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PREFACE.

—_————

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

Almost every page of this second edition bears the traces
of corrections in the form of my former work ; but the sub-
stance of its exegesis and criticism remains the same. Of
only one passage, or rather of only one term (second-first, vi. 1),
has the interpretation been modified. Besides that, I have
made a number of additions occasioned by the publication of
two works, one of which I have very frequently quoted, and
the other as often controverted. I refer to M. Gess hook,
. Sur la Personne et I @uvre de Christ (first part), and to La Vie
de Jésus by M. Keim (the last two volumes).

In a recent article of the Profestantische Kirchenzeitung, M.
Holtzmann has challenged my critical standpoint as being
determined by a dogmatic prepossession. But has he forgotten
the advantage which Strauss took in his first ¥ie de Jésus of

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



viii PREFACE.

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

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

NEUCHATEL, August 1870,

EXTRACTS FROM THE PREFACE TO THE
FIRST EDITION.

A Commentary on the Gospel of John remains an unfinished
work so long as it is left unaccompanied by a similar work on
at least one of the synoptidal Gospels, Of these three writings,
the Gospel of Luke appeared to me best fitted to serve as a
complement to the exegetical work which I had previously
published, because, as M. Sabatier has well shown in his short
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but substantial Essas sur les Sources de la Vie de Jésus, Luke’s
writing constitutes, in several important respects, a transition
between the view taken by John and that which forms the
basis of the synoptical literature.!

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

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

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

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

¥ I am asked with what scientific or religious assumptions

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

———

INTRODUCTION.

HE Introduction of a Biblical Commentary is not designed .

to solve the various questions relating to the origin of

the book under consideration. This solution must be the

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

beforehand. The proper work of introduction is to prepare

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

But there is one side of the labour of criticism which may,
-and indeed ought to be treated before exegesis—the Adstorical.
And by this we understand: 1. The study of such facts of
ecclesiastical history as may throw light upon the time of .
publication and the sources of the work which is to engage our
‘attention; 2. The review of the various opinions which have
been entertained respecting the origin of this book, particularly
in modern times. The first of these studies supplies exegetical
and critical labour with its starting-point; the second deter~
mines its aim. The possession of these two kinds of informa-
tion is the condition of the maintenance and advancement of
science. 4

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

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

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

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



2 INTRODUCTION.

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

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

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

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

8EC. .—TRACES OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE THIRD GOSPEL IN
THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH.

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

1 8ee, for the fact, Grabe, Spicilegium, sec. ii, 1. L. p. 83; and for the date,
Lipsius, Die Zeit des Marcion und des Heracleon, in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift,
1867, ‘ '
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Gospels admitted by oll the churches wnder heaven, and that
Eusebius places it among the homologoumena of the new
eovehant. The only matter of importance here is to investi-
gate that obscure epoch, the first half of the second century,
for any indications which may serve to prove the presence and
influence of our Gospel. We meet with them in four depart-
ments of inquiry,—in the field of heresy; in the writings of the
Fathers, in the pseudepigraphical literature, and lastly, in the
biblical writings.

1. HerkEsY—Marcion, Cerdo, Bastlides.

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

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

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

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

1 Hilgenfeld himself points out the purely dogmatie origin of this rationalistic
opinion : ** This opinion,” he says, ** has misapprehended the true tendency of the
Gospel of Marcion, through a desive Lo assign to the canonical text (to our Luke)
Lie most recent date possible ” (Die Bvangelien, p. 27).
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Marcion read, “ than that one tittle of the letter of my words
should fail” In both these instances, one must be blind not
to see that it was Marcion who modified the text of Luke to
suit his system, and not the reverse. Again, we read that the
Gospel of Marcion began in this way: “ In the fifteenth year of
the reign of the Emperor Tiberius, Jesus descended to Capernaum”
(naturally, from heaven, without having passed throagh the
human stages of birth and youth); then came the narrative of
the first sojourn at Capernaum, just as it is related Luke iv. 31
et seq.; and after that, only in the inverse order to that which
obtains in our Gospel, the narrative of the visit to Nazareth,
Luke iv. 16 et seq. Is it mob clear that such a beginning
could not belong to the primitive writing, and that the trans-
position of the two narratives which follow was designed to do
away with the difficulty presented by the words of the inhabit-
ants of Nazareth (Luke iv. 23), as Luke places them, before
the sojourn at Capernaum ? The narrative of Marcion was
then the result of a dogmatie and critical revision of Luke
iii. 1, iv. 81, iv. 16 and 23.

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

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

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

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

Marcion did not create his system himself, Before him,
Cerdo, according to Theodoret's account (Heret. fobule, i 24),
proved by the Gospels that the just God of the old covenant and
the good God of the new are different beings; and he founded
this contrariety on the precepts of the Sermon on the Mount
(Matt. v. 38-48; Luke vi. 27-38). The Gospel of Luke
must have sustained the principal part in this demonstration,
if at least we credit the testimony of an ancient writer (Pseudo-
Tertullian, in" the conelusion of the De prascriptione heereti-
corum, ¢ bB1): “Solum evangelium Luce, nec tamen totum,
recipit [Cerdo]” Some years, then, before Marcion, Cerdo
sought to prove the opposition of the law to the gospel by
" the written Gospels, especially by that of Luke.

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

stead of obdels ywvdoxsr, no one Enoweth ; and because this reading is found im
Justin, in the Olementine Homilies, and in some of the Fathers, it is inferred
that our canonical text has been altered. But Justin himself also reads yuwdoxs:
{Dial. ¢. Trypk. e, 100}, There appears to be nothing more here than an
ancient variation. TIn the same passage, Marcion appears to have placed the
words which refer to the knowledge of the Father by the Scn before those which
refer to the knowledge of the Son by the Father,—a reading which is also found
“in the Clement. Hom. But here, agein, this can only be a mere variation of
reading which it is egsy to explain. It iy of such little dogmatic 1mporta.nce
that Ireneus, who opposes it crltlcally, himself guotes the passage twice in this
form (Tischend. ad Matth. xi. 27).

1.8, Hippolyti Refutationis omnium heresium brorum decem que supersumd
(ed. Duncker et Schneidewin), L. vii. § 20,
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9, Tur FataErs— Justin, Polycorp, Clement of Rome.

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

1 ¢ Justin’s acquaintance with the Gospel of Luke is demonstrated by a series
of passages, of which some cerfainly, and others very probably, are citations from
this book” (Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 26). On the subject of a passage from the
Dialogue with Trypho, c. 49, Volkmar says: *“ Luke (iii. 18, 17) is quoted here,
first in common withk Matthew, then, in preference to the latter, fferally”
(Ursprung unserer Bv. p. 157). ““Justin is acquainted with our three synop-
tical Gospels, and extracts them almost completely” (Ibid. p. 91). *“ Besides
Matthew and Mark . . . Justin also makes use of the Gospel of Luke” (Hilgen-
feld, Der Kanon, p. 25).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2 ¢¢The text of Matthew differs most, whilst Luke’s text furnishes the substanse
of the developed thought ™ (Urepr. p. 138).
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pates (vi. 31, 36-38). In this same letter the Acts are twice
quoted, first at ¢. 18, where mention is made of a divine testi-
mony respecting King David, and there is an amalgamation of
the two following Old Testament passages: 1 Samn. xiii. 14
and Ps. lxxxix. 21. Now a precisely similar fusion, ‘or very
nearly so, is found in the book of the Acts (xiii. 22). How
could this almost identical combination of two such distinct
passages of the Old Testament have occurred spontaneously to
the two writers ?

1 Sawm. xiii, 14. Ps. 1xxxix. 20.

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

. AcTs xiii. 22

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

CreM. Ep. ad Cor. ¢. 18.-
“I have found a man after my own heart, David son of Jesse; and 1 have
anointed him with eternal oil.”
- The other quotation is an expression of eulogy which
Clement addresses to the Corinthians (e. 2): “ Giving more
willingly than receiving (u@lov 8idovtes 7 AapBdvovres),”—a
repetition of the very words of Jesus cited by Paul, Acts xx.
35: “It is more blessed to give than to receive (8:Sovar paioy
7 AapBdvew).” No doubt these are allusions rather than quo-
tations properly so cailed. But we know that this is the
ordinary mode of quotation in the Fathers,

It is true that the Tiibingen school denies the authenticity
of the epistles of Clement and Polyearp, and assigns them, the
former to the first quarter, and the latter to the second part,
of the second century ; but the authenticity of the former in
particular is guaranteed by the most unexceptionable testi-
monies. Although in many respects not at all flattering fo
the church of Corinth, it was deposited in the archives of this
church, and, according to the testimony of Dionysius, bishop
of Corinth about 170, was frequently read publicly fo the
congregation.  Further, it is quoted by Polycarp, Hegesippus,
and Irensus. Now, if it is anthentic, it dates, not from 1235,
as Volkmar thinks, but at latest from the end of the first
century., According to Hase, it belongs to between 80 and
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90; according to Tischendorf, it dates from 69, or, less pro-
bably, frém 96. For our part, we should regard this last date
as most probable. In any case, we see that the use of Luke’s
writings in this letter confers a very high antiquity on their
diffusion and authority.

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

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

V Die Gesch, der heil, Schr. N. T. § 257.
4 De Groot, Basilides, p. 37 ; Langan, Das Judenthum in Palest. p. 148,
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There is no doubt, then, that the book of the Acts.is here
referred to as constituting part of the collection of holy books
(é» BiBNows Tais dryiass). This passage is thus the parallel of
the famous As 4 {s written, which is found in the Epistle of
Barnabas, and which serves as a preamble, about the same
time, to a quotation from the Gospel of St. Matthew.! Before
the end of the first century, therefore, there were collections
of apostolic writings in the churches, the contents of which
we cannot exactly deseribe: they varied, no doubt, in different
churches, which were already regarded equally with the Old
Testament as holy; and in these, the book of the Acts, and
consequently the Gospel of Luke, found a place.

4. BisrLicAL WRITINGS—John, Mark, Acts.

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

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

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

80-called letter of Barnabas, in which a sentence from the Gospel is quoted as a
passage of Scripture ” (Der Kanon, p. 10).
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eourse vers. 15-18, and the fragment vers. 19, 20, the author of
this conclusion must have taken these from materials of his own.
Now we know that this conclusion to Mark, from xvi. 9, was
wanting, according to the statements of the Fathers, in a great
many ancient Mss. ; that it is not found at the present day in
either of the two most ancient documents, the Sinzitic or
Vatican ; that the earliest trace of it occurs in Irenzus; and
that an entirely different conclusion, bearing, however, much
more evidently the impress of a later ecclesiastical style, is the
reading of some other documents. If, then, the conclusion
found in the received text is not from the hand of the author,
still it is earlier than the middle of the second century. We
must also admit that no considerable interval could have
elapsed between the composition of the Gospel and the com-
position of this conclusion ; for the discourse, ver. 15 et seq.,
is too original to be a mere compilation : further, it must have
been drawn up from materials dating from the time of the
composition of the Gospel ; and the remarkable agreement
which exists between the ending, vers. 19 and 20, and the
general thought of the book, proves that whoever composed
this conclusion had fully entered into the mind of the author.
The latter must have been suddenly interrupted in his work;
for xvi. 8 could never have been the sntended conclusion of
his narrative. An appearance of Jesus in Galilee is announced
{v. 1-8), and the narrative ought not to finish without giving
an account of this. . Besides, ver. 9 is quite’a fresh beginning,
for there is an evident break of connection between this verse
and ver. 8. ’ ‘

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

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

" To sum up: the use which was made of the third Gospel
a.t Rome, in the middle of the second century, by Justin,
Marcion, and his mast8r Cerdo, and the apostolic authority
implied:in the diffusion of this work, and in the respect it
enjoyed at this period, oblige us to admit its existence as early
as the beginning of this century. A very recent book could
not have been -known and used thus simultaneously in the
Church and by the sects. ~ The place which the Acts held in
collections of the sacred writings at the epoch of the Testa-
ments of the Twelve Patriarchs (towards the end of the first or
the commencement of the second century), sends us back a
little further, to about 80-100. -Lastly, the relations of the
third Gospel to Mark and the Acts carry us to an epoch still
more Temote, even as far back as the period from 64 to 80.

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

‘We ought to say, in concluding this review, that we do not
attach a decisive value to the facts we have just moticed, and
that. among the