himself invented
the story as a fulfilment of O.T. predictions. Comp. 2lso 2 Sam. v. 2. Oa
what is here quoted from Micah, Swete remarks ‘The Evangelist has put
into the mouth of the Scribes an interpretation rather than a version of the
prophecy ” (/nt. to the O.T. in Greek, p. 396).
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stable or a cave, but all that he cares to emphasize is that He
was born at Bethlehem, not at Nazareth. Again, he may have
believed that the star moved at first and then stood still over
Bethlehem ; but all that is required for his narrative is that the
Magi, as they journeyed from their home to Jerusalem and
Bethlehem, had the star in front of them. The gifts which they
bring tell us nothing respecting the home of the Magi.l They
were offerings such as were often made to princes, and they
could be obtained everywhere. The mystical interpretation of
them, as pointing to royalty, divinity, and mortality, is as old
as Origen. Gold and frankincense occur together in Is. Ix. 6.
The three gifts led to the legend of three kings, each offering
one, .
There is not one word in the narrative to indicate that the
Magi did wrong in drawing inferences from what they saw in
the heavens, or that their knowledge of the birth of the Messiah
was obtained from evil spirits or by the practice of any black
art. Yet Christian writers, while insisting that magic was over-
thrown by the Advent of Christ, often connect this overthrow
with the visit of the Magi, whose adoration of the Holy Child
is taken as an admission of their defeat (Ign. Epk. 19; Just.
M. Trypho, 78 ; Orig. Con. Cels. i. 6o; Tert. De Idol. 9, etc.).
Augustine’s epigram is attractive, but it is not in harmony with
the facts: Quid erit tribunal judicantis, cum superbos reges cunce
terrebant infantis? The Magi were not proud kings, and it was
not terror which moved them to come.

Attention may here be called to two words which are of very frequent
occurrence in Mt., one of which occurs in this section for the first time.
‘Then’ (rére) is a favourite way of beginning a narrative: ii. 7, 16, 17,
iil. 5, 13, 15, iv. 1, §, IO, II, vill. 26, ix. 6, 14, 29, 37, xi. 20, xil. 13, 22,
38, 44, 45, etc. etc. Somewhat similar in use 1s ‘Lo’ or ‘Behold’ ({5ov) :
i. 20, 1i. 1, 13, 19, ix. 18, 32, x. 16, xi. 8, etc.; and «al idod, ii. 9, iii. 16,
17, iv. 11, vil. 4, viil. 2, 24, 29, 32, 34, ix. 2, 3, 10, etc. Comp. also s¢é3pa,
which occurs once each in Mk., Lk., Acts, and Rev., but in Mt. seven times :
il. 10, xvil. 6, 23, xviil. 3I, xix. 2§, xxvi. 22, xxvii. 54; and note the re-
currence of wgosKkuvelv, a very favourite word with Mt., but rare in Mk. and
Lk.: ii. 2, 8, 11, iv. 9, viil. 2, ix. 18, xiv. 33, xv. 25, xviil. 26, xx. 20,
xxviii. 9, 17. We might add mopedesfas to these, as a word which is very
freguent in Mt. and occurs first in this paragraph: ii. 8, 9, 20, viii. 9, ix. 13,
x 6,7, xi. 4, 7, xil. 1, 45, xvil. 27, xvili, 12, xix. I5, etc. ; but it is very
frequent in Lk. also, and in Acts. See small print at the end of this
chapter.

Both 80¢ and kal I80) are frequently used to introduce some wonderful
thing, as in these two chapters ; but this is not always the case, as the above
references show. Nevertheless, Bengel’s garticula signo exhibendo aptissima
holds good.

1 Arabia is an early guess (Juslin, Tertullian), but it is not a good one;
for Arabia is south rather than east of Judza, The Queen of Sheba is ‘ Queen
of the South’ (xii. 42).
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IL 18-23. The Flight into Egypt, the Massacre of the
Innocents, and the Return to Palestine.

Here again we may, if we like, regard the dreams as the
Evangelist’s own interpretation of what took place. He knew
that all that was done came to pass under Divine guidance; and
this guidance could be most easily understood as operating
through dreams. The Divine ordering of the events is all that
is essential; the manner in which God’s will took effect is of
small moment. The Magi would tell Joseph and Mary of the
excitement which had been produced in Jerusalem by their
visit, and Joseph would naturally think it prudent to withdraw
the Child from Palestine. They could not tell of Herod’s evil
designs, for they did not know them; but Joseph would know
enough of Herod’s character to surmise that his great interest
in the birth of a King of the Jews boded no good. He had
recently (B.c. 7) put his own sons by Mariamne, Alexander and
Aristobulus, to death, believing that they were a danger“to his
throne ; which made Augustus (under whose eye they had been
educated at Rome) remark, that it was better to be Herod’s pig
than his son. If Joseph decided that they must leave the
dominions of such a ruler, Egypt was an obvious place of refuge.
It was close at hand, and there were many Jews there. The
return to Palestine would be equally natural after Herod was
dead.

This paragraph (13-18) is in emphatic contrast to the pre-
ceding one, and the contrast is at once marked by the Angel’s
warning in the opening verse: ‘For Herod is about to seek
the young Child to destroy Him’ is in simple but emphatic
antithesis to the Magi, who sought Him out ‘to worship Him.
Other instances of dramatic juxtaposition of incidents will be
found in this Gospel, especially in the concluding chapters.
There may be some reference to this in Rev. xii. 1-6.

Just as in the preceding case the Evangelist’s chief point is
that the Messiah was born at Bethlehem and was found there
by the Magi, while he tells nothing about their home or the
details of their journey, so here his main point is that the Messiah
took refuge in Egypt. About the route by which He was taken
or brought back, or the length of time that He remained in
Egypt, nothing is said. He had two reasons for 1n51stmg upon
the flight into Egypt, one of which is conspicuous in his
narrative, the other not. He wished to show that here again
we have a fulfilment of prophecy, and also to show that the
King of the Jews, like the Jewish nation itself, left Palestine
and took refuge in Egypt, and then returned to Palestme again.
It is possible also that Mt. had the story of the flight of Moses
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Jrom Egypt, and his return to it, in his mind; comp. Ex,
iv. 19.

With regard to the prophecy in ver. 15, Mt. does not, any
more than in ver. 6, quote the Septuagint, which would not have
suited his purpose In either case: he gives an independent
translation of the Hebrew, which he may or may not have made
for himself.! In Hos. xi 1 the Septuagint gives, ‘Out of Egypt
I called his children’ (¢ Alydarov perexdreca 78 Tékva adrod).
In any case, however, the verse is not a prophecy, but the
statement of an historical fact,—the call of Israel out of Egypt
into the land of Canaan, to make known there the true religion.
But the history of the nation is often regarded as a typical
anticipation of the life of the Messiah.

We know neither how old the Child was when He was taken
into Egypt nor how long He remained there, Herod died B.c. 4,
five days after he had put his son Antipater to death, and a little
before the Passover. The flight into Egypt probably took place
two or three years before that; the stay in Egypt must have
lasted some years.

There was a Jewish tradition respecting the stay in Egypt,
which, although false, is of great value. Origen gives it as
having been brought forward by Celsus, who asserted that Jesus,
“having been brought up as an illegitimate child, and having
served for hire in Egypt, and then coming to the knowledge
of certain miraculous powers, returned thence to His own
country, and by means of those powers proclaimed Himself a
God” (Con. Cels. i. 38).2 Another form of the tradition is
that Jesus wrought miracles by means of charms, which He
brought, concealed in His flesh, from Egypt. This tradition
confirms two things, that Jesus went into Egypt, and that He
afterwards wrought mighty works. The Jews regarded Egypt
as the home of magical arts. The Talmud says: “Ten
measures of sorcery descended into the world ; Egypt received
nine, the rest of the world one ” (Herford, Ckristianity in Talmud
and Midrask, p. 55). It is possible that this Jewish tradition
that Jesus learnt magic in Egypt, or brought charms out of

1Only in a few cases are the quotations in Mt. taken from the LXX.
“The greater number are based on the Hebrew, some of these exhibiting
curious Inaccuracies arising out of a misconception of the Hebrew text.” And
perhaps Mt, used a collection of Messianic texts rather than a MS. of the O.T.
(Burkitt, Zhe Gospel History and its Transmission, pp. 125, 126). See also
Allen, pp. Ixi, Ixii.

2 Comp. Con. Cels. iii. 1, where Origen states that the Jews of his own
day, ‘‘approving what the Jews of former times dared to do against Jesus,
speak evil of Him, asserting that it was by a kind of sorcery (84 Tivos yoyrelas)
that He passed Himself off for Him who was predicted by the Prophets as.
He that should come.”
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Egypt, is quite independent of the narrative of Mt., and goes
back to the first century. When Celsus criticizes Mt.s story,
he does so in a very different manner, and does not mention
this tradition (Con. Cels. i. 66). The simplicity of the narrative
in Mt. is a considerable mark of truth. It should be contrasted
with the elaborate details in the Apocryphal Gospels ; see Pseudo-
Matthew xvii.—xxv.; Arabic Gospel of the Infancy ix.—xxvi.;
Gospel of Thomas, Latin form, -i.-iii. The second of these
makes the stay in Egypt last three years; but it is unlikely that
this rests on independent tradition. The time is made long in
order to have room for many miracles.

The change of formula in mtroducmg the prophecy in ver. 17
is probably intentional. Instead of ‘in order that it might be
fulfilled which was spoken by the Lord through the prophet’
(i. 22, ii. 15), we have, ‘Then was fulfilled that which was
spoken through Jeremiah the prophet’! The change is three-
fold Nothing is said about Divine purpose; nor about Divine
utterance ; and the name of the Prophet is given. Perhaps Mt.
was unwilling to attribute the massacre at Bethlehem to God as
designed by Him in order that His own word might be fulfilled.
Possibly Jeremiah is named because he was the Prophet of doom
and death, and in his mouth this tragic prediction was natural
Similar motives may have influenced the formula in xxvii. g.

The difficulty about the prophecy quoted in ver. 23 is one
which our present knowledge does not enable us to solve. It is
not certain that there is any original connexion between Nafwpaios
and Nafapd, and nothing in the O.T. seems to connect Nalwpatos
with the Messiah. Nalwpafos occurs xxvi. 71; Lk, xviii. 37; Jn.
xvill. 5, 7, xix. 19, and often in Acts. The form Nalapywds is
found in Lk. and uniformly in Mk,, but nowhere in Mt,, Jn.,
or Acts. The adjectives sometimes have a tinge of contempt,
whereas 6 dmé Nalapér (xxi. 11; Mk. 1. 9; Jn. i. 46; Acts x. 38)
is a mere statement of fact. No connexion with ‘Nazirite’ can
be intended ; our Lord was not a Nazirite. It is possible that
the Evangelist is playing upon Aramaic or Hebrew words which
resemble ‘Nazarene’ and mean ‘Branch’; and this solution is
approved in Hastings’ DCG., art. ‘Nazarene,’ but it is not
satisfactory.  Zahn points out that there is no ‘saying’ (Aeyévrov)
after ‘Prophets,” a word which Mt. commonly inserts when he
quotes a prophetical utterance (i. 22, ii. 15, 17, iil. 3, iv. 14,
vill, 17, xii. 17, xiil. 35, xxi. 4 XXvVil. 9; comp. xiil. 14, xv. 7,
xxii. 31). The inference is that ‘ He shall be called a Nazarene’

1 Possibly ¢ fulfilled’ implies more than is meant ; ‘then was exemplified,’
¢ then there was an mstance of,” is perhaps all that is intended. ¢ Because
they are not’ is vague ; ‘because they are no more’ is the English phrase.
¢ Lamentation and ’ (fpfjvos xaf) is omitted in & B Z 22, Latt, Sah. Boh. Arm.
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is not meant to be a quotation, but is the Evangelist’s justifica-
tion of what precedes, 6« meaning not ‘that,” but ‘because’ or
‘for’: ‘for He shall be called a Nazarene This harmonizes
with Jerome’s suggestion that the reference is to passages in the
Prophets which predict that the Messiah shall be despised.

Mt. can hardly have known that Nazareth was the home of
Joseph and Mary before the Birth at Bethlehem, for he treats
the settlement of the Holy Family at Nazareth as remarkable
and providential,—not at all as a matter of course. The return
from Egypt is as divinely ordered as the flight into Egypt ; but,
at first, all that is commanded is a return to Palestine, which, in
true Jewish phraseology, is called ‘the land of Israel” Then,
when Joseph is afraid to-enter Judwa, a second command directs
him to Galilee. That Joseph should fear to enter the territory
of Archelaus was as natural as it was providential. Archelaus
was the worst of Herod’s sons, and Josephus (5. /. 1. vi. 2) tells
us that, in order to show that he was a true son of that tyrant,
he inaugurated his reign with a massacre of 3000 people. So
Joseph is directed to Galilee, and there he himself selected
Nazareth ; “that what was spoken by the Prophets might be
fulfilted.’

As to the general credibility of this second chapter, and the
way in which it reflects the condition of Palestine at the time,
see W. C. Allen, ad loc. pp. 14, 21, 22; G. H. Box, in the
Interpreter, Jan. 19o6, and Hastings’ DCG., artt. ‘Egypt,’
‘Magi,” ‘Innocents,” ¢ Rachel.” To what is said there may be
added the fact that, respecting this period of the Messiah’s
childhood, the Third Gospel gives us what we might have ex-
pected to find in the First, while the First gives us what we might
have expected to find in the Third. Antecedently, we should
have looked for the account of the obedience to the Law paid
by Mother and Child, and the visit of the Holy Family to the
Temple, in the Jewish Gospel; while the visit of the Gentile
Magi to the Saviour of the world would have fitted admirably
into the universal Gospel of the Gentile Evangelist. But in this
matter each writer gets beyond his own special sympathies and
point of view ; and this is a valuable confirmation of the trust-
worthiness of what he has written. Neither of them can be
justly suspected of having imagined and given as history just
what suited his own peculiar standpoint.? A

In this second chapter we seem to have a group of three
events which are closely connected with one another: the visit
of the Magi (1-12), the flight into Egypt (13-18), and the return

! That the flight into Egypt was providentially designed to form a decided

break between the wonders at Bethlehem and the ordinary life at Nazareth is
maintained by W. G. Elmslie, Zxpositor, 1st series, vi. 403.
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to Palestine (19-23). In what follows we have another group of
three connected events: the preaching of John (ili. 1-12), the
Baptism of the Messiah (13-17), and the Temptation (iv. 1-11).

This chapter contains a considerable number of the expressions which are

either peculiar to Mt. or are characteristic of his style : see above on ver. 12.
Several of them are found in ch. i. also, and they go ‘a long way towards
proving that these first two chapters have the same author as the rest of
the Gospel. The tables drawn up by Sir J. Hawkins (Hore Synoptice,
. pp- 3-9) bring this result out very clearly. “‘If the Nativity Story be not an
integral part of the First Gospel, it must be counted one of the cleverest of
literary adaptations, a verdict not likely to be passed on it by a sane criti-
cism » (Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepkarreske, ii. p. 259). .
" Characteristic : 1300 (1, 19), wpookuvvely (2, 8, 11), cuvdyew (4), Fryendy (6),
rére (7, 11), ¢palveshar (7, 19), mopetesfar (8, 9) kal 130l (9), opbdpa (10),
wpoopépetw (11), Onaavpbs (11), dvaywpelr (12, 13, 14, 23), 8pia (16), Aeyéuevos
(23), o TPy (15), Smws whAnpdly (23), Tbre émdypify (17). Peculiar:
ket Bvap (12, 13, 19, 23), pnfév (15, 17, 23); peculiar to this chapter : ovda-
uids (6), depiBobiv (7, 16), Tehevry (14), Oupobobar (16), dcerhs (16).

Mt. has three ways of pointing out the fulfilment of prophecy, and all
three of them are found in these two chapters: it is in connexion with them
that 7 pnfév is commonly used. An event took place, either tna mAnpify
(i. 22, il. 15, iv. 14, xxi. 4, xxvi. §6=Mk. xiv. 49), or dwws TAnpdly
(ii. 23, viii. 17, xii. 17, xiii. 35); or it took place, and rére éwhnpdln (ii. 17,
xxvii. g)—what the Prophet had said.

IIL 1-IV. 1l. THE PREPARATION FOR THE MINISTRY.

IIL 1-12. The Herald of the Messiah.

The Evangelist has shown us how the Magi from the East
have done homage to the newborn Messiah, and how the
usurper-king tried to kill Him and failed. The true King,
exiled for a time, outlived the usurper and returned to His own
country, but not as yet to reign. At last the time draws near,
and He has His herald in John the Baptist.!

The appearance of the son of Zachariah as a Prophet on the
banks of the Jordan, preaching repentance-baptism for the re-
mission of sins, and proclaiming the near approach of the
Kingdom of God, produced an excitement throughout the nation
which it is not easy for us to estimate. After having had a long

1This preparatory ministry of John is in all four Gospels. It is part of
the earliest Christian tradition. Each Gospel has details which are not in
the others, but all agree as to the chief elements. The revolutionary rite of
repentance-baptism for Jews is in all four. The proclamation of the coming
Messiah is distinct ; and the coming has two results,—redemption for those
who are ready, and judgment for those who are not.  See Briggs, 7ke
Messiak of the Gospels, pp. 63 ff.

It is possible that, in the quotation, ¢in the wilderness’ should be taken
with make ye ready the way of the Lord,’ as in the RV. of Is. xl. 3, and
not with ¢ The voice of one crying,’
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succession of Prophets, through whom close communion with
Jehovah was always possible, there had been, since Malachi
{¢. 460-430 Bc.), four weary centuries, during which God
seemed to have ceased to take interest in His people : ‘There
was no voice, nor any that answered.” This oppressive silence
had at last been broken, and once more God had a message for
the nation, spoken by the living voice of a herald sent by Him,
and not merely recorded in the prophetic scrolls. But the
message of this new Prophet was not altogether acceptable. It
was a great joy that a Prophet had appeared. It was indeed
good tidings that the Kingdom of God was at hand. But it was
not such welcome news that not every child of Abraham would
have the right to enter into the Kingdom ; that many of them
had no better right than Gentiles had to enter intoit; and that
even those who were not children of Abraham could win the
right to enter. It had been the conviction of the Jews for many
generations that salvation was for all of them, but for them only
and the few proselytes who formally joined them. For some
time they had come to believe that the Advent of the Messiah
would be both a time of joy and a time of judgment; but the
joys of the Kingdom were to be for themselves, while God’s
judgments were to fall upon the Gentiles. It shows the great
originality of John as a Prophet that he entirely broke with these
ideas. God had no such plan as that of a kingdom reserved for
Abraham’s children and peopled entirely by them. Out of the
most unpromising material He could make subjects who in the
Kingdom would be equal to the children of Abraham. And the
axe of God’s judgments was not for the wild olives only. Euzery
tree that is not bringing forth good fruit is in peril. What is
needed to secure entrance into the Kingdom is repentance,
a change of heart (perdvowa), a fundamental revolution in
moral purpose; and, as a sign and seal of this fundamental
change, he required all who came to him confessing their sins to
submit to the rite of baptism. In this he conformed to the ideas
of his nation. In the East, nothing of importance takes place in
religion without some external act which appeals to the senses
and the imagination; and hence John's baptism. It was this
surprising requirement that won for him the title by which he
became known, ‘the Baptist’ or ‘the Baptizer’ (Mk. i. 4, vi.
14, 24). And it was this which made the emissaries of the
hierarchy challenge his right to make Jews submit to this sym-
bolical bath (Jn. i. 25). It might almost be said that John had
excommunicated the whole nation, and would re-admit none to
communion, unless they professed, not merely sorrow for their
sins, but resolution to break off from them and start alresh. As
a token of this solemn change of life, he plunged them under the
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water, to bury the polluted past, and then made them rise agair.
to newness of life. Analogies for this symbolical washing have
been sought in the levitical purifications of the Jews and the
frequent bathings of the Essenes. But there was this marked dif-
ference. These purifications and bathings were repeated daily,
or hourly, if technical pollution was suspected ; whereas John’s
baptism was administered only once. It represented a decisive
crisis, which, it was assumed, could never be experienced again.

It has been discussed whether ‘baptism #zzo (eis) remission
of sins’ means that forgiveness was the immediate effect of the
baptism, or that it was an ultimate result towards which the rite
was preparatory. Was it a symbol that the baptized person was
then and there forgiven, or a pledge that he would be forgiven ?
The latter seems to be correct (see Swete on Mk. i. 4).! Cyril
of Jerusalem, in comparing John’s baptism with the Christian
rite, says that the former “bestowed oz/y the remission of sins”
(Catech. xx. 6; comp. iii. 7). But there is nothing in Scripture
to show that it did as much as that. Tertullian points oat that
‘baptism for the remission of sins’ refers to a fusure remission,
which was to follow in Christ {De Bapt. x.). The expression of
Ambrose, that one is the ‘baptism of repentance,’ the other the
‘baptism of grace,’ leaves the question of forgiveness open. But,
if John had professed to forgive sins, would not that have been
challenged, as it was in our Lord’s case (ix. 3; Mk. ii. 7;
Lk. v. 21, vil. 49)? And, if it had been generally understood
that John’s baptism was a washing away of sins, would our Lord
have submitted to it? Its main aspect was a preparation for the
Kingdom, and as such it fitted well into the opening of the
Messiah’s ministry. To every one else this preparation was an act
of repentance. The Messiah, who needed no repentance, could
yet accept the preparation. John’s rite consecrated the people
to receive salvation ; it consecrated the Messiah to bestow it.

Of the two notes in John’s trumpet-call it was the second
which characterized him as the herald of the Messiah. The old
Prophets had cried, ‘Repent ye’: he alone was commissioned
to proclaim that ‘the Kingdom of Heaven is at hand’ Itisa
new reason for repentance that the long-looked-for Kingdom
would come soon.

John’s baptism should be compared, not so much with
levitical purifications or Essene bathings, which a person could
administer to himself and could repeat, as with the baptism of
proselytes, which was administered by another and could not be
repeated. It did not merely restore the cleansed person to his
normal condition ; it admitted to a new condition. The practice

1 Salmon thinks otherwise; but his reasons are not convincing (7%
Human Element in the Gospels, p. 45).
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of admitting proselytes by baptism was in existence before John's
day, and it no doubt influenced him. The peculiarity of John’s
baptism was that it was administered to Jews. By it the Jewish
nation was forcibly instructed in the momentous truth, that,
although they were Abraham’s seed, they could not enter the
Messianic Kingdom, which was now so near, without a thorough
moral purification. It was John’s function to reach men’s
consciences ; and no earlier Prophet had been more successful
in doing so. Those who came to him not merely confessed
their sins ; by submitting to baptism they made a public resolu-
tion to renounce them. '

There are questions of chronology and geography which
cannot be determined with certainty ; but they are not of great
importance, as is shown by the small amount of attention
bestowed on them by the Evangelists, We do not at all know
how long John was in the wilderness before he came forward as
a Prophet and as the herald of the Messiah. And it is not easy
to make out exactly when and where he and the Messiagh came
in contact with one another, or when the Ministry of the Messiah
begins. On the former question see Sanday, Sacred Sttes of the
Gospel, p. 23, and articles on ‘ Bethabara’: on the latter question
see Briggs, New Light on the Life of Jesus, pp. 1—16.

This opening paragraph of the account of the Preparation
for the Ministry of the Messiah is in two sections: the Appear-
ance of the Baptist (1-6), and the Preaching of the Baptist
(7-12). Ttis in the first section that both Mt. and Lk. begin
to make use of Mk., and here what is called * the triple tradition”
begins. That expression is convenient, but it must not be
understood as meaning that in such places we have three
independent accounts of the same facts. All three accounts
are based on one and the same source, viz. that which lies at the
back of Mk. In the second section Mt. and Lk. both make
use of another source, either unknown to Mk. or very little used
by him (Q). They insert the contents of v®. 7-10 before
ver. 11, and of ver. 12 after ver. 11. But in the first section
Mt. and Lk. agree with one another against Mk. in two remark-
able particulars. Mk. quotes the prophecy from Is. xl. 3 first
and then mentions the appearance of the Baptist, while Mt. and
Lk. place the appearance of John before the quotation. Again,
Mk. quotes Mal. ifi. 1 along with Is. xl. 3 as one utterance.
Both Mt. and Lk. omit Mal. iii. 1 here and give it elsewhere
(xi. 10; Lk. vil. 27), viz. in Christ’s praise of John after his
messengers had departed.!

1 On the problem presented by these agreements of Mt. and Lk. against
Mk. see Hawkins, Hore Synoptice, gp. 174, 175; Burkitt, Zhe Gospel
History and its Transmission, pp: 40-58. '
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It is obvious that the ministry of the Baptist was a large
portion of the preparation for that of the Messiah. There were
three great occasions on which the Forerunner preceded the
Messiah : at his birth, at the beginning of his ministry, and at
his death. With regard to the last, Christ Himself called atten-
tion to the precedence and the resemblance: ¢Even so shall the
Son of man also suffer of them’ (xvii. 12).

Mk. begins his narrative at this point. Both Mt and Lk.
give some account of the childhood of the Messiah before
joining the narrative of Mk., but they make the transition to
Mk. in very different ways. Mt. starts with the vague expression,
‘Now in those days’ (Ev 8¢ rals fuépars éxelvars), which is not
in Mk., but which reminds us of the O.T. Comp. Ex. ii.
11, 23; Judg. xviii. 1, xxi. 25; Is. xxxviii. 1. This is in marked
contrast to the care with which the historian Luke endeavours
to date the beginning of the ministry of the Baptist (Lk. iii. 1, 2),
and it seems to show that, as in the first two chapters, Mt. does
not take much interest in chronology. Without any intimation
of the amount of interval, he leaps over some thirty years to those
days in which the ministry of the. Herald of the Messiah began.

The description of the Baptist given by Josephus (A#Z
xviiL v. 2) should be compared with that in the Gospels. He
says that he was ‘“‘a good man, and exhorted the Jews to exercise
virtue by practising righteousness towards one another and piety
towards God, and thus to come to baptism. For in this way
their baptism also would 'be acceptable to Him, if they practised
it not for the cancelling (waparrijoe) of certain sins, but for the
purification of the body, provided that the soul had been
thoroughly cleansed beforehand by righteousness.” John’s hard
mode of life was not mere asceticism. His object was not to
make men ascetics, but to rescue them from the wrath to come.
It was imminent, and in order to escape it they must abandon
their pleasant sins. To help them towards this he lived a life
of self-denial, wearing the coarse garment of a Prophet (2 Kings
i. 8; Zec. xill. 4), and living on such coarse food as could be
found in the wilderness:? Lk. omits this account of John's mode
of life, and Mk, places it after the statement respscting the
success of his ministry, which attracted multitudes from long
distances.

¢The Kingdom of Heaven,” or, more literally, ‘ The Kingdom
of the Heavens,’ is an expression which occurs 32 times in

171t is doubtful whether the garment was a camel’s skin with the hair on,
or cloth made of camel’s hair; whether the ¢locusts’ were the insects or
carob-beans ; and whether the honey was that made by wild bees or the gum
ofatree. Seeartt. ¢ Camel,” * Locust,”  Husk,”  Honey’ in DCG. and Enc.

Bibl. Did John adopt his dress in order to intimate to the people that he
was a Prophet? Comp. xi. 14, xvii. 10~13; Lk. i. 17.



1II. 1-12] PREPARATION FOR THE MINISTRY 25

Mt., while Mk. has ‘The Kingdom of God’ 14 times, and Lk.
has it 32 times. With the possible exception of xix. 24=
Mk. x. 25, Mt. either omits or paraphrases Mk.’s expression,
or changes it to ‘The Kingdom of the Heavens' We may
conjecture that in the Aramaic Logia of S. Matthew, and in
the Greek translation used by our Evangelist, the phrase was
‘Kingdom of the Heavens,” and that Mk. and Lk., writing for-
Gentiles, preferred a less Jewish. phrase. But in xii. 28 and
Xxi, 31, 43, Mt. has ‘The Kingdom of God,” perhaps to mark
some difference of meaning which' he thought was required.
For him, ‘The Kingdom of the Heavens’ is the Messianic
Kingdom, which is declared to be near at hand ; and in these
three passages he may have thought that this meaning was not
quite suitable. But the probability is, that there is no real
difference of meaning between the two phrases, that our Lord
used both, and that He often spoke of the Kingdom of Heaven,
in aceordance with Jewish usage. The Jews had many devices
for avoiding the use of the sacred Name, and one of these was
to speak of Heaven, when they meant God, as in the Parable
of the Lost Son (Lk. xv. 18, 21). So also of the Baptism of
John (Mt. xxi. 25). This reverence had degenerated into super-
stition, but our Lord would be likely to respect usage which had
originated in reverence. Nevertheless, by frequently speaking
of God, He gave no countenance to superstition. Mk. and Lk.
may sometimes have changed ‘Heaven’ into ¢ God,” because the
latter was more intelligible to Gentiles; but Mt. has certainly
made changes in order to avoid using the word ‘God.” In his
Gospel Christ speaks of God as ¢ Father’ more than 4o times ;
in Lk. this occurs less than 20 times, in Mk. only 4 or § times.
His bias, therefore, is manifest.!

This Kingdom is the rule of God, whether in the human
heart, or in society. It exists now, but it has its full realization
in eternity.?2 Some have to seek and gain it. Those who have
gained it have to labour to retain it, and this retaining may be
regarded as winning it.

It is to be noted that Christ Himself never gave any
definition of the Kingdom, and perhaps it is not wise for us
to attempt to do so. Any definition which we could frame would
be almost certain to exclude important elements of truth. He
seems to have used more than one phrase to express it, and He
places each phrase in a variety of contexts which do not always
seem to be quite harmonious. The idea of the Kingdom is

1 See O. Holtzmann, Life of Jesus, pp. 160ff. )

2 See A. Robertson, Kegnum Det, Bamptan Lectures 1901, pp. 75-77:
and for S. Paul’s equivalent, Sanday in the Journal of Th. St., July 1900,
p- 481,
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planted in the minds of His hearers as a sort of nucleus round
which different truths may gather. The Kingdom is sometimes
the Way, sometimes the Truth, sometimes the Life. Perhaps
most of all it is the Life. It is something living, organic, and
inspiring, in which the will of God, through the free and loyal
action of those who receive it, prevails. It works inwardly, both
in individuals and communities, but it manifests itself outwardly.
It wins adherents, and inspires and controls them. And it
possesses powers, not merely of growth and improvement, but
of recovery and reformation. While it prevails against the
opposition and persecution of enemies, it triumphs also in the
long-run over the errors and slackness and corruption of its own
supporters. We possess it, and yet we have to seek it and win
it. It is within us, and yet we have to strive to enter it. The
truth about it is so vast that we need to have it stated in all
kinds of ways in order to appropriate some of it.

In this world there is so much that cannot be regarded as part
of the Kingdom, or even brought into harmony with it, that the
tendency to connect the idea of it almost entirely with the
future is very natural; and that is what we find in the First
Gospel. To the Evangelist the Kingdom of Heaven is that
Kingdom which the Messiah will found or bring with Him, when
He returns in glory on the clouds of Heaven (xxiv. 30, xxvi. 64) ;
it is still in the future. The parables in which the judgment,
with bliss for the righteous and woe for the wicked, is indicated,
represent this judgment, and the consequent bliss or woe, as
future. This is evident in the Tares (xiii. 37 ff.), the Virgins
(xxv. 1 ff.), and the Talents (xxv. 14ff.). Still more clearly in
the discourse about the Sheep and the Goats (xxv. 31 ff.).

And this return of the Messiah to begin the Kingdom was
believed to be imminent. It would follow. closely on the
tribulation which must result from the destruction of Jerusalem
(xxiv. 16, 29), and some of the generation then living would live
to see it (xxiv. 34; comp. xvi. 28). Cheerful trust and con-
fidence was to be the attitude of those who looked forward to its
coming. The faithful were to pray for its coming (vi. 10). It
was well worth while to part with one’s dearest possessions and
even with life itself, in order to secure admission into it (xiil. 44~
46, xvi. 25, 26).

*The Kingdom of the Heavens’ is not the Church. The
Church is visible, the Kingdom not. The Kingdom is the end,
complete, perfect, and final; the Church is the means to the
end, working towards perfection and striving to realize its ideal,
So far as it expresses the will and character of the Messiah, the
Church may be called the Kingdom of Christ, but it is not what
is set before us in this Gospel as ‘the Kingdom of the Heavens,’
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In this verse the leading idea is that of warning : ‘repent, for the
judgment of impenitent sinners is at hand.’

The quotation from Is. xl. 3 is in all four Gospels, and it
is clear from Jn. i. 23 that the Baptist applied the words to
himself. He was a Voice making known the Word, and mean-
ingless without the Word. The quotation is mainly from the
Septuagint. The words from Malachi are given xi. 10,

John consciously took Elijah as his model (2 Kings i, 8).
There is the same rough garb and ascetic life, the same isolation
from society and fearlessness towards it, the same readiness to
rebuke either kings or multitudes. Herod and Herodias are to
him as Abab and Jezebel to his predecessor. The lives of both
Prophets are a protest against the corruptions of contemporary
society. But far less than Elijah is John a despairing pessimist :
his message is full of hope. And in this Gospel, as in Mk. and
Jn., he comes on the scene with the same startling suddenness
with which Elijah enters (1 Kings xvii. 1), “John leaps, as it
were, into the arena full grown and full armed” (A. Maclaren ;
comp. Pere Didon, Jésus Christ, pp. 191, 196). But his asceti-
cism was not mere acting ; it was the expression of his character
and the instrument of his work. To the self-indulgent, self-
denial is impressive.

In the summary of the Baptist'’s preaching (7-12), which
perhaps both Mt. and Lk. take from memoirs of the Baptist
(either written or in a stereotyped tradition), the dominant idea
is that of judgment. In Lk. (iii. 7) this stern warning is addressed
to the people ; but it is probable that it was addressed to the
Pharisees and Sadducees, to whom it is much more appropriate.!
As addressed to them it shows how, from the very first, the
leading sections of the nation were told that their rejection of the
Messiah would be fatal. John welcomed the multitudes, but he
suspected, or by spiritual intuition discerned, the insincerity of
these professional religious guides. The formal piety of the
Pharisees and the selfindulgent scepticism of the Sadducees
would be equally hateful to him, and he meets them with
indignant surprise. Why had they come? Curnosity about this
revolutionary preacher, possibly a wish to get a handle against
him, or to learn how he gained such a hold upon the multitude,
may have influenced them ; or the pressure of the people may
have been too great for them to resist—they must come and see
for themselves. All that is clear about them is that John does

1 When Mt, and Lk, differ in those sections which are common to both
but are absent from Mk., it is generally Mt. that seems to be nearer to the
original source. Twice elsewhere in Mt. (xii 34, xxifi. 33) the Pharisees
are addressed as vipers’ brood,” both times by our Lord. There is no

parallel to either passage in Lk. Here the thought may be of snakes flying
before a prairie-fire, )
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not regard them as true penitents. They claim to be Abraham’s
children, but they have a very different parentage. Their
serpent-like natures are among the crooked things that must be
made straight, before they can be fit for a baptism of repentance.
If they are in earnest, let them give some proof of it, and never
suppose that mere birth from Abraham can save them?! (Rom.
it. 17—29). See Montefiore, Synoptic Gospels, p. 463.

This is the first marked instance of the feeling of abhorrence
for the Pharisees which runs through the First Gospel, and which
continues down to xxvii. 62, where see note. Neither in Mk,
nor in Lk. is there any indication that the Pharisees were
denounced by the Baptist. And Jn., though he says that the
Pharisees sent to inquire about the Baptist (i. 19, 24), gives no
denunciation of them.

Yet the Baptist seems to think them not quite hopeless. He
exhorts them to bring forth good fruit before it is too late (8-10).
He warns them that even now, although they do not at all
expect it, judgment is at the door, and procrastination will be
disastrous. Every one who does not repent will be destroyed
(vil. 19) like a fruitless tree.?

Here the address to the Pharisees and Sadducees, which
Mt. and Lk. have in common, ends. What follows (11, 12) is
common to all four, but by the others is placed somewhat
differently (Mk. i. 7, 8; Lk. iii. 16, 17; Jn. i. 26, 27). Mt, adds
it to the address to the Pharisees, with which it does not agree.
John was not baptizing #Zes unto repentance; nor would he
have promised that the Messiah would baptize fhem with the
Holy Spirit. But the ruling idea of this second address (zv. 11,
12) is still one of judgment.

It is his office to bind them to a new life, symbolized by
immersion in water. But One far mightier, whose bondservant
he is unworthy to be,® is coming to immerse them in an element
far more potent—the Holy Spirit and fire. Mt alone has ‘unto
repentance’ (I1); comp. xxvi. 28.

The meaning of ¢ baptizing with fire’ (which is not in Mk.
or Jn.) is difficult. Apparently the same persons (‘you’) are
baptized with the Spirit and with fire. In that case, the ¢ fire’
would mean the illuminating, kindling, purifying character of the
Messiah’s baptism (Mal. iii. 2, 3) to all those who prepare them-

! On the variation between u# Sétyre (Mt.) and pd) dpfnobe (Lk.) see
J. H. Moulton, Grammar of N. 7. Grezk, i. p. 15.

2In the statement that God can raise up children to Abraham out of the
most unlikely material, we have another intimation that Gentiles may come
in to enjoy that which Jews neglect or abuse.

8 The aorist Baordoa: may mean ‘not worthy to carry His sandals even

once.’ So also in Mk. i. 7, Aoac 7. iudvra. The baptizing in Jordan may
have suggested the carrying of sandals at the bath.
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selves to receive it. But the ¢ you may embrace the two classes
of penitent and impenitent ; and in the next verse two classes are
clearly distinguished. On this hypothesis it is commonly sup-
posed that the graces of the Spirit are for the one, and penal fire
for the other. There is yet a third possibility : that both classes
are baptized in the Spirit and in fire. The result of such
baptism will be, that those who have prepared themselves for
the Messiah will be enabled to attain to that righteousness to
which repentance-baptism leads; they will be purified, warmed,
and enlightened ; while those who have refused to prepare them-
selves will be consumed, as chaff, with unquenchable fire.! The
same influences to the one class are salvation, to the other
destruction. But, in any case, we must beware of drawing
unwarranted conclusions from metaphorical language. Just as
‘fire’ tells us nothing about the mazner in which God’s
judgments are executed upon the unrepentant, so ‘unquenchable’
tells us nothing about the dwrazion of the punishment. *Un-
quenchable’ (doBearos) does not necessarily mean that the fire
will burn for ever; still less that it will burn, but never consume,
what is in it; but rather that it is so fierce that it cannot be
extinguished. Here it is expressly stated that the worthless
material will be consumed. But inferences drawn from meta-
phors are very insecure (see on v. 26).

In ver. 12 Mt. returns to the source which he uses in common
with Lk, So far as there is difference of wording, Mt. seems
again to be more original. The repetition of ‘His’ (adrot) in
both cases is remarkable. It is ‘His fan,’ and ‘His threshing-
floor,” and ¢ His wheat.” In some texts it is also ‘His garner,’ as
in Lk. But it is not His chaff or His fire. This Mightier than
John is not, like Jobn himself, a mere instrument: He is King
in the Kingdom which John has come to announce. It is also
remarkable that neither here nor in the message which he sends
to Jesus (xi. 3) does John speak of Him as the Christ. The
reason may possibly be that the popular ideas respecting the
Messiah were so grossly erroneous.

In the summaries of the Baptist’s preaching, two verses
(11, 12) are in all four Gospels ; four (7—10) are common to Mt.
and Lk., while the remainder are peculiar to Lk. (iii. 10-14).
“Tt is natural to believe that those verses are oldest which are
most frequently produced, and those the latest which are in one

1 The Sinaitic Syriac places the ‘fire’ before the ¢ Holy Spirit’; and
some authorities omit ‘and in fire.’ Briggs thinks that in the original
Aramaic there was no mention of the Spirit, and that the line ran: ‘He will
baptize you with fire’ (7%e Messiak of the Gospels, p. 67). The idea of
judgment was probably uppermost in John’s mind, when he sg;)ke of

baptizing in fire, Or ‘fire’ may refer to the pexsecutlon which the baptized
must expect,
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Gospel only” (Wright, Synopséis, p. 6). The inference is not
quite secure.

IOI. 18-17. The Messiak baptized by the Herald and proclaimed
by God to be His Son.

Painters have made us familiar with the idea that the Christ
and the Baptist were playmates during their childhood ; but we do
not know that they ever met, until Jesus came to be baptized by
John. The absence of evidence makes a previous meeting im-
probable. And just as we do not know how long John was in
the wilderness before he came forward as a Prophet, so we do
not know how long he had been working as a Prophet and as
‘the Baptist’ when the Messiah came to him. Mt. gives us no
more than his characteristic ‘ Then,’ 7. during the time when
Joliti was preaching and baptizing. And the Messiah came
expressly to be baptized. It was not because John recognized
Him as the Messiah that he was at first unwilling to baptize Him.
John had not yet received the sign by which he was to know the
Messiah, and until this special revelation was granted to him he
was as ignorant as others that Jesus was the Christ (Jn. i. 33).
But he baptized no one without a preliminary interview, which in
all other cases was a confession of sins as a guarantee of repent-
ance. The preliminary interview with his kinsman from Nazareth
convinced John that he was in the presence of One who had no
sins to confess, and who therefore, in an unspeakable degree, was
morally his superior. It would be far more fitting that he should
confess his sins to Jesus and be baptized by Him, the only
Sinless One. And Jesus, by His reply, * Suffer it to be so now,’
seems to admit that John’s plea for an interchange of positions
is not a false one. He knows, far better than John himself, His
own superiority ; but He also knows that what both of them
have to do is to fulfil what God has willed. It was God’s
will that all Israel should be baptized and enter the Kingdom,
and God’s own Son, who claimed no exemption from paying
tribute to the Temple (xvii. 25, 26), claims no exemption here.
At the end of His ministry, He was to be baptized in suffer-
ing (Lk. xii. 50; Mk. x. 38), and to bear the sins of others, as a
sinless Victim, on the tree (1 Pet. ii. 24). Must He not, at the
beginning of His ministry, express His sympathy with those who
were burdened by sin, although He had none of His own, by
submitting to be baptized by John? He, like others, could bury
His past beneath the waters of Jordan, and rise again to a life in
accordance with God’s will. The change with them was from a
life of sin, displeasing to God, to a life of righteousness, accept-
able to Him. The change with Him was from the home-life of



[IL 13-17] PREPARATION FOR THE MINISTRY 31

intellectual and spiritual development (Lk. ii. 52) to the life of
public ministry as the Messiah ; but both were equally pleasing
to God. The thirty years of peaceful preparation are buried;
and the Messiah comes out of Jordan for the storm and stress of
the work that His Father has given Him to do.

We need not infer from the words ‘Jesus cometh from
Galilee’ (Mk. ‘came from Nazareth of Galilee’) that our Lord
was the first who came to John from that district. More
probably the expression merely calls attention to the fact that
the Messiah now leaves His home and is seen in public. The
attempt of John to prevent Him from being baptized by him,
and Christ’s reply to him, are recorded by Mt. alone; and the
reply is the first utterance attributed to the Messiah in this
Gospel. But we need not suppose that they are invented by the
Evangelist to get rid of the difficulty of a sinless Messiah accept-
ing repentance-baptism. - Could Mt. have invented the Messiah’s
reply? What the imagination of Jewish Christians of the first
ages could do in dealing with this difficulty is seen from a
fragment of the Gospel according to the Hebrews which is
preserved by Jerome (Adv. Pelag. iii. 2). “Behold the Mother
of the Lord and His brethren said to Him, John the Baptist
baptizeth for the remission of sins ; let us go and be baptized by
him. But He said to them, What sin have I committed, that I
should go and be baptized by him? Except perchance this very
thing that I have said is ignorance.” A similar narrative was
contained in a writing called the Preaching of Paul, as is seen
from the Z7actatus de Rebaptismate, 17 (Hartel, ii. p. go), where
it is said that in the Predicatio Pauli, *“in opposition to all the
Scriptures, you will find Christ, the only person who was
absolutely free from fault, both making confession respecting
His own sin, and that almost against His will He was compelled
by His Mother Mary to receive the baptism of John; and also
that, when He was being baptized, fire was seen upon the water,
which is not written in any Gospel.” But, as Klostermann
remarks, the difficulty felt about the baptism of Jesus is strong
evidence to its being an historical fact.

It is here that we come on the first of the points of contact between Mt.
and the Epistles of Ignatius. That Ignatius knew Mt. cannot reasonably be
doubted ; and in him we have a marked illustration of what is so common a
feature in early Christian literature, that parallels with Mt. are more frequent
and closer than parallels with Mk. or Lk, This is the case in Hermas and
2 Clement, perhaps also in 1 Clement and Polycarp. As soon as this Gospel
was published, it seems to have become the favourite; and even now it is
probably more read than the others. Ignatius (Smyrm. 1) speaks of our
Lord as ¢ truly born of a virgin, and baptized by John that all righteousness
might be fulfilled by Him” (va mAqpwéy maca dixatostrn), a reason for His

Baptism which is given by Mt. alone. Comp. Ign. 2ol 1, wdvras SdoTale,
ar xal ge 6 Kipios . . . wdvrwy Tas vdoovs Bdarafe, with Mt. viil. 17; Pol 2,
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ppbduipos ylvov ds 6 Bgus év wiaw, xal dképatos s 7 wepiorepd, with Mt. x. 16;
Eph. 5, €i yip évds kal Seurépov mpocevxy Tocadryy loxdv Exet, with Mt, xviii,
19, 20; Epk. 6, olirws 8¢l Hulis abrdv déxecbai, bs abrdv Tov méupavra, with
Mt. x. 40; 77all. 11 (Philad, 3), obroi ~ip odx elow Purela mwarpds, with
Mt. xv. 13; and Smyrn. 6, & xwpdv ywpelro, with Mt, xix. 12, See
Lightfoot’s notes in each place. There are other passages, less clear than
these, where Ignatius seems to recall Mt.

Mk. tells us that Jesus, ©straightway coming up out of the water, saw
the heavens being rent asunder’ (eldev oxilouévovs Tods ofpavovs), a graphic
expression, which is the more remarkable because there seems to be no other
example of this verb (which all three have of the rending of the veil of the
Temple) being used of rending the heavens. Here both Mt. and Lk. have
the O.T. verb, which was evidently in common use for the opening of the
heavens (dvegxbOnoav adr ol olpavol); comp. Jn. i. 513 Acts x. 1I; Rev.
iv. 1. Soalso in the Septuagint : Is. Ixiv. 1, Ezek. i. 1, which is perhaps
the earliest example of the idea of the heavens being opened. In Gen. vii. 11
the windows of heaven are opened for the rain, and in Ps. Ixxviii. 23 the
doors of heaven for the manna, but that is not the same idea ; nevertheless
there also the same verb is used. The Testaments of the XII. Patriarchs
exhibit the same constant usage: Levé ii. 6, v. 1, xviil. 6; Judak xxiv. 2.
The last two passages are Messlanic, and are strikingly parallel to the Gospel
narrative. ‘‘ The heavens shall be opened, and from the temple of glory shall
come upon him sanctification, with the Father’s voice as from Abraham to
Isaac, .And the glory of the Most High shall be uttered over him, and the
spirit of understanding and sanctification shall rest upon him [in the water}.”
The last three words are probably a Christian interpolation of early date.
Near the end of the passage we read that “‘the Lord shall rejoice in His
children, and be well pleased in His beloved ones for ever”; «xal etoxdoe
érl Tols dyamyrols alrod Ews aifvos (xviii. 13). The similar passage in the
Testament of Judah runs thus: ‘““ And no sin shall be found in him. And
the heavens shall be opened unto him, to pour out the spirit, the blessing
of the Holy Father.” For the combination of opened heavens with a voice
from heaven, com;i. the Apocalypse of Baruch xxii. 1: ¢ The heavens
were opened, and I saw, and power was given to me, and a voice was
heard from on high.”! For the opening of the heavens without a voice
comp. Cic. De Divin. i. 43; Livy, xxii. 1. Other references in Klostermann
on Mk.

Mt. follows Mk, in stating that Jesus saw the Spirit
descending ; Jn. says that the Baptist saw it; Lk. that the
descent took place as Jesus was praying. We need not suppose
that others saw it, or even that others were present. Possibly
our Lord waited till He could be alone with John. With the
symbolical vision of the dove we may compare the symbolical
visions of Jehovah granted to Moses and other Prophets; and
we have no right to say that such visions are impossible, and
that those who say that they have had them are victims of a
-delusion. Every messenger of God must be endowed with the
Spirit of God in order to fulfil his mission ; and there is nothing
incredible in the statement that in the case of the Messiah, as in-
the case of the Apostles, this endowment was made known by a

1 Zahn compares the combination, ‘opened His mouth and taught’ (v. 2);
comp. Acts viii. 35, X. 34, xviil. 14.
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perceptible sign.! In the case of Old Testament Prophets, there
was sometimes a violent effect on body and mind, when the
Spirit of the Lord came upon them. But here, as at Pentecost,
all is peaceful, and peaceful symbols are seen. The sinless Son
of Man is the place where this Dove can find a rest for its foot
(Gen. viii. 9) and abide upon Him (Is. xlii. 1). Again, in the
case of the repentant people, the baptism in water was by John,
the baptism in the Spirit was to be looked for from the Messiah.
In the Messiah’s case, the two baptisms are simultaneous. He
who is to bestow the Spirit Himself received it, and He receives
it under the form of a dove.

" The contrast between this anointing of the Messiah, this
coronation of the promised King, and the Herald's proclamation
of the coming of the Kingdom is remarkable. John had foreseen
that the coming of the Messiah would be accompanied by an
outpouring of the Spirit ; but his mind is full of the thought that
God’s vineyard has become a wilderness, and that vast changes
are necessary in order to make Israel in any degree ready for the
coming of the Messiah. Many, perhaps most, will be found still
unprepared, and ‘the Coming’ will be chiefly a coming of
judgment. To him, therefore, the outpouring of the Spirit.is a
baptizing in fire. Fire to him is the most fitting symbol. But
when the Messiah Himself comes to him, John sees the Spirit
descending in the form of a dove (see Driver on Gen.i. 2 and
Deut. xxxii. 11). Meekness and gentleness are the qualities
commonly associated with the dove. The metaphor of fire is
true; the Spirit of necessity searches and consumes; but the
attributes of the Dove are equally true. The Messiah is *meek
and lowly in heart’ (xi. 29, xxi. 5); it is by meekness that His
ministers prevail (x. 16), and it is the meek who inherit the earth
(v. 5).

B)ut we are not to understand that He who was conceived
by the Spirit was devoid of the Spirit until the Baptism ;2 nor
that the gift of the Spirit then made any change in His nature.

! It is of no importance whether the eye saw and the ear heard ; whether,
if others had been present, they would have seen and heard. What is of
importance is, that there was a real manifestation, a communication from
God to man, and no mere delusion of a disordered brain, What was per-
ceived as a dove was the Spirit of God, and what was perceived as a voice
was the word of God.

3 It was perhaps in order to avoid this idea that Mt. (16), followed by
Lk., changed the els adréy of Mk. into éx’ adréy : ‘snfo Him’ might seem to
imply that previously there had been a void. In the Ebionite Gospel quoted
by Epiphanius (Her. xxx. 13) the dove is described as entering into Him:
eldev 70 wvebpa 7O dyiov év elder wepioTepls xaTeNfovons kal eloeNfobans els
avrdyr. There also we have ‘“a great light” accompanying the voice.
Comp. Justin M. 7»y. 88; also the Diatessaron (Burkitt, Evangelion da-
Mepharreshe, ii. p. 115).

3
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Some Gnostics imagined that the descent of the Spirit then was
the moment of the Incarnation, and that, until the Baptism, He
was a mere man, the son of Joseph and Mary. That is not the
teaching of Scripture ; nor is it easier to believe than what is told
us in Scripture. But the new gift of the Spirit may have illumin-
ated even Him, and made Him more fully aware of His relations
td God and to man (Lk. ii. 52). For Him it marked the
beginning of His public career as the Messiah, like the anointing
of a king. For John it was the promised revelation, and he now
had Divine authority for declaring that the Coming One had
come. This was the last of his three functions. He had
pregiously to predict the coming of the Messiah, and to prepare
the people for His coming. When he has pointed out the
Messiah, his work will be nearly complete.

The voice from heaven here, and at the Transfiguration, and
before the Passion (Jn. xii. 28), follows upon our Lord’s prayer,
and may be regarded as the answer to it. He who on the Cross
cried, ¢ Why hast Thou forsaken Me?’ may have been, gn each
of these occasions, capable of receiving help from such testimony
as this from the Father.!- Both Mk. and Lk. have ‘ 7%oux ar!
My Son,’ which some authorities have in Mt. also ; and this form
implies that the voice had a special meaning for the Messiah,
and was not meant for John alone. And, as addressed to John,
it tells him of the Messiahship, rather than of the Divinity of
Jesus. Even John was hardly ready for a revelation of the
unique relation in which the Messiah stood to the Godhead;
and we can hardly suppose that the Divinity of Christ, which was
only gradually revealed .towards the close of the Ministry, was at
the outset made known to John at the beginning of it (Briggs,
The Messiak of the Gospels, p. 77)..

There are three ways of taking the sentence : (1) This is My
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased ; (2) This is My Son,
the Beloved, in whom I am well pleased ; (3) This is My Son, the
Beloved in whom I am well pleased.? The chief point is whether
¢ the Beloved’ is a separate title, indicating the Messiah. In any
case there seems to be a reference to the Son of God promised
in Ps. ii. 7, where the Messiah quotes Jehovah as constituting
His Son and giving Him the nations as His inheritance.

1In the Messianic hymn in the Testament of Levi, of which the opening
words were quoted on Mt, ii. 2, there is this prophecy: ¢ The heavens shall
be opened, And from the temple of glory shall come on him sanctification,
With the Father’s voice as from Abraham to Isaac. And the glory of the
Highest shall be uttered over him, And a spirit of understanding and
sanctification shall rest upon him > (ZLev: xviii. 6, 7).

2]. Armitage Robinson, Zphkesians, p. 229, and Hastings' DA. ii. p,
so1, DCG., art. ¢ Voice’ ; Dalman, I¥ords of Jesus, p. 204 ; Wright, Synopsis,
p- 9; Charles, Ascension af Isaiak, p. 3.
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“This is’ is doubtless the true reading here; but the Old Latin «, with
the Curetonian and Smamc Syriac and Irenaeus, supports D in reading
¢ Thou art’ for ‘This is.” All three Synoptists have ‘ This is’ of the voice
at the Transfiguration (xvii. 5). For other variations and additions here see
Resch, Agrapha, 2nd ed. pp. 36, 222.

On the introductory words to ch, iii., ’Ev 8¢ rals Huépats éxelwus, see
Droosten in the four. of Th. St., Oct. 1904, p. 99 ; and comp. xi. 25, xii. I,
xiil. I, xiv. I, xxii. 23. In ver. 3 read 8ud (R BCD 33 157 700, Latt.), not
omré, before Ho'atov and in ver. 8 read xapmwdv dfiov (RBCE etc. 565 700,
Latt Sah. Boh., Ong ), not xapmwods d.flovs. The insertion of madsa before
'Ieporéhvpa in ver 5 (Lat-Vet. Aeth.) is interesting : comp. the 7doa in ii. 3.

Among the expressions which are characteristic of Mt. are &duua (4),
Zaddovkaio (7), whom Mt. mentions far more often than any other Evangelist
(once each in Mk. and Lk. and never in Jn.), yewwiuara éx:dvdv (7), owwdyew
(12), Tére (13), xal idod (16, 17). Here for the first time we have the phrase
which more than any other distinguishes this Gospel, % Basihela Ty olpavdy
(2) ; see Dalman, Zhe Words of fesus, pp. 91fl.  Neither duakadapilew (12)
nor dakwber (14) occur elsewhere in the N.T.

IV. 1-11. The Temptation of the Messiak.

It is the common experience of mankind that times of special
spiritual endowment or exaltation are followed by occasions of
special temptation. The Messiah is no exception. No sooner
is He anointed with the Spirit for the work of the Ministry than
He has to undergo a fierce conflict with the great personal power
of evih. We have no right to assert that there had been no
previous attacks ; and we know that there were subsequent attacks
(xvi. 23; Lk xxii. 28, 42—44). But this attack is of a special
kind; it is an attempt to overthrow the Messiah at the very
opening of His public career as the Saviour of the world, just
as the Agony in the garden was caused by an attempt to over-
throw Him when that career was near its awful close. And it
is encountered. under the guidance of the Spirit, as all three
Evangelists point out. Jesus, who certainly from His Baptism
onwards is fully conscious of His Messiahship, knows what
awaits Him in the wilderness. He goes thither to meditate
upon the.work which His Father has given Him to do, and
which must be carried out in accordance with the Father’s will.
That work was ‘to destroy the works of the devil’: conflict with
the evil one was of its very essence from beginning to end. And
conflict involved the inexpressible torture of contact. Contact
with moral evil is intense suffering to a pure soul. What must
this have been in the case of Jesus? Yet He shares this most
acute agony with His saints.!

The temptation in which the Son of Man conquered is the
counterpart of the temptation in which man first fell. As the
descendant and representative of a fallen race, it is His mission

! Pere Didon, Jésus Christ, p. 214. Ad koc pugnat Imperator, ut discant
milites (Augustme)
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to vanquish in the sphere in which they have been vanquished ;
and there is no postponement of the struggle.  All three accounts
make the conflict with Satan the first act of the Messiah after
His consecration for His work. ¢ Z%en was Jesus led up by the
Spirit’ (Mt.). ‘And straightway the Spirit urgeth Him forth’
(Mk.). ‘And Jesus, full of the Holy Spirit, returned from the
Jordan, and was led in the Spirit’ (Lk.). Mk. and Lk. imply
that the temptations lasted throughout the forty days. Mt.
places the temptations towards the close of the time, when, after
the long ecstatic fast, natural cravings were felt and Satan had
a special opportunity. Lk. agrees in placing these particular
temptations at the close. As in the case of the Baptist’s teaching
(iii. 7-12=Lk. iii. 7-17), Mt. and Lk. may here also have had
similar, but independent sources of information, either oral or
written.!

The ultimate source of information must have been our Lord
Himself, as the most rigorous criticism admits. His disciples
would not have been likely to think that He could be tempted
to evil; and, if they had supposed that He could, they would
have imagined quite different temptations for Him, as various
legends of the saints show.2 The form, therefore, in which the
temptations are described, is probably our Lord’s, chosen by
Him as the best means of conveying the essential facts to the
minds of His followers.® It does not follow, because the tempta-
tions are described separately, that they took place separately,
one ceasing before the next began. Temptations may be simul-
taneous or interlaced; and, in describing these three, Mt. and
Lk. are not agreed about the order. Nor does it follow, because
the sphere of the temptation changes, that the locality in which
Christ was at the moment was changed. We need not suppose
that the devil had control over our Lord’s person and took Him
through the air from place to place: he directs His thoughts

1 Mk. speaks of ‘Satan,” where both Mt., and Lk. have ‘the devil.’ In

Job i. 6 and Zech. iii. 1 the Septuagint has 6 dtdSohos where the Hebrew has
Satan.

2 ¢¢ At the time when the story of the Temptation was first told and first
written, no one possessed that degree of insight into the nature of our Lord’s
mission and ministry which would have enabled him to invent it ” (Sanday).

8 ““In this our Lord goes to what may seem to be great lengths in the use
that He makes of the traditional machinery of Judaism. . . . The Power of
Evil is represented in a personal bodily form, and the machinery or setting
of the story is full of the marvellous— locomotion through the air to impossible
positions and with impossible accompaniments, such as the literal view of all
the kingdows of the world in a moment of time. . . . Realism could hardly go
further. And yet the meaning and essence of the Temptation is wholly spiritual ;
it is the problem what is to be done with supernatural powers: shall the
possessor of them use them for his own sustenance, or for his own aggrandise-
ment ?” (Sanday, 7% Life of Christ in Recen! Research, pp. 27, 28, 109,
110).
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to this or that. The change of scene is mental. From no
high mountain could more than a small fraction of the world
be seen; but the glory of all the kingdoms of the world could
be suggested to the mind. Nor again do the words,  the tempter
came and said to Him,” imply that anything was seen by the
eye or heard by the ear: any one of us might describe his own
temptations in a similar way.! What these words do imply is
that the temptations came to Him from the outside; they were
not the result, as many of our temptations are, of previous sin.

In short, in making known His experiences in the wilderness,
the Messiah acted somewhat as the Forerunner did in preparing
the way for Him. He coupled his moral teaching with a
picturesque symbolical act, such as Orientals love, in order to
impress upon his hearers the necessity for a complete break
with the past and a new start. The Messiah describes His
temptations in a way which impressed upon the disciples the
absolute antagonism between Himself and moral evil, the violence
of the attacks, and the completeness of the victory. A dialogue
between Himself and the prince of the world would be the
simplest mode of producing this impression and rendering it
permanent ; and dialogue, like symbolical rites, was a favourite
way with Orientals of conveying moral and spiritual instruction.
There is no need to suppose that anything was audibly said on
one side or the other.

But it is rash to assert that ‘Satan’ is only a generic name
for impersonal evil impulses.? Science has no objections to
urge against the existence of personal powers of evil; indeed
some psychological phenomena are held to be in favour of such
an hypothesis. And the teaching of our Lord and the Apostles
is quite clear on the subject. It is incredible, as Keim has
pointed out, that all the passages in which He speaks of the evil
one and of evil spirits are interpolations. * Jesus plainly desig-
nated His contention with the empire of Satan as a personal
one” ( Jesus of Nazara, Eng. tr., il. pp. 315, 325). Only three
hypotheses are possible. Either (1) He accommodated His lan-
guage to a gross superstition, knowing it to be such; or (2) He
shared this superstition, not knowing it to be such; or (3) the
doctrine is not a superstition, but a truth which it concerns
us to know. Even those who regard Him as merely the most

! Mt. is very fond of mpogépxeofau, and this is his first use of the verb,
which occurs more often in this Gospel than in the rest of the N.T. : iv, 3,
II, v, I, viil. 2, 5, 19, 25, ix. 14, 20, 28, xiil. 10, 27, 36, etc. etc. *In the
true text adry comes after elwev, not after wpooer@dv,

Z At the very outset two personal influences, other than that of Christ
Himself, are clearly indicated: Jesus was led up &y the Spirit (¥md To0
Ilvebuaros) to be tempted &y the devil (9md 108 diaBéNov).” The repetition
of the same preposition is probably not accidental.
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enlightened spiritual teacher which the world has ever seen might
hesitate to assert that He was ignorant in such a matter, or that
He encouraged error (xiii. 19, 39, xxv. 41), when He knew the
truth. That the Jews had many superstitious beliefs about Satan
and other evil spirits, some of them borrowed from other systems,
is true enough ; but that is no evidence as to the non-existence
of such beings. Excepting in the Epistle of Jude and 2 Peter,
there is little trace of such beliefs in the New Testament, where
the existence of the devil and demons is taken for granted. See
Gore, Dissertations on Subjects connected with the Incarnation,
pp. 23-27 ; Edersheim, Zife of Jesus the Messiak, ii., App. xiii. ;
Charles, Book of Enock, pp. 52, 119 ; Book of Jubilees, p. lvi;
Hastings, DCG., art. ‘Demon,” DBA., art. ‘Satan’; Neander,
Life of Christ, § 47.

The story of the Temptation has an important bearing on the
question of miracles.! We have seen that the source of the
narrative must have been our Lord Himself, for no one at the
time when the narrative was written down could have invented
it. But the temptations assume that our Lord could work
miracles. The whole narrative collapses, if He could not and
did not do so. It is incredible that any one should have told
such a story about himself to persons who knew that he had
never-done any mighty work. It is equally incredible that any
one should invent such a story about a person who had never
been known to do anything of the kind.?

The writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews insists upon three
points (ii. 18, iv. 15), and they suffice. 1. The temptations were
real. 2. Jesus was absolutely victorious. 3. One reason for His
subjecting Himself to such trials was that we might be sure of
His sympathy in our temptations. The first point involves
difficulty. How- could evil be attractive to Him? and, if it
was not attractive, where was the temptation? But many things
which are morally wrong may seem to promise great advantages ;
and the most saintly person, who never hesitates for an instant,
may yet feel the attractiveness of the advantages. And the man
who never yields is the man who has felt the full force of the
temptation; for the man who yields has not waited for the
tempter to do his worst. Hence the fallacy of supposing that,

1 ¢*The temptations are such as scarcely any one but Himself could have
had experience of. They all turn on the conflict that arises when one who
is conscious that he is possessed of supernatural power feels that there are
occasions when it would not be right that he should exercise it” (Salmon,
The Human Element, p. 64).

2 It is strong confirmation of the miracles attributed to Jesus that none
were attributed to the Baptist, either by himself or by his disciples, strongly
as he impressed them (Neander, Life of Christ, § 38). See Sanday, Outlines
of the Lsfe of Christ, pp. 101 fl
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in order to have complete sympathy with sinners, Jesus ought to
have consented to sin. It is precisely because He resisted in
all cases to the very end, that He knows, as no one else has ever
known, how severe the strain of temptation can be. In one
particular He has not shared, and could not share, our experience
in reference to temptation. He has never felt shame or remorse
for having sinned. But otherwise He has shared our experiences
to the full. All our temptations are brought about through the
instrumentality of pleasure or pain. In the wilderness our Lord
withstood the seductiveness of effortless comfort and success and
glory ; in Gethsemane He withstood the dread of suffering and
failure and a shameful death.

It is through the Messiahship, which has just been super-
naturally confirmed to Him, that the attack is made. It is
suggested to Him that He may exercise His Messianic power
at once and thereby save Himself much suffering and trouble:
and will not this be helping forward the very work that lies before
Him? But, while the evil one urges the Messiahship, Jesus
Himself seems to leave it out of consideration. To Satan’s plea,
¢‘If Thou art the Son of God,” He makes no direct reply. His
answers are those of a dutiful child of God rather than those of
the Divine Son.

It is sometimes said that the first temptation is a temptation
of the flesh.! But that would rather have been a temptation to
eat greedily or to excess. Satan’s suggestion is a manifest refer-
ence to the voice from heaven: ‘Hath God said, Thou art My
Son, and yet said, Thou shalt not eat?’ (Comp. Gen. iii. 1.)
Why should He starve in the wilderness, when, as God’s Son,
He has power to turn stones into loaves? God fed His people
by frequent miracles in the wilderness: may not His Son work
one miracle to feed Himself? What would have become of
God’s plans for Israel, if the people had died of starvation?
What will become of the Messiah’s work, if He allows Himself to
perish for want of food? In short, Jesus is to work a miracle in
order to prove the truth of His conviction that He is the Son of
God, a conviction that has just been confirmed by the voice of
God Himself.

Our Lord’s reply seems to show that He recognizes -an
allusion to the manna in the evil one’s suggestion. All His
answers are from Deuteronomy, on which He may recently have

1 See Milton, Paradise Regained, 340-390, where all the dainties which
Satan showed to our Lord are described, and our Lord rejects the ““ pompous
delicacies.” But this is quite erroneous.. The temptation is directed to the
mind, not to the senses. God allows Him to suffer hunger ; then can He
be God’s Son? See Wright, Synopsis, p. 11, on our Lord’s fasting. It is

rash to say that because of the fasting and hunger *“the temptation to turn
the stone into a loaf must have come last” ( Westminster N.7. p. 43).
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been meditating.! This quotation of Deut. viii. 3 has direct
reference to the manna. It may be doubted whether the
comment which is sometimes made upon it is its precise meaning
here. No doubt it is true that man has more important needs
than that of food, and that, unless his spiritual wants are supplied,
he can hardly be said to live. But that does not fit the context.
The point rather is, that food will not keep a man alive, unless
God says that he is to live; and if God says that he is to live,
he will live, whether he has food or not. Jesus knows that God
wills that He should live, and He leaves all in God’s hands. He
refuses to work a miracle which God has not willed, in order
to effect what God has willed. To the insinuated doubt as
to His being really the Son of God He makes no reply. He
gives an answer which holds good for any human being who
is a loyal believer in Providence; guasi unus e multis loguitur
(Bengel).

Mt. and Lk. vary as to the order of the next two temptations,
and it is idle to ask which order is more likely to be correct.?
To Mt. it may have seemed that the offer of all the kihgdoms
of the world was the most severe temptation, and therefore
appropriately comes last. Lk. may have thought that the Temple
was a fitting scene for Satan’s last effort. Comp. xii. 39-42,
where Mt. has Jonah, Ninevites, Queen of the South, while Lk,
(xi. 29—32) has Jonah, Queen of the South, Ninevites.

The devil once more insinuates the doubt about Christ’s
being the Son of God, which seems to show that this second
temptation is partly a repetition of the first. If He will not
prove His Messiahship by working a miracle to save Himself
from being starved to death, will He not let God prove it by
working a miracle to save Him from being dashed to pieces?3
And this second temptation is not only thus linked on to the
first ; it also appears to prepare the way for the.third. Like it,
it is perhaps a suggestion that He should take an easy road to,
success. So prodigious a sign as that of falling unharmed from
the top of the Temple would, even against their wills, convince

1The ‘spiritual setting forth of the Law” in Deuteronomy may have
given Him a special interest in the book. ¢ When He declares the essence
of the Law to inquirers, He invariably states it in the Deuteronomic form ”
(DCG. ii. p. 271).

% The only reasonable form which such a question can take is, Which was
the order in the source which both Mt. and Lk. used? Mt., as. often, is
likely to be nearer the original ; the temptation which he places last was not
only the most severe, it was also to the deepest depth of sin. Jesus is not
merely tempted to put the Divine Sonship to the test, but to renounce it and
become the vassal of Satan. Harnack, 7%e Sayings of Jesus, p. 43.

8 With ¢ the holy city’ comp. xxvii. 53; Rev. xi. 2, xxi. 2, 10, xxii. 19;
Is. xlviii, 2, lii. 1; Dan, ix. 24 ; Tob. xiii, 9. Lk. substitutes ¢ Jerusalem’;
s0 also the Gospel of the Hebrews,
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both priests and people that He was the Messiah; and then the
greater part of His work would be accomplished. But this
cannot be pressed, for there is no mention of spectators.
Nevertheless, what is the point of mentioning the Temple,
unless those who thronged its courts are to be understood?
Any precipice in the wilderness would have served for a
temptation to presumptuous rushing into needless danger. But,
in any case, there are these differences between the first
temptation and the second. In the first, Jesus was to be freed
by miracle from a peril which already existed, and He was to
work the miracle Himself. In the second, He was to create a
peril for Himself, and expect God to free Him from it by
miracle.

It is from this temptation that the proverbial saying, “ The
devil can cite Scripture for his purpose” (Merchant of Venice,
L. iil.) has arisen. The citation is from Ps. xci. 11, 12. Mt
omits the whole of ‘ to keep thee in all thy ways,” and Lk. omits
the last four words, which are not suitable to the temptation.
But it is perhaps giving more meaning to the omission than
is intended, to say that throwing oneself from a height is not
going ‘in one’s ways,” but out of them.! The graphic beauty of
“upon their hands’ or ‘palms’ (not ‘sz their hands,’ as AV.),
implying great carefulness, should not be missed. Our Lord
does not stay to expose the misapplication of Scripture, any more
than to answer the doubt about His Messiahship. He once
more gives a quotation from Deuteronomy, perfectly simple, and
such as holds good for any human being. In reply to the first
temptation, He had declared His trust in God; God would not
let Him starve. The evil one then suggests that He should
show His trust in God in a still stronger way. Our Lord replies
that putting God to the test? is not trusting Him. He is willing
to face peril of death, when God wills that He should do so, not
before. He is commissioned to teach His people that He is the
Messiah ; but by winning their hearts, not by forang them to
believe. He did not force the Jewish hierarchy to believe in
His Resurrection by appearing to any of them, yet many of them
eventually believed (Acts vi. 7).

¢ He that complies against his will
Is of his own opinion still.”

1 Yet, in any case, ““under guise of an appeal to filial trust lies concealed
a temptation to distrust” (E. D. Burton and Shailer Mathews, Constructive
Studies in the Life of Christ, p. 59). But in His rebuke Christ raises no
objection to the doctrine of Angelic ministry and protection. It is not there
that the evil one’s suggestion is wrong.

2The verb in the Septuagint of Deut. vi. 16 is a strong compound
(éxweipdfew) implying thorough testing, and both Mt. and Lk. reproduce it.
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The conviction that is to be permanent, and bear fruit in
conduct, must be one in which the will and the reason can
acquiesce with some measure of satisfaction. Man’s freedom is
destroyed, if he is surprised into a belief by some stupendous
phenomenon ; and when the first overwhelming impression has
passed away, the reality of the phenomenon is likely to be
questioned. Our Lord during His Ministry worked as God
works in history. Man’s freedom is respected. He always
refused to give a sign from heaven to His opponents. It was
only to the most intimate of the Twelve that He granted the
significant vision of the Transfiguration, and they were not to
reveal it till the still greater sign of the Resurrection had been
granted. That sign was not allowed to His enemies. He might
easily have confounded them by appearing and teaching in the
Temple after His Crucifixion and burial. But they had Moses
and the Prophets, and they would not have been persuaded of
His Messiahship even by His Resurrection. His appearances
were reserved for chosen witnesses, who with full freedom of
reason and will accepted them (Acts x. 40, 41).1 *

The third temptation is the most clearly symbolical of the
three. As already pointed out, all the kingdoms of the world
could not be seen at once from any place.2 Moreover, a literal
falling down and worshipping of Satan cannot be meant. The
doubt about the Messiahship is not insinuated again: that He
is the Messiah is now accepted as certain. The Messiah is to
destroy the works of the devil, and at last become King of
Israel and of the whole world. That means a long and painful
contest, involving much suffering to the Messiah and His
followers. Why not have Satan for an ally instead of an enemy?
Then sovereignty over Israel and all the nations may be quickly
won, without pain or trouble, With wealth, fashion, rank,
intellect, intrigue, and force on His side, all backed by mighty
works, success will be rapid and certain. A triumphant progress
to supreme power, and such glory as neither Jew nor Gentile
ever dreamed of, is offered to Him. In other words, it is
suggested to Him that, by natural and supernatural means of
unholy character, He can quickly establish Himself as far greater
than Solomon, with the whole world for His empire.

Once more our Lord gives a swift and simple answer from
Deuteronomy (vi. 13), an answer that is absolutely decisive. He
anticipates His own declaration, that it is impossible to serve

1 Latham, Pastor Pastorum, p. 143.

3 T k. omits the place, saying nothing about the ¢ exceeding high mountain.’
Comp. the Apocalypse of Baruch: ¢“Go up therefore to the top of that
mountain, and there will pass before thee all the regions of that land, and

the figure of the inhabited world, and the top of the mountains, and the
depth of the valleys, and the depths of the seas” (lxxvi. 3).
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two masters (vi. 24). The loyal servant of God can make no
terms with God’s enemy. The evil one is dismissed, and Angels
come to minister,

With the ¢ Get thee hence, Satan’ ("Ywaye, Sarard) here should
be compared the stern rebuke to Peter in similar words (xvi. 23).1
In Peter’s plausible suggestion the evil one was again tempting
the Messiah to abandon the path of duty and suffering and take
a short and easy course to success. The rebuke to Peter is alsc
in Mk, (viil. 33), but the dismissal of Satan here is not in Lk.
That is no sufficient reason for believing that the words are not
original here, but have been imported by Mt. from xvi. 23. On
the contrary, we may believe that Christ had already told the
disciples as much as they could understand respecting His own
temptations when Peter was guilty of an attempt to lead the
Messiah astray. Otherwise Peter could hardly have seen the
meaning of the severe words which Christ used. Lk. quite
naturally omits. the dismissal of the tempter, because, according
to his arrangement, there is another temptation still to come.

In some texts (DELMUTZ, Just. Tert.) the ‘behind Me’ (érlow pov)
of xvi. 23 has been imported into this passage. In the quotation from Deut.
vi. 13 ¢oBnfiop has been changed to wposkurfreis owing to the preceding
wpookuvhoys, and méve has been added after alrg to make the charge

more emphatic. In the A text of the LXX the wording of Deut. vi. 13
has been brought into harmony in both particulars with Mt.

“The devil leaveth Him’ (d¢pinow adrév) means more than
‘departed from Him’ (dwéory am adrod, Lk.): it means ‘left
Him alone, ceased for a time to trouble Him,’ or ‘let Him go,
released Him.

Lk. tells us that the departure of Satan was only ‘until a
convenient season’ (dxpt xawot). The evil one is defeated, but
he is not destroyed, and ‘the power of darkness’ (Lk. xxii. 53)
is again to do its worst before the final victory is won. Indeed,
the temptation to adopt a selfish, spectacular, and secular
Messiahship was again and again put before Him during His
Ministry ( Westminster N.T. p. 46). The ministry of Angels
here, which is in Mk. also, but not in Lk., perhaps means
that the miracle which the Messiah refused to work without
God’s sanction now takes place with His sanction, and that the
Angels either supply Him with food or with support which
rendered food unnecessary.? The Messiah returned to work
that involved a severe strain upon His physical powers. His

1 In xii, 26 Christ substitutes  Satan ’ for the ¢ Beelzebul * of the Pharisees.
Elsewhere He speaks of him as & didBokos (xiii. 39, xxv. 41) and 6 wornpés
(xiil. 19, 38), neither of which names is found in Mk. Nor does Mk. use
6 wepdfwy (Mt. iv. 3). ’ :

% For this meaning of Swaxovely comp. xxv. 44 ; Lk. xxii. 27 ; Jn. xii. 2;
Acts vi. 2.
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human character had been strengthened by triumphant resistance
of prolonged temptations. His human experience had been
increased respecting the possibilities of evil (Heb. v. 8) and the
dangers which His mission would have to encounter. And we
may believe that He would be supplied with all the physical
strength that His humanity required for the work that lay before
Him.

Christ’s refusal to avail Himself of supernatural aid to avert
the danger of perishing with hunger is parallel to His abstaining
from asking for supernatural aid to avert the certainty of perish-
ing on the Cross. He would not turn stones into bread, and He
would not have legions of Angels (xxvi. 53), because in neither
case was it His Father’s will that He should do so. He knew
that He was the Father’s only Son, and He knew what His
Father's will was. Now that throughout the strain of the
temptations the Father’s will has been absolutely triumphant,
supernatural means of supplying physical needs are allowed
Him. Angels minister to Him (comp. r Kings xix. 5~9), and
He has strength for the work which lies before Him.! '

This is a foretaste and an earnest of the glory which is to be
His hereafter. And it resembles that glory in being a return for
what He had foregone in order to do that which His Father had
decreed for Him. Satan had offered Him ‘all the kingdoms of
the world and the glory of them.” ¢The Prince of this world’
(Jn. xiv. 30) had placed the whole of his vast dominion
and its resources at Christ’s disposal, if He would enter his
service. That offer had been decisively rejected and the
proposer of it had been dismissed. And, in a few years,
all the power and glory which the evil one had offered to Him,
and ten thousand times more which it was not in his power to
offer, had been bestowed upon Him by His Father, because He
had refused the tempter’s conditions and had accepted suffering
and shame and death (xxviii, 18). ¢The Stronger’ than Satan,
instead of sharing power with him, deprived him of it (Lk. xi.
21, 22); and ‘the Kingdom of the world became our Lord’s
and His Anointed’s, and He shall reign for ever and ever’
(Rev. xi. 15).

It is in the narrative of the Temptation that we have the first instances of
our Lord’s quoting Scripture. In this Gospel He quotes thirteen of the

- 1In the description of the sixth heaven in the Testaments of the XII.
Patriarchs we have a verbal parallel: ‘In it are the Archangels who
minister and make propitiation to the Lord,” or (according to other texts)
¢“ the host of the Angels are ministering,” or ‘‘the Angels of the presence of
the Lord who minister” (Zev? iii. 5).  With the narrative in Mk. i. 13, 14
comp. ‘‘ The devil shall flee from you, and the wild beasts shall fear you,
and the Angels shall cleave to you” (Naphsali viii, 4).



IV. 12-16] THE MINISTRY IN GALILEE 45

Canonical Books of the O.T. and makes clear reference to two other Books ;
and there are several possible references to O.T. passages. Deuteronomy,
Psalms, and Isaiah are most frequently quoted, and we may believe that
they were often in our Lord’s thoughts. In the following list the references
are to the passages in Mt. in which the quotation occurs. Genesis (xix. 4, 5) ;
Exodus (v. 21, 27, 33, 38, xix. 18, 19} ; but some of these might be referred
to Deuteronomy : Leviticus (v. 43, xix. 19, xxii. 39); Numbers (v. 33);
Deuteronomy (iv. 4, 7, 10, v. 3I, xxil. 37, xxiv. 31); Psalms (xxii. 44,
xxiil. 39, xxvi. 64, xxvii. 46); Isaiah (xiii. 14, 15, xv. 8, xxi. I3, xxiv, ¥,
10, 29, 31); Jeremiah (xxi. 13); Daniel (xxiv. 135, 21, 30, xxvii. 64) ; Hosea
(ix. 13, xil. 7); Micah (x. 35, 36); Zechariah (xxiv. 30, xxvi. 31); Malachi
(xi. 10). The references to 1 Samuel (xii. 4) and Jonah (xii. 39, 41) are
clear ; and there may be one to 2 Kings (vi, 6). The absence of any certain
quotation from the Sapiential Books is remarkable ; but comp. xvi. 27 with
Prov. xxiv. 12, and xix. 26 with Job xlii. 2 ; also xii. 43 with the addition in
the Septuagint to Prov. ix. 12. With Ecclesiasticus there are many parallels :
e.g. vi. 7, vi. 14, vi. 20, and xix. 21 with Ecclus. vii. 14, xxviii. 2, xxix. 12 ;
and v. 33, 34 with Ecclus. xxiii. 9-11. See also Ecclus. iv. §, v. 13, vii.
35, ix. 8, x. 6, xix. 21, xxvil. 6, xxviii. 3-5, and Wisd, ii. 18, iii. 7, iv. 4,
16, xvii. 21.

IV. 12-XVIIIL 385. THE MINISTRY IN GALILEE AND
THE NEIGHBOURHOOD.

This is the main portion of the Gospel. To the end
of xiii. the scene is chiefly in Galilee ; the scene of xiv.—xviii.
is chiefly in or near Galilee. The sources are Mark, the
Logia of Matthew, and some independent traditions, written
or oral

The Galilean section is in three divisions. 1. Opening
“activities, ending with the Sermon on thé Mount (iv. 12-vii. 29).
2. Ten Acts of Messianic Sovereignty, ending in the charge to
the Apostles (viii. 1-x. 42). 3. Many utterances of Messianic
Wisdom, ending in numerous illustrations of teaching by
parables (xi. r-xiii. 58). The remaining section constitutes a
fourth division, consisting of activities in or near Galilee, and
ending in the discourses on offences and" forgiveness (xiv.—xviii ).
Hence chapters v.-vii.,, x., xiil. and xviii. are conclusions ta
definite divisions of the Gospel, and they consist almost entirely
of discourses.

The long Galilean section consists of nine subdivisions.
We begin with an historical introduction, dating from John’s
imprisonment, and placed in surroundings which are a fulfilment
of prophecy (iv. 12-16), Then the Ministry begins with the
call of the first disciples (17-22). After a preliminary statement
about the Messiah’s teaching and work (23~25), we have copious
illustrations, both of His teaching (v.-vii.), and also of His work
(vili. 1-ix. 34). This is followed by the mission of the Twelve
(ix. 35-xi. 1), by illustrations of the opposition which His
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ministry provoked and of His consequent isolation (xi. 2—xii. 50),
and by illustrations of His public teaching by parables and His
private interpretations of them (xiii. 1~52). Henceforward Mt.
keeps closely to the order of Mk., and the prolonged Galilean
section comes to an end with the tragic rejection of the Messiah
by His own people at Nazareth (xiii. 53—-58). The substance of
all this must, in the last resort, be carried back to the testimony
of eye-witnesses : see Klostermann on Mk. i. 16.

LV. 12-18. Fulfilment of Prophecy by the Messiak's Appearance
) in Galtlee.

It was ‘ewhen He heard that John was delivered up’ by the
Pharisees into the hands of Herod Antipas, that Jesus departed
from the scene of John’s activity and of the Pharisees’ hostility,
and withdrew once more to Galilee, where He made Capernaum,
instead of His original home Nazareth (ii. 23), to be His head-
quarters. The expression, ‘when He heard’ (ékodoas), is not
in Mk., nor in Lk., who here arranges his material differently,
but it is important, as illustrating a principle of our Lord’s
action which emerges from the narrative of the Temptation.
He does not work miracles where ordinary means suffice. It
is not by supernatural knowledge, but by common report, that
He learns the persecution of the Baptist by the Pharisees
(comp. xiv. 13). In both places the insertion of dxodoas by Mt.
is the more remarkable, because his tendency is to emphasize .
the supernatural powers of the Messiah. What specially
interests him here, is the statement in Mk. i. 14, 21, that Christ
not merely moved to these northern regions, but had Capernaum
as the centre of His activity, in which fact he sees a fulfilment
of prophecy. The fulfilment which he sees is partly geographical.
He understands the ‘sea’ in Is. ix. 1, 2 to be the sea of Galilee;
and, on any hypothesis as to site,! Capernaum was on the Lake.
Isaiah mentions Zebulon and Naphtali; and Capernaum was in
the territory of these two tribes. But more important than these
geographical coincidences is the fact that the Prophet speaks of
‘Galilee of the Gentiles’ (Falidala Tév &viv),? and also of ‘a
great light’ that is to shine on the inhabitants of these darkened
regions. This, like the visit of the Magi, and perhaps the warn-
ing uttered by the Baptist (iii. 9), is an' intimation that the
salvation brought by the Messiah to the Jews does not belong
to them exclusively, but is to extend to the heathen.

Mt. once more shows his indifference to chronology. He

1 See Sanday, Sacred Sites, pp. 36 ff., and _Jour. of Th. St., Oct. 1903.
2 Comp. Tahhata dANogtAwr (I Mac. v. 15).
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did not tell us how soon after the Birth the visit of the Magi took
place, nor how long the retirement in Egypt lasted, nor how long
after the return to Palestine the appearance of the Baptist and the
Baptism of the Messiah took place. So here we are left in doubt
whether the interval between the Temptation and the beginning
of the Messiah’s Ministry in Galilee was one of days or of years.
Just as the beginning of John’s preaching is given without any
connexion with the settlement of the Holy Family at Nazareth,
so the beginning of Christ’s preaching is given without any
connexion with the Temptation. It is the news that John had
been handed over to his enemies, not the victory of the Messiah
over the evil one, which leads to the settlement at Capernaum
as a centre for preaching.

Mt. says that Jesus ‘withdrew into Galilee’ (dvexdpnoev),
which does not mean that He refurned thither after the Tempta-
tion ;! and perhaps Mt. means that He retired to a part of the
dominions of Antipas where He would be less likely to be
molested by him than in the region where the Baptist had been
working. What Mk. gives as a date, ‘affer John was delivered
up,’ Mt. gives as a motive, ‘when He heard that John was
delivered up.’ A possible meaning is that, as the Baptist’s
activity had been made to cease, there was all the more reason
for the Messiah to begin to preach ; and the best centre for Him
to choose for the purpose was the thick and mixed population
on the west shore of the Lake. Yet it probably is not in order
to hint at the excellence of the centre that the Evangelist
reminds us that Capernaum was ‘by the sea,” but in order to
prepare for a detail in the prophecy which he is about to quote.
The quotation agrees with neither the Hebrew nor the LXX, yet
it appears to be taken from some Greek version (see Allen, ad /Joc.,
and Swete, fntroduction to the O.7. in Greek, p. 396) of Is. ix. 1.
As often, Mt. gives quite a new meaning to the prophecy which
he quotes. Isaiah is thinking of the devastation of Palestine by
the Assyrians in the reign of Pekah, and he has a vision of
deliverance from the ravagers by a ruler of the house of David.
Then follows the great prophecy, ‘ Unto us a child is born,’ ete.
In Mt. it is spiritual desolation (ix. 36) and a spiritual Deliverer
(i. 21) that is meant.?

1 dvaywpely is frequent in Mt., very rare in Mk. Jn. and Acts, and is not
found elsewhere in the N.T. Here Mk. (#\fev) and Lk. (¢wéorpeyer) each
use a different word.

2 A passage in the Testaments illustrates Mt.’s application of the prophecy
to the Messiah’s preaching of repentance : ¢ For true repentance after a godly
sort (kard fedv, as 2 Cor. vii. 10) driveth away the darkness, and enlighteneth
the eyes, and supplieth knowledge to the soul, and guideth the purpose to
glﬁtiox} ? (Gad v. 7). ‘Galilee of the Gentiles’ may mean ‘Heathenish

alilee.
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IV. 17-22. The Messiak begins to preack and He calls
Four Disciples.

‘From that time Jesus began.’! The formula with which the
Messiah’s preaching to the people is here introduced is repeated
xvi. 21, and is perhaps intended to suggest a comparison between
the two occasions. There Jesus has to give a very different kind
of teaching, not to the people, but to the Twelve: ‘From that
time Jesus began’ to tell His disciples about His approaching
Passion and Resurrection. .

The quotation of our Lord’s words here illustrates Mt.’s
practice of abbreviating Mk. by omitting one half of his double
statements. Mk. condenses the substance of Christ’s preaching
thus : ¢ 7%e time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is at hand:
repent ye, and believe in the gospel’; a very unusual phrase, in
which ‘gospel’ means the ‘good tidings’ of the nearness of the
Kingdom of God. As Mt. has already pointed out the fulfilment
of prophecy, the first words are not needed ; and the last words
are implied in what precedes.

The substance of the Messiah’s first preaching is the same as
that of His Herald: He acts, so to speak, as His own Forerunner,
And it is because He is as yet His own Herald, that, although
He proclaims the approach of the Kingdom, He says nothing of
the King. But it is with regal authority that He calls His first
disciples.? Without explanation, He gives what, even in form,
is a command rather than an invitation: and this assumption of
authority is not resented, but instantly obeyed. And His words
imply that this time (contrast Jn. i. 35ff.) it is no temporary
invitation ; they are to give up their calling as catchers of fish,
and pursue a new calling as fishers of men# From what they
had learnt of Him during the preliminary Ministry in Judaa,
about which Mt. and MKk. are silent, these fishermen knew to
some extent what sort of work was in store for them, and under
what kind of Master they would have to serve. All the patience,

1The phrase dmd rére is rare in the N.T. (Mt. iv. 17, xvi. 21, xxvi. 16;
Lk. xvi. 16) and in the LXX (Eccles. viil. 12; Ps. xciii. 2). The exact
time cannot be determined. Colonel Mackinlay argues for A.p. 2§ (Z%e
Magi, p. 63). As he accepts A.D. 29 as the year of the Crucifixion, this
involves a ministry of three years and a half, which has its difficulties.

3 They had previously been disciples of the Baptist, and through him had
come to know Jesus. When the Baptist was put in prison, Jesus calls them
to become His disciples. It is the Fourth Gospel that enlightens us on this

int (Jn. i. 35-42). Here, contrary to the usage of each, Mt. has the

istoric present {19), and Mk, the aorist (i. 17).

3 Gould, on Mk. i. 17, points out that this i3 the first instance of parabolic
language, so common in Christ’s teaching afterwards. The Baptist had used
harvest-work (iii. 12), as Jesus Himself does later {ix. 37, 38), to signify the
gathering in of souls.
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perseverance, and courage which they had acquired in their
uncertain and dangerous craft on the lake would be required,
and they would have to sacrifice their home and their means of
life. But neither pair of brothers hesitates, and each of the four
has the happiness of taking a brother with him. Apparently,
Simon and Andrew leave their net in the lake, without waiting
to draw it in. Their readiness is even more marked than that of
the sons of Zebedee, for they seem to have had no one to leave
in charge of the nets (and boat?) which were their means of
subsistence. Mt. is anxious to mark the readiness in both pairs
of brothers. Very often he omits the ‘straightway’ (elféws)
which is so frequent in Mk. (iv. 1, viil. 4, 14, ix. 4, 7, xil 4;
comp. Mk. i. 12, 29, 43, ii. 8, 12, iii. 6, etc.). But here he retains
it in both places, and in the second case he transfers it from the
Messiah’s call to the disciples’ obedience; for he desires to
emphasize the fact that at the outset the Messiah’s authority was
at once loyally recognized. These followers are worthy subjects
of the King.

Mt. does not mean that Simon on this occasion received the name of Peter
(18), but that Simon is the same disciple who was afterwards famous as Peter ;
comp. x. 2. Of the Evangelists, John is the only one who gives the Aramaic
original Cephas (i. 42), which S. Paul frequently uses in 1 Cor., and Gal
Whether the dugiSAnorpor which he and Andrew left differed from the
caydrn in the parable (xiii. 47) is uncertain; neither word occurs else-
where in the N.T. In Jeiire {6 times in Mt. and 6 elsewhere) and éxeifey

(12 times in Mt. and 15 elsewhere) we have words of*which Mt. seems to be
fond.

The position which Mt. gives to the call of the four disciples
indicates that a new stage has been quickly reached in the
Messiah’s ministry. He is surrounded, not merely, as John was,
by a multitude of casual and constantly changing hearers, but by
a select number of constant followers. It was with these professed
disciples that He went up and down Galilee, teaching in the
synagogues and healing the sick. This was part of their training
for taking up and continuing His work.

IV. 23-25. Preliminary Summary of the Work.

The Evangelist here leaves the narrative of Mk. to give an
introductory epitome of the Ministry which he is about to illus-
trate in detail. He begins the description with a simple ¢ And’
(xal), the first instance of this use in this Gospel. He tells us
that, unlike the Forerunner, who required the people to come to
him in the wilderness, the Messiah sought them; He ‘went
about in all Galilee, teaching in their synagogues.” Not many
of these Galileans had been out to listen to john; none are
mentioned in iii. 5. They are still a ‘ people sitting in darkness’

4
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(16). But the general result of the Messiah’s first appearance
among them is in harmony with the happy beginning in calling
the two pairs of brothers. There is no mention of any opposition.
He brought to His fellow-countrymen much the same message
as the Baptist (17, iil. 2); but it is probable that, whereas John
emphasized the coming of judgment, Jesus dwelt rather upon the
coming of deliverance and of joy. It is ‘the Gospel of the
Kingdom’ which He preaches to them, a remarkable expression,!
and peculiar to Mt. (23, ix. 35, xxiv. 14), for which Mk. has ‘the
Gospel of God’ (i. 14). Both exhorted men to repent, and both
announced that the Kingdom was at hand ; but while John said
most about the forsaking of sin, the Messiah said most about
‘the good tidings.’

As a Healer the Messiah is everywhere popular, and His fame
spreads widely, even into heathen territory. ¢ All Syria’ and the
country ‘beyond Jordan’ are excited about the reports of His
work, and every kind of sickness is brought to Him to be cured.
The Evangelist seems to delight in enlarging upon the vast
amount of the healings and the great variety of them. He
strings together, from several places in Mk. (i. 28, 32, 34, iii. 7,8
v. 24), the different items of the Messiah’s success. Possibly
Deut. vii. 15 is in his mind : ‘The Lord will take away from thee
all sickness (mdgav padaxiav), and He will put none of the evil
diseases (wdoas véoovs) of Egypt upon thee’? Comp. the
Testament of Joseph xvii. 7. But it was not the case that ‘the
people’ tolerated the teaching for the sake of the cures. The
preaching of the good news of the Kingdom came first, and the
miracles were secondary. Many followed Him who neither
required healing themselves nor brought sick friends to be
healed. To all, whether sick or whole, the good tidings of the
Kingdom proved attractive. Even the stern preaching of John
had drawn multitudes into the wilderness, although he ‘did no
sign’ (Jn. x. 41). Comp. ix. 35, where this verse is repeated
almost verbatim, but without ‘among the people,’ which means
among the Jews in Galilee. ‘The whole of Syria,’ with its
heathen population (24), is in manifest contrast to Galilee with
its Jewish population,

It is notable that ‘the good tidings’ (76 edayyéhov) is first
used in the N.T. of the preaching of Christ. John’s preaching
might have been called ‘good tidings,’ but (with one indirect
exception in Lk. iii. 18) it is not. Perhaps the note of judgment

11t is here that the important word edayyéhow first appears in Mt. It
originally meant the reward for good tidings (2 Sam. iv. 10), but afterwards
always the good tldmgs themselves. See Dalman, Words of Jesus, p. 102
Hastings’ DCG., art.  Gospel.’

2In the N. T , Mt, alone uses uwalakla (iv. 23, ix. 35, x. 1). Of course
‘all Syria’ is used in & loose sense.
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—the axe, the winnowing fan, the fire—was too strong for his
message to win that gracious name. After the Messiah had
encountered more and more of the hypocrisy and hostility of the
hierarchy, His preaching became sterner even than John’s; but
here, at the outset, there is no record of any word of condemna-
tion or warning. The exhortation to repentance seems to have
been so readily heard, and the invitation to believe the good
tidings to have been so generally accepted, that He was able to
do many mighty works. Even those who were brought from
Syria were healed. But this concourse is represented as less
continuous (aorists) than His own activity in Galilee (wepifiyer).

“It may be doubted whether we have an adequate notion of
the immense number of Christ’s miracles. Those recorded are
but a small proportion of those done. These early ones were
illustrations of the nature of His Kingdom. They were His
first gifts to His subjects.”?

“The healing ministry, judged by critical tests, stands on as
firm historical ground as the best accredited parts of the teaching.
In most of the reports the action of Jesus is so interwoven with
unmistakable authentic words that the two elements cannot be
separated. That the healing ministry was a great outstanding
fact, is attested by the popularity of Jesus, and by the various
theories which were invented to account for the remarkable
phenomena.”2 Harnack and Professor Gardner both admit that
wonderful works of healing are too closely woven with the
narrative to be torn from it: there is an irreducible minimum.
Why should the Pharisees accuse Him of being the ally of
Beelzebub, or Antipas suggest that He was the Baptist come to
life again, or Celsus declare that He had brought charms back
from Egypt, if there were no mighty works to be accounted for ?
“The healing activity of Jesus is firmly established in the
tradition” (O. Holtzmann).

Many critics at the present day limit the mighty works to-acts
of healing, and limit the acts of healing to those “which even at
the present day physicians are able to effect by psychical
methods,—as, more especially, cures of mental maladies”
(Schmiedel). They were “acts of faith-healing on a mighty
scale” (E. A. Abbott). “Physicians tell us that people can be
cured by suggestion; the term describes what has often been
observed precisely in a quarter in which religious enthusiasm has
been stirred ” (O. Holtzmann).

But do the records give any intimation that Jesus Himself
was conscious that His power to do mighty works was confined

1 A, Maclaren, ad loc.
2 Enc. Bibl, ii. 2445. See Sanday, Owutlines of the Life of Christy pp.
105-113.
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to works of healing? Did His disciples notice any such limi-
tation? Did His enemies ever taunt Him with the fact that,
while Moses and the Prophets did all kinds of miracles, He
could do nothing but heal? No evidence tending in this
direction can be produced. On the other hand, there is
considerable evidence that He was believed to be able to do
many other mighty works.

Again, when we confine our attention to the acts of healing,
do the records confirm the view that these acts were confined to
curing neurotic patients by strong mental impressions?! Let us
suppose that our Lord worked some striking cures by means of
“moral therapeutics” ; which is not improbable, for He would
not use supernatural power where ordinary means would suffice.
Let us suppose that all His first miracles were of this character.
The result, we are told, would be that He would get the reputa-
tion of being able to perform all kinds of wonders, and in time
they would be attributed to Him by tradition. Very possibly ;
but there would be another result much more certain. In
consequence of His first successes, multitudes of -sick would
be brought to Him who could not be cured by psychical
methods” or ‘suggestions,” or ‘“moral therapeutics”; and
therefore many would be sent away uncured. Where is the
record of these mournful disappointments? It is suggested that
there were no actual failures to heal, because He may have
known by “a kind of instinct,” or by “experience and some
kind of intuition,” what cases He could not cure; and therefore
He did not attempt to cure such, Yet such a remarkable
limitation of His healing activity must have made an impression
which would affect traditions respecting Him. And is “a kind
of instinct” a scientific hypothesis? Even if we omit the Fourth
Gospel, the reported cases are too numerous and too varied to
be explained by faith-healing. It is incredible that all the sick
laid in the streets were neurotic patients; and are leprosy,
dropsy, fever, withered hand, issue of blood, and blindness
“susceptible of emotional cure”? Just so far as a disease is
due to delusion or lack of faith, is it possible to expel it by
faith-healing ; and the number of maladies which admit of such
treatment is comparatively small.?

Of course, the mighty works, whether of Christ or of His
disciples, are not violations of law. Violations of law do not

1But ‘it would be rash to assert that this is the whole secret in any case”
_(Hastings’ DA., art. ¢ Miracles,’ iii. p. 390).

2See a valuable paper on ‘The Neurotic Theory of the Miracles of
Healing,” by R. J. Ryle, M.A., M.D., in the Hibbert Journal, Apr. 1907,
pp. 572~586. The theory that many of the cures wrought by Christ, like

many of those wrought at Lourdes, were only temporary, is entirely devoid of
evidence. See Bruce, The Training of the Twelve, p. 49,
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occur in God’s ordered universe. But we do not yet know the
laws by which these mighty works become possible.  Still less do
we know the laws of such an unique Personality as that of the
Messiah; and we are not in a position to decide what was
possible and what was impossible for Him in dealing with mind,
and matter. The evidence for the mighty works is not only
strong but stringent; and the case for them stands, until the
evidence can be explained upon any other hypothesis than that
the substance of the evidence is true.

The chief characteristics in ch. iv. are 7ére (1, 5, 10, II), Uarepor (2),
wpooépyeabar (3, 11), wpookvwetv (9, 10), xal LdoY (1), dvaywpely (12), va
wAppwdy (14), Neybuevos (18), delre (19), éxetfer (21), wpoopépewv (24). The
following are peculiar to Mt.: 7d pnfév (14), § Paoihela TGy olparvdv (17), 7o
edayyéhor Tiis Baoihelas (23), paaxia (23). Of the above, the following are
absent from the parallel passages: wpooépxeafai (3, 11), Tére (5), xal IS0t
(11), dvaxwpeiv (12), Neybuevos (18), éxetfer (21). The paragraph 23-25 has
no parallel. The word mapafahdaaios occurs nowhere else in the N.T.

V. VYL VIL [lustrations of the Messiak’s Teaching.
The Sermon on the Mount.

The concluding verse of ch. iv. is given partly as the end of
the summary of the Messiah’s Ministry, partly as an introduction
to the Sermon. One result of His Ministry was that ‘great
multitudes’ (SxAot woAdol:1 Mk. nearly always has dxAos woAXds)
followed Him, coming from long distances. These multitudes
constituted a large audience for His teaching; and forthwith the
Evangelist gives us abundant evidence of what the teaching was
like. He evidently regards the teaching as of more importance
than the healing. In the summary he mentions the teaching
first ; and here he gives us details about that before giving us
details about the mighty works.2 Mk. just mentions the astonish-
ment produced by the teaching (i. 22, 23), and then passes to
the details of healing; and it was probably the small amount of
the Lord’s teaching contained in his Gospel, as compared with
Mt., which caused the latter to take the first place, although that
of Mk. was first in the field. Indeed there is some reason for
thinking that, at a very early period of its existence, the Gospel
of Mk. was in danger of perishing altogether; as it is, its con-
cluding portion has perished (Burkitt, 7%e Gospe! History and its
Zransmission, p. 261) ; and the other document used by Mt. and
Lk. (Q) has perished. See Stanton, pp. 76 f.

L1t is a favourite expression with Mt. (iv. 25, viil. 1, 18, xiii. 2, xv. 30,
xix, 2).

% This is in accordance with Christ’s own estimate of the comparative
value of His words and His works: His words ought to suffice without the
works, but He gives both (Jn. x. 38, xiy. 11).
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Mt. again omits all indications of date; but it is obviously
incorrect to say that he places the Sermon at the beginning of
the Ministry. There are two proofs that he does not. First,
‘the multitudes’ in v. 1 clearly refers to the ‘great multitudes’
in the previous verse; and these great multitudes did not gather
until our Lord had been at work for some time and the report
of Him had spread through Syria, Perza, Judea, etc. Secondly,
the teaching in the Sermon is not elementary; it is evidently
intended for those who had already received a good deal of
instruction.

The place at which the Sermon was delivered is almost as
vague as the date: ‘He went up into the mountain.” But no
mountain has been mentioned. As in xiv. 23 and xv. 29, high
ground in the neighbourhood of the lake is no doubt meant.!
The concourse was so great that the shore of the lake was no
longer a convenient place for giving instruction, and our Lord
goes up to one of the terraces on the hills above the lake. It is
possible that there was some one spot to which He so often went
up with His disciples that they commonly spoke of it as ‘zAe
mountain’ (76 dpos), and that this domestic name for a particular
place survives in the Gospels (Mk. iili. 13, vi. 46; Lk. vi. 12;
Jn. vi. 3, 15). The mention of this going up to the high ground
above the lake lets us know that we are passing from the general
sketch in iv. 23-25 to a definite occasion. At the same time
there is some intimation that not all of it was delivered at one
and the same time, for some of it is as clearly addressed to the
Apostles (13-16) as other parts are to a larger circle of disciples ;
and both classes of hearers are mentioned (v. 1, vil. 28). That
our Lord sat down? would intimate that He was about to give
instruction for some time (xiil. 2, xxvi. §5; Mk. xiii. 3). The
solemn introduction, “opened His mouth and taught,” points
in the same direction (comp. Acts viii. 35, x. 34; Job i 1)
This is the first mention of ¢ His disciples,” which in this Gospel
commonly means disciples in the stricter sense.

The critical questions connected with the form in which the
Sermon has come down to us need not detain us long. They
cannot be discussed without consideration of the similar, but
much shorter, report of a discourse in Lk. (vi. 20-49); and
ample materials for forming reasonable conclusions respecting
them will be found in Bible Dictionaries, commentaries, and

11t is strange that any ‘simple brethren’ should have supposed, as
Jercl))mgl states, that the Mount of Olives is meant; and Tabor is not very

aDle.
pro’ Sitting was the common attitude (Lk. iv. 20; Acts xvi. 13), standing
the exception (Acts ii. 14, xiii. 16). Excitement or intense earnestness would

make standing more natural at times, On the solemn introduction see Loisy,
Le Discours sur la Montagne, p. 13. .
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separate treatises.! It is not of great importance to determine
whether Mt. and Lk. give us divergent reports of one and the
same discourse, which is the opinion held by most scholars; or
of two similar but different discourses, addressed to different
audiences on different occasions, which is a tenable view, still
advocated by some. Neither view is free from difficulty. That
a sermon closely resembling these two reports was actually
delivered by our Lord, need not be doubted for a moment:
the contents are quite beyond the power of any Evangelist to
invent, and the evidence for the Lord’s utterance of this teach-
ing is satisfactory. But study of the two reports will convince
us that neither of them is an exact reproduction of what was
actually said. This is at once evident, if they are supposed to
be reports of the same discourse; and this conclusion cannot
be escaped by adopting the theory of two original discourses.
(1) No one, however greatly impressed, would be likely to
remember every word that had been said. (2) What was re-
membered was not at once written down. (3) Either before or
after it was written down it was translated from Aramaic into
Greek ; and translations of both kinds probably existed, some
made from Aramaic oral tradition, some from Aramaic docu-
ments. We may believe that both Mt. and Lk. had the sermon
in Greek in a written form, but by no means the same written
form. (4) Itis evident that, although both reports are probably
much shorter than the original sermon or sermons, yet in some
particulars they have been enlarged. Lk. to some extent, and
Mt. to a still greater extent, has added to the original discourse
some sayings, which, although they were certainly spoken by
Christ, were not spoken in that particular connexion. The
most certain instance of this in Mt. is the Lord’s Prayer and its
immediate context (vi. 7-15). But v. 25, 26, 31, 32, vil. 6-11,
22, 23 may also be suspected of having been added by com-
pilation, and this for two reasons: (@) because there is a want
of connexion with the main subject ; and (#) because a good deal
of this material is found in Lk. in quite a different setting; e.g.
v. 25, 26 =Lk. xii. 58, 59, v. 32=0Lk. xvi. 18, vii. 7-11=Lk. xi.
9-13, vil. 23=Lk. xili. 27. Neither of these reasons is con-
clusive; for the apparent want of connexion may be due to
abbreviation; and it is quite possible that our Lord may in
some cases have included in a sermon what had been said on
some special occasion, or may have repeated on some special
occasion what had been said in a sermon. Nevertheless, the

1 See especially Hastings’ DAB. v., art. ‘Sermon on the Mount’; /nter-
national Critical Comm. on S. Matthew and on S. Luke; C. Gore, The
Sermon on the Mount, 1896; Hase, Gesckichte [esu, § 55; DCG., art.
¢ Sermon on the Mount.”
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two reasons together make a strong argument.! It is generally
agreed that the Sermon on the Mount, as we have it in Mt, is
to some extent the result of compilation., The theory, however,
that it is entirely made up of short utterances cannot be sustained.
Antecedently, the theory is not probable, and the facts do not
bear it out. There is too much order in the report as a whole,
and too much coherence in the parts,—especially when the less
relevant sections are set aside as probable interpolations,—for
the supposition that we have here nothing more than a number
of pearls on a string. Could anything so orderly and coherent
be constructed out of short extracts from the Epistles of St. Paul ?
And what difficulty is there in the supposition that the main
portion of the sermon is a substantially true report of a sustained
discourse, addressed to a Galilean audience about the middle
of the Galilean Ministry? And there is nothing improbable in
the theory of two similar sermons.

It is a matter of no moment whether the insertion of extraneous matter,
such us the Lord’s Prayer, was made by the Evangelist, or had been previously
made in the report which he used. It is of equally little moment whether
the immense abbreviation in Lk., if he reports the same sermon, is due to
himself or his source. Mt, has 107 verses, Lk. 29; and of Lk.’s 29 all
but six have a parallel in Mt. But 36 verses in Mt., though they have no
parallels in Lk.’s report of the sermon, have parallels in other parts of Lk.
And more than 40 verses in Mt. have no parallels in Lk. Thus nearly half
of the report in Mt. is peculiar to that Gospel.

The parallels exhibit great variety in degrees of similarity of wording.
Sometimes the two passages are almost verbatim the same; e.g. Mt. vil.
3-5=Lk. vi. 41-42. Sometimes the differences are very considerable, as
in the parable with which each report ends, Even the Golden Rule is
differently worded (Mt. vii. 12=Lk. vi. 31). And examination of the
parallels will lead us to the conclusion that the report in Mt. is closer to
the original sermon, if the same sermon is the basis of both reports. The
much greater fulness of Mt.’s report points in the same direction. Jewish
phrases, and allusions to the Old Testament, abound in Mt., but are absent
from Lk. ; and it is much more likely that Lk., or the Gentile source which
he used, omitted these topics and touches, as lacking interest for Gentile
Christians, than that Mt. inserted them in order to please Jewish readers.
Whether there was one sermon or two, our Lord’s audience would consist
mainly of Jews, and it is highly probable that the discourse delivered by Him
had a great deal of the Jewish tone which pervades Mt.’s report. Critics,
however, are not agreed as to the comparative accuracy of the two reports:
some regard Lk.’s as nearer to the original sermon, but more prefer that of
Mt. ““In all these cases it is simply inconceivable that S. Matthew had
before him, and has altered, the text presented in S. Luke® (Harnack, 7%
Sayings of Jesus, p. §7).

1 Perhaps we may add to them the improbability that our Lord would
have given so large an amount of instruction all at once. Even the most
advanced among His hearers could hardly take in so much of such lofty
teaching at one and the same time. Augustine suggests that the circum-
locution, ‘He opened His moutk and taught them,’ is perhaps meant by the
Evangelist to indicate al/iguanto longiorem futurum esse sermonem (De Serm.
Dom. 1. i. 2).
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There are two assumptions which are rather frequently made,
and which are almost certainly untrue and misleading: (1) that
each Evangelist, as a rule, tells us all that he knew, and that,
therefore, nearly all that he omits was unknown to him ; (2) that
our Lord seldom repeated His sayings, and that, therefore,
similar but different reports of His words in different Gospels
must be referred to the same occasion.

All these questions, interesting as they are, sink into in-
significance as compared with the supreme importance of under-
standing, and appropriating, the meaning of these reports of our
Lord’s teaching, which have been preserved for the spiritual
instruction of mankind.

The general plan of the Sermon in both Gospels is the same.
1. The Qualifications of those who can enter the Kingdom
(v. 3-16=Lk. vi. 20-26); 2. The Duties of those who have
entered the Kingdom (v. 17-vii. 12=Lk. vi. 29-45); 3. The
Judgments which await the Members of the Kingdom (vii.
13-27 = Lk. vi. 46—49). Invitation, requirement, warning ;——these
are the three leading thoughts ; and, as Stier remarks, the course
of all preaching is herein reflected.

In somewhat different words, we may say that the subject of
the Sermon is 7%e Jdeal Christian Life, which is described in the
Beatitudes (3—12) and the two metaphors which follow them
(13-16).1 Then the characteristics of the Christian Life are dis-
cussed, first in contrast to the Jewish Ideal (17-48), secondly in
contrast to faulty Jewish practice (vi. 1-18), and finally in their
own working (vi. 19—vii. 12), the climax being the statement of the
Golden Rule (vii. 12). Lastly, there is an earnest exhortation
to enter upon this Christian Life (vii. 13, 14), avoiding un-
trustworthy guides (15-20) and profession without performance
(21-23): the responsibility of rejecting this teaching will be
great (24—27). The central portion of the discourse (vi. 19—vii.
12) consists of three prohibitions and two commands. The
prohibitions are (1) lay not up for yourselves treasures upon the
earth; (2) Judge not; and (3) Give not that which is holy to the
dogs. The commands are (1) Pray to your Father in Heaven;
(2) Love your neighbour as yourself.

V. 8-12. The Beatitudes, a Summary of the Christian Life.

By ‘the Beatitudes’ is almost always meant the declarations
of blessedness made by Christ at the beginning of the Sermon
on the Mount,—blessedness which He attached to certain virtues,
or conditions, or persons. And this blessedness is not some-

Y Matthieu a pensé écrive un tratté complet de la justice chrétienne (Loisy,
Le Discours sur la Montagne, 2).
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thing which the persons whe are thus described fee/; it is a
property unerringly ascribed to them in the estimate of God.
Thus it comes to pass that, while the Law is represented as
having been given on Mount Sinai amidst thunders and
threatenings, the Magna Carfa of the Gospel is introduced on
‘the Mountain’ in Galilee with a series of new blessings.

It is remarkable that there is wide difference of opinion as to
the exact number of these beatitudes. They are differently
reckoned as being seven, eight, nine, and even ten in number.
In Lk. there is no question about the number: there we have
four Beatitudes and four Woes,] That is perhaps some indica-
tion that the Sermon began with eight aphorisms of some kind,
and is in favour of the common reckoning that Mt. gives us
eight Beatitudes. But the question is merely one of arrange-
ment ; no one need propose to strike out one or more of the
sayings as unauthentic. From different points of view Mt.
might wish to have seven (the sacred number), or eight (sym-
bolical of completeness), or nine (three triplets), or ten (to equal
the Decalogue). All commentators agree that in verses 3—g
we have seven Beatitudes summing up the ideal of a Christian
character. Then comes a declaration that those who are
persecuted for possessing this character are blessed; and it is
probable that this is intended as a distinct Beatitude. It isa
very blessed thing to possess the ideal character ; but he who
has to suffer for his righteousness is still more blessed. That
this should be regarded as an eighth Beatitude is confirmed by
the fact that it is included in the four in Lk. Lk. omits those
respecting the meek, the merciful, the pure in heart, and the
peacemakers, but he includes this one respecting the persecuted.
Nevertheless, some refuse to recognize this as an eighth Beati-
tude: (1) because the blessedness does not depend upon the
internal conditions which are in the Christian’s own control, but
upon the way in which other people treat him; and (2) because
the result is a mere repetition of what has been already pro-
mised,—¢ theirs is the Kingdom of Heaven.’ #

There is much less to be said for regarding as a separate
Beatitude, ‘Blessed are ye when men shall persecute you . . .
for My sake’ (z1). It is true that the word °Blessed’ is
repeated ; but what follows is a mere application of the pre-

! The wide difference as to the wording of the Beatitudes, and the inser-
tion of the Woes, are among the chief arguments for the hypothesis that Lk,
gives a report of a different sermon. See Stanton, pp. 106, 323, 328.

3In the Testaments of the XII. Patriarchs the cheerful endurance of
persecution is enjoined, because anger is so disturbing to the soul. *If ye
suffer loss voluntarily or involuntarily, be not vexed, for from vexation ariseth

wrath . . . and when the soul is continually disturbed, the Lord departeth
from it, and Beliar ruleth over it” (Dan iv. 7).
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ceding Beatitude to the disciples who are present, together with
an amplification of the word ‘persecute” The psalm-like
parallelism and rhythm of the preceding eight is here wanting,
and we seem to be in the region of interpretation rather than of
text. It is true that the equivalent of this saying is certainly
counted as one of the four Beatitudes in Lk., but that is because
he puts all the Beatitudes in the second person: ¢ Blessed are
ye.! Consequently, what is here given in two forms, one general,
and one special (‘Blessed are they which are persecuted,” and
‘Blessed are ye when men shall persecute you’), is in Lk. given
only in the latter, to harmonize with the other three, which are
in the special or second person form.

It is altogether unreasonable to regard ‘Rejoice and be
exceeding glad . . . before you’ as a Beatitude in any sense.
The word ‘blessed’ is not used, and the verse is only the
complement of the one which precedes. Only when we put
the two verses together do we get the right correspondence of
parts, a correspondence which is obscured by amplification.
The foundation of the whole is, ¢ Blessed are ye when men shall
persecute you for My sake, for great is your reward in heaven,’
The remainder, though probably original, is explanatory. There
is, in short, no indication that Mt. intended to make ten Beatitudes.
His report of the Sermon, as has been pointed out, is partly the
result of compilation. Had he wished to give ten Beatitudes he
might easily have included other sayings, similar in type, which
he records elsewhere. ‘Blessed are your eyes, for they see;
and your ears, for they hear’ (xiii. 16). ‘Blessed art thou,
Simon Bar-jona ; for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto
thee, but My Father which is in heaven’ (xvi. 17). ‘Blessed is
he, whosoever shall find none occasion of stumbling in Me’
(xi. 6). °‘Blessed is that servant, whom the Lord when He
cometh shall find watching’ (xxiv. 46). And there are others
elsewhere, which may have been known to Mt. ‘Blessed are
they that hear the word of God and keep it’ (Lk. xi. 28).
¢ Blessed are they that have not seen, and yet have believed’
(Jn. xx. 29). The frequency of such sayings among Christ’s
utterances shows that, whereas warnings of judgment were
prominent in John’s teaching, assurances of blessedness must
have been very prominent in that of the Messiah.

Here again perhaps we have a reason for the fact that the
First Gospel was so much more popular than the Second. Mt.
contains thirteen Beatitudes; in Mk. there are none. Itis the
Hebrew Gospel at the beginning of the N.T., and the Hebrew
Apocalypse at the end of it, which are so rich in such things
(Rev. i 3, xiv. 13, xvi. 15, xix. 9, xx. 6, xxii. 7, 14).

It is not irreverent to conjecture that our Lord may have
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had the beginning of the Book of Psalms in His mind, when He
placed these Beatitudes, whether four or eight, at the beginning
of the Sermon. ‘Blessed is the man that walketh not in the
counsel of the wicked, but his delight is in the law of the Lord.
He shall be like a tree planted by the streams of water, that
bringeth forth its fruit in its season’ (Ps. i. 1-3). If so, then
we have the counterpart of the Woes as well as of the Beati-
tudes ; for the Psalm goes on: ‘Not so are the wicked, not so;
but are like the chaff which the wind driveth away. Therefore
the wicked shall not stand in the judgment, nor sinners in the
congregation of the righteous.” This is perhaps some slight
support to the authenticity of the Woes.

The Acta Pauli et Thecle contains a large number of Beatitudes made up
of scriptural language : ¢.g. Blessed are thosé who have kept their flesh pure,
for they shall become temples of God. Blessed are the continent, for God
will speak to them. Blessed are those who have bid farewell to this world,
for they shall be well-pleasing to God. Blessed are those who have wives as
not having them, for they shall become Angels of God. Blessed are those
who have received the wisdom of Jesus Christ, for they shall be calledsons of
the Highest. See Resch, dgrapia, 2nd ed. 1906, pp. 272—4.

There is yet another way of treating this portion of the Sermon : ““not as
a string of eight Beatitudes, but as a single Beatitude with a sevenfold expan-
sion. The significance of ‘poor in spirit > must be looked for in the seven
applications into which it is expanded” (Moulton, 7%e Modern Reader's
Bible, p. 1692). This is attractive, and it is possible to regard some of the
Beatitudes as expansions, or other sides of, the blessedness of being poor in
spirit. But can ‘hungering and thirsting after righteousness,” or being
‘merciful,’ or ‘peacemakers,” be said to be included in the idea of being
¢ poor in spirit”’? It is better to regard ¢ Blessed are the poor in spirit’ as
the leading Beatitude, marking at once the contrast between the standard to
be observed in the Kingdom of heaven and the standard commonly observed
in the world, rather than as one which virtually includes all the others. If
the number seven is to be found in the Beatitudes, we must regard the first
seven as distinct from all that follows, in that they are concerned with a
man’s own character, while the rest is concerned with the way in which he is
treated by others for being of this character. The RV. seems to favour the
view that there are seven Beatitudes, whereas the WH. text indicates that
there are nine, -

The attempt of Augustine (De Serm. Dom. in Mont. i.) to fit the seven
Beatitudes to the seven gifts of the Spirit is very forced: #imor Domini,
pauperes; pietas, mites; sapientia, lugentes; fortitudo, qui esuriunt et
sttrunt ; consilium, misericordes ; intellectus, mundo corde ; scientia, pacifics,
See the Vulgate of Is, xi. 2, 3 and of Mt. v. 3-9.

Adopting the common enumeration of eight Beatitudes,
which is certainly as old as St. Ambrose (De Offic. 1. 6), and
which renders the comparison of them to a peal of “sweet bells”
a happy one, we may notice these points respecting them.

(1) There is no logical order in their arrangement, except
that the one which depends, not on the Christian himself, but on
the way he is treated by others, comes last. The first seven
cannot be arranged in logical or chronological order. In some
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texts the second and third Beatitudes change places, and this
arrangement is as early as the second century, and Lk. places
the fourth before the second.

(2) They do not describe eight different classes of people,
but eight different elements of excellence which may all be
combined in one individual, who may acquire them in any order,
or simultaneously. The poor in spirit are certain to be meek ;
those who are merciful are likely to be peacemakers ; those who
hunger and thirst after righteousness are likely to be pure in
heart ; and those who are persecuted for righteousness’ sake will
mourn with the mourning that is sure to be comforted. In
other words, the Beatitudes are an analysis of perfect spiritual
well-being, a summary of what is best in the felicity which is
attainable by man, There is nothing like them, either in depth
of insight or in definiteness of meaning, in either Jewish or
Gentile philosophy. The word (eddacpovia) by which Plato and
Aristotle express the highest well-being of man does not occur in
them or anywhere in the N.T.; and to Greek philosophers the
sentences in which the Messiah sets before the world the
elements of the highest well-being would have seemed like a
series of paradoxes. They would have regarded the Propounder
of them as fégw SiapvAdrrwv,—adopting an extravagant position
for the sake of provoking argument. And they are, as S. .
Ambrose says, eight paradoxes; for, according to the Divine
judgment, blessedness begins where man deems that misery
begins. See Montefiore, p. 485. ‘

We can hardly measure the surprise with which Christ’s
audience listened to these Beatitudes. With some it would be
the surprise of admiration and sympathy ; here once more was
the voice of One who taught with authority. With others it
would be the surprise of incredulity ; this was indeed interesting
doctrine, but it was not very likely to prove true. With others
it would be the surprise of repugnance; teaching so subversive
of ordinary ideas respecting human felicity could not be accepted,
and ought to be strenuously opposed. Among the conditions of
blessedness, the privileges of the children of Abraham were not
so much as mentioned. It was not the form of the Beatitudes

1D, 33, Old Latin, Curetonian Syriac, Tertullian, Origen. The wish to
mark the contrast between ¢ the Kingdom of Heaven’ and ‘the earth’ may
have helped to cause the transposition.

Some Fathers, and some moderns, try to make a natural sequence in the
Beatitudes, but take them in any order, and the result would be as true as
this: ¢* Poverty of spirit disposes to meekness, and meekness to mourning,
and mourning or compunction to hungering after righteousness. Thirsting
after righteousness disposes to mercy, mercy to purity of heart, purity of heart
to the promotion of peace; and the promotion of peace provokes the hatred
of the gepraved. ”?
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which they disliked ; that was familiar to them from the Psalms
(i. 1, il 12, xxxii. 1, 2, xxxiil. 12, xl. 4, lxv. 4, etc.); but how
different was the substance! ¢Blessed is he that considereth the
poor’ (Ps. xli. 1); this they could understand. But ‘Blessed
are the poor’ was strange doctrine indeed.

The Beatitudes may be regarded as setting forth the subject
of the whole Sermon. The Sermon. treats of the character and
conduct of members of the Messiah’s Kingdom, and at the
outset we have the required character sketched in a few expressive
touches. And the sketching of this character acts as a test: it
turns back those who have no sympathy with such a character.
It also acts as a corrective of false ideas about the Kingdom.
The ideas of the multitude were for the most part vague ; and in
their want of knowledge they degraded and materialized it.
They thought of the Kingdom as a perpetual banquet. The ideas
of the upper classes were more definite, but not more spiritual.
They thought of it as a political revolution. Roman rule was to
be overthrown, and a Jewish monarchy of great magnificence
was to be restored. To both these conceptions of the Kingdom
the Beatitudes were an emphatic contradiction.!

It is probable that our Lord, speaking in Aramaic, said
simply ¢ Blessed are the poor’ But, inasmuch as the Aramaic
word need not mean, and was not intended to mean, those who
are destitute of this world’s goods, the Greek translator was more
than justified in rendering the single word ‘poor’ by ‘poor in
spirit’ (wrwxoi v@ wvedpars). Those who are literally poor are
not necessarily poor in spirit; and those who are wealthy can
nevertheless be poor in spirit.2 Of course, being poor in spirit
does not mean spiritual poverty, want of spiritual gifts. It
means the character of those who feel their great needs (guf
senttunt se per se non habere justitiam) and their entire depend-
ence upon God for the supply of all that they require (see below
on the third Beatitude).

Of all such it is true that ‘theirs is the Kingdom of Heaven.’
This 1s not the reward of their being poor in spirit, but the
result of it. It is not so much a question of recompense as of
consequence.? It explains wky the poor in spirit are blessed.

L Diew est le Pire des esprits, et Damour est la constitution du royaume
dternel. On ne peut vaincre la tevve qu'aw nom du ciel; et le monde ést aux
pieds de celui qi’il ne peut pas séduirve (Amiel).

2 ¢¢ A rich man, who is able to despise in himself whatsoever there is in
him by which pride can be puffed up, is God’s poor man ”’ (Augustine, quoted
by Cornelius & Lapide, ad Joc.). Such men ““confess their poverty with as
gréat humility of spirit, and pray for grace with as great earnestness, as
beggars ask alms of the rich.”

Comp. the blessing in the Testaments: xal of wrwyol 8i& Kipor

mhovrigfhoovrat, kel ol év we{vn xopracigovrar, kal ol év dobevelg loxioovow
(Judak xxv. 4 ; comp. Lk. vi. 20, 21}, See Hort on Rev, i. 3.
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And so also in each of the Beatitudes ; the ‘for’ introduces a
fact which justifies the paradoxical declaration. And the placing
of the same fact as the explanation both of the first and of the
last Beatitude (2. 3, 10) indicates that the possession of the
Kingdom sums up all the other results of the blessed dispositions
that are mentioned. This is true even of ‘inheriting the earth’;
for only when the rule of God has completely superseded and
extinguished the prevalence, and even the presence of evil, will it
be true that the meek are the universal inheritors. Of course,
‘theirs is the Kingdom’ does not mean that the poor in spirit
and the persecuted for righteousness’ sake are to rule: the
one ruler of the Kingdom is God. It means that they are
worthy members of the Kingdom, and are counted among
His subjects. In each Beatitude the emphasis is on the pro-
noun ; ‘for theirs is,” ‘for they shall’ ;—precisely they among all
classes.

The first Beatitude by itself, and still more the whole series,
shows that the Sermon is addressed to those who have already
made some progress as the followers of the Messiah. They have
responded to the call to repentance, and have believed the good
news of the nearness of the Kingdom. And this tells us that,
although Mt. places this illustration of the Messiah’s teaching
very early in his Gospel, yet the Sermon cannot have been delivered
at the beginning of the Galilean ministry, for the people would
not have been ready for it. It implies a good deal of previous
preaching, and we must consider that iv. 23—25 is a summary of
months of work (see above).

It is fanciful to say that “each Beatitude springs from the
preceding ”; but it was probably a wish to make the second
spring from the first that caused some copyists to place ‘the
meek ’ immediately after ‘ the poor in spirit’ Tt is permissible
to say that the first Beatitude, like the last, is excellently placed,
and that perhaps no other would have filled the position of
leader so well, although much might be said for the fourth ; but
we cannot reasonably deduce each from the one that immedi-
ately precedes it.

Just as ‘the poor’ does not mean all who are in actual
poverty, so ‘those who mourn’ does not mean all who happen to
be lamenting. Much will depend on the cause of the mourning
and of the spirit of the mourners, Those who lament earthly
losses are not sure of comfort. But those who mourn over their
own shortcomings and sins, and those who lament the wicked-
ness of the world! may count upon the Divine sympathy.

! Comp. 1 Cor. v, 2and 2 Cor. xii. 21, where the same verb (wevfeiv) is
used, and St. Paul’s mourning over his own spiritual condition (Rom,
vii, 24).
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Whatever hinders the realization of the Kingdom, and interferes
with God’s complete sovereignty on earth, must be a cause of
sorrow to all who desire to be His loyal subjects ; and sorrow of
this kind is certain of relief. Nor is the relief to be understood
exclusively of the day when ¢ God shall wipe away all tears from
their eyes.” In this life also there is large comfort and com-
pensation for mourners, if only they mourn because God’s will is
not obeyed, and not because ‘ He maketh not their own desire
to grow’ (2 Sam. xxiii. 5).1

We cannot be certain of the exact difference which ought to
be drawn between the ‘poor in spirit’ and the ‘meek.’ But the
latter (wpaeis) are, as regards their name, more definitely religious
and pious in their lowliness than the former. The two classes
perhaps correspond to two Hebrew words, which are thus dis-
tinguished. The prominent idea of a ‘poor’ man (@) is that
of one who is #//-¢reated and therefore in need; but gradually
there was added the idea that the ¢ poor’ man was rigkseous, and
perhaps ill-treated on account of his righteousness, and therefore
having a special claim on God’s help. The word is “used of
Israel, as the ideally holy nation, suffering in the wilderness or
from oppression. On the other hand, the ‘meek’ man (@rndw)
is one who is humble-minded and bows at once to the will of
God. So that, while ‘poor’ means first ‘humbled’ by man’s
oppression and then ‘humble’ in the religious sense, ‘meek’ has
a religious signification from the first, and therefore might be
rendered ‘humble’ For ‘meekness’ commonly means a dis-
position towards men; but what is meant here and in Ps. xxxvii.
11, from which this Beatitude is taken, is a disposition towards
God, humility ; comp. Ps. x. 17, xxii. 26, xxv. 9, xxxiv. 2. But
sharp distinctions of meaning in such words have a tendency to
wear off, and we cannot always insist upon them. The ‘poor,’
‘meek,” ‘humble,’ are often mentioned in the Psalms and
Prophets as those who have a special claim upon the protection
of God and of the good rulers who represent Him. They are
the *Israelites indeed,” waiting patiently for the salvation of
Israel, a ‘little flock,’” that often suffers from the persecution of
the ungodly, but submits patiently to the will, and trusts always
to the care, of the Lord who is their Shepherd (Ps. xxiii.).2
When, through the growth of the Kingdom, the ungodly are
weeded out from the earth, the ‘meek’ are left to inherit it.
Ps. xxxvii. 10, 11 shows that the patristic interpretation, ‘the

1 Nevertheless there is a sense in which literal poverty and sorrow for
worldly troubles may be regarded as blessings ; for suffering of this kind may
lead men to desire the Kingdom of Heaven, and this desire may lead them to
prepare themselves for it,

See Driver, art. ‘Poor’ in Hastings’ DB, iv.; Kirkpatrick on Ps.
ix. 12 ; Hatch, Biblical Greek, pp. 73-77.
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earth’ =the “mew earth’=‘heaven,’ ‘the land of the living,’ is
not correct.

The fourth Beatitude is much less paradoxical in form than
the first three. It is easy to understand that those who eagerly
desire what it is God’s will that they should possess are likely to
be gratified. And it is remarkable that it is the hunger and
thirst for righteousness, and not the possession of it, that is
pronounced blessed. To believe oneself to be in possession of
righteousness, like the Pharisee in the parable, is fatal. To
know oneself to be in want of it is not enough. One must feel
the want of it, and have a passionate and persistent longing for
it, in order to be accounted blessed by Christ; for such a longing
is sure to induce the person who feels it to strive hard for the
object of his desire. Contentment, even in material things,
ought not to extinguish efforts for improvement; and we ought
never to be content with our moral and spiritual condition. We
must ever have a hunger and thirst for something better; and
the greater progress that a man makes towards something better,
the greater will be his dissatisfaction with the attainment, and
the greater his desire for something more. In this case, he who
eats will yet be hungry, and he who drinks will yet be thirsty;
for self-satisfaction becomes less and less possible, the more he
gets of the ‘righteousness’ with which God is enriching him.
It is the hungry soul that God fills with goodness, and it is the
mouth that is opened wide for spiritual blessings that He has
promised to make full! The whole purpose of the Sermon on
the Mount is to teach mankind the nature of the righteousness
which God wills, and thereby to excite a strong desire for it.
But this Beatitude is not placed first, perhaps because, for the
sake of arresting the attention, the three that are most startling
were selected as the opening proclamations. For a similar
reason, in order to make a lasting impression, a Beatitude as
surprising as the first three is placed last and enlarged (10-12).

The fift2 Beatitude declares a law which holds good to a
large extent even in the dealings of men with one another. On
the whole, the merciful are mercifully treated, and those who
show no mercy get none. But there are plenty of exceptions
to this general principle. Yet, although this roughly equitable
custom is perhaps included in the Beatitude, it is certainly not
the chief part of its meaning. The chief meaning is, that those
who are merciful to their fellow-men will themselves find mercy
at the Day of Judgment. And here God’s mercy is at once
cause and effect. Because God is merciful to him, the righteous

! The other aspect of dikaioovvy, as justice between man and man, need

not be excluded. The Christian must desire earnestly that justice may prevail
everywhere, and it is a blessed thing to have a consuming zeal for it.

5
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man is merciful to others (xviil. 21-35); and, because he is
merciful, he wins God’s mercy. ‘Merciful’ (\efuwr) is very
frequent in the O.T,, espemally of God, in which connexion it
is often joined with ‘gracious’ or ‘compassmnate (olkrippwv),
particularly in the Psalms (lxxxvi, 1 5, cii. 8, cxi. 4, cxii. 4,
cxvi. 5, cxlv. 8). But in the N.T. it is found only here and
Heb. 1i. 17, where it is used of Christ proving Himself a merciful
and faithful High Priest. On the other hand, the verb (&\eetv)
is frequent in both O.T. and N.T. (ix. 27, xv. 22, xvii. 15, xviil.
33, ¥X. 30, 31, etc.). It is in favour of including justice between
man and man in the ‘righteousness’ which we are to hunger and
thirst after that the Beatitude respecting the merciful follows
immediately afterwards. However great our zeal for justice
may be, it must not exclude the element of mercy. If justice
is an attribute of God, so also is mercy; and those who have
set the Divine excellence 'before them as an ideal to be longed
for and striven after, must not forget that He is merciful as well
as just. The Psalmist in describing the perfect man_ ascribes
to him just the combination of mercy and justice (cxii. 4) which
had previously been ascribed to Jehovah (cxi. 3, 4); and 1t is the
man who fears such a God that is declared to be ¢ blessed ’ (cxii. 1).
Only men, and evil men, are said to be without mercy (dvelerjpoves)
either in the N.T. (Rom. i. 31), or in the O.T. (Prov. v. g, xi. 17,
xil. 10, xxvil. 4; Job xix. 14). But Prov. xvii. 11 may be an
exception, if the ¢pitiless messenger’ means a severe judgment
inflicted on the sinner by God. But we limit ‘mercy’ too much
when we make it synonymous with forgiveness. God bestows
many mercies upon us besides those which have reference to
oar sins; and we must be ready to bestow many on others,
quite independently of any injuries which we think that we have
received from them. °‘Freely ye have received; freely give.
While the first four Beatitudes set forth some of the main
features in the love of God, this and the seventh inculcate
the love of man. Yet it is remarkable that in none of them
does the word ‘love’ appear.

There is danger also of limiting unduly the meaning of the
sixth Beatitude. It is very frequently regarded simply as the
spiritual counterpart and enlargement of the seventh Command-
ment. Purity of heart in that restricted sense is no doubt part
of the meaning of this declaration; but it is not the whole of it.
*He that hath clean hands, and a pure heart (xaflapds T xapdiq,
as here) ; who hath not lifted up his soul unto vanity (unreality,
insincerity), and hath not sworn deceitfully’ (Ps. xxiv. 4), is the
character to be understood here.! Such a one is innocent of all

1¢In heart? here is exactly parallel to “in spirit’ in the first Beatitude ;
the qualification indicates the region in which the special virtue is exercised.
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evil, not only in fact, but in intention ; his eye is single (vi. 22);
he has, as Augustine says, cor simplex, a heart without folds;
he has no desire to offend either God or man. Cleanness of
mind and sincerity of purpose are his characteristics : and such
as he ‘may ascend into the mountain of Jehovah, and stand in .
His holy place’ (Ps. xxiv. 3). ‘And they shall see His face’
(Rev. xxii. 4), and ‘they shall be like Him, because they shall
see Him even as He is’ (1 Jn. iii. 2). And, as Irenzus says,
“the vision of God is productive of immortality ” (1v. xxxviil. 3).
This ‘seeing God’ has its complete realization when the Kingdom
comes in its completeness ; but even in this world it has much
fulfilment. It is the pure-minded, single-hearted man who is
best able to see God in His works, and to trace His counsels
in the course of history. His mind, like a mirror that is kept
clean and bright, is able to reflect the workings of Providence.
And it is he who is most frequently conscious of the presence of
God in himself. And, as to the final revelation, when ¢ God is
all in all’ (x Cor. xv. 28); if even another sovereign could speak
with such enthusiasm of the happiness of those who stood
continually in the presence of Solomon to hear his wisdom and
see his glory (x Kings x. 8), we may well believe that it ‘has not
entered into the heart of man to conceive’ (1 Cor. ii. 9) what the
blessedness will be. And there will be the progress of a con-
tinual action and reaction. Those who are admitted to the
Presence will see Him, because they are like Him, and they will
become more like Him, because they see Him. Assimilation is
the natural result of intimacy, and the intimacy must be begun
in this world, if it is to bear fruit in the next.

Clement of Alexandria (Stzom. 11. xx. pp. 488, 9, ed. Potter)
quotes a fine passage from Valentinus, showing that this Gnostic
teacher used Mt. and delighted in the sixth Beatitude. “Now
One is good (Mt. xix. 17), whose revelation through His Son was
made openly, and through Him alone could the heart be made
pure, every evil spirit being thrust out from the heart. For
many spirits by dwelling in it do not allow it to be pure. And
methinks the heart is treated very much the same as a common
inn, For it has holes and gutters made in it, and is often filled
with filth, through men staying in it who have nasty ways, and
pay no respect to the place, because it belongs to some one else.
So fares it with the heart also, so long as it meets with no
respect, being impure and the home of many demons (Mt. xii.
44, 45). But when the Father who alone is good (Mt. xix. 17)
visits it, it is sanctified and beams with light. And so he is
blessed who has such a heart, for he shall see God ” (Mt. v. 8).

Here it is clearly intimated that ¢the pure’ does not refer to external or
ceremonial purifications, and is not limited to abstention from impure acts.
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The seventk Beatitude concludes the description of the ideal
Christian ; the remaining one describes the way in which he is
treated by the world. Here we return once more to the love ot
his fellow-men, which is conspicuous in the ‘merdiful’ of the
fifth Beatitude, and which is part of the meaning of the ¢pure in
heart’ of the sixth.! As to the connexion between the sixth and
the seventh, it is remarkable that we have the substance of them
in close proximity, but in the reverse order, in Heb. xii. 14:
‘Follow after peace with all men, and the sanctification (dytaopuds)
without which no man shall see the Lord.” The order here is
better. The sanctification comes first, and that in two ways,
The would-be peacemaker is hardly likely to be successful,
unless his own life is clean and his motives pure. Again,
sanctification must not be sacrificed, even in the sacred interests
of peace (see Westcott, ad Joc.). The blessedness of peacemaking
is intelligible even to those who never try to win it, though the
office of peacemaker is often a thankless one. Hillel is reported
to have said, “ Be ye of the disciples of Aaron, loving peace and
pursuing peace.” In the Book of the Secrets of Enoch, which
was written not much, if at all, before this Gospel, there is a
remarkable passage somewhat similar to the Beatitudes,
especially as given in Lk. with parallel Woes. We have fourteen
aphorisms, seven of which begin ‘Blessed is,” and seven,
“Cursed is”; and they are placed alternately. The sixth pair
runs thus: “Blessed is he who establishes peace and love.
Cursed is he who troubles those who are at peace” (lii.
11, 12).9

The Messiah is the ‘Prince of Peace,’ and the Kingdom
which He came to found is a Kingdom of peace. All peace-
makers, therefore, are spreading His sovereignty and the rule of
the Father; and they ‘shall be called sons of God,” for ‘such
they are’ (x Jn. iil. 1). Called so, not by the world, which
perhaps will abuse them for uncalled-for interference, but by
God Himself and by His Son. The Messiah will ‘give them

! Origen includes among the peacemakers those who reconcile what
appears to be discordant in Scripture ; such a one w\jfos elppns BAéme év
Shats Tals ypapals, xal Tals doxoboais weptéxew pdxmyv kal dvavrudpare wpds
aANHAas (Philocal. vi. 1).

2 In an earlier chapter (xlii. 6~14) are nine Beatitudes, which (like these
in Mt.) have no Woes or Curses; but there is little resemblance with these,
““Blessed is he who has love upon his lips, and tenderness in his heart”
comes nearest. In the Talmud, Abaygeh says: ‘ Let him be affable and
disposed to foster kindly feelings between all people ; by so doing he will

in for himself the love both of the Creator and of His creatures.” Cornelius
?Lapide tells of one Gaspar Barzaus of Goa, who was so successful as a
peacemaker that the lawyers said that they would be starved, for he put a
stop to all litigation. Did they persecute him, and thus make a connexion
between the seventh Beatitude and the eighth?
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the right to become children of God’ (Jn. i. 12j and the
Father will recognize them as such, because they have striven
to make the contentious members of His family ‘ dwell together
in unity.” And this special title of ‘sons of God’ indicates one
of the ways in which peacemakers should work, viz. by trying to
reconcile each of the contending parties to God before trying to
reconcile them to one another. Men will often listen more
readily to what is set before them as their duty to God than
to what is urged upon them as due to those who have offended
them. And if the peacemaker is to be successful in reconciling
to God those who are at strife with one another, he must himself
be reconciled to God, and thus be at peace with himself. Peace-
making begins at home, in a man’s own heart, and thence
spreads to the whole circle of God’s family.

The first seven Beatitudes state the leading features of the
ideal Christian character as it is in itself, and these features
consist largely of the Christian’s attitude towards God and
towards men., The efg%/%2 and last Beatitude deals with men’s
attitude towards the Christian. That attitude will commonly be
one of hostility. ‘Because ye are not of the world, but I chose
you out of the world, therefore the world hateth you’ (Jn. xv. 19).
Men commonly dislike those whose principles differ greatly from
their own, and especially those whose principles are much higher
than their own. The righteous man is a standing reproach to
those who are not righteous, and it is exasperating to be con-
stantly reminded that one’s life is not what it ought to be. The
true Christian is sure to be persecuted (by coldness, contempt,
and ridicule, if not by actual ill-usage); and when he has been
thus persecuted, this is another element of blessedness, in addition
to the many elements which are the results of his beautiful
character. Here then, as in the first three Beatitudes, we have a
highly paradoxical statement.! Granted that it may be a happy
thing to long for righteousness, to be merciful, single-hearted, and
strivers after peace, to be told that it is a blessed thing to be
persecuted for well-doing is as startling as to be told thatitisa
blessed thing to be meek and poor in spirit, and to mourn. But
those who have accepted the first seven Beatitudes are not likely
to take offence at the eighth. Those who mourn over the lack
of righteousness in themselves and in the world,—those who
hunger and thirst for the righteousness that is thus lacking, will
be ready to suffer persecution rather than let go, either the

! Christ purposely adopted paradoxical forms of expression, to arrest
attention and to stlmulate thought, Thus He says that to find one’s life is
to lose 1t, and to lose one’s life for His sake is to find it (x. 39; Mk. viii. 35
Lk, xvii. 33; Jn. xii. 25). Self-seeking is self-destruction ; self-sacrifice is
self-preservation. He uses vivid, popular language, calculated to remain in
the memory.
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righteousness which %as been attained, or the hope of attaining
more ; and they may be assured that it is a blessed thing thus
to suffer. They have given one more proof that they are worthy
of admission to the Kingdom of Heaven.

The fact that the explanation of the blessedness in the last
Beatitude is the same as that in the first seems to intimate that
the possession of the Kingdom sums up all the other results in
the six intermediate Beatitudes.! He who is admitted to the
fulness of the Kingdom, is comforted, inherits the earth, is filled
with righteousness, has obtained mercy, sees God, and is
welcomed as a son of God: ‘I have called thee by thy name,
thou art Mine’ (Is. xliii. 1). It is no objection to this that the
result in the first and last Beatitudes is stated in the present
tense, whereas the results in the intervening six are in the future.
In the first and last Beatitude the ¢is’ was probably absent from
the Aramaic original: ‘Blessed the poor, for theirs the Kingdom’;
¢ Blessed the persecuted, for theirs the Kingdom.’” And seeing
that the Kingdom is partly present and partly future, the differ-
ence between ‘is’ and ¢shall be’ is not great.

This last Beatitude does not mean that the ideal Christian
character cannot be attained without persecution. That would
make the wickedness of the unrighteous to be essential to the
perfection of the righteous. It means that, where the Christian
character provokes persecution (as, until God’s rule is fully
established, it is sure to do), the Christian has an additional
opportunity of proving his sonship and his fitness for the
Kingdom. Jesus Himself suffered for righteousness’ sake, and
those who take up His work, and would share His glory, must
not expect, and will not ask for, any other experience (Jn. xv.
18-20, xvil. 14, 15). It is persecution rather than prosperity
that promotes the well-being and progress of the Church. See
Cyprian, De Lapsis, 5—7 ; Busebius, Z. E. viL i. 7

The Beatitudes in Lk. are addressed to the disciples through-
out: ‘Blessed are ye poor; are ye that weep,’ etc. Only to the
disciples of Christ is actual poverty and sorrow of any kind sure
to be a blessing: but all men are the better for being meek,
merciful, and peacemakers. Here our Lord, having stated the
eight Beatitudes in their universal and more spiritual form,
passes on to apply the last Beatitude to the disciples, and to
explain it more fully. ‘Blessed are y¢ when men shall reproach

1 Octava tanquam ad caput redit; quia tum perfectumgue
ostendit, the complete and perfect man has been set forth (Aug. De Serm.
Dom, 1. iv. 12). “‘In these separated blessings there is an implicit summons
to seek to complete the Christian character in all its aspects, to polish the
diamond on ell its sides, that so on every side it may be capable of reflecting

that light of heaven which will on that side also fall upon it” (Trench,
Exp. of the Serm. on the Mount, p. 181).
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you’ ‘For My sake’ is essential; it is equivalent to *for
righteousness’ sake’ in the preceding verse, and it belongs to
‘reproach you’ and ‘persecute you,” as well as to ‘say all manner
of evil against you falsely” Here we have the form which
religious persecution commonly takes at the present time, The
cruelties of the arena and of the scaffold are in abeyance, but
reviling clamour and slanderous statements are still frequent;
and those who suffer from them should remember these verses.
They may rejoice, for they will share the reward of the Prophets
and of Him who is greater than the Prophets.!

From slightly different points of view the next four verses
(x3—16) might be grouped either with what precedes, as a con-
tinuation of the statement of the qualifications of those who can
enter the Kingdom, or with what follows, as an introduction to
the duties of those who have entered the Kingdom. The former
arrangement seems better ; but in neither case is the connexion
very close. We may suspect that some words of the original
Sermon are omitted between verses 12 and 13, and again between
16 and 17. In these four verses the metaphors of salt and of
light are used to set forth certain necessary functions of the true
disciple. Lk. gives the salt-metaphor in a different connexion
(xiv. 34, 35); and, if the saying was uttered only once, his
arrangement seems more probable than that of Mt. But the
wording in Mt. may be nearer the original

V. 138-18. 7ke Christian Life as Salt and Light.

“There is nothing more useful than salt and sunshine,” says
Pliny (V. H. xxxi. 9, 45, 102). Salt gives savour to food and
preserves from corruption. It makes food both more palatable
and more wholesome. The disciple whose life 1s shaped accord-
ing to the Beatitudes will make the Gospel both acceptable and
useful. But selfish and apostate disciples are worse than useless.
Many substances, when they become corrupt, are useful as
manure. Savourless salt is not even of this much use; it
cumbers the ground. “I saw large quantities of it literally
thrown into the street, to be trodden under foot of men and
beasts” (Thomson, Land and Book, p. 381).? Ministers that

1 ¢“When Jesus comforts them by reminding them that formerly the
Prophets fared no better than they, we see clearly with what class of men He
ranks Himself. He is now the Prophet of His people—a view in no sense
at variance with His secret conviction that He is the Messiah” (O. Holtzmann).
And as to the rejoicing, gaudium non solum affectus est, sed etiam officium
Christiani (Bengel).

2 The fact, if it be a fact, that pure salt cannot lose its savour, need cause
no difficulty. The salt in use in Palestine was not pure, and savourless salt
wmeans the salt in common use, with the sodium chloride washed out of it.



72 GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MATTHEW {V.13-16

have lost the spirit of devotion will never rescue the world from
corruption. Perhaps the connecting thought is, that Christians,
like the Prophets who saved Israel from corruption, must be
ready to suffer persecution. And in Jesus we have a Prophet
who dares to tell the group of unknown persons around Him
that they will be more than equal to Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel ;
they will be as ready as these Prophets were to suffer for pro-
claiming the truth; and they will recall, not one nation, but
many, from spiritual decay. But they must beware lest, instead
of preserving others, they themselves become tainted with rotten-
ness. The salt must be in close contact with that which it pre-
serves ; and too often, while Christians raise the morality of the
world, they allow their own morality to be lowered by the world.

If we assume that the sayings about salt and light (13, 14)
followed immediately after the sayings respecting the blessedness
of being persecuted for Christ’s sake, especially in the case of the
Apostles, then the connexion in thought will be;: Great indeed is
the blessedness, but great also is the responsibility. You can do
an immense amount of good to others; but you can also do an
immense amount of harm. You can win a great reward ; but
you can also incur a heavy retribution. In Lk. xiv. 34, 35 the
saying about salt is addressed to the multitudes who flocked after
Him as if desiring to become disciples, and He warns them to
count the cost. In Mk. ix. 5o the saying is addressed to the
disciples, as here. See Latham, Pasfor Pastorum, p. 360. It
is not probable that there is any special connexion between this
saying and the fourth Beatitude. “Salt excites #krs¢; so the
Apostles have excited a thirst for heavenly things.” This is not
one of the good properties of salt, and if it lost this property, it
would hardly be less useful. The analogy is forced and fanciful.
Comp. rather Col. iv. 6; and for ‘earth’ in the sense of the
inhabitants of the earth, ¢Shall not the Judge of all the earth do
right?’ (Gen. xviii. 25). It is obvious that there can be no
thought here of salt as the cause of darrenness, an idea which is
not rare in the O.T. (Deut. xxix. 23 ; Job xxxix. 6 ; Jer. xvii. 6;
Ezek. xlvii. 11; Zeph. ii. 9). Sowing a city with salt (]'udg
ix. 45) may mean that the place was laid under a curse, salt
being used in religious rites (Lev. ii. 13; Ezek. xliii. 24).
‘ Wherewith shall #%e eartZ be salted’ (k, Luther) is of course
not the meaning.

This leads to the second metaphor.! If the Christian must

! With the pair of metaphors compare the parables of the Mustard Seed
and the Leaven (xiii. 31~33). Abbott suspects that Jn. viii. 12 alludes to
Mt. v. 14, and is meant to be a correction of it. In Mt Christ says, ¢ Ye are
the light of the world,’ in Jn. He says, ‘7 am the Light of the world.’
Jokannine Vocabulary, 1748
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live in the world in order to save it from moral decay, he must
also live above it and aloof from it, like a light on a high place
illuminating far and wide. By his own life he will show what
true life is. In both metaphors the emphasis is on character;
on what men are rather than on what they accomplish. Good
salt cannot help giving a wholesome savour. Unobscured light
cannot help shining. So also the man whose character reflects
the Beatitudes cannot help being a wholesome and illuminating
influence. Such a man cannot and will not isolate himself: his
goodness will be infectious. Christian character is not individual
and selfish, but social and beneficent. To attend only to his
own soul is to lose savour and to obscure light. The light must
shine ¢before men’; which is not the same thing as shining °to
be seen of men.” Good influence is to be allowed free play ; not
for self-glorification, but for the glory of God.! And influence
there will be, whether good or bad. Moreover, the world will
measure the value of the Gospel by it. Men estimate the worth
of Christianity, not by the Beatitudes, not by the Sermon on the
Mount, but by the lives of the Christians whom they see and know.

In both metaphors there may be a reference to the last
Beatitude. It may be the fear of being laughed at and
persecuted that causes the disciple to cease to work against the
corruption of the world and to cease to make the Gospel
palatable ; and it may be the same fear that causes him to hide
the light of a Christian life and in the end to allow it to become
extinguished. Thus human society loses what might have
preserved and illuminated it, and it is left to decay in the dark.
The saying is as old as S. Chrysostom, that there would be no
more heathen, if Christians took care to be what they ought to
be; or, as the same truth is sometimes expressed, if the Church
were for one day what it ought to be, the world would be
converted before nightfall.

With the metaphor of the light is joined that of ‘a city set on
a hill’; and we thus have a triplet of metaphors. But the third
is not parallel to the other two, for it does not set forth a duty,
but states a fact. It is the duty of disciples to become as salt
and as light; but they cannot help being as a city on a hill.
They may hide the goodness of their lives, or cease to have any
goodness to exercise, but they cannot hide their lives. For
good or for evil the life will be seen and will have influence.
€ Tkhe bushel’ and ‘#4e lampstand’ mean such as are usually
found in a house; comp. Mk. iv. 21, 22;.Lk. xi. 33; and
contrast Lk, viii. 16, 17.

! Excepting Mk. xi. 25, the expression ¢ your FatHer which is in heaven’
is peculiar to Mt. and characteristic. It perhaps originated in Jewisk
Christianity (Dalman, 7%e Words of Jesus, pp. 184-194).
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The Oxyrhynchus Logion vii. is little more than ver, 14 partly abbreviated
and partly expanded, and the expansion may have been suggested by vii.
24, 25. Aéyer 'Incods, wéhis olkoSopunuévy ém’ dxpov Bpovs DyYmhob xai
éarnprypévy ofite mwegelv Svvarar odbre kpuBivar. ¢‘Jesus saith, A city built
upon the top of & high hill and stablished can neither fall nor be hid.” The
reading @rodounuévy for keyérn (Mt. v. 14) is supported by Syr-Sin. and
Syr-Cur., Tatian and Hilary (edificate) ; and olkoSounuérn without augment
is found in some MSS. and inscriptions. Grenfell and Hunt, Aéyia "Inoof,
1897, p. 15; Lock and Sanday, Zwo Lectures on the * Sayings of Jesus,
1897, p. 26.

As in many other passages (iii. 15, v. 12, vi. 30, Vii. 12, 17, etc.)
the ‘so’ (odrws) in ‘Se let your light shine before men’ may
refer to what precedes rather than to what follows. There seems
to be no example elsewhere of oirws being used to anticipate
érws. The meaning probably is, ‘In the same way as a well-
placed lamp lights every one in the house let your light shine
before men, so that they may see your good works.” But, what-
ever the construction .may be, it is evident that it is conduct
that is insisted upon rather than preaching. No doubt ‘your
good works’ will cover preaching (Jn. x. 32), but it is the life
that is lived rather than the words that are spoken that Christ
emphasizes. Example is the best kind of teaching. Comp.

In. xiii. 35.

Here for the first time Mt. uses the expression, which is so frequent in his
Gospel, ¢the Father who is in heaven’ (6 warhp é év Tols olpavoels), and which
occurs only once.in Mk. (xi. 25). Comp. ‘the heavenly Father’ (6 warhp 6
olpdwios) which is frequent in Mt. (v. 48, vi. 14, 26, 32, xv. 13, xviil. 35,
xxifi. 9), and is found nowhere else. He often represents the Messiah as
saying ¢ your Father’ (v. 16, 45, 48, vi. 1, 14, 15, 26, etc.), ‘thy Father’
(vi. 4, 6, 18), and My Father’ (vii. 21, x. 32, 33, xi. 27, etc.), but never
¢Qur Father,” The Lord’s Prayer (vi. 9} is not one in which the Lord
Himself joins. Even where Christ calls His disciples His brethren (xii. 49,
50), He does not say ¢ Our Father,’ but ¢ My Father.’

V. Y7-48. The Christian Life contrasted with the Jewish Ideal.

The general drift of this section is that the Christian ideal is
immeasurably higher than the Jewish. It excludes all degrees
of sin, even in thought and feeling, whereas the old ideal excluded
only acts, and only those acts which were specified as prohibited
by the Law. This higher principle is illustrated in respect to
murder (21-26), adultery (27—30), divorce (31, 32), oaths (33-37%),
retaliation (38-42), love of others (43—47), and is summed up as
a law of perfection (48). ‘

But, while the general drift is clear, it is not always easy to
reconcile the particular statements with one another, or with
other portions of the Sermon. That, however, need not perplex
us. We have to remember that we have not got the exact words
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that Christ said, nor all the words that He said. We must also
remember that it was often His method to make wide-reaching
statements, and leave His hearers to find out the necessary
limitations and qualifications by thought and experience.
Ruskin has said that in teaching the principles of art he was
never satisfied until he had contradicted himself several times.
If verbal contradictions cannot be avoided in expounding
principles of: art, is it likely that they can be avoided in setting
forth for all tlme and all nations the principles of morallty and
religion?

“Think not (comp. iii. 9, X. 34) that I came to destroy the
Law or the Prophets’ Such an expression implies that He
knew that there was danger of their thinking so, and possibly
that some had actually said this of Him.I The Pharisees would
be sure to say it. He disregarded tbe oral tradition, which they
held to be equal in authority to the written Law; and He inter-
preted the written Law according to its spirit, and not, as they
did, according to the rigid letter. He did not keep the weekly
fasts, nor observe the elaborated distinctions between clean and
unclean, and He consorted with outcasts and sinners. He
neglected the traditional modes of teaching, and preached in a
way of His own. Above all, He spoke as if He Himself were
an authority, independent of the Law. Even some of His own
followers may have been perplexed, and have thought that He
proposed to supersede the Law. They might suppose that it
was the purpose of His mission simply to break down restraints,
to lift from men’s shoulders the duties which they felt as burdens.
The law was full of commandments ; the Prophets were full of
rebukes and warnings. Might not the mild new Rabbi be
welcomed as one come to break down the Law and the Pro-
phets, and so lead the way to less exacting ways of life? This is
the delusion which our Lord set Himself to crush. The gospel
of the Kingdom was not a gospel of indulgence.”? He was not
a fanatical revolutionary, but a Divine Restorer and Reformer.

This section of the Sermon is by some regarded as the theme
of the whole discourse. But this is not probable: much of the
Sermon has no direct relation to it. Lk., while giving so much
of the same or of a similar sermon, omits this section altogether,

1 This is further evidence that the Sermon could not have been delivered
at the beginning of the ministry.

2 Hort, fudaistic Christianity, p. 15. The ‘I came’ (#\ov) probably
implies the pre-existence of the Messiah, as also in x. 34 : compare mapedéfn
(xi. 27). ‘The Law and the Prophets is a Jewish expression for the
Seriptures : vii, 12, xi. 13, xxii. 40; Lk. xvi. 16: comp, Lk. xvi. 29, 31,
xxiv. 443 Jn. i. 45. Christ here says ‘the Law or the Prophets,’ because
He might have upheld the one and rejected the other ; but He has not come
to abolish either.
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as of less interest for Gentiles. Could he have done so, had it
been the main subject ?

The first four verses (17-20) give the general principle of the
Messiah’s relation to the Law: “not destruction, but fulfilment.”
The remainder (21—48) give the illustrations. At the outset He
implies that He is the Coming One (6 épxdpevos): ¢ Think not
that I came’: and throughout He speaks with a calm assertion
of supreme authority, which impresses readers now, as it im-
pressed hearers then.! He is evidently conscious of possessing
this supreme authority, and it manifests itself quite naturally, not
in studied phrases, but as the spontaneous expression of His
habitual modes of thought. One who knew that He was the
Messiah, and was conscious of His own absolute righteousness,
would consistently, perhaps we may say, inevitably, speak in
some such way as this.2 Could any one else speak in this quiet
majestic way of ‘fulfilling the Law,’ or side by side with the Law
place His own declarations : ‘But / say to you.’

It is not obvious at first sight what Christ means by *fulfill-
ing (wAnpboad) the Law.’ He does not mean taking the written
Law as it stands, and literally obeying it. That is what He con-
demns, not as wrong, but as wholly inadequate. He means
rather, starting with it as it stands, and bringing it on to
completeness; working out the spirit of it; getting at the
comprehensive ‘principles which underlie the narrowness of the
letter. These the Messiah sets forth as the essence of the
revelation made by God through the Law and the Prophets.
Through them He has revealed His will, and it is impossible
that His Son should attempt to pull down or undo (karaAicar)
this revelation of the Father’s will, or that His will, in the small-
est particular, should fail of fulfilment.® Not until the whole of
the Divine purpose has been accomplished (éws & wdvra
vyémrar), can the smallest expression of the Divine will be
abolished. And he who prematurely relaxes the hold (Adoy)
which one of these minor enactments has on the conscience,
will be the worse for it. He will not be expelled from the

11t was a rabbinical principle that some authority must confirm the
dictum of every teacher, the authority either of some previous teacher or of
the Torah interpreted according to rule. No teacher must base his teaching
simply on his own authority : that Jesus did this was one of the grievances
against Him (Herford, Christianity in Talmud and Midrask, pp. 9, 151).

2 See Steinbeck, Das gittlicke Selbsbewussisein Jesu nack dem Zeugniss
der Synoptiker, Leipzig, 1908, p. 21. ‘‘There are none of our Lord’s
sayings which bear a stronger mark of genuineness than those in which He
cnticises and enlarges the Mosaic precepts” (Salmon, Human Element,

. 120).
P 8 H)ere for the first time the solemn ¢Verily’ ("Audv) is used in this
Gospel. With the whole verse comp. Lk. xvi. 17, which is in quite a differ-
ent connexion. Apdy Aéyw occurs 20 times in Mt., 13 in Mk,, and 6 in Lk.
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Kingdom, but his place in it will be less glorious and less secure ;
for he is unable to appreciate the relation of small parts to the
whole, and, although loyal to the whole, he has, in this particular,
been weakening its authority.! But there is a much worse error
than undervaluing this or that detail of what makes for righteous-
ness. There is the error of misconceiving and misinterpreting
the very nature of righteousness. This was the error of the
Scribes and Pharisees, and it is fatal; it excludes from the
Kingdom.

Our Lord is not here alluding to the hypocritical professions
of the Scribes and Pharisees ; nor to their sophistical evasions of
the Law. We are to think of them rather at their best ; as care-
fully preserving in writing and in memory the words of the Law
and of the oral tradition ; as scrupulously observing the exact
letter of them; and as supposing that this punctiliousness
is righteousness.2 Those who can suppose that by formal
obedience to definite precepts they fulfil the will of God and
do all that is required of them, do not know the barest elements
of what is required for admission into the Kingdom. They
know nothing of that inward holiness, the chief characteristics
of which have just been set forth in the Beatitudes. They have
been in closest contact with the expression of God’s will, and
yet have never discovered, or wished to discover, the true mean-
ing of the expression. It is not the Law or the Prophets that
Jesus proposes to abolish, but the traditional misinterpretations
of these authorities. To destroy these misinterpretations is to
open the way for the fulfilment of the Law and the Prophets;
and He thus substitutes free development of spiritual character
for servile obedience to oppressive rules.

The first illustration of the contrast between the Christian
life and the Jewish ideal is taken from tke sixth commandment
(21-26). ‘There are six illustrations in all, grouped in two
triplets, which are marked off from one another by the ‘ Again’
(mdA\w) in ver. 33. Six times in succession does our Lord use the
magisterial ‘ But 7 say to yox’ in correction of what had been
said to an earlier generation (22, 28, 32; 34, 39, 44). The
first triplet refers to the Decalogue, the question of divorce

1 We have here another of the remarkable parallels between Mt, and the
Testaments of the XII. Patriarchs: Ilds 8s &v diddoker xald xal wpdrrer,
otvOpovos Eorar Baoihéwy (Levi xiii. 9). See Charles, p. Ixxx. For Mew in
the sense of ¢do away with,’ ®destroy,” comp. movfow Avffvac oxfwrpor
Sevrepoy T 'Lopat\, ¢“cause a second tribe to be destroyed for Israel”
(Dan i. 9).

2 ¢¢The Scribes were the trained theologians of Israel, the Pharisees
were the religious world of Israel. They therefore represented that element
in the Jewish people with which a religious Teacher might have been ex-
pect6e<91 to be in harmony” (Burkitt, Z%e Gosp. Hist. and its Transmission,
p. 169).
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being connected with the seventh commandment; the second
triplet refers to other rules which are prescribed in the
Pentateuch.

‘Ye have heard that it was said’ (21, 27, 33, 38, 43);! not,
‘Ye have seen that it was written.” Christ is addressing an
illiterate crowd, most of whom can neither read nor write;
consequently their knowledge of the Law comes from public
instruction in the synagogues, where the letter of the Law
was faithfully read, but the spirit of it frequently missed or
obscured. It was quite right that whoever committed murder
should be liable to prosecution; but they ought to have been
taught more than this. The command, ‘Thou shalt not kill,
is based on the principle, ‘Thou shalt not hate, and that
again on the principle, ‘Thou shalt love thy neighbour as
thyself’ (Lev. xix. 18, 34). ‘Whosoever hateth his brother
is a murderer’ (x Jn. iii. 15), and in the eye of the Divine
justice he is liable to the same punishment as the actual
murderer ;2 where ‘brother’ is to be understood in its widest
sense as any member of God’s family (vii. 3-5, xviii. 15, 21).
Christ leaves the old commandment standing ; but on His own
authority He adds what is equally binding with it and ought
to be regarded as included in the spirit of it.

¢ Without cause’ (elx#, sine causa) after ‘angry with his brother’ may be
an explanatory gloss which has found its way into a large number of the
less authoritative texts. It is as old as the second century (D, Lat-Vet. Syrr.
Iren.) ; but it is more likely that it was inserted as an obvious qualification
than that it was omitted (X B and MSS. known to Jerome and Augustine, Vulg.
Aeth., Justin. Tert.) because it was superfluous. The qualification falsely’
(YevBbuevor) in ». 11 might seem to justify a similar qualification here. The
evidence of Irenweus is not certain. The Latin translator or a scribe may
have inserted the sime caussa 1v. xiii. 1, for, when Irenzus comments on
the text § 3, he omits the qualification.

The remainder of ver. 22 is difficult. It is possible that the
report has been so condensed as to be obscure, or that sayings
which belong to a different occasion have been inserted here.
The paragraph makes excellent sense if the sayings about
‘Raca’ and ‘Fool’ are omitted, and also if #v. 25, 26 are
omitted. Taking the text of ver. 2z as it stands, we have a
climax in the penalties: those of the local court, those of the

1 This introductory formula occurs five times ; so that Mt. has a group of
five side by side with two groups of three. When He is addressing the
educated classes, Pharisees or Scribes or Sadducees, Christ says, ¢ Have ye
not read?’ (xil. 3, 5, xix. 4, xxi. 16, 42, xxii. 31).

2 We find thisideain the Testaments of the XII. Patriarchs: ‘ Fearing lest
he should offend the Lord, he willeth not to do wrong to any man, even in
thought ” ; ob 8éhet 7d xkafbhov 00d¢ Ews dvyolas ddufioar dvbpumor (Gad v. 5).
And again : ‘‘ As love would quicken even the dead, so hatred would slay
the living” (Gad iv. 6).  Odium est ira inveterata.
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supreme court at Jerusalem (the Sanhedrin), and those of God’s
final judgment. We assume that there must be a similar climax
in the offences, which may be expressed thus: unexpressed
hatred, expressed contempt, and expressed abuse. But it is
by no means certain that ‘ Thou fool’ (uwpé) is a stronger term
of abuse than ‘Raca’: it may be a translation of it. Our Lord
Himself uses the word of the foolish builder (vii, 26) and of
the foolish virgins (xxv. 2, 3, 8), and S. Paul uses its equivalent
in rebuking the Galatians (iii. 1). The very word ‘Raca’ is a
puzzle as regards orthography, derivation, and use (see Nestle in
DCG.). But, assuming that ‘Thou fool’ is much worse than
‘Raca,’ it cannot be meant that while the Sanhedrin can impose
sufficient penalty for the one, nothing less than the fires of
Gehenna would suffice for the other.! It is doubtful whether
the Sanhedrin would regard the utterance of ‘Raca’ as an .
offence at all; and certainly our Lord is not condemning all
use of the word ‘fool,’ or all use of strong language (xii. 34, 39,
xvi. 23, xxil. 13-35). :

Possibly Christ is ironically imitating the casuistical distinc-
tions drawn by the Rabbis, and at the same time is teaching
that all degrees of hatred and contempt, whether expressed or
not, are sinful and are liable to (&oxos) condemnation by man
and by God, who alone can judge of the feeling and malevolent
intention in the heart.? This point is enforced by a striking
illustration. To obey the law of love is better than sacrifice ;
therefore postpone sacrifice rather than postpone reconciliation.
Suppose that a man with feelings of enmity in his heart has
actually come to the altar in the Temple with his offering. He
must not offer it until he has got rid of his bad feelings and
done his best to make peace with the brother who, rightly or
wrongly, is offended with him. One who hates the children
of God will not be accepted as His child by the heavenly
Father, and it is peacemakers who have a special right to be
regarded as His children (9).8 See Tert. De Orat. 11.

1 ¢ Gehenna,’ as a place of future punishment, is frequent in Mt. (v. 22,
29, 30, x. 28, xviii. 9, xxiii. 15, 33); in Mk. thrice; in Lk., Jas., 2 Pet.
once each. For the important difference between ‘Gehenna’and ‘Hades,’
the obliteration of which is one of the most serious defects in the AV., see
commentaries, DB, and DCG.

2 Qur Lord cannot mean that one who cherishes angry feelings may be
prosecuted : who is to know? He means that to cherish such feelings is a
kind of murder, and merits the like penalty. Occidésts quemn odisti.

$ The change of construction from &voxos 77 «. and 7¢ o. to els Tiw v. 7. T.
should be noted. It seems to indicate the difference between liable to prose-
cution and liable to punishment ; between being brought before the court and
being cast /n/0 Gehenna.

The pres. subj. év mpocpépys means, “if thou art in the act of offering’ ;
comp. xv. 14. See Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 189.
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We may suspect that the next two verses (25, 26) are no
part of the original Sermon, but come from some other context
(Lk. xii. 58). They seem to introduce a new and not wholly
harmonious thought. The previous case teaches a man to be
reconciled to his fellow-man, because God forbids enmity.
This case teaches a man to be reconciled to his adversary,
because the adversary may put him in prison. But, taking the
verses as they are placed here, we may say that they contain a
parable to enforce one of the lessons of the previous illustration,
viz. that no time must be lost. The connecting link is ‘ quickly’
(rax?). Enmity is hateful to God, therefore put an end to it
without delay. The offended brother may die, or you may die;
and if you both live, the enmity is likely to become more intense ;
in either case there is a disastrous conclusion. Possibly the
parable means no more than this: one cannot be too speedy
in putting an end to bad feeling. And if so, that is the whole
moral of the parable. But if ‘the adversary’ is to be interpreted,
it would seem to mean, not the offended brother, but the
offended Father, who has become hostile to one who persists
in violating His law of love.l The solemn warning, ‘till thou
have paid the last farthing,” points to this ; for any interpretation
of it as referring to earthly penalties and the evils of litigation
seems to be inadequate. Thus interpreted the parable says,
‘“ Beware of persisting in conduct which must expose you to the
action of Him who is at once Prosecutor, Witness, Judge, and
the Executor of the judgment.” Nothing is said about the
possibility or impossibility of payment being made in prison:
see on iil. 12. The wise and right thing to do is to be recon-
ciled before being prosecuted. The passage is highly meta-
phorical, and metaphors must not be pressed.

The second illustration of the contrast between the Christian
life and the Jewish ideal is taken from zze seventh commandment
(27-30).2 This commandment, especially when supplemented
by the tenth, protected the sanctity of marriage and the peace
of married life. But the Messiah, while confirming this, again
sets His own standard of purity beside the old one, and intimates
that His standard is the true spirit of the old commandments.
To abstain from even wishing to possess one’s neighbour’s wife
is far from being enough. To lust after her, or any woman, is

1 ¢The born are to die, and the dead to revive, and the living to be
judged ; that it may be known that He is the Discerner, and He the Judge,
and He the Witness; and He the Adversary, and that He is about to judge
with whom there is no iniquity, nor forgetfulness, nor respect of persons”
(Pirge Abotk, iv. 31).

2'We have here another parallel (see on v. 19) with the Testaments ot
the XII. Patriarchs: ‘O &xwp dudpoav xabapiv év dydmy obx opg ywaika els
woprelay (Beny. viii, 2 B). See Charles, p. Ixxix.
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a breach of the commandment. Not only is social purity
binding on both the married and the unmarried, whether male
or female, but purity of heart (8) is absolutely indispensable
for admission to the Kingdom. So indispensable is it, that no
sacrifice ought to be regarded as too great, if it is the only
means of securing the necessary cleanness of thought and will.!
On the analogy of the right hand, the right eye was regarded
as the better of the two (1 Sam. xi. 2; Zech. xi. 17), and the
right hand and eye are among the most valuable members
that could be sacrificed without causing death; they therefore
signify what is most precious. Like the passage about the
adversary (25, 26), these verses (29, 3o) are highly figurative,
and we must once more be cautious about drawing inferences
from metaphors. The actual sacrifice of eye or hand would do
little towards securing purity ; and it is not safe to argue from
what is said here to the belief that there must be physical
pains in Gehenna. The ‘eye’ and ‘hand’ are figurative,
and therefore the ‘whole body’ is figurative. See notes on
xviii. 8, g.

The third illustration of the superiority of the Christian ideal
to the Jewish is taken from the question of diorce (31, 32).
As being a subject connected with the preceding illustration it
comes not inappropriately here, but we may doubt whether it
was part of the original Sermon. The substance of it, partly in
the same words, is found again xix. 3—¢; but in neither place
does it, according to the existing texts, show that Christ’s teaching
about divorce was superior to that of the stricter Jewish teachers.
There is grave reason for doubting whether Christ, either in the
Sermon or elsewhere, ever taught that divorce is allowable when
the wife has committed adultery. That wopvela here and xix. g
means adultery (Hos. ii. 5; Amos vii. 17) is clear from the
context. According to the earliest evidence (Mk. x. 1-12),
which is confirmed by Lk. xvi. 18, Christ declared that Moses
allowed divorce as a concession to a low condition of society.
But there was an earlier marriage law, of Divine authority,
according to which the marriage tie was indissoluble. To this
Divine law men ought to return. Teaching such as this is
entirely in harmony with the teaching about murder (21-24) and
about adultery (27, 28), and is above the level of the best Jewish
teaching. But what is given here (31, 32) and in xix. g is nof
above that level. The stricter Rabbis taught that the ¢ unseemly
thing’ (doxmpov mpdypa—impudicum negotium, Tertullian) which

1 These verses have no parallel in Lk. ‘It seems to me probable that
Luke the Physician preferred to leave out the metaphor of amputation”
(Burkitt, 7%e Gospel History and its Transmission, p. 159). But Lk. also
omits the paragraphs about murder and swearing. ;
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justified divorce (Deut. xxiv. 1) was adultery: and, according
to Mt., Christ said the same thing. Nothing short of adultery
justified divorce, but adultery did justify it. It is very improbable
that Christ did teach this. If we want His true teaching we must
go to Mk, and Lk., according to whom He declared the indis-
solubility of the marriage bond. He told His disciples that the
remarriage of either partner, while the other is living, is adultery.!

But it is a violent hypothesis to assume (in the face of all
external evidence) that ‘except on account of fornication’ is a
later interpolation by early scribes (Wright, Synopsis of the Gospels
in Greek, p. 99). If the interpolation had not already been made
in the Jewish-Christian authority which Mt. used, then we must
attribute the interpolation to the Evangelist himself. Tt is clear
from other cases that he treated his authorities with freedom, and
he may have felt confident that Christ, while forbidding divorce
on any other ground, did not mean to forbid it in the case of
adultery.® Yet, even on the Evangelist’s authority, we can
hardly believe that our Lord, after setting aside the Mosaic
enactment as an accommodation to low morality, should Himself
have sanctioned what it allowed. Mark would have no motive
for omitting the exception, if Christ had made it; but there
would be an obvious motive for a Jewish-Christian to insert it,
as meant, though not reported.

The fourth illustration is on the subject of ca#%s (33-37) ; and
it is more like the passage on divorce than those on murder and
adultery. In the cases of murder and adultery Christ interprets
the Law, and shows how much more ground it covers than
the Rabbis supposed. 1In the cases of divorce and oaths Christ
simply opposes Jewish tradition. The Law said that promises
to Jehovah, whether oaths or not, must be kept: a man ¢ must
do according to all that goeth forth from his mouth’ (Num.
xxx. 2 ; see Gray, ad /oc. ; also Barton on Eccles. v. 4). The Jews
held that only oaths need be kept, and not all of them; only
certain forms of swearing were binding. Christ says that such
distinctions are iniquitous ; all oaths are binding. But no oaths
ought to be used, beciuse a man’s word ought to be enough.
Oaths and other strong statements have come into use, because

1 Augustine’s view is this: solius fornicationis causi lcet uxorem adul-
teram dimittere, sed illd wvivente non licet alieram ducere; but he is not
satisfied with any solution of the difficult question. Yet he would use Mk.
and Lk. to explain Mt. Quod subobscure apud Mattheum positum est, ex-
positum est apud alios, sicut legitur apud Marcum et apud Lucam, Tertullian
is very decided for this view (4dv. Marc. iv. 34).

3 See Allen, ad. loc., and art. on ® Divorce’ in Hastings’ DCG., Driver on
Deut. xxiv. I and ¢ Marriage’ in Hastings’ DB. ; Edersheim, Lifz and Times,
ii. pp- 331 ff. ; Luckock, History of Marriage; Watkins, Holy Matrimony ;
Loisy, Le Discours sur La Montagne, pp. 56-61 ; Wright, Synopsis, 99.
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men are so often liars; but it is a grievous error to suppose that
a lie is not sinful, unless it is sworn to. The Jew went beyond
even this, and held that perjury was not sinful, unless the oath
was taken in a particular form (xxiii. 16-22). False swearing
was specially common among the Jews of the Dispersion engaged
in trade (Martial, xi. 94); and hence the charge given by S.
James (v. 12), in a passage which strongly resembles this. So
great had the evil become that the Talmud raises the question
whether ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ are not as binding as oaths: and it
decides that they are, if they are repeated, as here. Christ does
not say that anything stronger than ¢ Yea, yea’ is sinful, but that
it is, or comes, of what is evil,! viz. the prevalence of untruthful-
ness. In the Kingdom God’s rule prevails, and all speak the
truth: oaths would be a senseless profanity. In this world,
while falsehood remains so common, specially solemn statements
may sometimes be necessary, and therefore are permissible. = God
Himself had at times recognized this necessity (Lk. i. 73; Acts
ii. 30; Heb. iii. 11, 18, iv. 3, vi. 13-18, vil. 20, 21); and so
did Jesus, when He responded to the adjuration of the high
priest (xxvi. 63). Moreover, He frequently strengthened His
utterances with ¢Verily I say unto you’; and Origen remarks
that Christ’s "Apsjv was an oath. It would seem from passages
in Philo and from the Book of the Secrets of Enoch (xlix. 1)
that teaching similar to what we have here was not uncommon
among the Jews. The latter passage runs: “ For I swear to you,
my children, but I will not swear by a single oath, neither by
heaven, nor by earth, nor by any other creature which God made.
God said; There is no swearing in Me, nor injustice, but truth,
If there is no truth in men, let them swear by a word, Yea, yea,
or Nay, nay. But I swear to you, Yea, yea.” Passages from
Philo are quoted by Charles, ad /oc. But it is not probable that
Christ meant absolutely to forbid all swearing for any purpose
whatever. 1Itis provided for in the Law. It is expressly com-
manded, ‘ Thou shalt swear by His Name’ (Deut. vi. 13, x. 20).
To swear by idols representing Jehovah (Am. viii. 14) or by
Baal (Jer. xil. 16) is wrong ; but to swear truthfully in the Name
of Jehovah brings a blessing (Jer. iv. 2, xii. 16). Indeed, ‘every
one that sweareth by Him shall be commended’ or ¢shall glory’
(Ps. Ixiil. 11). Christ would not forbid this.

Jewish casuists sometimes taught that it was oaths in which
the Divine Name, or some portion of it, was mentioned that were
binding; other oaths were less stringent or not binding at all;
and the oaths which Christ takes as examples here are such as

1 ¢Is of the evil one’ (RV.) makes good sense, but is less probable. Some
who adopt the neuter explain the ‘ evil’ as meaning that an oath implies that
one is not bound to speak the truth unless one swears to one’s statement,
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do not name God. These were, therefore, just such oaths as
many Jews took and broke without scruple. This light taking
of oaths, even when there is no false swearing, Christ absolutely
forbids.! ‘Thus, as in the previous cases, He confirms the letter
of the Law, but explains and expands the spirit of it. The Law
said, ‘Ye shall not swear by My Name falsely’ (Lev. xix. 12),
and Christ points out that the way to avoid false swearing is to
be content with simple affirmations and negations. He cannot
be admitted to the Kingdom in which truth reigns who holds
that he need not speak truth, unless he confirms his word with
an oath. The absence of an oath in no way lessens the obliga-
tion to speak the truth,

It is an interesting question whether S. James (v. 12) has not preserved
our Lord’s words more accurately than Mt. does here. ‘But let your Yea
be Yea, and your Nay, Nay’ (#rw 8¢ dudv 70 val val, xal 70 od of). A
number of early writers, who possibly did not know the Epistle of James,
nevertheless agree with his wording in inserting the article before vaf and
of. So Just. Apol. i. 16; Clem. Hom. iii. 55, xix. 2; Epiph. Her.
xix. 6. Comp. Clem. Alex. Strom. vii. 8 (a valuable commentary on the
passage, showing that the true Christian is so addicted to truth that he does
not need an oath) and vii. 11 (where he has the article with »al, but not with
ot). The difference between the two forms of wording seems to be this.
¢ Let your speech be, Yea, yea; Nay, nay; and whatsoever is more than
this is of evil’ may mean, ‘ Be content with simply affirming and denying :
oaths imply untrustworthiness on one side and distrust on the other.” ¢Let
your Yea be a Yea, and your Nay a Nay ; that ye fall not under judgment’
appears to mean, ‘Be straightforward ; do not shuffle and try to say both
Yes and No, or Yes to-day and No to-morrow. Then you will have no need
of an oath, and will be guiltless before God and man.” It is possible to
bring Jas. v. 12 into harmony with Mt. v. 37 by translating, ‘Let yours be
the Yea, yea and the Nay, nay” (see WH. text and RV. margin); but the
usual translation is simpler and more probable. See J. B. Mayor on Jas.
v. 12, p. 155, and Knowling, pp. 135, 153; also Zabn on Mt. v. 37, pp.
244-246, and Dalman, Words, pp. 206, 227. For Jewish condemnation of
swearing see Ecclus. xxiii. 9-11, and comp. Eccles. ix. 2; but in the latter
passage ‘ he that feareth an oath’ may mean the man who is afraid to swear
to what he says, because he knows that it is false. In the other pairs in the
series the good is placed first.

The fifth illustration of the superiority of the Christian ideal
is taken (38—42) from the law of refaliation, which was affirmed
Ex. xxi. 23-25; Lev. xxi. 17-21; Deut. xix. 18—21. Neverthe-
less, the spirit of revenge was forbidden (Lev. xix. 18; Prow.
XX, 22, Xxiv. 29); vengeance belongs to God (Deut. xxxii. 35;
Ps. xciv. 1); and the ‘meekness’ of Moses was praised (Num.
xil. 3), where the meaning of not resenting injuries seems to be
implied; comp. Prov. xx. 22; Lam. iii. 30. But the Jews too

1 Josephus (B. /. 1L viii. 6, 7) says that the Essenes regarded their word
as stronger than an oath, and that they avoided swearing as worse than
perjury. Yet in the next section he says that those who became Essenes were
required to take tremendous oaths (8pxous gpuxdiders).
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often remembered the letter of the Law and thought little of the
necessary limitations. Nevertheless such a passage as Ecclus.
xxviii. 1—7 shows that some thoughtful Jews felt that the principle
of retaliation was out of harmony with the other principle of
loving one’s neighbour as oneself (Lev. xix. 18). And there
are passages in the Testaments.of the XII. Patriarchs which
give similar evidence (Gad v. s, vi. 3, 6).1
But the Jex falionis is too much in harmony with natural
feelings of vengeance and man’s rough ideas of justice not to
be very prevalent. And in a primitive state of society it is
beneficial, as restricting the wildness of revenge. If a wrong-
doer must “have as good as he gave,” it is best that the law
should inflict it. Ex. xxi. 24, which Christ here quotes, is
thought to belong to the oldest part of Jewish law, the Book
of the Covenant. And the lex falionis is found in the Code
of Hammurabi, “If a man has caused the loss of a gentleman’s
eye, one shall cause his eye to be lost. If 2 man has made the
tooth of a man that is his equal to fall out, one shall make his
tooth fall out. If a man has struck a gentleman’s daughter and
. . +f that woman has died, one shall put to death his daughter.
If a builder has caused the son of the owner of the house to
die, one shall put to death the son of that builder” (§§ 196, 200,
210, 230). See also Monier-Williams, /ndian Wisdom, p. 273.
Just as Christ condemned the casuistry of the Scribes as to
what oaths were binding and what not, and charged His disciples
to be content with simple affirmations and denials, so here He
condemns a similar casuistry as to what penalties should be
exacted for what injuries, and charges His disciples to be
content to receive injuries without taking vengeance. But, as
in the one case we need not suppose that He forbade the use
of specially solemn affirmations, when (the world being what
it is) something more than a man’s word is necessary, so in
this case we cannot suppose that He condemned the laws
which (the world being what it is) are necessary for the pre-
servation of society. What He condemns is, not the prosecution
of those who are guilty of robbery and violence, but the spirit
of revenge.2 The law of the Kingdom is not selfishness, but love.

1 We may compare the well-known story of Pericles, who allowed a man
to abuse him all day long and all the way home, and then sent his servant
to light the man back to his house (Plutarch, Per. 5). Phocion, when he
was condemned to death, was asked what message he had to send to his son
Phocus, replied : “‘Only that he bear no grudge against the Athenians,” for
putting him to death.

2 Posse peccatum amore potius vindicari, quam impunitum relingui (Aug.
De Serm. Dom. 1. xx. 62). Plurimum interest quo animo quisque parcat.
Sé'mt en;‘m est aliguando misericordia puniens, ita et crudelitas parcens
(Ep- 153).
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Therefore, in causing transgressors to be punished, those who
have been injured by them must have no feeling of revenge.
They ought to be fulfilling a sad duty, not gratifying angry
feeling. So far as their own personal feeling is concerned, they
ought to be quite ready that the injury should be repeated.
“Why are we angry?” asks Epictetus (Discourses, i. 18). “Is
it because we value so much the things of which these men rob
us? Do not admire your clothes, and then you will not be
angry with the thieves. They are mistaken about good and
evil. Ought we then to be angry with them, or to pity them ?”
‘Resist not evil, or the evil man,” says our Lord;! and His
Apostle shows why this is right; because ‘love suffereth long
and endureth all things’ (1 Cor. xiii. 4, 7). Where resistance
is a duty for the sake of others and for the evil-doer himself,
it must be done in the spirit of love, not of anger and revenge
(see Cyprian, De bono patienti).

And there are cases in which the injured person is under
no obligation to prosecute, and in which the abstention from
retaliation is a telling rebuke, more likely to bring the wrong-
doer to repentance than any penalty would be. Resistance can
only subdue, gentleness may convert; it is the spirit of the
martyrs, and martyrs have often touched the hearts of their
executioners (Pére Didon, Jésus Christ, p. 358).2 '

Our Lord gives five examples : assault, lawsuit, impressment,
begging, and borrowing. They are all figurative. They do not
give rules for action, but indicate #mper. To interpret them as
rules to be kept literally in the cases specified is to make our
Lord’s teaching a laughing-stock to the common sense of the
world. Are we to surrender our property to any one who
claims it, and to give to every beggar, thus encouraging fraud
and idleness? No; but we ought to be ready to give to all
who are in need, and our reason for refusing to give must
not be that we prefer to keep all that we have got. See notes
on Lk. vi. 29-31 in the Znt. Crit. Commentary, and Deissmann,
Bible Studies, p. 86. As Augustine points out, we are not told
to give everything that is asked for, but to every one who asks.
We may give him a wholesome word, or may pray for him.

1 r¢ movnpy is probably neuter : if it were masculine it would mean Satan
rather than an evil man,

2 Comp. the story of the thief bringing back Gichtel’s cloak, when the
latter called out to him that he might have his coat as well (Hase, Geschichte
Jesu, p. 501).  With 1§ alrovrt ge dds comp. wapéyere mavrl dvfpuxy év dyaldy
kapdig (Testament of Zebulon, vii. 2; Charles, p. Ixxx); also, lxérny O\iBéuevor
ui) dravalvov, kal uh) dwooTpéyys 1O Tpbowwéy cov dxd wrwyoel® dmwd Seouévov
uh dxoorpéyys dpbaduby, xal uh 8¢s Téwov dvipdmy katapdoasfal oe (Ecclus,
iv. 4, 5, xxix. 2); also, * Be pliant of disposition and yielding to impress-
ment ”’ (Pirge Abotk, iii. 18).
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Christ did not consent when He was asked to interfere about
the inheritance ; but He gave a wholesome rebuke and warning
(Lk. xii. 13-15). '

The sixth illustration of the contrast between the Messiah’s
teaching and that of the Jews is taken (43-47) from the law of
love. 'The Jews regarded the obligation to love one’s neighbour
(Lev. xix, 18) as binding ; but they asked, Who is my neighbour ?
And they raised this question, not in order to extend the circle
of those whom they were to love, but in order to see who it was
that they were nof bound to love, and therefore were free to
hate. They were bound to love, but only within their own
nation. No Gentile was a ‘neighbour” In Ecclus. xviii, 13,
where the limitless character of the Divine mercy is contrasted
with the limitations of human mercy, ‘neighbour’ appears to
mean Israelite, and perhaps not even all who are such. And,
although the words ‘hate thine enemy’ are not in the O.T,,
yet the spirit of them might seem to be there. ¢Thou shalt
not take vengeance nor bear any grudge against ke childxen of
thy people’ (Lev. xix. 18) might easily suggest that vengeance on
foreigners was permitted, if not enjoined; and the treatment
decreed for Ammonites, Moabites, and Amalekites (Deut. xxiii. 3,
xxv. 19; Ezra ix. 1, 12; Neh. xiii. 1, 2; Ex. xvii. 14) would
encourage this view. The stringent separation between Israel
and all heathen nations which was insisted upon of necessity,
to avoid the contamination of idolatrous immorality, would
readily confirm the belief that the loyal servant of Jehovah was
bound to hate all who were both God’s enemies and his own;
and it was convenient to assume that his own enemies were
God’s enemies also. To this day, racial distinctions, even
within the same commonwealth, are among the gravest causes
of strife and bloodshed. See J. B. Mozley, Lectures on the O.T.
pp. 180-200.

The Jews themselves sometimes rose above this feeling
(Job xxxi. 29 ; Prov. xvii. 5, xxiv. 29; Ps. vil. 4, 5, xxxv. 12-14).
An enemy’s beast was to be helped (Ex. xxiii. 4, 5), and some
taught that if both an enemy and a friend were in need, the
enemy was to be helped first, in order to conquer bad feeling.
The Book of the Secrets of Enoch says: “When you might have
vengeance, do not repay, either your neighbour or your enemy”
(l. 4). Our Lord enlarged the meaning of ‘neighbour, and
narrowed that of fenemy,” by abolishing the element of race-
distinction from both. ¢Neighbour’ embraces every human
being; ‘enemy’ includes no one but those who persecute the
followers of Christ for their righteousness (10-12). And the
way to treat such enemies as these is to pray for them.
“He who can pray for his enemies can do anything for
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them.”! Thus, as in the other cases, Christ does not set up a
new commandment in opposition to the old: He shows that
what looks like a new commandment is really contained in the
old, when it is rightly understood. ¢ Thou shalt love thy neigh-
bour as thyself’ covers everything, when ‘neighbour’ is rightly
understood ; for a man does not cease to be a neighbour or a
brother because he has become hostile. A true son of God (45)
recognizes even the most erring of his fellow-men as still mem-
bers of the same family. From this it follows that what is the
supreme mark of affection—love and loving prayer, is to be
given to the most noxious of opponents—religious persecutors,?
¢ Love your enemies, and pray for them that persecute you.’

That is a severe test of loyalty; and Christ at once proceeds
to justify it by the example of God Himself (45, 48). He rains
His benefits on His worst opponents, who are still His children,
although greatly erring; and they must not be hated by His
other children. ‘An eye for an’ eye’ is a low principle, but
hatred for hatred is diabolical. Good-will must not allow itself
to be checked by ill-will; and the man who regards forgiveness
as weakness can hardly be sincere in asking God to forgive him.
It is the birthright of God’s children to be peacemakers (g),
and peacemakers do not feel enmity. They skow their parentage
by their moral resemblance to the God who is Love (8rws
vévnole viol).? See Montefiore, pp. 525 f.

From this follows the law of perfection (48) with which this
section of the Sermon ends. ‘Ye therefore shall be perfect.’
There is strong emphasis on the ‘¥z’ (doectle odv Duets TéAeot),
as compared with the toll-collectors and the heathen, on whom
the claims of love are less. The future tense is equivalent to
a command, but implies perhaps that, as true sons of such a
Father, they are sure to imitate Him ; and to imitate Him in
loving enemies, for the majority of mankind are His enemies.
Yes, ‘perfect, as your heavenly Father is perfect” The ideal
is stupendous, and it allows for continual progress both in time
and in eternity. Life both in this world and in the other is
growth, and this law of perfection provides for infinite moral

1 Resch quotes from Didasc. v. 15, p. 315, ed. Lagarde: & rofro xai év
T ebayyehly mpoelpnka wposelyeole bmép Tv éxBpdv Sudv: xal pakdpoc ol
wevBodvres wepl Ths Tdv dwloTwy dwwhelas (4grapha, p. 137). Contrast the
definition of justice given by Polemarchus in Plat. Repud. i. 332 D.

7This was what the first martyr, Stephen, did; Acts vii. 6o. Comp,
¢“If any one secketh to do evil unto you, do you in well-doing pray for him ”
( Josepk xviii. 2). The words ‘bless them that curse you, do good to them
that hate you’ (AV.) are here an interpolation from Lk. vi. 27, 28. See

small print below.
8 For this sense of vylresfas, ¢ prove yourselves to be,’ comp. x. 16, xxiv,
44; Lk. vi. 36, xii. 40; Jn. xx. 27. For the moral likeness between parent

and child comp. Jn. viil. 39-44; 1 Cor. iv. 14-17.
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growth. The context seems to show that perfection in love is
specially meant ; but that is much the same as saying that the
perfection of the Divine nature is meant (1 Jn. iv. 8, 16). To
return evil for good is devilish; to return good for good is
human ; to return good for evil is divine. To love as God loves
is moral perfection, and this perfection Christ tells us to aim at.
How serenely He gives us this overwhelming command! He
knows that He can help us to obey it. Comp. Gen. xvii. 1;
Lev. xix. 2 ; Deut. xviii. 13; Wisd. xii. 1g.

For evidence that Mt. has here (39, 40, 42, 44, 48) preserved the original
wording better than Lk. (vi. 29, 30, 27, 28, 35, 32, 33, 36) see Harnack, 7ke
Saysings of Jesus, pp. 58-63. A couple of instances may serve as evidence :
(1) Lk.’s literary improvement of ‘love your enemies and pray for your
persecutors’ into a climax of four gradations, and (2) his changing ‘tax-
collectors’ and ‘heathen,” which would hardly be intelligible to Gentile
readers, into the more general ¢ sinners.’

In the AV, the text of ver. 44 has been enlarged from Lk. The RV. gives
the true text (8 B some cursives, some Old Latin texts, Syr-Sin. Syr-Cur.
Boh., Athenag,. Orig. Cypr.). So also in ver. 47 ¢the Gentiles’ (N BDZ) is
to be preferred to ‘the toll-collectors’ (E KL M etc.).

This (ver. 46) is the first use in Mt. of the word reA&wae, which is un-
fortunately rendered ¢ publican’ even in the RV, The publicans were those
who farmed the Roman taxes, z.e. paid the Roman Government a large sum
for the right to whatever such and such taxes might yield. But the TeAdvas
of the Synoptists are the pgortifores, the people who collected the taxes for
the publicani. Moreover, ‘publican’ in English suggests the keeper of a
public-house. See Hastings’ D 5., Extra vol. pp. 394-6.

Both Syr-Sin. and k (Bobiensis, one of the most important of the Old
Latin texts) omit ver. 47, possibly because it seemed to be out of harmony
with xxiii, 7 and Lk. x. 4. The substitution of ¢friends’ (EK L M etc.) for-
¢ brethren’ (X B D Z) is less easy to understand. Possibly ‘friends’ seemed
to be a better antithesis to ¢ enemies’ (44).

In ch. v. we find these characteristic expressions: mporépyeofac (1), &
warhp & év Tols obpavols (16, 45), éppéfn (21, 27, 31, 33, 38, 43), wpoopépewy
(23, 24), Tére (24), Swvbew (34, 35). Of phrases which are peculiar to
Mt. we have 4 Bagikela 7dv odpaviv (3, 10, 19, 20), and & warhp 6 olpdvios
(48), which occurs 7 times in this Gospel, and on which see Dalman, 7ke
Words of Jesus, p. 189. The latter phrase is closely akin to é 7. 6 é 7ol
ovparois, which occurs 13 times in Mt. and elsewhere only Mk. xi, 25. In
ver. 48, 6 olpdwios is the right reading (NRBEL U Z, af Vulg. Syr-Cur. Arm.
Aeth. Clem. Orig. Cypr.). While almost all N.T. writers use ofpar6s more
often than olparof (Hebrews and 2 Peter being exceptions), Mt. uses the
plural more than twice as often as the singular (55 to 27 times), and he uses
the word much more often than any other writer. ¢ The plural is not
frequent in the LXX : it only occurs about 50 times against more than 600
occurrences of the singular. It is most common in the Psalms, where it is
used about 30 times” (Hawkins, Hore Synoptice, p. 41). The following are
found nowhere else in the N.T. : elppwomraiés (9), loTa (18), Sad\dooew (24),
edwoely (25), émiopreir (33), pihiov (41), pamifew (39 and xxvi. 67).

The AV. is inaccurate and inconsistent in translating Adxwos ¢candle’
(ver. 15) and ‘light’ (vi. 22) ; the RV. has ‘lamp’ in both places.
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VL 1-18. The Christian Life contrasted with faully Jewish
Practice.

Having compared the Jewish ideal, as taught by the Scribes,
with the Christian ideal, as sketched in the Beatitudes, our Lord
now goes on to contrast the ordinary Jewish practice, as exhibited
in the conduct of the Pharisees, with the conduct which He
requires. The Pharisees claimed to be, and were commonly
allowed to be, patterns for all who desired to be strict observers
of the Law. Christ does not mention them by name, but speaks
only of ‘the hypocrites” From chapter xxiii. it is evident who
are meant, and even without that chapter the meaning would not
be doubtful (xv. 7, xxii. 18). The ‘righteousness’ here (1) looks
back to ¢ the righteousness of the Scribes and Pharisees’ (v. 20),
and signifies external conduct, deeds in observance of the Law.
To do these in order to be seen of men is fatal: they at once
lose their goodness, and the doer of them loses all merit and all
reward from God. This principle is stated quite simply, and is
then illustrated by three things which are regarded as among the
chief elements of religion, alms, prayer, and fasting (Tob. xii. 8),
and which, in their wider sense, do cover a large sphere of duty.
Alms may represent our relations to men, prayer our relations to
God, and fasting our discipline of ourselves. And, if we omit
the special directions about prayer (7-15), which perhaps are no
part of the original Sermon, for they spoil the balance of the
parts, these three illustrations are set forth in the same way. In
each case we have: ‘Do not be hypocritical, but,’ etc.

The opening warning, ‘ Take heed’ (wpooéyere), shows how
great the danger is. Hypocrisy is one of the most common and
" the most subtle of foes. The motives, even for our best deeds,
are apt to be mixed, and the thought of men’s admiration is
often one of them. A very little of this may spoil everything,
In this' advertising age, in which a man hardly needs to sound
his own trumpet, because there are so many who are ready to
sound it for him, the danger is greatly increased. In this respect,
Parish Magazines have a great deal to answer for. Christians,
who never would yield to the glaring hypocrisy of pretending to
be benevolent when they are not, have the sincerity of their
benevolence marred by the knowledge that it is sure to be pub-
lished. The light of a Christian character will shine before men
and win glory for God without the artificial aid of public advertise-
ment. Ostentatious religion may have its reward here, but it
receives none from God.

Ought the thought of God’s reward to come in? In the
highest characters at their best it will not. They will act
righteously for righteousness’ sake, as loyal members of the
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Kingdom, as true children of a heavenly Father. But the highest
characters take time to develop; and, even when they are
established, they are not always at their best. During the time
of growth, and in moments of weakness later, the thought of
the rewards which God has promised to those who obey Him
may come in as a legitimate support and stimulus. Those are
no friends of human nature who tell us that a religion which
“bribes” men by the offer of a reward thereby debases morality.
Everything depends upon the character of the reward. Men
may have degrading ideas of the joys of the righteous in this
world and in the next; but such ideas are no part of the little
which God has revealed to us on thé subject. There is nothing
degrading in working for the reward of a good conscience here,
and of increased holiness hereafter, both enriched by God’s love
- and blessing. See on x. 42.

The first verse is an introduction to the whole triplet, and
must not be restricted to the subject of alms. *Righteousness’
covers alms, prayer, and fasting. Each of the separate subjects
begins with ¢ when’ (rav, 2, 5, 16).

The reading, ¢ do not your nghtemne:s before men’ (RV.) is right, rather
than ‘do not your a/ms before men’ (AV.). °Righteousness’ (8ixacooiwmy)
was sometimes used in the sense of almsgiving (é\enpmogdrn) or any kind of
benevolence; and some copyists, thinking that it had that meaning here,
changed the more comprehensive term into the narrower one. ‘Righteous-
ness’ is the reading of & B D, Syr-Sin. Latt., Orig-Lat. Hil. Aug. Hieron.,
and is adopted by almost all editors, The agreement of N* (§éow) with Syr-
Cur. (your gifts) is curious. Zahn suggests that the three readings are
different oral translations of the Aramaic (Esnleitung, ii. p. 311).

In all three cases the picture drawn of the ostentation of the
Pharisees is very graphic. ‘Sound a trumpet’ is probably
figurative, for no such custom seems to be known.! This verse
tells us that almsgiving was part of the service in the synagogue,
and there we may believe that our Lord gave what He could out
of His slender means. There is a veiled irony in the declaration
¢ They have received their reward,’ and this adds to its impressive
severity. ‘They receive their pay then and there, and they
receive it in full (améxovor Tév poBdv adrdv): God owes them
nothing. They were not giving, but Juying. They wanted the
praise of men, they paid for it, and they have got it. The trans-
action is ended and they can claim nothing more.2 But their
loss is not the less, because they do not know what they have

! Zahn compares Juvenal's bucina fame (xiv. 152), and bucinator ox-
istimationis mee (Cic. Fam. xvi. 21. 2), Some Old Latin texts had debwermare
or bucinare here (Tert. Virg, vel. 13 Cypr Zest. iii. 40).

? The meaning may be, *‘ they can sign the receipt for their reward” ;

droy” =recei Delssmann, Bible Studies, p. 229. Lk, has what seems to
be an echo olpthls,
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lost.” In all three cases (2, §, 16) this stern sarcasm is introduced
with ¢Verily I say unto you,” as something that is specially to be
laid to heart. There is a striking parallel to this condemnation
of hypocrisy in a saying of .Plato preserved by Plutarch; that it
is the extremity of iniquity to seem to be righteous without being
s0 (éoxdrnys dduclas elvar doxely dixawov pui) 8vra). S. Basil quotes
this in Homily xxii.,, on the study of pagan literature. It is
possible that ‘Let not thy left hand know what thy right hand
doeth’ was a current proverb.l See Montefiore, p. 531.

Of the high and often exaggerated views which Jews had of
the duty and advantages of e/msgiving we have plenty of examples
in Tobit (iv. y=-11, xii. 8~10; xiv. 9—12) and in Ecclesiasticus
(iii. 14, 30, iv. 3, 4, vil. 10, XVi. 14, xxix. 12, x. 24). Our
Lord leaves unnoticed the doctrine that alms can remove the
consequences of sin, and even purge men from the stain of sin.
He is content to insist that almsgiving must be done in God’s
sight, without thought of man’s praise. Purity of motive was the
essential thing, and, if that was secured, the idea of buying
pardon for sin would lose its hold.2 Christ had other ways of
teaching how sin and its effects could be removed.

The problem in our day is of a different character. The
peril of ostentatious giving may be as great as ever ; but, while
the heresy that alms can cancel sin is less common, the rigid
orthodoxy of the economist is very prevalent, and there is
danger lest, through fear of pauperizing the recipients, there may
at last be no givers. Christ has not cancelled the blessing
promised to the man that ‘considereth the poor,’ nor the
principle that ‘he that hath pity upon the poor lendeth to the
Lord’ (Ps. xli. 1; Pr. xix. 17). He declared that treasure may
be laid up in heaven by a benevolent use of wealth on earth
(20), and He told the rich young man that he could have this
treasure by distributing his wealth to the poor (xix. 21). ‘It is
more blessed to give than to receive’ (Acts xx. 35); and what
is given is given to Him (xxv. 40).

‘Openly’ (dv 7¢ pavepy) is wanting in N BD, Vulg. Boh. Cypr., and is
omitted as an interpolation by almost all editors. But it is ancient, for it is
in the Old Latin and Old Syriac. If it is omitted, év 7¢ xpvrr{ may be
taken with dmoddoer: ‘and thy Father who seeth will recompense thee in
secret’; f.e. thy reward will be as unknown to the world as thy benevolence.

1 The Talmud says that Rabbi Jannai, seeing a man giving alms in public,
said; ‘“ Thou hadst better not have given at all, than to have bestowed alms
so openly and put the poor man to shame.” Rabbi Eliasar said: ¢ He who
gives alms in secret is greater than Moses.”

2 Yet even Leo the Great seems to be held by it: ‘¢ By prayer we seek to
propitiate God, by fasting we extinguish the lusts of the flesh, by alms we
redeem our sins ” (Sermon xv. 4).
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Zahn contends for this, and Bengel seems to imply it, but the RV. does not
admit it to the margin. ¢ Thou shalt be recompensed in the resurrection of
the just’ (Lk. xiv. 14) seems to imply in the sight of the saints of all ages,
and this may have suggested ‘openly.’

The same principle is given with regard to prayer. We need
not suppose that the Pharisees went out into the streets to say
their prayers, but that, when they were in a public place at the
hour of prayer, they were ostentatious in performing their
devotions. They were glad to be seen praying, and chose a
conspicuous place. As in almsgiving, it is not the being seen,
but the wish to be seen, and to be seen in order to be admired,
that is condemned. Of all hypocrisies, that of pretending to
have intercourse with God, and of making a parade of such
intercourse, is one of the worst, Christ of course does not
condemn public worship : it is saying private prayers in needless
publicity, in order to gain a reputation for special sanctity, that
is denounced.!

What follows (7-15) is manifestly no part of the - original
sermon. It is not in harmony with the context, which treats of
the contrast between Pharisaic hypocrisy and Christian sincerity,
and it spoils the symmetry of the three paragraphs on alms,
prayer, and fasting, extending the one on prayer out of all
proportion to the other two. Here we may be sure that Mt. has
inserted sayings on prayer which were uttered on a different
occasion, or on several different occasions. It was quite natural
to do so. The Evangelist would feel that a discourse which was
to serve as a summary of the Messiah’s teaching ought to include
the Messiah'’s pattemn Prayer.

These special directions about prayer begin with an error,
not of the Pharisees, but of the heathen. The exact meaning
of the word translated ‘use vain repetitions’ (Barraloyfjoyre) is
uncertain, but it is probably intended to imitate unintelligible
sounds, and to refer to the repetition of forms of prayer without
attending to what one is saying. ‘Much speaking’ (moAvAoyia)
is not necessarily synonymous with ¢vain repetitions.’ There
may be lengthy petitions which are not unintelligent rehearsals
of forms of words. What is condemned is the idea that God
needs to be worried, and can be worried, into granting prayers,
and that petitions, if repeated many times, are more likely to be
answered than a petition said only once.? We are not to suppose

1 The figurative meaning of 78 rauetér cov need not be excluded. Praying
in the privacy of one’s own heart, and closing the door against disturbing
thoughts, may be part of the lesson derived from ver. 6; but there is perhaps
a reference to 2 Kings iv. 33. :

2 Contrast the short prayer of Elijah (1 Kings xviii. 36, 37) with Baal’s
prophets crying ‘O Baal, hear us’ from morning until noon. Cornelius &
Lapide compares those who use a futile profusion of words in prayer, ‘“as
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that prayers are incantations and act upon God like a charm,
compelling Him to do what He is unwilling to do. And just as
Christ does not condemn public prayer, but praying in public in
order to win esteem, so here He does not condemn all repetition
in prayer,—for He Himself used the same words again and
again in Gethsemane (xxvi. 44 ; Mk. xiv. 39),—but superstitious
and profane repetition. We repeat supplications, not in order to
secure God’s attention, as if He might grant at the third
supplication what He refused at the first ; but in order to secure
our own attention. God is always ready to listen to His children’s
needs ; but they are not always attending to what they say when
they bring their needs before Him. Moreover, they have not
always prepared their hearts for the reception of the blessings
for which they ask. For the remedying of these two defects the
repetition of the same words may be useful. Prayer, and the
repetition of prayers, make it possible for us to receive what we
pray for. We are not moving God towards us ; for that there is
no need : we are raising ourselves towards Him. = “Prayer calms
and purifies the heart, and makes it more capacious for receiving
the Divine gifts. God is always ready to give us His light, but
we are not always ready to receive” (Aug. De Serm. Dom. 11
ili. 13). By prayer we open channels through which blessings,
which are always ready, may flow.

In order to teach His disciples how much may be prayed
for in a few simple words, the Messiah gives them the model
Prayer, which shows all mankind why, and for what, and in
what spirit, they ought to pray.! It translates into human
language the ‘groanings which cannot be uttered’ in which the
Spirit makes jntercession for us. Even if it were true that for
each of the petitions in the Prayer parallels can be found in
Jewish prayers, the Prayer as a whole would still remain with-
out a rival. But it is not true. Real parallels to ¢ Thy will be
done’ and to ‘ Give us day by day our daily bread’ have yet to
be found ; and some of the parallels to the other petitions are
perhaps later than the Prayer and may be taken from it. Yet
it would have been surprising if all the petitions in the Prayer
had been new; if in the prayers that had been in use among

if by this their rhetoric they would give God information concerning His own
affairs, and would bend Him to concede what they ask.” See Augustine’s
letter to Anicia Faltonia Proba on the subject of prayer (£p. 130): Aliud
est sermo multus, alind divturnus affectus. Absit ab oratione multa locutso ;
sed won desit multa precatio. Comp. Eccles. v. 2.

1 For thre abundant literature on the Lord’s Prayer, and for the discussion
of literary and critical questions respecting the two forms which have come
down to us, see commentaries on Matthew and Luke, and articles in Diction-
aries of the Bible; also Chase, Tde Lord’s Prayer in the Early Church
(1891).
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God’s people there had been nothing that God’s Son could use
again for the edification of His Church. The Prayer is the
outcome of the religious experience of mankind, culminating in
the experience of the Son of Man. Such a Prayer would be
likely to contain things both new and old.

The form given here and that given by Lk. (xi. 1-4) can
hardly both be original, and it is probable that both were
modified by tradition before they were written down. Forms of
prayer almost invariably undergo change. And Christ’s charge
in giving the Prayer does not forbid this. He says: ¢ Z7%us’
(o¥rws), ‘after this manner’ (not, ‘in these words’), ¢ therefore,
pray ye.” The emphasis is on ‘thus’and on ‘ye.’ In this simple,
trustful, comprehensive manner, so different from the useless
repetitions of the heathen, the children of the true God are to
pray. .

But, although we cannot be sure that the form here is nearer -
to the original Prayer than the shorter form in Lk., the judgment
and experience of Christendom (from the first century onwards)
has decided that the form in Mt. best answers to the needs of
Christians, whether for public or for private use.

The Lord’s Prayer.

The Prayer is not only an authoritative form of devotion,
it is also a summary and a pattern.

It is a form, stamped with Christ’s authority,! which any one
can use and know that he is expressing his needs in a becoming
manner. There is nothing in it that is either distinctly Jewish
or distinctly Christian. Any Theist, of any race, or age, or
condition, can employ it, just in proportion to his belief. A
Christian’s knowledge of its meaning grows with his spiritual
experience. In giving this Prayer, Christ has sanctioned the
principle of forms of prayer, and has also supplied a form which
is always safe.

It is a summary of all other prayers, although it does not
supersede them.? It covers all earthly and spiritual needs, and
gives expression to all heavenly aspirations.

And it is a pattern for all prayers. It shows what supplica-
tions may be made, and in what spirit they ought to be made.
We may pray for all that tends to the glory of God or the good
of man, and the glory of God comes first; and our aim must be

1 But it is not a form which Christ ever used, or could use. He never
asked for, or could need, forgiveness (Steinbeck, Das gvttliche Selbstbewvsesst-
setn fesu, p. 26).

2Tertullian calls it dreviarium totius evangelit (De Orat. 1); Augustine
says that there is no lawful petition that is not covered by it (£2. 130).
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that His will may be done in wus, not that it may be changed
in accordance with ours.

Just as there is want of agreement as to the number of the
Beatitudes, so there is want of agreement as to the number of
petitions in the Prayer. Some make five, some six, and some
seven. Seven is an attractive number, and it is obtained by
counting ‘Lead us not into temptation but deliver us’ as two
separate petitions. The six petitions are reduced to five by
regarding ‘ Hallowed be Thy Name’ as an expression of praise
or reverence rather than a petition, like ‘ Blessed be the Lord
God of Israel” But the prayer is best regarded as consisting of
two equal parts, each containing three petitions. It will then be
found that the two triplets correspond.}

Our Father which art in heaven,
Hallowed be Thy Name,
Thy Kingdom come,
Thy Will be done,
as in heaven, so on earth.
Qur daily bread
give us this day:
And forgive us our debts,
as we also have forgiven our debtors:
And lead us not into temptation,
but deliver us from the evil one.

As in the case of the Decalogue and of the Two Great
Commandments (xxii. 4o0), the first part refers to God, the
second to man. In the first three petitions we seek the glory
of our heavenly Father, in the last three the advantage of
ourselves and our fellows. But there is no sharp line of separa-
tion between these two. The glory of God is a blessing to His
children, and what benefits them is a glory to their heavenly
Father. Thus, while the first three petitions show the end
which we should have in view—the accomplishment of God’s
Glory, Kingdom, and Will, the last three show the means—
provision, pardon, and protection.

The two triplets correspond thus. The first petition is
addressed to God as our Father, the second as our King, the
third as our Master. We ask our Father for sustenance, our
King for pardon, our Master for guidance and guardianship.
The transition from the one triplet to the other, from man’s
regard for God to God’s care for man, is made in the third

1 Mt. is fond ot arrangements in sevens, and still more fond of arrange-
ments in threes. It is as probable that he thought of two triplets as that he
thought of one sevenfold prayer. In Lk. xi. 2-4 there are five petitions,
according to the true text. See Bruce, 7he Training of the Twelve, p. 53.
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petition, which would raise earth to heaven by securing that
God’s rule should be equally complete in both. And in each
triplet there is progression. In the first, the hallowing of God’s
Name leads to the coming of the Kingdom, and the coming of
the Kingdom to the perfect fulfilment of God’s Will. In the
second, the obtaining of good is followed by the removal of evil, .
past, present, and future. This marvellous proportion and
development cannot be accidental; and, to whatever extent
old material has been used in this Prayer, it was composed in
the spirit of Him who said, ‘ Behold I make all things new’
(Rev. xxi. 5).

Our Father whick art in heaven. In the Old Testament God
is the Father of the Jewish nation (Deut. xxxii. 6; Is. Ixiil. 16;
Jer. iii. 4, 19, xxxi. 9 ; Mal i. 6, ii. 10). In the Apocrypha He
is spoken of as the Father of individuals (Wis. ii. 16, xiv. 3;
Ecclus. xxiii. 1, 4, li. 10; Tob. xiii. 4). They are His offspring,
made in His image, and are the objects of His loving care. But
the New Testament carries us further than this, to a Fatherhood
which, however, as yet is not universal. ‘As many as receive
the Son, to them gave He the right to become children of God,
even to them that believe on His Name’ (Jn. i. 12). The
address, ¢ Our Father,” expresses our confidence that we shall be
heard, and heard for others as well as for ourselves. We belong
to a great family, and there must be no selfishness in our
prayers; the blessings for which we ask are blessings to be
shared by others.1

‘Which art in heaven’ We need constantly to remind
ourselves that heaven is not a place. We are obliged to think
under conditions of space and time, yet we ought to remember
that there is no portion of space in which God dwells more than
in other portions. When we speak of heaven as His dwelling-
place, ‘heaven’ is a symbol to express His remoteness from all
the limitations to which human beings, and the universe in which
He has placed them, are subject. ‘Which art in heaven’
reminds us that between His infinite perfections and our
miserable imperfections there is an immeasurable gulf, although,
at the same time, He is in us and we are in Him.

Hallowed be Thy Name. That this petition stands first
warns us against self-seeking in prayer. We are not to begin
with our own wants, not even our spiritual wants; not with
ourselves at all, but with God. It is His claims which are to be
thought of first. His Name represents His nature, His character,
Himself, so far as all this can be known. ‘Hallow’ may mean
‘make holy,’ which is impossible with regard to God or His

Y Oratio fraterna est; non dicit, Pater meus sed, Pater noster, omnmes
videlicet und oratione complectens (Aug.).

7
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Name. But ‘hallow’ may also mean ‘make known as holy,’
which is what God does when He hallows His Name. And it
may also mean °‘7egard as holy,” which is what man does when
he hallows God’s Name. It is for both these that we pray in
this first petition. We pray that God will reveal to us more and
more of the holiness of His character ; and we also pray that He
will enable us to recognize His holiness, to understand more and
more of the elements of which it consists, and to pay to it all the
reverence that is possible, especially that most sincere form of
reverence,—conscious and humble imitation. Thus while the
address, ‘Our Father,” encourages us to approach God with
confidence, the first petition acts as a check upon any irreverent
familiarity.

Thy Kingdom come. The petition is the most Jewish of all
the petitions. The Talmud says: “That prayer in which there
is no mention of the Kingdom of God is not a prayer.” But the
petition is equally Christian. It asks that God’s rule may
everywhere prevail over all hearts and wills. It sums up the
Messianic hopes of the Hebrews and the still more comprehensive
hopes of the disciples of Christ, who began His Ministry on
earth with the proclamation that this Kingdom was about to
begin. He founded it, and it has been developing ever since.
This petition asks that its progress may be hastened by increased
knowledge of God’s commands and increased obedience to them.
It asks that the principles of God’s government may be victorious
over the principles of the world and of the evil one; victorious
in the individual heart, and also in the workings of society. It
is a missionary prayer ; but we unduly limit its meaning if we
interpret it merely as a petition for the spread of Christianity. If
the whole human race had accepted the Gospel, this petition
would still stand. ¢The Kingdom of God is within you,’ and
there is no limit to the progress which it may make in each loyal
soul. There is always the Divine perfection to be realized more
and more (v. 48).

Thy Will be done, as tn heaven, so on earth. We must know
God’s character before we know what He wills ; and hence the
petition, ¢ Hallowed be Thy Name’ precedes ¢ Thy Will be done.’
We could not pray that any one’s will might be done while we
were in ignorance of what the will was likely to be. But when
God’s character has been in some degree revealed to us, and
revered by us, we can with sure trust go on to ask that His Will
may be done, and done in this world with all the fulness and
perfection with which it is done in that spiritual region in which

1¢«As in the Lord’s Prayer, so in the ancient liturgies, the aorist
imperative is almost exclusively used. It is the true tense for instant’
prayer” (J. H. Moulton, Gram. of N.7. Gr. p. 173).
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God’s rule absolutely prevails. This petition reminds us of the
part which we have to play in the realization of the Divine ideal.
God has not reserved everything for Himself and made every-
thing to depend upon His absolute decree. His Will is not the
only will in the universe. He has created other wills, and left
them free even to rebel against Himself. God’s Name will not
be rightly hallowed, His Kingdom will not fully come, until all
wills are united to His in entire sympathy. Over this each one
of us has his share of control; it rests with him whether, so far
as he is concerned, God’s Will is done, and done with loving
cheerfulness.!

¢As in heaven, so on earth.’ Therefore, ‘in heaven’ also
there are wills that conform to the Will of God: the petition
would scarcely have meaning, if this were not so. So that this
petition is a revelation respecting the unseen world: it is
tenanted by spiritual beings who are obedient to the Divine
Will. To interpret ‘in heaven’ of the heavenly bodies is not
wrong, but it is inadequate. The sun, moon, and stars are
symbols of perfect obedience to God’s decrees, but they are not
examples of obedience, for there is no willing response to
authority, no reasonable service.? This petition does not mean
that men are to be reduced to the condition of perfect machines,
knowing nothing of the mind which designed them. The
reference is not to creatures who are lower than man, being not
made in the image of God, but to those who are higher in the
order of creation, or higher in the conditions of their present life.
We can hardly doubt that the reference is to the Angels, and
perhaps also to ‘the spirits of just men made perféct’ (Heb.
xii. 23). And this leads to a further revelation. These spiritual
beings do God’s Will, for it is in this that we are to be like them.®
Therefore life in the unseen world is not idleness but activity;
and the end to which this petition looks is the working of all
created wills in absolute unison with the Will of their Creator.

It is possible to take ‘as in heaven, so on earth’ with the
first two petitions, as well as with the third, and this makes
excellent sense.

Y Voluntas tua corvigatur ad voluntatem Dei, non volunias Des detorgueatur
ad tuam (Aug.). ““Be bold as a leopard, and swift as an eagle, and strong
as a lion, to do the will of thy Father which is in Heaven” (Pirge Abotk,
v. 30).

3’ 2‘ The sun, moon, and stars change not their order ; so do ye also change
not the Law of God by the disorderliness of your doings” (Naphtali iii. 2).

8 Mt. gives us more of Christ’s sayings respecting Angels than any other
Evangelist : xiii. 39, 41, 49, xvi. 27, xviil. 10, xxil. 30, xxiv. 31, 36,
Xxv. 31, 4I, xxvi. §3. Of these Mk. gives us four: viii. 38, xii. 25,
xiil. 27, 32, and Lk. two: ix. 26, xx. 36. But Lk. adds others: xii. 8, 9,

xv. 10, xvi. 22. We have therefore more than a dozen utterances of our
Lord on the subject, and His belief and doctrine can hardly be doubted.
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Our daily bread give us this day. We pass now from the
Divine to the human, although (as we have seen in considering
the petitions which have special reference to the former) the
two are closely interwoven. After such a petition as the third,
there is no bathos in coming to this request for the supply of
man’s temporal needs. After praying that we may be able to
serve God on earth as perfectly as He is served in heaven, we
may pray that He will give us all that is necessary for our
continued life on earth in His service. And this petition, which
is in both forms of the Prayer, is sufficient answer to the theory
that the benefits to be won by prayer are purely subjective, viz.
the quickening of our own spiritual life by communion with God.
This petition is strangely misleading, if it does not mean that
there are temporal blessings which we may obtain from God by
asking for them. Granted that many of these blessings come
to those who never pray: that does not prove that they are not
won by the supplications of those who do pray, nor that those
who do pray are not more richly endowed with them.. A man
really possesses only that which he enjoys; and the enjoyment
of temporal goods is always enhanced by the recognition that
they are God’s gifts. There is no surer way of making this
recognition constant and real than by often thanking God for
His gifts and asking Him to continue them. And this petition
not only allows, but commands us to pray for bodily sustenance
and the supply of temporal needs. Prayer against temporal
calamities is also enjoined (xxiv. zo; Mk. xiit. 18); and the
prayer of the disciples for help in the storm was heard (viii. 26;
Mk. iv. 39; Lk. viii. 24).

God has given us a nature capable of desiring external things,
and He has placed us in a world in which such desires can be
gratified. In this petition Christ teaches us that it is lawful to
pray for the gratification of such desires,—always in submission
to the Divine Will. We may pray for them, both for ourselves
and for others. And it is a great test of the rightness of our
desires that we can tumn them into prayers. Desire for what
cannot be in accordance with the Will of God is not one that
we can ask Him to grant. We cannot ask God to bless fraud
and lust; but we can ask Him to bless honest work as a means
of obtaining food, and raiment, and healthful enjoyment. All
which is to be shared with others: ‘Give ws”” Therefore he who
has received more than his share is bound to consider the
needs of those who have received less. ‘Give #s’ becomes a
mockery when those who have been entrusted with a large
portion of God’s bounty do nothing for the fulfilment of their
own prayer in reference to others. S. James has spoken
severely of all such in the famous passage on faith and works
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(il. 14~17); and his words are perhaps an echo of those of his
Brother (xxv. 41-45). ‘Give me’ is a prayer which may easily
end in selfishness : ‘give us,” once realized, is a safeguard against
self-seeking. Publica est nobis et communis oratio, et quando
oramus, non pro uno sed pro populo toto oramus, quia totus populus
unum sumus (Cyprian, De Dom. Orat. 7).

The extremely perplexing word which is translated ‘daily’
(émovowos: see below) perhaps means ‘needful, just what
is required for health and strength. If so, the petition is
similar to that in the prayer of Agur: ‘Give me neither poverty
nor riches; feed me with the food that is needful for me’
(Prov. xxx. 8).

We are not to ask for superfluities. The petition will cover
what is needed for culture and refinement, but it will not cover
luxury and extravagance. What we need must not be interpreted
to mean all that we desire ; sufficiency and contentment will
never be reached by that method. Contentment is reached by
moderating wants, not by multiplying possessions. '

It is remarkable that émeodotos is in both forms of the Prayer, and the
word is found nowhere else in Greek literature. It seems to have been
coined for the occasion. It is part of the strong evidence that our Lord
habitually spoke Aramaic rather than Greek, for He would not have put into
the pattern Prayer, otherwise so simple in its language, a word that had
never been used before. It is possible that some one invented the word in
order to translate an Aramaic adjective used by Christ. It is also possible
that there was no adjective (elsewhere in the Prayer there is none), but that
this was inserted at an early period after the Prayer had come into common
use. If ‘needful’ is not the meaning, ‘daily,” or ‘for the coming day,’
or ‘continual’ may be right, See Lightfoot, On a Fresk Revision of the
New Testament, App. i. ; MClellan, 7%e New 7estament, i. pp. 632-647 ;
Cremer, Lexicon, sub woc. Recently discovered papyri have thrown much
light on Biblical language, but not on this word: Origen's remark, that it
is not found elsewhere in Greek, is still true. Jerome’s statement, that in
- the Gospel of the Hebrews the word used was makar, would confirm the
rendering ¢ for the coming day,’ if we could be sure that émcodotos is a trans-
lation of it. ‘Give us to-day our bread for to-morrow’ is not excluded by
¢ Be not anxious for to-morrow ’(34) : the petition in that case would be a
means of avoiding anxiety. Nevertheless, the daily asking for to-morrow’s
bread does not seem quite natural. But ‘to-day,’ even without the renderin
:idaily,’ necessarily led to the conclusion that the prayer was to be use

aily,

And forgive us our debts, as we also kave forgiven our debtors.
*Give’ is followed by “forgive.” External needs for the present
moment are the most obvious and pressing; but spiritual needs
at once assert themselves, and these are thought of in reference
to the past and the future. There are past sins and future
temptations to be reckoned with. The more we are conscious
that the good things which we enjoy are the free gifts of our
Father, the more conscious we are likely to be of the miserable
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return which we have made to Him. Benefits received and
recognized quicken the sense of injuries done to the benefactor.
And this sense of injuries cannot be removed by resolutions of
better conduct towards the injured benefactor in the future.
His forgiveness of the injuries must be obtained, and therefore
must be asked. This is what we owe to him; it is a duty, a
debt : and in reference to our heavenly Father there has been
a heavy accumulation of debts, which is constantly increasing.
We are accustomed to distinguish three spheres of duty—to God,
to our fellows, and to ourselves, and the distinction is useful.
But, in reality, all transgressions of duty to ourselves and to
our neighbours are transgressions of our duty to God. All
transgressions of duty are debts to Him, and we need His
forgiveness for them, not in order to escape the penalties of our
wrong-doing, but in order that the loving relation between
Father and child may be restored. The sense of sin is perhaps
as general as the sense of bodily need, but it is not as frequently
felt. The one cannot long be forgotten or ignored, but the
other may be; and the constant use of this petition helps to
keep alive in our hearts the sense of sin and consequent need
of forgiveness.

‘ds we also have forgiven our debtors” The ‘as’ must
not be pressed to mean that the fulness of the Father’s forgive-
ness is to be measured by the extent to which we forgive our
fellow-men. No such hard bargaining is to be understood.
What is meant is, that we ourselves must cultivate a spirit of
- forgiveness towards those who seem to have wronged us, before
we venture to claim forgiveness for ourselves. God has more
to forgive to each individual than any human being can have;
and He is more ready to forgive: it is impossible for men to
equal Him in this. But men can try to imitate Him (Eph. v. 1),
and only so far as they imitate Him have they the right to use
this petition. The Talmud says: “He who is indulgent towards
others’ faults will be mercifully dealt with by the Supreme Judge.”

Lead us not into lempiation, but deliver us from the evil one.
The sixth petition, like the fifth, is concerned with spiritual
rather than physical needs, but it deals with the future and not
with the present or the past. Alike in his spiritual and in his
physical life the Christian is dependent upon God. It is God
who supplies his daily need of food, and it is God who can pro-
tect him from his constant temptations. Life is full of trials,
not ell of which are temptations to do what God forbids. But
all trials are opportunities of doing what is wrong, for we may
take them in a rebellious spirit. Vet every kind of trial is to be
accepted as a necessary means of strengthening our characters,
for there can be no virtue without temptations to vice, tempta-
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tions which come from the evil one. In few things is God’s
power of bringing good out of evil seen more clearly than when
He turns what the devil intends as ¢ occasions of falling’ into
opportunities that may be ‘for our wealth’; for every tempta-
tion vanquished adds to the strength and richness of the soul
But the humble child of God is aware of his own weakness, and
he therefore prays that his heavenly Father will not allow him
to be too often or too sorely tried, but will in all cases deliver
him when he is tried, either by strengthening his powers of
resistance or by lessening the attractiveness of sin. In short,
he prays for that shield of faith, wherewith he may ‘quench all
the fiery darts of the evil one’ (Eph. vi. 16).

It cannot be determined with certainty whether ¢ deliver us
from evil’ or ‘deliver us from the evil one’ is right: the Greek
(fvoar Hpds dro Tod movypod) will bear either meaning, and both
are found in the New Testament. We certainly have ‘evil’in
the neuter sense Lk. vi. 45, Rom. xii. 9, and we certainly have
‘the evil oze’ of Satan Mt. xiil. 19, 38; 1 Jn. ii. 13, 14, iii. 12,
v. 18, and probably elsewhere, Here the ‘but’ suggests the
masculine: ‘Lead us not into temptation, éu¢ deliver us from
the tempter.’” If evil in general were meant, we should expect
‘and deliver from evil” The evidence of the Greek Fathers,
who in such a matter have great weight, of the earliest Latin
Fathers, and of various Liturgies, is strongly in favour of the
masculine. But modern scholars are much divided on the
subject. See Lightfoot, On a Fresh Revision, App. ii., and
Canon Cook’s reply in the Guardian, Sept. 1881,

On the other hand, there is no doubt that the doxology, ¢ For Thine is the
Kingdom,’ etc., is no part of the Prayer. It is not found in Lk., and itis an
interpolation (due to liturgical use) in the authorities which have it here.
Those which have it vary in the wording and as to the addition or omission
of ¢ Amen’: some have ‘ Amen’ without the doxology. It is absent from
N B D Z, five cursives, Latt. Boh., Orig. Tert. Cypr. Aug. ; and not until
Chrys. does its wording become fixed. But doxologies of some kind were
added to the Prayer as early as the second century (k Syr-Cur. Sah.). In the
Didacke (viii. 2) we have ¢ for Thine is the power and the glory for ever” ;
and in the newly discovered uncial MS., now in the possession of Mr. C. L.
Freer of Detroit, U.S,A., the full form is found, with the exception of r&»
aiovwy after els Tods aldras, but with the Amen : ‘“For Thine is the kingdom
and the power and the glory for ever. Amen.” This perplexing uncial,
which is believed to be of the fifth, or possibly of the fourth century, also
contains the interpolation about the weather, xvi. 2, 3. See C. R. Gregory,
Das Freer-Logion, Leipzig, 1908 ; E. Jacquier, Histoire des Livres du N.T.
iii. pp. 338-344, Paris, 1908.

It does not follow, because the doxology is no part of the original Prayer,
that it ought not to be used. It has evidently supplied a felt want. Perhaps
Christians have not liked ending the prayer with ¢evil® or ‘the evil one.’
See Nestle, Zextual Criticism, pp. 250, 251 ; and (for a halting defence of
the interpolation) Scrivener (Miller), ii. pp. 323, 324. The source may be
1 Chron. xxix, I1.
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It is worth while comparing the Mourner’s Kaddisk as it is still used in
the Morning Service of the Synagogue.

¢ Magnified and sanctified be His great Name in the world which He hath
created according to His will. May He establish His Kingdom during your
life and during your days, and during the life of all the house of Israel, even
speedily and at a near time, and say ye, Amen.

Let His great Name be blessed for ever and to all eternity.

Blessed, praised and glorified, exalted, extolled and honoured, magnified
and lauded be the Name of the Holy One, blessed be He; though He be
high above all the blessings and hymns, praises and consolations, which are
uttered in the world ; and say ye, Amen” (7ke Authorised Daily Prayer
Book of the United Hebrew Congregations, p. 77).

A common response in the Temple-service is said to have been : ¢ Blessed
be the Name of the Glory of His Kingdom for ever and ever.”

The two verses (14, 15) which follow the Prayer are inserted
as a comment on ‘Forgive as we have forgiven’ A similar
saying is recorded Mk. xi. 25: ¢ And whenever ye stand praying,
forgive, if ye have aught against any one; that your Father also
which is in heaven may forgive you your trespasses’; where
‘your Father which is in heaven’ looks like a reference to the
Prayer. Nowhere else does Mk. use this phrase. But our
forgiveness of others is only part of what is necessary in order to
obtain forgiveness for ourselves from God. By itself, our refusal
to forgive others prevents our obtaining forgiveness from Him ;
but our forgiving others will not, by itself, secure forgiveness from
Him. There is a close parallel in Ecclus. xxviii. 2z ; and also in
the Testaments: “Do you also, my children, have compassion
on every man in mercy, that the Lord also may have compassion
and mercy on you” (Zebulon viii. 1).

These two verses, which are possibly derived from Mk, xi. 25, are
additional evidence that the doxology is no part of the original text, As it
is, they come in somewhat awkwardly ; but after the doxology a return to a
petition in the Prayer would be still more strange. And it is worth noting
that Mk. xi. 25 is more suitable than Mt. v. 23, 24, which resembles it, to
an audience in Galilee. The case of ‘offering thy gift at the altar’ would
come home to an audience in Jerusalem, accustomed to make offerings in the
Temple ; but ¢ whensoever ye stand praying > would suit any Jewish audience.
It is not improbable that some of the material of which the Sermon as we

have it in Mt. is composed comes from teaching which was originally given
at Jerusalem. .

The third illustration of the contrast between Pharisaic
practice and the Christian ideal is fasting. As in the two other
cases, the illustration is introduced with a ‘when’ or ¢ whenever’
(érav), not with an ‘if’ (év). It is assumed that the truly
religious man will fast, as it is assumed that he will give alms
and pray. The Pharisees made a parade of fasting twice a week,
Monday and Thursday, in addition to the annual fast prescribed
for all ; hence the boast in the parable (Lk. xviii. 12). And they
let the world know that they were fasting by their sanctimonious
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behaviour. The unusual expression about their ¢ disfiguring their
faces’ has a parallel in the Testaments: rodro (this evil temper)
76 wpdowmov ddaviler (Zebulon viii. 6). Loisy thinks that there
is un jeu de mots between dpavilovow and davdow, ‘they dis-
figure . . . that they may figure.’ 1If it is intentional, it is the
Evangelist'’s; or his Greek source may have contrived it. It
would not be likely to exist in the original Aramaic: comp.
xxi. 41, xxiv. 30.

In ver. 18 Wellbausen would omit the @ before the first év
7 xpudaip and connect these three words with vyoredov—*but
as fasting in secret.” This is arbitrary and without advantage.

There is no real difficulty in the fact that at this time our
Lord’s disciples did not fast (ix. 14; Mk. ii. 18). Our Lord
knew that they would fast after His departure, and He here
provides principles for this form of discipline. Moreover, He is
here addressing a mixed multitude, most of whom were in
religion purely Jewish, and therefore needed instruction for their
daily lives. They were bound by law and custom to fast some-
times, and they might be quite right in adding voluntary fasts
sometimes to the fasts of obligation. Christ nowhere blames
the Pharisees for fasting; it is fasting ostentatiously that is
condemned.

VI 19-VIL 1. 7%e Christian Life in its own working.

It is possible that the Evangelist has made one of his favourite
triplets in having three prohibitions in succession: ¢ Lay not up,’
etc. (19-34), ‘Judge not’ (vii. 1-5), ‘Give not,’ etc. (vii. 6).
But the passages differ so greatly in length, that the arrangement
may be independent of the Evangelist’s predilections. The first
passage (19—34) has no parallel in Lk.s report of the Sermon;
the parallel material is found in four different places in his
Gospel (xii. 33, 34, Xi. 34-36, xvi. 13, xii. 22-31). We are
therefore in doubt whether these sixteen verses are part of the
original Sermon. They fit in very well with the main theme,—
the requirements for those who enter the Kingdom, or the
elements of the ideal Christian character: to know where true
riches can be found is essential to true holiness. On the other
hand, the transition from fasting to treasures in heaven is abrupt,
and something may be missed out. But the only thing that is
of importance is secure; we are here dealing with what at some
time or other was uttered by our Lord.

Two links of connexion with what precedes have been
suggested. The warning against the worldly-mindedness of
hypocritical almsgiving, prayer, and fasting is followed by a
warning against the worldly-mindedness of heaping up riches;
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and in the history of the Church avarice and empty religious
profession have often gone together from the days of Hophni
and Phinehas onwards. Again, the promise of a reward from
the Father which seeth in secret leads to a discussion of the
acquiring and storing such reward. There is yet another pos-
sible connexion. Christ has been warning His hearers against
Pharisaic hypocrisy. He now warns them against another vice
which was common among the Pharisees, that of avarice (Lk.
xvi. 14). The Pharisees were often wealthy, and believed their
wealth to be a reward for their zeal in keeping the Law. They
regarded themselves as conspicuous evidence of the connexion
between righteousness and riches; and Christ, having shown
that their righteousness was no true righteousness, here goes on
to show that their wealth is no true riches. A Christian must
look elsewhere for his treasure. .

The passage has three marked divisions: the heavenly
treasure (19-21), the single eye (22, 23), the banishment of
anxiety (24-34).

The warning supposes a simple state of society, in which -
wealth is hoarded in the house and consists partly of rich apparel.
The house also has mud walls, which can be dug through by
thieves. The contrast with heavenly treasure is obvious, and
this is one reason for preferring heavenly treasure.! But there
is another reason, introduced by an important ‘for’: ‘For where
thy treasure is, there will thy heart be also” We must store our
wealth above, in order that our hearts may be drawn upwards.
The two act and react upon one another ; where our treasure is,
there will our hearts be; and where our hearts are, there is our
treasure. In the Psalms of Solomon we have 6 wowdy Sikaroadvny
Bpaavpiler Logy éavrd wapa kuplo (ix. 9).2

The metaphor of the eye in a moral sense (22) was common
among the Jews, a good eye signifying a generous soul, and an
evil eye a grasping and grudging one (Deut. xv. g ; Prov. xxiii. 6,
xxviil. 22). The way to keep the eye of the soul healthy is
generous almsgiving (Tob. iv. 7). To be miserly is to distort,
and at last to blind, the eye of the soul, so that it can no longer
see the true value of things (Hatch, Essays én Bibl. Grk. p. 8o).

1¢Trly a good man, say the Rabbis, was King Munhaz. During a
famine he gave to the poor the treasury of his father. His relations upbraided
him : What thy father saved, thou hast thrown away. Munhaz answered :
My father laid up treasure on earth ; I gather it in the heavens. My father
hoarded it where hands might steal ; I have placed it beyond the reach of
human hands. My father saved money ; T have saved life. My father saved
for others; I save for myself. My father saved for this world ; I save for
the next” (Talmud). Comp. Tob. iv. 7-9.

2 In the Testaments we again have a parallel : movjoare dxaiootwvyy émi
is ¥fis, va ebpnre év Tois obpavols (Levi xiil, 5).
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Here, single’ (dwAols) means ‘free from distortion,” and hence
‘liberal’ (comp. 2 Cor. viii. 2, ix. 11, 13; Rom. xii. 8; Eph.
vi, 5; Col iii. 22).) But the spiritual eye may be distorted and
darkened in other ways than by avarice,—Dby prejudice, or super-
stition. Jamais on ne fait le mal si pleinement que quand on le
Jait par conscience (Pascal).

‘ How great is 2%¢ darkness !’ (76 oxdros wéaov) possibly refers
to the original condition of the soul before that which ought to
have illuminated came. Some Latin texts have igse tenecbre
quanitz, which seems to imply this meaning, while others have
simply Zencbre guante. If the opportunity for illumination has
been without effect, how hopeless must the darkness become!
If that which ought to convey light is darkened, that which is by
nature dark must be dark indeed.

The next verse (24) connects the subject of the single eye
with that of freedom from anxiety by pointing out the absorbing
character of the vice of avarice. ‘No man can be a slave
(SovAederv) to two masters” One or other will be his owner and
have absolute control over him, and all other claims on his
service will be entirely excluded.? Avarice is the most exacting
of all vices; it is never off its guard, and it never relaxes its hold.
Sights which make even the hardened sinner compassionate for
a brief space, make the miser draw his purse-strings the tighter.
The claims, not only of relations, friends, and country, but even
of honour, comfort, and health, are disregarded, when money is
at stake. Mammon 3 is here personified as the rival of God, and
all experience shows that he who has allowed himself to become
its slave can serve no one else ; least of all can he devote himself
to the service of Him who claims exclusive service. Devotion to
the service of money is the ‘covetousness which is idolatry’
(Col. iii. 5). But neither here nor elsewhere is the possession of
wealth condemned : it is being enslaved to riches that is fatal,
and to possess great riches without being enslaved is not easy.

1 Comp. wopevbuevos év dxhéryri dpfadudv : and wopederar év amAérame
yuxfis . . . ph émdexduevos dpfatpods wovqpots (Issackar iil. 4, iv. 6); also
& ydp dyabds &vOpwmos ok Exer oxorewdy dpbaiulby, é\eet ydp wdvras, xby
d;.l.a.frw)\ol bow (Benjamin iv, 2).

Comp. Sual y&p wdBeoev évavrios doveder, kal Oeg tmaxoirar of Stvarar

( Judah xviil. 6) ; and, for the use of dvréxerfas in a similar antithesis, ¢ the

evil will flee from you and the Angels will cleave to you”—dv6éforras
Suby (Naphtals viii. 4).

8 pauwrvds seems to be the correct spelling and accentuation, but the
derivation is uncertain. Augustine says: lucrum Punice mammon dicitur :
sed qui servit mammone, il utique servit, qui magistratus kujus seculi a
Domino dicitur (De Serm. Dom. 11. xiv. 47); where the translation of é rof
xdopov Tovrol &pxww should be noticed. The Vulgate has princeps Aujus
mundi. Comp. injustitie enim autorem et dominatorem lotius secwli num-
mum scimus omnes (Text. Adv. Marc. iv. 33).
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Wealth is a trust, not an absolute property, an instrument, not
an end. It is to be used, not for selfish enjoyment, but for the
well-being of ourselves and others.

The verses which follow (25-34) teach the duty of trust in
God’s providential care, and the folly of over-anxiety about
bodily needs in the future. Covetousness and hoarding spring
from want of trust in God (Heb. xiii. 5) and end in the servile
worship of mammon. ¢ Therefore’ (8o Tobro Aéyw Huiv), seeing
that you must choose between the two, cease to be anxious
about worldly riches, and devote your affections and energies to
your heavenly Father. The threefold ‘Be not anxious’ (py
pepipvare, pyy pepuumionTe, 25, 31, 34) does not forbid foresight
and provision, but the anxiety (uépipva) which distracts and
distresses.! The question, ‘Is not the life more than the food,
etc.,’ means that we are obliged to leave these more important
things to God ; then why can we not trust Him respecting the
less important? We had nothing to do with the gift of life, or
with the formation of our bodies; God determined all that.
Can we not believe that His interest in us will continue ? g#: deds?
animam mullo facilius escam esse daturum ?, as Augustine puts it ;
and he might have put it more strongly. Again, we cannot deter-
mine the length of the lives which have been given to us. We can
end them prematurely, but which of us, no matter how anxious
he is, can add a span to the age allotted to him?2 Let us trust
God for food and clothing, as we are obliged to trust Him for
body and life. We are the children of God; we believe that.
Then do let us believe that He loves us and cares for us, and
will bless the reasonable provision which we make in order not
to presume on His bounty. Reasonable, not unreasonable.
Angxiety about storing up great provision for the future is a subtle
form of the worship of mammon. It begins with prudent fore-
sight; but it too often passes into regarding money as an end in
itself, and ends in making it a god, and a most tyrannical god.

It is perhaps right to say that we have three gradations

1 ¢Be not careful’ in the earlier English Versions was better than ‘take
no thought’ in the AV. But ¢ thought ’ meant anxious care in the seventeenth
century ; I Sam. ix, 5. See Wright, 7k¢ Bible Word- Book, p. 598 ; Davies,
Bible Englisk, p. 100.

2 That %Awia here means ‘age’ (Jn. ix. 21, 23 ; Heb. xi. 11) and not
‘statare’ (Lk. xix. 3) seems to be clear from the context, and still more so
from the context of Lk. xii. 25. No one thinks of adding a cu?s? to his
stature, although some try to add an inch. Many are anxious to add as
much as possible to the length of their lives. ‘Age’ is advocated by Alford,
De Wette, Meyer, Olshausen, Stier, Tholuck, B. Weiss, Loisy, etc. On
the other side see Field (Otfum Norvic. iii. p. 4), Bengel, Fritzsche. If
“stature’ be adopted, the thought may be that God’s care makes the infant
grow several cubits, but no human anxiety can make it grow one cubit. See
DCG., art, ¢ Age)
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(comme trois échelons successifs, P. Girodon, S. Luc, p. 342): a
lesson for all, ‘Beware of avarice’ (24); a rule for disciples,
‘Seek first the Kingdom’ (33); and a counsel for some,
¢Sell all and give to the poor’ (xix. z1). And Chrysostom may
be right when he says that greed for riches destroys more souls
than the pursuit of pleasures. The former, unlike the latter,
tightens its grip with increasing years. While the one is often
recognized as folly, even by those who succumb to it, the other
is likely to be regarded as wisdom, even by some who are not
among its victims. The Talmud says: “Man is born with his
hands clenched ; he dies with them wide open. Entering life, he
desires to grasp everything; leaving the world, all that he
possessed has slipped away” (Polano, p. 263). Then what folly
it is to be distracted with anxiety about amassing what must be
left behind !

Here once more we seem to have an arrangement into a
group of seven. We can count seven arguments against over-
anxiety about providing for the future. 1. There dre more
important things to think about.! 2. Look at the birds, whom
God feeds. 3. Life cannot be prolonged beyond the allotted
time. 4. Look at the flowers, whom God clothes. 5. This over-
anxiety is beathenish. 6. God knows what your needs are.
7. Sufficient to each day is its evil. Sufficient, but not excessive.
Each day as it passes, proves that the previous anxiety about it
was unnecessary, for by God’s help we have got through it.
Reasonable foresight is of course not forbidden ; Christ Himself
made provision for the future by means of the bag which Judas
kept. But trust in God must rule our foresight. ‘Cast thy
burden (mijv pépipvdv cov) upon the Lord, and He will nourish
thee’ (Ps. lv. 22).

In ver. 33 we may suspect that both ¢ first >and ¢ righteousness’ are additions
made by Mt. Neither is found in Lk. xii, 31; and throughout the Sermon
‘righteousness’ is emphasised in Mt. (v. 6, 10, 20, vi. 1). In Lk. the
‘word is not found, excepting i, 75. And there are considerable variations of
reading here.. EG KL M etc., Syr-Cur. Vulg. have ‘the Kingdom of God
and His righteousness’ while K has ‘the Kingdom and righteousness of
God.” B has Thv 8iukaiogtvny xal Baoikelov airol, which may mean either
‘His righteousness and Kingdom’ or ‘righteousness and His Kingdom’;
but the reading is not likely to be original. It looks like a correction to
place ‘righteousness,” which is the means of entering the Kingdom, in a
more logical position,

Several Fathers quote a saying which may be an adaptation of this verse,
but which Resch (Agrapka, pp. 111, 112) believes to be unquestionably a
genuine utterance of Christ. It is given in its fullest form by Origen (De
Orat, 2; Op. i. p. 197) and by Ambrose (Ep. i. 36 Ad Horont. 3; Op, viii.
445): ‘“ Ask for the great things, and the small shall be added to you. Ask

! The introductory 8is Tofro Aéyw duiv (25) is found in Lk. (xii. 22) also,
but it refers to quite different premises (Wellhausen).
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for the heavenly things, and the earthly shall be added to youw.” Origen
expressly attributes the saying to ‘the Saviour,” and he quotes it several
times. Clement of Alexandria and Eusebius quote the first half, but Clement
seems to regard it as derived from Mt. vi, 33 (Strom. 1v. vi. p. 579).
Eusebius, like Origen, expressly attributes it to ‘the Saviour.” Their both
using this expression looks as if they were quoting from a collection of the
Saviour’s utterances: Aéyes & Zwrip. Clement says simply ¢nof, and
Ambrose says Scriptum est.

The Oxyrhynchus Logion ii. is possibly an adaptation of ver. 33. The
Greek is unusual, but the general sense seems to be clear. Aéyec 'Incofs, éav
uh vnoredanre oy kbauov ob ul) elpyre Thy Bacihelay Toh Ocol* kal édw ph capfpa-
rlonre Td adBParor otk Beabe Tov Ilarépa. °Jesus saith, Except ye fast to
the world, ye shall in no wise find the Kingdom of God ; and except ye keep
the sabbath, ye shall not see the Father.” In the Septuagint we have cagBa-
rifew T4 gdfPara (Lev. xxiii. 32 ; 2 Chron. xxvi. 21), but nowhere has such
a construction as ryorevew Td¥ xbopov been found. Grenfelland Hunt, Abyia
"Inoob, 1897, pp. 10, 11 ; Lock and Sanday, Two Lectures on the ‘ Sayings of
Jesus,’ 1897, pp. 19, 20; Resch, Agrapka, p. 68.

The concluding verse (34) has no parallel in Lk. It may be the Evan-
gelist’s own comment, either as a summary of the preceding teaching, or an
addition to make a seventh argument., The paragraph would end more
forcibly at ver. 33, and the addition does not rise much higher than strong
common sense. That does not make it unworthy of Christ, but it thakes it
within reach of the Evangelist’s production. It amounts to this. Why
double your cares by anticipating them? Each day brings its own cares;
and it is foolish to add the cares of to-morrow to those of to-day. To-day’s
burden is increased, without to-morrow’s being made lighter. Allen quotes
from Sankedrin 10056: ¢ Trouble not thyself about the trouble of the
morrow, for thou knowest not what a day brings forth. Perhaps on the
morrow thou wilt not exist, and so thou wilt have troubled about that
which does not exist for thee.” See Montefiore, p. 544.

Characteristic expressions in ch. vi.: {mwoxpirigs (2, 5, 16), ¢alvesfou
(5, 16, 17), warip G é Tais abpdyios (9), yevnbirw (10), Foavpds (19, 20, 21),
&vdvpa (25, 28), owvdyew (26). Peculiar to Mt. : o marhp o olpdvois (14, 26,
32); peculiar to this chapter : Barrahoyelv (7), ®ohvhoyla (7), xpvgalos (18),
karauavfdvew (28). The word 7auciov is peculiar to Mt. (6, xxiv. 26) and Lk.
(xii. 3, 24). The AV, varies between *closet,” ¢secret chamber,’ and ¢store-
house’; the RV. has ‘store-chamber,” Lk. xii. 24, but elsewhere ‘inner
chamber.” The Latin renderings vary greatly : cubiculum, cubile, cellarium,
promptuarium, promptalia, penetralia, penetrabilia, hospitium, domus. See
Rénsch, Ztala und Vulgata, pp. 32 and 48 ; DCG., art. ‘Closet.’

VIIL 1-5. The warning against heaping up riches is followed
by a warning against criticising others. 1t is possible that here
again, as perhaps in vi. 19-34, Christ is selecting a fault for
condemnation, because it was common among Pharisaic pro-
fessors of righteousness, and that this is one of the links of
connexion.! But in neither case is the condemnation to be
restricted to any particular class. The love of money is perilous
to all, and not merely to Pharisees; and so also is the love of

1 But the warning of Maldonatus (ad Zc.) is constantly to be kept in
mind : Ego fam monui non esse anxte querendam in Evangelistis senten-
tarum connexionem, quia res non eo ordine scribeve voluerun! quo facte a
Christo vel dicte sunt. See the whole passage.
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passing judgment upon our neighbours.! It is possible that our
Lord is here quoting or alluding to current sayings, similar to
our proverb about ‘“those who live in glass houses.” The
Sermon abounds in sayings which have passed into proverbs,
and which may have been such before Christ uttered them. ‘A
city set on a hill” (v. 14). ‘Let not thy left hand know’ (vi. 3).
‘Where thy treasure is’ (vi. 21). ‘No man can serve two
masters’ (vi. 24). ‘Is not life more than food?’ (vi. 23).
¢ Sufficient unto the day’ (vi. 34). ¢ With what measure ye mete’
(vii. 2). ‘Cast not your pearls’ (vii. 6). The broad and the
narrow way (vil. 13, 14). ‘By their fruits ye shall know them’
(vii. 16, 2z0). The mote and the beam may easily have been
current. The avoidance of criticisms on oneself is neither
the only nor the highest motive for abstaining from criticizing
others. Christ’s warning rises higher than this. Just as the
forgiveness of others prepares us to ‘receive the forgiveness of
God, so our condemnation of others prepares the way for His
condemnation of us.2 We are using a severe standard, which
will be disastrous when applied to ourselves. That people are
paid back in their own measure is a saying which is given in
different contexts (Mk. iv. 24 ; Lk. vi. 38) with different meanings.
Its meaning here is clear: criticism provokes criticism similar
to itself.

The parable of the mote and the beam carries us further.
The censorious temper is unchristian ; it is a violation of the law
of love. It means that we pay an amount of attention to the
faults of others which ought to be paid to our own, and that of
our own faults we have a very inadequate appreciation.® If we
knew how worthy of blame we ourselves are, we should be much
less ready.to blame others. No one likes adverse criticism, and
he who loves his neighbour as himself will be loath, rather than
eager, to criticize others adversely. And every one who is in
earnest knows how faulty his own life is, and for this reason will
be less ready to judge others. Censoriousness reverses all this.
The man who habitually busies himself with the supposed
delinquencies of others is not likely to investigate or to realize
his own grievous offences. And we are all of us prone to

1 Hence the present imperative, u# «plvere, ¢ Cease to pass judgment’; as
if every one transgressed in this way. Contrast the aorist imperatives in
ver. 6. The mote and the beam are examples of Oriental hyperbole.

2 We have the same thought in the Testaments : el 7¢ &» moujoy 7§ TAnciov
alrod, obrw Kdpios woujoer per’ avrod (Zeb. v. 3). As Loisy points out (Ze
Discours sur la Moniagne, p. 114), ‘ Judge not, and ye shall not be judged’
is a kind of inversion of the Lex talion:s. .

8 In illustration of d¢es éxBdAw, J. H. Moulton quotes from a papyrus of
the Roman period (0. 2. 413), d¢es éyd adriy bppihow (Gram. of N.T. Gr.
p- 175).
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suspect in the conduct of others precisely those faults of which
we are frequently guilty ourselves. S. James carries us a step
further, and shows that the self-constituted censor invades the
judgment-seat of God (iv. 11, 12).}

But, although we can refrain from expressing unfavourable
judgments of others, and although we can be charitable in our
unexpressed judgments, yet there are cases in which the
judgment, whether expressed or not, must be unfavourable.
In dealing with others we must take into account what we know
of their conduct and character. This prudent circumspection
is specially necessary in the Christian minister. The Gospel has
to be preached to all, but not to all at the same time or in the
same way. In many cases an opportunity must be waited for;
and the hoary sinner will need different treatment from the
ignorant lad. The preciousness of the preacher’s message makes
it all the more necessary that he should deliver it with discretion.
Many are repelled by the tactless way in which they are
approached, and behave themselves towards holy things as dogs
-or swine, when they might have been won over as sheep. We
have similar counsel in Proverbs: ‘He who corrects a scoffer
gets insult, And he who reproves a wicked man, reviling.
Reprove not a scoffer, lest he hate thee; Reprove a wise man,
and he will love thee’ (ix. 7,8). ‘Speak not in the ears of a fool ;
For he will despise the wisdom of thy words’ (xxiii. ¢ ; see Toy,
ad loc.). The verse (6) has no parallel in Lk., and though it
may be connected with what precedes, yet it seems to have little
in common with what follows. It has many adaptations, and is
a basis for the principle of ‘economy’ in the communication of
religious truth,® and for the protection of sacred rites from
profanation. * Let no one eat or drink of your eucharist, except
those baptized into the name of the Lord; for as regards this
the Lord has said, Give not that which is holy to the dogs”
(Didacke ix. 5). Of heretics who admitted all sorts, even heathen,
to their services, Tertullian says: “That which is holy they will
cast to the dogs, and pearls (although, to be sure, they are not
real ones) to swine” (De Prescr. xli). Similar applications are
frequent in the Fathers, in Cyril of Jerusalem, Athanasius, Basil,

! See the Expositor’s Bible, ad. loc. pp. 251-260, Here the change from
¢ see’ (BAérets) to f perceive’ or “notice’ (karavosts) is required by the figure.
A man cannot ses what is in his own eye, though he may be aware of it and
consider it. David’s anger against the rich man who had taken the poor
 man’s lamb illustrates the parable of the mote and the beam. He pronounced
judgment on himself in what he thought was righteous indignation against
another.

The Oxyrhynchus Logion is closer to Lk. vi. 42 than to Mt. vii. 5. See
Grenfell and Hunt, p. 10.

2 See DCG., art. ¢ Accommodation,’
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Gregory Nazianzen, Jerome, etc.! It is possible that 76 Gyiov
means that which has been offered in sacrifice.

The exhortation to earnest prayer (7-11) is found in Lk.
immediately after the parable of the Friend at Midnight
(xi. 5-13). In both we have present imperatives (aireire, {yretre,
kpovere) : ¢ Continue to ask, seek, knock” We are not to cease
praying, because there is no apparént answer to our prayers.
The threefold expression gives emphasis to the command, and
was evidently in the source used by both Evangelists. On the
other hand, we are not to suppose that the object of persevering
prayer is to overcome the Fathers unwillingness. His desire’
to help is always there : by perseverance in asking we appropriate
it. Of the parent’s incredible conduct Lk. has three illustrations,
adding ‘egg and scorpion’ to ‘bread and stone’and ‘fish and
serpent’; but the text there is confused. In each case there is
a rough resemblance between what the child asks for and the
parent is supposed to offer. The parent may possibly refuse,
but will he mock his child with what is useless or harmful? 2

‘If ye then, being evil’ (el odv dueis, movypol &vres). The
serene, but emphatic manner in which Christ separates Himself
from His hearers in this particular is very impressive. Lk. is
still stronger: ‘If ye, being evil from the first, being by nature
evil’ (wovypoi twdpyovres). We are perhaps not to understand
wickedness in general as included in ‘evil,’ but rather the special
vice of niggardliness, as in the ‘evil eye’ (vi. 23). Those who
are commonly disposed to be grudging nevertgeless make an
exception in the case of their own children. They do not
always give exactly what is asked for, for children often ask for
what is not good for them, but they give, and give what is good.
Will the heavenly Father do less?® But we must ask for what
we believe to be in accordance with His will, and we must ask
in submission to His will (Jas. iv. 3).

In the Golden Rule (12) the Sermon reaches its climax ; it is
“the capstone of the whole discourse.” The ¢therefore’ with
which it is introduced does not fit on very well to the preceding

11t is probable that both dogs’ and ¢swine’ are the nominatives of
¢ trample,’ ‘turn’ and ‘rend.” But some would make ¢ dogs’ the subject of
‘turn and rend,” and ‘swine’ the subject of ‘trample.” To the Jew both
swine and dogs were unclean. See Tristram, Nas. Hist. of the Bible, p. 79,

2 It is suggested that ‘serpent’ (8¢is) means an eel, which might not be
eaten: ¢ Whatsoever hath no fins nor scales in the waters, that is an abomina-
tion unto you’ (Lev. xi, 12), We cannot safely infer from this passage or
xix. 29 that several of the Apostles were married and had children; but it
%s not improbable. Comp. 1 Cor. ix, 5. We know that Peter was married
viil. 14). :

3 ¢ Fven when the gates of prayer are shut in heaven, those of tears are
open” (Talmud): note the contrast between #&vfpwmos (9) and ¢ év rois
ovpavols (11).

8
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verse : perhaps it looks back to vii. 1, 2. In Lk. it follows what
is parallel to v. 42, which makes a very suitable conjunction.
The negative form of the precept, ¢ Do that to no man which thou
hatest’ (Tob. iv. 15), seems to have been common among the
Rabbis. Itis found in Isocrates, in Philo, and in the Stoics.l It
need not rise much above calculating prudence, which avoids
provoking retaliation ; and it cannot rise above mere abstention
from inflicting pain. At its best, it falls immeasurably short
of the positive rule given by Christ. The rule has the widest
possible sweep: ¢ All things whatsoever ye would that men should
do unto you’; which in Lk. is expressed by ‘ exactly as’ (xafds).
It is of course assumed that men wish to have done to them what
is really good for them: wishes for what is pleasant but harmful
are not included. The concluding words, ‘ For this is the Law
and the Prophets,’ look back to v. 17. So far from destroying
the Law and the Prophets, Christ preaches a doctrine which sums
up all their teaching respecting the duty of man to man. What
we desire from our neighbours is love,—true, constant, discerning
love: and it is from our experience of our own needs in this
respect that we can discern how much love of the same kind
we owe to others. See Hort, Judaistic Christianity, p. zo. The
omission of ‘all’ or ‘the whole’ before ‘the Law’ here, and its
insertion xxii. 40 (8Aos & wdpos), is very intelligible. Here only
the love of man to his neighbour is under consideration, while
there both the love of man to God and the love of man to
man are prescribed.

It was probably a new thing to Christ’s hearers that the
Prophets should be placed on a level with the Law, and this was
frequently done by Him: v. 17, xi. 13, xxii. 40; Lk. xvi. 16,
xxiv. 44.. The combination is not found in Mk. or Jn., and
Mk. does not mention the Law, which to his readers had little
interest.

VIL. 18-28. Exhortation to enter the Christian Life,
avording False Guides and False Professions.

The Epilogue to the Sermon, which begins here, contains
three pairs of contrasts, the broad and the narrow ways, the
good and the bad trees, the well-built and the ill-built houses.
The two first pairs belong to this section.

We may connect the charge to enter the narrow way with
the Golden Rule by the thought that to carry the rule into effect

11t is also found in some texts of Acts xv. 28, as to what was to be
required of Gentile converis : guacungue vobis fieri non vultis, alii ne feceritis
(Iren. 111 xil. 14 ; Cypr. 7est, iii. 119). 8oa ph Oéhere avrols yelveofar érépy
uh woey (Cod. D). .
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is indeed a hard matter. But in Lk. (xiii. 23, 24) this charge is
given in a very different connexion, viz. in answer to the question
whether those who are in the way of salvation (of cw{duevor) are
few. The gate (Mt) or door (Lk.) is that which leads to the
Kingdom, and we have thus returned to the thought with which
the Sermon began,—admission to the Kingdom (v. 3).! The
way to it is the righteousness which is sketched in the Beatitudes.
We might turn this charge into a Beatitude. Blessed are they
that seek the way of righteousness, for they shall escape destruc-
tion, or they shall find the Kingdom. Many enter the broad
way, because it requires no self-discipline, and therefore seems
to promise greater freedom. And its popularity makes it easy
enough to find. The way that leads to life is so little trodden,
on account of its apparent difficulty, that it is not easy to find.2
This fact has often impressed thinkers in their classifications of
mankind ; knaves and fools are many, while good and wise men
are few. ‘There be many created, but few shall be saved’
(2 Esdr. vili. 3; comp. vii. 3-9). But for the ignorarice and
folly of the majority, the proportions would be reversed. The
restrictions of the narrow way are not infringements of liberty
but protections against evil: they result in a service which is
perfect freedom. Indeed Christ Himself is the Way, the
Messiah who is the bringer of freecdom. In this world there
must be restrictions, there must be a yoke and a burden; but
the yoke is easy, and the burden light,—far lighter than that
which accumulates on the broad way. By ‘life’ we are to
understand ‘eternal life, ‘the life that is life indeed,’ which
later Jewish literature commonly described as the ‘life of the
age to come.’3 But the difference between Jewish teaching
and Christ’s is this, that eternal life is to be won in no other
way than by righteousness in this life: descent from Abraham
is of no value. See Dalman, Words of Jesus, pp. 156-162.

In the Book of the Secrets of Enoch (xxx. 15) God is repre-
sented as placing the two ways before Adam. “And I gave
him his will, and I showed him the two ways, the light and the
darkness. And I said to him, ‘This is good, and this is evil’;
that I should know whether he has love for Me or hate; that

! Lk, omits ‘the way’ (% 686s), and his entrance is the door of a house;
while that in Mt. is the gate of a city. But 4% 76An here may be an insertion
(X, Old Latin and many Fathers omit), and we should read: ‘for wide and
broad is the way.’

3 In the Iliva$ or 7abula of Cebes (xvi.), who was a disciple of Socrates,
it is said : ““ Dost thou not see a little door, and a way in front of the door,
which is not much crowded, but the travellers are few? That is the way
that leadeth to the true instruction.” But the Jewish two ways may be found
Jer. xxi. 8; Ps. i. 6; Deut. xxx. 19,

8 Comp. xix. 16. This use of ‘life’ ({w¥) is not common in the Synoptics,
but is very frequent in Jn. (iii. 36, v. 24, 29, 40, vi. 33, 35, 5I, etc.).
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he should appear in his race as loving Me.” Comp. ‘Your God
proveth you, to know whether ye love the Lord your God’
(Deitt. xiii. 3). It is man’s Jove that is desired by God. Itis
by man’s fault that the good way now seems hard, and the evil
way easy. See Polano, Z7%e Talmud, p. 281.

If we want to find the right way, we must beware of unfrust-
worthy guides (15-20). In this context, ‘false prophets’ can
hardly refer to any but Scribes and Pharisees; but the saying
is of far wider application. By the ‘sheep’s clothing’ we are
not to understand the usual dress of a Prophet, which does not
seem to have been of wool but of hair (Zech. xiii. 4). It'is a
symbol for an innocent, lamb-like appearance, craftily assumed
for an evil purpose. ‘Wolves’ for the enemies of God’s flock
is an Old Testament metaphor (Ezek. xxii. 27; Zeph. iii. 3),
and they are called ‘ravening’ (dpmayes), because they are greedy
of gain and of power. Their hypocrisy is so consummate, that
they are difficult to detect. Nevertheless, their conduct is sure
to betray them. .

The illustration from good and worthless trees is found again
in Jas. iii. 11, 12, where we probably have echoes of Christ’s
teaching as remembered by the Lord’s brother. Christ Himself
seems to have used the illustration more than once (xii. 33),
and He was perhaps using one that was current (comp. Gal. v.
22), Arrian, the pupil of Epictetus, writing about a century
later, asks, “How can a vine grow, not vinewise, but olivewise,
or an olive, on the other hand, not olivewise, but vinewise? It
is impossible ” (ii. 20). And Seneca says that evil is not derived
from good, any more than a fig-tree from an olive. “Like root,
like fruit” is the teaching of common experience (comp. Gal.
vi. 7), and the false teacher will in time reveal his root.] In any
case his doom is certain (19, iii. ro0).

Verse 15 has no parallel in Lk., and it is manifest that the test of fruit-
bearing is one which is applicable to all persons and is not confined to
prophets. That there will be false prophets is among the predictions
included in the apocalyptical discourse in Mk. (xiii. 22). As we know
from the Didacke (xi. 3~12) and other sources, abuses in connexzion with
the itinerant prophets began very early in the primitive Church : see Schaff’s
edition, p. 69. Wellhausen remarks: Die fakrenden Propheten miissen fiir
die christlicke Gemeinde eine wakhre Landplage gewesen sein (p. 33). It is
possible that Mt. knew from experience that our Lord’s test needed to be
employed in the case of such people, and the test is in marked contrast to
that which is suggested in the Didacte.

But we have not only to beware of the misleading which
comes from others, we must be still more on our guard against

1 The illustration does not tell us Aow character is formed. Man forms
his own character, a tree does not.  But the character, however it be formed,
shows itself in the fruit,
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the misleading which comes from ourselves: false professions
may be worse than false prophets (21-23). We may deceive
ourselves as to the sincerity of our expressions of devotion to
Christ. They may be frequent, and even fervent, and yet be
quite worthless. They may have been so fervent that they have
influenced others for good, have cast out demons, and produced
wonderful results. In spite of all that, they may be worthless,
because they have lacked reality : they have not been done in
the spirit of that love, without which all profession, even if it be
made ‘with the tongues of Angels,’ is no better than ‘sounding
brass’ (1 Cor. xiii. 1). The outward ascription of honour to
Christ is worth little, unless there is also inward loyalty to His
will. The threefold repetition of ‘in 7%y Name,” which in the
Greek is in all three cases placed first with emphasis, shows that
they could claim to have paid outward homage to Jesus as the
Messiah.,! And this of course was not wrong. The saying of
‘Lord, Lord’ is not condemned; but the mere saying of it will
not secure entrance into the Kingdom. Orthodoxy without love,
without the will to do the Father’s will, is of no avail.

“Then will I profess unto them ’ is said with manifest reference
to their profession, although the word is not used of their claim.
They have professed the closest intimacy with Him, and have
made free and frequent use of His Name: but He disclaims all
acquaintance with them. They do not possess the character-
istics which He can recognize. ‘Depart from Me, (all) ye
workers of iniquity’ is from Ps. vi. 9; and it is worth noting
that Mt. retains the word used in the Septuagint, ‘lawlessness’
(dvopia), which represents the Jewish point of view, while Lk.
(xiil. 27) has ‘iniquity’ or ‘injustice’ (&diwxia), which represents
the Greek point of view.? Wickedness in general is what is
meant. Separation from Christ is the penalty, and the sentence
of banishment is pronounced by Christ Himself. Once more
we must remark with what royal assurance Jesus speaks of His
own authority as the final Judge of mankind, and implies that
banishment from His presence is 2 punishment of the utmost
gravity. And it is also to be noted what it is that He here
condemns as °‘iniquity.” Not acts of fraud, or violence, or

Y Lk. (xiii. 26) has ¢ we did eat and drink ¢z Zhy presence’ (évdmiéy aov).
Justin Martyr (Apol. i. 16; 77y. 76) mixes the two passages: ‘ Did we not
eat and drink ¢z 7Zky name?’ Origen (Cels. ii. 49) does the same. Itis
clear that this passage cannot refer to the beginning of Christ’s Ministry.
There were then no people who hypocritically professed to be devoted to
Him. Bengel adds to these professions, ‘‘ We have written commentaries on
the Old and New Testaments ; we have preached splendid sermons.”

2 No other Evangelist uses dyvoula: Mt. has it again xiii. 41, xxiii. 28,
xxiv. 12 ; and in xiii. 41, as here, it is in connexion with the Day of Judgment,
This revelation of Himself as Judge cannot belong to His early teaching.
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sensuality ; but the religious professions of those who know
and do not practise; who can see, and perhaps feel, the beauty
of His teaching and character, and can inspire others with a
love for it which has no place in themselves. It is “the piety
of sentiment” that is thus condemned (P. Girodon, S. Zue,

p- 237)

VIX 24-29, The Judgmenls whick await the Members
of the Kingdom.

In both reports of the Sermon the parable of the Wise and
Foolisk Builders forms the impressive conclusion, and the most
impressive phrase in it is the repeated and very comprehensive
introduction to each half of it: ¢ Every one which heareth these
words of Mine’? The well-being or ruin of every one of those
who hear what has just been spoken is to depend upon whether
they obey or not. The claim is tremendous, and it is made, as
before, with such serene confidence, as of a Teacher who has no
shade of doubt as to His own authority, or as to the supreme
importance to His hearers of the message which He brings.
And this enormous claim is made without argument or
production of credentials: quiet assertion is the only instrument
that is used: ‘Zsay to you.” The Carpenter of Nazareth stands
before the whole race of mankind and tells them that He has
laid down principles of conduct for the guidance of every one of
them, and that they will neglect His precepts at their peril. He
“stood forth as a Legislator, not as a commentator, and
commanded and prohibited, and repealed, and promised, on
His own bare word.” And it is a remarkable thing that so many
of those who would regard Him as only the best of human
teachers, nevertheless admit the majestic' authority of His
teaching (see Maclaren, ad Joc.).

Throughout this epilogue to the Sermon (13-2%), as else-
where, Jesus divides mankind into two classes and no more;
either on the narrow or on the broad way ; either a good tree or
a corrupt one; either a wise or a foolish builder;2 in a word,
either for Christ or against Him. It may be very hard, in most

1 The parable is an expansion of Prov. x. 2§: ¢ When the whirlwind
passeth, the wicked is no more: But the righteous is an everlasting founda-
tion.” Comp. Prov. i. 26-33, xii. 7, xiv, 11; and see Toy in each place.

3 As in the parable of the Ten Virgins, it is the wisdom and folly of the
agents that is insisted upon, rather than their religious character. This is
frequent in Christ’s teaching and in Scripture generally. It is often more
easy to judge of wisdom and folly ; and by many people this point of view is
more readily apire.ciated than the moral one. In Lk. there are no adjectives
applied to the builders, neither ¢pbripos nor pwpds, which are the epithets
used of the Wise and Foolish Virgins. Both words are more common in
Mt. than elsewhere in the N.T.



VII. 24—28] THE MINISTRY IN GALILEE 119

cases, for us to decide to which class o#%er people belong; there
seem to be endless gradations, without a decisive line anywhere.
And it is our wisdom to assume that all, about whom any doubt
is possible (that is, the enormous majority), are on the right side
of the line, wherever the line may be. God knows, and we
leave all that flows from that knowledge to Him. But about
ourselves, each one of us knows, not indeed as well as He does
(far from it), but sufficiently well to form a judgment on which to
act. Do we know that we are trying to live according to the
Sermon on the Mount? If not, the warning about the Foolish
Builder is for us.

The metaphor of building is specially appropriate. The man
is not pitching a tent for a few hours, or at most for a few days,
with the probability of being able to moye it in case of danger,
but building a house to dwell in permanently, with the certairity
that danger must arise sometimes. And that is what we are
employed upon here: each one is building up his character,—
that character which is the one thing which he can take with
him, which he must take with him, into the other world. And
the choice which he has is not between building and not building
(he must build some kind of character), but between building
well and building foolishly. And the only way to build well is
to build upon a rock, the rock of Christ’s teaching and Christ’s
example. But Divine instruction, intended for building up,
must, if neglected, result in disastrous ruin.! ‘Great was the
fall thereof’ does not mean that the building was a large one,
but that the whole edifice fell (or ‘fell i#,’ owéreser, as Lk. says),
so that the ruin was complete. The warning applies to small
characters as well as great, to the humblest disciples as well as
to Apostles; and the whole audience is left with the crash of
the unreal disciple’s house sounding in their ears. ‘When Jesus
ended these words’ it was ‘ #ke multitudes’ who ‘ were astonished
at His teaching’ ;3 and, according to both reports, the last word
which fell upon their ears was ‘great’: ‘the fall thereof was
great.’

The formula, It came to pass when Jesus ended’ (éyévero 8re éréleger &
"Ipooiis), occurs after all the five great discourses in Mt. (vil. 28, xi. 1, xiii. 53,
xix. 1, xxvi. 1). This produces the impression that the Evangelist intends us
to understand that, in each case, all the words in the preceding discourse
were uttered at one and the same time; whereas it is almost certain that in

each case the discourse is a compilation. With regard to this difficulty we
may choose one of these three alternatives, (1) Mt. thought that the time at

1 ¢ Rabba said : Holy Writ does not tell us that to szudy God’s commands
shows a good understanding, but to do them. We must learn, however,
before we can perform ; and he who acts contrary through life to the teaching
of the Most High had better never have been born” (Talmud).

2 For the meaning of éfovata see Abbott, Jokannine Vocabulary, 1562 fi,



120 GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S, MATTHEW [VII 28, 29

which the sayings were delivered was of no importance, and that he was quite
free to assign any time that he pleased to them. They were the words of the
Messiah ; that was all that was important : an Evangelist might arrange them
as he found convenient, or thought most effective for his purpose. (2) Mt.
had no intention of fixing any times for these five collections of sayings ; in
using this formula he was merely marking the conclusion of a particular
section of the Gospel. (3) The sayings had already been collected into set
discourses in the sources which he used, and he himself believed that each
had been uttered as a whole at the time indicated. In the last case, the
formula, ¢ It came to pass when Jesus ended,” may not be the Evangelist’s
own remark, but may have come from the source. It is in favour of this that
the expression it came to pass when’ (éyévero &re) occurs nowhere else in
Mt., but only in these five passages (see Hawkins, Hore Syn, pp. 132f.).

For the great impression which Christ’s teaching made upon His hearers
comp. xiii. §4, xxil. 22, 33; Mk. i. 22, vi. 2, xi. 18; Lk, iv. 22, 323
In. vii. 135, 46.

With the words, ‘were astonished at His teaching,’!” Mt.
returns to the narrative of Mk. (i. 22), into which he has
inserted three chapters. He follows Mk. in saying that it was
the awthoritative manner of teaching that so amazed them. The
Rabbis were accustomed to quote some authority for what they
said, either Scripture, or tradition, or the utterance of some
teacher of repute. Christ spoke on His own authority, an
authority which He sometimes said that He had received from
the Father (xxvii. 18; Jn. v. 27, x. 18, xvii. 2), but which He
seems, as a rule, to have allowed to make itself felt without
support or justification. He Aabitually taught (v 3ddokwv) in
this unusual manner; and, while it was often resented by those’
who taught in the traditional way, it made the people very
attentive to hear Him, they ‘hung upon Him, listening’ (Lk.
xix. 48). But neither this nor His miracles caused Him to be
commonly recognized as the Messiah. The Baptist’s witness to
His Messiahship had not been heard by very many, and had
been perhaps forgotten. The multitudes regarded Him rather
as a great Prophet, either a new one or one of the old ones risen
again.

Justin M. (Z7y. 35) gives as sayings of Christ two different quotations of
ver. 15, in the first case mixing it with xxiv. 5, and between these quotations
he gives as a saying of Christ what seems to be a reminiscence of 1 Cor.
xi. 18, 19. ‘‘For He said : Many shall come in My name, outwardly clad
in skins of sheep, but inwardly they are ravening wolves. And: Zhere skall
e schisms and herestes. And: Beware of false prophets, who shall come to
you, outwardly clad in skins of sheep, but within they are ravening wolves.”
In the Clementine Homilies (xvi. 21) we have a similar mixture of Matthew
and Corinthians quoted as a saying of Christ. ““For there will be, as the
Lord said, false apostles (2 Cor. xi. 13), false prophets, heresies (1 Cor.

xi. 19), lustings for rule” (¢iAapxlas, frequent in Plutarch). See small print
at the end of ch. xxiv.

1 The force of the imperfect, éferAfjooorro, is that they were more and
more amazed, their astonishment went on and on.
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‘ Ravening wolves in sheep’s clothing’ is the first of the stern
metaphors directed against the Pharisees which have been
preserved by Mt. alone. Comp. ‘blind guides’ (xv. 14, xxiii.
16, 24), and ‘whited sepulchres, outwardly beautiful, but full
of all uncleanness’ (xxm 27). Other graphic traits of these
hypocrites are their ‘sounding a trumpet before them’ when
they give alms (vi. 2), their ‘laying heavy burdens’ on others and
not stirring a finger to remove them (xxiii. 4), and their ‘straining
out a gnat, while they ‘swallow a camel’ (xxiii. 24): and all
these are given by Mt. alone.

Ch. vii. is not very full of expressions which are characteristic of Mt.
We have xal 506 (4), Omwoxpiris FS), 6 warhp o0 év Tois olpavely (11, 21),
év&u/.w.(ls), tfa‘rrpés (17, 18), ¢pbvipos (24), pwpbs (26) Peculiar to Mt.: %
Baothela TGV olpavdy ; peculiar to this chapter: miarvs (13), edplyxwpos ( 13),
Bpox1 (25, 27).

VIIL 1-IX. 84. [llustrations of the Messiak's Work.
Typical Miracles.

Mt. omits the healing of the demoniac in the synagogue at
Capernaum (Mk. i. 23-28; Lk. iv. 33~36), and transfers to the
first place the healing of a leper, which Mk. places later, but
without saying when it took place (i. 40-45; Lk. v. 12-16).
No doubt Mt. had reasons for this change, but they are not
obvious. The leper’s act of worship, and extraordinary strength
of faith may have seemed to the Evangelist more suitable for
a first detailed account of one of Christ’s works of mercy. More-
over, Christ’s charge to the healed leper, to go and show himself
to the priest and offer what Moses commanded, is an example
of His fulfilling and not destroying the Law (v. 17). But it is
clear that the leper was not cleansed in the presence of great
multitudes’ (viii. 1). In that case, the charge to him to ‘tell
no man’ would have been out of place. But before examining
any of these illustrations of Christ’s miracles the following
weighty words are worthy of consideration.

“The historian who tries to construct a reasoned picture
of the Life of Christ finds that he cannot dispense with miracles.
He is confronted with the fact that no sooner had the life of
Jesus ended in apparent failure and shame, than the great body
of Christians passed over at once to the fixed belief that He
was God. By what conceivable process could the men of that
day have arrived at such a conclusion, if there had been nothing
in His life to distinguish it from that of ordinary men? He
did not work the kind of miracles which they expected. But
this makes it all the more necessary that there must have
been something about the life which tkey couwld recognize as
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supernatural and divine. Eliminate miracles from the careet
of Jesus, and the belief of Christians, from the first moment
that we have undoubted contemporary evidence of it (say
A.D. 50), becomes an insoluble enigma” (Sanday, Owtlines,
PP 113, 114).

““We cannot separate the wonderful life, or the wonderful
teaching, from the wonderful works. They involve and inter-
penetrate and presuppose each other, and form in their insoluble
combination one harmonious picture” (Illingworth, Divine
Immanence, p. 9o).

To those who believe that Jesus Christ was what He claimed
to be, that is, to those who believe in the Incarnation, there is
no difficulty about miracles. They are the natural works of
a supernatural Person. If He was not supernatural, then
difficulty arises. But in that case we tear up the New
Testament, and the history of the Christian Church becomes
inexplicable.

In the summary of Christ’s wonderful works of healing
given as an introduction to the account of His ministry (iv. 24)
no mention is made of cleansing lepers, and we are probably to
understand that this narrative (viii. 2—4) refers to the first instance
of Christ cleansing a leper. In that case the man’s faith was
all the more remarkable. Leprosy was believed to be incurable
by human means ;! and, if the man had never heard of a cure,
his ‘Thou canst make me clean’ exhibits marvellous trust in
Christ’s power. ¢If Thou wilt’ looks as if he had less trust in
Christ’s goodness; but it perhaps means no more than that he
thought himself unworthy of such a boon. His ‘worshipping’
Him perhaps meant no more than special reverence to a Prophet,
or was preparatory to asking a great boon, but it may have
indicated something more. All three Evangelists mention the
prostration, but each in a different way. ¢ Worship’ (mpooxuretr)
is a favourite word with Mt., who first uses it of the adoration
of the Magi (ii. 2, 8, 11, iv. g, 10, viil. 2, ix 18, xiv. 33, etc.).
It is rare in Mk. and Lk., but common in Jn.,, who perhaps
always uses it of the worship of a Divine Person. It well
expresses the attitude which befits all who come to the Messiah
for the blessings of His healing power ; and this act of worship
—so different from the behaviour of the demoniac in the
synagogue—may have been another reason for Mt.’s placing this

! It has been contended (Wright, St. Zuke, p. 148) that ¢‘ Biblical leprosy
was a mild skin disease, never fatal,” quite different from modern leprosy.
But what we call leprosy was known then. Other diseases of the skin did
not make a man ceremonially unclean ; and how could a mild skin disease be
regarded as (in a very special way) a Divine visitation? Ps. li. 7 points to
l‘eprosy as symbolical in its ravages to sin. See Hastings’ 2DB., art.
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miracle first in his three triplets of specimens of the Messiah’s
mighty works.}

Mk. mentions that Christ was ‘moved by compassion’
(omAayxviobeis), which implies that the man’s sufferings were
great, and ‘the beloved physician’ tells us that the man was
“full of leprosy.” All three have the Hebraistic amplification
that Christ ‘stretched out His hand’ to touch him, which Weiss
strangely explains as “in order to prevent the contact with the
unclean and contagious disease.” - Is it credible that Jesus
was afraid of being infected? Would azy one keep the man
at arm’s length for fear of infection, and yet touch him? The
outstretched hand is the expression of the compassion (xiv. 31),
and is the answer to the leper’s timid ‘if Thou wilt.” It confirms
his faith in Christ’s power and assures him of His goodness, and
thus completes the preparation of the sufferer’s mind for the
cleansing. The healing touch follows, and °‘s#aigktway his
leprosy was cleansed.” All three preserve the ‘straightway,’ for
the sudden cure of such a malady was one of the astounding
features of the miracle. All three also mention that Christ
touched the leper, which involved becoming ceremonially
unclean. But this result is not certain. Lk, says that the
man was ‘full of leprosy’; and, by a curious provision of the
Law, if ‘the leprosy cover all the skin of him that hath the
plague, then the priest shall pronounce him clean’ (Lev. xiii.
12, 13). Yet what follows indicates that this leper was not thus
exempt. We may conclude, therefore, that Jesus fouched the
leper on the same principle as that on which He healed on the
Sabbath. The law of charity is above the ceremonial law, and
the touch was necessary to assure the sufferer of Christ’s absolute
sympathy and readiness to help.

Perhaps the touch was also necessary for the sake of the
millions who were to read of this cleansing. No mora/ pollution
can be so great as to make Christ shrink from contact with
a sinner, who comes to Him with a desire to be freed from his
plague, and with the belief that He has the power to free him.
Christ’s miracles are parables. That was part of their purpose
when they were wrought, and it is their chief meaning to us.
There seems to be nothing unreasonable in the thought that
some of the details were selected, not because they were
essential to the wonderful works, but because of their spiritual
significance.

Christ’s charge to the cleansed leper: ¢see thou tell no man ;
but go thy way, show thyself to the priest, and offer the gift that

1 Mk. (i. 41) has no ‘Lord’ (Kdpie) in the leper’s address; but both Mt.
and Lk. (v. 12) insert it. It is common in the Egyptian papyri, in the sense
of ‘ my lord,’ or ¢sir’ (Abbott, Jokannine Grammar, 2
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Moses commanded,’ has been variously explained. Mk, tells us
that it was given with great strictness (éuBpuysyodpevos), as
something that Christ regarded as urgent.! Perhaps the
principal reason was to ensure that the man did not assume
that his miraculous cleansing dispensed him from obedience to
the law. But Christ may also have wished to preserve the man
from unhealthy boasting about the wonderful cure, and the
people from being excited to religious or political fanaticism
(Jn. vi. 15); and both these motives were probably present in
other cases in which Christ enjoined silence on those whom He
healed (xii. 16; Mk. v. 43, vii. 36, comp. ix. 9=Mt. xvii. 9).
The danger of popula.r fanaticism is perhaps part of the reason
for His silencing the demons when they would have revealed
who He was (Mk. i. 25, 34). The time had not yet come for
such a revelation to be made publicly, and demons were not
proper apostles of it at any time. Comp. xii. 19, 39, xvii. 9.

It has been urged that these injunctions to silence are proof
that Jesus, during His lifetime, never claimed to be the Messiah,
If He had, He would not have forbidden people to say that He
was the Messiah. If He wrought mighty works as evidence that
He was the Messiah, He would not have told those on whom
He wrought them to say nothing about it. From this apparent
inconsistency we are asked to draw the conclusion that most of
the miracles and all of the injunctions to silence are fictions,
After His death, His followers believed Jesus to have been God.
Then of course He must have done great wonders. But (un-
believers might ask) why did not the wonders cause Him to
be recognized as Divine at the time? To which His followers
invented the reply, that He had forbidden people to make
known His wonderful works.

This explanation is much less easy to believe than the plain
statements of the Gospels, which are too nearly contemporaneous
with the facts to be set aside in this peremptory way. The
seeming inconsistency is a strong guarantee for the truth of the
narratives, and invention is here very improbable. We seriously
misstate the case when we say, Jesus wrought miracles to prove
that He was the Messiah, and then forbade people to proclaim
Him as such. Miracles did not prove that He was the Messiah ;
at most they only proved that He was a Prophet: and He had
other reasons for working them. Among these reasons we may
securely place His desire to relieve suffering, to benefit men’s

1 Mk. a.lso says that Christ ¢ turned him out’ (¢£éBaher) or ¢ dismissed him
with urgency,’ as if the man were not sufficiently docile. Salmon thinks that
Mk. does not entirely approve of the leper’s conduct (74 Human Element,
p. 149). In any case, we see how anxious Jesus was not to overthrow the
existing ecclesiastical system prematurely Where it was blameless, He
strongly supported it; comp. xxiii. 2.
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souls by first healing their bodies, to attract attention to His
teaching. Many came to be healed, or to see mighty works,
and then stayed to listen. The reasons suggested above for the
injunctions to silence are adequate ; but there may easily have
been others of a deeper nature which lie beyond our ken. See
a helpful paper by Sanday in the Journal of Theological Studses,
April 1904,

‘For a testimony to them’ is in all three. ‘Them’ is
primarily the priests, but it may include the people ; and it is
the gift which the cleansed leper must offer that is the °testi-
mony.” It would show that Christ did not disregard the Law,
as some had supposed that He did (v. 17), if it was known that
He had ordered one whom He had healed to do all that Moses
commanded (Lev."xiv.). Thus this incident illustrates in both
directions Christ’s treatment of the ceremonial law. When it
came into collision with the moral law, He disregarded it; the
lower law must give way. He did not allow cerémonial defile-
ment to stand in the way of showing sympathy with the leper by
touching him. But, when there was no such collision, He
upheld the ceremonial law. “He condemned neither the wash-
ings nor the differences of meats, but He did strenuously
condemn the confusion of such mere rules with principles of
religion and morality, 7.e. with the substance of the Law and the
Prophets, and He defended the violation of such rules, not as a
habit but when the cause was adequate ” (Hort, Jfudaistic Christi-
anity, p. 29).

The kealing of the Centurion’s Servant (5-13) at a distance
is not recorded by Mk. and is placed by Lk. (vii. 2-10) immedi-
ately after the Sermon. The utterances are given in almost
exactly the same words by Mt. and Lk., but the narrative portion
differs.! In Lk, the centurion sends first elders and then friends
to intercede for his servant ; here he comes himself. The details
of the story had got changed in transmission, and each Evangelist
received a different version of it. Jn. iv. 46—54 probably refers
to a different incident.

It has been remarked that centurions have a good character
in the New Testament (xxvii. 54; Acts x. 22, xxii. 26, xxiii. 17,
23, 24, Xxiv. 23, xxvil. 43). Roman organization was one of the
chief instruments of good order in the world, and it produced,
and was maintained by, excellent individuals, such as this

1 By placing uov before owd T4y oréynr, Mt. -throws the emphasis on the
substantive : ‘enter under my 700f.” The centurion asks a great boon, but
not such a sacrifice on Christ’s part as that. This nicety is lost in Lk. vii, 6.
Abbott, Jokan. Gr. 2559. In Syr-Sin. the man is called a *chiliarch’ or
tribune, ~ Wellhausen and Zahn make ver. 7 interrogative : ¢ Shall I come

and heal him ?’  Fritzsche would make it a question of surprise; ‘Am I to
come and heal him ?’
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centurion, who had built a synagogue at Capernaum—¢our
synagogue’ as the elders call it (Lk. vii. 5). His saying that
he was ‘not worthy’ that Christ should enter his house
perhaps indicates that he was not a proselyte: he does mnot
ask that the famous Rabbi should pollute Himself by entering
the house of a Gentile. He knows from personal experience
what a word from a person in authority can do witkout per-
sonal presence. e obeys orders sent to him, and he issues
orders which are obeyed. Christ has authority over unseen
powers, and He has only to speak the word, and the servant
will be healed.

Both narratives record that ‘Jesus marvelled ’ (eGavp.aa-cv)
at the centurion’s faith, - Those who attribute omniscience to
the incarnate Word must explain how He could ¢ marvel’ at any-
thing. ‘He marvelled because of their unbelief’ (Mk. vi. 6).
“The surprises of life, especially those which belong to its
ethical and spiritual side, created genuine astonishment in the
human mind of Christ” (Swete) Comp. xxvi. 40; Mk. viii. 12.
He tells us Himself that He was ignorant of the date of the Day
of Judgment (Mk. xiii. 32). Therefore ignorance was possible
for Him, and the only question is as to its extent. This we
must reverently consider with the aid of Scripture. He could
grow in wisdom (Lk. ii. 52); and He sometimes asked for in-
formation: ‘How many loaves have ye? go and see.’ ‘How
long time is it since this hath come to him?’ ¢Where have ye
laid him?’ Till He reached it, He expected that the barren
fig-tree would have fruit. When He taught in the synagogue,
He exhibited no knowledge of the whole of the Scriptures : ‘He
opened the book and found the place’ (Lk. iv. 1%) and read.
On the other hand, He could read men’s hearts, and He could
know what was taking place at a distance. The principle which
can be traced seems to be this: that, where knowledge which
was necessary for His work could be obtained by ordinary
means, then He used ordinary means ; but that, where it could
not thus be obtained, He obtained the knowledge supernaturally,
—perhaps we may say by revelation from His Father. It was
not necessary for His work that He should know all about the
authorship and date of the books of the Old Testament; and it
is no true reverence to claim such knowledge for Him. In such
matters He probably accepted what He had been taught, and to
have known more might have hindered His work rather than
helpedit; therefore “ He condescended not to know.” Scripture
seemrs to show that “He was truly limited in knowledge within
the sphere of His humanity,” and that “He withdrew from
operation (ab opere retraxit) His power and majesty.” But the
subject is a deep mystery, and reverent caution in drawing
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inferences is necessary. See Gore, Dissertations, pp. 71ff.;
Hastings’ D.B. and DCG., art. ‘ Kenosis.’

The declaration, ‘With no one have I found such faith in
Israel,” suggests the thought that there are others outside Israel
who are like this centurion.! Without having the spiritual
advantages of Jews, they exceed the righteousness of Jews.
Then ought they not to be admitted to the Kingdom? ¢Yes,’
says our Lord, ‘and not only so, but many Jews will be excluded
from it The verses (11, 12) in which this reversal of human
judgments is declared are given by Lk. in quite another con-
nexion (xiii. 28—30) and in somewhat different words. In this
Jewish-Christian Gospel there are clear indications that the
Gentiles are to be admitted to the Kingdom, and this is one of
them : comp. xxi. 43, xxil. 9, xxiv. 14, xxv. 32, xxviii. 19. The
other Hebrew Gospel has the same (Jn. x. 16, xii. 20). The
words come partly from Is. xlv. 6 and xlix. 12 ; comp. lix. 19;
Jer. iii. 18; Mal. i 11. What they foretell is the exact opposite
of Jewish expectations. The Jew expected that the Gentiles
would be put to shame by the sight of the Jews in bliss. Here
it is the Gentiles who sit down to the banquet with the Patriarchs,
while the excluded Jews gnash their teeth. A banquet is so
often the expression of great joy in human life that it is natural
to use it as a symbol of the joys of a future life (xxvi. 29;
Lk. xiv. 15, xxii. 30; Rev. iii. 20, xix. 9). The Jews seem to
have understood the banquet literally. In the Apocalypse of
Baruch (xxix. 4) Leviathan and Behemoth are to be given as
food to the faithful remnant. On ‘the sons of the Kingdom'’
see Deissmann, Bible Studies, p. 162. It is strange irony that
the sons of the Kingdom are excluded from the Kingdom.

The narratives of the healing of the Jewish leper, who is told
to observe the Law, and of the servant of the heathen centurion,
who is shown to be worthy of the Kingdom, are well placed by
Mt. immediately after the Sermon in which Christ sets forth the
Christian’s relation to the Jewish Law; just as the Magi come
after the shepherds, and sick from all Syria are healed after many
healings of Jews in Galilee (iv. 23, 24).

There now follows the third instance in Mt.’s first triplet of
miraculous healings (14, 15). We have had leprosy and palsy,
and we now have fever,—the Aealing of Peter's mother-in-law
(wevfepd), which is recorded by all three. And all three mention
that, directly she was healed, she ministered to Jesus and those

1 QOrigen points out that Jairus, who was not only ‘in Israel’ but a
synagogue-ruler, did not ask for a mere word, but said ¢Come quickly,” and
that Martha and Mary said that, if Christ had been there, their brother would
not have died. And yet Wellhausen suggests that this centurion is a Doppe/-
ganger of Jairus
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with Him. This showed the completeness of the cure, and it
may imply that she was healed near the time of the mid-day
meal. As it was not until evening that demoniacs and sick were
brought to Him, we may conclude that the day was a Sabbath.

It is clear from I Cor. ix. 5that Peter was married, and Clement of
Alexandria (Strom. iii. 6) says that his wife helped the Apostle in ministering
to women. Here Mt. says that her mother ministered to Jesus: adr¢ is the
true reading. Mt. has not mentioned the presence of disciples, and therefore
does not write adrofs,as Mk. does. Note the change of tense : she rose once
for all and continued ministering (#yépfy xal dupxévet).

In what follows (16) we have instructive examples of the way in which
Mt. treats the narrative of Mk. (1) He omits ¢ when the sun did set,” which
is not needed after ¢ when even was come,’ and he also omits the second
mention of ‘those that were sick.” (2) He emphasizes the miraculous
character of the cures by saying that the evil spirits were cast out ‘with a
word,’ and that ‘all’ of ‘many’ were healed, not ‘many’ of ‘all.’ (3) He
omits Christ’s silencing the demons, who would have proclaimed who He
was in defiance of His will. (4) He adds a fulfilment of Scripture. Besides
these notable alterations he makes characteristic changes of wording ; e.g. he
substitutes, as often, an aorist for an imperfect and at the same time adopts a
verb which he prefers instead of the one used by Mk. (rposfveyrar for
épepov). See small print at the end of the chapter.

Mt. concludes his first triplet of miracles with a summary of
many more and a quotation from the Hebrew of Is. liii. 4, the
Septuagint being different and less suitable for his purpose. The
original passage refers to one of the Prophet’s own contempor-
aries, who in a special sense was the Lord’s Servant, and who
had endured sufferings which should have fallen on his fellows,
and had thereby won a great deliverance. It is impossible, and
also unnecessary, to determine what the Evangelist understood
by ‘took’ (&\aBev) and ‘bare’ (éBdoralev).! It at least must
mean that Christ removed their sufferings from the sufferers.
He can hardly have meant that the diseases were transferred to
Christ. But we may understand him as meaning that Christ’s
sympathy with the sufferers was so intense that He really felt
their weaknesses and pains ; and perhaps also that the physical
exhaustion caused by the frequent exertion of healing power
was very great.

After three miracles of healing (2—15) we have three miracles
of power (23-34, ix. 1-8), over the forces of nature, over evi
spirits, and over sin and its consequences. But first we have
the warnings to two aspirants to discipleship (18—22). Lk. places

! See Deissmann, Bzble Studies, pp. 102, 103. Origen quotes as a saying
of Christ: “On account of the weak I was weak, and on account of the
hungry I was hungry, and on account of the thirsty I was thirsty’ (Resch,
Agrapka, 2nd ed., p. 132). In the Testaments we have something similar,
where Joseph speaks of his care for his brethren after Jacob’s death: *all

their suffering was my 'suﬂ'ering, and all their sickness (uahaxia) was my
infirmity (do@évew),” xvii. 7.
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these two incidents later in the ministry (ix. 57-60), with a third
case which Mt. omits; and it is not obvious why Mt. puts be-
tween two triplets of miracles material which seems to have little
connexion with either. The replies given to these two aspirants
are impressive in their sternness, and would serve to sift out the
worthless and confirm the weak ; and they do not stand alone.
Compare the sayings about putting the hand to the plough and
looking back (Lk. ix. 62); taking up the cross (x. 38); hating
one’s own father, mother, and wife (Lk. xiv. 26) ; selling all that
one has and giving to the poor (xix. z1). Such words as these
are _a warning that those who would become the disciples of the
Messiah must count the cost before joining Him, and that those
who have joined Him must constantly remember what they have
undertaken. They must remember the conditions of His service.

The two men who are here brought before us (19~22) are of
different, and almost opposite types. The one is too forward, the
other is inclined to shirk, and Christ treats each of them in accord-
ance with their special weakness. He reminds both of them of
the conditions of discipleship. But in the case of the Scribe He
does this in a way calculated to check weak impulsiveness ; in the
case of the other He checks a weak disposition to hang back.

The Scribe had apparently been a hearer of Christ’s teaching ;
and now, carried away by a sincere, but not very deep feeling of
enthusiasm, he proposes to become a permanent disciple. With
easy self-confidence, he makes a promise of following Christ for
better, for worse, without stopping to consider what such a
promise involves. Christ takes no advantage of the enthusiast’s
rashness ; He will have no unreal disciples. But He does not
repel the man. He gently reminds him what becoming a follower
"of the Son of Man involves.! Is this Scribe, who had been
accustomed to a comfortable life, prepared for such a life as His,
which began in a borrowed stable, and ended in a borrowed
tomb? For other checks on inconsiderate impulse comp. Lk,
xi. 27, xxil. 33.

The second is already a disciple, and he thinks that what
seems to be a pressing duty may excuse him for a time from
Christ’s service. He is as sincere as the Scribe. He means to
go away and perform this duty, and when he has performed it to
return. But Christ knew the man better than he knew himself.
We may believe that He saw, at the bottom of the very reason-
able request, a wish to escape from duties which were quite as
imperative, but not so interesting, as the funeral ceremonies ;
and that He also saw that the return home would be fatal: he

! For the title ¢ Son of Man,” here used for the first time, see the Introduc-
tion (p. xxv) ; and for the Scribe’s * Master’ (A«ddorale), the Greek equiva-
lent of ¢ Rabbi,” see Dalman, Words of Jesus, p. 338.

9
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would never come back.! Christ’s reply to him is obscure to
us; but its figurative language would be perfectly intelligible to
the disciple. ‘Follow Me’ is a refusal of his request: that much
is quite plain. ‘Leave the dead to bury their own dead’ seems
to mean that the spiritually dead, those who have never felt the
call to a higher life, are always numerous enough to perform
such ordinary duties as burying the dead ; and such occupations
are suitable to them ; they are ‘their own dead.” But perhaps
the chief meaning of this perplexing saying is to remind the man
of the lofty claims which the discipleship that he has chosen has
on him. Like the high priest (Lev. xxi. 11) and the Nazirite
(Num. vi. 6, 7), his life is a consecrated one, and he must not
‘make himself unclean for his father or for his mother.’ ‘He
that loveth father or mother more than Me is not worthy of Me’
(x. 37). Who is it that with such quiet assurance makes such
claims upon men?

The second triplet of miracles consists of miracles of power
over natural, supernatural, and spiritual forces,—storm; demons,
and sin. Or we may say that in them Christ brings peace to
nature, to those afflicted by evil spirits, and to the stricken
conscience. The triplet begins with the stliing of the tempest on
the lake (23—27), and the first two miracles occur in the same
order in all three Gospels.

Apparently it was great fatigue, produced by the demands
which the crowds made upon Him, which caused Jesus to take
refuge in the boat ; and this is the only case in which we read of
Him as being asleep. His sleep is in marked contrast to the
noise of the storm and the panic of the disciples. The reality
of His human nature appears not only in His weariness and
slumber, but also in His unconsciousness to His surroundings.
He needs to be awakened. And then He who had rebuked
both the impetuous Scribe and the half-hearted disciple (2o, 22),
now rebukes both the tempestuous elements and the timid crew.?
The tempest was no ordinary one, and the disciples, accustomed
as they were to the violence of this mountain lake, were terrified.

11t is probable that the father was still alive. At the present day, an
Oriental, with his father sitting by his side, has been known to say respecting his
future projects : ‘But I must first bury my father.” In any case this disciple
was not indispensable for the funeral rites; the father was sure of burial, and
(as Chrysostom and Gregory the Great goint out), if it is a good deed to bury
the dead, it is still better to preach the Gospel and rescue others from death.

2 Mk. and Lk. place the calming of the waves before the calming of the
disciples’ fears, which is the probable order. The disciples would profit by
His rebuke far better after their terror was removed. Mt. pointedly reverses
the order, inserting his favourite 7ére after the rebuke to the men and before
the rebuke to the winds and waves. He also inserts éAuydmioror into Mk.’s
narrative both here and xvi, 8. In each place it seems to represent that part
of Christ’s rebuke which Mt. omits.
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Christ’s ¢ Why are ye so fearful?’ may be a rhetorical question
to emphasize the rebuke. But, if it is an expression of surprise,
it is a counterpart to ver. 1o0. There He marvelled at the great

.faith of a heathen soldier; here He marvels at the little faith
of His own disciples. The question reminds us of ‘ How is it
that ye sought Me?’ Just as His parents ought to have known
where to find Him, so the disciples ought to have known that
with Him they were sure of protection. That they should pray
“Save, Lord’ was well ; it was ‘we perish’ (which is in all three
accounts) that was amiss, for it showed that they put little trust
in His presence. But the way in which their prayer was granted
greatly impressed them. It was contrary to all their experience
ofs the lake that there should be ‘a great calm’ immediately
after the wind ceased, and they recognize the presence of super-
natural power which is new to them. They had witnessed
wonderful cures; but this was a miracle on their own element,
and their amazement and fear (Mk.) were in proportion. And
we should remember that this thrice-told narrative comes from
those who were experts in the matter, and that the suggestion
of a mere coincidence between Christ’s waking and the cessation
of the storm is out of court. A sudden drop in the wind is
possible, but that would not at once calm the sea. Comp. Ps.
Ixxxix. 9, cvil. 29; 2 Mac. ix. 8.

Some of the peculiarities in Mt.’s account are of special
interest. Instead of saying, as the others do, that a ‘storm of
wind’ (Aathay dvéuov) came down on the lake, he says that
there was a ‘great quaking in the sea’ (cetopds péyas éyévero &
7§ Galdooy), which may refer merely to the disturbance caused
by the wind. But it may also mean that there was an eartkguake
under the lake (Gen. vii. 11).! Again, Mt. alone makes the
disciples address Christ as ‘Lord’ (Kdpee). Mk. has ‘Teacher’
(A«ddoxae) and Lk. has his favourite "Emwrdra (‘ Master’), both
of which probably represent ‘Rabbi’ Side by side with this
change from ‘Rabbi’ to ‘Lord,” Mt. attributes the wondering
exclamation about the obedience of the winds and the sea to
‘the men’ (o 8¢ dvfpwmor éfadpacav Aéyovres k1.M). This is
a very unusual expression to be applied to the disciples, and it
looks as if Mt. had chosen it as a contrast to ‘Lord,” which is
also a word of his own choosing. Mt. perhaps desires to point
out how much this miracle revealed of the supernatural character
of the Messiah, and the way in which it emphasized the difference
between Him and His followers. Some would refer ‘ the men’
to the hired servants (Mk. i. 20) who may have been with the

! Everywhere else in Mt., and indeed in the N.T., selopos means an

earthquake. See notes on xxvii. 5t and xxviii. 2; and comp. Jer. xxifi. 19;
Nabh. i. 3.
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Apostles, or to fishermen in other boats near at hand, or to
spectators on the shore, or to the people who heard of the miracle
afterwards. But of all this, not one word is said; and would
Mt. mean by ‘the men’ people whom he had not mentioned?
Moreover, Mk. and Lk. attribute the exclamation to the disciples ;
and if ‘the men’ means the disciples, we can see why Mt. omits
their ‘great fear’ and substitutes ‘wonder,” for he often spares
the Twelve. Comp. xiii. 16-17, xiv. 33, xvi. 9, xvii. 9, 23,
xvili. 1, xxvi. 43; in all these places Mt. omits details in the
narrative of Mk. which are unfavourable to the disciples. Lk.
gives both the fear and the wonder.

The account of the storm in the Testaments should be compared ; but the
wording is closer to Mk. and Lk. than to Mt. The following expressions
are remarkable: +ylverar xedv o@odpds, xai Aaihay dvépov peydhy, xal
éxhnpdfn 78 wholov Oddrwy, év Tpikuplats wepipnooduevoy, dore kal awrplBea-
Oac adrd. @5 88 éraboaro & yewudy, Eplage 1O grdeos éxl Ths vijs év elphvy
(Naphtals vi. 49 ; comp. Jn. vi. 21).

As the second miracle of the second triplet we have the much
discussed narrative about Zhe Gerasenes and the swine. The
Messiah, who has just asserted His authority over the forces of
nature, now asserts the same over the supernatural forces of the
unseen world. In both Mk. and Lk. the miracle takes place at
Gerasa, which probably means the place near the lake that is
still called Gersa or Khersa. Mt seems to have supposed that
the much better known Gerasa in Gilead was meant. This
is some 36 miles from the lake and is impossible. He there-
fore substituted Gadara, which is less improbable but not at all
probable. The conjecture of Gergesa is due to Origen; and by
it he means the place which is now called Khersa. Local pro-
nunciation might easily be understood as Gerasa or Gergesa, and
either might produce Khersa. Various travellers have pointed
out that there is only one steep place where the rush of the
swine could have occurred, and that is near Khersa.

All three readings, ‘Gadarenes,” ‘Gerasenes,’” and ‘Gergesenes,’ are
found in different autharities in all three Gospels; but there is little doubt
that ¢Gadarenes’ is right in Mt., and ‘Gerasenes’ in Mk. and Lk., while

¢ Gergesenes’ is right nowhere. In all cases where ‘Gergesenes’is found it
is a correction of the original reading. See DCG., art. * Gerasenes.’

Mk. and Lk. mention only one demoniac. It is impossible
to determine how Mt. came to mention two. In xx. 30 he has
two blind men, where Mk. and Lk. have only one.! The in-

1 In xxi. 7 he mentions the ass and the colt, where the other three mention
only the colt, To the healing of two blind men in ix. 27 there is no parallel
passage. That Mt. adds a demoniac here, because he has omitted the de-
moniac in the synagogue at Capernaum, is all the less probable, because in
both iv. 24 and viii. 16 he has mentioned a number of cases. (For various
solutions of the difficulty see S. J. Andrews, Life of our Lord, pp. 300-302.)
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accuracy is of no moment. Nor is there any serious difficulty
about the influence of evil spirits upon brutes. We know too
little of what is possible with regard to the influence of mind
upon matter (a fact about which there is no doubt) to be safe in
asserting that spirits could not influence creatures that have no
spiritual nature. And if there is “ no a grior? objection” on the
part of science to the demoniacal possession of swine, still less
can there be any to the demoniacal possession of men, who have
a spiritual nature. The question is simply one of evidence,
which is estimated differently by different minds.

The real difficulty is the moral one. What right had Christ
to sanction the destruction of animals which did not belong to
Him? The answer to which may be this: that a visible effect
of the departure of the demons was necessary to convince the
demoniacs and their neighbours of the completeness of the cure ;
and that brutes and private property may be sacrificed, where the
sanity and safety of human beings is concerned.! To this may
be added the possibility that the keepers of the swine were Jews,
and if they were, they had no right to keep swine. But it is
perhaps more probable that the swine were owned by pagans,
who on that side of the lake would be more numerous than
Jews. Itis obvious that the demons cannot have intended or
expected the destruction of the swine. Knowing that they were
to be driven out of their human home, they begged to be allowed
to enter a home that would be less precious in the eyes of Him
whom they recognized as the Son of God. The destruction of
the swine left them homeless once more (xii. 43). We have
seen already that surprise was possible for the Son of Man
(10, 26). It is possible that the destruction of the swine was
unforeseen by Him ; and in that case He cannot be made re-
sponsible for the results of the permission which He gave.? In
none of the three reports is there any mention of complaint

1¢In any case it was justified by complete success. The man was
completely satisfied that the demons had left him ; he became quite rational,
and was willing to dress and comport himself like ordinary people. In all
this I discover nothing incredible, or unworthy of the character of Jesus”
(Salmon, Tke Human Element, p. 277).

2 Dr. Salmon shows the inconsequence of those who regard Jesus as a
mere man, and yet blame Him for the destruction of the swine (74¢ Humear
Element, p. 278).

The change which Mt. makes in the cry of the demoniac is to be noted.
In Mk, it is, I adjure Thee by God, torment me not.” In Mt., ¢ Art Thou
come hither to torment us before the time?’ The latter seems to refer to
the doctrine that the demons will not be punished till the Day of Judgment ;
comp. Book of Fnoch, xvi. 1; Book of Jubilees, x. 8, 9. ¢ Before the time’
is peculiar to Mt. Klostermann quotes Philostrat. Prta Apollonii iv, 25:
Gu.xpléov-n épxes 0 phoua xal édelro ph Bacavifew duré, unde dvayxdgew-oumolo-
yeiv 8 7 ely.
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made against Him by the owners. It was the people of the
country, not the owners in particular, who requested Him to
depart from their borders ; and, although it is likely that the loss
of property had something to do with the request, yet it was
dread of so powerful a Wonder-worker that chiefly moved them.
Mk. (v. 15) expressly states that ¢‘they were afraid, and
Lk. (viii. 37) says that the Gerasenes ‘asked Him to depart from
them, for they were holden with great fear.” Fear in the presence
of the supernatural is common in man; and dislike of the
presence of great holiness is specially natural in those who know
that their own lives are quite out of harmony with heaven.
This request of the inhabitants is a guarantee for the general
trustworthiness of the narrative. Fiction would have made the
inhabitants anxious to detain Him that He might work other
wonderful cures, as was commonly the case in Galilee and
Jud=za, where He was regarded, not as a dangerous magician,
but as a great Prophet. The name ‘Legion’ (Mk.,, Lk.) is
another strong mark of reality.] While it is reasonable to admit
the possibility of some distortion of the facts in the process of
transmission, it is uncritical and arbitrary to dismiss an incident,
so strongly attested, as a myth.

The difficult subject of diabolical possession cannot be dis-
missed as an empty superstition. Not only the Evangelists,
including the beloved physician, distinguish clearly between
possession and disease, but (according to their frequent testimony)
Christ did so also. It is not untrue, but it is misleading, to say
that their reports are coloured by the ideas prevalent in their
age. It is equally true to say that their reports are very different
from the ideas of later Judaism on the subject of demonology,
—all the difference between what is silly superstition and what is
sober and credible. Christ did not treat possession either as
disease or as sin. He seems never to have blamed the possessed,
or to have suggested that they had brought the affliction on
themselves. They were great sufferers, and in His compassion
He freed them from suffering. Bu, if the reports of His method
in dealing with this special kind of suffering are to be trusted,
He went through the form of casting out demons; He told the
evil spirits to depart. If there were no evil spirits there, He
either knew this or He did not; and one is involved in grave

10On Mt.’s omission of the question, ‘ What is thy name?,’ and of other
questions which seem to imply ignorance on the part of Christ, see Introduc-
tion, p. xv. Mt. seems also to have felt the difficuity of the statement that
Christ gave the demons leave (éwérpefer abrois) to enter the swine. His
¢Go’ (Umdryere) is not ‘Go into the swine,’ but ¢ Depart, leave the place.’
It ignores their request rather than grants it; comp. iv. 10; 1 Cor. vii, 15.

J. H. Moulton, Gram. of N.T. Gr. p. 172. Mt. also, as before the choosing
of the Twelve, omits ‘the mountain”’ which both Mk, and Lk. mention,
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difficulty, whichever alternative one takes. It is rash to assume
that there cannot have been any demons to be expelled.  The
hypothesis that they were there, and that they were expelled, is
not antecedently incredible, and it is supported by evidence
which cannot easily be explained away. That demoniacal
possession never occurs now is another rash assumption. A
medical man once told the present writer that he was confident
that he had known of a case in his practice : the terrible pheno-
mena seemed to admit of no other explanation. But physical
maladies sometimes become extinct, and psychical maladies
may do so also. Even if it be true that demoniacal possession
is not found now, that is not conclusive against its taking place
in other ages when the spiritual condition of society was very
different. We must be content to leave the question open ; but
the uniform evidence of the Synoptists is much easier to explain,
if demoniacal possession was a fact.!

Expressions characteristic of Mt. in ch. viii. : xal {do¢ (2, 24, 29, 32, 34),
wpooépxecbas (2, 5, 19, 25), wpookureiy (2), wpoopépew (4), wopedeabar (9 bis),
o Bprypds tdv ddévray (12), yeanbirw (13), Gpa éxelvy (13), Srws TAnpwby
(17), OAvybémioros (26), Tére (26), peraBaivew (34), 8pia (34). Peculiar: 7
Baoikela Tdv obpardv (11), 7o pnbév (17), étdmepos (12, xxil. 13, xxv. 30),
dalpwy (31 only).

It is in this chapter that we have the first instances of what in the second
half of the Gospel becomes common,—Mt.’s substitution of aorists for the
imperfects in Mk. We have wpogiveykar, dwéfavov (16, 32) for Epepor
éxviyovro (Mk. i. 32, v. 13).

On the possibility that Mt. has arranged the paragraphs in this chapter
to correspond with paragraphs in xxvii. and xxviii., see T. Milne in the Jour,
of Th. St., July 1904, p. 602.

The third miracle of the second triplet is the kealing of tha
paralytic (ix. 1-8). M. is again more brief than Mk. (il 1-12}
and Lk. (v. 17-26). ‘His own city’ means Capernaum, which
is now His chief centre of activity (iv. 13). None of the Evan-
gelists give any date, and Mk. alone mentions that the paralytic
had four bearers. ‘Seeing their faith’is in all three narratives,
and it is commonly interpreted as meaning the faith of the
bearers, whose persistence in breaking through the roof, in order
to place the sufferer near Jesus, is omitted by Mt. But we may
allow some faith to the sick man himself, although it was prob-
ably not so strong as that of his friends. He knew, as they did
not, that his physical weakness had been produced by previous
sin ; and he perhaps doubted whether the sin would not interfere
with his cure. Hence Christ deals with the man’s uneasy con-
science first. The healing of that must precede the healing of

1 W. Menzies Alexander, Demonic Possesston in the N. T pp. 12, 200212,
249.
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his body. If he had faith to believe in the forgiveness (and that
sometimes requires a great deal), he would have faith to be
healed.!' The affectionate address, ‘My child’ (réawor) is in
both Mt. and Mk. The gracious exhortation, ‘Be of good
cheer’ (6dpoet), is in Mt. alone, who on two other occasions
records it as uttered by Christ (ix. 22, xiv. 27). Mk. has it
once of Christ (vi. 50); Jn. once (xvi. 33); and Luke once
(Acts xxiil. 11). As used by Christ, it is never a mere ex-
hortation ; it is followed by an act or assurance which is sure
to cheer those to whom it is addressed; so, in a very marked
way, here.

The present tense (Mt., Mk.) is remarkable. ‘Thy sins are
receiving forgiveness’ (ddplevrar, dimittuntur) here and now.
This was just the assurance for which the man was yearning;?
but the words have a very different effect on others. The Scribes
are here mentioned for the first time as coming in contact with
the Messiah, and their critical hostility continues to develope
until it ends in compassing His death. These are local Scribes,
reinforced, however, as Lk. tells us, by Pharisees and emissaries
from Jerusalem. This is the first collision in Galilee between
Jesus and the hierarchy. All three narratives seem to imply
that the hostile criticism was not uttered, and Mk. expressly
states that it was ‘in His spirit’ that Christ perceived their
reasoning. His reply to it is almost verbally the same in all
three, including the break caused by the parenthesis, The
Reader-of-hearts could tell how far their questionings were the
result of jealousy for God’s honour, how far of enmity to a
Teacher, whom they regarded as dangerous to their authority.
This they hardly knew themselves, and He gives them a practical
challenge, by which they can test both themselves and Him.
It is easier to say, ‘Thy sins are forgiven,” because no one can
prove that they are not forgiven. But the claim to heal with
a word can be proved true or false at once. The proof that
He had received power to heal with a word was a guarantee
that He had also received authority to forgive. He respects
the jealousy for God’s honour and claims no authority apart
from Him (Jn. v. 27, 30). Once more (vili. 20) He calls
Himself the Son of Mazn, the Son of Man on earth. He is no
blasphemer assuming Divine prerogatives. What God does in

1 On the meaning of ‘ Faith’ in the N.T. see the detached note on Rom.

i. 17 in the Int. Crit. Comm. ; also the note on Lk, v. 20; Hastings’ DCG.,
art. ‘Faith’; Illingworth, Ckristian Character, pp. 63ff. ; Knowling, Sv.

James, pp. xlii, 53; Parry, St. James, pp. 43 fL.

3 The belief that sickness was caused by sin was very common: ¢ Rabbi
Ami said, No death without sin, and no pains without some transgression ” ;
and ““ Rabbi Alexander said, The sick ariseth not from his sickness until hig

sins be forgiven” (Talmud).
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heaven the Son of Man has authority to do on earth,! theatrum
operum Christi (Bengel).

As in the case of Simon’s wife’s mother, the person healed
shows the completeness of the cure by immediate activity. His
‘bed’ would be little more than a rug or mattress, easily carried.
The crowd, through which he has to make his way, are, as usual,
much more sympathetic than the Scribes and Pharisees. All
three mention that they ‘glorified God’ Mk. and Lk, who
think chiefly of the miracle of healing, say that the people
were ‘amazed’ (loracfar, xaracis IaPBer); but Mt., who
thinks chiefly of the forgiveness of sins, says that they were
‘afraid’ (époPrifyoav is the right reading). Mt. says that they
glorified God for giving such authority,—the authority to forgive
sins, to men. Mk. and Lk. represent them as impressed by the
strange things which they had seen, viz. the healing. Mt. has
already given us a triplet of wonderful cures (viii, 2~15). This
second triplet is not to illustrate healings, but the Messiah’s
power over the invisible forces of nature, demons, and sin.
But, whether it was the power to heal with a word or the
forgiveness of sins that chiefly moved them, the multitudes
are convinced that the charge of blasphemy has been disproved,
and that Jesus is acting in the power of God. What effect the
result had on the hierarchy we are not told, but we gather from
their continued hostility on subsequent occasions that they were
baffled rather than convinced.

Between the second and the third triplet of wonderful works
Mt. places the call of the person whom Mk. calls ‘ Levi, the son
of Alpheus’ and Lk. ‘Levi,’ while our Evangelist says that he
was ‘a man called Matthew.” There can be no doubt that Mt.
means us to understand that Levi the publican or toll-gatherer,
and Matthew the toll-gatherer, and Matthew the Apostle (x. 3)
are one and the same person; and there is no great difficulty
in the double name. Simon was called Peter, and Thomas was
called Didymus, and probably Bartholomew was also called
Nathanael.2 What strikes us chiefly in this narrative is the call
of an Apostle, and especially the call of such a man to be an
Apostle. That humble and ignorant fishermen should be chosen
for such an office was surprising enough ; but here Christ chooses
a man from the class which was most despised and detested

1 Here, as in xii, 8, it is possié/e that the Aramaic original of ‘son of man’
was used in the sense of mankind in general, men. But such passages are
few, and in them it is more probable that the meaning which prevails else-
where is the right one. It is the title of Jesus Himself, partly veiling, partly
revealing, His claim to be the Messiah, See Introduction (p. xxv); Dalman,
Words of Jesus, p. 261 ; Drummond, Jowr. of Tk. St., April and July 1901.

2 The difference here is that both Matthew and Levi are Semitic, and
neither name is a patronymic.
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among the Jews, the toll-gatherers. And we are right in being
struck with this. But perhaps the point which led the Evan-
gelists to preserve this narrative was not the call of the toll-
gatherer so much as the banquet which followed it, and the
second conjflict with the kierarchy which took place at the
banquet. That is the connexion between the cure of the
paralytic and the call of Matthew. Jesus is once more brought
into collision with the Pharisees and the Scribes. Except in
the lists of the Apostles, Matthew is not mentioned again by
the Evangelists,

Matthew’s instantaneous response to the call to be a disciple
proves two things: that our Lord knew his character, and that
Matthew already knew something of Christ’s teaching. Mk. tells
us that Jesus had been teaching by the side of the sea just before
the call of Levi; and Matthew may have been among the many
toll-gatherers who had listened to the Baptist, and had been told
not to exact more than they had a right to. Matthew probably
collected tolls for Herod Antipas, much of whose income came
from this source of revenue. In one sense the response of
Matthew to the call of Christ was a greater act of faith than that
of Peter and Andrew or James and John. The fishermen could
always return to their fishing: they did not “burn their ships”
by following Christ. When the death of Jesus seemed to ex-
tinguish their hopes, they did return to their fishing. But for
Matthew no such return would be possible. His lucrative post
would be at once filled up, and an ex-toll-gatherer would find
it hard indeed to get any other employment. He risked every-
thing by following Jesus.

But, so far from being depressed by the risk, he regards the
crisis as a matter for much rejoicing. He makes a great feast
and invites many of his old colleagues, in the hope, perhaps,
that other toll-gatherers may be led to follow his new Master.
But it is not likely that the feast took place on the day of the
call: the preparations for such an entertainment would take
time. Mk. and Mt. are not clear as to who gives the banquet,
or at whose house it takes place; but Lk. is no doubt right in
making Levi the entertainer, with Jesus as the chief guest. And
here at once there was a proceeding which the Pharisees could
denounce as an outrageous scandal. This popular Rabbi not
only mixed with the worst classes of society, but He ate and
drank with them,—with excommunicate persons. This was a
public violation of common decency which could not fail to
cause great offence. Whether the Evangelists mean us to under-
stand that there were notorious sinners present, or they are
merely adopting the Pharisaic point of view, is not quite certain.
At Capernaum there were not only heathen, but also not a few
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‘who, through constant intercourse with heathen, had become
paganized in their manner of life. These would be the class
that would accept a toll-gatherer’s invitation.

In the Mosaic Law the eating with Gentiles was not
forbidden, but the Rabbis forbade it as dangerous, and the
prohibition was commonly observed. The Pharisees insisted
upon it (Lk. xv. 2), and violation of it was resented (Acts x. 28,
xi. 2; Gal ii. 11). There was a great difference between
entertaining heathen and being entertained by them. In the
latter case food that was ceremonially unclean was almost
certain to be provided, and the Jewish guest had no means of
discriminating. Comp. Josephus, Con. Apion. ii. 29; Tac.
Hist. v. 5. There was probably less strictness respecting inter-
course with Gentiles in Galilee and the neighbourhood, where
Gentiles abounded, than in Jerusalem, where they were rare;
and it was in and around Galilee that most of our Lord’s public
life was spent. He taught and healed those who came to tm
from heathen districts, and He exhibited no aversion to such
people, any more than to Samaritans or excommunicate Jews.
He cancelled His apparent rejection of the Syrophcenician
woman (xv. z4) as soon as she showed herself worthy of His
grace; and He cancelled the limitation of the Apostles’ com-
mission (x. 5, 6), as soon as the necessity for any such limitation
ceased (xxviii. 19). As to intercourse with heathen, He went
back to the freedom of the Mosaic Law.

The Pharisees, fresh from their discomfiture about the
paralytic, do not attack our Lord directly, but address His
disciples, whom they could accost as soon as the party broke
up. We are expressly told by all three that the feast was /n the
house, and the Pharisees would not enter a toll-gatherer’s house,
although, according to Eastern custom, they could have entered
a house during a meal without an invitation. Jesus hears their
criticism, and at once takes His disciples under His protection
by answering for Himself. And we have once more to notice
the position which He assumes as a matter of course, as if
nothing else was conceivable. He is the Physician of souls ; and
He is come, come into the world, come from God, to heal
sinners. There is no argument, no assertion of claims ; nothing
but the quiet statement of fact. He has to heal sinners, and
must associate with sinners. Who is it who is so conscious of
this supreme mission ?

Christ pronounces no judgment upon the assumption of the
Pharisees that they are in sound spiritual health, with a righteous
abhorrence of sin. Granted that it is so, then they are in no
need of the Physician, and ought not to complain that He
gives His help to those who claim it, and (as the Pharisees them-
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selves admit) greatly need it. The quotation from Hos. vi. 6,
‘Mercy I desire, and not sacrifice,’ is not in either Mk. or Lk.,
but Mt. gives it again (xil. 7). It is in harmony with the text in
both places, and may have been spoken on both occasions ; or
Mt. may have known it as a saying of Christ, and may have
inserted it where it appeared to be appropriate. Here the
‘sacrifice’ is the external righteousness of keeping aloof from
sinners. Of course the saying does not mean that sacrifice is
worthless, but that mercy is worth a great deal more. Comp.
Lk. x. 20, xiv. 12, xxiii. 28: in all such forms of speech, what
seems to be forbidden is not really prohibited, but shown to be
very inferior to something else. The introductory formula, ‘Go
ye and learn ’ (wopevfévres pdfere) was common with the Rabbis.
It is perhaps putting too much meaning into it to say that with
it Christ dismisses them, as persons whose self-righteousness
rendered their case hopeless. They were in far worse con-
dition than the toll-gatherers, because they did not know
their own sinfulness. See Du Bose, 7#%e Gospel acc. to St.
Paul, p. 71. *

It is of no moment whether the guestion adout fasting was
raised in consequence of the feast at Matthew’s house (which
may have coincided with one of the two weekly fasts), as Mt.
seems to think, or independently. Nor does it matter who put
the question. Mt. and Mk. are here not quite in harmony, and
Lk. is indefinite. The difference between the freedom of Jesus
and His disciples on the one hand and the strictness of John's
disciples and the Pharisees on the other, was noticed, and Jesus"
was asked to explain it. John’s disciples had lost their master,
who was in prison. That fact gives additional point to Christ’s
answer. He who had before identified Himself with the Divine
Physician here identifies Himself with the Divine Bridegroom
of the Old Testament (Is. I1xii. 5 ; Hos. ii. 20), now present with
His disciples, who constitute the wedding-party.! People who,
like the Pharisees, kept additional fasts, of course avoided
sabbaths and feast-days; these must not be turned into fasts.
Christ points out another exception. It is impossible to make a
wedding-party fast while the festivities are going on. But days
will come, when the Bridegroom will be taken away ; then, in
their sorrow, they will fast. By saying ‘be taken away’ rather
than ‘go away ’ He points (for the first time) to His violent
death: but this could not be undersiood at the time. The

ble of the Bridegroom, however, would be specially
intelligible to John’s disciples, for John himself had wused

1 For the expression ‘sons of the bride-chamber’ see Deissmann, Bible
Studses, p. 162. In ver. 14, D, Syr-Sin. and Latt. insert woA\d ( frequenter)
after ynoredouer. :
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this figure respecting the Christ and His Forerunner (Jn.
ii. 2g).! :

I?) was perhaps the parable of the Wedding-Feast which
suggested the two additional parables about garments and wine.
This pair of parables teaches that a new spirit in religion
requires a new form. John’s system is right from his point of
" view. Christ’s system is right from a better point of view. But

it would be fatal to mix the two systems. In the one case
fasting, in the other case exemption from fasting, was the
natural outcome of the conditions. To deprive the disciples of
Christ of their freedom from fasting, would spoil the system in
which He was training them ; to deprive the disciples of John of
their freedom # fast, would spoil the system in which he had
trained them. The second parable puts this still more strongly.
The piece of new cloth is only a fragment of the new system ;
the new wine is the whole of it. If it is an error to take the
natural outcome of one system and force it on an alien system,
still more fatal will it be to force the whole of a new and growing
system into the worn forms of an old one. The new must find
-its own expression in new forms; and it needs young and fresh
natures, not yet wedded to cramping traditions, but open to new
ideas and new methods, to develop the new forms. ‘New wine
into fresh wine-skins’ is the only safe principle.? The rottenness
of old wine-skins seems to have been proverbial: é walaiotrac
loa doxd, ) Gomep tpdriov aqréBpwrov (Job xili. 28).

Mt. now returns to his illustrations of the Messiah’s mighty
works, of which he gives a third triplet (18-33), if we count the
narrative respecting Jairus’ daughter and the woman with the issue
as one. Itis possible that, instead of three triplets, Mt. means
to make a total of ten, but this is less likely; the other two
triplets are clearly marked. . Here again, Mt. is much more
brief than the other two, but it is strange that he omits the
ruler’s name ;% and, while they connect the incident with the
return from the Gerasenes, Mt. expressly joins it to the parables

1 <In that day’ is superfluous after °zken shall they fast,’ and as such is
omitted by Mt.

2 This is one of the passages in which Mt. and Lk. agree against Mk,
‘They both say that the wine will be spilled, while Mk, merely says that it
perishes as well as the skins ; comp. ver. 20, and see Burkitt, Gosp. Hist. and
its Transmission, p. 42 ; Hawkins, Hore Synoptice, p. 174.

3 Jairus was ruler of the synagogue : see Schitrer, Jewisk People, 11. ii.
p. 63. TFor the characteristic way in which Mt. here deals with Mk., see
Allen, ad loc. For the ‘hem’ or ‘border’ which the woman touched, see
Hastings’ DB., art. ¢ Fringes’ and DCG., art, ‘Border.” Mt. and Lk. agree
against Mk, in mentioning ¢the border’ (rof kpagwédov), which Mk. omits ;
also in saying that the woman ‘came up’ (wposehfoiioa), while Mk. says that
she ‘came’ (é\@ofoa). See Burkitt, p. 44; and comp. xiv. I, xvi. 16,
xvii. §, 17, xxi. 17, 23, xxvi, 67, 68, xxvil. 54, 57-60.
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just recorded. All three record, in different ways, the ruler’s
falling at Jesus’ feet, Mt. using his favourite word ¢ worshipped’
(wpooexdver). In Mk. the ruler says that his daughter is very ill
(éoxdrws éxe) ; Mt., in abbreviating, makes him say that she has
just died (dpre érededrpoer) : she was dead when Jesus got to the
house. It augments the ruler'’s faith, that he should believe
that Jesus could not only heal a dying girl, but restore her to
life. In spite of his many abbreviations, Mt. gives the Hebrew
periphrasis, ‘He arose and followed,” which merely means that
He began to move: it does not necessarily imply that He had
been sitting.

The incident of the woman with the issue is another instance
of great faith, tinged, it may be, with superstition, which,
however, Christ does not reprove. Mt. treats it as a healing
wrought by the woman’s faith, without Christ’s action. This is
an additional reason for supposing that he does not reckon this
as one of his illustrations of Christ’s mighty works. He must
include the raising of the dead among his examples,”and in
telling the story he could hardly omit all mention of the woman ;
but her cure is not counted. The affectionate ¢ Daughter’ (comp.
ver. 2) is in all three: the encouraging, ‘Be of good cheer,’ is
given by Mt. alone (see on ver. 2). He utters no healing word,
for He knows that she is already cured. That she was * made whole
from that hour’ is also peculiar to Mt. Comp. xv. 28, xvii. 18.

Mt. alone mentions the flute-players among the mourners,
real and professional. As a Jew he knows that they must have
been there, though Mk. does not say so, for even the poorest
Jews had at least two flute-players for mourning the death of a
wife (comp. Jer. xlviii. 36; Jos. B. /. ur ix. 5). The custom
was wide-spread. Flute-players at Roman funerals were so
fashionable that the tenth law of the T'welve Tables restricted
the number to ten. Seneca says that they made such a noise at
the funeral of the Emperor Claudius that Claudius himself
might have heard them. See Wetstein, a2 /oc.,, and art ¢ Music’
in Hastings’ DB. The peremptory ¢ Depart’ (Avaywpeire) is
given by Mt. alone, but the declaration' that she 1s not dead but
is sleeping is in all three. The beloved physician says that they
knew that she was dead, and Christ is probably using ¢sleep’ in
the sense that she is about to be awakened, and therefore cannot
be regarded as dead.! All three mention that He laid hold of

! In the familiar phrase ¢ he slept with his fathers,” a different verb is used
(éxotpi0n). In the Septuagint xafeidew is not used in this metaphorical
sense, excepting Dan. xi. 2.

Mt. omits the presence of Peter, James, and John j—the first instance of
their being taken apart from the other Apostles. He also omits the command

to be silent zbout the miracle, perhaps because of its difficulty. In such a
case, the miracle must become known,
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her hand, which would involve ceremonial uncleanness, if she
were dead, as did touching the leper (viil. 3). Mt. omits
Zalitha cumi, perhaps simply for brevity; but the words might
confirm the idea that she was only asleep, and thus lower the
power of the miracle. Mt. alone adds that ‘the fame hereof
went forth into all that land.’ He repeats this after the
next miracle (31), and has an equivalent remark after the
third (33). .

The Aealing of two blind men (27-31) may come from some
unknown source, but it is also possible that the narrative is made
up of material from Mk. Mk. twice records the healing of one
blind man (viik 22, x. 46). Mt. twice records the healing of two
blind men (here and xx. 30). The latter certainly comes from
Mk. x. 46. Is this narrative influenced by Mk. viii. 22?1 The
appeal to Jesus as the ‘Son of David’ indicates that the idea that
He may be the Messiah is increasing (see Dalman, Words of
Jesus, pp. 316 ff,, and comp. Mk. x. 47, 48, xii. 35, 36,.37). It
would seem as if this appeal was unwelcome ; the popular idea
of the Messiah was so faulty.2 Christ waits till He is free from
publicity before making any response; and, though He then
responds to their faith, He yet strictly charges them to keep the
matter secret, a charge which they entirely disregard. This is
exactly what Mk. tells us about the leper (i. 43—45), a detail
which Mt. omits in reference to that incident (viii. 4). Has Mt.,
perhaps by lapse of memory, transferred the disobedience of the
leper to the blind men? But such disobedience would be likely
to be common, and after the-result of the raising of Jairus’
daughter (26) Mt. may have assumed a similar result here : the
men healed would be sure to talk about it.

After the restoration of life to the dead, and of sight to the
blind, we have, as the third miracle of the third triplet, the
restoration of speech to the dumb (32, 33). This, rather than the
casting out of a demon (of which we have already had an
illustration), is the special feature of this mighty work. But there
are other reasons for introducing it here: (1) it still further
increased the fame of the Messiah, and thus helped to lead to
the expansion of His Ministry by thesending out of the Twelve ;
(2) it marked another stage in the increasing hostility of the
Pharisees. They now go the length of saying that the mighty

1 Zahn rejects these and similar suggestions as foolish, and it is no doubt
simpler to treat this narrative as independent of Mk. But Mt. is so free in
his treatment of materials, that the theory mentioned in the text cannot be set
aside as mere Zorhkeit.

2 This is the first time that Christ is addressed as the ‘Son of David’;
comp. xii. 23, xv. 22, xx. 30, 3I, xxi. 9, 15. This is in harmony with the
title of the Gospel (i. 1). Throughout, it is the Evangelist’s aim to portray
Jesus as the Messiah and the legitimate heir of the royal house of David,



144 GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MATTHEW [IX. 84-38

works of the Messiah are done by the aid of the evil one (34).
See below.

The dumbness of the man is mentioned first, as being the
special feature; the possession by a demon is secondary. The
people had had experience of exorcisms by Christ and by others
(xil. 27); and it was the restoration of the man’s power of speech
which so astonished them ; especially as the cure from both the
demon and the dumbness was done with such authority and
immediate effect, whereas Jewish exorcisms were elaborate
proceedings of doubtful result (See Hastings’ DB., art.
‘Exorcism’). And, if the verse be genuine, it was the extra-
ordinary character of the cure which provoked the malignant
comment of the Pharisees.

But it is doubtful whether the comment of the Pharisees is part of the
original text. Syr-Sin. and important Old Latin witnesses (Dad k, Juv. Hil.)
omit, and those which contain the verse differ in wording. It looks like a
doublet of xii, 24, introduced here by early copyists. A more certain doublet.
is found in xx. 16, where ‘many are called but few chosen’ has been intro-
duced in many texts from xxii. 14. The comment of the multitudes recalls
Judg. xix. 30: ¢ There was no such deed done nor seen from the day that the
children of Israel came up out of the land of Egypt.’

IX. 35-XI. L. The Mission of the Twelve.

After the nine acts of Messianic sovereignty, the Evangelist
shows how the fame excited by these and similar mighty works
led to the expansion of the Ministry of the Messiah. He no
longer works single-handed, but selects twelve disciples to help
Him.

Before giving us illustrations of the Messiah’s teaching and
healing, Mt. gave us a summary of the work as a whole (iv. 23—
25). He here gives us a similar summary (35), expanding half
of Mk. vi. 6 (which he has already used iv. 23) for this pur-
pose. In both summaries he dwells upon the great multitudes
which came to Christ’s teaching and healing ; but here he goes
on to point out that there were multitudes whom it was impossible
for Him to reach : more labourers must be found. The Messiah
had compassion for these masses of people, and it is compassion
which moves to action. Indifference, and even repugnance,
may pass into interest, but not until compassion begins is any
serious remedy taken in hand. Hence the frequency with which
the moving cause of Christ’s miracles is said to be compassion
(ix. 36, xiv. 14, xV. 32, Xx. 34; Mk. i 41, ix. 22; Lk. vii 13);
and, excepting in parables (xviii. 27; Lk. x. 33, xv. 20), the
word (owhayxvilerfas) is used of no one but Christ. He was
filled with compassion for these multitudes, groping after the
truth and bewildered by the formalism of the Scribes, suffering
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from many diseases and getting no help from the remedies of
the day. A strong word (éoxvApévor) is used to express their
distress.] And when the harassed people are compared to
‘sheep that have no shepherd’ (Num. xxvii. 17; 1 Kings
xxii. 17; Ezek. xxxiv. 5), we think of them as exhausted in the
vain search for pasture.? They have vague cravings, and do not
know whither to go to satisfy them. At last they are being
directed to the Kingdom which is at hand. The Baptist had
been the first to proclaim this (iii. 2). Then the Messiah
Himself had delivered the same message (iv. 17). And now the
Twelve are to be sent out to make more widely known the
same great saving truth.

The words which follow (37, 38) are given by Lk. at the
sending out of the Seventy (x. z). They are not in Mk.; but
comp. Jn. iv. 35. The change from sheep lacking a shepherd
to harvest lacking reapers is abrupt, but natural. The ‘few’
need have no reference to the small number sent out on either
occasion. The proverb-like saying is of general application,
for the supply of workers is always deficient, The available
material is sometimes very scanty, and there is always unwilling-
ness to be overcome. Possibly the strong word used for ‘send
forth’ (éxBdAy: comp. éxBdAAew in the next verse) has reference
to the urgency of the need.? In any case, the command in
ver. 38 is always binding, for the deficiency is always there.

It should be remarked that Mk. puts a considerable interval
between the selection of the Twelve, with a view to sending
them out to preach (iii. 13-15), and the actual sending of them
out two and two (vi. 7); and we may believe that there was
"~ such a time of special training, although Mt. does not mark it.
Yet he writes of ‘the Twelve’ as a body already existing when
the commission to minister was given.

Expressions characteristic of Mt. in ch. ix. : xai i8o¥ (2, 3, 10,
20), wpoodépew (2, 32), Tore (6, 14, 29, 37), ékeibev (9, 27),
Xeybpevos (9), mopedeabar (13), mpooépxeabar (14, 20), v (18,
32), wpooxvvely (18), dpa éxelvy (22), dvaxwpely (24), vids Aaveld
(27), yenbiro (29), ¢aivesfar (33). Peculiar: ébuvucioba
(4), 1 ebayyéhov 7ijs Pacikelas (35), paraxia (35); peculiar

1 Originally it meant ‘flayed’ or ‘mangled,” but became equivalent to
‘harassed’ or ¢ vexed’ with weariness or worry (Lk. vii. 6, viii. 49; Mk.
v. 35). i
25‘Scattered’ seems to suit shepherdless sheep, but it may be doubted
whether this is the exact meaning of épyuuéror. In the O.T. it is used of
dead or helpless men prostrate on the ground : 1 Judg. iv. 22 ; 1 Kings xiii.
24, 25, 28 ; Jer. xiv. 16, xxxvi. 303 Tob. i. 17; Judith vi. 13, xiv. 15; Ep.
Jer. 71.  ‘Prostrated ’ seems to be the meaning here : the Vulg. has jacentes.
At xiv. 14 Mt. omits this saying, although it is there found in Mk. (vi. 34). .

8 But the verb is used in quite a weakened sense elsewhere : xii. 20, 35.

JO
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to this chapter: aiuoppoeiv (ix. 20). Not one of the above
examples is found in the parallels in Mt and Lk. This again
shows that, to a considerable extent, Mt. uses his own vocabu-
lary in reproducing the material of his sources. We can see
this with regard to what he takes from Mk, ; and it probably
holds good with regard to the source which both he and Lk.
frequently use, but which is no longer extant.

Barnabas (v. 9) makes a curious use qf ver. 13: “He then
manifested Himself to be the Son of God when He chose His
own Apostles who were to proclaim His Gospel, for, in order
that He might show that He came not to call the righteous but
sinners, they were sinners above every sin ” (§wép méoav duapriav
dvopwrépovs). Comp. the apparent quotation of Mt. xxil, 14 as
Scripture (és yéypamrrar) in Barn. iv. 14.

In x. 1 the Evangelist returns to the narrative of Mk. (vi. 7).
He has told us of the call of the two pairs of brothers (iv. 18-22)
and of Matthew (ix. 9) to be disciples in a closer relation than
Christ’s ordinary followers; but as yet nothing has been said of
their working with Him or for Him. No formal ‘commission
has been recorded. These closer disciples had now received
some training from Him, and some had been previously trained
by the Baptist. The time is come when they are to be sent to
work away from the Master, so that there may be more centres
than one. There are now to be seven centres,—Himself, and
six pairs of Apostles. Mt. omits that they were sent out in pairs,
but he arranges them in pairs in the list,

It is remarkable how little we know of the work of these men
who have been distinguished by the great name of Apostle. We
know something, but not very much, about Peter, James, and
John: a very little about one or two more; but the rest are
mere names. We know neither where they worked, nor in what
way they did their work; neither how long they lived, nor how
they died. The traditions about them are very untrustworthy,
and. perhaps are mere conjectures, framed to mask unwelcome
ignorance. Yet great work in various parts there must have
been. We see this from the rapidity with which the Roman
world was converted, a result which implies much strenuous
labour in the Apostolic and sub-Apostolic age. But in the
New Testament it is the work and not the workers that is
glorified. The Gospel is everything ; who preached it is of little
importance. ‘It is no longer I that live, says S. Paul, ‘but

" Christ liveth in me’ (Gal. ii. z0). The individual worker may or
may not be remembered here ; it is He who works in him and

1 Here, as in the case of the Gerasene swine, Mt. says nothing about ‘the
mountain’ which both Mk. and’ Lk. mention. It illustrates his habit of
omitting unimportant details.
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inspires him that Scripture glorifies,—He who originates and

sustains all that His human instruments effect. He Himself
has told them to rejoice, not at the things, however great, which

they accomplish, still less at the things which men have written

about their achievements, but rather because their names are
written in heaven, in the Lamb’s Book of Life (Lk. x. z0; Rev.

xxi. 27). History tells us little about the doings of the Apostles.

It is more than enough to know that in the heavenly city the

wall has ‘twelve foundations, and on them twelve names of the

twelve Apostles of the Lamb’ (Rev. xxi. 14).

This is the only place in which Mt. uses the word ¢ Apostle,’
Before giving the names of the Twelve he tells how the Messiah
equipped them: He gave them authority to cast out unclean
spirits,! and to heal all manner of disease, as He Himself had
been doing (iv. 23, 24, ix. 35). This was without a precedent
in Jewish history. Not even Moses or Elijah had given mir-
aculous powers to their disciples. Elijah had been allowed to
transmit his powers to Elisha, but only when he himself was
removed from the earth. In his list of the Apostles, Mt. some-
what changes the order as given in Mk. iii, 16~19. In the first
group of four he puts the brothers in pairs, instead of placing
Andrew after the three chief Apostles. He might have done
both ; but that would have involved placing Peter third, which
Mt., who exhibits a special interest in S. Peter, would not do.
He not only put Peter first, as all do, but he specially calls him
“first’ (wparos), which would be superfluous, if it did not mean
more than first on the list. It indicates the pre-eminence of
Peter. In the second group, Mt. places Matthew after, instead
of before, Thomas, and adds that he was ‘the toll-gatherer’
(ix. 9). In each of the first two groups there is one Greek
name, Andrew in the one and Philip in the other. In the
third group the Thaddaeus of Mt. and Mk. may be safely identi-
fied with the ¢ Judas (son) of James’ of Lk. and the ‘Judas not
Iscariot’ of Jn. The origin of the name Thaddaus, and also
of that of Lebbzus, which has got into Western texts here and
in Mk., is an unsolved problem. For conjectures see Hastings’
DB, art. ‘Thaddeus.’” For ‘Cananzan’=‘Zealot’ see DCG.,
art. ‘Cananzan,’ and Dalman, Words of Jesus, p. 502 That
¢Iscariot’ means ‘man of Kerioth’ or ‘a Kariothite’ is probable,
but not certain ; and the situation of Kerioth is uncertain. See
DCG., art. ‘Judas Iscariot, and Expository Zimes, Dec. 1897,

'In the Testaments we have, ““ If ye do well, even the unclean spirits will
flee from you” ; «xal 7& dxdbapra wvevuara ¢ev$ov1-at &’ dudw (Benjamin, 23
comp. Issackar, vil. 7).

%In the Apostohc band, both the toll-collectors, who worked for the

Roman Government, and the Zealots, who endeavoured to overthrow it, were
represented.
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p. 140, and Jan. 1898, p. 189. If Judas was the only one of
the Twelve who was not of Galilee, this may have placed him
out of sympathy with the others from the first.

Like the reproach, ‘ who made Israel to sin,’ which clings to
the memory of Jeroboam the son of Nebat, so “the terrible
indictment,” ‘who also betrayed Him,’ clings in some form or
other to the memory of Judas Iscariot. Lk.’s form of it here
is ‘who turned traitor’ (8s éyévero mpoddrys). That was the
amazing fact (which is stated again and again and left to speak
for itself without comment) ; that one whom Jesus chose to be
an “Apostle—‘one of the Twelve, delivered Him up to His
enemies (comp. iv. 12). We cannot doubt that our Lord saw -
in Judas the qualities necessary for the office of an Apostle, the
material out of which Apostles are made. It is evident also
that Judas responded to Christ’s call and followed Him with
knowledge of what the call involved. When the Twelve returned
from their first mission and gave an account of their work,
there is no hint that any one of them had proved a failure.
Christ’s call left all the Twelve free to be faithless, if they so
willed ; and in time Judas came to will this. His treachery is
proof that no office in the Church, however exalted, gives
security : disastrous downfall is possible even for those who
have been nearest to Christ.

Some find seven divisions in the sayings which are here put
together as one discourse ; but the sayings, when thus separated,
are of very unequal length, varying from half a verse to eighteen
verses, A division into five paragraphs, as in the RV,, is more
illuminating. The same is true of the eschatological discourse
(xxiv. 5—xxV. 45).

The charge to the Twelve (5—42) is much longer in Mt. than
in Mk. or Lk., and a good deal of it is the same as Lk.’s report
of the charge to the Seventy. Like the Sermon on the Mount,
it is evidently made up of utterances which were spoken on
different occasions. Some portions are suitable to this first
mission ; others clearly refer to the period after the Ascension.
Mt. has combined the report in Mk., which is our best guide as
to what was said on this occasion, with material which belongs
to other occasions. See Stanton, p. 330.

The prohibition to go to Gentiles! or Samaritans was tem-
porary, and perhaps confined to this first missionary journey.
The Jew had the first claim, and as yet the Twelve were not
competent to deal with any but Jews. After the Apostles had
gained experience in this narrower field, and after the Jews had
refused to avail themselves of their privileges, the Apostles turned

1 For the Hellenistic towns in the east and north-east districts of Palestine,
see Schilrer, Jewish People, 11. i. pp. 57 ff.
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to the Gentiles and became missionaries to all the world. Both
by word and example Christ showed that Samaritans (Jn. iv.
4-42; Lk. ix. 52) and Gentiles (xv. 28) were not to be per-
manently excluded. But ‘the lost sheep of the House of Israel’
are the first objects of Christ’s compassion ; lost, because they-
had no shepherds, no competent teachers; for those who pro-
fessed to lead them were ‘blind guides’ (xv. 14, xxiii. 16, 24),
guiding them, not to pastures, but to pits. The charge, ‘as ye
go, preach,’ is another indication of the temporary character of
these directions. They are to be *field-preachers” moving on
from place to place. No permanent organization is to be
attempted. The sheep are all scattered, and the first thing
is to awaken in them the desire for a shepherd and a fold.
The Messiah and the Kingdom are ready when they are ready.

The commission to ‘raise the dead’is startling. No such
commission is mentioned by Mk. or Lk., and the words are
wanting in_numerous authorities here. But those which omit
are mostly late, and the words are so strongly attested by the
best witnesses that they cannot be rejected. It is more probable
that they were omitted by later copyists, because no instance of
raising the dead by a disciple is mentioned in the Gospels, and
because no charge to do so is recorded by Mk. or Lk., than that
a very early copyist inserted the words. Assuming them to be
genuine is, however, not the same as assuming that they were
spoken. The Evangelist may have wished to show that the
Messiah conferred upon His Apostles the full measure of bene-
ficent power which He exercised Himself.1

The words are found in X BC-D, Latt. Syrr. Copt. Aeth. They are
omitted in L, etc., Sah. Arm. In a few texts they come after ‘cleanse the
lepers,’ in a few after ¢ cast out demons.’

‘Freely ye received’ does not mean that any of the Twelve
had been miraculously healed. It means that the power to heal
was given them for nothing, and that they must not take pay-
ment for healing. This is not at variance with the principle
that ‘the labourer is worthy of his food’ (10). To accept
support from those to whom they ministered was allowable, and
it was the duty of those who accepted the ministry to give the
support ; but to make a trade of their miraculous powers was
not permitted.2 Mt has ‘Ge? (xrijonofe) no gold, nor yet

! It should be noticed that Christ here clearly distinguishes between heal-
ing the sick and casting out demons, as also does Mk, (vi. 13) in narrating
what the disciples did after receiving this charge; comp. Lk. vi. 17, 18,
ix, 1.

¥ Rabbi Jehudah interpreted Deut. iv. 5 as meaning that God had taught

without fee, and therefore teachers must give instruction free (Talmud). The
Talmud orders that *“no one is to go to the Temple-mount with staff, shoes,
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silver, nor yet brass’: they are not to take the smallest pecuniary
remuneration. Mk. has that they are to take none with them
as provision for the way; they are to take nothing ‘save a staff
only” In Mt. the staff is prohibited. There is a similar differ-
ence with regard to sandals: in Mk. they are ordered, in Mt.
they are forbidden, unless we are to suppose that gavddAw differ
from dmwodjuera. These discrepancies need not disturb us: the
general meaning in all three Gospels is the same: ‘make no
elaborate preparations, but go as you are.’ They are not to be
like persons travelling for trade or pleasure, but are to go about in
all simplicity. It is not that they are purposely to augment the
bardships of the journey (as forbidding staff and sandals might
seem to imply), but that they are not to be anxious about
equipment.! Freedom from care rather than from comfort is the
aim. Their care is to be for their work, not for their personal
wants. Hence they are to be careful what house they make
their headquarters in each place. A disreputable house might
seriously prejudice their usefulness. But having- found a
suitable resting-place they are not to leave it for the sake of
variety or greater comfort. That again might injure their
reputation, besides paining their first entertainer. Moreover
they are to be courteous: ‘as ye enter into the house, salute
it.” Courtesy is never thrown away; it enriches the giver, even
when it meets with no response.

“ Talk not of wasted affection, affection never was wasted ;
If it enrich not the heart of another, its waters, returning
Back to their springs, like the rain, shall fill them full of refreshment ;
That which the fountain sends forth returns again to the fountain.”$

But time was very precious ; and none must be wasted on
ground that made no sign of becoming fruitful. Where prejudice
or the calumnies of Christ’s enemies made people so hostile as
to refuse even a hearing, the Twelve were to leave them and
seek more hopeful soil, of which there was plenty. This again
clearly refers to the early missionary work of the Apostles, and
is not meant as a principle of action for all time. It is not to
be supposed that ministers of the word are at once to abandon
as hopeless those who decline their first approaches. What the

girdle of money, or dusty feet” ; and Edersheim says that Christ’s charge
means, ‘Go in the same spirit as you would go to the Temple services’
(ZTemple, p. 42).

! On the strength of a Greek inscription of the Roman period, discovered
at Kefr-Hauar in Syria, Deissmann would explain m7jpa as “a beggar’s collect-
ing bag,” so that the charge would mean, ‘ You are not to make money by
healing, and you are not to beg.”  But the common explanation of * travelling-
bag,’ or ‘knapsack ’ is better, as wvjpav els 68év shows (New Light on the N. T
from Records of the Graco-Roman Period, p. 43).

? Longfellow, Evangeline, 11, i.
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Twelve had to do was to give to as many people as possible
some kind of preparation for the teaching of Christ, and they
had a very limited time in which to do this. It was, therefore,
not allowable to expend much of this precious time upon
unpromising material, when promising material could easily be
found. But a solemn warning was to be given to those who
rejected them. The dust of the place where they dwelt was to
be shaken off, as if it were the polluting dust of a heathen road,
or perhaps to intimate complete separation : the Apostles were
not even to share dust with such people (see Edersheim, Zife
and Times, i. p. 643). Both in the Old and in the New Testa-
ment the cities of the plain are typical of abominable wickedness
provoking severe judgments.! The allusion is all the more
suitable here because, just before the overthrow of these cities,
the inhabitants committed a gross violation of the rights of
hospitality.

. What follows (16—23) evidently does not refer to this first
mission, but to a later time, when, instead of mere refusal to
listen to their teaching, the Apostles will have to face active
persecution. Occasional unreceptive listeners in Jewish towns
and villages have developed into systematic prosecutions before
the councils (v. 22) of the synagogues and the Sanhedrin, and
even before governors and kings among the Gentiles. Christ
would not be likely to foretell this until the Apostles had had
some experience of missionary work. It would not guide them
in their first efforts. In what precedes this (5-15), the emphasis
is on the beneficent character of the Gospel which they have to
carry to the lost sheep of Israel, and they are not told to prepare
for anything worse than a rejection of their message. Here the
chief emphasis is on their own sufferings.? Christ wishes them
to be under no illusions; after He is gone, they will have to
suffer cruel persecutions, even at the hands of their own kindred
(21), and hostile kindreds are sometimes specially implacable.

And it is the Messiah’s own doing that they have to endure
all this; it is the Shepherd Himself who sends them forth ‘as
sheep in the midst of wolves.” There is a notable emphasis on
the Sender: ‘Behold, 7 send you forth’ (Io¥, &yd dmoorédw
duds).? And it is for His sake (18, 22) that they will have to

1 See also the Book of Jubilees xvi. §, 6, xx. 5, 6, xxii. 22.

In the Gospels, the expression, ‘Day of Judgment’ (fuépa xplrews), is
peculiar to Mt. (x, 1§, xi. 22, 24, xii. 36). We find it in the Testaments:
Levi iii. 2, 3; also in the Book of Enoch, c. 4. There it has many names.

2 With ylveobe obv ¢pbvipor comp, vylveole oby copol év be, Téxva pov, kal
ppbvepor (Naphiali viii. 9). .

8 With this emphatic éyd comp. xii, 27, 28, xx. 22, xxviii. 20; Lk. xxi. 15,
xxiv. 49; é&yd drooréA\w is peculiar to Mt. : x. 16, xi. 10, xxiii. 34. Jn,
has éyd dréoreda, iv. 38, xvil. 18.
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suffer. It is precisely this fact, as He knows, that will give them
courage, and will even make them welcome suffering. It is in
obedience to His command, and for His Name’s sake. But
who is this who dares to issue such commands, and to make
such claims upon His followers? He puts before His Apostles,
not the promise of rapid success, not popularity or the praise of
men, but peril and persecution. *Ye shall be hated of all men
for My Name’s sake.” That is not the world’s way of winning
adherents, and it must have been a great surprise to men who
were expecting the speedy triumph of the Messiah and their own
share in the glories of the Kingdom.

It might well alarm the bravest of these simple fishermen to
be told that they would have to answer for their doings on
Christ’s behalf before Jewish councils! and heathen courts.
They were ready to submit to severe sentences of scourging or
imprisonment, or death ; but they might easily injure the sacred
cause which they represented by their unskilfulness in replying to
the questions of their judges. The Master tells them not to be
anxious (vi. 25) about that: ‘the Spirit of their Father’ will be
in them and teach them what to say. The very form of expres-
sion, ‘the Spirit of your Father,’ is full of encouragement; and
this is the first mention in this Gospel of a promise of the
assistance of the Spirit. Comp. the promise to Moses: ‘I will
be with thy mouth and teach thee what thou shalt say’ (Exod.
iv. 12). As Bede puts it, Vos ad certamen acceditis, sed ego
prelior. Vos verba editis, sed ego sum qui loguor (on Lk. xxi. 15).

The fanaticism of those who needlessly courted a martyr’s
death is condemned beforehand. Those who, through no fault
of their own, are persecuted must endure to the end, even unto
death, and they shall be saved, ‘shall win their souls’ (Lk. xxi.
19). But Christ’s ministers have no right to provoke destruc-
tion : they must be harmless as doves. There is so much work
to be done that the life of every missionary is precious. When
they are persecuted in one sphere of work, they must seek
another: that is the wisdom of the serpent. Christ Himself
avoided His enemies, until He knew that His hour was come.
There must be no wanton waste of Christian lives. It some-
times happens that there is more real heroism in daring to fly
from danger than in stopping to meet it. To stop and meet
useless risks, because one is afraid of being called a coward, is
one of the subtlest forms of cowardice; and the desire to be
thought brave is not a high motive for courageous action.

1 Schiirer, Jewish People, 11, ii. pp. 59-67. Derenbourg, Hist, de la Pal.
pp. 86 ff. . .

For trouovh (22) as the link between persecution and victory see Hort on
Rev. i. 9.
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Persecution is a temptation to deny Christ, and those who meet
persecution in a spirit of bravado have no right to expect to be
delivered from succumbing to that temptation.” The martyr’s
crown is not to be won, unless 2 man ¢ has contended lawfully’
(2 Tim. ii. 5).

This paragraph, llke the preceding one (5-15), closes with a
‘ Verily I say unto you.” A comparison of it with Mk. xiii, g-13
will show that it cannot have been spoken in connexion with the
first mission of the Twelve. But the concluding words are not
easy to explain. The persecuted disciples are to flee, ¢ for ye
shall not have gone through the cities of Israel, till the Son of
Man be come’ (23). At least four things are open to question.
What is the meaning of ‘gone through’ (zedéoyre), of ‘the cities
of Israel,’ of ‘the Son of Man,” of ‘come’? ¢Gone through’ is
often understood as meaning ‘gone through in your missionary
efforts’: you will not have preacked in all the cities of Israel.
No lives must be needlessly sacrificed, for even all will not
suffice to visit every town in Palestine in the short time at your
disposal. Or again, f gone through’ may mean ¢ thoroughly won
over’: you will not have completely converted all these cities.
There is not very much difference between these two explana-
tions ; but there is a third which is quite different. ¢ Gone
through’ may mean °‘exhausted in your frequent flights’: you
will not have wused as places of refuge all these cities. You need
not be afraid to fly as often as you are persecuted, for there are
enough cities to last you till the Son of -Man comes. This
makes intelligible sense, but the solemn language used seems to.
require one of the other interpretations. It need not be doubted,
however, that ¢ the cities of Israel’ means the towns of Palestine.
The proposal to understand by it all the cities in which there were
any Jews would hardly have been made, except for the purpose
of avoiding the difficulty caused by the delay of Christ’s coming.
In the many centuries which have elapsed since the words were
spoken it would have been quite easy to have preached in all
the cities of Palestine. The remaining two points may be taken
together. “In this Gospel the coming of the Son of Man is
always a final coming after His death to inaugurate the King-
dom” (Allen). It is evident that in some way Christ’s words
produced the impression that He would return sooz. When
that impression had been produced, the words themselves
would be likely to undergo modification. Moreover, the
coming to establish the Kingdom may have been confused with
the coming to judgment. The nearness of the Kingdom may
have been transferred to the other coming. We may suspect
that the reports of His utterances respecting the Second Advent
have become blurred in transmission.
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Some important witnesses (D L, Syr-Sin. a b k Arm.) after “flee into the
next’ insert ‘and if they persecute you in the other flee ye to another.’ If
this is genuine, the tLird interpretation of rehéanre becomes more probable,

The general topic of persecution connects the utterances
which Yollow (24-33) with those just recorded. ~There is nothing
to show the occasion on which they were uttered.! The first
(24, 25) seems to have been spoken several times and with
different meanings. Here the point is that the disciple must
not expect better treatment than his master; so also Jn. xv. 20,
which was a different occasion. In Lk. vi. 40 the meaning
appears to be that disciples are not likely to get nearer to the
truth than their teachers do, and consequently teachers must
seek knowledge, especially knowledge of self. In Lk. xxii. 27
and Jn. xiii. 16 the meaning is that disciples must not set them-
selves above their master. It is difficult to believe that these
different applications could have been constructed, if the saying
had been uttered only once; and the theory of repetition has no
difficulty. Was it not likely that Christ would have His favourite
sayings,—favourite, because  fruitful and capable of various
adaptations? The thought here fits on well to what precedes.
The disciplées will be hated by all for Christ’s sake, and they will
not wonder at this; they will even glory in it, because Christ
Himself received similar treatment. Hence His claim to call
upon them to suffer. ‘Beelzebul’ or ‘Beelzebub’ is evidently
used here as a term of bitter reproach or abuse, but how it
came to be so, and indeed the derivation of the word, are still
unsolved problems.2 Qur knowledge of the ideas of New Testa-
ment times is still sadly meagre. See Nestle in DCG., art.
¢ Beelzebub.’

Next we have sayings which contain ‘Fear not’ thrice (26,
28, 31). Lk. has similar sayings (xii. 2-9); but the differences
are so considerable that the Evangelists can hardly have used
the same source. Once more we have a saying which Christ
seems to have uttered more than once, and with different
applications. Perhaps it was already proverbial before He made
use of it. Comp. Mk. iv. 22 ; Lk. viii. 17, xii. 2. In Mk. the
reference seems to be to teaching in parables; the Gospel is at
first a mystery, but a mystery to be made known to all the world.
So also perhaps in Lk. viii, 17. In Lk. xii. 2 the meaning is
that hypocrisy is foolish as well as wicked, for the truth is sure
to become known. Here the application seems to be that the

1See Briggs, The Messiak of the Gospels, pp. 196-200. He gives what he
considers to be the original of both Mt. and Lk., giving the preference, on
the whole, to Mt.

3 <t The Syriac Versions and the Latin Vulgate stand alone in ending
the word with a & ” (Burkitt), .
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Apostles are to preach publicly what Christ teaches them in
private, But both the ¢therefore’ and the ‘ for’ arc somewhat
obscure. The ‘therefore’ refers to what precedes. Fear is
caused by uncertainty. ¢ Fear not, therefore, for it is certain
that they will persecute you as they persecute Me. You are
fore-warned and fore-armed.’ The ‘for’ refers to what follows.
‘Deliver your message without reserve, for, like every other
mystery, the Gospel is sure to be revealed.’!

The second ‘ Fear not’ (28) tells the disciples not to fear
men who can but kill the body, but to fear Him who can
sentence both body and soul to destruction in Gehenna.2 That
the latter means God need not be doubted. Olshausen, who
interpreted it of the devil, retracted this view in later editions.
The change of construction (from uy ¢pofnbire dmd 7év dwoxr. to
¢doPelafe Tov duv., which is the regular construction for fearing
God) indicates this. We are nowhere told to fear the devil.
‘Fear God and resist the devil’ is the doctrine of Scripture
(Jas. iv. 7; 1 Pet. v. g9). The devil tries to bring us to Gehenna,
but he has no authority to send us there. It is the fear of God,
not of the devil, that is to enable the disciple to overcome the
fear of men. Comp. Eph. vi. 10-12; also Hermas, Mand. xi1.
vi. 3; Ascension of Isaiah, v. 10.

What follows (29-31) confirms the view that it is God
who is to be feared with a fear that conquers the fear of men,
Men cannot harm even our bodies without God’s consent ; and
if God consents, there is good reason, viz. a Father’s love, for our
being allowed to suffer. The smallest animal does not perish,
the smallest portion of 7man’s body (emphasis on uév) does not
fall away, without the will of God. Here again, therefore, there
is room for another ¢ Fear not.’

The contrast in what follows (32, 33) is between the
judgment-seat of human persecutors and the judgment-seat of
God. Sometimes Christ is the final Judge of mankind (Jn. v.
22, ix. 39; 2z Cor. v. 10); here the Father is the Judge, and
the Son pleads before Him. Only those whom the Son recog-

! Another possible interpretation is: ¢ Deliver your message without fear,
for the lies and plots of your opponents will all be exposed at the last day.’
Quidguid latet apparebit, Nil inultum remanebit, as we have in the Dies
ire of Thomas de Celano, the friend and biographer of S. Francis of
Assisi. Comp. xii. 36; 1 Cor. iv. 5.

3 The teaching of Epictetus constantly insisted on the philosopher’s
freedom from fear of those who can only torture or kill the body. The
tyrant says, ‘‘ I will put you in chains.,” “‘Me in chains? You may fetter
my leg, but my will not even Zeus can overpower.” ‘I will throw you into
prison.”  ¢“ My r body, you mean.” “I will cut your head off.”
‘“ When have I said that my head cannot be cut off 7 These are the things
on which philosophers should meditate, and in which they should exercise
themselves (Dsscourses, 1. i.). Comp. Eur. Bac, 492-499.
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nizes as His are safe.! For ‘deny’ Mk. (ix. 38) has ‘be ashamed
of’: comp. Rev, iii. 8.

The prediction that, in the bitterness of religious hate, the
nearest of kin will persecute one another (zr), is now fllustrated
by other sayings of Christ respecting the dissensions which the
Gospel will produce in society. ‘Think not,’ as in v. 17, implies
that some were likely to think this.2 It was the general ex-
pectation of the Jews that the Messiah would establish a reign
of peace. But peace cannot be enforced. Open hostility can
be put down by force ; but good will can come only by voluntary
consent. So long as men’s wills are opposed to the Gospel, there
can be no peace. Sometimes the only way to peace is through
war. Once more Christ guards His disciples against being under
any illusions. They have entered the narrow way, and it leads
to tribulation before leading to eternal life. The parallels in Lk.
(xii. 51-53, xiv. 26, 27) seem to come from a different source:
Lk. has no parallel to ver. 36.

Does ‘take his cross and follow after Me’ (38) imply that
He who leads the way carries &7s cross? It is a strange picture
of the procession to the Messianic Kingdom. This is the first
mention in Mt. of the cross, and it must have startled Christ’s
hearers ; for Jews, especially in Galilee, knew well what the cross
meant. The supporters of Judas and Simon had been crucified
by hundreds (Jos. 4»¢. xviL x. 10). The person to be crucified
carried his own cross, or at least the cross-beam, to the place of
execution. Itis as an instrument of death that it is used here, -
as ver. 39 shows. The saying is given by Mt. again xvi, 24, 25 =
Mk. viil. 34, 35=Lk. ix. 23, 24. Lk. xiv. 27 seems to be
different from both: so that we have three variations of the
saying, which may have been uttered more than once. Such
a saying would be remembered, and might be transmitted in
more than one form. In all five passages we have ‘Zis cross’
(in Lk. xiv. 29, ‘his ow~ cross’), which implies that every one
has a cross to take; no one can carry it for him. And, as
the next verse shows, to refuse to take one’s cross does not
secure one from suffering.

It is impossible to reproduce the phrases for ‘findeth his
life’ and ‘loseth his life’ in English, owing to the different
meanings, or rather the combination of meanings, in the Greek
word (Yvx#). It includes the meanings of ‘life’ and ‘soul,’ and

1 On the remarkable construction duohoyelv & 7w, which is in both Mt.
and Lk., see J. H. Moulton, Grammar of N.T. Greek, vol. i. p. 104; with
the meaning comp. Rev. iii. 5. These verses (32, 33) show plainly who is
to be feared in ver. 28.

2 With ‘I came,’ as implying the pre-existence of the Messiah, comp, v. 17

and see xi. 27.
8 On viugy see Kennedy, Sources of N. T, Greek, p. 123,
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in-varying shades. The context here shows that the primary
meaning of the saying is that the confessor who suffers death is
far happier than the apostate who escapes; but the words have
many other applications. In general, those whose sole aim
is to win material prosperity, lose the only life which is worth
living; and those who sacrifice material prosperity in Christ’s
service, secure this higher life. Even as regards pleasure, to
make it one’s constant aim is to fail to obtain it; devotion to
something else may win it.

‘For My sake’ is in all four passages (no parailel in Lk. xiv.),
though some Western texts omit in Mk. viii. 35. Again we
have a claim which is monstrous if He who makes it is not
conscious of being Divine. Who is it that is going to own us
or renounce us before God’s judgment-seat (32, 33)? Who is
it that promises with such confidence that the man who loses
his life for His sake shall find it? And these momentous utter-
ances are spoken as if the Speaker had no shadow of doubt as
to their truth, and as if He expected that His hearers would at
once accept them.! What is more, thousands of Christians,
generation after generation, have shaped their lives by them
and have proved their truth by repeated experience. Without
‘for My sake’ the saying occurs Lk. xvii. 33 and Jn. xii. 5.

The idea of persecution passes out of sight in the three
sayings (40—42) which Mt. places at the close of the charge to
the Twelve. These sayings treat of those who receive the
Gospel, not of those who oppose it. The first of them is found
Mk. ix. 37 of receiving little children in Christ’s Name: in both
there is the identification of Christ with Him who sent Him.
There is also the identification of Christ with His disciples, a
mystic unity which is still further developed in xxv. 31—45. It
has already been stated that Christ ‘came’ (v. 17, x. 34); here
He says that He ‘was sent” The idea of a mission runs through-
out, from the Father to the Son, from the Son to the disciples.
And every messenger represents him who sent him, so that the
disciples represent the Son, and therefore the Father. It will
be observed that these three verses would fit on very well to
ov. 14, 15. It is possible that we have now got back to words
which were spoken at the first mission of the Twelve.2

Missionaries are ‘prophets,’ for they speak for God and
carry His message; and they are ‘righteous,’ for they preach
the righteousness which is set forth in the Sermon on the
Mount, and it is assumed that they practise it. Those who

1 See Steinbeck, Das gittliche Selbstbewusstsein Jesu, p. 32.

2 See Briggs, Zhe Messiak of the Gospels, pp. 182-186, where he re-
constructs what may be supposed to have been the original charge to the
Twelve ; also pp. 238-249, where he reconstructs the charge to the Seventy,
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receive them, because they possess this sacred character, will
receive the same reward as the missionaries themselves. To
recognize and reverence noble traits in the characters of others
is going a long way towards imitating them. To place oneself
at their service, because of their noble characters, may be to
equal them in merit. Or again, to support the missionaries
with sympathy, prayer, and alms, is to enter into their labours
and share their reward.

The concluding verse (42) does not come in very well here.
Mk. (ix. 41) gives the saying in a very different connexion and
with two notable differences ; ‘you’ for ‘one of these little ones,’
and ‘in name that ye are Christ’s’ for ‘in the name of a disciple.’

-Here ‘you’ would have been more suitable: ‘one of these
little ones’ comes from Mk. ix. 42! Mt. is perhaps quoting
from memory and has mixed Mk. ix. 41 and 42. But taking
the saying in the form, and with the context, which Mt. gives
us, the meaning will be that even the smallest service done to
one of the disciples, because he is a disciple, is certain of a
reward from Him whose disciple he is. :

Here again (see on vi. 1) we have the promise of rewards
for righteousness. The reward is not offered as a motive for
action ; the motive in each case is love and reverence for the
Prophet, or righteous man, or disciple, and therefore for Him
whose servant he is. The reward is a support to this motive,
an encouragement and stimulus. It assures those to whom it
is promised, that those who honour God in His servants will
not be forgotten by God. A person whose sole object was to
get the reward would not be acting ‘in the name of’ a Prophet,
or righteous man, or disciple; his action would be purely
selfish.

If we take v. 40-42 immediately after 7. 14, 135, then the
charge to the Twelve ends in a manner very similar to the
Sermon on the Mount. There the consequences of acting and
of not acting in accordance with Christ’s teaching are pointed
out. Here the consequences of not receiving and of receiving
Christ’s messengers are pointed out. Moreover, in each case
the transition to what follows is made with the formula, ¢ And
it came to pass when Jesus ended’: comp. vii. 28, xii. 53,
xix. 1, xxvi. 1. The Greek is the same in all five places; yet

1 That little one’ was a Rabbinical expression for a disciple, is doubtful.
Here it seems to mean that the disciples were people of whom the world
would not take much account. In comparison with the Prophets and saints
of the Old Testament, they would seem to be very insignificant. And their
mission was to be short, probably only a few weeks; so they would have no
great opportunity of making a name for themselves, It is possible that every-

where (xviii. 6, 10, 143 Mk. ix. 42; Lk. xvil. 2) ‘one of these little ones’
means ‘ one of My disciples’: DCG., art, ¢ Little Ones.’
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even the RV. gives three different translations of éré\eoe:
‘ended,’ ‘had made an end,’ ‘had finished.” See on vii. 28.

Characteristic expressions in ch. x.: Aeyduevos (2), mwopedecfar (6, 7),
fuépa Kploews (15), 18od (16), Ppbvipos (16), Hyeudw (18), Gpa éxelvy (19),
olxodeawérns (25), yéewva (28), 6 warhp o év Tois olpavois (32, 33), €ls Ta»
kpdy TovTwy (42). Peculiar: palaxia (1), 4 Pacikela TO¥ odpardv (7),
éy® dwooréMw (16) ; peculiar to this chapter : olxiaxés (25, 36), duxdiew (35).
Excepting to 2. 1-5 and a few scattered sayings between »z. § and 15, there
are no parallels in Mk. or Lk.; but, where there are parallels, these ex-
pressions do not appear in them. In the first ‘ Fear not’ (26) there is no
dispute as to the tense of the verb, ¢oBnf7re, and, although there is difference
of reading, almost all editors agree that in the last ‘ Fear not’ (31) we should
read ¢oBeicfe. In the intermediate ¢ Fear not’ and ‘Fear’ (28) editors are
not unanimous: perhaps ¢ofelofe is right in both places. ‘Cease to fear’
and ¢ continually fear’ make excellent sense. .

X1 2-XII. BO. [llustrations of the Misunderstanding and
Opposition provoked by the Ministry.

The eleventh chapter has no parallel in Mk.! The substance
of it comes from the Logia, and a good deal of it has parallels
in Lk. But the relation of Mt. to Lk, is here a difficult problem :
for possible solutions see Allen. Mt., as usual, is the more
brief. In narrating the message of the Baptist to the Messiah,
the two agree as regards the words spoken by John and by Christ,
but in the narrative portion almost every word in Mt. differs
from the wording of Lk.

In his prison at Macherus, near the north-east end of the
Dead Sea, John had heard of the works of the Messiah,—those
works of which Mt has given striking illustrations. Antipas
had put him in prison, partly for political reasons, because of the
excitement which he produced among the people (Jos. Anz
XviL v. 2), and partly because of the animosity with which
Herodias regarded him. But having secured his person, Antipas
did not ill-treat him. He sometimes conversed with him, and
he allowed his disciples to visit him. It was easy for John to
hear what Jesus was doing.

$Art Zkou He that cometh, or must we look for another?’
There is a strong emphasis on ‘Thou’ in contrast to the quite
different Coming One, who perhaps must be waited for. ¢The
Coming One’ (6 épxdpevos) is the Messiah (Mk. xi. ¢; Lk.
xiil. 35, xix. 38; Heb. x. 37; Ps. cxviii, 26; Dan. vii. 13).
John’s question was not asked for the sake of his disciplds.

! Salmon, however, is inclined to believe that Mk, knew of the message
of the Baptist and deliberately omitted it (7% Human Element in the Gospels,
Pp. 41, 42). Mt. alone tells us that John was in prison at this time, and he
alone uses the remarkable expression,  the works of the Christ.” Mt. thus
shows at the outset that the Baptist is in error.
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Christ’s answer is not addressed to them, but to John. It is
not clear that they understood the meaning of the message which
they carried. Then is Tertullian (Marcion, iv. 18) right in think-
ing that John’s own faith was failing, because the career of Jesus
did not seem to correspond with what he himself had foretold ?!
Possibly, but not probably. John had had such convincing
evidence that Jesus was the Messiah, that he could hardly doubt
now. And if he did doubt, what use to send to Jesus? A false
Messiah would not own that he was an impostor. More probably
it was John’s patience that was failing, not his faith. He wished
Jesus to come forward more publicly and decidedly as the Messiah.
¢If Thou do these things, manifest Thyself to the world’ To do
Messianic works and not claim the position of the Messiah seemed
to be futile inconsistency.

The reply of Christ is like that of Tarquinius Superbus to his
son Sextus at Gabii: the messengers are to report what they have
seen the person, to whom they were sent, doing. It is a sym-
bolical message, which their master is to interpret. No care is
taken that the messengers themselves understand it; it is for
John to do that. In this message, all the clauses are to be
understood literally, and they are arranged in three pairs, in
which the more mighty work is placed first. Itis to be remarked
that all of them are works of mercy: none are works of mere
power and display, such as the Jews expected the Messiah to
give as ‘signs.” It is also to be remarked that the preaching of
the good tidings to the poor is coupled with the raising of the
dead as the most convincing evidence of all. John had heard
in prison of the works of healing; but they did not prove more
than that Jesus was a great Prophet. The preachingto the poor,
however, was clearly Messianic (Is. lxi. 1), as He Himself declared
at Nazareth (Lk. iv. 18-21). It was a new thing that the poor,
who were commonly neglected and despised as worthless and
ignorant, should be invited into the Kingdom. John is to be
assured that Jesus is still carrying on the message that the
Kingdom is at hand and is open to all. This is sufficient, and
John is told nothing further about the Messiahship of Jesus.?
But note the warning which follows.

‘Blessed is he’ (6) shows plainly enough that it is John who
is under consideration. Had the reference been to his disciples,
we should have had, ‘Blessed are they’ (v. 3-10). What a
strange revelation respecting the Messiah, that not to take offence
at His conduct is accounted a blessed thing. Character Messie
id tpsum, quod multi in eo scandalizentur (Bengel) ; so certain was

! John had heralded a Messiah who would be severe in judging sinners,
and Jesus had not shown Himself as such.
¥'See Sanday, The Life of Christ in Recent Research, p. 57.
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He to be misunderstood. -Ztre méconnu, méme par cenx qu'on
atme, Cest la coupe damertume et la croix de la vie ; Cest ce qui a
di server le plus souvent le caur du Fils de Phomme. Dieu aussi,
lui surtout, est le grand méconnu, le souverainement incompris
(Amiel). In some way even the Baptist had found some occasion
of stumbling in Jesus.

What follows confirms this. It is about John, not about his
disciples, that our Lord at once begins to speak (%), and He
speaks in terms of high praise. In society men are commonly
praised to their face, or the faces of their friends, and blamed
behind their backs. Jesus does the opposite in the case of
John. As soon as his messengers are gone, Christ proceeds to
remove from the minds of the multitudes the thought that,
because He has sent a rebuke to the Baptist, therefore the latter
has fallen from his high estate. On the contrary, he is one of
the greatest of men. Such testimony from such lips is unique,
and it may almost be called the funeral oration of the Baptist,
for not long afterwards Herodias compassed his death.

The first question might be punctuated thus: ‘ Why went ye out into
the wilderness? to behold a reed shaken by the wind ?° And so Jerome
takes it. Quid, inquit, existis in desertum? wumquid ad hoc ut, ete.
Nevertheless, this is less probable than the usual division of the clauses.
And in either case we may understand the words either literally or meta-
phorically. ‘Did you go out merely to see waving rushes?’ ‘Did you
make a pilgrimage to see a man whom you thought feeble and fickle? Your
taking all that trouble shows that you thought very differently of him.” The
second question mus? be taken literally, and this is a reason for taking the
first literally. ‘Did you go all that way to see a luxurious worldling like
Herod Antipas, who put John in prison?’ In Jos. B. /. I xxiv. 3 ‘royal
robes’ are contrasted with those ‘ made of hair.’

In the third question authorities are again divided as to the punctuation
of the words and the meaning of the T{. ‘But what went ye out for to see?
a Prophet?’ (AV.). ‘But wherefore went ye out? To see a Prophet?’ (RV.).
The AV. is probably right. It is reasonable to translate the T¢ in the same
way in all three questions, not ¢ what’ in two and ‘wherefore’ or ¢ why’ in
one, or vice versa.

Certainly the multitudes made the pilgrimage into the
wilderness because they believed that Jehovah had once more
granted a Prophet to His people. And Jesus declares that
John was not only that, but the Forerunner of the Messiah. He
applies to him Mal. iii. 1, which was one of the commonplaces
of Messianic prophecy, and which seems to have been current
in a form differing from both the Hebrew and the Septuagint.

Neither the Hebrew nor the Septuagint has ‘before Thy face,’” which all
three insert after ¢ My messenger.’ All three have dmrosré\\w for éfamorTéAw,
s for kai, and raraorevdget for émfhéerar.

‘*Among them that are born of women’ (11) is a solemn
11
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periphrasis for the whole race of mankind.! John's office and
mission was higher than that of any of his predecessors. He not
only prophesied of the Messiah, he was His Herald, and pointed
Him out as come.? But he was not within the Kingdom which
he announced; and, in the Kingdom, the humblest members
are higher than the greatest of those who are not members. In
spiritual privileges and knowledge Christians are above John.
He is the friend of the Bridegroom ; they are His spouse. .

It is not quite certain whether, in what follows (12-15), we
have a continuation of Christ’s words, or a comment of the
Evangelist’s. ‘From the days of Jobn the Baptist until now’
looks like comment. On the other hand, Mt. seems to give
them as spoken by Christ. If so, they were probably spoken on
some other occasion. Lk. (xvi. 16) has part-of the utterance
differently arranged, but he has no parallel to ver. 14. He has
‘the Law and the Prophets’ in the usual order. Why does Mt.
write ‘the Prophets and the Law’? But it is not easy to see
the connexion between the violent pressing into the Kingdom
and the statement about the Prophets and the Law; yet ‘for’
implies close connexion. “Whatever else these difficult words
contain, at least they express that a new period, that of the
kingdom of heaven, had set in after what are called the days of
John the Baptist, and that his preaching had led to a violent and
impetuous thronging to gather round Jesus and His disciples, a
thronging in which our Lord apparently saw as much unhealthy
excitement as true conviction” (Hort, Judaistic Christianity, p.
26). But the strength of the movement, however faulty it might
be in individual cases, was evidence of John’s influence: his
inspiration must be from above. Yet even he had something
of the spirit of violence; in his impatience, he wanted the
Messiah to hurry the work, just as Elijah wanted Jehovah to be
more rigorous with idolaters.?

‘If ye are willing to receive it’ (14) indicates that there was
much unwillingness. With all their enthusiasm for a new

1 Comp. Job xiv. 1, xv. 14, xxv. 4.

2 ¢¢The principle on which John’s superiority to the whole prophetic order
is based is that nearness to Jesus makes greatness. In that long procession
the King comes last, and the highest is he who walks in front of the Sovereign ”
(Maclaren). On the other hand, John’s inferiority to the humblest in the
Kingdom lies in the fact that they know, as he did not, how Christ’s character
reveals God’s mercy and love no less than His justice. Cyril of Jerusalem
says John was the end of the Prophets and the firstfruits of the Gospel-state,
the connecting link between the two Dispensations ; but Cyril insists more
on John’s superiority to Enoch, Moses, Elijah, and Jeremiah than on his
inferiority to all Christians (Car. iii. 6).

8 See Deissmann, Bible Studies, p. 258. Zahn contends that here
Bidterar, as in Lk., is middle, not passive: ‘the Kingdom forces its way,’
like a rushing, mighty wind.
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Prophet, the people had not appreciated John (Mk. ix. 13).
His stern demand for repentance, and for conduct worthy of a
penitent, was not liked by many; and his declaration that descent
from Abraham gave no claim to admission into the Kingdom was
disliked by nearly all. To recognize John as the Elijah predicted
by Malachi would mean that his authority to proclaim these un-
welcome truths was admitted. ¢If ye are willing’ (el 6éAere) must
not be supposed to mean that it does not much matter. That
it matters very much indeed is shown by the concluding refrain,
‘He that hath ears to hear, let him hear’ (xiii. 9, 43). They
are a warning against neglect of the fulfilment of prophecy.!
~ The parable which follows is given by Lk. (vii. 31-35) with
a different introduction. It is aimed at the formalists amorg
the Jews, and the Pharisees in particular. These are the children
sitting in the market-place and finding fault. The Baptist comes
in his sternness, and they want him to play at festivals. Jesus
comes, taking part in social joy, and they want Him to play at
funerals. Nothing that varies from their own narrow rules meets
with their approbation. They doubt whether John is a Prophet,’
and they are convinced that Jesus is not the Messiah, because
neither conforms to their preconceived ideas. They said that
John was possessed by a demon of moroseness; and later they
said much the same of Christ (Jn. vii. 2o, viii. 48, x. 20; comp.
Mt. xii. 24). They disliked the message of both.

¢ And yet Wisdom was justified at the hands of her children,’
or ‘by her works.” If ‘children’ be the right reading here, as
it certainly is in Lk. vii. 35, we must not translate ‘againss her
children’ (dmwd Tdv Téxvov atris). The difficult sentence should
not be interpreted to mean that Wisdom is vindicated from the
attacks of her children. If ‘works’ is right, such an interpreta-
tion is impossible. Assuming ‘children’ as correct, the children
of the Divine Wisdom are the righteous few who welcomed both
the Forerunner and the Messiah, recognizing that each of them
had been sent by the Divine Wisdom, and were under its guidance
in adopting different manners of life and of action. The as-
ceticism of John, and the absence of asceticism in Jesus, were
equally right in the several cases. But, if ‘works’ is correct, the
meaning is that in both cases the method of operation has been
justified by results ; ze. it is certain to be justified.?

171t is clear from this passage and Mk. ix. 13 that it was our Lord who
called the Baptist ¢ Elijah.’ John himself did not know that he was Elijah
(Jn. i. 21). It is also clear that Christ had an esoteric element in His
teaching, which all had not ears to hear. Sanday, 7%e Life of Christ in Recent
Research, p. 82. :

2 Comp. ‘I have overcome the world’ (Jn. xvi. 33), where the event is
regarded as so sure to happen that it is spoken of as past. Justified’ means
‘declared to be right’: Kennedy, Sowrces of N,7. Greek, p. 104.
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Although #pywv is powerfully supported (& B, texts known to Jerome,
later Syriac), and the assimilation to 7éxvwr in Lk. is probable, yet mékvwy
has the support of older authorities (D, Syr-Sin. Syr-Cur. Lat-Vet. Vulg.).
But most editors regard &pywy as original. See Zahn, ad Joc., footnote on
2. 432, and Einleitung, ii. 312.

Some think that the variation between réxva and #pya may have arisen
through the confusion of two similar Aramaic words, one of which means
‘servant’ (wafs) and the other ‘work.” In 2 Esdr. vii. 64 there is a some-
what similar case: ¢ Longsuffering, for that He long suffereth those that have
sinned, as His creatures.” Here the Latin text has guass suis operibus ; but
the Ethiopic, ‘as to His sons,’ and the Syriac, ¢ because we are His servants.’
Nestle, 7extual Criticism, p. 251; Salmon, Some Thoughts on Text. Crit.
p. 121; Scrivener (Miller), ii. p. 325. It is more probable, however, that
the substitution of #pya for 7éxva is due to the mention of Christ’s ¢ mighty
works’ (Swdpets) in vo. 20-24.

It seems probable that, in the preceding paragraphs (2-19), Mt. has put
together three Logia, which are quite distinct, but are all connected with the
Baptist (2-11, 12-15, 16-19). Lk. places the first and third in juxtaposition
(vil, 18-28, 29-35), but he puts the intermediate one much later (xvi. 16).
The refrain, ‘He that hath ears, let him hear,” occurs thrice in Mt. (xi. 15,
xiil. 9, 43), twice in Mk. (iv. 9, 23, not vii. 16), and twice in Lk. (viii, &,
xiv. 35), not at all in Jn.

For further suggestions respecting ver. 19 see the Jour. of T%: St., April
1904, p. 455 ; Bruce, 7he Parabolic Teaching of Christ, pp. 414-426.

The verses (20-27) which follow the parable of the children in the market-
place, when compared with the parallels in Lk. (x. 13-15, 21, 22), show us
once more that Mt. groups his material according to subject, and not accord-
ing to time and place. In Lk. the reproach to the cities that had rejected
Him is appended to the charge to the Seventy, and the exultation over God’s
preference of the disciples is placed after the return of the Seventy. These
two sections come in here as illustrations of the different effects which the
Ministry of the Messiah had upon those who came in contact with it. We
have had its effects on John (2), and on those who criticized both Him and
John (16), and now we have its effect on the arrogant cities and on the humble
disciples. - The ‘Then’ in ¢ Then began He’ is not a note of time : the re-
mark is inserted by Mt. to form a means of transition from one saying of
Christ to another. And the translation ¢ wherein most of His mighty works
were done,’ is probably an exaggeration of the Greek (al w\elorac duwwduers
avrof), which need not mean more than ¢ His many miracles’ (Blass, § 44, 4),
and this also is all that pluréme virtutes ¢jus (Vulg.) need mean.  Mt. would
be unlikely to say that mosz of the mighty works wrought by the Messiah
resuited in the impenitence of those who witnessed them.

We know nothing about Chorazin, except what is told us here
and in the parallel in Lk.! The precise form of the name and
its derivation, as in the case of ‘Beelzebub,” are uncertain.
Another illustration of the meagreness of our knowledge of
Judaism in the time of Christ. And yet He was very active in
Chorazin ; showing how much, not only of His life, but even of
the few years of the Ministry, is unrecorded (Jn. xxi. 25). For

1 The reason why we are told nothing about our Lord’s work in Chorazin
may be that it took place before the call of S. Peter, which is the starting-
point of the Gospel narrative of Christ’s Ministry in Galilee (Salmon, 7%e
fuman Element, p. 297).
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the probable sites of Chorazin and Bethsaida see Sanday, Sacred
Sttes of the Gospels, pp. 24, 41. Of these two cities the paradox
was true, that though the Kingdom of God had come nigh to
them, yet they were far from the Kingdom of God. Tyre and
Sidon are often denounced for their wickedness (Is. xxiii.;
Jer. xxv. 22, xlvii. 4; Ezek. xxvi. 3~7, xxviii, 12—22). In the
denunciation of Capernaum, where Christ had not only done
many works, but lived and taught, ‘ Heaven’ and ¢ Hades’ (not
Gehenna) symbolize the height of glory and the depth of shame
(Is. xtv. 13-15). The very site of Capernaum is still a matter of
dispute, and all three towns have long since been in ruins (Jos.
B. J.uL x. 10; Renan, L’'Antechrist, p. 277; Tristram, Bible
Places, p. 267 ; Sanday, Sacred Sites, p. 37). The sin of these
flourishing places was not violence or sensuality, but indifference.
There is no evidence that they opposed or ridiculed Christ; but
His work made no impression on them. They perhaps took a
languid interest in His miracles and teaching ; but His beneficence
never touched their hearts, and His doctrine produced no change
in their lives, Self-satisfied complacency, whether in’the form of
Pharisaic selfrighteousness or in that of popular indifference, is
condemned by Christ more severely than grosser sins. A life
that externally is eminently respectable may be more fatally
antichristian than one that is manifestly scandalous. For the
comparison with Sodom comp. x. 15. The confidence with
which Jesus utters His judgments as being identical with the
Divine judgments is all the more impressive from its being
implied and not asserted.

The evidence for ‘shalt thou be exalted unto heaven’ (R BC D L, Lat-
Vet. Vulg. Syr-Cur. Arm. Aeth.) is decisive; so also in Lk. But both
readings make good sense. It is not quite so certain that ‘thou shalt go
down’ is right : ‘thou shalt be brought down’ is well supported.

The exultation of Jesus over the Divine Preference shown to
the disciples is placed by Lk. (x. 21, 22) after the return of the
Seventy.l The introductory formula, ¢ Jesus answered and said,’
does not indicate that the words which follow are a reply to
anything. ‘Answered and said’ is common in Hebrew narrative
as an enlarged equivalent for ¢said’ (xvil. 4, xxviii. 5). Like
‘He opened His mouth and taught,’ it prepares the way for a
solemn utterance (Deut. xxi. 7; Job iii. 2; Is. xxi. g). Dalman,
Words, p. 24.

¢I thank Thee’ (éfoporoyodual oor) is literally ‘I acknowledge
openly to Thy honour’ (Gen. xxix. 35; 2 Sam. xxii. 5o; Ps.
xxx. 4 ; and especially Ecclus. li. 1, 10). See Kennedy, Sources

N 1 Lk. expressly states that there was exultation : #yal\doaro 7¢ I», 7¢
Y.
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of V.T. Greek, p. 118. On various occasions Christ recognized
publicly God as His Father: xv. 13, xviii. 35; Jn. v. 17, xi. 41,
xii. 27; Lk. xxiil. 34, 46. Here He thanks His Father that
intellectual power is not necessary for the recognition of the work
of the Divine Wisdom. He does not mean that intellectual power
is a barrier to the reception of the Gospel; but it is immaterial :
all that is required is childlike simplicity. Ignorance is no
qualification, intellect is no disqualification ; for the qualifications
are not mental, but moral. The heart, not the head, is the
home of the Gospel, and the condition of receiving it is lowliness
of spirit, not strength of brain. Not all clever people are shut
out from the Kingdom, although some shut themselves out ; for
it is not intelligence, but the pride of intellectual people, that
excludes. And not all simple folk are admitted; for it is not
stupidity, but the humility of simple-hearted people, that qualifies.
The psychological laws which God has established manifest the
very different results of intellectual pride and of intellectual
humility, and for this Jesus gives thanks. He is not proclaiming
any necessary connexion between ignorance and religious faith.!
How does Jesus know that this law, which shuts out such
¢ wise and understanding ’ people as the Scribes and Pharisees, while
it admits such ‘babes’ as the disciples, is in accordance with the
Divine decrees? The passage (27) in which the answer to this
question is given is unique in the Synoptic Gospels, although
such utterances are common in the Fourth Gospel. The verse
is in both Mt. and Lk., and the reckless scepticism which would
question its authenticity is based, not upon critical principles, but
upon prejudice. Such evidence is very unwelcome in some
quarters, and it is therefore discredited. In his excellent notes
on the passage Mr. Allen says: ‘“The occurrence of this verse in
both Mt. and Lk. even if the two Evangelists borrow from a
single source, proves that this saying reaches back to an early
stage of the Gospel tradition. If, as is probable, the two writers
drew from different sources, this tradition was widespread. If
we add the fact that a similar use of ‘the Son’—*‘the Father’
occurs in Mk. xiil. 32, this usage as a traditional saying of Christ
is as strongly supported as any saying in the Gospels.” Hase
calls the passage “an aerolite from the Johannean heaven,” but
adds that it is “within the range of the vision of S. Paul”
(Geschichte Jesu, §61. See also Nosgen, Geschickie Jesu Christi,
P- 475). Even Schmiedel regards this as an original utterance
of Jesus, and interprets the aorist as meaning that there was a
particular moment when Jesus discovered that God was His
Father, a thought which was new to Him, because the idea of

10n the translation of the aorists &puvfas and dwexdAvyas see J. H.
Moulton, Gram. of N.7. Gr. i. p. 136.
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God as a Father had become extinct among His contemporaries
(Ene. Bibl. iv. 4697). The importance of this is the admission,
from such a quarter, that we have here an original utterance of
Jesus. See Cyril of Jerusalem, Cat. vii. 5, x. 1, 9, XVi. 24.

Keim speaks of the whole utterance as ‘this pearl of the
sayings of Jesus,” points out how frequently and with what
variations it is quoted, and thinks that the original form of
ver. 27 probably stood thus: ¢Everything has been delivered
to Me by My Father. And no one has known the Father except
the Son, and no one has known the Son except the Father, and
he to whom He (the Father) is willing to reveal Him.! The
desire to make ‘He’ refer to the Son led to various changes.
But, whatever view may be taken of this minor point, Keim
remarks on the importance of the evidence which the passage, in
its simplest form, supplies. “ Everything is given over to Him
by His Father, Z.e. by the God whom He here for the first time
calls His Father in a peculiar sense, thereby distinguishing
between Himself and all other men. . . . He is the first and the
only one who through Himself and through God has attained to
the knowledge of God the. Father, which no Abraham, no Moses,
no David and Solomon, no Isaiah and Daniel,—to say nothing
of the wisdom of that day, had found. In the second place, just
as He knows God, God on the other hand knows Him ; He
knows God as Father, as Father of men, and yet more as His
own Father, and God knows Him as Son, as Son among many,
and yet more as the One among many: and exclusively related
to one another, each being to the other a holy, unveiled secret,
worth knowing and discovered by effort ; they mutually approach
with love in order to discover and to enjoy one another in the
selfsatisfaction of the enjoyment which is based upon the
similarity of spiritual activity, upon the likeness of essence, of
nature (Ps. 1. 6, cxxxix. 1; Gal. iv. 9; 1 Cor. viii. 3; 2 Tim. ii.
19). In the third place, this self-enclosed world of the Father
and the Son opens itself to the lower world, to men, only by its
own free act, because it wills to open itself and to admit to
companionship whom it will.” 2

Harnack (Z%e Sayings of Jesus, pp. 272—310) has subjected
the passages, Mt. xi. 25—-27=Lk. x. 21, 22, and Mt. 28, 29, to a
very thorough critical investigation, and is convinced that, with
certain reservations about Mt. xi. 27 =Lk. x. 22, they must be

! Justin, 77y. 100 ; Apol. i. 63 ; Iren. I xiii. 2, 1v, vi. 1; Tert. Adv.
Marcion. ii. 27, iv. 25; Clem. Hom. xvii. 4, xviil. 4, 11, 13, 15, 20; Recog.
ii. 47; Clem. Strom. vii. 18.

*Keim, Jfesus of Nazara, iv. pp. 54-64. He protests that ¢“there is no
more violent criticism than that which, since Baur’s time, Strauss has intro-

duced ” of repudiating this passage, because of its testimony to the Divine
Sonship of Christ.
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accepted as genuine utterances of our Lord. ¢ Both sayings
(xi. 25-27 and 28, 29)—the second in higher degree—have a
poetical rhythm, and in their construction remind us of the
poetical form of sayings in the Psalms and Prophets ; but from
this point of view they are not unique among the sayings of our
Lord; indeed, not a few have a similar form.” The form in
which the second saying (28, 29) and the first half of the first
saying (25, 26) havé come down to us may be accepted as the
most ancient attainable form ; but doubts arise as to the second
half of the first saying (27). We have many early quotations
with important variations. 1. Some have wapadédorar instead of
wapedély. 2. Some have &yve (cognovit) instead of émywdoxe
(cognoscit). 3. Some” place the clause about the Son knowing
the Father before the clause about the Father knowing the Son.
4. Some have ‘to whomsoever the Son may reveal Him’ instead
of ¢ to whomsoever the Son willeth to reveal Him.” There need
be no doubt that wapedéfy is the original reading (comp. xxviii.
18). Harnack contends that éwve is right in Lk., and that in Lk.
the words kat s éorw 6 vids €l puy 6 mamjp were wanting, and
therefore were wanting in the authority which both Mt. and Lk,
used. Yet he admits that the interpolation must be “very
ancient; for all our authorities for S. Matthew and all our
authorities, except ome, for S. Luke have it.” Indeed this inter-
polation into the Lukan text “must Aave taken place almost at
once.” He also admits the probability that during this later
period of Christ’s Ministry He spoke of Himself as ¢ the Son’;
‘“because it is absolutely impossible to imagine how He could
have arrived at the conviction that He was the future Messiah
without first knowing Himself as standing in an unique relation-
ship to God.” Harnack thinks that droxadyy is more likely to
be original than BodAnrar dwox. See Cawb. Bibl. Ess. p. 300.
O. Holtzmann would limit ‘all things have been delivered to
Me’ (wdvra pot mapeddly) to “the handing over of the doctrine,
and not the delivering over of a vicegerency in the world-
sovereignty of God” (Life of Jesus, p. 284)! But the aorist
points back to a moment in eternity, and implies the pre--
existence of the Messiah (see on ‘I came,’ v. 17, x. 34). The
common Jewish idea seems to have been that the Name of the
Messiah was present te God from all eternity, but that the
Messiah Himself was a human Sovereign endowed by God with
supernatural powers. Sometimes, however, Jewish thought went
beyond this, and the pre-existence of the Messiah was clearly
stated, as in the Book of Enoch, where we read that the Son of

180 also Wellhausen, who regards ‘and no one knoweth the Son but
the Father’ as an early interpolation. It must be very early to have got into
all MSS. and Versions. ]
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Man “has been chosen and hidden before Him (God) before
the creation of the world and for evermore” (xlviii. 6); “the
Elect One standeth before the Lord of Spirits, and His glory
is for ever and ever” (xlix. 2) ; and Enoch’s “name was carried
aloft during his lifetime to the Son of Man and to the Lord of
Spirits from amongst those who dwell on the earth ” (Ixx. 1). So
also in the Fourth Book of Esdras: ¢ This is the Anointed One,
whom the most High hath kept unto the end” (xii. 32); “the
same is He whom the Most High hath kept a great season”
(xiii. 26); and “no man upon earth can see My Son”
(xiil. 52). :

The gracious words which follow (28-30) are not in Lk.;
they are among the special treasures of the First Gospel. Their
want of other aftestation and their resemblance to Ecclus. li. 23,
26, 27 have caused some to conjecture that Mt. has invented
them, with Sirach as a basis. But could Mt. have invented
them, even with that help? It is not so easy to make new
Sayings and new Parables like those in the Gospels of Matthew
and Luke; at least, that kind of speech does not make itself
heard in the extant remains of what the first four generations of
Christians wrote ” (Burkitt, 7%e Gosp. Hist. and its Transmission,
p. 199). “The important thing is to recognise that this is the
kind of teaching which the Evangelist thought worthy to put in
his Lord’s mouth, and which the Church accepted as worthy.
. . . Again and again we find ourselves in the presence of some-
thing which may or may not be authentic historical reminiscence,
but is in any case fofally unlike the other remains of early
Christian literature . . . and we take knowledge of the
Evangelists that they have been with Jesus” (#:d. pp.
206, 207).

When we ask what connexion these gracious words have
with the context, we must remember that this question need
mean no more than that the Evangelist must have had some
reasofi for placing the words here. We cannot be certain that
77. 21-30, Or even ¥v. 25-30, were spoken as one continuous
utterance. Lk’s omission of 28-30 points to this being a
separate saying.! If it was such, why did Mt. insert it at this
point? The last words of ver. 27 give a good connexion.
Although the Son alone knows the Father, yet He is willing to
impart some of His knowledge to those who are worthy; and
forthwith He invites those who are in need of guidance to come
and learn of Him. A more general connexion lies in the

1 The words which Lk. places immediately after ‘the Son willeth to
reveal Him’ are a better sequence than ¢ Come unto Me,’ etc. Lk. has:
‘Blessed are the eyes which see the things that ye see,’ etc. (x. 23, 24),
which Mt. has xiii. 16.



170 GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MATTHEW [XI. 28-30

contrast between the wise and understanding Scribes and
Pharisees who rejected Christ’s teaching, and the childlike
disciples who accepted it, and thus proved themselves children
of the Divine Wisdom. The Scribes professed to expound the
Law as the expression of the will of God; but Christ has
received authority to reveal God Himself to those who feel their
need of Him. The Scribes could not give the rest to souls
which He can promise (note the emphatic xdy®). ‘They bind
heavy burdens (¢opria) and grievous to be borne, and lay them
on men’s shoulders’ (xxiii. 4) ; but His burden is light. This
shows that ¢ heavy laden’ (redoprizuévor) does not refer primarily
to the load of sin, but to the burdens which Pharisaic interpre-
tations of the Law imposed, and which, after all, gave no relief
to men’s consciences. From Christ’s teaching and life men
could learn the nature of the righteousness which is in accord-
ance with God’s will. It is the righteousness of a meek and
lowly heart, not of external observances. Exalted as Christ is
through His relation to the Father, He is also related to us
through His perfect humanity, and from His human life and
character we can learn by imitation.! And it is the possibility
of imitating Him that makes His yoke easy and His burden light,
for He has borne both Himself. Moreover, He has not only set
us an example of bearing, He helps us to follow it. There must
be a yoke and a burden, for a lofty ideal, such as He sets before
us, is exacting ; but a lofty ideal is also inspiring, and that makes
the yoke easy and the burden light.

There are two pairs of expressions in this invitation which
seem to balance one another: ‘all ye that labour and are heavy
laden,’ and ‘Come unto Me; take My yoke upon you.’
‘labouring’ (xomidvres) is not the same as being ‘ heavy laden
(meopriopévor). The one implies toil, the other endurance.
The one refers to the weary search for truth and for relief for
a troubled conscience; the other refers to the heavy load of
observances that give no relief, and perhaps also to the sorrows
of life, which, apart from the consolations of a true faith, are so
crushing.? To those who are worn out with resultless seeking
Christ says: ‘Come unto Me, and 7 will refresh you.” To those

1 We ought probably to translate ‘and learn from Me ¢4a¢ I am meek’
(udOere dm’ épod 8t wpads elpe).  In the Testaments we have a similar combina-
tion of terms: dorl ydp d\nbis kal paxpbOuuos, wpios xal Tawewds (Dan vi,
9); but the passage looks like a Christian interpolation, of which there are
many.

2 The word for ‘easy’ (xpnorés) is applied to God (Lk. vi. 35; Rom, ii.
4; 1 Pet. ii. 3) to express His gracious goodness and longsuffering. Here
the Latin Versions have smavis, but in other places they vary between
benignus, suavis, and duleis. My yoke is good to bear,’ is the meaning ;
it brings a blessing to those who accept it.
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who are weighed down with unprofitable burdens He wsays:
‘Take My yoke upon you.’

In using the metaphor of a yoke, Christ was probably employ-
ing an expression which was already proverbial. In the Psalms
of Solomon, which are a little earlier than the time of Christ, we
have: “We are beneath Thy yoke for evermore, and beneath
the rod of Thy chastening ” (vii. 8); and “ He shall possess the
peoples of the heathen to serve Him beneath His yoke ” (xvii. 32).
“The yoke” was a common Jewish metaphor for discipline or
obligation, especially in reference to the service of the Law.
Thus, in the Apocalypse of Baruch: “For lo! I see many of
Thy people who have withdrawn from Thy covenant, and cast
from them the yoke of Thy Law” (xli. 3). Comp. Lam. iii. 27;
Ecclus, li. 26; Acts xv. 10; Gal. v. 1; Pirge Aboth, iii. 8. In
the Didackhe (vi. 2) we have “the whole yoke of the Lord,” which
probably means the Law in addition to the Gospel. Mackinlay
thinks that the easy yoke and light burden point to a sabbath
year as the time of utterance. At that time there would be no
tilling, and the oxen would have little to do. This may have
suggested the metaphor (7%e Magi, p. 113). But so obvious a
metaphor hardly needs such suggestion.

This triplet of sayings (25, 26; 27; 28-30) is beyond the
invention of any Evangelist. The words are their own authentica-
tion. At what time and in whose presence they were uttered,
are questions of little moment. They are addressed to the
whole human race throughout all time, and he who understands
them “has found his way to the heart of Christianity” (Sanday).
Coming immediately after the Woes on the unrepenting cities,
they are all the more impressive. Within the compass of eleven
verses we have striking examples of both the severity and the
gentleness of Christ in His dealings with men. And side by
side with these we have a revelation of that which explains this
strange combination of sternness and compassion in the Son of
Man—His unique relation to the God who is both Judge of all
and Father of all,

The third saying (28, 29) has various points of contact with the O.T., especi-
ally with Isaiah and Jeremiah: comp. Is. xiv. 3, 25, xxviii. 12, xxxii. 17,
xlil. 2, 3; v, 15 Jer. vi. 16, xxxi, 25. In Jer. vi. 16 we have xal elpfoere
ayviopdy Tals Yuxais budv. If dvdmwavew is not an independent translation
from the Hebrew of Jer. vi. 16, and if we are to seek a source for it in
previous writings, then Ecclus, li. 27 may have suggested it. Comp. the
Homily attributed to Clement of Rome (2 Clem. 5): “‘ The promise of Christ is
great and marvellous, even the rest (dvdmaves) of the Kingdom that shall be.”

In ch. xi. we have the following expressions, which are characteristic of
Mt. and are not found in the parallels in Lk. : peraBalvew (1), éxeifer (1),
wopeteafas (7), 0ot (19), Tére (20), Hpépa xploews (22, 24), dedre (28),
Peculiar to Mt. : % Bagihela 7@v olpavdv (11, 12), & éxelvy 7§ ratpg (25),
éraipos (16) ; Piaoris (12) is not found elsewhere in the N,T.
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In the twelfth chapter the Evangelist continues his illustra-
tions of the misconceptions and hostility to which the Ministry
of the Messiah was exposed. We have had the Baptist’s mis-
understanding of the Messiah’s work, and the persistent disregard
and indifference with which it was treated in Chorazin, Bethsaida,
and Capernaum. Here we have three illustrations of Pharisaic
antagonism, exhibited with increasing vehemence, and culmin-
ating in a charge of working in league with Beelzebub. The
two first illustrations have reference to Christ’s attitude towards
the sabbath. )

We now return to the Gospel of Mk. (ii. 23). Thrice just
in this part of his work does Mt. exchange his characteristic
‘Then’ at the beginning of a narrative for ‘At that season’
(xi. 2, xii. 1, xiv. 1), a phrase not found in any other Gospel.
The ‘season’ in this case must have been shortly before harvest,
and about a year before the last Passover. Our Lord was
walking in front of His disciples, who plucked and ate the corn
as they followed. This was allowed (Deut. xxiii. 25), and the
Pharisees do not accuse the disciples of stealing. But plucking
and rubbing the ears was accounted by the Scribes as reaping,
threshing, and winnowing, and thus was of the nature of work
or business such as was forbidden on the sabbath (Edersheim,
Life and Times, ii. pp. §6, 780 ; Klostermann on Mk. ii. 23;
Driver on Deut. xxiii. 25). On this the Pharisees fasten. In
Mt. and Mk. they attack the disciples through the Master, just
as in ix. 11 (=Mk. ii. 26) they attacked the Master through the
disciples.?

Our Lord does not deny that rest on the sabbath is com-
manded, and He does not stay to protest against the rigour
which would make plucking and eating corn a violation of the
command. He points out that every rule has its limitations,
and that ceremonial regulations must yield to the higher claims
of charity and necessity. This the Old Testament itself showed,
by the analogous case of David and the shewbread,® and the
still stronger case of the Priests and the sabbatical sacrifices.
In the latter case violation of the rule of resting on the sabbath
was not merely allowed but commanded ; indeed on the sabbath
the sacrificcs and consequent labour were increased. See Gray,
Numbers, p. 406. In the incident about David, Mt. corrects

1 ¢Then,” however, remains frequent : vv. 13, 22, 38, 44, 45, xiii. 36,

2In both places Lk. (v. 30, vi. 2) represents them as attacking the
disciples only. Here all three have ‘and they that were with him,” which
has special point in reference to the disciples.

8 The analogy was closer than they could see,—the analogy between
David and his followers in need of food and the Som of David and His
followers in need of food. Christ could have fed His disciples miraculously,
but He does not use supernatural means, when natural means are available.
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the slip of Mk. by omitting ‘When Abiathar was high priest’;
for Ahimelech was high priest when it took place (1 Sam. xxi. 1).
See Gould, ad /loc. p. 49. The second argument about the
priests in the Temple is not in Mk. or Lk., and it may be a
saying that was uttered on a different occasion, but which Mt.
introduces here because it has reference to the sabbathd Its
point here is that, if the sabbath-rest may every week give way
to the ceremonial requirements of sdcrifices, still more may it
in exceptional cases give way to the moral requirements of
charity. People need not faint for want of food in order to
abstain from working on the sabbath. The quotation of
Hos. vi. 6, ‘I desire mercy, and not sacrifice,” has already been
made, ix. 13, and it is very suitable in both places. We may
believe that such words were often cited by our Lord.

‘The Son of Man is lord of the sabbath’ is in all three.
The sequence of thought is plainest in Mk. The sabbath was
made for man, and therefore is subject to the ideal Man, who
represents the race and has authority to determine the way in
which the principle of the sabbath can best be carried out for
man’s benefit. Christ is not claiming authority to abolish the
sabbath. The sabbath was the ordinance of God for the good,
not merely of Israel, but of all mankind. But the traditional
methods of observing it were of man’s devising, and these must
yield to circumstances. By connecting the sabbath with bene-
volence, Christ was fulfilling its fundamental purpose. See
Hort, judaistic Christiantty, p. 33; also Gould, p. 50. The
Pharisees had made the sabbath an institution so burdensome
that its Divine character was lost sight of: this could best be
restored by showing that it was a blessing and not a burden.
The Son of Man vindicates man’s freedom.

In ver. 6 the neuter, ‘a greater rhing,” ‘ something greater,” ‘ more than
the Temple is here’ is certainly the true reading ; mot the masculine, ¢one
greater than the Temple.’ Perhaps the meaning is the same, viz. the
Messiah. Bnt the masculine would have revealed Jesus as the Messiah in a
more definite way than He is likely to have employed. The neuter might
mean the Ministry of proclaiming the Kingdom of God. The work of Christ
and His disciples was of more account than the Temple. For ueifor (comp.
xi. 9) 8 BD, etc., for uelfwr (an obvious correction) L A, Vulg,

This passage (1-8) is one of those in which Mt. and Lk. agree in notable
particulars against Mk. (see on ix. 17, 20). Here both omit the ambiguous
650y mowelv and the inaccurate éxl’ABudfap dpxiepéws, and both insert that the

1 Both arguments are introduced with the question, ¢ Did ye not read?’
or, ‘Have ye not ead?’ When Christ addressed illiterate multitudes, He said,
‘Ye have heard’ (v. 21, 27, 33, 38, 43). When He addresses the Pharisees
or other educated persons who made a study of the Law, He speaks of their
reading : xix. 4, xxi. 16, 42, xxii. 31. On ol dpro. 7#s wpoférews see Deiss-
mann, Bible Studies, p. 157. For the rigour of the rules about the sabbath
see the Book of Jubilees, 1. 9-13 ; Edersheim, LZéfe and Times, ii. pp. 7771
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disciples ate the grain, an addition which is remarkable in Mt., who often
omits redundant statements. Both omit ¢ the sabbath was made for man, and
not man for the Sabbath.’

Mt. seems to regard the second incident (g9~14) as taking
place on the same sabbath. Jesus leaves His critics, goes into
their synagogue, and finds them there ready to oppose Him
again. Lk. makes it another sabbath and perhaps a different
place; he also says that "Christ taught before healing.! Mk.
and Lk. say that they watched Him whether He would heal
on the sabbath, and that He asked them whether it was lawful
to do good on the sabbath. Mt. omits the watching, and says
that they asked Him whether it is lawful to 4ea/ on the
sabbath, to which He replied that it is lawful to 4o good on the
sabbath. The argument about the animal in a pit is not in
Mk., and is given in Lk. in a different connexion (xiv. 1-6), the
healing of a dropsical man. Mt. and Lk. agree against Mk.
in omitting Christ’s anger and His grief at the hardening of
their hearts; also in omitting that the Herodians took part
in the conspiracy against Jesus? The former omission is
characteristic of Mt., who avoids attributing human emotions to
the Messiah. Comp. viii. 2, 4 with Mk. L. 41, 43, and xiii. 58
with Mk. vi. 6. See Camé. Bibl, Ess. pp. 429 f.

Mt. certainly weakens Christ’s argument by substituting
¢TIt is lawful to do good on the sabbath’ for ‘Is it lawful to do
good or to do karm? to save a life or to kill?’ To refuse to
do good is to do evil; and that cannot be right on the sabbath
or any other day. And while they condemn Him for restoring,
without any labour, a man’s hand on the sabbath, they have
no scruple about plotting on the sabbath to kill Him. All this
is lost in Mt. The whole incident is a striking example of the
power which formalism has to blind men to the proportion of
things. Because Christ disregarded, not the Divine Law about
the sabbath, but their unreasonable regulations as to the method
of observing the law, they thought it right to try to destroy
Him. Christ’s method of meeting their casuistry is to be noted.
He might have urged that there was no breach of sabbatical
rest in telling a man to stretch out his hand, or in the man’s
trying to do so. But He puts the matter on the broad principle
that to heal is to do good, and doing good is a very proper way
of observing the sabbath. Vet this has no good effect upon

1 1n the Gospels the man with the withered hand does not speak. Jerome
says that in the Gospel which was used by the Nazarenes and Ebionites the
man took the initiative saying : ““I was a mason, earning my bread with my
hands. I pray Thee, Jesu, restore my health, that I may not in shame beg
for food.”

2 In xxii. 16=Mk. xii. 13, Mt. retains the mention of the Herodians.
Lk. omits in both places. This miracle took place in Herod’s country.
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the prejudiced formalists. They cannot refute Him ; but they
are sure that one who teaches men to disregard their traditions
must be a dangerous heretic, and they resolve to destroy Him.1

His hour was not yet come, and therefore Jesus withdrew
from the dangerous neighbourhood, and continued His bene-
ficent works of healing elsewhere (15). The charge that ‘they
should not make Him known’ (16) is given by Mk. (iii. 12) in
reference to the unclean spirits who proclaimed Him as the
Son of God. The time was not yet ripe for a general announce-
ment that He was the Messiah, and demons were not suitable
preachers. Here Mt. mentions the charge in order to introduce
a fulfilment of Is. xlii. 1-4, where the Servant of Jehovah is
spoken of as the special object of the Divine love, and as
anointed with the Spirit to judge the heathen. Yet this servant
does not enter into controversies, nor promote public excitement.
He is careful not to extinguish any spark of good in men’s hearts,
but endeavours to lead them on to better things, till truth shall
prevail ; so that even the heathen may be brought to trust in
Him. This prophecy of the second Isaiah has a very different
meaning in reference to Cyrus, who is to conquer without
warlike threatenings, and will not trample on the weak in the
hour of victory. But the Evangelist sees how much of it is
true of the Messiah in His bloodless conquest of mankind, and
he quotes it accordingly.? It is perhaps specially for the sake
of the concluding words about the Gentiles that Mt. quotes the
prophecy. For the details of the wording in reference to the
Hebrew and the Septuagint, see Allen’s note; also for the
details of the relation of what follows (22-50) to Mk. iii. 22—-35
and to Lk. xi. 141f.

The malignity of the Pharisees is now exhibited in the charge
that Jesus casts out demons with the aid of Beelzebub the chief
of the demons. Both Mt. and Lk. make the introduction to
this charge to be Christ’s casting out the demon from a dumb
demoniac, Mt. adding that he was blind also.? All the sufferer’s

1 The phrase ‘to take counsel’ (cuuBoilior Aapfdvew) is peculiar to Mt.
(xii. 14, xxii. 15, xxvil. 1, 7, xxviii. 12). It does not occur elsewhere in the
N.T. nor in the Septuagint, and in Greek literature the word gvuBoileor is
rare ; Deissmann, Bible Studies, p. 238. The phrase means to come to a
conclusion, rather than to deliberate whether or not, .

2 Zahn shows in detail how the prophecy fits the narrative of the Evange-
list. This is one of many places in which the A.V. mistranslates é\mifew
‘trust’ : xii, 213 Lk, xxiv. 21; Jn. v. 45; Rom. xv. 12, 24, etc.

8 Mt. has already recorded the healing of a dumb-demoniac (ix. 32, 33)
in words rather similar to those used in Lk. xi. 14 of this miracle. ¢Dumb’
(kwepés) probably means deaf and dumb. Some Old Syriac and Old Latin
authorities have ‘so that the dumb man spake and saw and %eard.” Note
how Mt., as compared with Lk. xi. 14, heightens both the miracle and its
effect on the multitudes.
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maladies were healed at once, so that the multitudes were
amazed. In order to counteract the effect of the miracle on
the people the Pharisees suggested diabolical agency as the
explanation. In Mk. iii. 2o, 21 the introduction is quite different.
The enthusiasm for Jesus has become so great that He has no
leisure for a meal, and His friends say that He is beside Himself.
Then scribes from Jerusalem make the charge of His having
Beelzebub. The charge is of great interest and importance.
1t is well attested, for it is in Jn. vii. 20 and viii. 48, 52, as well
as in the Synoptic Gospels; and it is not at all likely to have
been invented. It shows to what desperate shifts His exasper-
ated foes were driven. Was it likely that the powers of evil
would be parties to widespread acts of beneficence? Above all,
was it likely that they would help Him to vanquish themselves?!
So far from discrediting Him with the people by such an ex-
planation, the Pharisees merely discredited themselves, both as
regards intelligence and honesty. All this was patent at the
time. But what is important for us is that this charge of Christ’s
being in league with Satan proves that there was something
extraordinary to explain. If there had not been mighty works
too remarkable to ignore and too notorious to deny, His enemies
would never have taken refuge in so extravagant an hypothesis.
This charge must be set side by side with the Jewish tradition
that Jesus had brought charms out of Egypt, or had learnt magic
from Egyptian sorcerers. In both cases we have evidence, uninten-
tionally given, in support of the miracles wrought by Christ.

In introducing Christ’s reply to the charge, both Mt. and Lk.
say that ‘ He knew their thoughts,” without having heard their
words. Mk. implies that He was too far off to hear what the
Pharisees said, for ¢ He called them unto Him.” Comp. Mk.ii. 8
=Mt. ix. 4=Lk. v. 22. All three represent Him as substituting
‘Satan’ for their ¢ Beelzebub,” In the N.T. Satan is always the
prince of the demons; in the Book of Enoch the Satans are
numerous, but are under a chief (xl. 7, where see Charles’s note ;
Edersheim, Zife and Times, ii. 755). ‘If Satan casteth out
Satan ’ does not mean if one Satan casts out another, as is clear
from what follows. The challenge, ‘If I by Beelzebub cast out
devils, by whom do your sons cast them out?’ is word for word
the same in Mt. and Lk., but has no parallel in Mk. By ‘your
sons’ is certainly not meant the disciples of C#kris?, who of
course were the sons of Jewish parents, and had been com-

1 This strange idea, however, was not peculiar to the Pharisees: Eusebius
(Contra Hieroclem, xxx. 1, p. 530 A) says: Salpovasydp dwehavver dN\g
&ov § pacl dalpov. Healing the deaf and dumb seems to have inspired
the multitude with special admiration for the Healer (Mk, vii. 37); DCG. i

p- 427.
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missioned by Christ to cast out demons. ‘Your sons’ may
mean the disciples of the Pharisees, for great Rabbis sometimes
called their pupils their ‘sons’ (Ecclus. vii. 3; Prov. i. 8, where
see Toy's note, p. 13). But more probably it is to be taken
literally. See Acts xix. 13 and Jos. 4»# vnL ii. 5 for instances
of Jewish exorcisms, and comp. Tob. viii. 1-3. The argument
is ad hominem. There were Jewish exorcists, and the Pharisees
did not accuse them of employing diabolical agency. Why then
did they accuse Christ of this? There is no need to raise the
question whether the exorcists were successful: it is enough
that they were allowed to work unmolested. This they could
not deny, and thereby they would convict the Pharisees of
prejudice and injustice, in bringing a charge against Christ
which they did not bring against their own people.

The charge of diabolical agency having been proved to be
both absurd and unjust, the alternative of Divine agency is
adopted (28) ; and here again there is no parallel in Mk, and
Mt. and Lk. agree werdatim, except that for ‘by the Spirit of
God’ Lk. has the Old Testament expression ‘by the finger of
God.” But if God is the cause of the marvellous healing of
mind and body, then is the Kingdom of God come upon them.
The Pharisees are in the same case as Chorazin and Bethsaida
and Capernaum. The Kingdom of God is come near them, and
yet they are far from the Kingdom of God.! Indeed they are
worse than those impenitent cities, the inhabitants of which
treated Christ’s mighty works with indifference. The Pharisees
treat His miracles with something worse than indifference : they
blasphemously attribute them to the evil one. . See W. M.
Alexander, Demonic Possession in the N.T. pp. 177-190.

In the saying about spoiling the strong man of-his goods,
Mt., Mk., and Lk. differ considerably as regards the wording,
Lk. being much more elaborate than the other two. The saying
was probably proverbial. In Is. xlix. 24~26 the Chaldean asks,
¢ Shall prey be taken from a mighty one?’ and Jehovah replies,
“The captives of the strong one shall be taken away, for the
stronger than he has come.’ This passage is apparently repro-
duced in the Psalms of Solomon v. 4: “No man shall take prey
from a mighty man,” unless he has first conquered him. The
Messiah had taken prey from Satan by freeing demoniacs from
his power ; which is evidence that, so far from being the ally of
Satan, He has begun to conquer him.2 Perhaps there is here a

! This is one of the places in which Mt. has ¢ Kingdom of God’ instead of
his usual ‘ Kingdom of the Heavens’ (xix. 24, xxi. 31, 43). The latter with
him means the Kingdom which the Son of Man will come in the heavens to
inaugurate, and that meaning would not be fitting here,

% With the almost superfluous ‘and then he will spoil his house’ comp
V. 24, vii. 5. Comp. also the Ascension of Isaiah, ix. 16,

I2
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reference to the Temptation. Get thee hence, Satan’ (iv. 10)
was repeated every time that a demon was driven out; and
every time that a demon was driven out the Kingdom of God
was brought nearer. In reference to the sovereignty of God
there are only two sides, for and against. - By refusing to take
part in the work of Christ for the promotion of that sovereignty
the Pharisees had joined the forces of the enemy. They were
not on God’s side; therefore they were against Him. It was
not Jesus, but they, who had entered into alliance with Satan.

This saying about the impossibility of neutrality (30) is
worded exactly the same in Mt. and Lk., and has no parallel in
Mk. The ‘gathering’ and ‘scattering’ probably refer to a flock
or followers rather than to fruit or seeds: comp. Jn. x. 12. This
is the test which each man is to apply to Aémself: if he cannot
see that he is on Christ’s side, he is against Him. The other
saying about the impossibility of neutrality, ‘He that is not
against us is for us’ (Mk. ix. 40; Lk. ix. 50), is the test by which
to judge others ; if we cannot see that they are against Christ, we
must give them credit for being on His side. Both Mk. and
Lk. have both forms of the saying.

Because the Pharisees had placed themselves on the side of
Satan, Christ gives them a solemn warning : ¢ Therefore I say to
you’ (31). By accusing Him of being in league with Satan
when He was acting in the power of the Holy Spirit, they had
blasphemed the Holy Spirit, hardening their hearts against the
Spirit’s influence. This is an unpardonable sin. “To identify
the Source of good with the impersonation of evil implies a
moral disease for which the Incarnation itself provides no
remedy” (Swete). The repetition of this solemn warning in
ver. 32 is given in a form which is not easy to explain.! That
any sin may be forgiven, except blasphemy against the Spirit, is
simple. That speaking against the Son of Man may be forgiven,
but speaking against the Holy Spirit shall never be forgiven, is
not simple. Let us take the first form (31) and apply it to the
Pharisees. Freeing men from the dominion of evil spirits muss
be good work ; it is the work of God’s Holy Spirit. The Pharisees
had said that it was Satan’s work. This is blasphemy against
the Spirit, and it will not be forgiven. This is a terrible thought,
but it is intelligible, In order to discredit beneficent work which
told against their cherished prejudices, they had maliciously and
deliberately attributed the Spirit’s action to Satan. This revealed
a determined opposition to Divine influence which was hopeless.
Now let us take the second form (32) and apply it in a similar
way. How was it possible for the Pharisees to distinguish

1Tk, (xii. 10) gives only the more difficult form, and that in a different
selting.
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between speaking against the Son of Man and speaking against
the Holy Spirit? It was in speaking against the Son of Man
that they had been proved guilty of speaking against the
Spirit.

d It is worth considering whether Mt. xii. 32 and Lk. xii. 10
are not less accurate reproductions of the saying which is given
in Mk. iii. 28, 29 and Mt. xii. 31 ; and whether there is not some
confusion between *the sons of men’ in Mk. iii. 28 and ‘the Son
of Man’in Mt. xii. 32 and Lk. xii. 10: see Allen’s note. But
we must endeavour to explain ver. 32 as it stands. ‘The Son of
Man’ means Christ in His life on earth, ministering to the
physical and spiritual needs of mankind. In that Ministry there
was much that was open to misconstruction. He, like other
teachers and philanthropists, could be misunderstood and
misjudged. There were gross misconceptions of His words and
work. All this was deplorable, and by no means always
innocent; but it was pardonable (Lk. xxiii. 34). Men could
repent of their careless neglect of His work or their mistaken
opposition to it, and they did repent, and were forgiven. But
there is such a thing as opposition to Divine influence, so
persistent and deliberate, because of constant preference of
darkness to light, that repentance, and therefore forgiveness,
becomes impossible. The efficacy of Divine grace remains
undiminished, but the sinner has brought himself to such a
condition that its operation on himself is excluded. Grace, like
bodily food, may be rejected until the power to receive it is lost.
Christ warns the Pharisees that they are perilously near to this
condition. Against the dictates of reason and justice, they had
deliberately treated as diabolical a work of the most surprising
mercy and goodness.!

But we must not infer from this that ‘speaking against the
Holy Spirit’ is necessarily a sin of the tongue. Blasphemy, like
lying, may be all the worse for being acted and not spoken. The
sin of the Pharisees was not confined to the words ‘ He cast
out demons by Beelzebub’ or ¢ He has an unclean spirit” The
mere utterance of an atrocious calumny, perhaps hastily, does
not constitute an ‘eternal sin’ (Mk. iii. 29). It would be more
in harmony with legalism than with the Spirit of Christ to attach
terrific penalties to a single external act. It was the character
revealed by the Pharisees’ calumny that was deserving of such
condemnation. Their disposition must be ‘ desperately wicked’

1Seeon 1 Jn. v. 16in the Camb, Grk. 7est., and Westcott on Heb. vi. 1-8,

p- 165; DCG., art, ‘ Blasphemy’ ; Dalman, Words of Jesus, p. 255. So long

as the Pharisees maintained their theory, their condition was beyond recovery.

gverx manifestation of Divine power and love could be explained away as
atanic.
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to make it possible for them to bring such a charge in order
to explain such a deed as the liberation of a human being
from the dominion of an evil power which rendered him blind
and deaf and dumb. Moreover they had previously shown their
evil disposition on various occasions. They had witnessed some
of His works of mercy and had heard of many more; and yet
they persistently opposed and blamed Him.

*Neither in this age, nor in that which is to come’ is an
emphatic periphrasis for ‘never.”’ It is perhaps an enlargement
by Mt. of Mk.’s ok . . . -€is Tov aidva. The Jews divided time
into two ages, the Messianic age and that which preceded it.
Therefore what would take place in neither of these would never
take place. Seeing that it is not certain that Christ used this
precise phrase, it would be rash to draw inferences from the
wording of it.! Even if we could be sure that He spoke in the
words of Mt. rather than in those of Mk., it would not follow
that He meant more than that of this sin there is no forgiveness,
because there is no repentance. We cannot safely argue that,
because it is said that #47s sin will not be forgiven in the age to
come, therefore there are sins which wi// be forgiven in the age
to come. That may or may not be true, but it cannot be
deduced from the form of expression used here. Vet we are free
to hope that it is true that repentance may be reached and
forgiveness won in the other world. Scripture affirms that ¢ now
is the acceptable time’; but it neither affirms nor denies that
repentance and forgiveness may be found after death. “Two
thoughts bearing on the future find clear expression in the New
Testament. We read of an ‘eternal sin,’ of ‘a sin which has no
forgiveness in this world nor in the world to come,’ of ‘ the worm
that dieth not and the fire that is not quenched.’ And on the
other side we read of the good pleasure of God ‘to sum up all
things in Christ,” and ‘through Him to reconcile all things unto
Himself” If we approach the subject from the side of man, we
see that in themselves the consequences of actions appear to be
for the doer like the deed indelible; and also that the finite
freedom of the individual appears to include the possibility of
final resistance to God. If we approach it from the Divine side,
it seems to be an inadmissible limitation of the infinite love of
God that a human will should ever refuse to yield to it in complete
self-surrender when it is known as love. If we are called upon
to decide which of these two thoughts of Scripture must be held
to prevail, we can hardly doubt that that which is most compre-
hensive, that which reaches farthest, contains the ruling idea ;
and that is the idea of a final divine unity” (Westcott, Historic
Faith, pp. 150, 151 ; comp. Salmon. Gnosticism and Agnosticism,

! Dalman, Words of Jesus, p. 147; Gould, S. Mar#, p. 196,
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p. 373 ; Langton Clarke, Z%e Eternal Saviour Judge, pp. 71~115 ;
Agar Beet, 7%e Last Things, pp. 246—251).

The paragraph which follows (33-37) is similar to one in the
Sermon on the Mount (vii. 17-19), and the parallel verses in
Lk. vi. 43—45 are closer to this paragraph than to vii, 17-19. The
connexion here is that the character of Jesus may be known from
His conduct.! He appeals to the general experience of mankind.
How are distinctions between good and bad men made? By
the kind of words and acts they produce. It is possible that Mt.
has inserted the sayings in #zw. 33-37 from some occasion of
which the context had been lost; but the connexion just
suggested is quite intelligible. The sayings fit this context.
The Pharisees shrank from declaring that casting out demons
and healing the dumb and blind were evil deeds; yet they
declare that Christ did them by the power of the evil one.
They must either treat both deeds and doer as good, or both
deeds and doer as evil.2 On the other hand, the character of the
Pharisees may be known by their conduct. Their venomous
slanders were evidence of a corrupt heart, and theirs was so
corrupt that it was morally impossible for them to utter good
things. The Baptist had said much the same of them long
‘before (iii. 7). Every man’s heart is a store-house, and his
words show what he keeps there. Even lightly spoken words do
that, and what is said on the spur of the moment is sometimes
better evidence of a man’s disposition than what he says
deliberately, for the latter may be calculated hypocrisy. But the
Pharisees cannot escape on the plea that the charge of diabolical
agency was made hastily without serious meaning. No good
man would think of such a charge in connexion with such a
miracle. And to say, “I did not mean it,” does not free one
from responsibility. Even for a purposeless® word we shall
have to give account. ‘For it is out of thy sayings that thou
shalt be justified (Ps. li. 6), and out of thy sayings that thou
shalt be condemned.” See Montefiore, pp. 625 £

! There is a similar passage in the Testaments. It is the soul that takes
pleasure in good that produces righteousness, and the soul that takes pleasure
in evil that produces wickedness. All depends on the zeasure of the inclina-
tion (Oyoavpds Tob deaBovhiov) ; Asher i. 6-9.

2 This use of wotetv is common in the writings of S. John: v. 18, viii. 53,
x. 33; I Jn.i. 10. The primary meaning of gampés is ‘rotten,’ the secondary
is “worthless,” which is the meaning here: a rotten tree would not bear any
fruit. Comp. Lk, vi. 43; but Lk. has no parallel to 2. 34e, 36, 37. With
36 comp, Eccles. xii. 14.

8 Jerome’s werbum otiosum, which he explains as that which does no good
to either speaker or hearer, is better than Cyprian’s verdum vacuum for piipa
dpyév. But Cyprian distinguishes between pfiua, verdum, and Néyox, sermones
(Zest. iii. 13), while Jerome has weréum for both (Vulg.). English Versions
do not distinguish. .
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We are perhaps to understand (38) that the Pharisees with-
drew to deliberate about their reply to Christ’s warning and
challenge, and that some of them returned with a challenge on
their side. They speak in a formally respectful tone, but with
an air of being fully justified in the demand which they make :
¢ Master, we desire to see a sign from Thee.’ ‘Jews ask for
signs’ (1 Cor. i. 22), says the Apostle, as if it were characteristic
of the race ; and it was a demand which was refused for the same
reason that the request of Dives was refused (Lk. xvi. 29-31),
because there were signs enough already. Those to whom
Moses and the Prophets were insufficient would never be con-
vinced by supernatural signs.

It may be thought surprising that Jesus does not refer the
Pharisees, as He referred the Baptist (xi. 4, 3), to His own
miracles. But it was His miracles of healing which they had
questioned, as being the work of Beelzebub. Moreover, He
had always declared that His teaching, without His mighty works,
was sufficient evidence of His mission. It was never His way
to violate men’s freedom by forcing them, against their wills, to
believe on Him. He worked miracles for the good of mankind,
and He was willing to use them as credentials of His authority.
But this was a secondary use; primarily they were acts of
beneficence. He wrought nothing that was a mere wonder, a
mere exhibition of power; and this was what the Scribes and
Pharisees wanted—His Name written in flaming letters across
the sky. They detested His teaching as revolutionary, and they
refused to accept His acts of healing as wrought by Divine
agency. Yet some of them, no doubt, had misgivings, and all
of them wished to justify themselves with the multitude. They
ask to be miraculously convinced, and this He refuses. He calls
those who make such a demand ‘an evil and adulterous genera-
tion,” where ‘adulterous’ (motxuAés, which is not in Lk. xi. 2g)
means that they have been faithless to the marriage-tie which
binds them to Jehovah. ‘Faithless Judah hath not returned to
Me with her whole heart, but feignedly, saith the Lord’ (Jer. iii.
10). Thesame idea appears in Hos. vii. 13-16. The formalists
who rejected Christ had abandoned idolatry, but they had been
faithless to Jehovah in other ways that were more deadly because

1 It is evident that the Pharisees were not asking for such signs as Jeremiah
was told to employ, the marred linen girdle, the marred potter’s vessel, and
the like. They desired such miracles as Moses, Elijah, and Elisha had
wrought, or something still more stupendous. 7 %'y a pas de limite aux
exigences des sceptiques en fast de surnatural (Girodon, S. Luc, p. 327).

The mention of the Pharisees here by Mt. again shows his aversion : they
are not named in this connexion by Lk, See notes on Mt. iii. 7, xxvii. 62.
The phrase yeved porxahls occurs again xvi. 4. Comp. Mk. viii. 38, where
Mt. (xvi. 27) omits it. See Knowling on Jas. iv, 4.
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more subtle. A little later Josephus says that “no age did ever
breed a generation more fruitful in wickedness than this was, from
the beginning of the world ” (5. /. v. x. 5, xiii. 6; vIL viii. 1).

There is no doubt that ver. 40 is part of the original text of this Gospel ;
it is absent from no MS. or version. But there is good reason for believing
that it was no part of Christ’sreply on this occasion. 1. It is not in Lk. xi.
29-32. 2. Itdoes not fit the context, which speaks of preaching producing
repentance and is in no way concerned with the Resurrection. 3. It would
not be intelligible to Christ’s hearers, who knew nothing of His future Resur-
rection. 4. The parallel drawn between Jonah and Christ is not true. Jesus
was in the grave one whole day and part of two others; 7.c. He rose on the
next day but one after His death, and this is expressed in Greek, in both
sacred and profane writers, by ‘on the third day’ (vf 7plrp, with or without
fpuépg). Comp. xvi. 21, xx. 19, The less accurate expression, ¢ after three
days’ (merd Tpeis. jJuépas) means the same thing (Mk. viii. 31, x. 34). In
Gen. xlii. 17, 18, Joseph put his brethren ‘into ward three days. And
Joseph said unto them the third day.” But the facts will not justify the
statement that Christ’s body was ‘three days and ¢kree nights’ in the grave,
Comp. Lk. xiii. 32; Acts xxvii. 18, 19; Exod. xix. 10, 11; passages which
make it quite clear that * on the third day’ means ‘on the next day but one,’
and not ‘on the next day but two.” See Field, Otium Norvic. iii. p. 8.
The saying is repeated without explanation xvi. 4, and probably our Lord
gave no explanation here.

The verse may be a gloss which has got into the authority which Mt.
used ; or it may be an insertion made by Mt. himself on the supposition that
Christ’s mention of Jonah referred to him as a type of the Resurrection. The
latter is more probable, and in that case we have a parllel to i. 22, 23,
where Mt.’s reflexion about the fulfilment of prophecy 1s given as part of the
message of the Angel. Justin Martyr (77y. 107) says that Jonah was ‘¢ cast
up from the belly of the fish on the third day” (7§ Tplry Wuépg), thereby
making the correspondence exact. See Sanday, Bamplon Lectures, 1893, p.
432 ; Salmon, 7he Human Element, p. 217; DCG. ii. p. 269; Moulton,
Modern Reader’s Bible, p. 1696 ; Allen on Mt. xii. 40.

Our Lord’s mention of Jonah as preaching to the Ninevites
does not require us to believe that the story of Jonah is history.
In His own parables He made use of fiction for instruction.
Why should He not use an O.T. parable for the same purpose ?
If He were on earth now, might He not quote Dante? If our
Lord had said, ¢As the rich man killed the poor man’s ewe-
lamb, so ye rob the fatherless and the widow,” would that have
proved that Nathan’s parable was literally true? S. Paul’s
mention of Jannes and Jambres (2 Tim, 1ii. 8), and S. Jude’s
mention of Michael’s dispute with Satan for the body of Moses,
are similar cases. See Briggs, The Messiak of the Gospels, p. 189
note ; Gore, Bampton Lectures, 1891, pp. 195-200; Sanday,
Bamplon Lectures, pp. 414—419; with the literature there quoted.

If we regard the saying about the three days and three nights
as part of our Lord’s reply to the demand for a sign, the meaning
will be that the only sign which will be given is the sign of His
Resurrection. When they have carried into effect their plans to
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destroy Him (14), God will deliver Him from the grave as He
delivered Jonah from the belly of the sea-monster, and that sign
may possibly convince them. If not, they will be more im-
penitent than the Ninevites. But here the reference to Jonah’s
deliverance from the fish seems to be superfluous. The argument
runs smoothly when the preaching of Jonah is compared with
the preaching of Christ, and the penitence of the Ninevites
is contrasted with the impenitence of the unbelieving Jews.
But, in order to bring in Jonah’s miraculous deliverance, we
must assume that he told the Ninevites of this (as to which
nothing is said in the O.T.), and that it was this wonderful sign,
rather than the threat of Divine judgment, which converted
them.

With improved chronology, and also with better rhetorical
effect, Lk. places the case of the Ninevites after that of the
Queen of the South.! In the day of judgment both she and the
Ninevites will be able to condemn the unbelieving Jews, for they
made a much better use of smaller opportunities than the Jews
did of greater ones. What was Solomon as a teacher of wisdom,
and what was Jonah as a denouncer of wickedness, compared
with Him whose wisdom and warnings were alike rejected by
those who said that He was in league with the evil one? What
painful egotism there is in these sayings if He who uttered them
was merely a human teacher !  And yet, with what quiet serenity,
as being beyond question, they are uttered ! 2

The parable about the demoniac who is cured and then
allows himself to be repossessed by demons (43—45) is placed by
Lk. (xi. 24—26) immediately after the saying that he who is not
with Christ is against Him. Such a demoniac illustrates the
impossibility of being neutral. He flees from the evil one
without seeking Christ, and thus falls more hopelessly into the
power of the evil one again. Here the parable illustrates the
condition of the Jewish nation, which had gone through a
temporary repentance, and then had fallen into far worse sins
than before. The worship of idols had been given up, but had
been followed by a worship of the letter, which had been fatal to
the spirit of religion. The temporary repentance may refer to
this abandonment of idolatry, or possibly to the religious excite-
ment produced by the preaching of the Baptist. That revival
had in many cases been very superficial; few of those who
experienced it had become followers of the Messiah, and

1 This is the earliest example of ‘Jemen ’=¢South’ being used for South-
West Arabia. :

2 ¢ He declares Himself possessed of virtues which, if a man said he had
them, it would be the best proof that he did not possess them and did not
know himself, It is either the most insane arrogance of self-assertion, or it is
sober truth ” (Maclaren).
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they who had not done so would end in putting Him to
death.!

The ‘waterless places’ mean the wilderness, in which evil
spirits are supposed to dwell. Azazel lives in the wilderness
(Lev. xvi. 10). Comp. Bar. iv. 35; the Septuagint of Is. xiii.
21; the Vulgate of Tob. viii. 3; Rev. xviii. 2. Allen quotes a
remarkable incantation illustrating the same thought. The
demon is exorcised with the words: “O evil spirit—to the
desert. O evil demon—to the desert, etc.” But this does not
seem to be a case of exorcism ; the demon says: ‘I will return
to my house whence I came out.’” He does not say: ‘whence T.
was driven out,) and he still calls it ‘my house,’ for no one else
has taken it. God has not been asked to occupy it. It is
¢standing idle’ (oxoAd{ovra)—placed first as the chief error.? It
is ‘swept, and garnished’—with sham virtues and hypocritical
graces, the * darling sins ” of the evil one, and therefore likely to
attract any of his ministers. It is garnished, as whited sepulchres
are garnished; but it is not guarded by the presence of God’s
Holy Spirit, and hence the fatal result. The former demon
returns with seven others worse than himself, and ‘they enter in
and se#tle there (xatowkel éxel), making it their permanent abode’
(xxiii. 21).8 “So shall it be also to this evil generation.” They
have not reached this desperate condition yet, but they are in
danger of it, and some of them will reach it. The warning is
similar to that about blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, which
He does not say that they have committed, although they are
near it. ‘Worse than the first’ is a proverbial expression (xxvii.
64; comp. 2 Pet. ii. 20; Heb. x. 29; Jn. v. 14); but the
Speaker does not, like the writer to the Hebrews (x. 26), include
Himself as possibly within its sweep.

The visit of Christ’s Mother and brethren (46-50) is by Mt.
expressly connected with the previous utterance: ¢ While He was
still speaking to the multitudes.’” Neither Mk. (iii. 31) nor Lk.
(viii. 19) give any note of time; comp. ix. 18: also xvii. g,
where Lk. agrees with Mt., and xxvi. 47, where all three agree.
In Mt. and Lk. ‘without’ (é{w) means outside the crowd: in

1 In Mk, ix. 25 Christ commands a demon to come out from a man and
enter no moyve indo kim, which seems to imply that the return sometimes took
place. Here 8cépxerar perhaps means ‘ wanders about’; comp. Acts viii. 4,
40, x. 38, xx. 25; 2 Chron. xvii. 9. See also the enlargement in the LXX.
of Prov. xxviii. 10,

2 There is no oxoAdforra in Lk. ; and Mt. may have added it to make a
triplet.

Fs With the seven demons here comp. the seven cast out of Mary Magdalen
(Mk.” xvi. 9) and the ‘seven spirits of seduction’ (éwrd wrevpara s
wAdeys) in the Testaments (Aewber i1. 1, 2), and what is said of the man that

refuses to do good : 6 dudfSolos olxetoiras avrdw ws (dior ckedos, *“ dwells in him,
as his own peculiar vessel 7 (Nasktali viii. 6).
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Mk. it seems to mean outside the house (ili. 19). On the
‘Brethren of the Lord’ see on i. 25 and the literature there
quoted ; to which add Lightfoot, Galatians, pp. 253-291;
Encyclopedia Biblica, artt. ‘Clopas’ and  James’; J. B. Mayor,
Expositor, July and August 1908 (a thorough reinvestigation of
the question). There is nothing in Scripture to forbid the
antecedently natural view that these brethren’ are the children
of Joseph and Mary, born after the birth of Jesus, and (apart
from prejudgments as to what seems to be fitting) i. 25 may be
regarded as decisive.

Our Lord’s reply here is not a censure on His relatives for
seeking Him, nor does He deny the claim of family ties. He
uses their appeal as an opportunity for pointing out that there
are ties which are far stronger and claims that are far higher
(x. 35, xix. 29). The closest blood-relationship to the Messiah
does not, any more than descent from Abraham, constitute
any right to admission to the Kingdom, and human parentage
does not make any one a child of God (Jn. i. 13). It is
spiritual conditions which avail. But Christ does not say that
any disciple, however loyal, is His father. In the spiritual
sphere His Father is God. Mt. alone specially mentions that
it was the disciples who were pointed out by Christ as His
nearest relations, and he alone inserts ‘which is in heaven’
after ‘My Father” The mention of ‘sister’ (Mt., Mk.) with
‘brother’ and ‘mother’ (50) is no proof that His sisters were
present on this occasion, although many authorities insert ‘and
Thy sisters’ in Mk. iii. 32. It is possible that Mt. regarded
the incident as a fit conclusion to this section, which treats of
misunderstanding of the Messiah’s teaching and opposition to
His work. His devotion to His mission involved separation
from even His Mother and His brethren. Of the latter we
know that they did not believe on Him (Jn. vii. 5), a fact
which is conclusive against any of them having been among
the Twelve Apostles.

The whole of ver. 47 is probably an interpolation from Mk. and Lk, It
is wanting in our best and ‘oldest authorities (X B L T, Syr-Sin. Syr-Cur. and
some Old Latin texts). Mt has rendered the statement unnecessary by
¢ seeking to speak to Him’ in ver. 46; and he much more often reduces the
redundant statements of Mk, than enlarges what Mk. gives. With zz. 48-50
comp. Hom. 7. vi. 429: “Exrop, drdp o pol dooe warhp xal wérma pwirnp
"Hoé xaglyvyros. ‘“ The silence of the Synoptists respecting her (the Mother
of our Lord) throughout Iiis ministry is astounding, and it is continued in
Acts, where she is named (i. 14) and then disappears from history. Nor do
the epistles give any information’’ (Wright, Sy»nopses, p. 35).

Characteristic expressions in ch. xii. : Tére (13, 22, 38, 44), peraBalvew
(9), wopedecbar (1), xal idos (10), 8mws wAnpdby (17), rpoa'tpepew (22), yevv-
pata éxidvdv (34), Onoavpbs (35), nuépa xploews (36), 0 warip 9 év Tols odpavois
(50). None of these occur in the parallel passages. Peculiar: éy érelvy
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7@ xalp (1), cupBovhioy NauBdvew (14), 70 pmfév (17). None of the follow-
ing are found elsewhere in the N.T.: dvairios (5, 7), alperifew (18), épiiew
(19), TUgew (20).

The insertion ‘of the heart’ (rfis xapdlas) after ‘the good treasure’ (L,
Syr-Sin. Syr-Cur. some Old Latin texts, Arm. Aeth.) is followed in AV,
but abandoned in RV. It comes from Lk. vi. 45, where it is genuine.

XIIT 1-82. lllustrations of the Messiak's Use of
Parables.

‘On that day’ and ‘went out of the house’ (1) are additions
made by Mt. to the narrative of Mk., and the reason for them
is not obvious: no house has been mentioned. As regards the
rest he follows Mk.; but he omits ‘in the sea’ after ‘sat,’
probably because he saw that it was ambiguous. In xxii. 23
there is a similar insertion of ‘on that day.’

The central idea of the parable of the Sower (3-8) is that,
the seed being uniformly good, the difference of crop depends
upon the character of the soil which receives the seed. Soil
may be bad in a variety of ways, and there may be various
degrees of goodness in the crop. Lk. is much more brief than
Mt. or Mk. in describing the seed on the rocky ground, and
he gives only the hundredfold crop. Mk. alone has the intro-
ductory ¢ Hearken’: all three have the concluding ‘let him hear’;
comp. xi. 15, xiil. 43. As it is the same Greek verb in both
places, we desiderate the same English verb in both: but ‘ He that
hath ears to hear, let him hear’ is too familiar now to be changed.

We have had various parables already in the examples of
Christ’s teaching which have thus far been recorded; the salt
and the light (v. 13~-16), the fowls and the lilies (vi. 26-30),
the two gates (vil. 13, 14), the wise and the foolish builders
(vii. 24—27), the garments and the wine-skins (ix. 16, 17), the
children in the market-places (xi. 16, 17); but they have been
short and incidental. Henceforward they become more elaborate,
and they form a large proportion of Christ’s teaching. This
was probably caused by the decreasing enthusiasm in many of
Christ’s followers and the increasing animosity of His opponents.
Parables would instruct disciples whose minds were still in
harmony with the Teacher and yet would give little opening
to His enemies. Parables, while they revealed the truth to
those who could profit by it, concealed the mysteries of the
Kingdom from the unworthy, who could not understand them,
or would be injured by them if they did understand.! This

11t is rash to say that Christ neither did nor could adopt a policy of con-
cealment, and that the Evangelists have confounded intention with result,
and have thus imputed an ¢ inhuman purpose ” to Christ. The quotation in
ver. 13 is in all four Gospels (Mk. iv. 12; Lk. viii. 10; Jn. xii. 40).
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concealment of the truth was a judgment on the unworthy, but
a judgment full of mercy. They were saved from the guilt of
rejecting the truth, for they were not allowed to recognize it.
And they were also saved from profaning it, for by, parabolic
teaching Christ carried out His own maxim of not casting
pearls before swine (vii. 6). And the parable was a mercy to
the unworthy in yet another way. A parable not only arrests
attention at the time, it impresses the memory; and, if the
hearer’s heart afterwards becomes receptive, he understands
the lesson which he missed when he heard. Christ’s parables
were taken from familiar objects, and His hearers, when they
saw the objects afterwards, would be reminded of His words.
And although they were primarily intended for Jews of Palestine
in His own time—a fact which must be bome in mind in
interpreting them, yet there is little that is specially Jewish or
Palestinian in them. Only one or two have Jewish features,
and hardly one has anything which is decidedly Palestinian
(Stanley, Sin. and Pal. p. 432). They were intended for the
Jew first, but also for the Gentile ; and all sorts and conditions of
men of all races and generations have been instructed by them.

The parable of the Sower is a leading and testing parable
(Mk. iv. 13). It is one of the three (all dealing with vegetation)
which are in all three Gospels, the other two being the Mustard-
seed and the Wicked Husbandmen.! And it is one of which
we have Christ’s own interpretation. In that interpretation it
is specially remarkable that the ¢birds,’ which we should
probably have explained as impersonal temptations, are ex-
pressly, in spite of the plural number, said to mean ‘Satan’
(Mk.), ‘the evil one’ (Mt.), ‘the devil’” (Lk.)) Among the
things which choke the word Mk. alone mentions ‘the lusts of
other things,” and Lk. alone has ‘pleasures of this life,’ Mt. by
having neither spoils a triplet, which is unusual with him,

The disciples’ question is given differently by the Evan-
gelists. Mk. says that they ‘asked Him the parables.’ Lk.
understands this as signifying that they asked the meaning
of this particular parable. Mt. gives it the much wider significa-
tion of a question as to the purpose of parables generally.?

! In this chapter we have two of these, together with a third on a similar
subject, viz. the Tares. Mackinlay thinks that these repeated references to
sowing were made at the time of the first sowing after the year of Sabbath,
which he dates A.D. 26-27. ¢ Upon the thorns,” éxl 7ds dxdvfas (7) means
upon places where the roots of these plants were concealed. In ver. 8 note
the change from aorist to imperfect.

3 This involves a change in Christ’s reply from fa u# to &r¢ of. Christ
could not be said to aim at preventing all His hearers from understanding.
Mt. inserts ver. 12 before the explanation of the parable: both Mk. (iv. 25)
and Lk, (viii. 18) place it after the explanation.
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Christ replies that the purpose is educational to disciples, and
disciplinary to those who refuse to become disciples. Instruc-
tion is given in a form which the unreceptive, through their
own fault, cannot understand. It is easy to see how this
illustrates the law that to him that hath more shall be given;
the hearer that has sympathy with the truth is instructed. It
is less easy to see how he that hath not loses even that which
he hath, or thinketh he hath (Lk. viii. 18). Perhaps the
meaning is that the unworthy hearers become less and less
able to receive the truth, the more often they listen to parables
without understanding them. For ‘understanding’ in Scripture
is a matter of the heart rather than of the head, and the organ
which is never used at last loses its power; the ears that never
hear become deaf. Comp. xxv. 29 and Lk. xix. 26. The quota-
tion from Is. vi. 9, 10, which Mk. gives in an indirect form
(iv. 12), is given by Mt. in the words of the Septuagint directly.
And the way in which Mt. introduces the quotation (14) is
remarkable. He does not use the phrases, ‘that it might be
fulfilled’ (va or dmws wAnpwbfj), or ‘then was fulfilled’ (rdre
émAnpdfy), which he usually employs when he himself points
out that something is a fulfilment of prophecy. Here it is
Christ who points out the fulfilment, and Mt. reports Him as
doing so with the very unusual formula, ‘there is being filled
up to them’ (dvawAnpovrar abrois), 4.e. in their case the prophecy
is being fully satisfied.!

It is also to.be remarked that this is one of the passages
in which Mt. omits what is unfavourable to the disciples. Mk.
iv. 13 has: ‘Know ye not this parable? and how shall ye know
all the parables?’ For this rebuke Mt. substitutes, ‘Do you,
therefore, hear the parable of the sower’” Comp. xiv. 33 with
Mk. vi. 52; xvi. 9 with Mk. viii. 17; xvil. 23 with Mk, ix. 32;
and see Allen, pp. xxxiiif. Both here and elsewhere Lk.
exhibits a similar tenderness for the Twelve. It is in harmony
with this feeling that Mt. and Lk. give the special Beatitude of
the disciples, ‘ Blessed are your eyes,’ etc. which Mk. omits, Lk,
has this Beatitude after the return of the Seventy (x. 23, 24)
and words it differently. And his arrangement is to be pre-
ferred, if the Beatitude was uttered only once; but it may have
been spoken both to the Twelve and to the Seventy. Prophets,
such as Balaam, Moses, Isaiah, Micah, and righteous men, such
as the Psalmists, had desired to see what the Twelve had seen.

1The compound dramhypbw is found nowhere else in the Gospels, and
it is used nowhere else in the Bible of the fulfilment of prophecy. Here it
seems to imply that there has been partial fulfilment in the past, and that
this is now made complete. The word pvoripov also, frequent in the Pauline

Epistles, occurs nowhere in the Gospels, excepting ver. 11=Mk. iv. 11=Lk.
vili. 10. In the LXX. it is frequent in Daniel and the Apocrypha.
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In the Psalms of Solomon we have similar utterances: ¢ Blessed
are they that shall be born in those days, to behold the blessing
of Israel” (xvii. 50; comp. xviii. 7). Here there is a strong
emphasis on the pronoun: ‘Blessed are your eyes.’ But this
blessing will be realized, only if they understand what they see
and hear. Christ therefore explains the parable to them, and
once more there is great emphasis on the pronoun, ‘Do you,
therefore, hear the parable of the sower.” Beware of indifference,
of shallowness, and of worldliness, which is trying to serve God
and mammon. It is the good and single heart that understands
and bears fruit.

This interpretation of the parable has been criticized as being
allegorical and going too much into detail, so that the main
lesson is lost. If this were true, we should have to assign the
interpretation to the Evangelists, who have put their ideas into
Christ’s mouth. But it is not true. The interpretation is
beautiful in its simplicity, although part answers to part, and
not merely whole to whole. There is apparent confusion of
language, because of the double meaning of ‘sown’: the seed
may be said to be ‘sown’ and the grewnd may be said to be
‘sown,’ and in the interpretation these two meanings are mixed.
But this apparent confusion may be due to the Evangelists, and
it causes no difficulty. The interpretation remains perfectly
clear, that though Christ is the Sower, and sows the word of
truth, yet the result depends upon the character of the soil.

It by no means follows that because every parable has one
main lesson, therefore no parable has more than one lesson.
The interpretations which have been given of the parables of
the Sower and of the Tares indicate that it is lawful to seek a
meaning for some of the details. In the Sower, nearly every-
thing is interpreted ; in the Tares, some things are interpreted
(the sower, the good seed, the enemy, the tares, the field, the
harvest, and the reapers), and some are not (the people’s
sleeping, the enemy’s going away, the servants of the house-
holder, and the binding of the bundles). It requires much
judgment to decide whether any of the details of a parable are
significant, and, if so, which. Very early in the history of the
Church imagination began to run riot in this respect, for
Tertullian protests against it. In the parable of the Lost Coin
are we to find a meaning for the number ten, for the lamp, for
the broom? “Curious niceties of this kind not only render
some things suspected, but by the subtlety of forced explanations
generally lead away from the truth” (De Pudic. ix.). And
Chrysostom goes the length of saying that when we have found
out the main lesson, we need not trouble ourselves further (i
Mt Hom. lxiv. 3). That is too narrow a view. But the
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endless difficulties about the Unrighteous Steward are the result
of making the details mean something. The aptitude of details
for allegorical interpretation is no proof that these meanings
were intended by Christ. See Trench, Parables, ch. iii. ; Sanday,
Qutlines, pp. 68—74 ; Hastings’ DB., art. ¢ Parable.’

Nor is it any objection to the value of a parable that it
teaches only one lesson, or only a very few, while it leaves
important questions connected with the main subject untouched.
No parable could be equal to the complexity of human life or
of religious problems. In the Sower, neither in the parable,
nor in the interpretation, is anything said as to the causes of the
differences between the classes of hearers. What made some
to be indifferent, others shallow, others worldly, and others again
receptive in varying degrees? We are told elsewhere that there
are whole and there are sick (ix. 12), that some will receive the
Messiah’s messengers and some not (x. 11-13), that there are
those who are too wise to be childlike, and those who are
childlike without being wise (xi. 25), and that some trees are
good, while others are worthless (xil. 33); but in all these places
the hearers are supposed to know from the experience of their
own hearts how these momentous differences arise. Their
business is to see to which class they themselves belong, and
to act accordingly. We should perhaps see this more clearly if
we called this searching story, not the parable of the Sower, but
the parable of the Soils; and we have to see to it that the soil
of our own hearts is soft, and deep, and clean.!

There is yet another point on which the parable gives us
no information,—the proportion between the different kinds of
soils, and especially between the good and the bad soils. Is
indifference more often fatal than shallowness or worldliness ?
Is thirtyfold more common than a hundredfold? Is bad soil
more common than good, so that most of the Sower’s seed is
wasted? Are those who are in the way of salvation many or
few? The answer to these questions is the same as before.
To which class do yox belong? Strain every nerve to belong
to the best (Lk. xiii. 23, 24); and this will be all the more
imperative, if you find that you are producing, not thirtyfold
instead of sixty or a hundred, but nothing at all; if you find
that you are not for Christ, and therefore against Him. It is
your business to strive to enter the Kingdom, and to help others
to enter; how many succeed and how many fail—‘what is that
to thee?’ '

Mt. omits the parable of the Seed growing secretly
(Mk. iv. 26-29) and substitutes that of the Tares. The

1 Comp. Jer. iv. 3: ‘Break up your fallow ground, and sow not upon
thorns,” u% omelpnre én’ dxdrbass.
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Evangelist’s reasons for arranging the six parables which follow
the Sower as he does are not clear; for a possible explanation
see Allen. The arrangement itself is clear enough. Four
parables were spoken from the boat to a mixed multitude on
the shore, and then, in the house, Christ explained the Tares
to the disciples and delivered three more parables. The
explanation of the Sower was not given at once, although it is
placed immediately after the parable. The explanation of the
Tares was not given at once, and it is #o¢ placed immediately
after the parable. In the one case Mt. has followed Mk.’s
order, in the other he cannot do so, for Mk. omits the Tares.
Mt. either follows the order of the source from which he got
these parables, or he adopts an order of his own. Mt may
have placed the Tares next to the Sower because of the
similarity of subject; but it is quite as possible that this
similarity led to the two parables being spoken at the same
time. The one treats of different soils producing from the
same seed crops varying from zero to a hundredfold ; the other
treats of the same soil producing a mixed crop from mixed seed.
But both are addressed to the multitudes; not one to the laity
and the other to the clergy, not one to subjects and the other
to rulers.

The traditional rendering tares’ for {i{dvia is unfortunate,
but cannot be changed. ‘Tares’ in the parabolic sense has
become a household word in English literature. But the plant
in the parable is not the common vetch, which has no
resemblance to wheat, and is useful enough in its way, but the
bearded darnel (lolium temulentwm), which in its earlier stages
is indistinguishable from wheat, and which often breeds a
poisonous fungus. Modern farming in the East has improved
upon the methods mentioned in the parable. After the ears
are developed, but before the harvest, the darnel and other
-tall weeds are pulled up and destroyed, so that at the harvest
the crop is quite clean. Both in Palestine and in Cheshire the
peasants believe that darnel is degenerated wheat, and that in
bad seasons wheat will turn into darnel; the truth being that
much wet rots the wheat and stimulates the darnel. It is said
that in France the malicious sowing of fields with weeds is not
unknown. See Groser, Scripture Natural History; Henslow,
The Plants of the Bible ; Tristram, Natural History of the Bible ;
Shakespeare, King Lear, Act. iv. sc. 4.}

In the Tares, as in the preceding parable, the Sower is
clearly indicated, and in both cases the seed is good. But in

! In likening the Kingdom to various things, three expressions are used :
——duoudfn (xiil. 24, xviii. 23, xxil. 2), duowwBioerar (xxv. 1), and Juola
dorly (xifi. 31, 33, 44, 45, 47)-
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the Tares the soil is all good, and the crop would be all good,
but for the malice of the enemy, ‘while men slept’ The
sleeping is not blamed ; after honest toil it was right that they
should sleep; but it was then that the enemy had his
opportunity. It would have been easy to represent the weeds
as sown by the wind; but just as in the Sower our Lord makes
the birds represent, not impersonal temptations, but Satan, so
here He makes the noxious plants to be sown by a personal
evil agent, who scatters false apostles and false doctrine broad-
cast through God’s world. The field is the world (38), not the
Church, which gives too narrow a meaning to the parable, and
leaves out of account the multitudes of good and bad who are
not Christians. And, once more, men are divided into just two
classes, tares and wheat, sons of the Kingdom and sons of the
evil one. He that is not with Christ is against Him. Christ
gives no explanation of the servants who propose to weed out
the tares, and we need not seek one. There are always persons
who are ready to propose drastic remedies for real or supposed
evils, and it is with regard to them that the main lesson of the
parable is given. Men are not to anticipate the judgment of
God, for they will do much more harm than good by attempting
to do so. They have not sufficient knowledge. They do not
always know how to distinguish the bad from the good, nor do
they know how the removal of the bad may affect the good.
A plant that will turn out very well may easily be mistaken for
a weed; and the lives of good and bad are often so closely
intertwined that the violent removal of the one is sure to cause
injury to the other. That the bad may become good is not
taught by the parable, but it is provided for in the absolute
prohibition to root up any. It is not for man to call down fire
from heaven upon those whom he regards as the enemies of
Christ.

The parable may have a reference to the teaching of the
Baptist and his message to Christ. In his preaching he had
laid his chief emphasis upon the judgments~that await the
impenitent,—the axe, the winnowing fan, and the unquenchable
fire. He had said little -about the Messiah’s mercy and love.
He had been impatient with Jesus for not being sufficiently
prompt in carrying out John’s conception of His mission. The
Messiah here repeats the lesson: ‘Judgment is Mine,’ not man’s.
And, though the Divine judgment never fails, yet it does tarry ;
and it is the Divine patience that man must strive to imitate.
Man is shortlived and is often hasty. He who is from ever-
lasting to everlasting can afford to wait.

Both Mt. and Mk. group together three parables that are
taken from the vegetable world, the first and the third being the

13
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same in each,—the Sower and the Mustard-seed. Both Mt. and
Lk. group together two parables respecting the spread of the
Gospel,—the Mustard-seed and the Leaven; but Lk. places
this pair later in the Ministry, just after the healing of a woman
in a synagogue on the sabbath (xiii. 18-21). In this pair Christ
points out some of the characteristics of the Kingdom which
He so often mentioned in His teaching, its small beginning, its
gradual increase, and its immense development. It will embrace
all peoples and nations, and it will penetrate and transform
their entire life (31-33).

It is not quite certain what plant is meant by the mustard,
but sinapis nigra is probable. It is some plant which grows to
a large size from a very small seed (xvii. 20); but ‘tree’ (dévpov)
does not necessarily mean a timber-tree. We speak of a rose-
tree and a gooseberry-tree. Whether any other characteristics
of the mustard-plant are alluded to, such as its medicinal qualities,
is doubtful. “Small as a mustard seed” was a Jewish proverb
to indicate a very minute particle : and “so that the birds of the
heaven can lodge in it” was a phrase for a great Kingdom giving
protection to many (Dan. iv. g, 18; Ezek. xxxi. 6).

Leaven (33) is commonly used as a metaphor for evil influ-
ence, which disturbs, puffs up, sours, and corrupts. *It is born
of corruption ” says Plutarch, yéyover éx ¢pfopds: and leaven was
forbidden during the Passover. Comp. 1 Cor. v. 6; Gal. v. g.
But our Lord is not deterred by these associations: from using
it to symbolize the sure and subtle influence of the Gospel
Comp. Ignatius, Magnes. x. There was a common expectation
that the Messianic Kingdom would come °with observation,’
suddenly, with much show of power and glory. These two
parables teach a different lesson. The tiny seed was buried in
the earth ; the leaven was hidden in the meal. The beginnings
of the Kingdom were unnoticed, and the ignorance of its character
was worldwide. But, whether noticed or not, the plant grew,
and the leaven conquered the meal. .

How does it conquer the meal? By the influence of the
small piece of leaven upon the particles nearest to it, and of
those particles upon others that are nearest to them, ‘till it is
all leavened.’ That Kingdom in which the will of God is
acknowledged until it becomes supreme is to spread from soul
to soul until all are brought within His sovereignty. It spreads
from Christ to the Twelve, and from the Twelve to the infant
Church, and so on until the whole mass is reached and trans-
formed. Each Christian soul is to be a missionary, passing on
the subtle influence to others, for he must not receive and refuse
to give. This implies that the Christian must live in the world,
for the leaven cannot work without contact. Human life must
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be touched at all points, in order that its work and its play, its
rehglon and its relaxation, its politics and its commerce, ite
science and its arts, may be raised and warmed by the penetrating
action of Christian morality and Christian ideals. He is no true
Christian who either shuns society for fear of contamination, or,
when he goes into society, leaves his Christianity behind him.
He who does not pass on the influence of the saving leaven is
working against it.

There is no need to seek a meaning for the number three.
The ‘three measures’ may be suggested by Gen. xviil. 6. Nor
is there any significance in the change from a man (31) to a
woman (33). Baking is a woman’s work, as sowing seed is a
man’s. Comp. the change from the sheep-owner to the woman
in Lk. xv. The important point is the marvellous development,
external and internal, of Christianity.

Having concluded the group of four parables spoken to the
multitudes from the boat (2-33), Mt. now adopts Mk. iv. 33, 34
as a suitable conclusion, and adds a fulfilment of prophecy
(34, 35)- In adopting Mk. he omits ‘but privately to His own
disciples He expounded all things’ The omission may be
another instance of sparing the Twelve. Perhaps Mt was un-
willing to state that they needed to have a//things expounded
to them. The prophecy is from Ps. lxxviii. 2, mainly from the
Hebrew, but perhaps influenced by recollection of the Septuagint.
‘I will open my mouth with a parable, I will utter riddles con-
cerning times of old’; Ze. the Psalmist will expound the lessons
which the history of Israel contains. The Psalmist was not
directly predicting anything respecting the Messiah’s manner of
teaching ; but his own method was an anticipation of Christ’s.
As he used Israel’s past to point a moral, so Christ used the
facts of nature and of human life to teach the truths of the
Gospel.  On the reading ¢ Isaiah’ see Nestle, p. z51.

We are not told when our Lord left the boat, but that is
probably included. in ¢ He left the multitudes and went into the
house’ (36). The disciples’ coming to Him (10) is perhaps
mentioned by anticipation, and we may suppose that the ex-
planations both of the Sower and of the Tares were given after
the house had been reached.

“The end of the world’ or ‘consummation of the age’
(cvvrélea albvos or 7 quvrélea Tob albvos) is frequent in Mt.
(39, 49, xxiv. 3, xxviii. 20) and in apocalyptic literature (Dalman,
Words of Jesus, p. 155), and ‘consummation’ (cvvrélea) is
frequent in the Septuagint.! Comp. Heb. ix. 26 and Westcott’s

1 In the Testaments we have ourréleia @y aldvwy (Levi x. 2) and owrr.

to0 aldvos (Benjamin xi. 3); but in both places texts vary between 7.
aldvwy and 7. al@dvos.
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note. The world is not the Kingdum, although it contains
‘the sons of the Kingdom.” But the Son of Man brings the
Kingdom with Him, and at that consummation ‘the sons of the
evil one’ may be said for the moment to be ## the Kingdom;
but they are immediately expelled, as having no right to be in it
(41). That is the meaning of ‘gather out of His Kingdom.
There are two kinds of evil that are expelled, all that ‘cawse
stumbling,’ and all that ‘do iniquity.” The former class indicates,
what is not stated in the parable, that the tares may cause the
wheat to degenerate. Iniquity or ‘lawlessness’ (dvopin) is in-
fectious and poisonous, like the fungus on the darnel.! *‘The
furnace of fire’ occurs only here and ver. 50. Excepting Lk.
xiii. 28, ‘the weeping and the gnashing of teeth’ is peculiar to
this Gospel (viii. 12, xiii. 42, 50, xxii. 13, xxiv. §I, xxv. 30): in
none of the passages is anything said about the duration of the
misery, Compare the Ascension of Isaiah, iv. 18,

¢Shine forth as the sun’ (43) is a common simile (xvii. 2 ;
Rev.i. 16; Judges v. 31; Ecclus. L. 7; Ep. of Jer. 67). It is
especially appropriate here, for they will be in the light of Him
who is the Sun of righteousness (Dan. xii. 3). The interpretation
of the Tares closes with the same refrain as the parable of the
Sower (9) and the praise of John the Baptist (xi. 15). It is
sometimes misunderstood as referring to a favoured minority,
gifted with special intelligence as to spiritual truth, or as referring
to those who are willing to hear. 4// have ears; and therefore
all are responsible for refusing to listen. A man cannot plead
- that he was wunable to hear. The word was brought to him, and
he rejected it.

Phe Evangelist represents the remaining three parables
(44—50), which complete the total of seven, as spoken to the
disciples in the house. The first two, like the Mustard-seed and
the Leaven, are a pair, based on the truth that a man will sacrifice
all his goods to obtain that which he is convinced is far more
valuable. That is how every one who knows about it ought
to feel respecting the Kingdom. No earthly possessions are
too precious to be given in exchange for it. While the Mustard-
seed and the Leaven illustrate the progress of the Kingdom in
society, the Hid Treasure and the Pearl show the Kingdom as
a personal discovery and acquisition. The two men in the
parables are alike in two respects: they know a very valuable
thing when they see it, and they are willing to pay the highest
price in order to secure it. But they differ in the fact that the
one finds a great treasure without looking for it, while the other
has been carefully seeking. This difference is true to life. One
man suddenly finds himself face to face with a great truth ora

1 See on vii. 23, p. 117,
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noble ideal, in the Bible, in some other book, in the life of an
acquaintance, in some personal crisis; and he has to make up
his mind whether to grasp it or let it pass. Another man pain-
fully seeks and collects all that can give value to life and elevation
to conduct, and he at last finds something in comparison with
which everything else is of small account ; and there is not much
doubt what he will determine to do. Both have found

‘“the great world’s altar-stairs,
That slope through darkness up to God.”

There is no need to raise questions as to the morality of the
man, who hid the treasure before going to buy the field! He
may have hid it to prevent it from being stolen, or to prevent
himself from being anticipated in buying the field. We are not
told that he concealed from the owner his reason for being willing
to give all that he possessed for the field. But even if he was
guilty of sharp practice, that ought to afford no difficulty. This
detail, #fit is in the parable, is in the framework, and has nothing
to do with the intended lesson. It is like the alterations in the
bonds suggested by the Unrighteous Steward (Lk. xvi. 6, 7), and
has no meaning. Itis the man’s readiness to part with all that
he had, in order to secure the treasure, that counts.?

¢ All that he had.’ It was a heavy price; but in each case
it was joyfully paid, and Christ’s followers must be ready to do
the same. ‘He that loveth father or mother more than Me, is
not worthy of Me’; but ¢ He that loseth his life for My sake,
shall find it’ (x. 37, 39). Who is it that makes these enormous
claims upon all mankind? Who is it that offers, to those who
respond to the claims, such enormous rewards ? '

The parable of the Net is a pair to that of the Tares. It
teaches the same lesson, and has a similar ending. As in the
field there are both wheat and tares, so in the draw-net there are
fishes both good and bad ; and here there is room for the thought,
though it is not suggested, that there may be degrees of goodness,
and also of badness, in the fishes in the net. ‘Every kind’ tells
us nothing as to moral worth, but indicates, in a way that the
wheat and the tares could not do, that there are all sorts and
conditions of men in the world. If it were not for the partial
explanation in ver. 49, the Net might seem to be at variance

1 Origen makes this represent the economy of hiding the secret meanings
of Scripture from those who are not able to appreciate them,

2 The change of tense from wéwpaker (érdiyoer, D) to dybpaser can hardly
have any point. The aorist of xurpdorw seems to be found only in Epic, and
in late Greek the difference between aor. and perf. became less sharp ; comp.
Jlghs. i. 24. See Blass, § 59, 53 J. H. Moulton, Gram. of N.T. C—’£ p. 142.

e beginning of ver. 45 should resemble that of ver. 44. The Kingdom is
like the pearl, not like the merchant.
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with the Tares, for the fishermen in the former parable seem to
be analogous to the servants in the latter, and the fishermen do
separate the bad fish from the good. But the explanation shows
that those who cast the net into the sea are not the same as
those who separate the fish. The one is the work of the Apostles
(iv. 19), the other of the Angels. Till the net is brought to shore
at the Day of Judgment the bad are free to mix with the good.!

This second group of parables being ended (44-50), Mt.
gives another conclusion, which might have served as an ending
to the whole seven. The two longest parables have been
interpreted in detail, and a partial interpretation has been given
of the last parable. The intermediate parables are simpler in
character, and with the key to the more elaborate ones the
disciples might be expected to see the meaning of all. Christ
asks them whether this is so (51), and they reply that they
have understood. This would convince them that the method
of teaching by parables, the purpose of which they had
questioned (10), was a good one: it had instructed themselves,
and would enable them to instruct others.” In a higher and
better way, they were to be to the Gospel what the Scribes
were to the Law.2 They were to produce, for the benefit of
their hearers, not merely old things in the old form, but things
both new and old in a new form; and they were to use old
things as a vehicle for truths that were new to that generation.
They were to take the familiar phenomena of nature, and the
experiences of everyday life, and make them the instruments
of a spiritual revelation.

With the formula of transition, ‘when Jesus finished’ (53)
comp. vil. 28, xi. 1, xiii. 53, xix. 1, xxvi. 1. It makes a break
preparatory to an incident which illustrates, by an extreme
case, the rejection of the Messiah by the Jewish people. ‘He
came unto His own inheritance, and His own people received -
Him not’ (Jn. i. 11). See on vii. 28, p. 119.

This was perhaps the first visit to ‘His own country’
Nazareth since the beginning of His public Ministry. They
were astonished at the wisdom of His teaching in their
synagogue, and at the report of His mighty works, but they
were offended that one whom they had known all their lives as
of humble origin and life, and with whose brothers and sisters

! It is difficult to believe that Christ could have given these interpretations
ot the parables of the Tares and of the Net (39, 41, 49), if there are no such
beings as Angels. They do not look like accommodations to current beliefs.
And it is not likely that the Angels were no parts of His interpretation, but
have been ‘mported into it by tradition: comp. xvi. 27, xviii. 10, xxii. 30,
xxiv. 31, 36, xxV. 31, 41, xxvi. §53.

? Au Tobro means ¢ Because ye have been made to understand by means
of parables’; it is almost equivalent to ¢ Well, then,’
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they were intimate, should have attained to such eminence.
Instead of being proud of Him, and glorifying God for Him,
they were jealous of Him and belittled Him. He was nothing
but the member of a very ordinary family, and what right had
He to teach them new ways of life? Christ’s explanation of
their conduct is a proverb, parallels to which exist in various
languages. Pindar tells Ergoteles, the runner, that his fame
would have faded away at the family hearth, if fortune had not
driven him from home (Ofym. xii. 13). Seneca says: Vile
kabetur, quod domi est (De Benef. iii. 3). ’

The changes which Mt. makes in the narrative of Mk. are
of great interest. For ‘Is not this the carpenter, the Son of
Mary?’ he has, ‘Is not this the carpenter’s Son? is not His
mother Mary?’ He shrinks from calling Jesus Himself a
carpenter, and he separates the two kinds of sonship. = Legally,
as shown by the genealogy in ch. i, Jesus was the Son of
Joseph ; actually, as shown by the narrative in ch. i., He was
the Son of Mary. That Mk. does not say ‘the Son of Joseph
and Mary’ is remarkable, This may imply no more than that
Joseph was dead; but it may imply that there was no human
father.! Tt cannot imply that Mk. believed that Joseph was
actually His father. With a similar feeling of reverence, Mt.
changes ‘He could do no mighty work, save that He laid His
hands upon a few sick folk, and healed them: And He marvelled
because of their unbelief’ into ¢ He did not many mighty works
there because of their unbelief’ He shrinks from the °conld
not,” and also from the ‘marvelled,” although he has admitted
this previously (viii. 10) with regard to the centurion’s great
faith. Mk. has ‘marvelled’ in both places. The Evangelist
probably regarded the rejection of Jesus by His own people at
Nazareth as a prophetic intimation of His rejection by the whole
nation at Jerusalem ; and he may also have regarded the murder
of the Baptist, which now follows, as a prophetic type of the
murder of the Messiah. So detailed a narrative of John’s
death would not have been given merely to explain the craven
fear of Antipas that Jesus was the murdered Baptist risen from
the dead. The story of John’s end is required to complete the
account of his message to the Messiah and to illustrate the
Messiah’s eulogy of him (xi. 2-19); and, as the one narrative
begins with a message carried by John’s disciples from Machaerus
(xi. 3), so the other narrative ends with one (xiv. 12).

! The former is more probable: it explains how Jesus Himself came to
be called ‘the carpenter.’ The relationships are tersely stated in the Aclz
Trome, 143, Bonnet, p. 250: éx\ify vids Maplas wapfévou, xal frobaby vios
réxroves 'Iwahp. The mpds Huds of the sisters means ‘in constant intercourse
with us’: Mk. ix. 19 = Lk. ix. 41: Mk. xiv. 49.



200 GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MATTHEW [XIV.1

Characteristic expressions in ch. xiil. : cuugépery (2), 180V (3), wpooép-
xeafas (10), olkodesmérys (27, 52), owwdyew (30, 47), Tore (36), 6 Bpuryuds
TOv 86yTwy (42, 50), Onoavpds (44, 52), campbs (48), wmabyrevey (52),
éxetdev (53). Peculiar: % Bacihela TGOV olpavdy (11, 24, 31, 33, 44, 455 47,
52), 70 pn0év (35), curréhea [To0] aldvos (39, 40, 48), Suacagelv (36 and xviii.
31 only). Owing to the subject-matter of the chapter, the number of expres-
sions in it which occur nowhere else in the N.T. is large : wapaBoriy mapa-
Tifévae (24, 31), émowelpew (25), évipimrew (33), épedyeafar (35), Bepioris
(30, 39), éxhdumerr (43), cavivn (47), dvafiBdiew (48), dyyos (48), ueralper
(53), ovravtdrew (30), {ifdra (25-30).

In the translation of the phrase é khavfuds xal 6 Bp, 7. 886prwy the AV.
again exhibits caprice. In this chapter (42, 50) it is rendered ¢ wazling and
gnashing of teeth,’ elsewhere ¢ weeping and gnashing of teeth,’” which the RV,
adopts everywhere.

XIV. 1-XVIII. 35. THE MINISTRY OF THE MESSIAH
IN OR NEAR GALILEE.

This section, like preceding sections, is grouped round a
prophecy of Isaiah, which is quoted xv. 8, g; and it ends with
the discourses on offences and forgiveness. Ch. xviii., like
v.—vii., X., and xiil., seems to be meant as the conclusion of a
section of the Gospel, and it consists, as they do, almost entirely
of discourses. In this and the following sections, Mt. keeps
closely to the order of Mk., not breaking it, as he often does
in the first half of the Gospel, in order to group the materials
according to similarity of subject.

XIV. 1-14. The Murder of the Baptist and the Retivement
of the Messiak.

All three Gospels mention that Herod Antipas heard the
report of Christ’s mighty works. This cannot refer to the few
healings at Nazareth just mentioned, but rather to those at
Capernaum, and the various towns in which He had laboured
since the plots of the Pharisees had led to His leaving His
usual centre. It is surprising that Antipas had not heard of
the fame of Jesus sooner. At Tiberias, where he often had
his court, the marvellous works done in Chorazin, Bethsaida,
and Capernaum must have been well known. But Antipas was
often away from home, and sometimes out of his dominions,
and princes often know much less than their subjects of wha:
goes on close to their doors. The extension of the movement,
inaugurated by John and carried on by Jesus, would cause it
to be more noticed by Herod. Now that Christ was moving
from place to place, while six pairs of Apostles were also
itinerating in Herod’s dominions, he would be much more
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likely to hear about Christ and His mighty works. But it was
the report that John whom he had beheaded was risen from
the dead that specially excited Herod’s interest and fears.!
That a risen John should work miracles seemed to him probable
enough, and his guilty conscience was uneasy as to what John’s
return from the grave might mean for himself. Of all the con-
jectures that were current respecting Jesus, the belief that He
was John come to life again seemed to him to be onmly too
probable. If we had only Mt.,, we might think that Antipas
himself originated this idea, and no other conjectures are
mentioned. But Lk., who had special information respecting
Herod’s surroundlngs, says that Herod was told this first by
others, and apparently tried to disbelieve it.2 He had tried to
bury the thought of the murder, but the memory of it had
risen again and again to torment him, and now the murdered
man himself seemed to have risen again to rebuke him. Origen
mentions a tradition that Jesus and John resembled one another ;
and, if that were true, the theory of John’s resurrection would
be all the more likely to arise.

In this indirect way, because Antipas heard of Christ’s
miracles and thought that He might be the Baptist restored to
life, the murder of the Baptist. comes to be mentioned. No
doubt it was of great interest to the first body of Christians,
and hence was preserved in their traditions; but in the Gospels
it comes to be recorded because of the interest excited in
Antipas by Christ. Lk. mentions John’s imprisonment and
death (iii. 2o, ix. 9) but _gives no details, and Mt. abbreviates
the narrative of Mk. It is only in connexion with the Messiah
that the Baptist is of importance to the Evangelist. John had
been His Forerunner in the Ministry, and he was to be the
same in suffering an unjust execution. John preceded the
Messiah in birth and in mission ; and he now precedes Him in
a violent death.

Mct. corrects Mk.’s inaccurate ‘%éng Herod’ by calling him
*Herod the fetrarch’ (1), as also does Lk, Very possibly it was
customary to call these petty potentates ‘kings,” and Mt. himself
does so later (9) ; but Herodias ruined Antipas by urging him to
try to get hlmself recogmsed as a kmg by Cahgula (Josephus,
Ant. xvur vii, 2). The ‘servants’ (rols wawrlv adrod) are his

! Comp. ““Then did the ghosts of Alexander and Aristobulus go round
all the palace, and became the inquisitors and discoverers of what could not
otherwise be found out ” (Jesephus, 5. /. 1. xxx. 7).

2 The reading in Mk. is doubtful, ut ‘they said’ (B D and Old Latin)
is more probable than ‘e said’ (NACL etc.) in vi. 14. ‘They were
saying . . . Others were saying . Others were saying’ is the probable
connexion. It should be noticed that all these conjectures about Jesus are
indirect evidence of the reality of His miracles.
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courtiers, who are called ‘servants’ in Oriental fashion.! We
need not suppose that he gossiped with his slaves (8oPAot)
about such things. It was not lawful for him to have Herodias
as a wife, for her first husband was alive; and even if he had
been dead, marriage with a sister-in-law was forbidden (Lev.
xviil. 16). Antipas had put away his own lawful wife, the
daughter of King Aretas, in order to form the incestuous union
with Herodias ; and this brought him into disastrous collision
with Aretas. See Schiirer, Jewisk People, 1. ii. 17—-30; notes on
2 Cor. xi. 32, 33 in Cam. Grk. Test.; DCG. i. p. 722. The
enmity of Herodias to John for striving to induce Antipas to
put her away was implacable. It was mainly her doing that
Antipas imprisoned John, and she would have persuaded
Antipas to kill John, if his fear of the people (5) had not
counterbalanced her urgency. Hence there is no contradiction
between ‘he would have put him to death’ (5) and ‘the king
was grieved’ (9). He would have killed John to please
Herodias ; but on all other grounds he was sorry to put him to
death, for he not only feared the people, but stood in awe of
John himself (Mk. vi. 20).2

That the daughter of Herodias was not the daughter of
Antipas need not be doubted ; a daughter of both of them would
have been only about two years old, while a daughter of
Herodias by her first husband might be about seventeen. Bad
as Herod was, he cannot justly be accused of allowing his own
daughter to degrade herself by dancing to please revellers at a
banquet. He promised her ¢ whatever she should ask,’ to which
Mk. adds ‘unto the half of my kingdom’ (Esther v. 3, 6, vii. 2).
This promise ‘with an oath’ he was ashamed to break, especially
as it had been made in public. Like many weak, bad men, he
thought more of what people would say of him than of what was
really sinful; and there are many to whom a breach of the
decalogue is less dreadful than a breach of etiquette. In such a
case as his, to have broken the rash oath, into which he had
been entrapped, would not have been sin, but repentance. But
the pressure of Herodias, of his oath, and of those who heard it,
was now too strong for his vacillating conscience, even when
backed by the fear of the people; and he gave the fatal order.?

Y dmici principum, plerumgue juvenes, says Bengel. Saul talks to his
‘servants’ in a similar way (1 Sam. xviii. 22-26) ; David also.
On the omission of ¢ Philip’ (3) in D and Latt. see Nestle, Zexz Criz.

. 252,

’SOrigen oddly enough suggests that birthday celebrations are wrong ;
““we find in no Scripture that a birthday was kept by a righteous man.”
Pharach (Gen. x1. 20) and Herod Antipas are the two examples.

8 The striking parallel between Ahab, Jezebel, Elijah, and Antipas,
Herodias, John, has often been pointed out.
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There was a palace as well as a fortress and a prison at
Machaerus, and we may accept the impression produced by the
narratives, that the banquet was close to John’s prison, and that
he was beheaded the same day, Herod’s grief 1s shown in his
allowing John’s disciples to take away the corpse and give it
decent burial. It was a courageous thing for them to attempt.
That ¢they went and told Jesus’ (12) was natural enough, and
perhaps indicates that they now became His disciples. Their
telling Him shows that Christ’s rebuke to the Baptist (xi. 6) had
caused no estrangement between Him and John’s disciples, and
this last message carried by them from Machaerus forms a
remarkable counterpart to the first. Then they had carried the
message of John’s impatience respecting the Messiah ; now they
carry the news of his cruel death,

Mt. regards the news of the murder of the Baptist as the
cause of Christ’s withdrawal to a desert place apart’! But Mk,
and Lk. make the withdrawal a consequence of the return of the
Twelve, who had attracted an embarrassing number of followers.
Both views may be right; but the withdrawal gives only
temporary relief from the pressure of the multitudes. While
Jesus and His disciples take ship and cross the lake (13), the
people go round by land and find Him once more. As the
Twelve have returned, there is no counter-attraction anywhere,
and Christ is again the sole centre of teaching and healing.?
‘He came forth and saw a great multitude’ probably means that
He left the boat and found a crowd awaiting Him: the people
had got there first. It means that He came out of His
retirement.

XN. 16-88. Zhe Feeding of Fve Thousand and the
Walking on the Sea.

The feeding of this multitude is the one miracle which is
recorded by all four Evangelists, and each makes it the climax of
the Ministry. Henceforward attention is directed more and
more to Christ’s predictions of His death, and to the hostility
which was to bring about their fulfilment. It is Jn. who tells
us that the miracle took place a little before the Passover, and
therefore just a year before the Passion. It may be doubted
.whether Mt. had any information other than Mk., whom he
abbreviates.® The difficulty of feeding such a multitude became

! Comp. iv. 12, where Jesus withdraws when He hears that John had
been delivered up to Herod.

2 Here, as at xix. 2, Mt. substitutes ‘ healing’ for the * teaching’ in Mk.

3 Nevertheless, Mt. alone has: ¢ They have no need to go away,” and
¢ Bring them hither to Me.’
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more pressing as the evening approached, and then (as the
Synoptists relate) the disciples point it out to Christ: in Jn. He
takes the initiative in questioning Philip as to what is to be done.
In reply to His charge, ‘Give ye them to eat’ Mk. has a
question, which might sound like sarcasm, ‘Shall we go and buy
two hundred pennyworth of bread, and give them to eat?’ Mt.
omits this, and Lk. turns it differently. Jn. alone mentions that
it was a lad who had the five loaves, that they were of barley-
bread, and that it was Andrew who pointed the lad out! The
orderly manner in which the multitudes are fed is more clearly
brought out in Mk. and Lk. than in Mt., but Mt. retains their
being made to sit down before receiving any food. This was
security against crowding round the distributors, and all had an
equal chance of being satisfied : it was also some security against
waste. The food was given to the Twelve to distribute, and
perhaps we are to understand that their hunger was satisfied
first ; otherwise they might have been unequal to the work of
feeding so vast a multitude. In any case, when the miracle is
understood as a figure of Christ’s methods in supplying the
spiritual needs of mankind, it is to be noted that it is through
the Apostles that the human race is fed. The Lord is not tied
to any one method; but, as a rule, He works through His
Church. Not, ‘7 will give them,’ but ¢ Give ye them to eat’ are
His words, although ‘I will give them’ would have been true.
It is through the Christian body as an erganized society that the
Gospel is made known to the world. And it is those who have
themselves been fed by the Word and know its value, that can
best pass it on to others.

Another point to be noted is the narrow limits within which
the supernatural element in the feeding is restrained. It is
confined to what was absolutely necessary, and goes no further.
If an exhibition of power had been the main purpose, something
much more striking might have been wrought. The food might
have come down visibly from heaven. It might have been
not only multiplied, but distributed, miraculously. Ten times
the amount that was required might have been provided, and it
might have been of a much richer quality. But there was no
creation of food. A very small store of existing food was made
to suffice—we know not how. But all four accounts show
that in Christ’s hands, and perhaps also in the hands of the
disciples, the food increased as long as increase was needed.
That the miracle did not consist in hunger being removed
without food is shown by the twelve baskets of fragments, an
amount far exceeding the original store.

1 ¢¢ Ag residents of Bethsaida, Philip and Andrew would know thW food
could be procured in that region” (S. J. Andrews, Life of Our Lord, p. 326).
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This gathering up of the fragments for future use is a remark-
able feature in all four narratives, and Jn. tells us that it was
done by Christ’s command. It is an emphatic protest against
waste, which cannot be justified even when God’s gifts are
superabundantly supplied. And it is a strong guarantee for the
trustworthiness of the accounts. A writer of fiction would not
have represented a wonder-worker who could multiply food at
pleasure as careful about fragments of barley-bread and fish.
And in the narratives of both the miraculous feedings of
multitudes we have this detail of gathering up the fragments
carefully preserved (xv. 37; Mk. viiih. 8); and again when
Christ refers to the two miracles (xvi. 9, 10). In fictions about
an inexhaustible purse, the possessor is not represented as being
careful against extravagance; e.g. in Chamisso’s Peter Schlemihl.
This argument stands, even if we accept the view that the -
feeding of the 4o00 is only a divergent account of the feeding of
the 5000. In that case, although discrepancies have crept in
with regard to unimportant details, yet the remarkable provision
against waste of the superfluous food is preserved intact. It is
impossible, on critical principles, to eliminate this miracle from
the Gospel story, or to explain it away. See Sanday, Ou#lines
of the Life of Christ, pp. 121-123; B. Weiss, Life of Christ, ii. pp.
381-385; “The story is a fact supported by the testimony of all
four evangelists, not a baseless legend, or a religious allegory ”
(A. B. Bruce, ad loc.); Il 'y a pas dans Phistoire évangeligue
dévénement micux attesté que celui-ci; mais #l W'y a pas non plus
dont la caractire franchement surnaturel soit plus évident ni plus
incontestable (P. Girodon on Lk. ix. 10~17); Zahn, ad be. p. 511.

The blessing or thanksgiving is in all four accounts, as also
in both accounts of the 4000. It is the usual grace before meals
said by the host or the head of the house, and we are perhaps
to understand that it was the means of the miracle. The
thanksgiving and breaking of bread at the institution of the
Eucharist is naturally compared with this. And the complete-
ness of the result is noted by all four; the multitude not only
ate, but were all filled, and there was food to spare. But Mt.
alone, in the account of both miracles, adds, after the estimate of
the numbers, ‘beside women and children’ (xv. 38). He loves
to emphasize the wonderful character of the Messiah’s mighty
works ; and perhaps he regarded as certain that only the men
would be counted in a Jewish estimate of the number. See
on viii. 16, p. 128.

¢ And straightway He constrained the disciples to enter into
the boat, and to go before Him unto the other side’ (Mt. xiv. 22,
Mk. vi. 45) is a statement which does not explain itself. Evidently
there is much urgency on the Lord’s part, and apparently there is
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some unwillingness on theirs. They desire to remain with Him,
but He desires to be free from them and to be alone for the
work of dismissing the multitudes. Lk. is silent: we get the
explanation incidentally from Jn. He tells us that Jesus perceived
that the people ¢ were about to come and take Him by force, to
make Him king,’ so great was the effect which the miracle had
had on them.! Here (they were convinced) was the Messiah for
whom they had been looking; and He must be made to play the
part which they had always expected from the Messiah, He
must be a great popular leader, deliver the nation from the
Roman yoke, and reign as a still more glorious Solomon. This
sincere but wrong-headed enthusiasm might easily have infected
the disciples, and perhaps had already begun to do so, when our
Lord delivered them from it by quickly sending them away.
He then freed Himself from the people and retired up the
mountain-side to pray.? .

This attempt to make Jesus a national king marks the climax
of the popular enthusiasm for Him. Since the beginning of the
Ministry this has been on the increase. For some time past
the hostility of the hierarchy has been on the increase also ; and
henceforward that hostility becomes more and more pronounced,
while the popular feeling in His favour, although it is by no means
extinguished, steadily declines. His refusal to be declared a
king was fatal to His position from the point of view of the Zealots
and those who sympathized with them. The discourse on the
Bread of Life put before them a Messiah altogether different
from the one for whom they were hoping, and perhaps was
hardly intelligible to many of them. Not only occasional fol-
lowers, but regular hearers were offended. ‘Upon this many of
His disciples went back and walked no more with Him’
(Jn. vi. 66). Such passages as xvi. zo and xvii. 9 (comp. Mk.
vil. 24, 36) acquire a new significance, when we remember the
outburst of political feeling after the feeling of the multitudes.

Christ’s retirement to a ‘mountain’ for stillness and devotion
(ver. 23) is mentioned several times (Lk. vi. 12, ix. 28). Mt,,
Mk., and Jn. all record it here. .

.} There was a tradition that the Messiah would feed the people with
bread from Heaven as Moses had done in the wilderness. Jesus had fed the
people in the wilderness with bread that came in a miraculous way. The
inference was easy.

2Jn. and the Synoptists differ considerably as to the details of what
followed the feeding of the 5000. According to Jn., Jesus escapes from the
multitudes without dismissing them ; according to the others He dismisses,
first the Twelve, and then the multitudes. As so many of the people had
come on foot from Capernaum and elsewhere, there was nothing surprising
in Jesus being left behind to return to Capernaum on foot,

On Mt.’s favourite ‘there’ (éxet), where Mk. has nothing of the kind, see
on xxvii. 47.
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The miracle of Ckrist walking upon the sea is often spoken
of as a legend. Goethe said it was one of the most beautiful
of legends and a special favourite of his. The episode respecting
Peter teaches so clearly that faith and courage will triumph over
the greatest obstacles, while doubting timidity is sure to fail
But the miracle is reported by two of the Synoptists and sup-
ported by John ; and the addition about Peter, although reported ~
by Mt. only, is so exactly in harmony with his character, that
invention is unlikely. The lesson of the miracle is part of the
education of the Apostles, and supplements the lesson already
given by the calming of the storm (viii. 26). Christ is never
forgetful of His followers, and with Him they have nothing to
fear. Nor have they anything to fear when they are obeying
His orders. It was He who had compelled them to enter the
boat and had sent them across the water, and He would not
allow them to perish. -The criticism that the times given are
incredible is not very strong. It is urged that Jesus must have
sent away the multitudes long before 11 p.m. The lake is only
seven or eight miles broad, and the disciples were near the
middle of it when Jesus approached them about the fourth
watch of the night, which begins at 3 a.m. They cannot have
been five or six hours in rowing three or four miles. But there
is no real difficulty here. They may have lingered near the
shore for an hour or two watching the dispersion of the crowds,
and wondering whether, after all, Christ would not require to be
taken over in the boat.! When they did begin to cross, ‘the
wind was contrary,” and they may often have been driven back. -
They were  tormented’ (Bacavi{opévous) by the laborious rowing,
and it was part of their lesson that they should be disheartened
.and worn out by fruitless exertions before He came to their aid.2

They would no doubt remember the time when Jesus had
calmed the storm on the lake and freed them from danger ; but
that thought would increase their distress. Then it was daylight,
and Jesus was with them; now it is night, and He is away.
Why had He sent them out into the storm without Him? But,
though they could not see Him, He was watching them from
the shore (Mk. vi. 47, 48). His delay in going to help them is
like His delay in going to Lazarus. ‘Now Jesus loved Martha,
and her sister, and Lazarus. When #4erefore He heard that he
was sick’ (not, He went to them at once, but) ‘He abode at
that time two days in the place where He was’ (Jn. xi. s, 6).
It was just because He loved His disciples so well that He let

" 1Jn. says: ‘It was now dark, and Jesus had not yet come to them’
(vi. 17).

2 Mk, says that the désciples were ¢ tormented *; Mt. applies this expres-
sion to the doa# (comp. viii. 6, 29, and see Gould on Mk. vi. 48).
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their trouble do its work before He relieved them. Not until
the last watch of the night does He come to them, and then
they do not know Him! It often happens that the means
which He uses to help His servants are not recognized as His,
and are not recognized as help. Possibly they thought that
this apparition was a messenger of death to them, or that Jesus
Himself had perished, and that this was His ghost. ‘They
cried out for fear” And then He answered them with cheering,
assuring, encouraging words, and, like the Magdalen at the
tomb, they knew Him by His voice. They knew that He who
before had said to the winds ¢ Peace, be still,’ was He who, with
still stranger power, ‘treadeth upon the waves of the sea’ (Job
ix. 8).1 Their fear of Him and their distress at the storm were
both dispelled. ¢Then are they glad, because they are at rest;
and so He bringeth them unto the haven where they would be’
(Ps. cvii. 30). , .

Both Mt. and Mk. report the ‘walking upon the sea,’ and
Mk. relates that ‘they a// saw Him’: there was no delusion.
Mk. also says that ¢ He wished to pass by them’ (fj0ehev mapeXfetv
adrovs), which Mt. omits, perhaps disliking the expression of an
apparent change of mind on His part. He was passing them,
and of course they supposed that He purposed to do so.
Perhaps we may say that He would have gone by, if they had
not cried out : some expression of their need was required: He
is ready to give help, but it must be asked for. How many
blessings are lost, because men do not pray for them! And
here there was no definite prayer; merely a cry of distress, and
it sufficed. The disciples had faith to believe in Him, when
He spoke. With ‘Be of good cheer’ comp. ix. 2, 22, and with
¢ Fear not’ comp. i. 20, X, 26, 28, 31, xvii. 7, xxviii. 5, 10.

We have no means of knowing how the Evangelist became
acquainted with the incident respecting Peter ; but it was prob-
ably current among the circle of first Christians who had known
Peter. Mt. evidently had a special interest in the Apostle whom
he expressly calls ‘first’ of the Twelve (x. 2, comp. viil. 14,
xv. 15, Xvi. 16-23, Xvil. 24, xviil. 21). His ‘if it be Thou’
indicates that Peter’s doubts are not quite dispelled; but the
Lord’s ‘Come’ is as sufficient for him, as His command to let
down the nets on a previous occasion (Lk. v. 5). It was simply
a question of faith, whether the disciple could do what the
Master could do (xvii. zo, xxi. 21).2 But the boisterous weather

UEyw el cannot mean ‘I am ke Chrése’ (Mk. xiii. 6=Mt. xxiv, 5).
If Jesus revealed Himself as the Christ on this occasion, xvi. 17 could hardly
have been spoken.

2 Salmon points out how the way in which Peter acts in Jn. xxi. confirms
the narrative here. In both we seem to have the report of an eye-witness
(The Human Element, p. 322).
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made him afraid, and fear shook his faith; yet not entirely.
Even while he is sinking, he believes that Jesus can save him;
he has not lost all confidence, either in His power or in His
readiness to save. Comp. viii. 25, 26.

The more we study this narrative respecting S. Peter, the
more assured we may be that it cannot be invention ; and thus
this addition which Mt. makes to the miracle of Christ walking
upon the sea increases our belief in the reality of that miracle.
What is told us in these four verses (28-31) is so in harmony
with Peter’s character, is such an anticipation of his conduct a
year later, and is so beautiful in itself as an illustration of Christ’s
way of dealing with His Apostles, that we may safely regard it
as beyond the power of any early Christian to invent. There is,
on Peter’s side, the combination (so strange and yet so natural)
of confidence in the Master and confidence in himself. There
is the usual impulsiveness (partly good and partly evil) to join
the Lord at once and to be before the others in doing so.
There is perhaps also the wish to do something dangerous, if not
for its own sake, at least to prove his trust in Jesus. Yet he
asks leave before acting. Then come, first fear, then a loss of
trust, and then failure. Just a year later there was the same
impulsiveness: ‘I will lay down my life for Thee’; the same
self-confidence in entering the palace of the high priest and
warming himself at the public fire; and the same result of
sinking before a blast of adverse criticism. On both occasions
it was because trust in himself had taken the place of faith in
Christ, that Christ’s support was withdrawn, and he sank. But
only for a time. In each case the greatness of the failure works
its own cure,—on the lake, in a few seconds, at Jerusalem, in
a few days. And Peter is not blamed for desiring to walk on
the water to come to Christ, nor yet for professing a willingness
to die for Him. It is not demonstrative affection that causes
Christ to leave him to himself, that he may find out his own
weakness. The affection was genuine, and forwardness in
showing it would have been welcome, had it not been a sign of
impetuosity rather than of depth. Neither he nor Mary Magda-
len (Jn. xx. 15) was rebuked for undertaking what was beyond
their strength ; love does not always stop to measure possibilities.
But there was something of presumption in the eager approach
of both of them; and in his case there was forthwith a lack of
trust. And it is for this that Peter was rebuked. ‘O thou of
little faith’ (not, Wherefore didst thou attempt to come?, but)
¢ Wherefore didst thou doubt?’

But, seeing that the incident is so full of spiritual meaning,
may it not all be a parable, constructed for the sake of the
lessons which it conveys? Possibly; but constructed by whom ?

14
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If we could suppose that it had the same author as the Good
Samaritan or the Prodigal Son, this theory of its origin would
be credible. But such a supposition is not admissible. If the
incident never took place, then it has been imagined by some
early disciple ; and we know of no one who could imagine such
things.

When the Lord and Peter had entered the boat, ‘the wind
(that had hindered the progress of the disciples and had shaken
Peter’s faith) ceased.” Jn. gives a different account; as soon as
the disciples were willing to receive Him into the boat, ¢the boat
"was at the land whither they were going’ (vi. 21). Mt., as often,
spares the T'welve ; instead of Mk.’s ‘they were sore amazed, for
they understood not concerning the loaves, but their heart was
hatdened,” Mt. has ‘they worshipped Him, saying, Of a truth
Thou art God’s Son’ (AMnfds @eod vios el). His use of his
favourite verb ‘worship’ is again to be noticed, and also the
expression ‘ God’s Son,’ instead of ‘the Son of God’ (6 vids Tod
®eo?). They are sure that He is more than human ; but perhaps
even yet they are not sure that He is the Messiah. The miracle
of the loaves had impressed them less than it had impressed the
multitude.

In what follows, Mt. abbreviates Mk. considerably, but he
omits nothing of great importance. He seems to regard
Gennesaret as a town rather than a district or plain. Josephus
describes it (B. /. nL x. 8). See DCG. i. 640. It would seem
as if the Lord’s purpose was to teach, and especially to educate
His disciples, rather than to heal. He does not refuse to heal
when the sick are brought to Him, but He does not seek them
out. They are allowed to touch His garments (ix. 20), when
they beg to do so, and their faith is rewarded in all cases ; but it
appears as if this was something forced upon Him, rather than
an opportunity which He sought. It is as if He had other
work to do, and yet was too full of compassion to let this pass.!

Characteristic expressions in ch. xiv. : rpooépxesfar (12, 15), dvaxwpety
(13), éxetley (13), éxel (23), dNydmioros (31), mpookuwvelv (33). Peculiar: év
éxelvy T¢ raipp (1), karaworrifecfac (30 and xviii. 6 only), wpoSiBdiew
(8 only). Some inferior texts (H L P) read wpoefifacar for xareSiBacar in
Acts xix. 33. The verb is used in Deut. vi, 7 of teaching beforehand,
impressing on the memory; comp. Exod. xxxv. 34. Only here and xxviii.
17 does dwrdfew occur in the N.T. In ver. 13 it is neither easy nor
important to decide between 7efy (BCD E etc.) and wefol (RIL Z etc.):
the former occurs Mk. vi. 33, the latter nowhere else in the N.T.

1 Mt. again makes a change in the wording of Mk. in order to enhance
the miracles. Mk, sais that those who touched were deing made whole
(ésdforTo). Mt. says that they were made (there and then) tkoroughly whole
(ScecdOnoar) ; and he inserts ‘only’ before ‘touch,’ and “all’ before ¢ that
were sick,
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The insertion of wdvras in ver. 35 before rods xaxis Exorras (comp. Mk,
vi. §5) is similar to that in viii. 16 (comp. Mk, i. 34) and that in xii. 15
(comp. Mk. iii. 10). In each case the wish to emphasize the completeness of
the Messiah's beneficence is conspicuous. What did the Jews mean when
they contended that Jesus had never givén a sign of His Messiahship? And
Mt.’s insertion of pubrov in ver. 36 is similar to that in viii. 8 (comp. Lk. vii. 7)
and that in ix, 21 (comp. Mk, v. 28),

XV. 1-20. Conflict with Pharisees and Scribes from
Jerusalem.

Our Evangelist continues to follow Mk. and to abbreviate
considerably. Both tell us that the hierarchy at Jerusalem are
on the alert, and that emissaries are sent to watch and question
the now notorious Rabbi from Nazareth; but Mt. makes His
rejoinder to their criticisms more pointed than Mk. does. They
ask, ‘Why do Thy disciples transgress the tradition of the
elders?’ To which He replies with the question, ‘Why do ye
also transgress the commandment of God for the sake of (not
‘by,” AV.) your tradition?’ There is no question, and no ‘ye
also’ in Mk. Moreover, Mt. changes ¢For Moses said’ into
‘For God said,” which makes the contrast with ‘But ye say’
much stronger ; and he brings in the quotation from Isaiah at
the close of the rebuke.

Seldom has tradition had such power as among the Pharisees
at the time of Christ. The Talmud says that Moses received
the oral Law at Sinai, and handed it on (through Joshua, the
elders, and the Prophets) to the men of the Great Synagogue,
who enjoined three things: “Be deliberate in judgment ; raise
up many disciples ; and make a fence for the Law.” This fence
consisted of a vast number of precepts and prohibitions to
supplement and protect the written Law. Some teachers went
the length of maintaining that this oral or traditional Law was of
greater authority than the written Law. The written Law had
originally been oral, which showed that the oral Law had
precedence. Hastings’ DB., att. ‘Law,’ iii. 66; DCG., art.
¢ Tradition.’

It is not certain what was the exact practice which Christ
condemned in the matter of Cordan=‘given to God’ (5);
whether it was a mere evasion by which the son prefended to
dedicate his possessions by a vow to God, and thus escaped the
duty of supporting his parents without actually surrendeting his
property ; or whether it was a rea/ dedication, perhaps made in
haste or in anger, but which the Scribes held to be binding
(Wright, Syropsis, p. 69). The latter alternative seems to agree
better with ‘ He shall not honour his father’ (Mt.) and ‘Ye no
longer suffer him to do aught for his father or his mother’ (Mk.).



212 GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MATTHEW [XV. 5-11

It a son, no matter how heedlessly or maliciously, had once
uttered a vow that his property was dedicated to God, the Scribes
maintained that at all costs the vow must stand: his parents
must starve rather than his vow be left unfulfilled. Thus their
tradition respecting the irrevocable character of a vow was
preferred to the Fifth Commandment. See Driver on Deut.
xxiil. 24; Toy on Prov. xx. 25, xxviii. 24; Barton on Eccles.
v. 4 ; in the Int. Crit. Comm. Josephus (B.J. 1L xv. 1) describes
the vow taken by Berenice, but it throws little light on Coréaz.

The vow might have been kept without the parents being
left to starve. A reasonable solution might have been that the
Temple, in taking over the son’s property, took over also his
obligations to his parents; but the guardians of the treasury
would probably have objected to that. Christ does not contend
that the tradition about washing before meals is worthless, but
He intimates that the condemnation of the disciples’ transgression
was excessive, and that it came with ill grace from these Scribes.
He, moreover, points out the danger of excessive devotion to
traditions, which may lead to violation of the plainest moral
obligations. Rigid scrupulosity about things of little moment
may be accompanied with utterly unscrupulous conduct in
matters that are vital. Hence the charge of hypocrisy. These
Scribes professed to be jealous defenders of God’s Law; but
what they really cared about was their own traditions about the
Law, and these were often foolish, if not positively immoral.l

We may suppose that the Scribes were unable to answer
Christ (10) ; but, while He had been defending the disciples from
their Pharisaical criticisms, a crowd had gathered. Having
concluded His condemnation of the fault-finders, Jesus bids the
multitude approach and listen to the practical outcome of the
question which had been raised. The Pharisees held that it was
necessary to wash the hands before a meal. But why? Lest
one had become ceremonially unclean, and this uncleanness
should be communicated to the food, which would then make
every one who partook of it unclean. ‘But,’ says Christ, ‘there
is no real defilement in that. Nothing that goes into a man
from the outside can defile a man; it is the things which proceed
from him that may defile him,”?

The verses which follow (12, 13) are peculiar to Mt. It was
inevitable that the Pharisees should be scandalized: if a man
could not be defiled by the food which he ate, what became of

1 On the quotation in ww. 8, 9, which differs from the LXX. in an
exceptional manner, see Swete, /nt. to the O.7. in Greek, p. 393.

2 Did neither S. Luke nor S. Paul know this saying? Lk. does not
report it, and the Apostle makes no allusion to it when he discusses the
eating of meats offered to idols.
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the Mosaic prohibition of certain meats as being unclean? Mk.
(vii. 19) remarks that, in saying this, Christ did make all meats
clean. Yes, He did, in the sense that He made all food morally
indifferent : with ceremonial distinctions about food He did not
interfere. But the Scribes were constantly guilty of the fatal
mistake of confusing ceremonial and moral, and of making mere
externals to be of the essence of religion., It was out of their
uncharitable hearts that this attack on the disciples proceeded,
and it implied that the omission of the usual ablutions was a
grievous sin. Granted that the ablutions ought not to be left
undone, charitable action ought certainly to be done. Those
who could place ablutions before charity were not plants of the
Divine planting, but weeds that would be rooted up.!

The saying about the blind guides (14) is not in Mk. and is
given in Lk. (vi. 39) in quite a different connexion; comp.
xxiii. 16, 24. The saying would seem to have been known to
S. Paul (Rom. ii. 19), but perhaps as a proverb, rather than as
an utterance of Christ. Sanday and Headlam quote as said by
a Galilean peasant to R. Chasda, Baba Kama, fol. 52a: “ When
the Shepherd is angry with the sheep, He blinds their leader,”
which is analogous to Quos Deus vult perdere, prius dementat by
giving them bad rulers. There is a blindness which excuses
(Jn. ix. 41), but that was not the blindness of the Pharisees.?

Mt. again shows his special interest in S. Peter by recording
that it was he who asked for an explanation (15): see on xiv. 28,
As in the case of the Sower, Jesus is surprised that the disciples
require an explanation ;3 but in each case He gives one. By
substituting ‘ out of the mouth’ for ‘out of the man,” Mt. makes
the parable less easy of interpretation ; for the disciples would
understand ¢ out of the mouth,’ like ‘into the mouth,’ to refer to
the food. And the substitution of ‘mouth’ for ‘man’ somewhat
mars the interpretation, for murders, adulteries, and thefts can
hardly be said to proceed from the mouth. Allen quotes a
remarkable parallel from Edmunds, Buddkist and Christian
Gospels, p. 95: ‘“Destroying life, killing, cutting, binding,
stealing, speaking lies, fraud and deceptions, worthless reading,
intercourse with another’s wife—this is defilement, but not the
eating of flesh.” The inclusion of ‘worthless reading” is very

1 This perhaps refers to the parable ot the Tares. The meaning may be
that God planted the Commandments, and that the Pharisees sowed their
noxious traditions among them. The writer of the Ascension of Isaiah (iv. 3)
shows acquaintance with Mt. xv. 13.

2 Note the pres, subj., édr 887yy, ‘if he be leading,’ and comp. v. 23.

8 The adverbial accusative ¢xu#v is found nowhere else in the N.T. or LXX.
It is very rare in Attic. The meaning appears to be ‘ up to this point,” ¢ still’ ;
Mk, has ofrws. Mk. nowhere uses ¢réua, which is frequent in Mt. and Lk,
but occurs only once in Ja.
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striking. On ver. 20 Origen remarks that it is eating with un-
washed Zeart that defiles the man, and he applies this specially
to intellectual food.

The contrast between the treatment of the involuntary dull-
ness of the disciples, and the self-satisfied blindness of the
Scribes is here very marked. The disciples were aware of their
dullness, and asked to have it removed. The Scribes were con-
fident that they had sight (Jn. ix. 41), and were competent to
censure all who differed from them; it was a case of the mote
and the beam. Jesus rebukes, but removes the dullness. The
blindness is condemned, but, until it is confessed it cannot be
removed; and there is little hope that it will be confessed.
Those who claim to lead are not likely to admit that they are
blind. Therefore on them is pronounced one of the sternest of
Christ’s judgments : ¢ Let them alone.’

Perhaps (with BD L Z) we ought in ver. 14 to omit TugA&» and read
odnyol eloww Tuphol, they are blind guides.” In Lk. vi. 39 the connexion
seems to be that, before judging others, we ought to judge ourselves; other-
wise we shall be blind guides. The saying was probably already a proverb,
and may have been uttered by Christ more than once. The specially grievous
thing about the blindness of the Phariseces was that it caused others also to
fall into a pit. These others Christ was even willing to help, and hence His
address to the people (10, 11). In the Testaments, the last of the seven
spirits given to man at his creation is said to be ¢ filled with ignorance, and
it leadeth the young man as a blind man to a pit” (Reubesn ii. 9).

Mt. greatly abbreviates Mk.’s list of sins (comp. ver. 19 with Mk. vii. 21,
22). He omits wAeovetlat, 86os, doehyela, Spbaluds wovnpés, trepyparia, and
d¢posivy—six out of thirteen. But he adds one, yevdopapruplas. The
reason for this is obvious. The sins in Mk. are in no particular order, but
Mt. arranges them according to the decalogue: °murders, adulteries,
fornications, thefts” represent the sixth, seventh, and eighth commandments,
and ‘false witness’ is added to represent the ninth. ‘‘This would greatly
assist the learner who had a lesson to repeat” (Wright, p. 71).

XV. 21-88. The Great Faith of the Canaanitish Woman.

The hostility of the religious leaders, as manifested in the
censures of the emissaries from Jerusalem, causes Christ to
move northward to the frontier of Galilee and beyond it.! The
delegates of the hierarchy would not be likely to follow Him into
heathen territory. He was perhaps also anxious to escape from
the mistaken enthusiasm of the multitudes. One of the chief
features of this last year of the Ministry is the instruction of the
disciples, especially respecting His approaching Passion and
Resurrection; and quiet, both from insidious opposition and
from noisy popularity, was required for this, but it could not

1 Mk, vii, 24 and Mt. xv. 21 can hardly mean less than that He crossed
:he border.
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always be obtained. Mt., as in ver. 12, omits Mk.’s vague state-
ment that ¢ He entered into a house,” and, as in xiii. 58, he omits
that Christ was unable to do what He wished: ‘He would have
no man know it; and He could not be hid’ (Mk. vii. 24).

This woman (22) was a Greek-speaking descendant of the old
inhabitants of Syrian Pheenicia. The Clementine Homilies call
her Justa, and her daughter Bernice (ji. 19, iii. 73).* The contrast
between this incident and the narrative which immediately follows
it is very great. In the one case we have a solitary healing,
obtained with apparent difficulty by the persistent clamour of the
sufferer’s mother ; in the other we have the healing and feeding
of multitudes, who have only to place themselves before Him to
find ready compassion and help. It is the difference between
heathendom and Israel, between ‘dogs’ and ‘children.” The
whole is an object-lesson to the disciples of the prior claim of the
Jews to His and their ministrations. The childen must first be
filled.

The narrative in Mt. is more dramatic than that of Mk, It
moves from point to point, each marked by ‘He answered’
The woman’s first appeal He met by silence: ¢ He answered her
not a word.” The disciples’ appeal ‘He answered’ with the
claims of ‘the lost sheep of the house of Isracl” The woman’s
second appeal ‘He answered’ with the contrast between the
children and the dogs. Her third appeal ‘He answered’ with
high praise and immediate granting of her request. Of these
four appeals and answers, Mk, gives only the last two, and we
are in ignorance as to the source of the other two. The wording
of the two which Mt. has in common with Mk. differs so con-
.siderably from his that it is probable that he is using some other
authority than Mk.2 This takes us back a long way, if each
Evangelist is using an authority earlier than Mk,, and if differences
have already arisen between these two early sources. Mk.’s
narrative seems to imply that the whole incident took place in a
house. Mt.’s implies that, as Jesus and His company were on
their way, the woman came and cried after them. Perhaps Mt.
was unwilling to record that Jesus had entered a house in a
heathen land.

We have twice had the expression Son of David’ used in

1 Josephus (Corm. Apion. i. 13) says that these Pheenicians ““bore the
greatest ill-will” towards the Jews; and this hostility helps to explain our
Lord's attitude towards one of these hereditary foes of Israel.

2 Note Mk’s imperfects (fpdra, E\eyer), implying that more was said on
both sides than is actually recorded. Mt. also has imperfects (&xpafer,
fpdrow, wpogexdver) in what is peculiar to his narrative, although he so often
turns Mk.’s imperfects into aorists. And whereas he usually abbreviates,
here he enlarges. This heathen woman, like the heathen centurion, has a
special interest for him.
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addressing or speaking of Christ (ix. 27, xii. 23), but in both
cases it is in the mouth of Jews. If Mt. is right in attributing it
to this heathen woman, we must suppose that when she heard
of Christ’s miraculous powers she also heard something of His
royal descent. There is nothing incredible in this; indeed, she
may have come in contact with a disciple. Mk. does not re-
present any one as addressing Jesus as the Son of David until
near the close of the Ministry (x. 47, 48); and Mt. may have
thought that a heathen who in the end was accepted by Jesus
must at least have recognized Him as the Messiah.

Evidently the disciples’ ‘ Send her away ’ means ¢ Do what she
asks and get rid of her’ Christ’s reply to them requires this
meaning ; He explains why He does nof do what is asked. But
there is more real compassion in His refusal than in their manner
of supporting her request. They care for themselves, not for her.
He recalls His own charge to them when He sent them forth
(x. 6); it is the lost sheep of the house of Israel that have the
prior claim, and for the present they fully occupy Him and the
Twelve. He must act in accordance with His Father’s mission.
It is through the Jews that the Kingdom is to be opened to the
whole world. If they are neglected, the revelation will be
stopped at its source. He must not begin a ministry of healing
among the heathen, for this would absorb time and energy which
is already too little for the work of winning and "educating Jews
to be missionaries to Jew and Gentile alike. Comp. Jn. x. 16-18,
xi.. 52, Xii. 32, xvii. 20.

The woman’s next appeal is made with the ‘shamelessness
(Lk. xi. 8) of the Friend at Midnight and the pertinacity of the
Importunate Widow (Lk. xviii. 2-5). She makes it still more
imploringly, and in describing her attitude Mt. uses his favourite
‘worshipped.” She does not repeat her trouble ; He knows this
already; she merely persists in her supplication: ‘Lord, help
me.” The third ‘He answered’ is the most surprising of all, and
we may feel sure that it could not have been invented. It is not
merely a refusal, but a harsh refusal. It repeats the reason for
refusing which He had already given to the disciples, and repeats
it in a way which seems to be intentionally offensive. But there
are two things in the reply which mitigate the harshness, one of
which is lost in Mt.’s account. Mk. has: ‘Let the children frs:
be filled ; for it is not meet,” etc. This implies that later there
will be food for those who are not children; but Mt. omits it,
perhaps as seeming to be superfluous. The other mitigating item
is that the word for ‘dogs’ is a diminutive, ‘doggies’ (xwdpuwa).
Mt. is not so fond of diminutives as Mk., and here (22) he changes
Mk.’s fvydrpiov to Gvydryp. But he does not change the ‘ doggies’
into ‘dogs’ Among various nations ‘dog’ is an opprobrious

*
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name for one of a different religion. - This is specially common
in the East, where large dogs act as scavengers in the city, are
generally fierce and noisy, and often diseased. ‘Dog of an
infidel,’ ‘dog of a Jew,” ‘dog of a Christian.” But Christ’s saying
refers to domesticated animals, household pets and companions ;
and the diminutive, which in late Greek often loses its force, is
here very appropriate.

The diminutive, while it makes Christ’s refusal more gentle,
gives the woman an opening, which she sees and uses. Love for
her child sharpens her wit and strengthens her persistency. She
does not claim to be one of the children, and has no thought of
depriving them of their bread. She accepts the position of one
of the family dogs. But such animals a»¢ members of the
household, and they get what the children do not want. With-
out confusing the difference between Jews and heathen, and
without depriving the Jews of anything that is theirs, He may
grant her request. The metaphor which Christ had used as a
reason for rejecting her petition she turns into a reason for
granting it. And He joyfully (if we may venture to say so)
allows Himself to be worsted in argument, for He at once
accepts her interpretation of the metaphor as proof of her insight
and faith.! With doglike perseverance, she had excelled even
the children in trust, and assuredly she might receive what the
children would never miss. Comp. Job xxiii. 4-6.

The faith of this heathen Canaanite, like that of the heathen
centurion (vili. 10), excites Christ’s admiration. Both of them
believed that Jesus could heal at a distance, and both of them
trusted to His compassion to do so. But the woman’s trust was
more sorely tried, and she had not had the centurion’s advantage
of living among Jews and of being under the influence of the
Jews’ religion. These special commendations of the faith of a
heathen woman and of a heathen man in the First Gospel should
be compared with the special revelations of His Messiahship to a
schismatical woman and an excommunicated man in the Fourth
Gospel (iv. 26, ix. 37).

In “Yea, Lord; for even’ B and Syr-Sin. omit the ‘for’ (which is
wanting in the true text of Mk. vii. 28): Nal, xipee, xal r& xvvdpia, instead
of xal v&p ré& xvrdpia. The omission of the ydp considerably influences the

meaning. If there is no ‘for,’ then the woman’s reply may mean, ‘ Quite so,
Lord; and the doggies under the table eat of the children’s crumbs’; f.e.

! In Mk. it is the woman’s ready wit (i To0ror Tdv Aéyor) that is com-
mended ; in Mt., her faizk. She had both. That her daughter was cured
immediately, a detail which enhances the miracle, is in Mt. only. Comp.
viii, 13, ix. 22, xvii. 18, In a similar way, when the disciples asked why
they could not cast out the demon from the epileptic boy, Mk. gives as the
reply, ‘This kind cannot go out save by prayer’ (ix. 29), while Mt. has,
¢ Because of your little fa:¢4’ (xvii. 20).
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¢ You have stated my position correctly ; I a7 only a dog under the table ;
in that case I may hope for the children's leavings.” But, if we read xal ydp
with the immense preponderance of authorities, then ¢ Yea, Lord’ must refer,
not to Christ’s utterance, but to the woman’s own request. *Yea, help me,
for You may do so without wronging the children.” In Mk. there is a
Western reading (D and Old Lat.) dAA& «af instead of xai ydp. This ties
the ¢ Yea’ to Christ’s utterance, and xal is not ‘and’ but even’; ¢Just so;
but even the dogs,’ etc,

XV. 20-89. Numerous Miracles of Healing and the Feeding
of Four Thousand.

Mt. at once shows that the children did not suffer through
the granting of a crust to a Canaanite. Mk, gives only one
miracle before the feeding, that of the deaf stammerer being
healed by touch, and spittle, and ¢ Ephphatha’ uttered with a
sigh. Mt. omits this altogether, perhaps because he dislikes the
means used ; for he prefers that Christ should heal with a word
only (ix. 5, viii. 16). He also dislikes recording that Christ was
sometimes flagrantly disobeyed, as Mk. (vii. 36) says that He
was on this occasion. See Allen, p. 170. But Mt. may have
substituted a group of miracles spontaneously wrought on Jews
in Jewish territory for the Ephphatha miracle, in order to make
a greater contrast to the one miracle, tardily wrought after much
entreaty, on a heathen in heathen territory. The Messiah is
once more among His own people and in His own domain,}
and works of healing are the natural outcome of His royal
bounty and power. The people are amazed at His varied
power,? which is recognized as being for the exclusive benefit of
the privileged nation; for ‘they glorified the God of Jfsrael’
‘The God of Israel’ is a rare expression in the N.T. (Lk. i, 68;
Acts xiii. 17). In the O.T. it distinguishes Jehovah from the
gods of other nations (Exod. v. 1; 1 Kings xi. 9) and is very
frequent. These two verses (30, 31) are peculiar to Mt., but
comp. Mk. vii. 37.

It must remain doubtful whether the narrative of the feeding
of 4000 people is merely a variant of the feeding of the 5000, or
represents a different miracle. In favour of there being only
one miraculous feeding are the similar details, the fact that
numbers frequently get changed in tradition, and the improba-
bility that the disciples would express a difficulty about feeding
a multitude, when Jesus had fed a still larger one only a few
weeks before. Bat, if there were twa miraculous feedings, many

! The imperfect (éxd@yro) implies that He rested there some time, as
feeling at home there.

2 The fact that Mt. puts ‘ the dumb speaking’ £rsf among the works which
excited wonder shows that he knew the Ephphatha incident.
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of the details would be sure to be similar, and the differences in
the numbers occur not only as to the crowd, but as to the
loaves and the baskets. Besides these differences, the attend-
ance on Christ for ‘three days’ is peculiar to the 4000, meanmg
that they had been with Him ‘since the day beforg yesterday’ ;
so also 1 is ‘the diminutive ix6%8ia for the fishes, and it evidently
means ‘small fishes’ (RV.). Above all there is the different
word for ‘baskets’ All four Evangelists use «d¢wor of the
5000, and both Mt. and Mk. use oduvpides of the 4o00; and
this distinction is observed in referring to the two miracles
afterwards (xvi. 9, 10; Mk. vili. 19, 20). The «é¢piwvos was a
wallet, the o¢vpls a hamper, capable of holding a man (Acts ix.
25). But S. Paul himself uses oapydvy of the basket in which
he was let down (2 Cor. xi. 33), and we cannot be sure that a
a¢upls was generally larger than a xdpwos. See Hastings’ DAB.
and DCG., art. ‘¢ Basket.

As to the perplexity of the disciples, it must be noted that it
is not they but our Lord who calls attention to the necessity for
help; and it is possible that both in His words and in their
reply there is a reference to the earlier miracle. He says: ‘If I
send them away fasting to their home, they will faint in the
way’ (Mk.); ‘I do not wish to send them away fasting, lest
haply they faint in the way’ (Mt.). This may mean, ‘ On the
former occasion you asked Me to send them away (xiv. 15;
Mk. vi. 35; Lk. ix. 12); do not make a similar proposal now.’
The disciples reply : ¢ Whence shall one be able to fill these men
with bread here in a desert place?’ (Mk.); ‘Whence should
we have so many loaves in a desert place, as to fill so great a
multitude?’ (Mt.). The pronoun (juiv) is emphatic, and the
meaning may be, ‘ W cannot do it, but we know that Thou
canst” See Swete on Mk. and the Westminster Commentary on
Mt.  On the whole, it appears to be better to retain the tradition
of two separate miracles.

Both Mt. and Mk, seem to place this second feeding on the
east side of the lake, whence Christ and the disciples afterwards
cross to the west side. Mk, says that in order to reach the lake
from ‘the borders of Tyre and Sidon’ (vii. 24) Jesus passed
‘through the midst of the borders of Decapolis’ (vii. 31), which
was on the east side. In this eastern part the majority of the
population were Gentiles; and perhaps Mt. is intimating that
there were many Gentiles among the large multitudes who
brought people to be healed (30), when he says that ‘they
glerified the God of Zsrael’!  The wonder of the crowd at these
mighty works would be greater on the east side of the lake, for
the population there had had little experience of Christ’s

1 Comp. wdrres ol Aaol dofdoovae Tdv Kipiov eis alovas ( Judak xxv. §5).
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miracles. Mk. represents them as being astonished at a single
miracle (vii. 37). Both Evangelists mention Christ’s statement
that the multitude ‘continue with Me now three days and have
nothing to eat.” Mk, with his single miracle gives no explanation
as to why the people remained with Christ for three days; but
the numerous healings mentioned by Mt. are a complete ex-
planation. Neither Gospel says anything about His teaching
the people; the numbers of sick and infirm folk occupied all
His time. The people of Decapolis had long since known of
His fame (iv. 25, viil 28-34), and both Jews and heathen
would flock to the great Healer. We may notice how Mt. once
more insists, more than Mk, does, on the greatness of the
miracle. Mk. has: ‘they did eat and were filled . . . seven
baskets . . . about four thousand.’ Mt. has: ‘they did a// eat
and were filled . . . seven baskets f#// . . . four thousand men,
beside women and ckildren’ )

Both as regards ¢ Magadan’ (39) and ‘ Dalmanutha’ (Mk. viii. 10) there
is uncertainty of reading. Here ¢ Magadan’ (N B D supported by Syrr. and
Latt.) is the older reading ; but no such place is known, for which reason
¢ Magdala’ may have been substituted in later texts. ¢ Dalmanutha’ is also
unknown ; and, although it is the best attested reading, it is probably corrupt.
¢ Magdalutha’ may be the original reading in Mk. Unfamiliar names are
specially liable to become changed inadvertently in oral tradition, and to be
corrected by copyists. If ¢ Magdalutha’ were the original name, this might
be corrupted into ¢ Dalmanutha’ or corrected to the more familiar ¢ Magdala’;
this again might by accident be corrupted into ¢ Magadan,’ and ¢ Magadan’
be corrected once more to ‘ Magdala,” See Hastings’ D25., art. ¢ Magadan’;
Encyc. Bibl. 985, 1635, 2894 ; Dalman, Words, p. 66.

Characteristic expressions in ch. xv,: 7ére (1, 12, 28), wpocépxeobar
(1, 12, 23, 30), VmokpiTiis (7), éxetber (21, 29), dvaxwpety (21), xal ldob (22),
Spia (22, 39), vids Aaveld (22), wpookwvelr (25), yernbirw (28), pa éxelvy (28).
Peculiar: & marhp & odpdvios (13), Yevdouaprupla (19 and xxvi, 59 only),
dxury (16 only) ; none of these are found in the LXX. : ¢vrela (13) occurs in
the LXX., but nowhere else in the N.T.

Note that in ver. 32 Mt. does not improve Mk.’s difficult
construction, fuépar Tpels wpoouévovaly por kol odk Exovew Ti
¢dyoocw. No two writers would independently express them-
selves in this way, and it is not certain how we are intended
to construe it. The reading sjuépas (8) is a manifest correc-
tion. Perhaps the best way is to regard wpoouévovew and
éxovow as participles in the dat. plur. with elodv understood ;
‘they have three days in their waiting on Me and having
no food’ D has fuépar y elolv xai wpoopévovoly pov x.1.A.,
which again is a correction, and it differs from the correction in
Mk. viii. 2.

1 Comp. the insertion of dprot Tosoliroc and SxAov Togoirow in ver. 33.
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XVL 1-18. Renewed Conjlict with the Pharisees.

The appearance of Pharisees and Sadducees is conclusive
against Magadan and Dalmanutha being on the east side of the
lake, a semi-heathen territory into which they would not have
cared to enter. The conjunction of Pharisees with their detested
opponents, the Sadducees, is even more significant than their
conjunction with Herodians (see on xii. 14): a common enmity
has united traditional foes.! It was Scribes and Pharisees who
on a previous occasion (xii. 38) asked for a sign. Lk. xi. 16, 29,
30 is less definite and in a different connexion, but in the main
is parallel with this and Mk. viii. 11-13. Mk. does not mention
the Sadducees, and Lk. does not mention the Pharisees. The
demand in all three is said to have been made with a sinister aim,
‘tempting Him,” and to have been for ‘a sign from ZAeaven.’?
This would mean a voice from the sky, or some of those signs
which He Himself a little later said would precede the Coming
of the Son of Man (xxiv. 29—31). The special point here is that
Christ’s healings were signs on earfz and not decisive: comp.
Lk. xxi. 11; Acts ii. 19. They professed to wish to be convinced
of His Messiahship; they hoped that He would be unable to
give the required sign, and would thus be discredited with the
people. Mk. says that in answering them ‘He sighed deeply in
His Spirit,” an indication of human emotion which Mt., as usual,
omits: comp. xv. 29, 30 with Mk. vii. 33, 34. Mk. has no
parallel to the words about the weather (2, 3). Lk. omits them
also, but has a similar saying xii. §4-56. There, as here, the
word for ‘time’ is not xpdves, but kaipds, ‘right time’ or
‘season.’ :

The saying cannot be genuine here, for it is absent from R BV X I and
most MSS. known to Jerome, from Syr-Sin. Syr-Cur. Arm. and from Origen.
No reason for omitting it is evident. But it must have been inserted here

early (CDGL, Latt. Syr-Pesh. Boh.) and may preserve a true saying of
Christ’s. See small print at the end of this chapter.

In Christ’s refusing any sign other than Jonah, the wording
differs from Mk. and is exactly the same as in xii. 39, excepting
that Jonah is not here called ‘the Prophet’ By ‘He left them
and departed’ Mt. and Mk. indicate that these Pharisees were
incorrigible ; the Lord did not stay to argue further with them.

But Mt. (5-12) and Mk. (viii. 14—21) differ as to the place
in which what follows was spoken. Mk. represents the discovery

1 Mt. alone couples Pharisees with Sadducees, and he does so six times.
Mk. and Lk. mention the Sadducees only once, Jn. not at all. The Pharisees
were influential with the people, the Sadducees with the upper classes: «/
hodie turba in superstitionem, prudenies in atheismum procliviores.

2 Mk, has ‘from’ (dwé), Mt. and Lk. have ‘out of’ (éx) heaven.
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of the want of bread as being made during the crossing of the
lake. Mt. places it after they had crossed, and apparently the
forgetfulness was not exhibited till they had crossed. Again,
they differ as to Christ’s warning. In Mk. it is against ‘the
leaven of the Pharisees and #k¢ leaven of Herod” In Mt. itis
against ‘the leaven of the Pharisees and Sadducees’ Mt tells
us that this ‘leaven’ meant ‘doctrine’ (12).1 That can hardly
be the meaning in Mk., for Herod had no doctrine. Lk. tells
us that the leaven of the Pharisees was ‘hypocrisy’ (xii. 1). We
may suppose that our Lord’s metaphor was, from the first,
differently interpreted. In each case it meant an evil influence,
whether by teaching or example. Both Mt. and Mk, state that
Christ ¢ became aware ’ (yvois) of His disciples’ reasoning respect-
ing their forgetfulness, and Mt. again (viil. 26) inserts ‘O ye of
little faith’ as equivalent to the part of Christ’s rebuke which he
omits: ‘have ye your heart hardened? Having eyes, see ye
not? and having ears, hear ye not?’ In omitting these severe
words, which are similar to those in which He condemns the
callous hearers (xiii. 13), and also in omitting the »¢peared rebuke
(Mk. viii. 21), Mt. once more spares the Twelve. He does so
again in mentioning (12), as Mk. does not, that at last the
disciples did understand that Christ’s warning about ‘leaven’ was
a parable, and had nothing to do with their being short of bread.?
He was not telling them to treat the bread of Pharisees and
Sadducees as if it was heathen bread, which would pollute them.
But their spiritual blindness was not confined to this miscompre-
hension. After the miraculous feeding of the multitudes, the
Twelve oughit to have had no anxiety about bread so long as He
was with them. Comp. Oxyrhynchus Logia, 3.

The extraordinary dullness of the Twelve, which seems to
have surprised Christ Himself (‘Do ye not yet perceive? . . .
How is it that ye do not perceive?’) shows how slowly the
education of even the most intimate disciples was progressing.
It shows also how natural it was that Christ should desire to be
freed from both the persecution of His enemies and the pursuit
of the multitudes clamouring to be healed. He had made one
excursion to the north, into the parts of Tyre and Sidon, with a
view to obtaining more quiet and freedom for the training of the
Twelve ; but the great faith and persistent entreaty of the
Canaanitish woman had obtained from Him a work of healing
which, as soon as it became known, would have produced a

! The doctrine of the Sadducees was very different from that of the
Pharisees, and yet there is no repetition of ‘the leaven.’ The wording in
Mk. is more likely to be original. .

2 Mt. has a similar statement, not found in the other Gospels, xvii. 13.
Here he smooths Mk.’s unusual construction, I broke the 5 loaves #sso (els)
the 5000,” into  the § loaves of the 5000.’
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crowd of similar applicants, had He remained in the neighbour-
hood. He had returned to the less populous side of the lake
of Gennesaret, and there again He had been interrupted. For
three days He could do nothing but heal. He crossed to the
west shore, and there His enemies again assailed Him. By
crossing once more He avoids being followed; and now He
again leaves the lake and moves northward, not as before to the
heathen territory of the Pheenician sea-coast, but to the northern
extremity of Palestihe by the sources of the Jordan near the foot
of Mount Hermon; and at last He and His disciples are in
retirement for a while.

XVI. 13-28. Tke Confession of Peter and the
Promise lo Peter.

We are not told where our Lord and the Twelve landed, but
it was probably on the east side of the mouth of the Jordan, for
immediately afterwards Mk. narrates the healing of a blind man
at Bethsaida Julias (viii. 22—26). Mt. omits this cure, as he
omits that of the deaf stammerer (Mk. vii. 32-35), possibly
because of the means used, and because in this case the cure
was at first incomplete. Mt. prefers miracles in which the
Messiah heals instantly with a word. The two miracles thus
omitted by Mt. are recorded by Mk. alone, and they have
common characteristics. In both our Lord uses spittle and
touch, in order to aid the man’s faith. Both miracles were
wrought when Christ was seeking retirement,! and in both cases
He takes the man aside from the people, and the cure is
wrought privately, so as to avoid notoriety and subsequent inter-
ruption. See Gould, pp. 138, 149-151. In moving north,
places where He had previously been seem to have been avoided.
The distance from the lake to €wsarea Philippi is about
25 miles, and involves an ascent of 1700 feet. The population
would be mainly Gentile, and it is manifest that Jesus was not
seeking a field for preaching, but a quiet opportunity for private
instruction of the Apostles, especially with a view to His
approaching sufferings and death.

Peter’s great confession is in all three Gospels, for Lk, now
once more comes into line; but the promise to Peter is in Mt.
alone, who here again shows his special interest in the first of the

1 He was probably seeking seclusion in preparation for His Passion and
Death. But He seems also to have been avoiding His foes, because His
hour was not yet come. ‘“The parts that are avoided are the dominions of
Antipas” (Burkitt, 7%e Gospel History and its Transmission, p. 93). The
indications of locality in this and subsequent sections should be noted:

Cexesarea Philippi (xvi. 13); Galilee (xvii. 22, 24); the borders of Tudza
beyond Jordan (xix. 1); on the way to Jerusalem (xx. 17).
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Apostles. Mt. probably regarded Peter’s confession and its
reward as a contrast to the Pharisees’ demand for a sign and
Christ’s stern refusal. The one was as strong a mark of belief
as the other of unbelief, and the wish to place the two side by
side may have had something to do with Mt.’s omission of the
healing of the blind man.

In Lk. the definiteness of locality is blurred,! but both Mt.
and Mk. take us to the ¢ parts’ or ‘villages’ of Caesarea Philippi,
and the mention of a place so far away from Christ’s usual
centres of work is a strong authenticating fact. No baseless
tradition or deliberate invention would have placed the scene of
what follows in so distant a region. Since the attempt to make
Him king, Jesus has been changing His method from one of
public teaching, and public activity in works of mercy, to a more
secluded course of instruction concentrated on the Twelve. The
incident at Ceesarea Philippi marks a crisis in the new method,
but only a preparatory one. The leading thought in the training
of the Apostles is not Peter’s confession that Jesus is the Messiah,
nor Christ’s promise of the keys to him, but Christ’s prediction
of the death which awaits Himself and of His subsequent
triumph over death.

It was at the northern extremity of the tetrarchy of Philip,
close to the frontier which separated Judaism from heathendom,
and where the Gentile was already more common than the Jew,
that Jesus questioned the Twelve as to what men thought of
Him and what their own convictions were.2 As Bethsaida had
been renamed Julias after the infamous and only child of
Augustus, so Paneas had been renamed Casarea after Augustus
himself. The name Paneas came from the grotto of Pan, which
represented the elemental worship of the old inhabitants, close
to which Herod the Great had built a temple in honour of the
Emperor (Jos. Ant. XV. % 3 » B. /. 1. xxi. 3); and this represented
the most modern of heathen cults. Thus, just where Judaism
touched ‘both the worship of nature and the worship of man,
Jesus called upon His disciples to answer for mankind and for
themselves as to what His claims upon the conscience were as
against the claims of these conflicting worships. See Liddon,
Bampton Lectures, i. sub intt.; Stanley, Sinai and Palestine,
p- 397; DCG. 1. 246.

The wording of the first question varies in the three Gospels,
and in Mt. the reading is not quite certain. Mk, has: “ Who

1 Lk. substitutes another important fact, that it was just after He had
been praying alone that He put these questions to the disciples and then
revealed to them the approach of His Passion. As He had prayed before He
chose them, so He prayed before subjecting them to this trial (Lk. vi. 12, ix.
18). To Lk. the prayer might seem more important than the place.

2 The imperfect (13) implies repeated questioning.
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do men say that Tam?’ Lk. has: “Who do the multitudes say
that T am?’ Mt. has either: ‘Who do men say that the Son of
Man is?’ (8 B and most versions), or: “ Who do men say that
I, the Son of Man, am?’ (DG L etc.). The latter reading is not
likely to be right, for nowhere in the Synoptic Gospels does ¢ Son
of Man’ occur in apposition to the personal pronoun. It seems
probable that the expression ‘Son of Man’ was not used on this
_occasion, but that Mt. put it instead of the ‘I’ in Mk., in order
to make an antithesis between ‘men’ and ‘the Son of Man.’
See Dalman, Words, pp. 252, 259. Perhaps also Mt. wished to
anticipate by contrast Peter’s declaration that He was ‘the Son
of God’ (16).

It is possible that this first question was educational in order
to lead on to the crucial question which follows, But it is also
possible that our Lord was asking for information. His disciples
would hear what was said of Him much more often than He
Himself did, and they would not be likely to repeat to Him
views about Himself which they regarded as inadequate or
absurd. This was a case in which He could obtain the informa-
tion in the ordinary way by asking for it, and therefore would
not use supernatural means of knowing.

That the people said He was Jeremiah is stated by Mt.
alone. Jeremiah, though not much esteemed during his life,
came to be regarded as one of the greatest of Prophets. He
was spoken of as ‘the Prophet,” and may be ‘the Prophet’ of
Jn. i. 21! Judas Maccabzus, before his battle with Nicanor,
sees in a vision a man ‘of exceeding glory, and wonderful and
most majestic was the dignity around him,” and this was ‘he
who prayeth much for the people and the holy city, Jeremiah
the Prophet of God’ (2 Mac. xv. 13, 14). And Jeremiah gives
him a sword of gold, wherewith to smite down the adversaries.
Comp. ‘Fear not, saith the Lord. For thy help will I send
My servants Isaiah and Jeremiah’ (2 Esdr. ii. 17, 18).
Evidently there was a belief that Jeremiah was to come again.
See Plumptre in Smith’s DB, 1st ed, i. p. 971; Streane,
Jeremiak in Camb. Bible, Appendix.

The second question is identical in all three Gospels: ‘But
ye, who say ye that I am?’ There is strong emphasis on the
first ¢ ye,” as meaning those who had been His intimate disciples
and knew Him so much better than the outside crowd. Had
they no better or more certain ideas respecting Him than these
wild and fluctuating guesses? ‘Have I been so long time with

! In Hebrew tradition and in many Hebrew MSS. the order of the great
Prophets is Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah (Ryle, Canon of the O.7. p. 226).
Mt. is the only N.T. writer who mentions Jeremiah (ii. 17, xvi. 14,
xxvii, 9), once by mistake.

I5
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you, and dost thou not know Me?’ (Jn. xiv. 9). Here again
Christ may be asking for information. He could read their
hearts, but He prefers to learn their convictions from their own
mouth. The joy with which He welcomes Peter’s answer is to
be noted. While the rest of His hearers had ceased to think of
Him as the Messiah, the Twelve were strengthened in their
belief that He was the Christ. This was the crisis.

The wording of the answer differs in each Gospel. ¢Thou
art the Christ’ (Mk.). ‘Thou art the Christ, the Son of the
living God’ (Mt.).! *‘The Christ of God’ (Lk.). Mt. expands
Peter’'s momentous answer, as he expands Christ’s first question,
and the two expansions correspond. “I’is expanded into the
Son of Man* in the one case, and ‘the Christ’ into ‘the Son of
the living God’ in the other. But there is no difference in
meaning between the three reports of the reply; and in all it
is the impulsive Peter who gives it as the belief of all the Twelve.
See Dalman, Words, p. 288.

It was not the first time that Peter had expressed this belief.
He had accepted it when his brother Andrew said to him, ‘We
have found the Messiah’; and Philip had repeated this con-
viction to Nathanael (Jn. i 41, 45). Peter himsélf had more
recently declared: ¢ We have believed and know that Thou art
the Holy One of God’ (Jn. vi. 69g). In the first instance he
did no more than assent to the belief that Jesus would prove
to be the Messiah for whom all were longing. Months of living
with Jesus, listening to His teaching and seeing His mighty
works, and then consciousness of the power, derived from Him,
of doing mighty works hisiself, had enlarged his knowledge of
Him and deepened his love for Him, although He was not
proving to be the kind of Messiah that they h