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AUTHOR'S PREFACE

Ir was my original intention that the following treatise
should be included in the third part of my * History of
Early Christian Literature.” However, it grew under
my hands to such an extent that I now publish it in a
separate volume. It must form the first of a few other
treatises on the subject of Introduction to the New
Testament which will appear shortly, for some of the
cardinal problems of this branch of Biblical study are
still far from being set in so clear a light as to permit
of their being dismissed in a short essay.

The genuine epistles of St. Paul, the writings of St.
Luke, and the history of Eusebius are the pillars of
primitive Christian history. This fact has not yet been
sufficiently recognised in the case of the Lukan writings ;
partly because critics are convinced that these writings
are not to be assigned to St. Luke. And yet, even if
they were right in their supposition, the importance of
the Acts of the Apostles at least still remains funda-
mental. However, I hope to have shown in the following
pages that critics have gone astray in this question, and
that the traditional view holds good. The Lukan
writings thus recover their own excelling value as
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vi AUTHOR'S PREFACE

historical authorities; for they are written by a Greek
who was a fellow worker of St. Paul, and companied

with Mark, Silas, Philip, and James the brother of the

Lord.

Ten years ago, in the preface to the first volume of the
second part of my ¢ History of Christian Literature,”
I stated that the criticism of the sources of primitive
Christianity was gradually returning to the traditional
standpoints. My friends have taken offence at this
statement of mine, although I had already in part
established its truth. I now offer them a new proof,
and I beg for their impartial criticism. With my
opponents, on the other hand, my statement has fared
much more sadly. I saw myself suddenly brought for-
ward as a witness to testify that in historical criticism
we are returning to the conservative point of view, I
am not responsible for this misapprehension of my
position ; indeed, in that very preface I took care to
guard myself against it—asit seems, to no purpose. Let
me, therefore, now express my absolute conviction that
historical criticism teaches us ever more clearly that
many traditional positions are untenable and must give
place to new and startling discoveries. We do, of
course, recover something of the old ground, in that we
can now more accurately circumscribe the home and the
time of the formation of the most primitive and funda-
mental Christian tradition. We can now assert that
during the years 30-70 a.p., and on the soil of Palestine
—more particularly in Jerusalem—this tradition as a
whole took the essential form which it presents in its
later development, and that the only other factor which

:
i
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has played an important part in this formation is the
influence of Phrygia and Asia, with their populations so
strongly intermixed with J ewish elements. This result
of research is becoming clearer day by day, and is
steadily replacing the earlier “critical” hypothesis which
assumes that the fundamental development of Christian
tradition extended over a period of some one hundred
years, and that in its formation the whole Diaspora
played a part as important as that of the Holy Land
and its primitive churches.

In regard to the chronological framework, the majority
of the leading personages who are named, and the scene
of action, the report of ancient tradition stands firm ;
but when we proceed further—i.e., when we attempt to
realise historical situations—we are thrown back upon
our own groping judgment, and are often unable to
accept the conceptions and explanations of the primitive
annalists. Indeed, the problems which present them-
celves are rendered the more difficult by the shortening
of the period of fundamental development and by the
weight which must be assigned to the testimony of
persons who still belong to the first generation. If, for
instance, St. Luke and not some other unknown com-
piler is the author of the third gospel and the Acts,
we ave then left with a psychological and historical
problem of extraordinary difficulty—scarcely less diffi-
cult, indeed, than that which the author of the fourth
gospel presents when he includes in his narrative both
the Miracle at Cana and the Final Discourses.

The method which I have followed in this book is
little in accord with the impressionalism that is the



viii AUTHOR’S PREFACE

ruling fashion in the Biblical criticism of to-day. I am
also far from wishing to commend it in every case; but
the problem before us—whether the author of the so-
called “ we™ sections is identical with the author of
the whole work—can be really mastered by a method
which comprises close and detailed examination and
discussion of vocabulary and style. It is possible to
carry this examination further than I have done—for
instance, one might investigate the use of Aéyew and
Aa)eiv or of ovy and werd in the *“ we” sections and
in the whole work—with always the same result, namely,
that the author of both is one and the same person.

A. H.
BerLiN, May 17, 1906.

PREFACE TO THE ENGLISH
EDITION

I uave looked through this book with a view to its
translation into English. I have corrected it in a
few places, and have amplified the last Appendix
(St. Luke and St. John). Otherwise the book remains
unaltered. I gladly seize the opportunity of expressing
my thanks to the English scholars Hawkins, Hobart,
and Plummer for all that I have learnt from their
works.
A, H.
BERLIN, Jaruary 10, 1907,
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CHAPTER I
GENERAL INVESTIGATION

THE great historical work, which has come down to us
in two parts, the third gospel and the Acts of the
Apostles, is anonymous, but the unanimous report of
ecclesiastical tradition, which ascribes it to an author
Luke by name, can be traced back to the middle of the
second century. In fact, there is no justifiable reason for
doubting that Justin already regarded the third gospel
as the work of St. Luke (“Dial.” 103). Indeed, a
further step backwards is permissible; for those who
first formed the collection of four gospels-—and this was
done before the middle of the second century, perhaps
long before—gave this gospel the inscription KATA
AOTKAN. 1t is therefore probable that Marcion, who
assailed the other gospels while he accepted and edited
the third gospel, was already acquainted with the name
Luke as the name of its author. This, however, does
not admit of stringent proof,! and one must therefore

1 In proof of Marcion’s knowledge of the name of Luke we may
bring forward the fact that Marcion in his text of Col. iv, 14 has
erased the words 6 latpds 6 dyawyrds, and thus seems to have had
some interest in St, Luke (he could not have been a physician, for

A



6 LUKE THE PHYSICIAN

of ancient tradition ; for we have no sufficient reasons
for asserting that a disciple of St. Paul could not have
composed this work.” The difficulty, therefore, is
assumed to lie in the Acts of the Apostles. This book
must be subjected to a separate and stringent examina-
tion—so the critics demand ; but this examination, so
they say, is already completed, and has led to the certain
conclusion that tradition here is in the wrong—the
Acts cannot have been composed by a companion and
fellow-worker of St. Paul. This is the judgment of
Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Overbeck, Hansrath, Weiz-
sicker, Wendt, Schiirer, Pfleiderer, von Soden, Spitta,
Jilicher, J. Weiss, Knopf, Clemen, and others, following
the lead of Konigsmann, De Wette, Baur, and Zeller.
In spite of the opposition of Credner, B. Weiss,
Klostermann, Zahn, Renan, Hobart, Ramsay, Hawkins,
Plummer, Vogel, Blass, and others, the indefensibility
of the tradition is regarded as being so clearly estab-
lished that nowadays it is thought scarcely worth
while to reprove this indefensibility, or even to notice
the arguments of conservative opponents.? Indeed,

1 Credner, * Einleit. in d. N. T.” i. 5,153 f. ; * There is no sufficient
reason for throwing doubt, with De Wette, upon the unanimous
tradition of the Church which malkes Luke the author of our gospel ;
at least the way that faults in the Church are reproved by this
author does not justify such doubts. e was at all events of the
Pauline school, and for several years & companion of St. Paul—the
supposition that the ‘we’ sections belong to a diary from another
hand, which he hag incorporated in his work, is disproved by the
homogeneity of vocabulary and style throughout the book ; this of
itself is enough to prove the indefensibility of those doubts, which
are not at all removed by a change of names.”

2 T have indicated my attitude towards this problem in the year
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it seems that there exists a disposition to ignore
the fact that such arguments still exist. Jilicher
(Introduction, 447 ff.) feels compelled to regard the
ascription of the book to St. Luke as a “romantic
ideal.”* So quickly does criticism forget its true
function, with such bigoted obstinacy does it cling to
its hypotheses.?

And yet we find that even critics, in spite of their
verdict, have actually made, and are still making,

1892 (“ Texte u. Unters.” Bd. 8, H. 4, s, 87 ff.). Since that date my
continued studies have rendered it possible for me to speak more
positively.

1 On the contrary, Plummer (** Commentary on St. Luke,” p. xii.)
writes : “It is perhaps no exaggeration to say that nothing in
Biblical criticism is more certain than the statement that the author
of the Acts was a companion of St. Paul.” This, of course, ig saying
to? much, but the exaggeration is nearer the truth than Jilicher's
opinion.

2 Even criticism has for generations its freaks and fancies. Very
often one notices that, when some comprehensive critical theory has
been in fashion for a long time and then has been refuted, particular
fragments thereof still cling obstinately to men’s minds although
they have no intellectual basis. The critical school of Baur, in
order to prove that the name Luke in connection with these writings
was a forgery, used only one argument—i.e., the work is not Pauline
but coneiliatory in its tendency, hence it belongs to a late period in
the second century. Baur’s method is now demolished ; and yet some
planks of his critical structure still float upon the surface of the
devastating flood. Seeing how one critic trustfully rests upon the
authority of another, we may congratulate ourselves that some
accident has prevented Scholten’s hypothesis—that the third gospel
and the Acts have different authors—from finding its way into the
great stream of criticism and so becoming a dogma in these days.
This might very easily have happened, for a difference in the author-
ghip of the third gospel and the Acts can be alleged with much more

plausible reasons than a difference in the authorship of the Acts asa
whole and the ** we” sections.
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The report of tradition concerning St. Luke, apart
from these references to him in the writings of St.
Paul, is probably not altogether untrustworthy, though
it will not here claim our attention. One statement,
however, deserves to be regarded as specially reliable.
Both Eusebius® and the ancient ¢ Argumentum evangelii
secundum Lucan” agree in describing him as a native
of Antioch. The style of the language used by both
authorities is the same (dovkds 70 uév yévos dv T&v dn’
"Avrioyeias, Tiv émoTiuny 8¢ latpds, T4 wheioTa
avryeyovs 7@ ITavhy, ral Tols Aovmols 8¢ ob mapépyws
7@V amoaToNGY du\nkws—* Lucas Syrus natione An-
tiochensis, arte medicus discipulus apostolorum, postea
Paulum secutus™); but Kusebius is scarcely dependent
upon the “Argumentum,” since he defines the relations of
St. Luke with the original Apostles more accurately
than the latter. Rather we are here compelled to
assume a common source, which must therefore be of
very early date® The fact that this record tells us

1 The “ Argumentum evangelii secandum Lucan,” which belongs at
the latest to the beginning of the third century (Corssen., * Monarch-
ianische Prologe. Texte u. Unters.” Bd. 15, I, . 7 ff.), asserts that he
remained unmarried, that he died seventy-four years old in Bithynia,
and that he composed his gospel in Achaia. Thisis probably correct.
The statement that St. Luke was one of the seventy disciples of our
Lord is quite untrustworthy.

2 “ Hist, Ece.” iil. 4, 6.

3 See also Julius Africanus (* Mai. Nova. Patr, Bibl.” 1V. 1, p. 270) :
8 8¢ Aoukds Td udv vyéves dnd THs Bowuévns *Avrioxelas Fv. It is not
quite certain that these words—together with the following account
that St. Luke was better acquainted with Greek science than with
Hebrew-——go back to Africanus. We may have here only the words
of Eusebius.
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nothing of the place of composition, but simply fixes
St. Luke’s native city, speaks in favour of its relia-
bility ; for in ancient times we find that a famous man’s
place of origin is generally noted, while records of the
places where he composed his writings are much more
rare. Nor can we assign any weight to a late tradition
found in the pseudo-Clementine “ Recognitions * (x. 71),
that the Theophilus to whom St. Luke addressed his
work was the principal citizen of Antioch; for this
report could have been easily manufactured from a
combination of the prologue of the third gospel with
the tradition that St. Luke was a native of Antioch.
The latter tradition, however, could scarcely have arisen
from the Acts itself; for though it is evident, as we
shall see later, that this book has a special interest in
Antioch, this interest is nevertheless not so directly
expressed as to lead at once to the conclusion that the
author was a native of Antioch.! And since the tradi-
tion seems to have no ulterior motive it may well pass
for trustworthy.

Can it be possible that Luke the Greek physician of
Antioch, the companion and fellow-worker of St. Paul,
composed the third gospel and the Acts of the
Apostles? “If the gospel were the only writing
ascribed to his authorship,” writes a recent critic,? we
should probably raise no objection against this record

11t is, however, possible that the noteworthy gloss in Acts xi. 28
(curvear, Paupévay fuiv) already presupposes the tradition that St. Luke
Was an Antiochean. The supposition is not, however, necessary.

23713}. Weiss, «“ Die Schriften des N, T.’s, das Lukas-Evang.,” 1906,
8. .
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rest satisfied with the knowledge that the Lukan author-
ship has been universally accepted since the years
140-150 a.p.

Of necessity the gospel which begins with a prologue
must have contained in its title the name of its author.
If St. Luke was not the author, then the real author’s
name must have been purposely suppressed either when
the book was combined with the three other gospels or
at some previous time, Such a suppression or substitu.
tion of names is, of course, quite possible, yet the
hypothesis of its occurrence is by no means simple.
Anonymous compilations in the course of tradition
easily acquire some determining name, and it is easy to
imagine an author writing under a pseudonym ; but in
the case of a writing determined by a prologue and a
dedication we require some very definite reasons for a
substitution of names, especially when this is supposed
to occur only one generation after the date of publica-
tion.?

That the ¢ Luke ” whose name is so closely connected
with the third gospel and the Acts is the Luke mentioned
in the Pauline epistles has never been questioned.

care of the body is irreligious); but we may not build much upon
this. If Iren, IIL i. depends upon the authority of Papias, the latter
also described the third gospel as Lukan ; but the source of Irensmus’
information is uncertain,

1 The substituted name ought to be that of some recognised
authority, But * Luke’ was not this, o far as we know. On this
very account, ever since the end of the sccond century these historical
writings were carefully brought into such close connection with the
Apostle St. Paul that the name “ Luke’ lost all importance. The
name, therefore, was not authoritative enough at that time.

GENERAL INVESTIGATION 3

According to these epistles (Col. iv. 14; Philem. 24
2 Tim. iv. 11), he was (1) a Hellene by birth,! (2) a
physician,2 (3) a companion of St. Paul, (4) a fellow-
worker with St. Paul.? This Luke is first mentioned in
those epistles of the Apostle which were composed in
Rome (or Cesarea ?), but this does not exclude the con-
jecture that he came into connection with St. Paul at an
earlier period. Itis not, however, probable that he was
with the Apostle at the time of the composition of the
epistles to the Thessalonians, to the Corinthians, and to
the Romans; for in this case we should expect some
mention of his name. Itis therefore improbable that
he was personally, or at all events intimately, acquainted
with the Christian communities of Thessalonica, Corinth,
and Rome (before St. Paul visited that city).? Accord-
ing to 2 Tim. iv. 11, he continued to the end in the
company of the Apostle, while Demas, Crescens, and
Titus had left him,

1 Compare Col. iv, 10 ff. with iv. 12 ff.

2 And also the physician of St. Paul ; for this is implied in the
words Aovkds & latpds 6 dyamyrds. As * the beloved son”=‘my
son,” o also the beloved physician=my physician, St. Paul would
not have given such emphasis to the special profession of his
companion in travel if he himself had not derived benefit there
from.

3 This follows from Philemon 24, where Luke—together with Mark
Aristarchus, and Demas—is described by the Apostle as “my
synergos.” He thus shared in the work of the mission. On the
other hand, he is never mentioned as a fellow-prisoner of St. Paul
like Aristarchus (Col. iv.10) and Epaphras (Philem, 23) ; he therefore
lived in freedom in Rome,

4 No conclusions may be drawn from Galatians and Philippians,
because St. Paul in these epistles makes no mention of individuals
who send greeting.
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considerable strides towards a compromise with tradi-
tion. Certain passages are found in the Acts where the
author introduces himself into the narrative with the
word “we.” The more than rash hypothesis that this
“we” is a literary forgery has been renounced long
ago,' and nowadays scarcely a voice is raised even
against the hypothesis that this “we™ proceeds from
the pen of St. Luke, the companion of St. Paul.?

We hear no more of those theories that would assign
the authorship of these sections to Timothy or Titus
or Silas, or some other companion of St. Paul. Indeed,
the compromise goes still further: passages of con-
siderable length in those chapters of the second part
of the Acts in which the “ we™ does not occur must
now be regarded as proceeding from St. Luke. The
critics are not, of course, agreed on this point, but it is
quite clear that there is a growing tendency to assign
the greater part of chapters xvi.-xxviii. (and even of
chapters xi.—xv.) to the Lukan source.? But—say the

1 So Schrader, B. Bauer, Havet; so also the assumption, com-
mended by Overbeck, that the “we” is, as a rule, authentie, but has
been forged in some places by the author of the complete work.
Neither hag Zeller's theory—that the author allowed the “we” to
stand in order that he might pass for a companion of the Apostle—so
far as I know, found any champions in these days.

2 Jiilicher speaks on this point with hesitation (Introd. 447 f.);
according to him the hypothesis that 8t. Luke is the author of the
“ we ” sections can only be regarded asprobable ; so also Welzsiicker,
Holtzmann, for example (*‘ Einleit.,” 1892, 8. 395), has given a distinct
vote for St. Luke. )

3 It is certain that the “we ™ record, if it was a source of the Acts,
does not coincide only with the sum of those verses in which the
‘e oceurs ; it must have been more extensive,
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critics—this must not be regarded as anything more
than a source of the whole work.! Some anonymous
writer, the author of the gospel, has used this excellent
and most valuable source for the second part of his
historical work, transforming it somewhat to suit his
own purposes. If it be at once objected that it is
improbable that so practised a writer should not have
removed the *“ we” which he found in his source, it is
answered that it is no less strange that an author
should introduce himself abruptly, in the midst of his
narrative, with an indefinite “ we,” and should then fall
back again into narrative in the third person, only to
appear afresh just as abruptly in the first person. The
peradox in either case is not, of course, equally great, and
it is mere perversity to describe the two hypotheses as
equally difficult, The author who wrote in the first
instance for the ¢ excellent” Theophilus was not
unknown to his correspondent. If he, then, in the
midst of his text introduced himself with a ¢ we,”
after he had begun his book with an “I” (chap. i. 1),
Theophilus would at once know where he was; it
would scarcely be fresh news to him that the man who
dedicated his book to him was once himself a com-
panion of St. Paul. Under these circumstances the
literary fault of neglecting to make special mention of

1 1t does not seem to have been realised how precarious the whole
hypothesis becomes if we (e.g., with Pfeiderer and von Soden) assign
almost all in chapters xi., xiii,, xiv,, xvi,—xxviii, to thissource. There
then remains for the anonymous writer to Theophilus, the author of
thfa gospel, only the substructure of the Acts, the history of the
mission in Jerusalem and Palestine,
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this fact at the right place® would be quite pardon-
able; indeed, one might say that this modest expedient
for introducing oneself into the course of one’s narrative
is entirely in harmony with the general objectivity of
our author’s style throughout his history. If, on the
other hand, the author was not a companion of St. Paul
and yet allowed this ¢ we ™ to appear so abruptly in his
narrative, the negligence is so great that it is difficult
to avoid the suspicion that the author was influenced
by some motive that was not altogether honourable
(so Zeller). Such motives, of course, may possibly have
existed, so that we may not at present accept the
hypothesis of very insignificant negligence in prefer-
ence to one of much greater negligence—it is, indeed
often the improbable that really happens—but we are
nevertheless bound to lay our finger upon a difficulty
which it is usual to pass over far too cursorily.?

1 We must notice besides that the author of the Acts is upon other
occasions careless in introducing persons. In xvil. 5 he speaks of a
certain Jason as if he were already known. The introduction of
Sosthenes in xviii. 17 is awkward, and still more awkward that of
two exorcists out of the number of the seven sons of Seeva in xix. 16,
It is not at once clear why Gaius and Aristarchus are mentioned at
all in xix. 29; Weiss and others ingeniously conjecture that they
formed the author's authority for his narrative. Also in xix. 23
Alexander is very feebly brought upon the scene of action. In-
stances in which other writers use “ we” abruptly in the course of
their narrative because they are copying the writing of an eye-
witness have been sought for in the whole literature of the world,
Bome few have been discovered, and these not exactly analogous to
the instance in point.

2 Renan presents the correct view (“Die Apostel,’” German
edition, 8. 10): *One might perhaps understand such negligence
[allowing the “we " to stand] in some clumsy compilation ; but the
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There are accordingly two literary difficulties in which
“ criticism ™ is involved, and which are not so easily
disposed of—first, that the author of this book, who
otherwise shows himself a skilful writer, carried over
into long passages of his narrative an uncorrected
“we™ from one of his sources, and thus, volens aut
nolens, has given the impression that he was an eye-
witness; next, that in the course of a few decades his
name was forgotten by tradition and was replaced by
the name of the author of the source, although the
real author had never in his book mentioned this name,
and although, so far as we know, this name was not
one that carried any special authority. Two literary
paradoxes at once—this is rather too much!

Where, then, lie the difficulties which absolutely for-
bid us to follow tradition and to accept St. Lukeas the
author of the Acts? According to the critical view
they are twofold. The critics hold it for impossible
that a companion of the Apostle St. Paul should have
said and should have refrained from saying about him
what is now found and not found in the Acts,and they
bold it for just as incredible that a man who lived in
the apostolic age could have given the account which
this author gives of the Apostles and the early history
of the Church at Jerusalem. They point, moreover, to
several instances of unevenness and want of clearness in
the author’s presentation of his facts, and, besides, to

third gospel and the Acts form a work which is very well composed.
« + « We could not understand an editor committing so glaring an

error . . . the author is the same person as he who has used the
‘we’ in several places.”
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many historical blunders. The question is thus one which
belongs to the sphere of the higher historical criticism.
In the face of these objections we must first investigate
whether the “lower” criticism does not make the
identity of the authorship of the Acts and the “we ™
source so evident that the “higher” ecriticism must
hold its peace, and next we must find out whether the
difficulties which higher criticism professes to find do
not vanish with a franker and wider appreciation of the
actual circumstances. I must refrain from entering
closely into the truly pitiful history of the criticism of
the Acts; but in the following investigation I hope that
T shall not be found to have overlooked anything of
importance,

If we test what we know of St. Luke (vide p. 8) by
the historical work which bears his name, we obtain the
following results: (1) St. Luke is never mentioned in
the Acts, which is just what we should expect if he
himself was the author of the book. On the other
hand, Aristarchus is mentioned three times—the man
who is named with St. Luke in the epistles of St. Paul !
What reason, then, can we give for the omission of St.
Luke’s name in the Acts?! (2) St. Luke was a Greek

t The mention of Aristarchus in the Acts may be at once employed
as a not inconsiderable argument for its Lukan origin, In the
Pauline epistles he appears twice (only in greetings), and that in
company with St, Luke. The Acts makes no mention of so important
a companion of St. Paul as Titus, and yet it mentions Aristarchus,
and that twice! The latter of these refercnces shows that St. Paul
on his last voyage had, besides Aristarchus, only one companion,
namely, the author of the Acts (or of the “ we" account, which hypo-
thesis must be for the moment left open). Who, then, was this
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by birth.—The gospel and the Acts show—there is,
indeed, no need of a proof—that thev were composed not
by a Jew by birth, but by a Greek.! (3) St. Luke was a
physician, and thus belonged to the middle or higher
plane of contemporary culture.—~To this plane we are
directed not only by the prologue of the gospel, but
by the literary standard attained in the whole work.
"The man who could compose speeches like those of St.
Paul in the Acts—to mention only the most important
point—who also possessed gifts of style and narrative
like those of this writer, who knew so well how much to
say and could so well arrange his material in accordance
with the purpose of his work, this man possessed the
higher culture in rich measure. But there is a still
more striking coincidence: it is as good as certain
from the subject-matter, and more especially from the
style, of this great work that its author was a physician
by profession. Of course, in making such a statement
one still exposes oneself to the scorn of the critics,? and

author? Scarcely Demas, though he too is not mentioned in the
Acts, of whom it is, however, said in 2 Tim. iv. 10 that “he loved
thig present world.”

! Whether the author was a Jewish proselyte before he became a
Christian cannot be definitely decided. No conclusion can be drawn
from his mention of proselytes in the Acts. His masterly knowledge
of the Greek Bible can well have been gained when he had become a
Christian, of BdpBapot in xxviii, 2, 4 is in itself sufficient evidence
of his Greek origin.

? Jiilicher, Introd.,s. 407 f.: “The discovery that the Acts, and
here and therealso the gospel, but more particularly the “ we " sections,
are 50 full of medical technical terms as to afford strong reasons for
suspecting the authorship of St. Luke the physician, will have little
weight with those who perceive the elementary nature of these terms,
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yet the arguments which are alleged in its support are
simply convincing, These would have had much more
influence if the man who devoted his life to the task of
proving from the work itself the medical profession of
its author had not gone too far with his evidence and
had not brought forward much that has neither force noy
value. Accordingly his book  has had quite the opposite
effect to that he intended, especially with those who
have read it cursorily. Those, however, who have
studied it carefully will, I think, find it impossible
to escape the conelusion ? that the question here is
not one of merely accidental linguistic colouring, but
that this great historical work was composed by a writer
who either was a physician or was quite intimately
acquainted with medical language and science, And,
indeed, this conclusion holds good not only for the * e »
sections, but for the whole work. While T pefer the
reader to my special treatment of this question in
Appendix I, may I here specially mention the following
points which have escaped the notice even of Hobart ?

Must we because of 1 Thess.
gynacologist 7

1 Hobart, “ The Medical Language of Si. Luke, A Proof from
Internal Evidence that ¢ the Gospel according to St, Luke’ and ‘the
Acts of the Apostles’ were written by the same Person, and that the
Writer was a Medical Man " (Dublin, 1882, 305 pp. ). Compare algo
Campbell, “Crit. Studies in St. Luke’s Gospel, its Demonology and
Ebionitism " (Edinburgh, 1891).

2 So Zahn and Hawkins, I subseribe to the words of Zahn
(** Einleit.” ii, s, 427) : “ Hobart hag proved for every one who can

author of the Lukan work was a m

V. 3 infer that St. Paul wag g

an

Pl
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hear nothing of any who were « possessed ") were healed
not only by St. Paul, but, also by his companion, the
writer of the narrative. If St. Paul had been the sole
agent upon this occasion, the author would not have
written simply éfepamevovro, but would have added Umo
Ilaviov. This undefined é0epamedovro prepares, as it
were, the way for the #uds which follows. Now of
course it can be objected that the author need not
therefore have been a regular physician ; he could, like
St. Paul, have healed by means of prayer. We cannot
with certainty refute this objection, but taken in con-
nection with the exact description of the illness it has
not much force. Faith-healers are seldom wont to
trouble themselves about the real nature of an illness.
The author was certainly no professional philosopher,
nor a rhetorician or advocate *—with all these profes-
sions his acquaintance is only that of a man of culture.
In matters of navigation he only shows the lively
interest of the average Greek. If, then, we would classif
the man, who certainly belonged to some liberal profes-
sion, all indications seem to point to his having been a
physician. Moreover, I would here draw attention to
another point. Just as the author at the end of his

1 Philosophical reflections or demonstrations, dialectical proofs,
&e., are not his business. In respect to the latter, St. Luke shows a
self-restraint which is strange in an educated Greek. Of interest in and
knowledge of literature there are only faint traces ; these things, at
all events, formed no essential element in the mental life of the
author. In legal matters alone his interest seems strongly marked ;
these, however, both in the gospel and the Acts, are closely bound
up with the general aim of the work, nor does St. Luke even here
buetray special technical knowledge,
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istorical work clearly and yet unconsciously
g:ec;‘:reisu;gmself a physician, so al.so in a passage towar}clls
the beginning he employs a me.dlcal metaphor——z.a.t t (;

commencement of his description of t'he pr?achlng 1(:
Jesus (I omit for the moment the conmdex:atmn of the
prologue). He is here the only evangelist wh.o puts
into the mouth of our Lord the wor<’is (ch’ap. iv, 23’),
mwdvrws épeiTé por T mapaBoliy Tadry u'vr,?é, Bepct~
mevoov oeavrov. 'The incident is in itself striking ; but
it is still more striking when one perceives that the w<l)rds
do not fitinto the context, but are, as it were, forced into
it (cf. Vogel, “ Charakteristik des Lul::as',” 1899, s. 28:
“ The manner in which the proverb is introduced can
scarcely be regarded as happy ). We may well believe
that our author was better acquainted with the proverb
than was our Lord, and that he could scarcely have re-
ceived it from tradition, at least in its present form and
context. It is, in fact, an anticipation of St. Mark xv.
81: arhous éowoev, éavtov ov SUvatar claar (see als‘o
St. Luke xxiii, 85, St. Matthew xxvii. 42), and is
esi)ecially characteristic of the disposition of the unbz?-
lieving Jewish people towards Jesus at the end of I:I)S
ministry, though it is quite out of place at fh'e begin-
ning. The thought finds an evident parallel in E}ale‘n
(* Comm.” iv, 9; “Epid.” vi. [xvii. B. 151]): éxpiv o
latpdy éavrod mpdrov (Gobar TO clumrepa xal obTws

émiyeipeiy érépovs epamevew.

()‘g.«) PSt. Lulﬂe was a companion of St. Paul.—In the
Acts, from chapter xvi. to the end of the wc.ark, the autlvlor
throughout long stretches of his narrative concerning
St. Paul writes as an eye-witness (using a < we ™). The

B
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objection, which has been alrready mentioned, that he

is here using foreign material &nd has either carelessly
or of set purpose allowed the “we” to stand, will
be investigated in the next chapter. The most natural
conclusion is that behind this ““ we ” stands the author
of the whole work. There is yet another circum-
stance which supports such a conclusion. We notice
that the author of this worlk begins by laying for
himself a broad foundation and seems to set himself
the task of describing the victorious progress of the
Gospel from Jerusalem to Rome through the opera-
tion of the mighty power of God indwelling in the
Apostles, and that yet in the last quarter of his book
he loses himself in the history of St. Paul, and herein
seems utterly to forget his aim in his detailed descrip-
tion of the final voyage. Who, if not one who was a
companion of St. Paul, can be regarded as responsible for
what we must describe as a glfa.ring fault in the com-
position of a work of this kind®? Even ina companion
of the Apostle such a fault is sufﬁciently astounding,
but in a later writer of high Htera,ry gifts, persona,]ly
unacquainted with St. Paul, it is absolutely unintelli-
gible. And, further, it has beep already noticed (p- 9)
that St. Luke was probably not with St. Paul when the
epistles to the Thessalonians, to the Corinthians, and to
the Romans were written, and that he was n’ot per-
sonally, or at all events not intimately, acquainted with
the Churches of Thessalonica and Corinth. Turning to
the Acts, we find no “ we " either in the passages which
deal with Thessalonica or in those deal?ng with
Corinth. Ou the other hand, we have evidence to show
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that St. Luke was in Rome with St. Paul, and accord-
ingly in this city we fall in with the author of the Acts
(or of the “we” sections) in the company of the
Apostle, with whom he had made the voyage thither.
Finally, wherever St. Luke is mentioned in the Pauline
epistles St. Mark is mentioned with him. We should
therefore expect that the author of the third gospel
and the Acts would show himself intimately acquainted
with St. Mark. Now we find that he has incorporated
practically the whole gospel of St. Mark into his own
gospel, and is so far acquainted with that evangelist
that he is actually able to tell us the name of his
mother’s maid-servant !

(5) St. Luke was not only a companion but also a
fellow-worker with St. Paul.—The author of the Acts
writes (chapter xvi. 10) : dru mpookéxhras fuds 0 feds
edaryyenicacbas airads, and (chapter xvi. 18): xafioav-
Tes éhaloduer Tals cuveboloais yuvakly. He also,

_ with St. Paul, was therefore a missionary preacher.!

-1 This fact becomes still more clear from the consideration of the
great discourses scattered throughout the Acts. Such discourses
(especially those of chapters. xiii. and xvii.) can only have been com-
posed by a missionary practised in the work of evangelisation. To
learn that this missionary was a disciple of St. Paul it suffices to
read but one passage (chapter xiii.38 £.) : ypworty éo7e Suiv, 87 818 [noob
Xpiorob Sulv Gpeais Guapmidv kaTayyéAeTal [kal] &md mdvrwy dv obk
#Burhibnre & véugp Muboéws Sicarwbivar dv robre was 6 moTedwy SikatoiTa
(of, also the discourse at Miletus, xx. 28: . . . Thv éxxAnoloy 7ol @eob
Hv wepimorioaTo Bk Tod aludros Tob 15lov). Whether St. Paul's doctrine
is here correctly reproduced or whether theologumena are to be
found in the book which differ from those of the Pauline theology is
& matter of indifference—he who wrote this passage was a near
disciple of St. Paul. The relative Paulinism of the author of the
Acts—and this is all we need establish—can be proved from his
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(8) St. Luke was most probaly a native of Antioch.—
In the Acts the author never describes himself as an

vocabulary (¢f. Hawkins, ¢ Horm Symwptice,” 1899, pp. 154ff.). It
wi.ll suffice for our purpose to neglet the much more numerous
coincidences in vocabulary between tle ten Pauline epistles and the
Acts, and to draw our instances from the gospel alone :

St. Matt, and St. Paul have twentynine words in common which

are not to be found elsewhere in the gospels, 8t, Mark and 8t. Paul
have twenty such words in common, §. John and St. Paul seventeen
words ; 8t. Luke (gospel) and St. Paul, however, have eighty-four
such words in common which are no: to be found elsewhere in the
gospels,
. St. Paul and St. Matt. : &xabapoie, &épaios, dnpaaia, dua, duéppvos,
q.uavrh:;poﬁv, dwdvryois, dwévavrt, Sayurilay, 3iros, ewrds, éxappls,
fﬁatpew, émlanuos, kepauels, ubpiot, uwpdy vicos, 88nyds, dSupuds, duwnpds,
Brws, dperd, dpelAnua, rapextds, mrarwew, rdpos, Yevdoudprus, dpaios
(thus only four verhs).

'St. Paul and St. Mark : &8Bd, &herd ev, audprnpa, &roaTepely, dppo-
at, &xeipomolyros, eipnrebew, davris, dfopioaew, ebraipely, eboxhuwy,
7éws, wepipépeww, xporauBdrew, Tpookapepsiv, mdpwais, uvamodvickey
Tpdpos, dnodelabar, Sordpneis (thus ten verbs). ,

St. Paul and 8t. John ; érarpépew, wépxeadas, diSantds, dxevbepoby
EAAnwy, ‘lopanieitns, palvedar, d3omopla Suws, Swiov, bouh, wapap.uee?:
o1, wepiropd, wyAds, néats, cuvifea, fixos (thus five verbs).

St.ﬁ Paul and St. Luke (gospel): #&Aos, alpwidios, alxuarwrilew
dvaliv, dvaxplvew, dvarbeay, tvaréurew dvdnros, dvrardédoua, &V‘rmra-,-
xp{uwecu, dyriceobar, dvrirapuBdvesbar, &rebfs, dmoxpirrew, &modo-
'yeweatx, dpa, dporpidv, dopdieia, drevlew, &romos, Biwrikds,! Sexrds
?m‘yye}\)\ew, Biaipely, Siepunvetew, 8dyua évypdpeabar, Eviokos, €l'KaK€TV’
sé‘aroe’v'e'}\)\ew, ovoidlewr, érawely, émvaradecbar, éméxew, ép‘yaaia’
elyerhs, épuordrai, Hovxd(ew, wxardysy, karafiobobar, RafGUBL’WGW,
kernxety, kwdvvelew, rkpatatolobar, kupetew, uéfn, pebiordval, p.eﬁﬂ-’
oxecdat, uepls, peradiddvas, ufirpe, olkovwla, drrecia, doibrys, dYdvioy
wayls, mavorAla, Tavovpyla, TAnpogopeiy, mpecBiTys, wpokdwrew auy&y’
oromety, crovdalws, orelpos, cuvarrinauBivesay, ouvestlew, o’uve,USarcs?v’
ovvrabilew, guvedeiv, cuvoxh, curxalper, cwrfpiov, SrocTpédery, x‘nrw:
midew, boTépnua, pépos, ppdvnats, xapllebas, xapiroty, Yaruds, Among
these there are no less than forty-tine verbs which are found
only in St. Luke and 8t, Paul and not i 8t. Matthew, St. Mark, and
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Antiochean (for we need not pay attention to the gloss
chap. xi.28 —vide supra, p. 5, note 1, and ““Sitzungsber.d.
K. Preuss. Akad. d. Wissensch.,” April 6,1899), but the
book nevertheless shows a distinct affinity to this city.
When reading the first part of the Acts the conscien-~
tious historian in some passages breathes freely and feels

- firm ground under his feet. Every time that this happens

(chap. xii. excepted) ke finds himself in 4 ntioch or con-
cerned with a narrative which points his attention to that
city. This happens for the first time in the account of the
choice of the Seven (chap. vi.). The names of these seven
Hellenists are all given, but only in the case of one of
them—and that not Stephen, as might be expected—
are we told his native place: “Nicholas, a proselyte of
Antioch.” And, moreover, the whole account dis-
tinctly points towards Antioch; for the choice of the
Seven, with all its attendant circumstances, is narrated
because of St. Stephen; the history of Stephen leads
on to the persecution, the persecution to the dispersion,
the dispersion to the mission, the mission to the plant-
ing of Christianity in Antioch, which city forthwith
becomes, as it were, a second Jerusalem. This is the
whole gist of chap. xi. 19 ff: of pév odv Siacmapévres
1o s Ohirews Tis yevopéuns éml ZTepdve SiiNdov éws

St. John. We may, then, speak without hesitation ofa lexical affinity
between St. Paul and the gospel of St, Luke—even when, as is the case
here,we negleot the Acts, in which thirty-three of the eighty-four words
are also found, besides many others which this book has in common
with 8t. Paul (Colossians and Ephesians in particular show a close
affinity to the vocabulary of the Actg), After St, Luke the next
nearest of the evangelists to St. Paul is St. Mark, but there is a wide
gap between him and St. Luke.
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Powikns kal Kimpov ral *Avrioydas, undevi NaXobvres
70V Noyov € uv) pévov *Iovdalows. foav 8¢ Twes é€ alrdv
dvipes Kimpior ral Kupnvaio, ofrwes éNBovres els
"Avridyeiav éndhoww kal mpds Tods “ENyyas, ebaryyehi-
§ouevor Tov rbpiov 'Inoodv. kal v yelp wuplov per’
aviTdv, wo\bs Te dpifuds o mioTeivas éméaTpeyrey éml
Tov &dpiov, Certainly this interest in Antioch is
intelligible merely from the actuel course of events;?!
but the record that those who frst preached to the
Gentiles in that city were men of Cyprus and Cyrene
presupposes local information. Also the verses which
follow (chap. xi. 22-27) give us many similar details of
information (among others that in Antioch the be-
lievers in Jesus were first callel Christians). The
continuation of the story in chap. xiii. 1 f. is of a
similar character. Here the five prophets and teachers
of the Antiochean Church are exumerated. By the
phrase kard Tiv oboav ékwhnoiav they are definitely
distinguished from the prophets vhich had come to
Antioch from Jerusalem (chap. xi. 27). The enumera-
tion of all five by name (and especilly the distinguish-
ing additions to the names) could Iave been interesting
only to Antiocheans, or can be expained only from the
interest it had for an Antiochean vriter ; for Symeon,
surnamed Niger, Lucius of Cyrene, and Manaén, who
had been brought up with Herod the Tetrarch, remained

! One ought not, however, to forget thatthe Church of Antioch
plays no part in the epistles of St. Paul—is indeed, only once men-
tioned (Gal. ii. 11), though, of course, on a nost important occasion,
The emphasis with which this Church is nentioned in the Acts is
not, therefore, to be explained simply from tie facts themselves,
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el The great missionary journey of
glt)scll’l:zl E:()IPISt. Barnabfs (chap. xiii. s.) appears as an
Ax.ltiochean undertaking ; in Anti(?ch (xv. 2) the burm.n.g
question concerning circumcisio? is broug:ht to a cr1t51s
by the Church in this city, which sends its representa-
tives to the council at Jerusalem. Compare, mo;em:er,
chap. xiv. 26 (eis "Avridyea 86ev ﬁ?'av'm-apaSe Ol;f:m
§ xdpere Tob Oeol els TO é’p'yoz: o evfhnpwg'iz); ch 5
xv. 28 (kata Ty "Avridxeay Kal vaa?v xal Ki }olma s
chap. xv. 85 (notice perds érépwy moAA@y, which has no
parallel in any other part of the book), and jche men-
tion of Antioch in chap. xviii, 232 All tl.lese msta;n:;s
surely permit the conclusion that the test.lr.nony o .te
Acts is not only not opposed to the tradition th.at 1;18
author was a native of Antioch, but even adtfnra. y
accommodates itself thereto. The book does noE, 1nf1eefl,
suggest that its author was a member. c?f the Lhu}xlcix }l,n
Antioch (nor is this asserted by tradl’(.non), but tda ;
took special interest in, and had speclal. knowledge of,
the affairs of that community. Negative grounds in

i i i hough the Antiochean

1 Cypriote is mentioned by name, t
Churlzl‘: is Z:id to have been founded by men of gwn:uie anr.:.t 1?2:3;

i i " gection) Mnason, a Cypriote, W
But in chap. xxi. 16 (a * we” section) o Cy
i i in Jerusalem is described as an

8t. Paul and his companion lodged in '

i ing inti i th the brethren of Ceesarea.
old disciple having intimate relations wi AN

{ Cypriote missionary of An

May he not perhaps have been the > 2 o

i i inter ‘hich St. Luke takes in him,

This would well explain the interest w ! i :
i iii, 1, the Cypriote missionary o
At all events, according to chap. xiil. 1,
Antaioch had ,left that community when Barn"lxlbas an'd S;ul were sent
i issi till remained.
thither, while the missionary from Cyrene 8 .

12 If;’t it be mentioned, only by the way, thaf, Wellhausen descnbets
the cvugwria of St. Luke xv. 25 (here only in the New Testamerrlxat);
as an Antiochean musical instrument. I do not, of course, knoww
grounds he has for this assertion.
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support of tradition are also to be found both in the
gospel and the Acts.—The author is certainly not a
native of Palestine, nor does he write for natives of that
district, for he has no clear understanding of the geo-
graphical relations of Palestine (see the gospel);
neither does he write for Macedonians (see Acts xvi. 11).
On the other hand, in addition to Antioch and the
coastland of Phenicia and Palestine (especially
Ceesarea), he knows Asia well (see Ramsay on this
point). To Jerusalem he came as a stranger; nor
does it appear how long he abode there (chap. xxi.
15, 17).2

(7) The time of the composition of this great
historical work has been fixed (“ Chronologie,” Bd. I s.
246 ff.) without reference to the question of authorship.
It is limited to the years 78-93 a.p. 'The book must
have been written before the persecution of Domitian,
before the epistles of St. Paul had been widely
circulated, before the name  Christians” had firmly
established itself in Christian phraseology (see1 Peter and
the Ignatian epistles), before the canonising of the idea
ékkhola (see below), before the use of the word udprus in
the special sense of * martyr,” but some time after the
destruction of Jerusalem.? The tradition that the

1 Local information concerning Jerusalem is given in Actsi, 12
Acts iil, 2, 10. See also St. Luke xxiv. 13, It should not be o.ver:
looked that the force of the typical discourse at Nagareth, with
which the author of the gospel begins his presentation of the tez;ching
of our Lord, culminates in the mention of Naaman the Syrian. This
discourse begins with a medical metaphor and closes with a reference
to the Syrian who was preferred to the Chosen People. Can this be
accidental ?

2 The time of Josephus need not be taken into consideration ; for
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author was a companion of St. Paul fits in with this
hypothesis. He could thus have been a man of fifty or
sixty years of age when he wrote his book.

So far, then, it seems that the result of our investi-
gation is that, according to all the rules of criticism, the
tradition of the Lukan authorship is in a great measure
accredited. We have by no means confined ourselves to
the “ we » sections, but have taken into equal considera-
tion practically all parts of the work.

Nevertheless we must still ask ourselves the questions,
(1) Whether the “ we” sections (with greater or smaller
context) cannot be separated as a source from the rest
of the Acts?? (2) Whether the subject-matter of the
Acts (more especially of chaps. i.~xii,, xv.) does not
oppose insuperable difficulties to the hypothesis that
the book is the work of St. Luke?

the theory that the author of the Acts had read that historian is
quite baseless. From St, Luke xxi. 82 it conclusively follows that
we must not go beyond the time of Domitian, Wellhausen, of course,
asserts that this utterance, simply taken from §t. Mark, no longer
suits the situation of St. Luke, That, however, is just the question.
The arguments adduced above—iwe may notice also that of &yt as
term, techn, for Christians, though used four times by St. Luke, is
plainly dying out—make it seem absolutely impossible to push
forward the composition of the gospel and the Acts into the second
century. Indeed, in the face of these arguments it is to me very
improbable that the date was much later than 80 A.D. He who
assigns the work to 80 A.D, will about hit the mark.

1 In this case the considerations which seem to favour St. Luke’s
authorship of the whole work must be accounted ag due to accident
-—an hypothesis which is, indeed, difficult enough.



CHAPTER 1I

SPECIAL INVESTIGATION OF THE SO-CALLED “WE™
ACCOUNT OF THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES

It has been often stated and often proved that the
“we” sections in vocabulary, in syntax, and in style
are most intimately bound up with the whole work,
and that this work itself (including the gospel),
in spite of all diversity in its parts, is distinguished
by a grand unity of literary form.! Klostermann ?
has given a splendid demonstration of this unity,
dealing more particularly with the “we™ sections.
B. Weiss, in his concise, instructive commentary (1893),
has done the best work in demonstrating the literary
unity of the whole work. Vogel also (“Zur Charak-
teristik des Lukas,” 2 Aufl., 1899) has made admirable
contributions to the treatment of the subject. Finally
Hawkins (“Horze Synopticw,” 1899), after a yet more
careful and minute investigation, has proved the
identity of the author of the “we” sections with

1 Strongly emphasised by Zeller, *Die Apostelgeschichte,”
1854,

2 “Vindicie Lucana,” 1866.
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the author of the whole work. But all this valuable
labour has not attained its purpose because it was not
accurate nor detailed enough and because it seemed to

rove too much.! Seeing that the prologue of the
gospel, and still more the relation of this book to the
gospel of St, Mark, show clearly that the gospel depends
upon written sources, and seeing that it is therefore a

priori probable that similar sources lie behind the Acts

of the Apostles, it is obvious that a general proof that
the whole work forms a literary whole is quite irrelevant
to the question concerning sources. In every case—i.e.,
in every considerable passage—it must be found out
whether, in spite of traits which betray the pen of the
author of the whole work, an earlier source is not
employed. Happily we possess the gospel of St. Mark,
and therefore in respect to a source of considerable
content we are in a position to ascertain the manner
in which the author of the whole work has em-
ployed it.

Before, however, we enter upon a linguistic investiga-
tion of the problem presented by the # we” sections we
must by comparison discover the relationship in which
the facts related in the ¢ we” sections and the interests
of their authorstand to those of the author of the whole
work.

The narrative of the ¢ we ® sections runs somewhat as
follows :

1 This is not true of Hawkins. The valuable work of this scholar
is not so widely known as it deserves.
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I. Sosjourny axp Work oF EvaANGELISATION IN PHiviprr
(xvi. 10-17)

a. A vision in Troas, which causes us to migrate to
Europe,

b. Alist of halting-places on the journey from Troas
to Philippi.

¢. We proceed on the Sabbath day to the Jewish
place of prayer (this place of prayer is the scene of the
activity of the evangelists, of whom the narrator is one—
he is not a mere companion).

d. The conversion and baptism of Lydia, the purple
seller of Thyatira, a Jewish proselyte, together with all
her house,

¢. We are constrained by Lydia to lodge with her.

f. The exorcism by St. Paul of the “spirit” of a
female ventriloquist, a slave who was exploited as a
prophetess by her masters, This « spirit” had recog-
nised the evangelists (ITathoy xaj 7uas), and had
described them as messengers of the Most High God
which preach the “ Way of Salvation,”

I1. Sosoury aND AcTiviTy IN TRroas
(xx. 5 [4]-15)

a. A notice concerning the companions of St, Paul,

. The journey from Philippi to Troas, with exact
dates.

¢. Anassembly of the Church (object in the first place
x\doas dprov) in the upper story of a house, which lasts
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from evening to midnight—indeed, even until dawn.
St. Paul is the preacher; the narrator appears as a
listener with the rest.!

d. A youthful listener, Eutychus, overcome by sleep,
falls down from the upper story. He is called 'back to
life by St. Paul, who stretches himself upon him. .St.
Paul then, as if nothing had happened, proceeds with

is discourse.
hls;.dl;“;: journey from Troas to Miletus, with exact

data.

III. Tar JourNEY FroM MILETUS TO JERUSALEM
| (xxi, 1-18)

a. The voyage from Miletus to Tyre, with exact
data. .

b. Sojourn with the “disciples® (of Jesus)in Tyre ;
these warn St. Paul “8id mveduatos™ not to go to
Jerusalem.

1 There are grounds for questioning whether a definite Church was
already in existence at Troas, and whether the assembly was not
thus confined to the numerous companions of St. Paul and a few

. other believers or inquirers ; for brethren in Troas are not expressly

mentioned, but are certainly included in the fudv of xx. 7, .e::zpeclally
as an abrois follows. (Many not very trustworthy authorities read,
for intelligible reasons, nadnrav for Hudr.) We notice also that thfsre
13 no mention of a leave-taking in Troas (xx. 11). The whole situaiixon
has light thrown upon it by 2 Cor, ii. 12 : EAGdy 8¢ els 7w quua?a
€is 70 edayyérwor Tod Xpigrob, kal 8dpas pol &veq)',yy.évns é;: kuply, olx
&oxuke bverw T@ wrevparl pov T¢ Y edpelv ue Tiroy Tdv &SeAddy pov
AN’ dworafdueros abrols éffiAfoy els MakeSoviav, St. Paul had thus
broken off his mission in Troas before it had scarcely begun, The
two passages thus admirably support and explain each other.
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¢. Sojourn in “ Ptolemais ” with the brethren.

d. Arrival in Ceesarea; we take up our abode in the
house of the evangelist Philip, “ one of the seven,” who
has three virgin daughters, prophetesses. No further
reference is, however, made either to the father or the
daughters.

e. The prophet Agabus comes out of Judea to
Ceesarea. He prophesies, with symbolic action, the
binding of St. Paul by the Jews in Jerusalem, and his
delivery into the hands of the Gentiles.

/- Both his companions in travel and the brethren of
Ceesarea try to persuade St. Paul not to go to Jerusalem;
but St. Paul will not be persuaded ; he declares him-
self ready even to die in Jerusalem for the name of
the Lord Jesus. The brethren—the narrator includes
himself and his companions with the brethren of
Coesarea—cease their petition with the words, “The
will of the Lord be done.”

g. Journey to Jerusalem ; certain brethren of Caesarea
journey with us, taking with them an old disciple, Mna-
son, a Cypriote, with whom we should lodge. (This
man must therefore have been one in whom they had
special confidence.)

h. The brethren in Jerusalem receive us gladly.

i. On the very next day Paul goes with us to James,
with whom all the Elders are present (with a view to
a conference).
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IV. Journey FRrROM CxEsarea To RoME
(xxvii. 1—xxviii. 16)

a. St. Paul and some other prisoners [altogether
about seventy-six persons] are delivered to Julius, a
centurion of the omeipa 3IeBaoth, for transport to
Italy (in a ship of Adramytium bound for Asia).

b. “ With us” was Aristarchus, a Macedonian of
Thessalonica (“‘ we ” here means only St. Paul and the
writer).

¢. At Sidon the officer Julius treated St. Paul with
kindness and allowed him to refresh himself among his
friends in that town.

d. Description of the voyage to Myrrha; there
they embark on board an Alexandrian ship bound for
Italy (there are as yet no Christians in Myrrha, nor,
indeed, at Lasea in Crete, nor in Malta, Syracuse, and
Rhegium). |

e. A detailed description of the unlucky voyage and
of the storm up to the complete wreck of the ship
(accompanied here, as before, by geographical data).

J+ 8t. Paul proves himself an experienced sailor who
foretells the disastrous voyage (perhaps supernatural
knowledge is implied ; yet this is improbable).

&- St. Paul prophesies the destruction of the ship,
with, however, no loss of life. He says that he had
that night seen in a vision the angel of the Lord, who
had told him that he would appear before Ceesar and

that God had granted him the lives of all that sailed
with him.
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%. St. Paul hinders the sailors from forsaking the
sinking ship, declaring that if this happened they and
all the rest would perish.

¢. St. Paul rouses the spirits of all, and, in order to
restore confidence, in the midst of the storm he breaks
and eats bread with thanksgiving ; the rest follow his
example.

k. At the moment that the ship is threatening to

break up the soldiers propose to slay the prisoners, fear- exorctam, of the healing by laying on of hands of a man
All save themselves either

ing lest they should escape. Julius forbids this because
he wishes to save St. Paul.

by swimming or upon planks from the ship, and reach
land on an island (Malta).

{. The “ Barbarians™ receive all with kindness, and
light a fire for them on the sea-shore, so that they may
warm themselves,

m. A snake which had erept out of the faggots bites
St. Paul in the hand [encircles his hand ?]; he shakes
it off without receiving any hurt. The Maltese regard
him first as a murderer whom Dike suffers not to live,
then as a god.

n. St. Paul heals the father of Publius,
cipal magistrate on the island, who was suffering
from attacks of gastric fever, by laying his hands
upon him, Publius had hospitably received us into
his house.

o. Other sick folk of the island also came and
were healed. They honoured us with many honours and

Provided us with provision for our further voyage,

P. The voyage from Malta to Puteol] (by Syracuse
and Rhegium) in an Alexandrian ship bearing the name

the prin-
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of the Dioskuri. At Puteoli we find brethren, who enter-
tain us. ‘
¢q. The journey to Rome on foot. The Roman brethren
who had heard of our arrival, came to meet us as far as
Forum Appii and the Three Taverns. As he saw them

- Paul gave thanks to God and took courage.

7. St. Paul was allowed to hire a private dwelling,

 living there under the guardianship of a soldier.

The  we” sections thus contain narratives of an

stricken with fever, of a miraculous deliverance from the

effects of snake-bite. Theyinclude also a summaryaccount

i 11 of one who was
of many cases of healing, they te .

?ai::d 1;'Z'rom the dead, of prophecies delivered by brethr}e‘n
Tyre, of a prophecy of the prophet Agabus, of the

i : ilip, of several prophecies
prophesying daughters of Philip, o
f };; gt. P);u{;himself, of the appearance of an angel to

St. Paul in the ship, and of a Yision in Troas. . Co;ﬂ;i,
~one wish for more miracles within the.: compass ::d s0 tehe
verses?!  The author shows himself just as fo (;fd he
miracudous—and in particular just as deeply mtirgs 37 o
miracles of healing, in manifestations of the . ;p:h i;d
and in appearances of angels;—as th:e g:;(]iz:rttg; ot
' the dcts. So far as
ivsgzeelr :?ihe narrative, the relationship c.ould slcl:arczlr);
be closer than it is ;% consider more especmlly. the ﬂ}';; et
played by the “Spirit” in both cases. Vain e

. o ‘th the
1 The detailed investigation of points of (;(;mc}ffrix;e 4\]!:1t
whole work is left to the reader. Cf., egu X3 v:l'l - . o ust as
2 Compare how St. Paul in xxviii. 6 is regarded as a god,

at Lystra. .
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have been made to show that the author of the  we
sections paints the miraculous “in less miraculous
colours ” than the author of the Acts and the gospel.
But Eutychus is, as the author believes, really dead (not
merely seemingly dead),! and even if St. Paul was not
bitten by the serpent (which is by no means certain—in-
deed, is improbable) 2 his preservation from the bite is,
according to the author, just as miraculous as his deliver-
ance from its fatal effects. A noteworthy coincidence is
also shown in the fact that the evil spirit, who in the
gospel is the first to recognise Jesus as the Son of the
Most High God (St. Luke viii. 28 : 7{éuol xai ool,’Inaod
vié 00 Ocod Tod tnriaTov), here also at Philippi first pro-
claims the evangelists as Sothot To5 Ocop WrioTov,

In particular I would draw attention to the following
important points of similarity : As in the Acts (and,
mutatis mutandis, in the gospel), St. Paul, with his
companions, betakes himself in the first place to the
synagogue (or to the place of prayer) ; converts are bap-
tised “with their whole house ”; St. Paul teaches  the
Way of Salvation,” or “the W, ay ”; in Christian assem-
blies “the bread is broken ; a college of Elders exists
in the Church at Jerusalem; St. James appears
at the head of that Church (xv. 18, but xii. 17 is still
more striking) ; Christians use the expression, “ the will
of God be done ™ (see St. Luke xxii, 42) ; St. Paul is

1 St. Paul’s stretching himself upon Eutychus is only a stronger
measure than the laying on of hands, which is always found in
8t. Luke’s accounts of healing. In St. Luke vii. 14 the touch-
ing of the bier has the same significance, The only exception is
Acts ix, 40,

¢ Hobart, Z.c, p. 238, and infre in Appendix I,
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ready to die “for the name of the Lord Jesus”; a
classical reminiscence appears in xxviii. 4 (5 d/kn &iv ok
elacer), an Homeric in the word aouévas ; likewise a
word (fdpaos)® occurs which is used by Homer and
the tragedians; St. Paul heals by means of laying on
of hands;? and we can trace no strong interest in
what is purely ecclesiastical? Wherever comparison

1 Also #8pis and BdpBapo: should be mentioned, The classical
reminiscences to be found in the Acts, outside the * we ' sections, are
well known (the quotation from Aratus [Cleanthes], Seiridaipar,
Atomerds, Zels, "Aprewss, Stoics, Epicureans, and many others), In
the gospel also may be found similar instances 3 compare, for instance,
Wellhausen on St. Luke xvi. 3.

3 Also the somewhat sentimental expression (xxi. 13), 7f woieire
kAalovres Kkal quvlpbrrovrés uov Thv kapdlay, fits in marvellously with
many instances of sentimentality in the third gospel and the Actg
(see ix. 89 : wapésrnoay raca: af XTipas kAalovea: xa) emieweriueras
xitdvas ral ludria oo droles § Aoprds; of. also xx. 19, 23, 25, 31, 37,
88). These coincidences in feeling seem to me of special importance,
Bt. Mark and St. Matthew speak only of the bitter tears of St Peter ;
but there is much weeping in St. Luke; our Lord Himself weeps
over Jerusalem, and beatifies those that weep. We find the same
trait in St. John, but not so strougly marked ; it is Hellenic in
character,

3 Wellhausen has rightly emphasised this trait in the third gospel
(“ Luk.,” 8, 72), It is a remarkable coincidence that the author of the
*‘ we ' sections never uses the word * Church.” Heindividualisesthe
Christians in Tyre, Ptolemais, Ceesarea, Jerusalem, Sidon, and Puteoli,
and calls them “disciples,” “brethren,” *friends” (unless in this
case special friends are intended, which, however, is less probable,
for in this case their names would most likely have been given). In
8t. Luke, as is well known, the word éxkAnela never occurs ; on the
other hand, it isfound twenty-three times in the Acts. But (1) the Acts
uses the word both for Jewish and heathen assemblies (vii. 38 ; xix, 32,
89, 41), and by this shows that the word had not yet gained for the
author of the Acts a sacred significance ; (2) of the other nineteen in-
stances, in fifteen the reference is to the Church in general and to the
communities of Jerusalem and Antioch. Of the remaining four occur-
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is at all possible, we therefore find complete agree-
ment.}

Indeed, no difference worthy of mention can be dis-
covered. It is true that in the account of the ship-
wreck the personality of St. Paul is presented in fresher
colours, and more vividly impresses us with the sense of
its grandeur than anywhere else in the book ; but is this
strange? 'The author was upon this occasion an
admiring eye-witness of the Apostle’s heroic behaviour
in an anxious and dangerous situation! We cannot be

rences, in three instances theword is used in the plural, for the Churches
in Europe and Asia (xiv. 23, xv. 41, xvi, §), and once for the Church in
Ephesus. In this point, therefore, there is no noteworthy difference
between the Acts and the “ we '’ sections,for the latter alsouses &3eA¢ol
and padpral-—though not ékxAnofa—in o technical sense : ddeAgol,
i, 15;ix. 80 ; x.23; xi. 1 (ol &wdororoiral of &BeAgol ol Svres kard THy
'TovSafar) ; xi. 29 (ol &y 7 "Tovdalg &.) ; xil. 17 (ldxwBos k. 0l &.); xiv.2 ;
xv, 1, 8, 22 ; xv. 23 (twice of a.oi & é0vav); xv, 32, 33, 86, 40 ; xvi,
2,40 ; xvil. 6, 10, 14 ; =xviii, 18, 27; and pafyral, vi, 1, 2, 7; ix. 1,
10, 19, 25, 26, 38 ; xi. 26 (here we see that it is the proper technical
expression) ; xi. 29; xiil. 62; xiv. 20, 22, 28; xv, 10; =zvi 1;
xviii. 28, 27; xix. 1, 9,80; xx, 1, 30. In the Acts the Christians
are called of &yio: only in chap. ix, (twice) and in xxvi. 10 ; itis not,
therefore, remarkable that this designation is wanting in the “we "
sections. Of of morol (mords) = Christians there are three examples
in the Acts. One stands in the first half (x. 45), one in the second
(xvi. 1), and one in the “ we” sections (xvi, 15).

1 We may also notice such traits as the interest displayed in those
persons with whom 8t. Paul lodged in the various cities. The “we”
sections mention Lydia in Philippi, Philip in Ceesarea, Mnason in
Jerusalem, Publius in Malta, It is unnecessary to quote the numerous
passages in the Acts of a similar kind; think only of Simon in
Joppa, Jason in Thessalonica, &e. It is most remarkable that the
% we " gections share in the same by no means casual variation between
Iepooévpa and ‘lepovsarfiu which characterises the Acts. In xxi.
4, 15, 17 we find ‘lepooéAvua, and in xxi, 11, 12, 13 ‘Iepovoarfu. Good
reasons may be assigned for the variation,
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too thankful to him for this narrative; for, apart from
what we learn from the Apostle’s own writings, this is
the only record we possess which shows us how St. Paul
by constant self-discipline had gained inward and out-
ward peace for his own soul,and thus power over the souls
of others. But the discussion of this point belongs to a
later chapter. Here only one point must be mentioned
—namely, that the interest in travelling and halting-
places which is displayed in the “we ™ sections is by no
means absent in the author of the Acts. He could not
give such strong expression to this interest in other
parts of his work, because he is there writing not as a
fellow-traveller and an eye-witness, but from the report
of others. But one need only refer to Acts xiv. 21-26,
viii. 26, 40, ix. 82, 35, 36, 43, and x. 1 to recognise
that in this point also the two works are not quite out
of relationship to one another.

Finally, we have above (pp. 8 f.) investigated the
conditions which must be satisfied if the third gospel
and the Acts of the Apostles are to be assigned to the
b.uthorship of the Luke who is named and characterised
by St. Paul, and (apart from the “higher™ criticism)
we have found these conditions fulfilled in the work
itself. In the same way, also, on the hypothesis of the
identity of the authors of the Acts and the “we” sections,
we may deduce from the latter (apart from the conformi-
ties we have already noticed) certain conditions, and may
find out whether they are satisfied in the book as a whole.
In order to avoid repetition I refrain from dealing with
these conditions at present (the question will be fully
dealt with later), and confine myself to two points:
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(1) One passage of the “ we” sections may be adduced
which might seem to suggest that the author is to be dis-
tinguished from the writer of the whole work. In xxi.
10 Agabus is introduced as if he had not been before
named, and yet he is already mentioned in xi. 28—and
that in a remarkably similar situation. The conclusion
drawn is that the author of the complete work carelessly
copied this passage (xxi. 10) from his source, in which,
of course, nothing was known of an earlier appearance of
Agabus. To this conclusion we would oppose the
following considerations : In the first place, Aristarchus
is introduced (xxvii. 2) in such a way as to lead one to
believe that he is here mentioned for the first time, and
yet he has already appeared in xix. 29 and xx. 4
[the latter passage cannot possibly be separated from
the ¢ we” narrative]. And, in the second place, we
would only point out that the occurrence of the name
“ Agabus” in xi. 28 is doubtful, and is probably due to
an ancient interpolation from xxi. 10, In xi. 28, as we
read xatirfov awo ‘Iepocordpwy mpodfitar els
"Avribyeiar dvacras 8¢ els é§ adrdv—ovouars "AyaBos
—éojuawey 81a T, TYEUUATOS, KT\, We are not led to ex-
pect the mention of the name of an individual prophet.
In xxi. 10, however, we read xarfiA@év Tis dmo Ti¢
Tov8aias [and thus certainly not from Jerusalem]
mpodnTns ovopars “AyaBos kai elcebov mwpos Gudas xal
dpas v Loviy 7. ITadhov, k.7 \.  How easily it would
occur to any one to complete the former passage byadding
the name from the latter! Atall events, we cannot argue
from one slight discrepancy, which admits of several
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explanations, so long as no gap in the narrative and no
rough edge in the style can be traced at the points of

junction of the “ we * sections with the rest of the work.

(2) On the other hand, we may point to one striking
instance of inward relationship between the ¢ we?”
sections and the first half of the Acts. In the «we”
sections (xxi. 8) the author relates that he had fallen in
with Philip the Evangelist at Caesarea, and with distinct
reference to chap. vi. he speaks of him as ¢ one of the
seven.” This reference is quite in order—in fact, just
what we might expect. But it is most strange, or
rather it is only to be explained from identity of
authorship, that in viii. 40 the account concerning this
Philip concludes with the words, “ But Philip was found
at Azotus; and passing through he preached the gospel
to all the cities, till he came to Ceesarea ™ [and nothing
farther is said of him]. If the two authors were not
identical, how in the wide world can it be explained that
the author of the whole work displays such interest in the
residence of Philip at Cesarea without telling us what
he did there? The narrative admits only of the ideal
conclusion: “there I met him at a later time” [not
% there he was met by someone else whose diary I shall
later on incorporate in my work ”}. Nor even in xxi. 8
are we told anything more concerning this Philip than
that he with his four daughters dwelt in Ceesarea. Thus
the information given concerning him in x. 40 is simply
purposeless if the author of the complete work is not
speaking in xxi, 8. But this information is both
intelligible and nataral under the hypothesis of identical
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authorship ; it betrays the interest of the author of the
whole work and of the ¢“we™ sections in a personal
acquaintance which was made in Ceesarea.

We now proceed to our linguistic investigation. I
have chosen the first and last passages of the “we™

sections for detailed consideration.

To go through the

whole ninety-seven verses in similar fashion would simply
impose a useless burden upon the reader. And, besides,
chap. xxvii. has been excellently, though not thoroughly,
treated by Klostermann.

(xvi. 10) ¢
8¢ 7o Spapa eldev,
evbéws énrica-
uev éEeNbetv eis
(v ?) Maxedo-
viav, ocvuBiBd-
fovres 871 mpo-
oréeAnTal uas o
Oeos (0 «Upios?)
evayyelicacbas
avTovs,

The interpolated
recension — accord-
ing to Blass it is the
earlier—reads some-
what as follows
(Blass, 1896} : Sieyep.
8els obv dimyhoare T
8papa Huly, kal dvofioa-
peyv 8t wpoorékAnTai
Huds & Bebs ebayyeAl-
oacfar Tods v f
Maxedoviq,

Noeiv is foundin St,
Matthew, St. Mark,
and St.John, but not
inSt. Luke ; Steyelpew

This temporal s is never found in
St. Matthew and St. Mark, but it
occurs abcut forty-eight times in St.
Luke (gospel and Acts), and that in
all parts cf the work,

70 6paus appears eleven times in
the Acts; elsewhere in the whole New
Testament it is only found once
(St. Matthew xvii. 9).—7¢ Gpaua
eidev occurs x. 17 and xi, 5—with
Bhérewwy xil. 9, dpfp xvi. 9—
(eldev) év opduar ix. 10; ix, 12;
x. 3

éénrijocauey é€eNbeiv]. {nreiv is not
characteristic, since it is of constant
occurrence in all four gospels and the
Acts; yet see St. Luke xiii, 24:
{nricovow eiaelbelv. St. Matthew
has a different version here. For
Enretv with the infin. vide Acts xiii.
8, xvil. 5, xxi. 81, efeMdelv eis)
Acts xi. 28; xiv. 20.

ovuBiBdbovres]. Wanting in the
gospels, bu: found in two other places
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does not occur else-
where in the Acts
(oncein St. Luke viii,
24).

(xvi. 11) dv-
ayBévres 8¢(odv?)
amé Tpepddos ed-
Bvdpourfaauer els
Zapobpdrny, T4
8¢  émiodoy els
Néav mwonw.

in the Acts : ix. 22, cvuB:Bdlwv 6T
oftos éow o Xpiords; xix. 33, ovve-
BiBacav A\éEavdpov. Also only in
St., Luke éuB:iBdfew (xxvii. 6) and
émiBiBdtew (St. Luke x. 84, xix. 85;
Acts xxiii., 24).

mpockékintas (6 Géos)]. This word
is used of God only in the Acts—
vide Acts xiil. 2, eis 70 épyov 0 mwpo-
orée\quas alrols, and i, 89, Also
the perfect middle is only found in
xiii. 2 and in this passage.

ebayyeMoactas  adrovs].  This
idiom doesnot occur in St. Matthew,
St. Mark, and St. John, but is found
in St. Luke’s gospel eight times and
in the Acts fifteen times. evay-
yedileaBar Tiwd . Acts viil., 25, 40,
xiii. 82, xiv. 15, 21.

There are numerous examples in
the Acts of the construction ws €l8ev
.o éipriioauey éEeNbeiy . . . cupBiBd~
Lovres.

[It is to the point to note that
according to this verse St. Paul’'scom-
panion whowrites here was notsimply
a fellow-traveller,but also a mission-
ary together with the Apostle.]

avayeobar=navem solvere is ex-
clusively Lukan; it occurs eleven
times in the “ we ” sections, and else-
where in St. Luke viii, 22 and Acts
xiii, 18, xviii. 21.

1h émovoy is found in the New
Testament only in the Acts (five
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The interpolated
recension reads
somewhat as follows
(Blass, l.e): =f B¢
ématpioy draxfévres &,
T, eb, els 3., ral Tff
émioboy fuépg eis N, 7,

The expression 7§
émalpov is frequent
in the Acts.

(xvi. 12) «a-
ketfey els DuNim-

(4

movs, TS €oTiv
TPWOTY TS pePLBoS
ths  Maxedovias

I '3
TONLS, KOA®VIA.
s Ay 4
Huev 8¢ év TavTy
TH mwéhew Satpi-
Bovres fjuépas Ti-
vds.

Blass, following
earlier scholars, pro-
poses to read mpdirys
w pllos Dbecause the
usual reading does
not coincide with
facts. Interpola-
tions : kepary for
wpdmn (D.), diebus
multis (Gigas).

times)—uvide xvii. 26, xx, 15, xxi. 18,
xxiii. 11. In the first passage it is
accm,npanied by Auépg, in the last by
vuKTi.

[It is not true to say that interest
in the stages of journeys is only dis-
played in the “we™ sections. The
same trait is found elsewhere in
the book—cf. xiil. 4, xiii. 13, xiv.
19-26, (xvi. 6-8), xviil. 18-23. Of
course we do not find dates indi-
cated so closely as in the “we”™
sections.]

wakeiBev—uide Acts vil. 4, xiii. 21,
xiv. 26, xx. 15, xxi. 1, xxvii. 4,
xxviii. 15. It does not occur else-
where in the whole New Testament.

fris]. Used for 7 on the same
ground (perhaps because it is Attic)
as in verses 16 and 17 and vii. 53,
X. 41, xiii. 31, St. Luke is fond of
these compound relatives,. With the
feminine ¢f. v. 58,

mpéTy]. wpdros in this secondary
sense is a favourite word with St.
Luke only—uvide St. Luke xix. 47 : o
wpdror T, haod, Acts xiil. 50: Tovs
mpdTOUS T, TONEWS, XVil. 4 yuvaikdy
wpwTRY, XXV. 2: ol mWpdTOL TAY
*Tovdalwy, xxviil, T: 6 mpdTos 7. vijooV
(“we”™ section); xxviil. 17: =dv
"TovSalwv mpdTovs. Elsewhere only
once—St. Mark vi. 21 : o wpdTos Tis
Tannalas.

pepidos]. Wanting in St. Matthew,
St. Mark, and St. John. On the
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other hand, it is found in St. Luke
X. 42, Acts viii. 21.

owatpiBovres]. The word is specifi-
cally Lukan. It occurs eight times
in the Acts, elsewhere in the whole
New Testament only once (St. John
ifi. 22). It is accompanied by the
accusative of duration of time alsoin
xiv, 8 ({kavdv xpovov), xx. 6 (juépas
érrd), xxv. 6 (juépas ol mheiovs
bkrd), xxv. 14 (mhelovs 7uépas).
The construction of the participle
with #v (Joav, &c.) is found about a
hundred times in St. Luke (gospel
and Acts), and in all the other
writings of the New Testament to-
gether about sixty times.

Huépas Tiwds]. An expression
characteristic of the Acts—vide ix.
19, x. 48, xv. 36, xxiv. 24, xxv.
13; wanting in St. Matthew and
St. Mark. 7juépar mheloves is also
characteristic of the Acts, and is
found twice in the “we” sections
(xxi. 10, xxvii. 20), twice in the
remaining chapters {(xiii. 381, xxiv.
11), and nowhere else in the New
Testament.  Lastly, also sjuépas
iaval is peculiar to the Acts. It
occurs once in the ¢ we” sections
(xxvii. 7), and elsewhere only in Acts
ix. 23, 43, xviii, 18,

[The author does not presuppose
in his readers any knowledge of
Macedonia ; that he himself is not
a Macedonian is clear from
xxvil, 2.]
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(xvi, 13) 77 e
Nuépa ThV caf-

/7 b} 4
Bdrwy  éEnnbo-
pev éfw Tis wo-
Ans mapd wota-
pov, ov évouifo-
pey  mpogeuXnY
3 \
elvas, xal xabl-
cgavtes éharoDuey
rats  ovverboi-
cgais yuvaifly,

Blass conjectures,
in my opinion on in-
sufficient  grounds,
évduilev v mpooeuxh
elvar, Interpola-
tions: dddke:r wpo-

aevxy elvar (D.), ouve-
AnavBulas (D.).

7 uépg Tév caBBdrwr]. Want-
ing in St. Matthew and St. Mark,
but occurring in St. Luke iv. 16,
xiv, 5 (100 gaBBdrov in both these
passages), Acts xiii. 14.

7¢]. There is no trace of this
use of re in St. Matthew, St. Mark,
and St. Luke ; it is, however, found
in Acts i, 15, ii. 83, 37, 40, iv. 13,
14, 83, v, 19, xiii. 52, and in many
other passages.

mapa motaudv]. Just asinx. 6:
olkla mapd Bdracaay; x. 82 : Eevile-
Tas év olkla 3 ipwvoes mwapa fdragoav.,

ov]. Wanting in St. Mark and
St. John, found twice (three times)
in St. Matthew and fourteen times
in St. Luke (nine of these in the
Acts, in all parts of that book).

e’vom’é‘opezﬁ. vouilerv is wanting
in St. Mark and St. John; in St.
Matthew it is found three times, in
St. Luke (gospel and Acts) ten (nine)
times. In St. Matthew, however,
it is always followed by &7, but in
St. Luke by the accusative with
infinitive. Only in Acts xxi. 29
does it take §7¢ (because of attrac-
tion).

kabicavres]. Vide Acts xiil. 14:
éNbovres els T cuvaywyny TH Nuépa
Ty gafBBdrwy ékdbicay.

éaroduer]. Without object (with
the dative of the person), as in vii.
38, 44, ix. 27, x. 7 (x. 82), xi. 20,
&e.

7. cuverfovaais y.]. Peculiar to the
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(xvi.14) kai 7is
oy dvduars Av-
8la, moppupbmre-
s mworews Ova-
relpwy, oeBouévn
Tov fedv, Hjrovey,
As 0 xdpros Surj-
voifer v kap-
dlay  mpocéyew
To’c‘s‘ Rahovpé%ozc
vmo HavAov.

Interpolations:
riis woA., {D.), §xovoer
(Dtal.), audiebat ver-
bum (gpw).

Acts—wvide 1. 6: of guveNbovres, i.
21 : Tdv cvverfovTwy avdpdv, x. 27
avvehvloTas ollovs. Besides, ¢f.
ii. 6, v. 16, xix. 82, xxi. 22, xxv, 17,
xxviii. 17.

[In connection with éxalobuer,
vide verse 10, concluding note.]

[Notice the correct variation of
tenses—imper. aorist and perfect—
in verses 12-15, just as is found in
other parts of the Acts.]

kai Tis vy dvopare A.]. Vide
ix. 10: v 8 mis pabypris Svduars
"Arvavias, xiv. 8: ral 15 dvijp, St.
Luke, xi. 27: érdpacd Tis ¢awviy
yunj, Acts xviil. 7 ; JAOev els olxlav
Twos  ovopart Tirlov Iovetou
oeBouévov tov fedv. The expression
Tis avip or dvip (yurd) Tis is not
found in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and
St. John; on the other hand, it is
of constant occurrence in St. Luke
(vide, besides the passages mentioned,
St. Luke viii. 27, Acts iii. 2, v. 1,
viil, 9, x. 1, xvi. 9, xxi. 10, xxv. 14).
This ovéuar. is found only once
in each of the gospels of St.
Matthew and St. Mark, but in St.
Luke (gospel and Acts) about thirty
times, and in several places the con-
struction is exactly the same as it is
here.

mohews ©.]. Often in St. Luke,
never in St. Matthew and St. Mark.
Cf. Acts xi. 5: & wéner "Idmry,
xxvii. 8: wolis dacéa.
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ceBopévn 1. 6.]. oéBecbar occurs
in the gospels only in quotations.
In the Acts it is found seven times,
and, indeed, as here, in the technical
sense—uide xiii. 43 : T7dv "Iovdaiwy
kal Tov oceBouévwy mpoanAiTwy,
xiii. 50: Ttas oceBouévas ryuvairas,
xvii, 4: T@dv oeBouévwv ‘ErMjrwv,
xvii. 17: rois ’'Iovdalois xai Tois
oeBouévois, xviil, 7: 'Iodorov oeBo-
wévov Tov Bedy, xviil. §: oéBecOar
Tov Oedv (once besides in another
sense, xix. 27).

fiwovev]. Lukan—uvide the conclud-
ing note on verse 18. The imperfect
#kovev is never found in St. Matthew
and St. John; in St. Luke (gospel
and Acts) it is found eight times
(in St. Mark three times).

#is]. This continuation of the
period by means of a relative is
specially Lukan, and is not so com-
mon in Greek as in Latin—vide, e.g",
Acts ii. 24, iii. 8, xi. 6, xxiii. 29,
xxv. 16, and other passages.

o «upios], That the Ascended
Christ is represented as the actor in
such cases and that He is called
o kuplos is characteristic of St. Luke
—uvide Acts ix. 10 ff. and elsewhere.

Sujvorfer],  Wanting in St
Matthew and St. John, found once
in St. Mark (vii. 34) ; in St. Luke it
is found seven times—c¢f. St. Luke
xxiv. 81 : SuppolyOnaav oi dPpbaruol,
xxiv.32: odyl 1) kapdia fudv katouévy
Ny, s €\dAer Nuly, @5 Oujvoiyey
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(xvi. 15) ws &8
éBamrialy, kai o
OZICOQ al’JT‘aQ, wap-
exdlegey  Aéyou-
oa' el xexpikaré
K€ TIoTHY TG K-
pie elvai, elger-
Oovres els Tov
olkdv pov pévere:
'fa}-ﬂ mapeBidaaro
nuas.

Interpolations:
was & olkos (Dw),
TGPEK&AEG’EV] Pan-
um. el mos (p2w),
e for wuply (D),

Huiv Tas ypapds, xxiv.45: SujvocEer
alt@y Tov volv Tod cuviévar Tas
ypadds ; Acts vii. 56, xvii. 3.

mwpocéyew]. Wanting in St. Mark
and St. John, In St. Matthew it
occurs only in the sense of “take
heed”; in this sense, moreover, it
occurs often in St. Luke, but also in
the sense “give heed ” (as here)—
Acts viii. 6, mpooeiyov oi dyhot Tois
Aeyouévors, and Acts wviii. 10,
wpocelyov alTd,

Tois Aalovuévors O, IT.]. Just as
in Acts xiii, 45: Tols Omo ITadAov
Aarotuevors, Vide also xvil, 19 : 7 dmro
oou Aalovpévn Sidayr, xiil. 42: els
10 uerafv ocdBBatov ANaindivas
avrois Ta primara Tabra. Cf. St.
Luke ii. 83, 7a \ahovueva mepi
adrod, and i. 45. It does not occur
elsewhere in the gospels.

ds 8¢].  Vide verse 10.

kal o olcos]. The same construc-
tion as in xviil. 2.

olros]. The mention of the house,
and that in the sense of the family, is
characteristic of St. Luke—uvide x. 2,
xi. 14, xvi. 81 (cwbiop v xai o
olxds gov), xviii. 8.

mrapexalecey Néyovaa]. Vide ii. 40 :
mapecdhet Myov. Tapaxdiew with-
out an object also in ix, 38, xiii. 42,
xiv, 22, xix. 81, xxi. 12, xxiv. 4,
xxvil, 33, mwapakdhetw=to entreat,
as in xvi. 9. :

e . .. xexp.]. This unassuming el
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eloerdvres for eloer-
8évres (D.),

very nearly = émel, The construction
is just the same as in iv. 9, xi. 17.
xexpixate]. Does not occur in
this weakened sense in St. Matthew,
St. Mark, and St. John ; see, on the
contrary, St. Luke vii. 43 (Jpfas
ékpwas), xii, 57, and several passages
in the Acts—e.g., xv. 19, xvi. 4 (ra
Sdyuarard xexpipéva), xx.16 (rexpie:
o ITadAos), xxvi. 8, xiii. 46 (d&lovs
Kkplvere éavtods Ths alwviov Lwis).
mioTY 16 rvpip]. Vide x.1: vids
yovaicos 'Iovdaias mioris, x. 45 :
ot éx mepitopdis miarol. These are
the only passages in the gospel and
the Acts. For v xuply, wvide
xviil. 8: Kpiomos émlorevaer r¢
kuplw odv GAe 76 olke adrod. St.
Paul says : ma7os év xuply.
eloenfovres els 7. olkov]. Vide
ix, 17: eloi\Oev els T olkiav ; xi.
12: eloiABouev eis Tov olkor. For
“house™ in the ordinary sense St.
Luke varies between olkos and oixia.
pévere] = “take up your abode,”
as in ix. 43, peivas év "Iémmy mapd
T Jipwwi, and in xviii. 8, Suid 716
ouoTexvov elvar Euever map’ adrols.
Mévew is found three times in St.
Matthew, twice in St. Mark, twenty-
one times in St. Luke.
wapaBidoaro]. This word does
not occur again in the New Testa-
ment except in St. Luke xxiv. 29, a
passage which has a remarkable like-
ness to the one we are dealing with :
xai mapefidicavto abTov Aéyoy-
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(xvi. 16) éréve-
7o 8¢ mopevoud-
vov Hudv els TH
wpooeUYY, TaL-
8loxny Tiva Eyou-
gay mwyedua ru-
fwva Ymavricas
Huiv, firis épyaci-
av ToANM Tapel-
xev _Tols tcup:,'oclq
avTijs pavrevoué-
yn.

®0wros, &ravricar
given in some an-
cient authorities, In-

terpolation: &4
TobTov uavr,

TeS" pmeivor ued’ Hfudv . . . kal
b ~ ~ ~
ewofAbev Tod pelvar odv adrols,

Concerning the different construc-
tions with éyévero which St. Luke
uses, vide Plummer’s « Commentary
on St. Luke,” p. 45 f. The construc-
tion with the acc. and infin,, which
is very common in St. Luke (twelve
times in the Acts), is wanting in
St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John,
For the temporal use of the gen.
abs. vide St. Luke xi. 14: éyévero
700 Sasuoviov éfeNvTos, Acts xxii.
17 éyévero 82, . . T poTevyouévoy
Mov . . . wyevéabBar pe v dkardoer.

mopevouévaw]. A favourite word
of St. Luke which is wanting in St,
Mark, St. Luke says, mopevecfay
els 7. olpavéy (Acts 1. 10, 11), Sud
peaov adrdy émopedero (St. Luke iv.
31), mopedov els Tov olkov (St. Luke
v, 24), &ec.

mawlorenv].  Vide Acts xii. 18.

éxovoay mebual. Often in St.
Luke in the gospel and the Acts—
vide St. Luke iv, 83, xiii, 11, Acts
vili. 7, xix. 18, Wanting in St.
Matthew and St. John.

vravriiocas]. Not found elsewhere
in the Acts, but vide St. Luke viii,
27, xiv. 81,

fris]. For # Lukan, as in verse

épyaciay moAy wapeiyev]. épya-
ala (see also verse 19) is not found in
St. Matthew, St. Mark, or St. John ;

D
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(xvi. 17) adry
xataxohovlotoa
¢ Iladhe kai
L 4
Huiv éxpaley Néy-
ovoa* ovToL o Gv-
Opwror SothoiTod
Beod Tod InricTov
€lo (v, olTLVES KAT-
aryyéANoUG LY Uiy
odov cwTnplas.

karakohovBhoaca
with good authority,
and probably correct
(Blass).

Interpolation:
ebayyerifovrar in

on the other hand, vide Acts xix. 24:
mapelyeTo TOls TEXVITALS €pya-
olay ook ONlynw, xix. 25: ék TalTns
Ths épyaolas. It is found also_in
the gospel (but in another sense)—
vide xii. 58 : 805 éoyaciav. If this is
a Latinism (“da operam,” Well-
hausen) it is not the only one in
St. Luke. We may consider as
Latinisms the constant use of the
relative to conjoin clauses (vide
sup., on verse 14), and probably also
the use of ypficOac (xxvil. 3, 17).
For mapéyew vide mapéyew rkomoy
(St. Luke xi. 7, xviii. b), mioTw
(Acts xvii, 81), qovylav (Acts xxii.
2), piavfpomiay (Acts xxviii. 2).
Tols kuplots]. Also in St. Luke
xix, 88. With singular exactness
stress is laid upon the fact that the
w@nos belonged to several masters.

abrn]. This use of odros to re-
eat the subject is very common
in the Acts—uide viii. 26, ix. 36,
x. 6, 32, 36, xiii. 7, xiv. 9, xviii.
25, 26, &c.

kararkorovfobaa] The word is
found only once again in the New
Testament, namely, in St. Luke
xxiil. 55: «karakorovbijcacal al
quvaices. (N.B.—njuiv here does not
include St. Paul.)

Ekpatey Néyovoa)]. Vide St. Luke
iv. 41 : dawubvia xpdbovra ral Néyov-
ra; Acts xix. 28: éxpalov Néyovres.

odror of dvBpwmor].  Vide Acts iv.
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place of karayyéA-
aovew (D). D, also
omits &¥bpwror.

16 : Tois avbpdymors TovToss, cf. v. 25
v, 88 (the same phrase); xvi. 20:
oé'roa ot avfpwrmot, vi. 18 : ¢ dvfpwmos
orros, xxvi, 81, 32 (the same phrase),
xxviii. 4 (the same phrase).
dodhou 7. Beod). Vide Actsiv.29:
80s Tols Sovhois cov, St. Luke ii.
29 : Tov Sovddv cov (scil. ¢ of God ™).
Wanting elsewhere in the Gospels.
_ 1od Beob Tob {yrioTov]. Except
in a doubtful passage of St. Mark
(v. 7) and in Hebrews vii. 1 this
expression is found only in St. Luke
out of all the writings of the New
Testament (Gospel five times, Acts
twice). It occurs as a rule without
0 feds, but vide St. Luke viii. 28, vi¢
ol feol Tod IWrioTou,  Also 70 thros
as the place of the Deity and
vfrodafas of Christ occur only (each
twice) in St. Luke. )
olrwes].  Vide notes on verses 12
and 16. With the narrative here
compare that of xix. 15, which is
very similar.
karayyé\hovaiv]. The word does
not occur in the gospels, but eleven
times in the Acts,and, indeed, in all
parts of the book—uide, e.g., iv. 2
(avagraow), xiii. 5 and xv. 36 (rov
Aoyov), xiii, 38 (dpecww duapt), xvi.
21 ‘(6’167)), xvil. 8, 23 (Incobv).
" oﬁgv\ammpfaq]. Vide St. Luke 1.
19: 0865 etprivms (which is the same),
xx. 21 : 680s Tob feod, Acts ii. 28
9861‘/9 Lwjs, ix. 2, xiii. 10, xviii, 25 :
680 70D Kupiov, xvill. 26 : 6805 Tob
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feod, xix. 9, 28, xxii. 4, xxiv. 22.
Swrnpla is wanting in St. Matthew
and St. Mark, and is found once in
St. John; in St. Luke (gospel and
Acts) it occurs ten times—uide, .8
Acts xiii. 26: 6 Noyos Tis cwTnpias
ravrys, St. Luke i. 69: «képas
cwrnpias, St. Luke i. 77: ryvc?)ow?
cwornplas. Besides, we find 70
cwryplov . feod in St. Luke ii. 30,
iii. 6, Acts xxviii. 28.}

After this demonstration those who declare that this
passage (xvi. 10-17) was derived from a source, and so
was not composed by the author of the whole work, take
up a most difficult position. What may we suppose the
author to have left unaltered in the source ? Only the
“ we”? For,in fact, nothing else remains ! In regard to

1 To show that in what dircctly precedes and follows the same
relations of style and vocabulary prevail we would also compare
verses 9 and 18 (where no *we?” occurs), Verse9: kal Spaua
(vide note on verse 10) 8i& [7#s] vukrds (only in Acts v. 19, xvii. 10,
xxiii. 81) 7¢ HafAy &¢bn (vide note on verse 10) dwip Moakeddy Tis
(this is Lukan—uvide note on verse 15) v &ords (vide note on verse
15) kal mapakardy (vide note on verse 15) abrdv kal Aéywy: SiaBas
(elsewhere only St. Luke xvi, 26) Bofnooy fuiv. Verse 18: oo
8¢ dwofer ¢ml moAAds Hudpas (duration of time with éxf and acc,
St. Luke iv. 25, x. 35, xviil, 4; Acts iil, 1, iv. 5, xiii. 81, xvil. 2,
xviii. 20, xix. 8, 10, 34, xx. 11,xxvii. 20; never in St. Mark and St.
John; once in St. Matthew, but only ép’ ooy, ix. 15), :amornbels (else-
where in the New Testament only Acts iv. 2) kal émorpédas (used as
in Acts xv. 36) @ mvedpar elmer mapayyéArw (vide St. Luke viii, 29 ¢
waphyy. T. wvebuart eeAbely &mé ; mever in St. John, in St. Matthew
and St. Mark once or twice each, in St. Luke fifteen times) év ovduat:
'Incos Xpiorod dEeAbeiv dn’ adriis' ral &AAfey abrf 7h Bpg ([év] adrh
v %pg is besides found in the New Testament only in St. Luke ii.
38 vii. 21, x, 21, xii. 12, xiii, 81, xx. 19, Acts xxii. 13).
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vocabulary, syntax, and style he must have transformed
everything else into his own language! Assuch a pro-
cedure is absolutely unimaginable, we are simply left to
infer that the author is here himself speaking. We
may even go a step further: It is quite improbable
—at least, so far as this narrative is concerned—that
this passage had been written down years ago in the
author’s ¢ diary,” and then had been simply copied into
his work. Could he, when he was twenty or thirty
years younger—for this time, approximately, may have
elapsed between the occurrence of the events and the
composition of the Acts—could he then have observed so
closely the same rules of method and proportion, could
he have written in so similar a style and with so similar
a vocabulary as he did later ? No ! this passage was first
written down together with, and in close connection with,
the composition and writing of the whole work. No sen-
sible person can judge otherwise. It may well have been
that the author possessed short notes which refreshed his
memory. Yet even this hypothesis is unnecessary here ;
it will come up for consideration in connection with later
sections of the ¢ we ” account.

I now proceed with the section chap. xxviii. 1-16.
In its contents it affords so few parallels to what has
been before narrated that we should naturally be pre-
pared for few or no instances of conformity with what
has gone before. They are therefore the more striking
and significant.

(xxviii, 1) «al Stagwbévres]. Vide St. Luke vii. 3:
tacwbévres Tote  Sracwon TovSothor adrod, Acts xxiii.
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éméyvopey  OTL
Mexity % vijoos
KaleiTal,

(xxviil. 2) ol
te BdpBapor mTa-
petyav o THY T~

ovgavy  ¢ihav-
gpw'rr[cw Hutw* &-
YravTesyap Tupav
mpocelaBovTo
wavras Huds Sua
TOV VeTOv TOV écbe-
oTdTa Kal Sid To

Yiyos.

8¢ for re in good
authorities ; likewise
mpocaveAduBavoy,
wdvras is wanting in
some authorities.

24 : Swacdowor Tov ITathov, xxvii.
43, 44, xxviii, 4. Wanting in St.
Mark and St. John; found once in
St. Matthew (xiv. 36).

rére]. For this use see St. Luke
xxi. 10, Actsi. 12, vi. 11, xxv. 12,
xxvi. 1.

éméyvwper]. In this construc-
tion wanting in St, Matthew and St.
John, occurs once in St. Mark, in
St. Luke (gospel and Acts) nine
times—uvide, e.g., Acts xix. 84:
émruyvdvres ot TovBalos, xxii. 19:
émiyvovs &7¢ ‘Pwpalos, &c.

re]. Concerning this Lukan use
of e vide note on xvi, 13.

mapeiyav].  Vide note on xvi. 16.

ob T tuyoboav]. Vide xix. 11:
Suvauets ov Tas Tuyovoas, Tuyydvew
is wanting in St. Matthew, St. Mark,
and St. John, but is found six times
in St. Luke (gospel and Acts). For
the negative expression wide Acts
xii. 18 and xix. 23: rdpayos ovx
O\iyos, xix. 24: odx SNiynv épyaciav,
xiv. 28: ypdvor olk ohiyor, Xv. 2:
cvlnmicews olk ONlyns, Xvil. 4
yuvaw®dv ovk OAlyal, xvil, 12: avSpdv
olk ONbyou, xxvil, 20: yeudvos ovk
OAiyov. Also elsewhere in the Acts
wherein a distinet preference is shown
for such negative expressions, vide,
eg., xx. 12: mapexdjbnoar oV
uerplws, xxi. 39: odx dorjuov mélews,
xiv, 17; St. Luke xv. 18 (o0 moAD) ;
St. Luke vii. 6 (o0 waxpav); Acts
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(xxviii. 3) ov-
4 1

oTpéravros  O¢-
7ot ITadilov Pppu-
ydvowv Ti wAHbos
kai émiBévros émi

\
I mupdy, éyidva
t?m'o s Bépuns
ééeNbolica «abi-
‘l’fl’ TS XELpos
adToD,

i. 51 od werd woANAs TavTas Huépas,
xiv. 17: odk dudprupoy, xxvii. 14:
pere. ob wond. This litotes, which
thus occurs in St. Luke at least
seventeen times (four of these in
the “we” sections), is as good as
absent elsewhere in the New Testa-
ment. y

Gravres mupdy. Vide St. Luke xxii.
25 : dyrdvTov O Tip.

mwpooendBovro]. Does not occur
in this sense in the gospels. On the
other hand, wide Acts xviii. 26:
Iplokiha kal 'Axdhas mpogerd-
Bovro avrov.

erov]. Wanting in the gospels
(which ~use instead the vulgar
Bpéxew, Bpoxi). But see Acts xiv.
17

pecTdral. épiordvas is not found
in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St.
John. On the other hand, it occurs
eighteen times in St. Luke (gospel
and Acts), Acts xxii. 20 : épeorws.

cvarpédravros]. This word occurs
elsewhere in the New Testament
(apart from two interpolations in the
Acts) only in St. Matthew xvii. 22
(and this is doubtful). On the other
hand, ouorpodn is found in Acts xix.
40, and xxiii. 12.

mnjfos]. Elsewhere used only of
men, except here and St. Luke v. 6:
mMjfos ixBvwr.—With this use of ¢
¢f. St. Luke xxiii. 8, xxiv. 41, Acts v.
9, viii. 36, xi. 5, xviil. 14, xxv. 19,
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(xxviii. 4) s
8¢ eldov of BdpBa-
POL KpEUdevor TO
Onplov éx  Ths

Xewos abrod,
TPOS  AANGovs
\eyov*  mwdvTws
povevs éorwv ¢

avfpwmos olros,
v Sucwlévra
y P ,

€k s Baidoans
. ? -~ N
n dien G odk
elacey,

Within the New Testament it is
characteristic of St. Luke.

amo]. Weiss, and others with him,
declare that dé here= Attic Srro—
vide St. Luke xxi. 26, Acts xi, 19,
xii. 14, xx. 9, xxii. 11; but dme
here can be very well explained
according to its f}l’mdamenta sense.
é&épyeatar dmd is very rare in St
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John
(altogether about six times) ; in St.
Luke’s gospel it is found twelve
times—uvide Acts xvi. 18 (p.52,note).

ws 8¢].  Vide note on xvi, 10.

mavtos]. Is not found in St
Matthew,St. Mark, and St. John. On
the other hand, vide St, Luke iv, 2%
TavTws épeié pow (Acts xviii. 21, 8¢t
pe TdvTws T éopriy mojoar) ; Acts
xxi, 22: wdvres 8¢ mA16os ouvel-
Octv.

6 &vfpwmos odros].  Vide note on
xvi. 17 (Acts v, 28, vi. 13, xxii. 26,
xxvi, 31).

With the whole sentence cf. xxvi,
32 : éMdNour mpds dANHNous Aéyovres
61e 098¢y bavdrov dEuow Tpdooes 6
avBpwmos odros.

Gl Vide xxv. 19: v épacrey
ITaihos &y, xxv. 2 11y Oetv adrov
&iv, St. Luke xxiv. 23: o} Aéyovo iy
adrov Eiy, Acts xxii, 22: of xaOfxey
avrov fjv.  Peculiar to St. Luke,

elacev]. Not found in St. Mark
and St. John, once in St. Matthew
(xxiv. 48), in St. Luke (gospel and
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(xxviii. 5) o
Hev oDy amoTiwd-
Eas 10 Onpiov eis
70 wbp Emrabev ol-
dév kardv,

(xxviii. 6) o 6¢
Tpooedokwy ai-
Tov ué\hew mwiu-
mpacbar 9 kara-
wimrrew ddvw ve-
Kpov. émi oD
8¢ adrdv P00~
Sokdvrwy Kai Ge-
wpolvTwy  undév
&romov els airov
76116#61/01’ y METaQ-
BaXéuevor Eneyoy
adrov elvar Oedy.

Acts) ten times (of these ovw éav four
times).

uév odv and wév odw ... 8 are
found in the Acts about twenty-
eight times, in the gospel once (iii.
18); they are wanting in St. Mat-
thew, St. Mark, and St. John,
Notice that the occurrence of these
narrative particles is equally spread
over the Acts.

amotwdfas]. In the New Testa-
ment this word is only found besides
in St. Luke ix. 5 ; here St. Matthew
and St. Mark use ékrwdoaew.

008 kaxév]. Similarly in the New
Testament only in Acts xvi. 28:
undev mwpakns Gou Kakov.

oi 8¢]. As in xxi. 20, 32.
mpoceddkwr]. Wanting in St.
Mark and St. John; occurs only
twice in St. Matthew (xi. 3, xxiv.
50), in St. Luke (gospel and Acts)
eleven times. ' .
pé\ew].  Constructions  with
péMeww are very frequent in all parts
of the Acts (thirty-five times).
xaramiwrew]. In the New Testa-
ment only here and in xxvi. 14.
dpvw] In the New Testament
only here and in ii. 2, xvi. 26. ]
vexpov]. As in v. 10: elpov
abtyy vexpdv, and xx. 9: #pfy
vexpos. . .
émi mov]. Vide xvi. 18': éml
rol\ds Nuépas, xili. 81 : émi fuépas
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(xxviii, 7) év
8¢ Tols mepl TOV
Tomoy éxetvoy U-
mipxer xopla TG
TPWTY THS Vo0V,
ovopate Iomhip,
os avadeEduevos
NKas Huépas Tpels

wxfiovc, xvill, 20: éwi wmrhelova
xpovov, xxvii. 20: éml mhelovag
uépas, xvii. : érl odPBBara Tpia,
xix, 8: éml uijvas Tpels, xix. 10:
émi érn Yo, xix. 34 : éml dpas Svo,
xx. 9: éml mhelov Sialeyouévov, xx.
11: é¢’ iravov opiMjcas, xxiv. 4: émi
mhelov o€ évwomrTw. St. Luke alone
of the New Testament writers uses
éml in a temporal sense,

growrov]. Wanting in St. Mat-
thew, St. Mark, and St. John (kaxév
used instead), but found also in St.
Luke xxiii. 41 and Acts xxv. 5 (and,
indeed, just as here: 7o dromov).
The construction of the sentence
both in sense and grammar is
just as bad as it is in xxii. 17 f.
and xxi. 84: uy Swwauévov adrod
éxélevaev.

els adr. yw.]. yiyvecOai els occurs
only in St. Luke—uvide St. Luke iv.
23: yevdueva eis T Kadapvaoiu.
Vide also St. Luke v. 17: ddvams
W els 10 (dofar adrév. The par-
ticipial use of yiyvesfa: (except
in determination of time) is also
Lukan,

Tois mepi].  Wanting in St. Mat-
tl'lgw; vide St. Luke xxii. 49, Acts
xiil, 18.

, 'ro'zrov éxetvov]. Vide xvi. 3 : dvras
€v Tois Tomols érelvoss.

umiipxev]. dmdpyew is wanting in
St. Ma.tthew, St. Mark, and gSt.
John; is found thirty-three times
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droppives éEé-
vigev.

(xxviii. 8) éye-
verodé TovTratépa
Tob HomwAiov mu-
perols xal Svoev-
Teplpy ovvexoue-
vov KaraxeiaOal,
mwpos dv o Ilad-
Aos eloeNOwy xai
TpooevEduevos, €
mwileis Tas xelpas
a7, idoato al-
TOV,

in St. Luke (gospel and Acts); only
twice besides with the dative—Acts
iii. 6, iv. 37.

. mpdry) Vide xiii. 50: Tols
mpdTovs T. WONews, XXv. 2: ol
mpdros Téw "Tovdalwy. See also the
note on xvi. 12 Yet it ought
to be mentioned that the title
wrporos Meniralwy (municipii Meli-
tensium primus ommium) has the
authority of inscriptions.

vépare I1.). Vide note on xvi.
14.
¢témoer].  Eeview does not occur
in the gospels; see, however, Actsx.
6, 18, 23 ( abrovs ékéwae), 82, xvii.
20, xxi. 16.

For éyévero with acc. and inf.
(Lukan) see the note on xvi. 16.

guvexdpevov].  Combined with
mrupeTd, is found besides only in St.
Luke iv. 38. The whole expression
is of a distinctly medical character—
vide p. 15. cuvéyew occurs nine
times in Lukan writings, never in St.
Mark and St. John, once in St.
Matthew.

raraxeicfar). Vide Acts ix. 33:
karaxeluevoy émi kpaBaTTy.

mpods dv]. The narrative 1s con-
tinued by means of a velative
clause (Lukan). See note upon
xvi. 14

elcindev mpos].  So also St. Luke
i. 28, Acts x. 8, xi. 3, xvi. 40, xvii, 2.
Wanting in St. Matthew and St.
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(xxviii. 9) 7o~
Tov 8¢ yevouévov
kai of Aouroi of
év Th vijoe Exov-

3 s
1es acgleveias
TPOTANPXOVTO Kal
éfepamevovro.

John ; found in St. Mark only once
(xv. 43).

émbeis Tas yelpas]. As Campbell
(“Crit. Studies in St. Luke’s Gospel,”
1891, p. 56) has shown, St. Luke in
this connection makes a sharp dis-
tinction: sick people are healed by
laying on of hands, demoniacs by
the word of exorcism. So it happens
here. Faith is not demanded on the
part of the one to be healed ; rather
it first arises as the result of the
miracle.

iaocato]l. The active middle is
wanting in St. Mark and St. Matthew
(in the latter it occurs only once, in
a quotation from the LXX.); in St.
Lt?ke (gospel and Acts) it is found
eleven times (vide also St. John).

of Moywroi].  Wanting in St. Mark
and St. John ; occurring in St. Mat-
thew three times, in St. Luke (gospel
and Acts) eleven times,

acfevelas]. Wanting in St. Mark
and St. Matthew (in the latter it
occurs once, in a quotation from the
LXX.); found in St. Luke’s gospel
four times—wide xiii. 11: mvelua
éyovoa dofevelas, v. 15, viii. 2,
xiil, 12.—8t. Luke xiii. 14: épyd-
wevor Oepamevesfe, St. Luke v,
15: aquvmpyovro ExMoi worhol Bepa-
mwevecfar amé TOV dobeveidy alrdv,
vi. 18, vii. 21, The passive fepa-
mevecfas is not found in St. Mark,
but in St. Matthew once and in St.
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(xxviii. 10) of
xai ToONNAlS TV
pals  ériuncar
Huas xai avayo-

/4 ] 4
pévows e'n‘eaev'r\o
@ mwpbe Tas
XyEL'aS‘.

For #uds pl reads
ab7dv,

Luke ten times. In the gospel a
general statement of this kind is
often attached to an account of a
particular miracle.

0f]. The narrative is continued
in a relative clause (Lukan); see
notes on verse 8 and xvi. 14, For
ot xal vide Acts xi. 80: d kai émoinaav,
xxvi. 10: & kal émoinga, St. Luke
x. 80 : of xal amwiAbov. .

ri. ériunoav]. This idiom is
Lukan—uvide Acts iv. 17: amedj
aralyooucla, v. 28: wapa:xryeMc‘t
wapyyyelhaper, St. Luke xxii. 15:
émibvpla  émbiunca, XXiil. 46 :
pavicas pwvi (so also Acts xvi, 28\).
Cf. also St. Luke vi. 8: dvaoras
éory, Acts v. 4: pévov Euevey,
St. Luke ii. 8: ¢pvAdoaovras qu)»mccic\.
Compare besides Bamricfévres 70
Bdmrioua, popria poprilew,doTpam)
aorpdmrovoa, &C. '

avaryopévors). Vide note on xvi. 11,

ta mpos]  Vide St. Luke xiv. 32
éowTd@ Td TPOS ElpvnY.

? pin’aq]. PNotpfound in the plural
in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St.
John ; it nevertheless occurs in Acts
xx. 24. .

[Not St. Paul only, but his com-
panions also were honoured (or re-
ceived an honorarium ?); it follows
from this that they also took partin
the work of healing (vide p. 15 f.),
which conclusion, indeed, is not for-
bidden but rather suggested by the
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(xxviii, 11) ue-
Ta 8¢ Tpels uij-
vas aviyOnuev év
wAol  Tapaxe-
XELpaKoTe v Th
vijcw, 'Aekav-
Spuv, Tapacjug
dwocroipors,

Blass thinks that
the construction wa-
pac. Awok, i3 quite
impossible, and con-
jectures, therefore,

¢ Hv wapdonuor Awo-
kobpwy,

(xxviil, 12) xai
kataybévres eis
Svparovoas éme-
peivapey nuépars
TRV,

Juépas Tpels in
many authorities,

wording of verse 9. Blass, without
sufficient grounds, holds it as pro-
bable that a change of subject 1s to
be assumed in verse 10, and that
these expressions of honour pro-
ceeded from the comwmunity in
general. The simple sense is:—Those
who were healed honoured us with

many honours because we had
healed them.]

aviyfnuev]. See note on xvi, 11
(xxviii, 10).

katayew)  Wanting in  St.
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John;
found in St. Luke (gospel and Acts)
eight times; combined with e,
Acts ix. 80, (xxi. 8), xxiii. 28,
xxvii, 3.

émepcivapev]. émiuévey is wanting
in St, Matthew, St. Mark, and St.
John, but is found six other times
in the Acts (combined with juépa.
X. 48, xxi. 4, 10, xxviii. 14).
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(xxviii. 13)
86ev mepLeNdvres
KaTuTicauEy €5
¢ 4 \

Pijyiov, kat pera
plav yuépay éme-
yevouévov voTOU
devrepaiot 7Abo-
peveis IHotidhous,

wa) éxelfer Hpavres
for 86ev mepier. Gi-
gas !—mepteAdvres ac-

cording to ancient
authorities.

(xxviii. 14) od
edpovresadendovs
mapexhnOyuev
map’ avrols émi-
pewar Nuépas ém-
Ta* kal otrws els
™ ‘Pduny i\fa-
“e”'

wap’ abrols, émipel-

varres? (some au-
thorities, Blass),

(xxviil, 15) wd-
xeibev of adelpol
drovocavres  To,
W;Gpi 15;1.’6311 \bav
€5 gvrdvmaw
nuw aypt "Amr-

Auépass]. Dative of time, as in
St. Luke viii. 29, Acts viii, 11, xiii.
20.

meptenfovres]. Wanting in St
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John ;
but see Acts xix, 13,

katavrav]. Wanting in St,
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John;
occurring, however, nine times in
the Acts (nearly always combined
with eis—uvide xvi. 1, xviii., 19, 24,
xxi. 7, xxv. 18, xxvi. 7, xxvii. 21.

devrepaior]. Videxx. 6: meumrralios
(but the reading is uncertain). For
the construction see St. Luke xxiv.
22) ryevéuevar 6pbpival . . . ndov.

ov]. Vide note on xvi, 18,
mwapexhifnuev]. Vide note on xvi.
5.

wap’ adrols émiueivar]. Vide note
on verse 12 ; uévew mapd T is not
found in St. Matthew, St, Mark, and
St. Luke (gospel); see, however,
Actsix. 43, x. 6 (rapd T Jiuww),
xviii, 8, (20), xxi. 7, 8 (wap’ adrols,
avTd).

(kai) oUrws]. Vide Acts vii. 8,
xvii, 38, xx. 11, xxvii, 44,

kaxetfev]. Vide note on xvi, 12.

Ta mwepl Huav), Vide Acts i, 8,
viii. 12, xix. 8: 1a wepl Tijs Baoi-
Aelas, xviii, 25, xxviii. 81: T& mrepl
Tol xkvplov, xxiil. 11: 12 mepl éuod,
xxiii. 15: ra wepl adrod, xxiv, 10:
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wiov Popov kal
Toidy TaBepvizw,
ods {8wv ¢ ITai-
Aos  elyapioTif-
agas 7 bed Ena-
Bev dpoos.

(xxviii. 16) §re
8¢ eloi\bouev els
‘Pduny, émrerpd-
m™ 7¢ Ilailg
pévew kal' éauroy
ouvy TY Puldo-
oOVTL avTOY OTPa-
TIOTY.

dre B¢ fabouerv els
‘Pduny, é éxardvrapyos
Tapédwre Tods deo-

Ta mepl duavrod, St. Luke xxii, 87:
Ta mwepi éuod, xxiv. 19: Ta repl
‘Ingod, xxiv 27: 74 mepd éavrod.
This idiom is wanting inSt. Matthew,
St. Mark, and St. John. Thus in
three places in xxviii. 7-15 ¢
stands before a preposition (7, 10,
15), a trait which is so characteristic
of 8t. Luke’s style when compared
with that of the other evange-
lists,

dxpi]. Wanting in St. Mark and
St. John ; occurring omce in St.
Matthew, in St. Luke (gospel and
Acts) twenty times, in all parts of
the two books.

v . .. ebyapioicas. .. MaBev).
Lukan—vide, eg., Acts xvi. 19:
8vres . . . émidaBéuevo elAkvaav,
xiv. 29, xvil. 6, xviii. 23: monjoas
o« EENBev . . | Biepyduevos . . .
orepilwy, xx. 22, 87. Many such
examples have been collected by
Klostermann (p. 59 £.).

6te wTA]  Vide 1. 13: xal §re
eloiAbov.

eio\Bopev els]. Vide xxiii. 33 :
eloeNbivres els 7. Kaigapelav, ix. 6 :
eloe\be els 7. o, xiv, 20 elo\Bey
€ls TV moNw.

émirpémesfar]. Occurring  else-
where in the gospels and the Acts
only in Acts xxvi. 1,

uévew]. Vide note on xvi. 15,

$vrdogovrd]. Videxii. 4: wapadods
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oTpaTiwTals puNdooew aldrdy, xxiii.

351

fovs +¢ oTparome-
doxp [-x¢], ¢ B¢
HatAry érerpdanuévew
K’ éavrdy (Etw ~ijs
wapepBolris) oabv
KA —vide ¢ Sit-
gungsber. d. K.
Preuss. Akad.”’ d. W,
1895, p. 491 ff,

One sees that the position here is the same as in xvi.
10 ff; there is absolutely nothing left which the author,

1 Bince those critics who separate the “ we* account as & source
from the work as a whole assert that the surest justification of this
distinction lies in the contrast between xxviii, 1-16 and xxviii. 17 to
end, & contrast which is here peculiarly striking (this point will
be dealt with later), let us accordingly give a list of instances
wherein kinship in language, matter, and style is' shown between
xxviii. 17 ff. and the “ we” sections. It must not be forgotten in
this connection that in xxviii, 17 ff. we are dealing with only a few
verses, and that the * we " sections also consist only of ninety-seven
verses, and that the subject-matter in either case is quite different.

V. 17. perd dudpas 7pels as in xxviil, 7,12 ; dyévero with ace.
and infin, a8 in xxviii, 8; of 7év *lovdalwy wpHro: as in xxviii, 7
(xvi. 12); ocuverBérrav as in xvi. 13; mapeddtny eis T&s xelpas T,
‘Pwpalwy as in xxi, 11 : wapaddoovaiy els xelpas d0vav (only here).

V. 18, 5k rb with infin. as in xxvii. 4, 9 (five times elsewhere in
the Acts) ; Swdpxew four times in the * we " sections,

V. 19, &s with the participle as in xxvii, 80 ; &xwy KaTy0pely
a8 in xxi. 18 éroluws ¥xw &robaveiv,

V. 20. wapexdresa (to beg) as in xvi. 15, xxi. 12, xxviii, 14;
dAxls.a8 in xvi. 19 and xxvil, 20 (five times elsewhere in the Acts),

V. 21, of 3¢ as in Acts xxviil. 6; wapayevdueros as in Acts
xxi. 18,

V. 22, uév without 8¢ as in Acts xxvii. 21.

V. 23. #A6ov wpds adrdw eis, thus only in xx. 6 : #AGoper mpbs adrobs
els. For teviav see xxviii. 7 (éévioer), xxi. 16. wAeloves ag in
xxvil. 12 (of wAeloves); elsewhere only in xix, 30. For the con-
tinuation with a relative clause (ols) vide xvi. 14, For the con-
tinuation with re vide xvi, 18. For re.xal vide xxi. 12, xxvii. 1.

E
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if he copied or used a source, can have taken over from
it unchanged. He must have clothed the contents of
his source in a perfectly fresh narrative, for everywhere,
where the subject-matter in the least allows of it, we hear
the voice, we see the hand, and we trace the style of the
author of the whole work. Nothing anywhere strikes
us as strange; for the dmaf-Aeydueva are easily explained
from the special character of the subject-matter. That
the narrative is more vivid and trustworthy than in
those parts of the book where no % we ” is to be found is
surely no matter for wonder. For many sections—as, for
instance, for xxviii. 11-14, xx. 5, 6,18-15, xxi, 1-8, but
especially for xxvii.—the author must have possessed
notes which refreshed his memory;? but more than this
we may not say.

V. 24, dmelfovro Tois Aeyouévors just as in xxvii, 11 (and here only):
ewelfero rois Aeyouévoss.

V. 25, mpbs &AAfrovs as in xxviil. 4 (three times elsewhere in the
Acts) ; Td wvelpa 1d Byiov eNdAnoer, vide xxi, 11, Now follows the
long quotation and its application in verse 28 (the gospel as 7o
gwripiov Tob Beob, 8s in xvi, 17 as 68ds owrnplas). V.29 is an inter-
polation which is no longer printed in the better editions.

V. 80. év iy wobduar:, vide xxi. 8 ; dwedéxero as in xxi. 17,

V. 81, r& mepl xvplov as in xxviii, 15: 7& wepd Hudr,

These coincidences within the space of a few verses are by no
means few ; nevertheless in themselves they do not as yet afford a
convineing proof of identity of authorship.

1 The theory which, indeed, first suggests itself is that which dis-
penses with the hypothesis of notes, and, in consequence, supposes
the whole work to have been written soon after the arrival of St, Paul
in Rome (xxviii. 30 f. would then be a note added by the author
when his work was published). But this view, though it is other-
wise attractive, and even to-day is upheld by many critics, must be
rejected because of the gospel, which cannot well have been written
before 70 A.D,, and also because of Acts xx. 25, where it seems pro-
bable that the death of the Apostle is presupposed.
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But in order to bring to a conclusion the proof of the
identity of the author of the “we ™ sections with the
author of the whole work, it is necessary to make a
thorough investigation of the vocabulary of these sec-
tions. Statistics of words may be deceptive, and may
lead to absurd conclusions if they are applied to objects
of limited extent, or under false principles, or if the
investigator is satisfied with doubtful results. Here,
however, such imposing results have heen gained on a
wide basis of investigation that they may be called
simply decisive.?

In what follows it must always be kept in view that
we are dealing with only ninety-seven verses—the whole
extent of the “ we ™ sections.?

L Words which are found in the “we™ sections and the
Acts, but are wanting in St. Matthew, St. Mark,
St. Luke, and St. John.

(a) In the “ we " sections? and only in the second
half of the Acts: xiii., xiv., xvi.~xxviii.¢

dua with partic. [xxvii, 40]; xxiv. 26.
dviévas [xxvil, 40]; xvi. 26.

1 Hawkins has already dealt with this question in great detail (see
especially pp. 13 ff., 148 f.). I shall give a short summary of his
results below ; they first came under my notice after I had finished
Iy own studies on a different plan.

2 The “we” sections form a small tenth part of the Acts,
(97 : 1007),

8 The passages from the * we " sections are set in square brackets.

4 Igive this division because chap. xv. seems to belong more
closely to chaps, i,-xii,
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gmomhey [xx. 155 xxvil. 1]; xiil. 4 x1v 26.1 -
Suanéyeoai ? [xx. T, 913 xvii, 2, 17 ; xviil, 4; xix. 8,
9; xxiv. 12, 25. ' . .
SiarpiBew xpovov or fuépas [xvi. 12; xxX. 6]; xiv. 3,
28 ; xxv. 6, 14. ‘
Siapépesfau [xxvil. 27]; xiil. 49.1 5
Slin, xaradixy [xxviii. 4]; xxv. ' .
of with optat. [xxvii. 12,89] ; xvil. 11, 27; xxiv. 19;
xxv. 20. .
éxeloe [xxi. 8]; xxil. 5. )
eEiévas [xx. T xxvil, 48] ; xiil. 425 xvil. 153
émiBalvew * [xxi. 2, 45 xxvil. 2] X, 183 XXV. 1.
ebfupos [xxvil. 86]; xxiv. 10. Videalso evfupetv [only
xxvii. 22, 25} 01 .
byeafar [xxvil. 20]; xxvi. 2. L
fclgf'z'ré‘w[[xx. 15; xxi. 7; xxvil. 12; xxviii. 18];
xvi. 1; xviii. 19, 24 ; xxv. 13 ] xxvi. 7.
waramimrew [xxviil. 6]; xxvi. 14, .
ratapéper [xx. 9 twice]; xxv. T3 xxvl, 10.
uévew = to awsit [xx. 5]; xx. 23.
(vioos) [xxvil. 26; xxviil. 1, 7,9, 11]; xiii. 6.
meprépyeofar [xxviil. 13]; xix. 13.
1 The participle doracduevos is not found in the gospels, but only

i i d half of the
i W e " sections [xx. 1, xxi. 7], and in th? second >
ch:: ((axv;:ie 22, xxi. 19, xxv., 18) ; ylyveobac els ‘lepovoarnu [xxi. 17},
. 15, , )
xx; llg,ox::count ig here taken of the form BSieAéxfe (S‘exeanaa;)
which is found once in St. Mark (ix. 34), and perhaps once in the
viii. 19). ) -
Ac:snge eloiévar and 7§ émodoy (p. 70) 3 &.SméuLm km ?Ee 4New Testa.
in Aocts xvii. 10, curiévar only in 8t. Luke viii, 4,
minggntl}fe‘:ense “to ride"’ emiBalver occurs once in Bt Matthe‘w
xxi, 5, but only in & quotation from the LXX.
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mioredew T¢ Oed [xxvii. 25]; xvi. 34,

mhelovas fuépas [xxi. 10 ; xxvii. 20]; xxiv. 11.

wpooshaufBavecfar = recipere [xxviii, 2] ; xviii. 26.

ol oeBbpevor [xvi. 14]; xiii. 48, 50; xvii. 4, 17;
xviii. 7.

o T Tuxoloay [xxviil. 2]; xix. 11.

derés [xxviii. 2] ; xiv. 17 (in St. Matthew Bpoys).

vmovoeiy [xxvii. 27]; xiii. 25 ; xxv. 18,

ai xpelas [xxviil. 10] ; xx. 84.

It remains also to be noticed that the narrative of
St. Paul’s abode in Athens concludes with almost the
same words as that of his abode in Troas [vide xvii. 83,
ofras 6 Iladlos é£fiMev, and [xx. 11], ofrws [6 Tadros]
éti\bev) ; further, that 8.6 with imper. occurs only
in [xxvii. 25] and xx. 81; finally, that the participle
elmas is found only in [xxvii. 85], xxii. 24, and xxiv. 22,

(8) In the “we ™ sections and only in the first
half of the Acts—Acts i.—xii., xv.

(dopéves) [xxi. 17]; ii. 41 (but the reading is doubt-
ful here).

dpyatos (of an earlier period in the history of the
Gospel) [xxi. 16]; xv. 7.

el in the sense of émel [xvi. 15]; iv. 9 xi, 172

éemimrew [xxvii, 17, 26, 29, 32]; xii. 7.

31 In xxi, 18 &robavery eis ‘Tepovoarfu (with éA6dy omitted) is
exactly parallel to viii, 40 : ®{Airmos elpétn els Af{wrov.—=xAfy Tiwos

i only found {disregarding a quotation from the LXX. in St. Mark)
- [xxvii, 22], +iii, 1, xv. 28,
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é€wbeiv [xxvil. 89] ; vii. 45.

émipévew [xxi. 4, 10 ; xxviii, 12, 14]; x. 48 ; xii. 16 ;
(xv. 34).

érepds mus [xxvil, 1]; viil. 84,

ai Huépar 7. affpwv [xx. 6]; xii. 3.

mrefapyety [xxvil, 2173 v. 29, 32.

8ia wyveduaros [xxi. 4]; 1. 25 iv. 25 xi, 28.

wpéfeais = purpose |xxvii, 13]; xi. 23.

ka8 dv Tpomov [xxvii, 25]; xv. 11,

Umép Tob dvduaTos [xxi. 18]; v. 41 ix. 16 ; xv. 26.

Umepgov [xx. 8]; Acts i, 18; ix. 37, 39.

Yuyal=homines [xxvii, 87]; ii. 41, 43; vii. 14.

(¢) In the “ we” sections and only in both halves
of the Acts taken together.?

dvo [xxviil. 6]; ii. 2; xvi. 26.

Bia [xxvii. 41]; v. 265 xxi, 35; (xxiv. 7).

elouévas [xxi, 18]; iil. 8 xxi. 26.

éermhéew [xx. 6]; xv. 89 ; xviil. 18,

énarls [xxvii, 20]; ii. 26 xvi, 19 5 xxii. 6 ; xxiv. 15;
xxvi, 6,7 ; xxviii. 20.

th émobop [xvi. 11; xx. 15; xxi, 18]; vii. 26
xxiii, 11.

Huépas iraval [xxvil, T]; ix. 28, 435 xviil, 18.

1 We here omit the fairly numerous instances of words which are
often repeated in the * we’ sections and the Acts, but are of rare
occurrence in the gospels—for instance, BodAesfar, which occurs only
gix times in all the gospels taken together (twice in St. Luke), but is
found fourteen times in the Acts—four times in the first half, ten
times in the second half (once in the “ we” sections, xxvii, 43). It
is also a rare word with St. Paul.
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fuépas Twds [xvi. 12]; ix. 195 x. 485 xv. 86 ; xxiv.
24,

kiretfer [xvi. 125 xx, 15 5 xxi, 15 xxvii, 4 ; xxvili, 15];
vil, 4; xiii, 21 ; xiv. 26. ‘

katayyé\ew [xvi. L7]; iii. R4; iv. 2; xiil. 5, 88;
xv. 86 ; xvi. 21 ; xvii. 8, 13, 23; xxvi. 23.

péiew &oeafas [xxvii. 10]; xi. 28 ; xxiv, 15.

peraraupfBdvew [xxvil. 38, 84]; ii. 46; xxiv. 25 (in
the first three passages combined with Tpogijs).

veavias [xx. 9]; vil. 58 ; xxiii. 17 (elsewhere veavio-
£05).

Td vy [xxvil. 22]; iv. 295 v. 88; xvii. 80 ; xx. 32,

Eeview [xxi. 16; xxviil. 7]; x. 6, 18, 23, 32; xvii.
20.

_émi mhelor [xx. 9]; iv. 175 xxiv. 4.

Aéye (or a similar word) 7o mvedua (10 ayov) [xx.
28; xxi, 11]; viil. 295 x. 19; xi. 12; xiii. 2; xxviii,
25.

o mpeaPBirepos (Christian officials) [xxi. 18]; xi. 30;
xiv. 23; xv. 2, 4, 6, 22, 23; xvi. 4; xx. 17,

mpoméumew [xxi. 5]; xv, 8; xx. 88.

mpograteigfai (of God) [xvi. 10]; ii. 89 ; xiii. 2.

ovpBiBatew [xvi. 10]; ix. 22; xix. 33.

There are thus about sixty-seven words or phrases
which are common to the “we™ sections and the Acts of
the Apostles, while they are wanting in the four gospels.
Of course, some of these coincidences may be put down
to accidental causes ; but the larger half at least are of
great weight, and must be regarded as highly cha-
racteristic of style, especially when we consider how
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constant is the occurrence of particular words or
phrases in the above lists,

II. Words which are found in the “we™ sections, in the
Acts, and in St. Luke's gospel, but not in St.
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John.

avdyeofar (of a ship) [xvi. 11; xx. 13; xxi. 1, 2;
xxvii. 4, 12, 21; xxviii. 10, 11]; St. Luke, viii. 22;
Acts xiii. 18 ; xviil, 21 ; xx. 3.

amodéyecbas [xxi. 17]; St. Luke viii. 40; ix. 11;
Acts ii, 41 ; xviii. 27 ; xxiv. 8; xxviii. 30.

doTpov [xxvil. 20]; St. Luke xxi. 25; Acts vii. 43,

dromoy [xxviil, 6]; St. Luke xxiii, 41 ; Acts xxv. 5.

dypss ob [xxvil. 83]; St. Luke xxi. 24; Acts vii.
18.2

Bovhij [xxvii, 12, 42]; St. Luke vii. 30 ; xxiii. 51 ;
Acts ii. 28 iv. 28 ; v. 88; xiil. 36 ; xx. 27.

Siacdoar [xxvii. 48]; St. Luke vii. 8 ; Acts xxiii, 24
(the passive occurs besides three times in the “we”
sections and once in St. Matthew).

diardooecfar [xx. 18] ; St. Luke iii. 18 ; xvii, 9,10;
Acts vil. 445 xviii. 2; xxiil, 81 ; xxiv. 23,

évomoy (mdvrov) [xxvii. 85]; in St. Luke twenty
times; in the Acts, excluding the “ we” sections, four-
teen times (évwmioy wdvrwy only again in Acts xix.
19); occurs once, indeed, in St. John.

1 It is noteworthy that ¥xpis is wanting in St. Mark and St. John,
and occurs once in St, Matthew (xxiv, 88), but thatin St. Luke (gospel
and Acts) it occurs twenty times, four of which occurrences are in
the ** we” gections.
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éens [xxi. 1; xxvil. 18]; St. Luke vii. 11 ix. 87,
Acts xxv. 17.

émi, with acc. of time [xx. 113 xxvii. 20]; St. Luke
iv. 25; x. 85; xviil. 4; Acts iil, 1; iv. 55 xiil. 81
xvi. 18 ; xvii. 2; xviii, 20 ; xix. 8, 10, 34.

épyacia [xvi. 16]; St. Luke xii. 58; Acts xvi. 19;
xix. 24, 25.

ebayyeniteabal T, Twd [xvi. 10]; St. Luke i. 19;
il. 10 iii. 18; iv. 18,43 viii. 1; ix. 6; xx. 1; Acts
v. 42 viii. 4, 12, 25, 85, 40; x, 36; xi, 20 ; xiii. 32;
xiv. 7, 15, 21 ; xv. 85 ; xvii. 18,

épiordvas [xxviil. 2]; St. Luke ii. 9, 88 iv. 39;
x. 40 xx. 1; xxi, 84; xxiv. 4; Acts iv. 1; vi. 12;
x 175 xi. 115 xii. 7 xvil. 55 xxii. 18, 20; xxiii. 11,
27 (épearws, xxil, 20 and [xxviil. 2]).

T4 éxopévy [xx. 15]; St. Luke xiii. 33; Acts xxi. 26.

npuépa with eiyvecfar [xxvil. 29, 83, 39]; St. Luke
iv. 42 ; Acts xii. 18; xvi. 85; xxiil. 12. afjuépar adrar
[xxi. 15]; St. Luke vi. 12; xxiii. 7; xxiv. 18; i. 24;
Actsi.15; vi. 1 x1.27; 1.5 xxi. 15; v. 36; xxi. 38;

- il 24,

novydbew [xxi. 14]; St. Luke xiv. 4; xxiii. 56 ; Acts
xi, 18,

katdyew [xxvii. 35 xxviil. 12]; St. Luke v. 11; Acts
ix. 80; xxii, 30 ; xxiii. 15, 20, 28.

katépyesfar [xsi. 8,10; xxvii. 5]; St. Luke iv. 81;
ix. 87; Acts viii. 5; ix. 32 xi. 27; xii. 19; xiii. 4;
xv. 1, 80 ; xviii. 5, 22.

kpivew (in the wider sense) [xvi. 15; xxvii. 1]; St.
Luke vii, 48 ; xii. 57; Acts iv. 19; xiii. 46; xv. 19;
xvi. 4; xx. 16; xx xxi. 25 :v. 255 xxvi. 8.



T4 LUKE THE PHYSICIAN

T& Aahovpeva [xvi. 14]; St Luke i. 45 ii. 885 Acts
xiii. 455 (xvii. 19).

NaTpevew [xXxvii. 23]; St. Luke i 74 i 875 iv. 83
Acts vii. 7, 42; xxiv. 14 xxvi, 7.2

uév obv [xxviil. 5]; St. Luke iii. 18; Acts viil. 4,
25 ix. 81; xi. 19; xii. 5; xiv. 8; xv. 3,303 xvi. 5,
xvii. 12, 17; (xviii. 14); xix. 88; xsili. 18, 31 ;
xxv. 4.

uepls [xvi. 12]; St. Luke x. 42; Acts viil. 21.

pijy [xxviil. 11]; St. Luke i. 24, 26, 36, 56 ; iv. 255
Acts vii. 20 ; xviii, 11; xix. 8; xx. 8,

uéhis [xxvii. 7, 8, 16]; St. Luke ix. 89 ; Acts xiv, 18.

ominely [xx. 11]; St. Luke xxiv. 14, 15 ; Acts xxiv, 26.

wdvros [xxviil, 4]; St. Lukeiv. 28; Acts (xviil. 21);
xxi, 22.

melfecfar [xxi. 14; xxvii. 11]; St. Luke xvi. 31;
xx. 6; Acts v. 36, 37, 40 ; xvil, 4 ; xxiil. 21 ; xxvi. 26 5
xxviil, 24.

T mepl Twos [xxviil. 15]; St. Luke xxii. 87 ; xxiv. 19,
Q7; Acts i. 8; (viii. 12); xviil. 25; (xix. 8); xxiii, 11,
15 xxiv. 10, 22 ; xxviil. (23), 31.

of mheloves (& mhelov) [xxvil. 12]; St. Luke vil, 43
Acts xix. 32,

motelofai=morely [xxvii, 18] ; St. Luke v. 33 ; xiii. 22 ;
Acts i, 1; sx, 24; xxv. 17,

méMis, added to the name of the city [xvi. 14 ; xxvii. 8];
St. Luke ii. 4; Acts xi. 5.

per’ ol WU (wet’ oU ToNAAS Nuépas) [xxvii, 14]; St.
Luke xv. 13; Actsi. 5.

1 Once in St. Matthew (iv. 10) in a quotation from the LXX.
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mpocdyew [xxvil. 27]; St. Luke ix. 41; Acts xvi.
20.1

orabeis [xxvii. 21]; St. Luke xviii. 11, 40; xix. 8;
Acts ii. 145 v. 20 ; xi. 13 xvil. 22 ; xxv. 18,

ocvvapmafery [xxvil. 15]; St. Luke viii. 29; Acts
vi, 12; xix. 29.

ocurBdAhetv [xx. 14]; St. Luke ii. 19; xiv. 31; Acts
iv, 15; xvii. 18 ; xviii, 27.

Bévres (Oeis) Ta rydvara [xxi. 5]; St. Luke xxii. 41 ;
Acts vii. 60; ix. 40; xx. 36.2

Tuyydvew [xxvil, 3; xxviii. 2]; St. Luke xx.35; Acts
xix. 11 ; xxiv, 2; xxvi. 22.

Urdpyew [xxvil, 12, 21, 84 ; xxviii. 7]; St. Luke vii.
25; viil, 41; ix. 48; xi. 13; xvi. 14, 23 ; in the Acts
about twenty-two times, excluding the “ we  sections.

UmooTpéperw [xxi. 6]; in St. Luke (gospel) about
twenty-two times; Acts 1. 12; viil. 25, 28; xiii, 13,
34 ; xiv, 21 ; xx. 3 xxii, 17 ; xxiii, 32
) xapiteobar [xxvii. 24]; St. Luke vii. 21,42, 43; Acts
i, 14; xxv. 11, 16.

?épévov ikavéy [xxvii. 9]; St. Luke viii. 27; xx. 9;
xxiil. 8; Acts viii, 11 ; xiv. 3.3

1 omevder also should be added here [sx, 16, which may well
belong to the *we’ sections]. (7. St. Luke ii, 16, xix, 5, 6;
Acts xxii, 18, T

2 Ti8évres T& ydvara is found cnce in St. Mark (xv, 19),

. 3 dgv [xxvii, 82, 40, xxviil. 4] occurs elsewhere in the Acts five
times, in St. Luke’s gospel twice, is wanting in St. Mark and
St. John, and is found once only in St. Matthew. &os [xxviii. 17]
occurs elsewhere in the Acts six times, in St. Luke three times, is
wanting in St. Matthew and St. Mark, and is found once in 8t. John ;

b
'Z‘tgeﬂ only occurs in the *we” sections and three times in the
cts.
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This group of forty-four words and phrases is of still
greater import than the former, for the gospel of St.
Luke is here included. We at once learn that the “we”
sections are somewhat more nearly allied to the second
half of the Acts than to the first, and yet that they are
also closely connected with this first half. With the
first half of the Acts they have in common about sixty-
seven words which are wanting in St. Matthew, St.
Mark, and St. John ; with the second half about eighty-
eight words, of which forty-five are the same in both
cases,

III. Words which are found in the “we” sections and
in St. Luke's gospel, but not in St. Matthew, St.
Mark, St. John, and the Acts of the Apostles.

We must preface an observation of the first
importance. In xxviil. 85 (a “we” section) we read :
elmas (scil. o ITadhos) 8¢ rabra wkal Aefdv dpTov
ebyaplonoer ¢ Oe évimioy mavrwy kal khdaas fpEato
¢ofler. This is a deliberate imitation of St. Luke
xxii, 19: xal laBov dprov edyapioricas éxhacev
(cf. xxiv. 80: NaBwv Tév dprov elhoynoev kal kNdoas,
x.7 A3 ¢f- 1 Corinthians xi. 23: é\aBev dpTov kal
ebyapiorioas ékhacev). The opinion of Wellhausen and
others that the verses St. Luke xxii. 19-20 are not
genuine is therefore scarcely tenable. We besides notice
that éofleww only occurs here in the Acts, whilst it is
found twelve times in St. Luke’s gospel.

avagaivew [xxi. 8]; St. Luke xix. 11.
Gvevplorew [xxi. 4]; St. Luke ii. 16.
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amoomacfivas amé [xxi. 1]; St. Luke xxii. 41.

amorwdooew [xxviii. 5]; St. Luke ix. 5.

dmrew Aoyvov vel wip [xxviii. 2]; St. Luke viii. 16 ;
xi. 83 ; xv. 8; xxii. 55.

Suordvas [xxvii. 28]; St. Luke xxii. 59 ; xxiv. 51,

(émepérera) [xxvii. 8]; only St. Luke x. 34, 35; in
xv. 8 are found émiueleiofas and émipends.

émipaivew [xxvil. 20]; St. Luke i. 79.

ebfetos, avedferos [xxvii. 12]; St. Luke ix. 62; xiv,
35,

karaxorovfetv [xvi. 17] ; St. Luke xxiii. 55,

xatéyery [xxvii, 40]; St. Luke iv. 42; viii. 15;
xiv, 9.

OplE éx tijs Kepakijs amohetrar |xxvii. 34]; St. Luke
xxi, 18,

gvé'ras [xxvii. 13, twice]; St. Luke xi. 31 ; xii, 55 ; xiii.

29.1

wapafiafecfar [xvi. 15]; St. Luke xxiv. 29,

meperrimrey [xxvii. 41]; St. Luke x. 30.

mhety [xxi. 8 ; xxvil. g, 6, 24]; St. Luke viii. 23.

mA7jfos (of things) [xxviii. 8]; St. Luke v. 6.

Tpayls [xxvil. 29]; St. Luke iii. 5.2

u9 poBob (with vocative) [xxvii. 24]; St. Luke i. 13,
30 ; xii, 32.2

This group of twenty words, taken together with the
former group, is the most important of all. In the
“we™ sections, as we see, no less than sixty-four words

1 In all these instances used of the wind ; once in St. Matthew
(xil. 42), Bactriroa vérov,

2 But only in a quotation from the LXX.
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and phrases are found which also occur in St. Luke's
gospel while they are wanting in St. Matthew, St. Mark,
and St. John !

There are thus about 130 words (or phrases)? in 190
places (in the 97 verses) which the ¢ we ” sections have in
common with the Acts or with St. Luke’s gospel or with
both together, and which are wanting in St. Matthew,
St. Mark, and St. John;?2 i.c., on an average we mect
with two such words (or phrases) in every wverse of the
“we™ sections.

Let us now apply the following test, with very instruc-
tive results:

The “we” sections have in
common with the Acts and
St. Luke > St. Matthew,

St. Mark, and St. John 44 words

The “we” sections have in
common with St. Luke >
St. Matthew, St. Mark, St.
John, and the Acts . 20 words (in 23 places)

64 words
The “we” sections have in
common with the Acts and
St. Matthew > St. Mark,
St. Luke, and St. John 3 words?®

1 Proper names and numerals are, of course, omitted,

2 About sixty-seven in common with the Acts, about twenty with
St. Luke’s gospel, about forty-three with both.

8 émBalvewr, Ypaua, dua,
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The ¢ we” sections have in
common with St. Mat-
thew > St. Mark, St
Luke, St. John, and the
Acts . . . .

The “ we” sections have in
common with the Acts and
St. Mark > St. Matthew,
St. Luke, and St. John

The “ we” sections have in
common with St. Mark >
St. Matthew, St. Luke, St.
John, and the Acts .

The “we” sections have in
common with the Acts and
St. John > St. Matthew,
St. Mark, and St. Luke

The “we™ sections have in
common with St. John >
St. Matthew, St. Mark, St.
Luke, and the Acts .

3 words? (in 3 places)

6 words

2 words 2

1 word? (in 1 place)

3 words

2 words?

2 words® (in 2 places)

4 words

L &rdvrnaus, wéAayos, cuorpépew (but with another significance).

2 diwylyvesfar and SixAéyeobar
3 wpluva,

4 BarplBew and the active middle fGobai.

5 oxowlor, Yoxos.

9
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"The “ we™ sections have, besides, one word, amoxomrew,
in common with St. Mark and St. John, which is not
found in St. Matthew, St. Luke, and the Acts ; another,
kduma, which is not found in St. Luke and the Acts, in
common with St. Matthew and St. Mark ; and another,
omeipa, not in St. Luke, in common with the Acts and
the other three gospels.

If one now considers that of the sixty-four words in
common with St. Luke thirty-five are verbs (of the
110 in common with the Acts fifty-five are verbs)—
verbs have always great weight in questions of this
kind—vwhile of the sixteen words in common with St.
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John only 24+2+4241=7
are verbs; if one further considers that we have
here omitted all the numerous words and phrases
of constant occurrence in the ¢ we” sections and the
two great Lukan writings in case they appear, though
only rarely, in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John ; if
one finally considers that the case is the same with con-
structions ! and numerous particles which are sought for
in vain, or almost in vain, in those other writings (e.g.,
multiplication of particles, &s in temporal clauses, € in
the sense of érel, el with optative, uév ody, Te connecting

t The reader will pardon me for not over-burdening him with
details on this point as well as on the question whether the words in
common are always used with the same significance. If, however,
such an investigation should be considered necessary—for my part
the dead weight of the facts disclosed in the lists seems conclusive
enough—I am prepared to show that from this side also we meet with
confirmation, not refutation, of our position. Meanwhile, the remarks
I have made on these points in the notes on the * we ' sections of
chaps, xvi. and xxviil,, and those of Klostermann (loc. ¢it.) on
uestions of syntax in chap. xxvii., may suffice.
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a new sentence, the continuation of the narrative by
means of a relative clause, éxeloe, kad’ dv Tpémov, ddpve,
kaxeibev, Ta viv, dxpis of, émi with acc. of time, woes,
mdvtws, Ta mepl Twos, &c., &e.)—surely one can only
say that there is but one unquestionable verdict to be
given: the “ we™ sections and the Acts of the Apostles
have one and the same author. We cannot explain such
constant coincidence as due to accident; nor can we
suppose that some “ source” has here been worked up
by a later hand, for on this hypothesis the source must
have been revised line by line, and even word by word,
and yet the reviser actuvally allowed the “we™ to
stand! There is no basis even for the hypothesis
that the “we™ source includes the greater part of
chaps. xiii., xiv., xvi.—xxviii.; for though the rela-
tionship of the “we™ sections with Acts i.-xii., xv.,
and St. Luke’s gospel is not so close as with xiii.,
xiv., xvi.—xxviil. (the proportion is 88: 67) it is never-
theless close enough to remain unintelligible on such
an hypothesis.!

. The proof is thus complete;? nor can its conclu-
siveness be shaken by comiparing the “we™ secticns

! That the relationship with the second half of the Acts should
be clgser than that with the first half and St. Luke’s gospel is not
astonishing, seeing that in the former case the subject-matter of each
is more nearly allied.

2 The internal evidence will be discussed later. I would here give
a s_hort sketch of the method of Hawkins in marshalling the linguistic
evidence for the identity of authorship.

1) At the beginning of his work he draws up lists of 86 words and
phrases in St. Matthew, 87 in St. Mark, 140 in St. Luke, which very
ffequently occur in each of these writers, namely, 841 times, 314
times, 1435 and 1235 times respectively (the last number referring to

F
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and the remaining parts of the Acts with the vocabulary
of St. Paul; for the relationship with the Pauline

the Acts apart from the “we™ sections), while they are of much
rarer occurrence in the other two. Now in the ' we '* sections these
Lukan phrases oceur in 110 passages, i.e.—very nearly as often as in
St. Mark, although the latter is just seven times as long. In
St. Matthew they occur only 207 times, although it is eleven times
the length of the *“we’ sections. On the other hand, the phrases
characteristic of St. Matthew occur only eighteen times in the “we”’
sections, those characteristic of St. Mark only eight times. What a
contrast to the 110 occurrences of Lukan phrases ! If, however, one
considers only the phrases themselves, apart from the frequency of
occurrence, we find of the 86 phrases characteristic of St. Matthew
only 10 in the #we” sections, of the 37 Markan only 8, but of the
140 Lukan 43! That is, § (St. Matthew), } (St. Mark), § (St. Luke) !
Hawkins may well say (p. 160) : “Such evidence of unity of author-
ship, drawn from a comparison of the language of the three synoptic
gospels, appears to me irresistible. Is it not utterly improbable that
the language of the original writer of the ¢ we’ sections should have
chanced to have so very many more correspondences with the lan-
guage of the subsequent ¢ ompiler’ than with that of Matthew or
Mark 2"

Next Hawkins draws up a list of the words of the whole New
Testament (not only of the gospels and Acts, as we have done), which
are found only in the **we’’ sections and in the Acts. There are
91 words occurring 28 times in the “ we ” gectionsy, 46 times in the
remaining chapters of the Acts. Then comes a list of the words
which are found only in the *we" sections and St. Luke's gospel
(* with or without the rest of Acts”). There are 16 words (29
times in the ** we’ sections, 25 times in St. Luke, 23 times in the
rest of Acts). Then Hawkins, after giving another list of a great
number of words (and phrases) which are characteristic of the “we”
sections and the Lukan writings (though they oceur rarely elsewhere
in the New Testament), concludes with the remark : * On the whole,
then, there is an immense balance of internal and linguistic evidence
in favour of the view that the original writer of these sections was
the same person as the main author of the Acts and of the third
gospel, and, consequently, that the date of those books lies within
the lifetime of & companion of St, Paul.”  An involuntary confirma-
tion of these statements is given also by Vogel (* Charakteristik des
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vocabulary is in the “we” sections not closer, but
less close, than in the other chapters of the Acts.

»”
‘I;::;z;s,l 2 Afuﬁ §. 61-68), He has instituted a comparison of the
ocabu ary‘o St. Luke and the Acts without paying separate atten-
tion to the “we '’ sections. He produces : | f

I. 57 words (in 92 passages i
ges of Acts) which occur elsewhere i
- New Te§tament only in 8t. Luke’s gospel, vherein the
. 41 \lv'ordf1 (111_80 passages of Acts) occurring in St. Luke, but
elsewhere in the New Testament of only isolated occurrf’:uce.

II1, 33 words (in 50 i
ord: passages of Acts) which are ially p
teristic of St. Luke and the Acts. e especially eharnc-

. cﬁt’?gﬁs@:h tél‘i t’illdzioi(lsl én 227d 1)c.zsszlzges. Of these words the “we*”
' » 13 words in 14 passages, under II, 5 words in
? ?fl;iszii?augfel ;II.hi \‘v:ordim 5 passages ; thus altogether 22 words
Aot me sﬁou.ld ei ;e :t l\ge(las)ectxoxclis f.orn;; swmall tenth part of the
S xpect words in passages, Zhe ‘‘we”
;iiz;);a;;ltfw-e_'f'o7'e, are in lfmgua_//e more closely all-i:(l to St inllj;’s
ot 1?3; cé; : the remaining parts of the Acts. Finally Vogel has
e, whicli ;ogetherfxnumber_ of “favourite expressions” of St.
romee eac;‘:e fou.nd in both his w_ritings {far more than 100 occur-
Tostonn A): W.hxle they are rare in the other writings of the New
coctions a;zd 7 qteun, he absolutely ignores the problem of the “we”
o o,ccw _l/; ‘?f t/ze‘se Lwenty most important words no less than
caleoarns ahf) in t/e‘szs part of the Acts. 1 myself have made a
gospelan élt;;v X;h aﬁord§ a yet more striking result. St. Luke's
Shroses beons 3 ICtS, h.ave in common about 203 difterent words (a few
St To fec) “hxc.h are wanting in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and
e o ét.o the.se 203 w'ords no less than 68 occur in the
comprise & ions (20 excluswe}y here), although these sections
identity ofnt }51’ a small tez:th of the Acts, Now no one denies the
et the ok le authqr of‘bt'. Luke }vith the author of the Acts; and
ity buli:’ and lm:qznstw relationship between the “we” sections
can bo alleged,:gf :t)]ff;][)el .-zs ng)yort;d by twice the amount of evidence that
P 7 ‘cemlatwn.s'?u%) between the rest of the Acts and this
and of the 4 c;n zt, then, be denied that the author of the * we * sections
Acts f-xit, 4 g 8 is one and the same man! In the 480 verses of
Luke's - and xv. there stand about 132 words in common with St.
gospel which are not found in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St,
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I therefore refrain from considering the matter in
detail.

Against the proof of the identity of the author of the
« we ™ sections with the author of the whole work ? it is
possible, so far as I can see, to raise the following
objections : 2 (1) The Gmrak Neyoueva are more numerous
in the © we " sections than in other parts of the Acts;
(2) the author of the third gospel and the Acts has
plainly used written sources for other passages of
his great work, transforming them in accordance with his
own style; it is thus possible that, in spite of all argu-
ments to the contrary, the case is the same with the so-
called ¢ we ™ sections.

As regards the first objection, the number of draf
Neybueva in the «we” sections is certainly very large.
We can, indeed, point to about 111 words which are
not found elsewhere in the Acts and St. Luke’s gospel.

John,and in the 527 verses of Acts xiii., xiv., xvi—xxviii.,about 141
guch words. But in the 97 verses of the “we " gsections there are
about 63 such words, when, judging from proportion, we should only
expect to find about 26.

1 We have above (pp. 19 ff.) described the relationship of St. Luke’s
gospel to St. Paul (so far as vocabulary is concerned) as compared
with that of the other gospels. In order to illustrate the relation-
ship of the “ we " sections to the Apostle it may suffice to point out
that of the 105 words of the * we” sections which are not found in
the rest of the Acts and the gospel only 11 occur in the Pauline
epistles.

2 Attempts to weaken the force of too striking coincidences
between the “ we ” sections and the remaining parts of the work by
the hypothesis of interpolations are unavailing ; for in this case more
than three-quarters, if not all, the verses of the *we " sections would
have to be regarded as interpolated.

3 T here for the moment neglect the objections raised by the
Higher Criticism.
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This proportion is much greater than in the remaining
parts of the work. For example, in the 480 verses of
i,—xii., xv., there are only 188 words which are wanting
in the rest of the Acts and St. Luke! Accordin;
to this proportion, only 88 amaf Aeydueva should occur
in the *“we” sections, while in reality there are nearly
three times as many. We attain the same result by
means of the following comparison: In the whole o
the Acts there are about 657 words (proper names
excluded) which are wanting in St. Luke. In the
“we™ sections, therefore, which form about one-tenth
of the Acts, there ought to be about 67 such words;
but there are really 162—thus two and a half time;
as many as we should expect.

As soon as we turn to the subject-matter it is at once
seen what treacherous ground is afforded by these
statistics. The twenty-seventh chapter of the Acts
which comprises nearly half of the ¢ we” sections (forty-,
four verses), and some other verses besides of the same
sections, contain subject-matter of a peculiar kind such
as finds no parallel in the rest of the book—narratives
?'f voyages and of the shipwreck. Three-fifths of the
am. hey. belong to the latter narrative,® and the wonder is

1 One must count upon a small error her .
Y ‘ e, but I think tha
numbers are right on the whole. ’ that the

L 2 T?a:t is, about.sixt):-?ine. They are as follows : &yxvpa, alyiards,
vrikpl, dvrodfarpety [ 7§ dvéuw], dmoBoAd, &roxdnrew, dmoppimrew, &mo-
Poprifeabar, &préuwy, kodAevros, dooov, &airla, doiTos, adrdyerp Bov,'wﬂa
BoAl(ew, BpaSumoeiv, yduos, Siavbew [Tdv mAodv], SiawAeiy Bte’ci)\aa'a'os,
g’fﬁok'b, ekxoAvuBiv, &vBiBalew, dmiylyveaar, éma’xeué(ecrﬂa: é-rrta'¢a7\ﬁs’
n‘::ithew, Aépel&ew, ebBubpouely, ebparirwy, (evirnpla, (np.ic’z, onuyB&v:
; pifay, kiua, kuBepyhiTs, Awhv, AlY, vadkAnpos, vads, vabrys w’a‘.w

pyvid, wapaBdAey, rapaAéyerfa, mapdonuos, rapaxeyud e, :rapaxu,-
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not that their number is here so great, but rather that,
even in chapter axvii., in spite of this new subject-matter,
the accustomed style and vocabulary of the writer arc
verse by verse most clearly distinguishable.

Subtracting these fermini technici, there then remain
in the “we” sections the following dmw. Aey.: avadé-
xealar, drdvrous, aracmalecbai, (douévews), atyy, o
BdpBapot, Boihqua, Secuwtns, Oevtepalos, SrateAelv,
Siadpedyew, Sucevrepla, of évrémiol, éapTilew, T éTépa,
éroluws éyew, (edayyeharis), edfupely, Odpaos, Gépun,
Bupls, kabBdmrew, ropevvivai, pavreveobBal, peraBdi\eo-
Bas, petpiws, mapawely, wapateivew, webevew, wepiatpety,
miumpacfai, (moppupbmwris), mpos with genit., (rvfwy),
mupd, ouvmepthauBdvew, cuvlpimTew, ouoTpédew,
opodpds, (tploteyor), ¢uhavBporia, GhavbpoTws,
Puhodpdvws, (ppivavo), xpfiabac.

This number (39-45), in proportion to the number of
am. Aey. in the whole work, is no longer too large.
Striking singularities, of course, still remain. Among
these I reckon o: BdpBapot, BovAnua, Secuwrns, of év-
Tdmior, dpaos, pihavBpwTia,as also perpiws and opodpds,
and among verbs OSuarehely, éroluws Eyew, eDBuuety
kopevvival, wapaively, maparelvew, xpficfar, and lastly
i érépa and wpos with genit! But the number of
these singularities is scarcely greater than that we
waola, mwéhayos, wepikparhs [rhis owdgns], mnddAwr, whois, mpocedr,
mpiuve, wpdpa, cavis, crdn, ckevll, oxowloy, Tupwrikds, UBpis, bmo-
(wrvivar, Smomhely, Swomvéew, Umorpéxew, xepndleabur, xdpos, Yixos.

A few of these, although used here in connection with navigation,
seem to have been borrowed from the vocabulary of medicine (vide
infra).

1 =pds in this construction does not occur elsewhere in the whole
New Testament,
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find in every chapter of the Acts. It is therefore
hopeless to build upon them the hypothesis of a
separate written source, especially as no difference
of style (construction and particles) exists between the
«we” sections and the remaining chapters of the
Acts.

As regards the question of the sources of the third
gospel and the Acts, the subject is, as is well known, one
of very strenuous controversy. But one fact stands
fast: the third Evangelist copied the work of the
second. Nearly three-fourths of the text of St. Mark
appears again in St. Luke, and throughout almost
exactly in the Markan order. We thus possess a
source of considerable content, and are able to compare
the copyist with the original. With what result? In
spite of all the freedom with which the author of the
third gospel treats his source,' the style, the syntax, and
also the vocabulary of that source are still everywhere
apparent (¢f. the works of Wernle and Wellhausen on
the synoptists), although comparison is rendered d}fﬁ-
cult by the fact that the Greek and the general lite-
rary style of St. Mark are more closely allied to
St. Luke than are, for example, the styles of St.
Paul and St. John. I take the following two sections
at random :

1 The text of St. Mark is considerably edited by St. Luke in the
interest of a more correct Greek style. 1t is in places amplified by
comments and other corrections which the editor regarded as im-
provements. Moreover, in numerous sections it is combined with
matter from other sources.
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St. Mark i, 21 : kal
elowopedovrar €ls Ka-
papvaolu. kal ebBls
T0Ts cdBBacw Bl
Sackey eis Ty oura-
ywyiy,

(22) xal étemrio-
govro éxl TH 8i8axd
abrob, v yip Si8dorwy
adrols  ds  éfovolav
Exwy kal obx ds ol
YpoppaTEDS,

(23) kal edOds Ay év
™ ocuwaywyf abrdv
4vbpwmos év mveluatt
drxabbpTy, kal &Gvékpo-
Eev Aéywr®

(24) TL Huiv kal ool,
Incot Naapnvé; Arbes
gmoréoar Huds; oldd
oe tis €I, & &yios Tob
Beot,

(25) xal émeriunaey
abrg & ‘Incobs [Aé-
yor]® $uddyri  xal
gkenbe & abrob,

(26) kal omapdtay
abrdv TO mrelua T

St. Luke iv, 30 £, :
kaikaTHAbev els Kapap-
vaodu wéAw tiis TaAi-
Aalas, kal fiv Sddorwy
alTobs év Tols odB-
Baaw,

(32) kal élemAtio-
govto érl T Sidaxi
abrod, 811 év ékavole
Hv & Adyos adrod,

(33) kal v 7§ oUra-
yoyfi v Grbpwmos
Exwy mvedpa Saiudvior
kal &vénpatcr Qwrf)
peydAn”

(34) [#a], 7{ Auiv kal
ool, *Incov Nalapnvé ;
frbes &moréoar Huas;
o8¢ e 7is €I, & &yios
Tol Beol,

(35) wal émeriunoey
alT$ 6 'Inoods Aéywy*
Syt kal Elele
&x’ adTob.

kal plyav alrdy Td
Saudviov els 10 uéooy

kariAfer], Because
Jesus comes from
Nazareth, the singu-
lar also depends upon
what precedes,—mdA,
. T'er.}. St Luke
presupposes in his
readers no knowledge
of Palestine,—el89s].
St. Luke avoids, on
artistic grounds, the
repetition of this fa-
vourite word of St.
Mark, Seealso iv. 33,
37.~abrovs]. St.Luke
here avoids leaving
diddarery without an
object.—7v Siddorwy].
From St, Mark i, 22.

Simplification of
style ; the form and
sense is improved by
the insertion of ¢
Adyos.,

The indefinite ad-
Tav is erased, the He-
braic év is replaced
by &xwy, the indefinite
Grabdpre by daiudviov,
the weak Aéywy by
Pwrfi peydAn,

&b for é is an im-

provement.

St. Luke replaces
the vulgar omapdfar
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&xdfaprov Kal ¢wl:ﬁo'av
pwrii weydAy éEfAfer
&t atrol.

(27) xal é6auBnin-
ocav dwavres, &are
ovvlnreiy abrobs Aé-
yovras* Ti éorw TobTo;
5axh wawh’ xat’
tovolay kal Tols Tyev-
pagt Tofs &xafdprois
émrdooe:, kal Smakod-
ovaw abTd,

(28) kal étiinder 7
axod adrol ebOls wav-
Taxob els EAny THY me-
plxwpov iis TaAiralas.

&HNBey  &n’  alTob
undtv Badyar abTdy.
[Probably &va-
kpavydoay Te should
be read in place of
els Td péoor.]

(36) «kal éyéverto
0duBos érl mdvras, Kal
ouvehdAouy mpds GA-
AfhAovs Aéyovres® Tis &
Adyos ofros, Ot év
dtourle Kal  Buvdpuet
émerdoaer Tols  &xa-
8dprois mrelparw Kal
éképxovtas;

(87) xai éfemopedero
Axos wepl abrob eis
wdyra TéwOV THS TEPL-
Xépov,

by pibav, ¢wv. ¢uwr.
wey. by the better
word d&vakpavy. The
addition of undév
BAay. abr. seemed
necessary to one who
was a physician.

faubeiofal never
used by St. Luke,
8duBos only a few
times.—The more re-
fined &mavres occurs
perhaps twice in St.
Mark ; in St. Luke it
is found thirty-six
times.—ovAAaAev is
more precise than
ou(nreiv.—eau, &bo-
re is awkward, and
is therefore corrected.
In what follows St.
Luke adds touches
which give greater
clearness and preci-
sion.

The corrections
themselves emphasise
the vulgarisms of St.
Mark.

The source is, as one sees, on the whole only slightly
altered (some characteristic idioms and solecisms of St.
Mark are nevertheless erased); moreover, its peculiar
style here stands out clearly in comparison with those
parts in which St. Luke could give himself freer rein,
for it is evident that in chap. iii. s.s. he has kept as
closely as possible to the already existing type of gospel
narrative,. Compare the xa/ beginning a new sentence
ten times repeated (just as in the source, and quite in
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opposition to his own style);* also the expressions
6 &yios Tod Beod and duuody, which are not found else-

where in St. Luke.

St. Mark ii. 1: ral
cloenfoy wdAw els Ka-
dapraodu &' Huepdv
Hrovaby dri &v olky
éoriv,

(2) «ai curfxbnoav
moAhol &oTe unkért
xwpelv undé T& wpds
v Blpav, kal éAdAe:
abrols Ty Adyov.

(3) xal épxovra: é-
povres wpbs abToy o
paAvTikdy  alpbuevoy
imd reoadpwy,

(4) ral ph Suvduevor
rpocevéynar abtd Bl
Tov OxAov &wea'ré'y:

St. Luke v, 17 xal
éyévero v g TOY
fuepdv kol abrds Hv
5i8dokwy, xkal Hoav
kaffuevor dapioalor kal
vopodiddokaros of foav
AnAvBdTes éx wdoms
kduns Tis LaAdalas
kal 'lovdalas Kal 'le-
povaarfu’ kol Shvaus
xuplov fv eis 7b iGoba
abrir,

[The structure of
the clause has been
probably corrupted
in course of trans-
mission,]

(18) kal {8ob &vBpes
pépovtes éml KAl
§vBpwmov ds fv mapa-
AeAvuéros, kal é(frouy
abrdy eloeveykely kal
Oetvas dvdmioy adrob.

(19) xal uh edpbyres
wolas elgevéykwow ab-

This xal éyévero, al-
though not a Greek
literary idiom, is yet
Lukan. St.Luke has
purposely adopted
this Biblical phrase.
Elsewhere this pas-
sage does not afford
points for compari-
son ; note only that
parts of St. Mark ii,
6 are transferred here
quite appropriately,
and are therefore
wanting in St. Luke
v. 21, 8t. Luke has
thus considered the
whole section before
he transformed it in
detail.

xal S0 never found
in St. Mark; in St.
Luke kalisod and idod
ydp occur thirty times
in the gospel and
about a dozen times
in the Acts—chaps. i.,
v,, viii., ix., =, xi,

1 Vogel (* Charakterigtik des Lukas,” 2 Aufl,, 1899, s, 82) has dis-

cussed St. Luke's various methods of beginning a sentence, but he
has not drawn the final conclusion. If we, with him, compare 100
beginnings of sentences in the gospel with a similar number in the
second part of the Acts we arrive at the following result

kai 8  te Other particles Without particle
Gospel . 50 36 1 6 7
Acts . 16 51 9 16 8

Accordingly xaf preponderates in the gospel by three times, If, how-
ever, one subtracts all the cases in which the «af is derived from St.
Mark, then the relation of xaf to 8¢ is much the same in both writings.
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cav Thy oréyny bmou
Aw, xal éEoplfavres
xaAdor by kpdBaTTOV
gmov & wapaAuTikds
kaTékeito.

(5) xal idesw 6 Incois
Ty wlorw abTdy Aéyet
7§ wapaAvrikg' Ték-
vov, aplevral oov al
apapriar,

(6) fioav 8¢ Tives Tav
ypauparéwy éxel kadf-
pevor kal Stahoyi{bue-
vou v 7als kapdias
abrév

(7} =t olres olrws
XaAel; BAaconuei’ Tis
Sbvarar &diévar Guap-
vlas el uh els & Beds ;

Ty &1 TOv BxAuy,
dvaBdyres éml Tb dwua
310 TaYV Kepdpwy Ka-
Ofkay abrdy obv T
kAwidle els TO péooy
¢urpocfey Tob "Ingob.

(20) xal iBéow Thy wia-
Tw abrdv elmert “Av-
Bpwrme, apéwyral do al
Guaptios Gov,

(21) xal fipkavTo Sia-
Avyileobar ol ypau-
porels kal of Paproaio
Adyorress tls  édoTw
obros bs Aahel BAac-
pnulas; Tis Bvwara
duaprias apelvar el i
udvos & Beds;

xii., xiil, xvi, xx.,
xxvit, (“we" section).
¢épovres].  St. Luke
has an objection to
such subjectless verbs
and supplies &vdpes,
and also a substan-
tive (4v6pwmor) as ob-
ject, — mwaparer.]. So
always for mapaAuri-
xds, which is a vulgar
idiom.—In verses 18
and 19 St. Luke has
completely revised
the text (the reason
is probably correctly
givenbyWellhausen);
the coincidences
which remain are
underlined.

é 'Inoots is deleted
as superfluous; so also
7§ mapaAvrieg, Ték-
vov perhaps seemed
too familiar, The
addition of c¢ot is
difficult to explain
(see also verse 23).

"ide the note on
verse 17. évr. kapd. is
here omitted because
it occurs again in
verse 8 of St. Mark=
verse 22. The jagged
sentences are fitted
together ; theslovenly
¢ls is changed into
the more correct
pbvos, At the begin-
ning #ptavre is in-
sarted (not in accord-
ance with St. Luke’s
own style, but with
that Biblical style
which he imitates).
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(8) kal e08Us émiyvols
6 'lnoobs T mreduart
adrot 7t ofrws Siaro-
yifovrar év  éavrols
Aéyer abrolst T TabTa
SiaroylCeale &v Tals
kapdiots Dudy ;

(9) 7l éorwv edro-

nwdTEpOY, EimEly TP
~y h A
mapaAvrikg' aplevral
cov al duapriu, 9%
eimelv* Eyerpe kal dpov
J

Tov KpdBaTTdy cov Kkal
mepimdTes ;

(10, 11) tve 8¢ eidfjre
§ri Ckovalar Exer &
vids Tov avlpdmou éml
Tiis ¥is apiévar duap-
Tlas, Aéyer T4 mapo-
Avrikge gl Adyow,
Eyetpe, dpov TOV KpdBart-
Téy oov kal Umaye els
TOv olkdy oov.

(22) émiyvods 3¢ &
’Ingobs Tols Siaroyio-
pobs abriv dmwoxpifels
elrey wpds abrols' Tl
Siaroyl(eabe év Tals
kapdiais Sudv ;

(23) 7i dorwv elro-
wdrepoy, elmelvt dpé-
wrral oot al auaprio
gov, %) elmetv Eyeipe
Kkal wepimdTes

(24) tva 8¢ eidfiTe d7e
0 vids Tob &vbpdwov
&ovolay éxer éml Tis
yiis apiévar buaptias,
elmev 7@ wapaAeAv-
péve* ool Aéyw, Eyepe
kol 8pas 710 kAwldidy
ocov mopebou els THY
olkdv ouv,

kal ev8vs deleted
(vide supra), likewise
7. wrebu. adT. as quite
superfluous ; the ob-
jective clause is re-
placed by a simple
substantive ; &woxpi-
Bels is inserted ac-
cording to St. Luke’s
custom, giving a cer-
tain effect of solem-
nity ; the awkward
Tabra is omitted.

T¢  wapaAur. is
omitted as superflu-
ous, likewise xal dp.
7. kpdB. oov. The
Word of Jesus gains
in force through this
abbreviation; be-
sides, these words oc-
cur in the following
verse, where they are
in a more suitable
position,

The subject is
placed first as so often
with 8t, Luke. Note
at the close the
participial construc-
tion so constant with
thigsauthor. wpdBar-
Tovisavoided as avul-
garism by St. Luke in
the gospel. Neither
does he care for Umarye;
this word is wanting
in the Acts, and is
rare in the gospel,
while it is found
twenty times in St.
Matthew and fifteen
times in St. Mark,
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Here also the constant occurrence of kai at the
beginning of sentences is for every careful reader
of the Acts an evident proof that the author is
following a source and not speaking in his own words.
Otherwise the narrative is in detail (in style) so much
altered and polished that the special character of the
source is not immediately discernible. The broad style
of the narrative, however, facilitates such corrections.
In so far this passage can scarcely be compared with the
concisely written  we ” sections of the Acts ; but it must
be evident to every one that the author who wrote
St. Luke i. 1 ff. or the “we” sections or the discourse
delivered upon Areopagus could not have written St.
Luke v. 17-24 as it stands if he had not been following
a “ source.”

Tt is most instructive to notice here and in dozens of
other places how St. Luke, in his correction and revision
of the Markan test, endeavours to imitate the phraseo-
logy of the Bible (or of St. Mark). As far as he
can he patches the garment with cloth of the same
material.

Besides St. Mark, we can distinguish a second source
underlying the third gospel, whence are derived those
sections which in subject-matter coincide with St.
Matthew. In regard to extent and exact wording this
source cannot be determined with certainty, yet for a
number of sections it may be made out quite clearly
and unmistakably. How has St. Luke used this
source, which consists principally of sayings and dis-
courses of our Lord ?
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(St. Matthew vii. 8)
7L 8¢ BAémers Td kdpdos
15 &v 7§ dpbarug Tod
&deAgoi cov, THv 8¢ v
TG 0@ dpfarug Soxdy
ol katavols ;

(4) 9 was dpels 7¢
GdeAdpgp  gout  Eges
éxBdAw Td xdppos é
7ol dpbaruod oov, kal
i8ob % Bokds v ¢
é¢barug oov;

(5) droxpird, €ExBare
mp&Tov éx ToU ddpBaA-
uob oov THy Soxdy, kal
Tére SaPréyers &eBo-
Aty Td kdpgos éx Tob
o¢plaruol Tob &SeAdod

(St. Luke vi, 41) 7!
3¢ BAémes 1d ndpgpas TH
v 7§ bpbarug Tob
a3eApol aov, TRy &
dowdv Thv v T idly
dpbarpug ol kaTavoels ;

(42)  wos  BSbvacar
Aéyew 1¢ ddeAdg oovt
A3eAgé, Upes dxPdAw
Td Kdppos T4 dv 7§
opfarpug cov, adrds
Thv &y 7¢ ddfarug cov
Soxdr o BAérwy ; mo-
kpird, ¥kBake wphTov
Ty Soxdr éx Tob
opBaruod adov, kal Tdre
SiaBAéfers TO kébpgos
T év 7§ 6pBarug Tob

Almost all the di-
vergences of St. Luke
from St. Matthew in
this passage are evi-
dently and clearly
stylistic corrections.
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(9) kal vap éyd Hv-
Bpwmds eiut Smd éfou-
alay, Exwy o’ é/.tav',rby
orparibras, kol Aéyw
robre: mwopebfnTi, Kal
wopeberar, Kal EAAg'
Epxov, xal ¥pxerar, ral
7¢ BolAg wou* wolngoy
Tobro, Kal woiet.

(10) &xoboas B& &
Inoots &baduacer ral
elrey Tots drorobotow*
dphy Aéyw Opiv, wap
obdevl Tocalbryy wloTw

& 7¢ TopahA eDpov.

(8) kal yép éyd &v-
Bswrds elue Omd ékov-
clav Tacaduevos, Exwy
b’ duavtdy  oTpa-
Tubras, kal  Aéyw
TobTg' wopelbnTi, Kal
wopebeTar, kal HAAQ’
¥pxou, kal Epxerai, Kal
T4 SodAg pou® molnaoy
TobTo, Kal motel.

(9) &rotoas 8¢ Tai-
ra § "Inoots éaduacey
abrdy kal oTpagels T@
dioroBoivtiadrg bxAw
elmer' Aéyw Guiv, odbe
&y 7¢ LopayA Tocabryy

Tagoduevos]. A sty-
listic improvement.

The insertion of
the objects is Lulkan.
orpadels is wanting in
St, Matthew and St.
Mark ; with St. Luke
it is found eight times

oo, 48eAgot oov ékBaAely,

agiévar occurs only twice in the Acts (in v. 88
éacare should probably be read), and is therefore to be
regarded as a word which has come into the gospel,
where it frequently occurs, as a rule from the sources.
Also ékBdMhew 70 kdpgos would scarcely have been
written by St. Luke if he had not found it in his
authority. ‘Pmoxpiris is likewise quite alien to the
Acts, and the very unusual word 8iaB\émewr never
again occurs in the gospel and the Acts, And so, even
if St. Matthew were not in existence, we should con-
clude that our author here depends upon a written
source.

Let us consider one other passage :

(St. Matthew viii. 8) (St. Luke vil, 6) wh okdAAou as in St.

&rokpifels 8¢ & éxardv-
Tapxos €pn’ kipie, olk
elul ikavds Tva pov dmwd
Thy oTéyny elcénbys
GANG ubrov elmé Ay,
kal ledficerac 6 wars
Hov,

0 ékarovrdpxns Aéywy
albTg" Klpie, uh arvA-
Aov* ol ydp ikavds elw
va Omd Ty aréyny pov
elaéndys.

(7) aArG elré Advyw,
kal labhTw & mals pov,

Mark v, 85 =St, Luke
viii, 49,

in the gospel (similar
words yet oftenelz.
The foreign word auny
is also elsewhere
omitted by St. Luke,
ob3¢ év 7. lop. is sim-
pler, better, and more
nervous Greek.

wlaTw etpov.

The corrections of St. Luke have not obliterated the
special characteristics of the source. ‘Ixavos iva is
never used by St. Luke in the Acts, and even in Eh'e
gospel we find only ikavds Moai. Eioépxeafar mo is
found nowhere else in the gospel and Acts, although
eloépyecbar is used about eighty-six times. Also,
elmeiy with the dative Adyew is an idiom foreign to St.
Luke, as also twd éfovoiav. Kai ydp occurs only once
in the Acts (xix. 40); in the gospel it is more frequent,
because derived from the sources.

There is no need to continue this comparison or
sayings of our Lord which are common to St. Luke
and St. Matthew. Wernle (loc. cit., s. 81) has rightly
perceived that all the alterations made by St. Luke—as
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regards a definite, fairly large body of these sayings*—
are of a very slight nature, and testify rather to the
faithfulness with which, on the whole, these sayings
have been reproduced.? This faithfulness extends even
to the preservation of the style of the language; so
that no one can fail to perceive that we here have to
reckon with a written source.

But, it is said, though in the gospel (iii.~xxiv.) the
linguistic character of the sources employed is clearly
preserved, yet St. Luke i. and ii. and Acts i.-xii., xv.,
are certainly based upon written sources, in spite of
the fact that the style and vocabulary of these chapters
is entirely and absolutely Lukan; therefore it is
possible that the “we™ sections also, in spite of their
Lukan character, are based upon a written source. Let
us, then, first investigate St. Luke i. and ii.
by stating the result of this investigation :

'The vocabulary and style characteristic of St. Luke
i. and ii. are so absolutely Lukan that, in spite of all
conjectures that have been made, the hypothesis of
a Greek source is impossible, for there is almost nothing
left for it. Two things only are possible: either St.
Luke has here translated an Aramaic source, or he was
dependent for his subject-matter upon no written source
at all, but has followed oral tradition, with which he
has dealt quite freely, so far as form is concerned. Yet

I begin

! The case i3, of course, different with some other sayings, but it is
to me doubtful whether these come from the same source. I conjec-
ture, partly on the ground of Wellhausen's remarks, that St. Luke
also possessed an Aramaic source, which he translated himself,

2 Jf. also Vogel, luc, cit., s, 38,
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these two hypotheses are not of equal probability ; for
the second alone is free from difficulty, while the first
presupposes much that is hard to reconcile with the
facts. At all events, the two great psalms of St.
Luke i. and ii. were not handed down to the author
(either in Greek or Aramaic), but were composed by

himself.

I investigate i. 5-15.

(5) éyévero év
rals nuépais
‘Hpgdov  Baai-
AéwsTijs Iovdaias
iepels Tis ovopaTi
Zayaplas ¢éE
b ] I3 ] ’
épnuepias AP,
xal yuvn adTd ék
v Buyarépwy
*Aapdy, kal 70
13 LI, 0 ]
ovopa avris EXe-
agdfer.

(6) Joav 8¢ 8-
Kator  aupérepor
évavriov Tod feod,
mopevduevor  év
Tacais Tats évro-
Aats xal Sikaid-
Kagw Tob kypiov
QAREUTTOL,

It is well known how characteristic
of St. Luke is this éyévero. St. Mat-
thew writes év fuépais "Hpydov ; St.
Luke, however, adds the article here
and in iv, 25 (év Tals Huépais "HAlov),
xvii. 26 (év Tails quépars Nde),
xvii, 28 (v Tals nuepars Adt),
Acts vii. 45 (ws TGV Hu. daveld).
{epevs Tis ovouar] St. Luke, and
he only, presents this construction
about a dozen times in the gospel
and the Acts. Buyarépwv ’Aapwv
without the article, like fuyarépa
*ABpadp (xiii. 16). Compare for
the style Acts xviil. 2: elpwr Twa
Tovdaiov ovopate 'Axidhav . . . xal
HploxM\av yuvaixa avTod.

auporepor wanting in St. Mark
and St. John, occurring nine times
in St. Luke (in St. Matthew three
times). évavriov and évavr. are
found in the New Testament only
in St. Luke (six times)—uvide St.
Luke xx. 26, xxiv. 19, Acts vii. 10,
viii., 21, viil. 82, mopevesdas is a

G



98 LUKE THE PHYSICIAN

(7) xal ovx v
adTols TéKvov, Ka-
Gore jv 7 "Ele-
odfBer aTelpa, Kal
auddrepor mpofe-
Bnrotes év Tals
nuépals  avTOY
noav.

kT4
(8 9) Eyévero
3¢ év T¢ lepatev-
ew avtov év TH
takel s épnue-
plas avrol évavre
Tov Beod, katd TO
éBos Tijs tepateias
i ~ -
éaye Tob Buua-
b4 \ b
ocar elaenbov eis
Tov  vaov  TOD
Kuplov.

(10) kal wav To
mAjfos v Tob
Naol mwpocevyd-
pevov €€w TH wpa
Tob Quuidpuaros.

favourite word of St. Luke. 8ical-
wua and dueutos are not found in
the gospels (yet compare St. Paul).

kafore occurs in the New Testa-
ment only in St. Luke—vide xix. 9,
Acts ii. 24, ii. 45, iv. 35, xvii. 81
(here in the discourse at Athens,
which was certainly composed by St.
Luke himself). With the concluding
words compare St. Luke xvii. 24:
év T nuépa avToi—uvide note on
verse 5.

éyéveTo v TG . . . E\aye . . .
eloeNBv is one of the constructions
of the New Testament which is
specifically Lukan, though it is con-
fined to the gospel. Concerning
évavri, see note on verse 6 (exclu-
sively Lukan). xata 70 &fos is
likewise exclusively Lukan—uvide ii.
42 and xxii. 39 ; moreover, also, the
word &fos is found in St. Luke in all
ten times, elsewhere only in St. John
xix. 40 and Hebrews x. 25. Also
kata 70 elwfos is found only in St.
Luke (iv. 16, and Acts xvii. ), and
xatd 76 eifiopévoy only in St. Luke
ii. 27,

fiv mpocevyouevor]. As is well
known, a favourite construction with
St. Luke, which occurs five times in
many chapters. mAfjfos twenty-five
times in St. Luke, elsewhere in the
gospels only twice in St. Mark and

INVESTIGATION OF «WE”™ ACCOUNT 99

(11) d¢fn 8¢
adT@ dryryehos Ku-
plov éoTas éx Se-
£y Tol Ouoia-
aornplov Tol Bu-
MLapaTos.

(12) «ai éra-
paxbn Zaxapias
8wv, ral ¢déBos
émémeoer ér’ ai-
Tov,

(18) elmev 8¢
mpos adTov 6 &y-
rye\os* /f-r‘) ¢oBot,

saxapia,  SuTe
eianrovady 7 Sé-
Nois oov, kal 7
'YU}'ﬁ gov 'EX-
ocdfer yevmjoet

twice in St. John. wav (awav) 7.
mAnfos in St. Luke viii. 87, xix. 37
xxiii. 1, Acts vi. 5, xv. 12, xxv. 24
mAffos ToD Aaob]. 'This charac-
teristic combination is also found
in St. Luke vi. 17 (7\f}fos word Tod
Aaod), xxiil. 27 (woAv mAffos Tod
Aaob), Acts xxi. 36 (70 wAffos To
Aaob), and nowhere else.

d¢fn occurs once in both St. Mat-
thew and St. Mark, in St. Luke
(gospel and Acts) thirteen times.
dvyyehos kvpiov is also found in the
Acts—uide v. 19, vii. 80, viii. 26, xii.
7, 28, xxvii. 28 ; it is wanting in St.
Mark and St. John ; in St. Matthew
it is found at the beginning and end
of that book. This angel is there-
fore quite a speciality of St. Luke,
and is introduced by him into trust-
worthy narrative.

érapdaxfn idwv, Lukan.—ral ¢oBos
émém, em’ adrév]. Besides, only in
Acts xix. 17: émémeoe ¢oBos émi
mrdvras. Also émumimrew émi s

only found with St. Luke.

elmev 8¢ and elmev mwpds very fre-
quent with St. Luke; the latter is
quite a characteristic of his style,
and he often uses elmev 6¢ when one
would expect xal instead. wn poBod
never occurs in St. Matthew, once
in St. Mark, in St. Luke seven times :
vide 1. 80, ii. 10, viii. 50, xii. 32, Acts
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vidv oot, kal Ka-

Néoeis TO bropa
k] ~ 3 4

avrod "Twavvmy,

(14) rai éa-
Tal Yapdgor Kai
3 A
ayarliacts, Kai
moA\ol  émi T
yevéael avTod ya-
proovTat.

(15) éoras yap
péyas  évarmiov
kuplov, kai olvor
kai oilkepa ol w7
iy, kal TVEUHa-
Tos aylov TAno-

xviii. 9, xxvii. 24 (““we” section !).
"I'hat the name of the person ad-
dressed is added is an exclusively
Lukan trait—uvide i. 30, xii. 32, Acts
xxvil. 24. Sudre occurs in the New
Testament only in St. Luke ii. 7,
xxi. 28, Acts (x. 20), (xvii. 81),
xviii. 10 (twice), xxii. 18. elonrovo-
67, of prayers, occurs besides only in
Acts x. 81 : elonrovabn cov 1 mpoo-
vy} (elsewhere in the gospels found
only once in St. Matthew vi. 7).
8énois wanting in St. Matthew, St.
Mark, and St. John ; see, however,
St. Luke ii. 87, v. 83, Acts i. 14
(not certain).  éyévwmaev, of the
mother, only found besides in St.
Luke i. 85, 57, xxiii. 29: xot\ia¢ al
olx éyévymoav.—gov . . . oot} As

in St. Luke v. 20, 23.

ayeMMlacis  wanting in St
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John;
see, however, St. Luke i. 44, Acts
ii. 46 ; dyaxhgy four times in St.
Luke (among these Acts xvi. 34),
wanting in St. Mark, once in St.
Matthew. yalpew émi is found also
in xiii. 17 and Acts xv. 31 (once in
St. Matthew).

péyas]. Cf. Acts viil. 9: elvas
Twa éavtov wéyav. évamor]. Want-
ing in St. Matthew and St. Mark ;
found once in St. Johnj; occurs
in St. Luke about thirty-six times,
including one occurrence in the
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Oroerar éru ék  “we” sections (xxvii. 35, 'e’ua'm'wv

koklas  pnTPOS  TAVTWY, nearly the same in Acts

adTov. xix. 9). ob wj]. Occurs in the Acts,
as here, exclusively in quotations
from the LXX. wvedu. dy. manab.
is exclusively Lukan—videi.41,1. 67,
Acts iv. 8, iv. 81, ix. 17, xiil. 9
(mAnabivar in St. Luke twenty-two
times, never in St. Mark and St.
John, in St. Matthew once; TYEDUG
&vyiov in St. Luke about fifty-three
times, rare in the other writers).
¢ kooklas unTpds is found once in St.
Matthew, never in St. Mark and St.
John, three times in St. Luke (vide
Acts iii, 2, xiv. 8).

After these remarks there is, I think, no need for me

“to prove that St. Luke in the above passage has not

copied from a Greek source, but has either translated
from another language or else has reproduced oral
information quite freely in his own literary form. The
latter alternative, as every careful critic will allow, is
the more probable.

In my paper on the “Magnificat” of Elizabeth
(“Sitzungsberichte,” 1900, May 17) I have, however,
shown, according to the same method, and in great detail,
that our author could not have been dependent on a
Greek source for St. Luke i. 89-56, i. 6879, ii. 15-0, ii.
41-52—passages which, verse by verse, betray his own
style and vocabulary. I have, moreover, demonstrated,
certainly in the case of the «“ Magnificat” and “ Benedic-
tus,” that here at last all possibility of even an Aramaic
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source disappears, and that, apart from suggestions
afforded by numerous verses of the Greek Old Testament,
all is the creation of St. Luke himself.! Since, then, this
has been proved for fifty-nine out of 128 verses, we
may justly extend our result to the whole of the first
two chapters, which form the prelude of St. Luke’s
gospel. We therefore assert that the hypothesis of a
Greek source is impossible,? and that the hypothesis of
an Aramaic source is, indeed, possible, but not prob-
able, because not suggested by any dependible criteria.®

1 In Appendix I, I have repeated this proof in a yet more detailed
form.

2 There is no force in the objection that the passages which St.
Luke has taken from St. Mark are so steeped in his own peculiar
style that the source is scarcely discernible, and that it is thus
possible that a source may form the basis of chaps. i. and ii. The
circumstances are here quite different, The characteristics of the
Markan text are still discernible through the Lukan veil, but nothing
of the sort appears through the veil of 8t. Luke i, and ii. The some-
what large proportion of draf Aeydueva in these chapters finds its
explanation in the LXX,, with the exception of mepikpbmrew (1. 27) ;
but here we may note that such words as mepiaipeiv, TepiaaTpdnrew,
weplepyos, mepiépxeoai, mepiéxew, mept(dvvuodar, mepuparhs, mepucy-
KkAoDy, mepihdumew, mepyuévew, meploikely, meplouros, nepiniwrew, mepi-
woielofas, mepippnyvival, mepiomacdas, mepirpémew, are found in St. Luke
(gospel and Acts), while they are wanting in the other gospels. The
first half of the hymn of Zacharias, in spite of its parallelismus mem-
brorum, is, as I have shown (loc. cit.), a regularly formed, continuous
Greek period, and by this amalgamation of two distinct styles, as
well as by the repeated adrod-hudv of the verse endings, it bears wit-
ness more clearly even than the prologue to the stylistic talent of the
author,

3 These sections therefore probably depend upon oral traditions
which has been freely treated in regard to form. I may excuse
myself from entering into detail upon the question whether St. Luke
used for chaps. i. and ii. an Aramaic source (so, e.g., Resch), or was
depeundent upon oral tradition, seeing that the solution of the problem
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The situation is, in fact, the same as in the “we ”
sections : the style and vocabulary of the writer is
everywhere so unmistakably recognisable, even in the
minutest details, that a Greek source is excluded.®

And yet at the same time the situation is quite
different from that of the “we™ sections; for the
narrative of St. Luke i.—ii., regarded from the linguistic
standpoint, is the product of a combination of two
elements—the Greek of the Septuagint and the Greek
of the author. The former element is for the most part
lacking in the “we” sections (and generally in the
second part of the Acts). From the linguistic point of
view—and there are not many writers whose works present

does not bear upon the criticism of the “ we” sections, In this con-
nection the question whether the narrative of 8t. Luke i. and ii. is
based upon a Greek source is alone of importance. We may here

_ mention thatin St. Luke i, 5-ii. 52 thereare no less than twenty-five

words which oceur neither in the remaining chapters of 8t, Luke nor
in the other three gospels, though they are found in the Acts—namely,
the verbs dvevpfokew, dvriapBdvesfal, SiaTnpeiv, emidelv, émpalvaw,
wepindumew, mporopeteadar, and also &yaArlagis, &reabfs, amoypadh,
Bpaxiwy, decmérys, 8éyua, SobAn, SuvdaTns, Yvavri, ebAaBis, kpdros, T&
Aarobpeva, marpid, owAdyxva, oTpatid, cuyyévea, Tamelvwats, as well as
dmémece pdfos énf. Since St. Luke and the Actshave in all about 203
words in common which are wanting in the other gospels, the
number twenty-five is a larger proportion than one would expect for
8t. Luke i.—ii.—that is, these chapters are at least as closely allied to
the Acts as is the rest of the gospel.

1 Wellhausen asserts that St. Luke ii. was composed without
regard to chap. i, Hence one or two written sources must be
postulated. But I cannot so interpret the repetitions in chap. i,
(verses 4, 5), which alone, so far as I can see, afford any support to
this assertion. The repetition, it seems to me, is easily explained by
the importance of the information given, And, moreover, the com-
plete homogeneity of the narrative of i, 5-ii, 52 and its smooth and
natural development are inconsistent with Wellhausen's hypothesis,
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passages so clearly distinguishable from one another in
style and language—St. Luke’s gospel may be analysed
into the following elements: (1) The linguistic type,
represented by a large group (not all) of traditional
sayings and discourses of our Lord, which has been
corrected with a light hand and reads like a translation
from the Aramaic—as,indeed, it is, though the transla-
tion is not from the hand of St. Luke; (2) narratives
slightly tinged with the style of the LXX., and derived
in the main from St. Mark,® which have, however,
undergone a vigorous revision, both in form and some-
times in subject-matter, so that they read almost like
the reviser’s own text, though in very many places the
characteristics of the source may be clearly discerned and
though in some of his corrections the reviser has
imitated the style of St. Mark’s narrative; (3) the
legendary narratives of chaps. i.-ii., and of some other
passages, which in style and characteristics are modelled
with admirable skill upon the Greek of the Septuagint,
and yet verse by verse disclose a second element in the
characteristic style and vocabulary of the author him-
self—the hypothesis of written Greek sources is here
excluded; (4) the style of the prologue and those
very elements which we find represented weakly under
(1) and strongly under (2) and (8). These, by com-
parison with the style and vocabulary of the Acts
(second half, but more especially the long speeches and
letters therein), fall into their place in a consistent

1 In addition to the Markan material, there is much besides that is
similarly treated (even sayings of our Lord).
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whole, and can be clearly distinguished as a constant
element in this writer—i.e., as his own style and vocabu-
lary Without the Acts all would be dubious and
problematical. .
But—and let this be our last word in this connection
—are not written Gureek sources (or one such source)
employed in the first half of the Acts although t¥1es.e
chapters are so completely Lukan in their linguistic
attire? If this is so, then it is also possible that the
“ we™ sections, in spite of their distinctly Lukan
characteristics, depend upon a written Greek source.
Let us for the moment set aside the question whether,
after all that has been disclosed in our previous investi-
gations, the above conclusion can be validly drawn.
Is there any evidence that a written Greek source, or
sources, lies behind the first half of the Acts? I he‘re
pay no attention to those countless bubble thefnzles
which have exercised the ingenuity of so many critics,
and will only deal with what seems to me the only
noteworthy attempt to prove a source—that, mamely3 of
Bernhard Weiss. This scholar, with great ingenuity,
seeks to show that a single and, as it seems, continuous
written source can be traced at the background of
chaps. i—xv. He gives as his authority numerous

1 The Greek is excellent—vide Hieron., “ Epist.,” 19 : “ Inter omnes
evangelistas Lucas Graeci sermonis eruditissimus fuit.” It occupies
o middle position between the Kows and Attic Greek (the language
of literature) ; it is closely allied to the Greek of the books of the
Maccabees, especially of the second book, and aISf) sho“_'s strong
polnts of likeness with Josephus. There is an intermixture of
Semiticidioms, which are not due solely to the influence of the LXX,;
but these are not numerous, and are scarcely unintentional.
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instances of discord and discrepancy found in every
passage of considerable extent, which declare that St.
Luke is only an editor, standing here in the same relation
to his subject-matter as in the gospel he stands to St.
Mark.

The first objection to be brought against this theory
is that from a linguistic point of view the parallel is
not exact. The style and linguistic character of St.
Mark and the sayings of our Lord—Semitic in a Greek
dress—can be distinctly and clearly discerned in St.
Luke’s gospel, while nothing so distinct in style and
language can be discerned underlying Acts i.—xv. Itis
true that in general the style of the first half of the
Acts is more nearly allied to the style of the LXX,;and
is accordingly more Hebraic than that of the second
half, and therefore stands midway between the latter
and the style of the gospel.! But in each of the three
parts of the great historical work (gospel, Acts I,
Acts IL), so distinct from one another in linguistic
character, passages are found in which the styles of the
other parts make their appearance. Thus the gospel
contains the prologue, carefully composed in the classical
style, which is nearly allied to that of the best sections
of Acts I ; it contains, also, chaps. i.-ii., xxiv., which
partly remind us of Acts I.  The situation is much the
same in Acts I. Neither does the vocabulary of Acts L.
afford us any grounds for the hypothesis of written,
Greek sources. In chaps. i.—xii. and xv. there are,
indeed, found about 188 words (including 83 verbs)

1 1t shows the literary style of the Kouws.
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which occur neither in the four gospels nor in the
second half of the Acts; but in chaps. xiii., xiv., xvi.-
xxviii, about 353 words are found which are wanting in
the four gospels and the first half of the Acts—thus
nearly double.! We are led to the same negative result
by a linguistic investigation of the positive relationship
of Acts I. to St. Luke’s gospel. The gospel has in
common with Acts i.-xii., xv., about sixty-two words
which are not found in the other gospels norin ActsIL ;
but the same gospel has about seventy words, wanting
in the other gospels and Acts I in common with Acts IL.?
No difference, therefore, exists here (especially as Acts L.
has 480 verses and Acts I 527 verses)—rather
the greatest possible likeness. Finally, the discovery
that a series of important words only occurs either in
the one or the other half of the Acts respectively

ccannot be decisive; for, in the first place, these words

are also often found in the gospel of St. Luke;
secondly, as has been already observed by others, St.
Luke, after he has once used a word, is fond of holding
on to it, only to let it drop again after some little time;
and, thirdly, the semi-evangelic style of the first chapters
of the Acts required a somewhat different vocabulary

1" One hundred and seventeen words, which are wanting in the four
gospels, occur both in the first and in the second half ; they are thus
exclusively common to the two halves, Using the lexicon only, one
would be led rather to assume written sources for the second half if
its subject-matter were not o much more extensive and varied than
that of the first half,

2 Both in the first and also in the second half about seventy-one

words are found which are wanting in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and
8t. John,
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from that of the second half. For example, the word
anueta is not found in the second half, while it occurs
thirteen times in the first half and forty-five times in
the gospels ; neither is the word répara found in Acts IL,
though it occurs nine times in Acts I. and three times
in the gospels (but not in St. Luke). ITpookaptepeiv
occurs six times in Acts I ; it is wanting in Acts 11,
but it is found in St. Mark. ’Efwrravae is found eight
times in Acts L ; it is wanting in Acts IL, but it is
found eight times in the gospels (three times in St.
Luke). ’Apvetofa. is found four times (three times?) in
Acts I, not at all in Acts IL., but fourteen times in the
gospels (four times in St. Luke). It seems at first very
remarkable that the word door (§oa) occurs no less than
seventeen times in Acts i.—xv., while it is wanting from
Acts xvi. to the end; but it is found in the gospels
fifty-four times (ten times in St. Luke), and therefore
belongs to the gospel style, which St. Luke has allowed
to colour the first half of the Acts.! On the other

1 Compare also alvetv., It occurs a few times in the first half of
the Acts, never in the second, but in St. Luke’s gospel three (four)
times. Also wpooéfnre (wpooéfero) with the infin., which occurs only
in St. Luke and in Acts xii. That there exists a distinet gospel
vocabulary may be seen from studying the occurrence of such words
as dxBdAdewv, kapmds, axavdarilew, and cdleav. ’ExBdAAey occurs
twenty-eight times in St. Matthew, sixteen times in St. Mark (twice
in the spurious conclusion), twenty times in St. Luke, but only five
times in the Acts (vii, 58, ix, 40, xiii, 50, xvi. 87, xxvii, 38—“we”
section!). Kapwrds occurs nineteen times in St. Matthew, five times
in St. Mark, twelve times in St, Luke, ten times in St. John, but only
once in the Acts (ii. 30, kapmds 7iis do¢lus, parallel only to St. Luke
i, 42, kaprds 7fs woirfas), Kapmdy moielv is therefore never found in
the Acts, ZxarBaAl(ev occurs fourteen times in St. Matthew, eight
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hand, while géBecfac Tov Géov, émioraclas, SiatplBew,
Huérepos (DueTepos), dmroloyeiocBar arve found exclusively,
or almost exclusively, in Acts IL.,! one at once notices
that these words are either foreign to the synoptic
gospels or of very rare occurrence in those writings.?
But Weiss does not base his hypothesis concerning
sources ultimately upon phenomena of vocabulary and
style (see, however, “ Einl. i. d. N.T.,” 5. 546), but upon
phenomena of subject-matter, upon instances of discord
and discrepancy, and upon certain passages, of frequent
occurrence at the close of a group of stories, which
present the appearance of remarks interpolated by
the author into a text which was not his own. All

times in St, Mark, in St. Luke twice only, but it is absolutely want-
ing in the Acts. Zd{ew occurs about fifty times in the four gospels,
eleven times in the Acts, up to chap. xvi. inclusive, afterwards only
twice, and then in the “we" sections (xxvii.), but in the profane
sense. That the use of 8:56vax must be very widely spread in the
Greek of the gospels might at once be concluded from the fact that
after chap. xv. it occurs only five times in the Acts, while up to that
point it occurs thirty times, and in St. Luke sixty times.

1 'Huérepos (Suérepos) is found three times in the second half of
the Acts (including once in the “ we ™ sections, xxvii. 34!), once in
the first half, twice in the synoptic gospels (in St. Luke).

2 Of course, we cannot say that this is always the case. Thus
wornpds is only found in the Acts from chapter xvii. onwards (eight
times), while it occurs in St. Luke eleven times (the rare raxds is
remarkably equally distributed ; it occurs in St. Matthew three times,
in St. Luke and St. Mark twice each, in St. John once, in the first
half of the Acts once, in the second half three times, including once
in a “we” gection). At xaf, which is of such frequent occurrence in
St. Luke’s gospel (twenty-five times, including one occurrence in
chapter ii.), and is as good as wanting in St. Matthew and St. Mark
(one and two times), is also remarkably rare in the Acts (nine times
ifI have counted correctly, including occurrences in the “we'
sections).
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passages in the first half which point towards Antioch,
or describe events which either happen in that city or
originate from thence, certainly belong to the author
himself, for while they stand out prominently from the
rest of the narrarative, and are distinguished by their
superior historical worth, they ave also most intimately
connected with the second half of the book (vide supra,
pp. 5, 21f£). The question of sources, accordingly, is
concerned with those sections referring to St. Peter and
St. Philip, chaps. i. 15—v. 42, viii. 5-40, ix. 82—xi. 18,
xii, 1-24, xv. 1-33.}) Now it is true that in every
chapter of this portion of the book are to be found
several instances of startling discrepancy and anomaly,
which seem to point to the conclusion that two hands
have here been at work.? But the interpretation
of these phenomena is not so simple, for (1) we possess

1 I pass by the account of the conversion of St. Paul, ix. 1-31. I
will only remark that I consider that Zimmer (“Ztschr, f. wiss.
Theol.,” Bd. 25,1882, s. 465 ff.) has conclusively proved that this
narrative is founded on the accounts in chaps. xxii.,, xxvi.—i.e.,
that this impersonal narrative presupposes these accounts essentially
in the form given in these chapters. Of course, it does not therefore
conclusively follow that the second half of the Acts was written before
the first half, nor that chaps. xxii, xxvi. formed a source for
8t. Luke: rather the latter conclusion is only a possibility. The
phenomenon is at once intelligible if 8t. Luke edited the narrative of
the conversion of St. Paul in accordance with an older sketch of his
own which rested upon an account which St. Paul himself had given.
This older sketch is the foundation of the accounts in chaps. xxii. and
xxvi., and is freely employed in chap. ix. We havealready shown in
our discussion of the * we " sections that it is necessary to suppose that
St. Luke possessed such sketches or notes,

2 Yet Weiss, I think, sees sometimes with too critical eyes,
and assumes a greater number of glaring discrepancies than are
necessary.
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the text neither of the Acts of the Apostles nor of St.
Luke as they left the hand of the author. Just as the
gospel has certainly suffered from interpolation in
chaps. i., iii., and xxiv.,' so also the Acts has suffered
at the hand of correctors from the very first ages.
This follows not only from the phenomena presented
by the ancient so-called B-text—which is really not a
homogeneous text, but a compendium of corrections and
glosses already belonging to the first half of the second
century—rather the B-text itself shows that this form of
corruption has also infected the so-called a-text. We
must therefore take into account not the possibility only,
but even the probability that there are passages in the
Acts where neither the a-text nor the 8-text are genuine,
where, indeed, both have already suffered at the hand of
an interpolator. Whether we can point with certainty

. to many such passages is another question;? yet we

have in the hypothesis of very ancient corruption and
interpolation a trusty weapon for removing difficulties
in the text of the Acts which do not permit of being
otherwise smoothed away. The recourse to the hypo-
thesis of sources, ill or carelessly used, is accordingly not

1 The verses i, 34, 35, iii. 23, which are responsible for the
discrepancies with chap. ii, and the word Mepwdu in i. 46 are
certainly interpolated. There are also several interpolations and
alterations in chap. xxiv. In reference to Mapidp in i, 46, see my
paper in ‘' Sitzungsber.,” May 17, 1900. I there reckoned Irenmus
among the authorities for Mapidu ; but now Burkitt (* Journ. -of
Theol. Studies,” 1906, pp. 220 ff.) has convinced me that Irenwus also
read * Elizabeth,”

2 1t seems to me quite certain that the text of i, 1-6 has been
corrected ; but it also seems necessary to suppose that something has
fallen out between verses 5 and 6.
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the only means, and certainly in many cases not the
most likely means, for removing serious stumbling-
blocks in the text.

(2) St. Lukeis an author whosewritings read smoothly
but one has only to look somewhat more closely to dis-
cover that there is scarcely another writer in the New
Testament who is so careless an historian as he. Like
a true Greek, he has paid careful attention to style and
all the formalities of literature—he must, indeed, be
called an artist in language ; but in regard to his
subject-matter, in chapter after chapter, where he is
not an eye-witness, he affords gross instances of care-
lessness, and often of complete confusion in the
narrative. This is true both of the gospel and the
Acts. Overbeck, indeed, in his commentary on the
latter book, in a spirit of pedantic criticism and from
the standpoint of an inflexible logic, has grossly
exaggerated the number of such instances;! yet after
making allowance for cases of exaggeration there still
remains, both here and in the gospel, an astounding
number of instances of discrepancy. These are, how-
ever, also found in the second half of the book. In this
connection I would not only mention the discrepancy
between the three accounts of the conversion of St.
Paul—here the narrator alone is to blame, for he
possessed only one account—but also, e.g., the story of
the imprisonment of St. Paul in Philippi, or the dis-
course at Miletus. As regards the former of these two
passages, one is at first inclined to regard the verses

1 His explanations also are, for the most part, false, in that he
suspects tendency where, in fact, carelessness is the sole cause. |
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24-34 simply as a later interpolation or as derived fron}
another special source ; for the decision of the stra‘tegl
to'set the Apostle at liberty is not in the least determined
by the miraculous earthquake ; it seems rather that they
considered one day’s imprisonment sufficient. Yet these
verses betray such unimpeachable tokens of the style of
St. Luke as to prevent us from even thinking of them as
interpolated. The following instances of discrepancy in
detail are also found in this passage. In verse 23 we read,
« the strategi cast them into prison”; in verse 24«,. “the
jailor cast them into the inner prison.” According to
verse 27, the jailor did not notice the great earthquake,
but only its consequence—the opened doors! In verse 28
St. Paul is represented as perceiving or knowing the
jailor’s intention to kill himself, although he could not
have seen him from his cell. According to the same
verse, the Apostle cries out to the jailor that all the
prisoners were present, although he certainly could not
have known this. According to verse 32, St. Paul
preaches to the jailor and all that were in his house, and
baptises them, and yet it is not until verse 34 that we
find him first brought into the jailor’s house. Accord-
ing to verse 86, the jailor reports to St. Paul the
message which the lictors have brought frm.n the
strategi; in 37 St. Paul directly addresses the hct01"s.
According to the same verse, St. Paul appeals to h'lS
Roman citizenship; we ask in amazement why he did
not do this before. These cases of inaccuracy and
discrepancy are very similar to those occurring in many
narratives of the first half of the Acts} and the

1 In particular such Aystera-protera a3 occur in verse 32 in its
H
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majority of them have been noticed by Weiss him-
self. Here, however, Weiss rightly neglects the hypo-
thesis of a written source that has been badly edited,
and explains everything from the carelessness of the
author himself ; it follows, therefore, that the similar
instances of discrepancy in Acts I. by no means
necessarily involve the adoption of the theory of a
written source in order to explain them. Nor is it
otherwise with the discourse at Miletus. At the be-
ginning of this discourse St. Luke reports that St. Paul
reminded the Ephesians ¢ of the many tears and tempta-
tions which befell him by the lying in wait of the Jews”
during the long period of his sojourn with them (xx. 19),
and yet nothing is said about these trials in the fore-
going narrative.—We are at once reminded of a similar
instance in St. Luke’s gospel. Here the same writer,
represents our Lord as speaking, at His first appearance
in Nazareth, of His mighty works at Capernaum (iv. 23),
and yet of these works absolutely nothing has been
previously told us.—Again, in verse 23 St. Paul says
that the Holy Spirit testifies to him in every city that
bonds and afflictions await him in Jerusalem; and yet

relation to verse 84, or such duplications as verses 23 and 24, are
often found in Acts I, It is, besides, to be noted that two
hystera-protera are found even in the *we " sections. In chap. xx.
verse 12 comes logieally before verse 11, and in chap. xxviii,,
strictly speaking, verse 15 should precede verse 14. In these same
sections we also meet with an instance of serious discrepancy. The
author tells us with complete equanimity that St. Paul, urged by the
Spirit, goes up to Jerusalem, and that the disciples at Tyre, inspired
by the very same Spirit, seek to restrain him from his journey
(xxi. 4). Lastly, the prophecy of Agabus in the ““we' sections
(xxi. 11) is not fulfilled exactly to the letter.
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up to this point in the history nothing has been said
about these prophecies—on the contrary, we hear of
them for the first time in the following section (xxi. 4,
10f%). Lastly, St. Paul’s reference to his own example,
in his exhortation to self-denying works of love, can only
be regarded as very loosely connected with the -ontext
of this farewell discourse.!

These parallel instances perhaps throw upon the
anomalies of the first half of the book & different light
from that in which Weiss regards them. If one first
learns in i. 12 that the scene of i. 6 ff. is the Mount of
Olives, and not Jerusalem, as one would expect (of
course, we must assume that the scene of i. 6 ff, is the
same as that of i. 4 f.); if in i. 17-20 we are left in
doubt as to what is meant by the &ravhs of Juda
Iscariot, whether his plot of ground or his apostolic

“office ; if impossible qualifications are required as a con-

dition of apostleship (i. 21 £.); if the description of the
speaking with tongues (ii. 4) is involved, not to say self-
contradictory, and if the same must be said of the
passages concerning the community of goods (ii. 44 f.
and elsewhere) ; if in the double narrative of chaps. x.
and xi, small points of difference are found ; if in xii. 8f.
mpocéfero curhaPeiv anticipates midoas in an awkward
way ; then all these anomalies may, at a pinch, be ex-
plained, here as in the gospel and the second half of
the Acts, by the carelessness of a writer who has

1 Also the prophecy concerning false teachers (verses 29 f,)—who
would arise partly from without, partly from within the community
itself—is strange, and points, at all events, to the author’sinterest in
this community and to his knowledge of its after-history,
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not thought out and realised what he is about to
narrate.

Yet, after making all due allowance for this wvera
causa, there still remain other phenomena—and these by
no means few— which cannot be satisfactorily explained
thereby : (1) Even the involved account of the Pente-
costal miracle is most easily explained by postulating an
earlier account that has been misunderstood, and similar
instances are not altogether rare ; (2) those short pas-
sages above mentioned, which form the conclusions of
groups of narrative, demand an explanation, and the
hypothesis that the author here adds something of his
own to a source which he employs is the most likely
explanation; (8) the stereotyped combination of St.
John's name with that of St. Peter in several passages,
although the former apostle plays no part in the narra-
tive, points to a source in which even the name of
St. John was not mentioned ; (4) the merely casual
notice of such an important event as the execution of
St. James is not in the manner of our author, who likes
to set his facts in a dramatic framework; (5) two
passages are produced which, it is said, prove that an
Aramaic source has been employed in the first half of
the Acts.

Here, however, the following points must be taken
into consideration: (1) The hypothesis of a written
Greek source for Acts I. is compassed by the greatest
difficulties. For its refutation I do not appeal to the
vocabulary of these chapters, although its likeness to
the Lukan vocabulary is of great weight in the balance
(vide supra), but I fall back upon the phenomena of style.
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Weiss, beyond all others, has shown in his commentary
(¢ Text. u. Unters.,” Bd. 9) that in these chapters the
characteristics of the Lukan style reappear verse by
verse. Indeed, it often happens that those verses, which
Weiss assigns to the text of the source as distinguished
from the additions of the editor, are often more Lukan
in style than the additions themselves! We must thus
assume that the editor has remodelled his source, or,
rather, has absolutely transformed it. But St. Luke in
his gospel has not treated his sources in this way; and,
indeed, how improbable such treatment is! Weiss,
therefore, rightly warns us against attempting to fix
the wording of the source in any part of the Acts. (2)
The strange introduction of St. John as a kind of lay
figure in company with St. Peter—the most striking
instance occurs in iv. 191—is certainly not original;
but it admits of two explanations: either St. Luke
himself has inserted St. John’s name into an account
which dealt only with St. Peter, or some later editor is

~ responsible for this interpolation. Either alternative is

in itself alike possible 2; but it is, at all events, a point
in the favour of the alternative that St. Luke was the

t Compare i. 13, iii. 1, 3, 4, 11, iv. 13, 19, viii. 14 (note the Te-xai
ini. 18), 8t. John does not appearin the later part of the bo.cvk.exc.ept
in xii. 2, where St. James is described as his brother, in distinction
from St. James the Lord's brother.—Since all mention of St. John
in the Acts is due to interpolation either by the author or some later
editor, E, Schwartz's idea that the Acts once contained an account
of St. John's violent death, which has been suppressed, is quite
improbabie. -

2 Compare an instance in chap. xxiv. of the gospel, where verse 12,
concerning St. Peter, is interpolated.
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interpolator,! and therefore in favour of the hypothesis
of a source, that the martyrdom of St. James should be
treated so strangely. If St. Luke were not here depen-
dent upon a source which concerned itself essentially
with St. Peter, if it had been possible for him to fashion
his text as he liked upon the basis of information he had
acquired, he could scarcely have so cursorily passed over
an event which must have seemed to him of quite special
importance in connection with the aim of his history.
This passage, therefore, and many other similar passages,
together with those short remarks which form the con-
clusion of groups of narrative, strongly incline the
balance of probability towards the hypothesis that for
the Petrine sections of the Acts our author used a
source ; but this source must have been in Aramaic, and
must have been translated by the author himself. This
hypothesis remains an hypothesis, and the two pieces
of direct evidence which Nestle thinks that he has
discovered are by no means conclusive. He shows us
that in iii. 14 Cod. D. and Irensus read éBapvvare where
the rest of the authorities have ”prmjocacfe; here, how-
ever, the former reading must be correct, because it
is the more difficult, but it was early replaced by
Npviicacte, which occurs in the preceding wverse. We
need not, therefore, assume with Nestle the confusion of
Do and DM Again, in il 27 D. reads éyovres

1 Note also that in St. Luke xxii. 8 St. Peter and St. John are
mentioned together. They are the only disciples named here,
and the other evangelists give no names at all in their parallel
passages.

2 Bapivw is also found in St. Luke xxi. 34 (¢f. also the use of this
word in the LXX.), and in Acts, xx, 19 we hear of Atke: Bapels,

INVESTIGATION OF “«WE” ACCOUNT 119

xdptv mpos Ghov v kéapov ; but this is a sirr.lple clerical
error for &\ov Tov Aadw (the scribe mechanically wrote
wéouov after Sov Tov);? it is therefore unnecessary to
postulate a confusion of paby and Ny in order to
explain it. . .

The result of our investigation 1s, accordingly,
ambiguous ; there are, on the one hand, weighty reasons
for the conclusion that St. Luke in the first half of the
Acts has translated and used an Aramaic source,? and
yet it is impossible to refute the theory that he was
only dependent upon oral information. "We have no
certain means of judging the extent of this source, nor
of deciding whether there existed only one or more
than one of such sources. The hypothesis of a smgl.e
source is exceedingly improbable, because in v. 19 ff. evi-
dently the same story is told as in xii. 8 ff.,, though St.

 Luuke himself does not notice this. Only one of these two

passages could have stood in his source, and ‘?hat the
first (if the hypothesis of a written source is to be
accepted at all). On the other hand, the:. narratives
concerning St. Peter and St. Philip are, indeed, con-
nected together by the episode of Simc?n-Magus, but
the connection is perhaps only artificial. We can

"1 “OAos & kéopos occurs six times in the New Testament.

2 In the gospel St. Luke, with a view to Greek readers, (?11.11t-s. zgs a
rule, Aramaic and foreign words (even names of places) ; ‘Ajnt & elsg
instances only he translates them, and then correctly:. ‘11.1 cts i. ;
he writes : Hore kAnO7va Td xwplov ékelvo Tii SiaAénTy alTey Axe)\ﬁa;.cfr.x
Tobr’ Eorwv xwplov aluaTos, and in ix. 36: 6'yé,uaﬂ TaBLOd,.‘}Z Btepp-ntv.euo;;eg
Aéyeras Aopkds. Knowledge of Aramaic and‘ the abll.lt) to :u:? ah
an easy Aramaic text may well be assume('i in a native of Antloch,
and one who was for many years & companion of St. Paul,
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only say that the Petrine stories, which in fact give
us the author’s description of the Church of Jerusalem,
form a consistent whole. However, from the investiga-
tion of the first half of the Acts we gain nothing which
helps us in the discussions of *we ™ sections, for in the
most favourable case this investigation only justifies us
in accepting one or more Aramaic sources, a conclusion
which is quite irrelevant to the problem of the “we”
sections. Seeing that no one could ever imagine that
these sections presuppose an Aramaic source, all the
observations which we have made in regard to their
vocabulary, style, and subject-matter—observations
which bring home to us the absolute impossibility of
separating the ¢ we” sections from the work as a whole
—remain unaffected in their convincing force.

CHAPTER III

I8 IT REALLY IMPOSSIBLE TO ASCRIBE THE THIRD
GOSPEL AND THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES TO 8T.
LUKE?

SrncE it has been shown that from the manner in which
the author of this great historical work treats his
authorities nothing can be deduced to contradict his
identity with the author of the “we” account, this
identity may therefore now be regarded as established.

‘But here another objection presents itself. It runs

somewhat as follows : Though this identity be ever so
probable, it cannot really exist, but must be pro-
nounced to be a delusion; for considerations of his-
torical criticism absolutely prevent us from assigning
the Acts of the Apostles to a companion and fellow-
worker of St. Paul.!

1. This, it seems, is not asserted in the case of the gospel (ride supra,
the opinion of Joh. Weiss); in fact, he who attributes the second
gospel to St. Mark can find no difficulty in assigning the third
gospel to St. Luke. One is not easily convinced, especially after
Wellhausen’s comments, that an original member of the community
at Jerusalem, a disciple and friend of St. Peter, a man in whose house
the apostles and saints came together, wrote the former book.
Nevertheless, there is no adequate reason to dispute the tradition
that he did so, and there is much to be urged in its favour. If,
however, this tradition is accepted, we may demand that critics
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« Absolutely prevent us "—but why ? From whence
have we such certain knowledge of the apostolic

should, in their criticism of the Acts of the Apostles, make more
allowances for its author, Seeing that St. Mark of Jerusalem chiefly
deals with our Lord's mission in Galilee, and that his work pre-
supposes strata of tradition, which must have taken form within a
period of three, or at the most four, decades ; seeing, also, that he has
almost transformed our Lord into a spirit-being of Divine power, or
had found such a conception of Him already in existence; seeing,
finally, that he and his authorities have modified the tradition con-
cerning Jesus in accordance with the experience of the Christian
Church— if we then consider that St. Luke was a Greek physician
from Antioch who may have first joined the Church anywhere in the
Roman Empire about fifteen or twenty years after the Crucifixion,
and that he had heard nothing of Palestine and had but slight
acquaintance with Jerusalem ; if, moreover, we consider that he had
not seen any of the twelve apostles (he had come into contact only
with St. James, the Lord’s brother), and that he may have first
written down his wonderful experiences about twenty years after
they had happened, how indulgent should we be in our judgment of
him as an evangelist and historian! But no other book of the
New Testament has suffered so much from critics as the Acts of the
Apostles, although, in spite of its notorious faults, it is in more than
one respect the best and most important book of the New Testament.
All the mistakes which have been made in New Testament criticism
have been focussed into the criticism of the Acts of the Apostles.
This book has been forced to suffer above all because an incorrect
conception had been formed of the nature and relationship of Jewish
and Gentile Christendom. It has been forced to suffer because
critics were still influenced by a strange survival of the old venera-
tion for an apostolic man,and without any justification have made the
highest demands of a companion of St. Paul-—he must thoroughly
understand St. Paul, he must be of congenial disposition and free
from prejudice, he must be absolutely trustworthy and his memory
must never fail} It has been forced to suffer because of a dozen
other demands equally senseless or exaggerated ; but aboveall because
the critics sometimes have posed as the sublime “ psychologist,” some-
times have wrapped themselves in the gown of the prosecuting
‘barrister, at one time patronising or censuring, at another time
accusing and tearing the author in pieces. With their dry logic and
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and post-apostolic ages that we can set up our
mere knowledge against a surely established fact?
I regard the following investigation purely as a work
of supererogation, but it shall be treated as though it
were not so.

Yet—where shall we begin? How can we be ex-
pected to disprove everything which has been con-

jectured and advanced in this connection ? I must

confine myself to the main points.

(1) It was justas possible for St. Luke the disciple of
St. Paul to make historical blunders, like the hysteron-
proteron in regard to Theudas (v. 86),* as for any one
else. He certainly believes himself to be an historian
(see the prologue); and so he is; but his powers are
limited, for he adopts an attitude towards his authorities
which is as distinctly uncritical as that which he adopts
towards his own experiences, if these admit of & mira-
culous interpretation.

(2) The picture of the Church at Jerusalem in the first
five chapters and the Petrine stories in point of clear-
ness and credibility leaves much to be desired ;* but the

with intolerable pedantry they have forced their way into the work, and
by doing this have caused quite as much mischief as by the columns
of ingenious but fanciful theories which they have directed against
it. Even two critics of peculiar intelligence—Overbeck and Weiz-
gicker—who have both done good work on the Acts—have in their
criticism fallen into the gravest errors. The results of all their
toil cannot be compared with those reached by Weiss and Wendt,
Ramsay and Renan.

1 Besides, the Aysteron-proteron is not proved beyond doubt. It is
also possible that there is a mistake in Josephus.

2 But the instances of alleged incredibility have been much
exaggerated by critics.
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chief traits of that picture—the thoroughly Jewish
character of the Church (which was, in fact, not a dis-
tinct community, but a Jewish sect nearly allied to
those Jews believing in a resurrection), its relationship
to the Jewish population up to the appearance of
Stephen, and the motive assigned for the first great per-
secution —all these stand the test of historical criticism
—so far as one can speak of such a thing when only one
authority exists (¢f., however, the gospel of St. Matthew,
which comes to our help for the description in Acts i.—
v.). Moreover, the legendary element is certainly not
more striking nor more strongly marked here than in
the gospel, and could have been deposited just as
rapidly as the strata of gospel tradition. Besides,
St. Luke may not have acquainted himself with these
stories at the time when he came with St. Paul to
derusalem. We, indeed, have not the least idea how
long he remained there at that time. He may easily
have become acquainted with his subject-matter or his
sources—if there is a question of one or more Aramaic
sources—for the first time between his sixtieth and
eightieth year. But even if we do not choose to accept
this hypothesis, and if, with good grounds, we regard
St. Mark (for the gospel) and the evangelist Philip
(with his daughters who were prophetesses) as St. Luke’s
authorities,” there is no reason why these stories should

1 In particular the record that it was a question concerning the
Temple is highly trustworthy.

2 He met the former in Rome, the latter in Casarea (vide supra,
pp. 39£.). The way he speaks of the latter in chap. xxi,—or, rather,
does not speak of him, but only mentions him significantly—suggests
that he valued him as an authority., St, Philip must have been an
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not have been already current about the years 55-
60 a.p. In his veneration for the Church of Jerusalem
—which, indeed, for a long period was the Church
par excellence—St. Luke agrees with St. Paul. Nor
can any objection be raised against the repres.enta.-
tion, indirectly given in the Acts, that the behevel.'s
of Jerusalem first collected round the Twelve and their
immediate following, and that then, as soon as they
really became a Church, they set the Lord’s brother
at their head. The very fact that St. Luke does
not describe this revolution arouses our confidence.
He has related nothing which had not been handefi
down to him, and he possessed no tradition on thfs
point. He is perfectly trustworthy so long as his
faith in the miraculous, and his interest in his own
“spiritual ” gift of healing, do not come into play. '
(8) Much fault has been found, in general and in

| detail, with his description of the origin and develop-

ment of the non-Jewish Churches, and thus of the

“ecstatic ” par excellence if all his daughters becau.me proph.e_t‘esses:
But this is just what is expressly testified by St. Luke,m Acts viii. 6f.;
xpoceixor of YxAot Tols Aeyouévois md ToU eAlwwou op.\o@u,uciﬁbv év ¢
Skobew adTods kal BAémew T4 onuela & émoler woAAGY yap i éxbvrwy
wvebpata drdbapra Bodvra pwef] peydan éfpxovto m?}\)\ol 3¢ mapaieAv-
wévoi kal xwhal €depumelbnoav. Philip, therefore, hkfa St.' Luke, was
endowed with the miraculous gift of healing, and his miracles were
such as to provoke the admiration of St. Luke himself. The ecstatic
nature of such a man could not but colour his memory of the past.
Indeed, the story of St. Philip in viii. 26 ff. is a crying wi?n_ess that
this was so. Here an angel speaks to St, Philip, and the Spu‘lt_speaks
to him (dyvyeAos wuplov and wvedua are thus identical' ¥1ere s 1ndefed,
‘ the Spirit of the Lord " catches away (&p‘mjig'ﬁ.v) Phlllp from tl}e side
of the Athjopian.—As for St. Mark, Acts xii. is suﬁifn'ent testimony
that he, at least in part, was one of 8t, Luke’s authorities,
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Church Catholic; but we forget that only a few decades
later ideas sprang up which completely replaced our
author’s conception of this historic process. In com-
parison with these, St. Luke’s description is remarkably
trustworthy, If he so conceives of the presbytery of
Jerusalem under the leadership of St. James, even in
the time of Nero, that he represents them as saying
(xxi. 20), Bewpels, mocar pupiddes elaly év Tois Tovdaiows
QY TemioTeUROTWY, Kal Tdvtes {nwTal Tod wvouov
tmépyovow, and if he then allows St. Paul, during his
trial at Jerusalem and Ceesarea, to lay the greatest
emphasis upon his unity with those Jews that believed
in a Resurrection,! what better can one wish? And,
again, the way he leads up to the council at Jerusalem
in chap. xv. (the conversion of Samaritans, the baptism
of the Athiopian eunuch, and then the baptism of the
centurion of Ceesarea by St. Peter)® is by no means so
clumsily conceived as to prevent him from recognising
that the chief merit of having carried the Gospel to the
Gentiles belongs to Jewish Christians of Cyprus and
Cyrene and to St. Paul and St. Barnabas.® If he has

1 Chap. xxiii, 8 ff,, &c. That St. Luke here explains to his readers
who the Pharisees and Sadducees were is the strongest proof that he
has in his eye only Gentile readers.

2 It may be doubted whether the baptism of the Athiopian eunuch
should be taken in this connection, for it is not exploited in this sense
by our author. Itistrue thatthe conversion of the Samaritans also (see
especially viii. 23) is not so exploited, and yet it is certain (see also
the gospel) that it is narrated in the interest of the Gentiles.

3 St. Peter does not really begin the mission to the Gentiles, but in
a particular case, and by his agency, the Holy Spirit leads up to and
sanctions that mission. The story itself, which must have attracted
great attention, is certainly not entirely legendary, but has an
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here assigned less honour to St. Paul than from his
epistles seems to be due to him, and if in chaps. xxi. ss.
he makes him appear more Jewish in his behaviour
than we, judging from the same epistles, should imagine
possible, it is at least permissible to ask which is right—
our imagination or the representation given in the Acts.
But even supposing this representation is incorrect,
why could not a companion of St. Paul—who honoured
St. Peter above everything (as apparently did all
Christendom, and St. Paul too, nolens volens, if he did
not happen to be provoked)—accept a tale current in
Jerusalem that already “a good while ago™! St. Peter
had baptised a Gentile? And why could not a Chris-
tian historian—who, as a Gentile by birth, could not
comprehend or describe the subtle line which bounded
the path of St. Paul as a Jew and a Christian—repre-

.sent that apostle in one place as more Jewish, in another

place as freer in his behaviour than he really was?
From everything that we know and can conjecture of
St. Paul in this connection, he must more than once
have appeared very incomprehensible to his Gentile
Christian as well as to his Jewish Christian com-
panions. And we must also remember that St. Luke as
a “theologian,” like all Gentile Christians, was more a
man of the Old Testament than St. Paul, because he had
never come to a real grip with the problem it presented.?

historical nucleus. St. Luke, of course, first decked it up into its
present form and significance.

! This is the expression in xv, 7. In those days every year must
have felt like a generation.

2 See St. Luke xvi. 17.
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In hostility to the Jews—so far as that people had rej ected
the Gospel—he certainly cannot be surpassed ; but just
as certainly (see also the gospel, especially chaps. i. and
ii.) he had a theoretical reverence for Old Testament
ordinances and Old Testament piety—an attitude in
which he was, indeed, strongly affected by the problem
which moved St. Paul (see xiii. 38 f.),* though he had
not thoroughly thought it out? Just as in the gospel
he considers it quite in order that the same Jesus Who
brings salvation to the Samaritans and to every sinner
should in His own Person respect the law of the Old
Testament (see xvil. 14 and elsewhere), so also Jews
devoted to their law and at the same time believers in
Christ are apparently the Christians who impress him
most forcibly. They are, in fact, not only Christians,
but also homines antiqua religionis ; while the Gentile
Christians come only in the second place. How could
St. Paul, who himself acknowledged the permanence of
the promises to the Jews (Rom. xi.), have shaken our
author in this faith? And if he drew somewhat
different conclusions from St. Paul, are we to regard
the great apostle as the head of some theological
school, to which he propounded a definite system of
Divine Revelation? As regards, however, the grand
crisis and the settlement recorded in Acts xv., even

1 Thave already referred to this passage above (p. 19, note). Exactly
interpreted, the words &md mdvrwy &y obk HBuvfbnTe év vouy Mwioéws
dikauwbival, év Tobre was & moTedwy Sikaiodrar proclaim a doctrine
which is considerably different from the doctrine of St. Paul, but
still only one which might very well be attributed to a disciple of
that apostle.

2 But had St. Paul himself quite thoroughly thought it out?
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Keim and Pfleiderer have acknowledged, after the
exaggerations of the Tiibingen school, that more
agreement than contradiction prevails between this
account and the impassioned description in Gal. ii.
The mistakes which occur, above all the wrong date of
the so-called Apostolic decree, can easily be attributed
to an early writer who was not himself present at the
council. When in chap. xvi. 4 he relates that St. Paul
imposed this decree upon the Churches of Lycaonia,
we notice that here too he was not present ;! and if in
chaps. xxi., xxv. he yet again refers to the decree, it is
possible that in the meantime something of the kind
had really been issued.? 'The speeches at the council as
well as the letter (xv. 23-29) are composed by St. Luke ;
but we should notice in regard to these speeches, and,
indeed, in regard to the great discourses throughout
the Acts, that St. Luke was conscious that he must
make St. Peter speak differently from St. Paul. In
these speeches we, of course, miss all kinds of things
that we might justly require; but the fact that the

author does presuppose this difference, and, indeed, even

distinguishes the standpoint of St. Peter from that of
S.t. Jz.a,mes, is of far more importance than these defi-
ciencies of his. Finally, St. Luke has been blamed with

) U This comes out strikingly in the very summary account (or, rather,
in the silence) concerning St. Paul’s important mission in Phrygia
and Galatia (xvi. 6). Ramsay’s theory that St. Luke was calledin as a
physician by St, Paul during his severe illness in Galatia is thus
untenable, The two men first met at Troas.

2 This passage, however, rouses a suspicion that it is a later inter-
polation, [t pays no regard to chap. xv., and the verse is not in any
close connection with the preceding one,

I
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special severity because in his description of St. Paul’s
mission he does not enlarge upon his disputes with the
Jewish Christians, but confines himself entirely to the
malicious assaults of the Jews,! and because, according

t Critics have withdrawn nearly all their earlier objections to the
accounts given in the Acts (a few blunders excepted) concerning the
attitude of the Jews towards the apostlies and their mission (and
vice versa), But critics still and all the more positively assert the
absolute incredibility of St. Paul’s last conference with the Jews (in
Rome), and hence conclude with absolute assurance that the authentic
record breaks off at chap. xxviii. 16, and thus isundoubtedly a source
but not the work of the author of the complete beok. Even here I
cannot admit their justification {concerning the close agreement in
language and style between this concluding passage and the * we”
section, see above, p. 65, note). In the first place, it is clear that the
passage xxviil, 17-31 was intended to be the conclusion of the
complete work ; the whole point of the passage lies in the quotation
from Isaiah vi. 9f., and in the inference drawn from this quotation :
yraaTdy oly EsTw uly 871 Tols €veaiy dreordAy Tobro 1d cwrfipior Tod
Beot* abdrol xal droboovrar, The Jews are hardened in heart and arc
rejected, the Gentiles are accepted—this was just the thema
probationis of the whole work, As an artist, the author had a right
to invent a scene which illustrated this themea, but this conference
with the Roman Jews was certainly not invented by him, for it
agrees very badly with the inference he draws from Isaiah’s prophecy.
At this conference St, Paul explains the Gospel to the Roman Jews
who crowded into his dwelling, and theresult is : of utv érelforro 7ols
Aeyouévos of 8¢ fimlorouv, This result is not at all in agreement with
the terrible curse of the quotation from Isaiah, which comes abruptly
from St. Paul's lips like a pistol shot. The preceding account,
therefore, is not founded on pure invention, but on tradition. So
much the worse, it may be said, and all the more impossible that
St. Luke wrote this passage. But what is really contained in the
account ? It relates that St. Paul invited the Jewish elders in Rome
to his house and brought forward in his apology all those points
which he had made against the Jews both in Jerusalem and
Casarea, If we reject this passage, then we must also reject the
previous passages ; but it is quite credible that S8t. Paul, wherever it
appeared to him useful and called for, professed himself to be simply
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to his representation, all discords within the Christian
communities are brought to an end with the holding

a Jew believing in a Resurrection—with the addition only that he
waited for the appearance of the Messiah Jesus ; and there is also no
reason to doubt that his protestations (that he had committed no
offence against his people, that he did not come to accuse them, and
that he wore his chain because of the Hope of Israel) are historical.
There is therefore nothing here to which any one could talke exception,
But what is most perplexing is the reply of the elders, that they had
neither received any (official) written communication concerning
St. Paul, nor had they even been informed or prejudiced by the
report of some brother travelling to Rome; for up to that time all
they knew of this sect was that it was everywhere spoken against.
The absence of official news is, of course, just possible, but that no
report had been brought by some travelling brother is quite im-
probable, while the indirect assertion that there were no Christians
in Rome or that the Jews on the spot knew nothing about them—
for this is the inference we seem compelled to make—is an impossi-
bility, Weiss seeks to escape this difficulty by pointing out that the
dispute concerning the Messiahship of Jesus in the Jewish community
at Rome lay far behind the time of the present elders, and that the
Christian Church then in Rome, as an essentially Gentile Christian
community, kept themselves quite apart from the synagogue. But
this expedient is obviously quite unsatisfactory., The dispute
concerning the Messiahship of Jesus having once begun among the
Roman Jews, could never have ceased ; and even if it had ceased, it
is incredible that the elders should not have remained well informed
about it, and yet in the following narrative it almost seems as if
St. Paul now preached to them the Gospel message as something
quite unknown to them. There is therefore a serious blunder in the
text. But is it made better by shifting the responsibility for it on
to the shoulders of a third and later writer, at a time when the
Epistle to the Romans had long been widely known ? How, then, is
the difficulty to be explained ? Asiwe saw above, the accounts cannot
have been invented by St. Luke. What, then, had been reported to
him, and what did he know about it? Naturally not the speeches
made at the conference by St. Paul and the elders—for he was not
then present, nor does he even pretend that he was an eye-witness—
but the fact that St. Paul had a conference with the elders, whom he
had invited to his hired dwelling, and, further, a second scene,
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of the apostolic council of Jerusalem. In reply to
this grave objection, we have no right to appeal to
the fact that, with the exception of the first short meet-
ing in Troas and Philippi (during the second missionary
journey), St. Luke first joined St. Paul at the com-
mencement of the apostle’s last journey to Jerusalem,
and that then the time of fierce internal discord was
past. St. Paul, of course, must often have told St.
Luke about his relations with the Jewish Christians.
Three points, however, must be taken into considera-
tion: (1) St. Luke has not kept silence concerning the
attitude of the Church at Jerusalem and of St. James
towards the Law even as late as the time of Nero, as we

likewise in St. Paul’s house, on which occasion he had an opportunity
of expounding the Gospel to a considerable number of Jews (we do
not know whether the elders were present) and of winning a portion
of them for Christ. Nothing can be alleged against the authenticity
of either of these scenes. It is quite credible that the Apostle had
invited the elders— whose attitude towards his trial before the
emperor was of the highest importance—to his house (not, of course,
for the purpose of at once converting them, but in order to dispose
them favourably towards himself at his trial—so much, indeed, is said
in plain words)—and that these had accepted the invitation of a
Roman citizen. Absolutely no objection can be raised against the
authenticity of the next scene. We may also well believe that the
elders hesitated to mix themselves up in the matter, and took up a
diplomatic attitude. The idea of being mixed up in an accusation
against a Roman citizen, with the prospect of being prosecuted as a
calumniator, was not an alluring one, especially as St. Paul could
also turn the tables against them, as he himself hinted. St. Luke
wished to reproduce in a written record this diplomatic attitude, with
which he was acquainted. But he has come to sad grief in his
attempt, because—writing carelessly and thoughtlessly as he often
does, except when he had been an eye-witness—he so exaggerates the
cautious attitude of the elders, expressed in the words “ we knew
nothing of thee until now,” until it almost seems as if all the infor-
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have seen, but he was no more scandalised by it than St.
Paul himself, for the members of this Church were also
Jews by birth. (2) The plan which guided him in the
Acts did not oblige him to enter at all closely into the
discussion of internal discords among Christians—indeed,
must rather have prevented him from doing so. He
wished to show how the Gospel had spread from Jeru-
salem to Rome through the power of the Holy Ghost,
working in the apostles and in chosen men, and how in
jts triumphant progress it had won over the Gentiles,
while the Jewish people became more and more hostile,
until at last their heart was definitely hardened against
it. What place had the internal disputes of Christians
in such a plan, especially when these affairs after
70 a.p. had so changed in aspect from what they were
before ? That grand optimism which inspires St. Luke

mation they had received concerning Christianity up to this time
had come from abroad. Still, it is important that this is not stated
in the text in so many words, even if it almost sounds like it.
Putting the matter shortly, we may say that the bare facts of waviti.
17 f. are proved to be quite credible both in themselves and because they
do not fit in at all well with the quotation from Isaiak whick isapplied
to them ; indeed a writer who has here divided his aocount into two
scenes (one with the elders, the other with ordinary Jewish visitors)
is worthy of all trust, and does not lose his right to pass as a contem-
porary who was himself on the spot, though not present at the
conference. We may ulso believe that both scenes ended with a
definite result ; that the elders treated the case diplomatically and
that some of the Jews were won over to the Gospel. Oneunfortunate
sentence alone that is attributed tothe elders is quite incredible, Now,
according to all the rules of criticism, no conclusion at all can be
drawn from one such sentence, especially if it becomes neither more
intelligible nor more reasonable, when it is ascribed to that familiar

scapegoat who has to bear the responsibility of all the errors of
khomines noti,
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as he writes, and which already proclaims him to be a
forerunner of the apologists and of Eusebius, did not
allow him to dwell upon disturbing trifles. Moreover, (3)
even in his gospel he has done a good deal in the way
of omission ; this is apparent at once as soon as he is
compared with his authority, St. Mark.! But why
might not a disciple of the apostles purposely suppress
things, and why, because he has acted thus, must he be
divested of this his qualification? Had not history
itself in its inexorable yet providential progress made

1 See the notes on this point in Wellhausen's * Commentar” (e.g.,
B8, 42, 45, 134), Just as he has suppressed in the gospel things con-
cerning our Lord which might give offence (e.g., the cry, * Eli, Eli ")
or that showed St. Peter and the disciples in an unfavourable light,
or inconvenient details, such as the command that the disciples
should set out for Galilee, so also in the Acts of the apostles we may
be sure that he has purposely omitted much which was not to
St. Peter’s or St. Paul's credit. Thus he can scarcely have been
ignorant of the scene in Antioch between the two apostles (Gal, ii,).
It is therefore all the more surprising that he should relate the
quarrel between St. Paul and St. Barnabas concerning St. Mark, and
should apparently take a side against the two last named, This is
most remarkable, considering the limits he observes elsewhere in his
narrative, and can only be explained by supporting a certain animosity
against St. Mark on the part of the author ; for he certainly revered
St. Barnabas. Vide infra for further details on this question. The
prophecy in St, Mark x, 39, together with the whole section in which
it occurs, is also one of the passages suppressed by St. Luke, He
suppressed it because it had not been fulfilled in the case of St. John,
I cannot convince myself that the passage is a evaticintom post
eventum, and that St. John really suffered a martyr's death. The
negative evidence of Irenweus and Eusebius is, it seems to me, much
stronger than that which, according to others, is alleged to have
stood in Papias, St. Mark x. 35 ff, is a prophecy of our Lord which
was only partly fulfilled. Accordingly, in order to correct it and to

take its place, the other prophecy was invented (St. John xxi, 23) that
St. John would not die at all.
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evident what a writer about the year 80 a.p. must
relate and what he had to pass over? However, in
regard to the author’s representation of the attitude of
the Roman magistrates, all objections of this kind that
critics have felt obliged to urge against St. Luke have
been proved to be worthless. He is certainly biased in
this part of his narrative, He wished to show that the
Roman authorities were much more friendly to the
youthful Church than the Jewish authorities and the
J2ws, who unceasingly strove to stir them up against
the Christians. But this bias is in accordance with
actual fact. And even if St. Luke has gone too far
with it in some places,® as, for instance, in the gospel,
where he exonerates Pilate beyond all bounds, yet this
is far from being a proof that he cannot have been
a companion of St. Paul.?

In the section chaps. xvii.—xix. all kinds of in-
equalities and small deviations from the facts related

1 T have not, however, been able to find instances of such exaggera-
tion in the Acts, unless it be the case that the account of the progress
of the trial in Cesarea (see also xxviii. 17-19) is somewhat too
favourable to the Romans—which is at all events probable.

2 And, besides, he has also recounted some things which tell
against the authorities (as at Philippi), and, on the other hand, he has
not suppressed the counsel of Gamaliel and its good effect on th.e
Sanhedrin, I do not know how to solve the great problem which is

- presented in the two concluding verses in the Acts (could the author

have intended to write a third book ?—laying stress upon the ‘Il:pai’rav
[instead of wpdrepor] in Acts i. 1). But to imagine t‘hnt he c.h(l not
relate the martyrdow of the apostle lest he should efface the impres-
sion of the friendliress of the Roman authorities is indeed a poor
solution of the difficulty, How can we imagine an early Chl‘l.st.mn
suppressing the account of an apostle’s martyrdom for a political
reason !
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in St. Paul’s epistles have been pointed out—some with
reason, others are only alleged. On the whole, it may
be said that these threc chapters form a brilliant pas-
sage in the Acts of the Apostles, although the author
was not here an eye-witness.! The historical data in
St. Paul’s epistles confirm St. Luke’s narrative in a
really remarkable way, and show quite clearly that he
had here one or more reliable sources of information.
One or two of these have been with good reason found
in chap. xix. 20—namely, Aristarchus and Gaius (see
p- 10, note?); itis difficult to understand why they should
be mentioned here if they were not St. Luke’s autho-
rities; we remember, also, that on a later occasion
St. Luke took the long journey to Ceesarea and from
thence to Rome in company with Aristarchus. If we
are astonished to find that we learn more concerning
St. Paul from those passages of the Acts where the
author does not write as an eye-witness than from the
rest of the book, we forget that in the opinion of
St. Luke and of his contemporaries nothing greater or
more wonderful could be related of the apostle than
what is recorded in the “ we " sections. The incidents in
question have been summarised above on page 33 (the
exorcism of the girl “possessed with the spirit of
divination,” an instance of raising from the dead, the
healing of a gastric fever, but above all St. Paul’s con-
duct during the storm, together with the apparition of
the angel and his prophecy); these at least are in-
ferior to nothing that St. Luke has imparted to us

! Therefore mistakes made here must not be pressed without
qualification against St, Luke as an aathor.

CAN HE BE THE AUTHOR? 137

from reports he received. But if the' “we” xa..ccount oﬂ;ri
a problem both in regard to what it contains and wha

it omits, yet this problem is surely not rendered l;ss
difficult by regarding it as a se}?arate docume%l’.c. h0
one has as yet been able to fix with any probability the
boundaries of such an hypotheticz%l document. Son(;e
critics go back as far as chap. x1l.,.and even 1nc1}1 t;
chaps. xxi.~xxvi., while others diminish the numl;zex 0'

tne existing ninety-seven verses l')y a theory. of mtel.-
polation. Perplexity also reigns in regard to the pur-
pose of the supposed author of such a (?.ocument——
whether he wished to write a diary fc?r h{xnself or a
biography of St. Paul. But this perplexity disappears—
even if everything does not become clear—iwhen we once
realise that St. Luke, who accompanied the fxpos.tle as
a physician and a fellow-worker, and wrote his history

‘at a much later date, first joined the apostle as his

companion and helper during his last two great mis-
sionary journeys (from Troas to Jerusalem and from
Cuesarea to Rome), while before this he had only once
been with him—from Troas to Philippi—and tben only
for a short time. If we keep the fact well in view tha.t,
according to the “we” sections, St. Iruke. was not in
St. Paul’s company at the climax _Of hls'mmls'tf'y—ftha:i
is, during the years between his sojourn in Philippi anu
his last journey to Jerusalem—then most of these sma

difficulties find their explanation. Moreover, thfe pic-
ture which he has given of St, Paul is not, acc'ordlng to
the ideas of ancient days, such as an eulogist wc.)ul'd
draw, but is an historical portrait. 1.&11 eulogistic
touches are here wanting, while the picture of the
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Church of Jerusalem, and of the activity of the
apostles in its midst, abounds with them.! Of course,
the Acts of the Apostles is not a mirror which allows
us to gaze into the very soul of St. Paul; but are we
obliged to assume that a disciple of an apostle? must
have been capable of seeing into the heart of the author
of the Epistle to the Galatians and the two epistles to
the Corinthians, and of portraying what he saw there ?
Yet, on the other hand, all that St. Luke has performed
in portraying St. Paul by means of the three great
discourses (in Antioch, Athens, and Ephesus) deserves
high praise. Judging simply from the epistles, we
may well believe that the apostle would have spoken to
receptive Jews, in substance at least, just as he speaks
in the Acts at Antioch, and to Gentiles as he speaks
at Athens, and that he would have exhorted his own
converts just as he does at Miletus; but this last dis-
course also contains—apart from the sentimental
touches ® peculiar to St. Luke—several distinct utter-
ances whose authenticity (as regards their content) is
confirmed by the epistles,* Think only of his boast-

1 Dark shadows are, however, not wanting even here (the story of

Ananias, the quarrel of the Hellenists and Hebrews, the division
between those Christians who were Pharisees and the rest of the
Church).

2 Moreover, we do not know whether St, Luke was a disciple of
St. Paul in the exact sense of the word. The way in which he, in
chap, xvi. 18, places himself side by side with 8t. Paul is not in
keeping with this view, although he gives him all due honour in
xvi, 14,

3 8t. Paul could also yield to the same feelings at times, but the
emotional always speedily gave place to the heroic.

4 [t is well to notice that St, Luke was present at Miletus, but not
at Antioch and Athens,
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ing, his passionate assertion of his own personal dis-
interestedness and the remarkable expression (xx. 28),
T krAnaiay Tob eod, fiy mepimovjoaTo dua Tob aluaTos
roi i8lov.t If the words of xiii. 88, 89 remind us of
the epistles to the Galatians and Romans, so this ex-
pression reminds us of Ephesians and Colossians;
indeed, this whole discourse to the Ephesians calls to
mind the epistles to the Thessalonians. The author of
the Acts of the Apostles not a disciple of the apostle?
Who, I ask, except one who knew St. Paul personally
could portray him as he appears in this book ? Was
it possible for an admirer of the apostle at the begin-
ning of the second century to give so concrete a narrative
and toavoid eulogy tosuch a degree ? Even if no “we”
appeared in the whole book, it would scarcely admit
of doubt that the author—so far as concerns the history
-of St. Paul's missionary work from chap. xiii. to the
conclusion—wrote on the authority of an eye-witness
with whom he was a contemporary. In truth no one
has yet been able to draw a convincing portrait (?f
St. Paul from his epistles alone, All attempts in this
direction have led to productions which true historians
have ignored, For these the portrait given in the A'cts
of the Apostles has always remained a concurring
faétor, because the abundance of actual fact which is
therein afforded still makes it possible to pass behind
the external action to the inward motive.

But the Paulinism of St. Luke—this has been just
as often asserted as disputed. Here one point has been

I The phrase is all the more remarkable in that this valuation of
the Church is found in St. Luke alone.
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already noticed—namely, that in vocabulary (not only
in words, but also in expressions) he resembles St. Paul
much more closely than does St. Mark or even St. Mat-
thew (vide supra, pp. 19 ff., note). But Acts xxvii, 35 and
St. Luke xxii. 19 are already sufficient in themselves to
prove St. Luke’s Paulinism in the superficial sense.
St. Luke is even more of a universalist than St. Paul,
because with the Greeks universalism was never a matter
of question ; what insight, therefore, he shows in his story
of the conversion of the centurion of Cwesarea, in that he
here, though theoretically, yet so thoroughly appreciates
the difficulty felt by the Jew ! * Towards the unbelieving
Jews St. Luke’s attitude is almost more Pauline than that
of St. Paul himself. He holds different views from St.
Paal concerning the law and Old Testanent ordinances,?
and St. Paul’s doctrine of sin and grace lies far outside
‘his sphere of thought. He has a boundless—indeed,
a paradoxical—love for sinners, together with the
most confident hope of their forgiveness and amend-
ment ®*—an attitude of mind which is only tolerable
when taken in connection with his universal love for
mankind.* This is quite un-Pauline. Nor is it here
simply a question of difference in temperament only ;
in this point St. Luke is in no sense a disciple of
St. Paul ;° and just because he does not pierce into the

1 Of course his respect for the religio antiqua helped him here,

2 Wellhausen (** Luk,” s, 134) very rightly points out that, according
to St. Luke, blasphemy against the Temple was not the alleged reason
for our Lord’s condemnation.

8 Bee Wellhausen,  Einleitung,” s, 69. .

4 Herder has rightly named him the evangelist of philanthropy.

5 How St. Paul regarded sin and sinners is well known. We may
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depths of the problem of sin, he has no deep insight
into the doctrine of Redemption. His “soteriology,”
in spite of all the dcep and precious things he tells us of
Christ, is his weakest point. Insome passages we cannot
repress the suspicion that with him everything is con-
centrated in the magical efficacy of the Name of Christ.
Christ is for him the superhuman Physician and Exorcist;
therefore miraculous healing is the essential function and
forms the test of the new religion. Faith is not in the
least a necessary condition. First the miracle and its
effect, then faith; this is St. Luke’s order. How deep
and precious appears that cumbrous gnosis of the Cross
of Christ which occupied the mental energies of St.
Paul, how profound and worthy his difficult doctrine of
Justification by Faith, of Spirit and New Life, when
compared with these Greek superficialities! Tt is true

.that St. Paul also believes in the magical sacrament,®

that he also recognises the Spirit of Christ operating as
a power of nature; but ke s not contented with these
things. Because his faith masters his inmost soul,
because it pierces to the very depths of his moral con-
sciousness, he ever struggles upwards out of the realm
of magical rite. St. Luke, however, seems to rest con-
tented in this lower sphere, and yet, at the same time,
he can reproduce the deeper things which he had learnt

judge of St. Luke’s standpoint, on the one hand, from his choice .,Of
parables concerning sinners, on the other hand from A’cts X. ,3:) :
obk €oriv mposwmorfpmTns & Beds, &AM &y mavTl #ves 6 ¢oﬁou,u.evos' adbrdy
kal &pyalduevos Swwatoalymy [¢f. Rom. ii. 10, iv. 1f,; Gal. vi. 10;
Eph, iv. 28] 8extds abrg doriv, and Acts xvii. 29 ff. (the Ger.ltlles are
now delivered from their state of ignorance—that is, from idolatry).
Compare this with Rom. i. and ii.

Vo
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from others, from our Lord and St. Paul. He is no
Paulinist,! but he shows quite clearly that he is
acquainted with Paulinism and draws from its resources.
Could, then, one so mentally constituted have been and
have remained a companion of St. Paul? We may
answer with the counter question: What idea have we
formed of those Greeks who were St. Paul’s companions
and friends? If all of them, or even only the majority
of them, were Paulinists in the strict sense of the word,
how was it that the Gentile Church in Asia, in Greece
and in Rome, became so entirely un-Pauline? Where,
indeed, did Paulinism remain, except with Marcion, and
what did Marcion make of it? We must determine
not only to accept a more elastic definition of Paul-
inism, but above all to form a different conception
of what St. Paul tolerated in his nearest disciples. He
who confessed Christ as the Lord, who shunned the
riches and the wickedness of the world, who saw God
revealed in the Old Testament, who waited for the
Resurrection and proclaimed this faith to the Greeks,
without imposing upon them the rite of circumcision
and the ceremonial law—this man was a disciple of St.
Paul. In this sense St. Luke also was a Paulinist.?2 He

1 Neither are his ethics Pauline, His # Ebionitism " is Hellenistic
in character ; it implies simply abnegation of the world and love for
sinners. And yet the word &vydmy never occurs in the Acts and only
once in the gospel (xi. 42, “love of God"); &yardv also iz wanting in
the Acts, His attitude of aversion from the rich coincides with the
attitude of the poor in Palestine, but its motive is different.

2 The problem which exists in regard to St. Luke's relation to the
epistles of St. Paul (ride supra) is without significance for the
question whether he was the author of the complete history. 1f, as
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was a Paulinist too because of his respect and reverence
for the Apostle, which taught him to recognise in St.
Paul an authority almost as great as St. Peter,! and
led him to mould himself on St. Paul’s preaching, as far
as was possible for a man of his nationality and per-
sonality. This personality, with all its large-hearted-
ness, has its own distinct and unique traits. If weread
the Acts of the Apostles guided by the ruling fashion
of literary criticism, we may analyse it into some half-
dozen separate strata of documents; but if we read with
discernment we discover one mind and one hand even in
that which has been appropriated by the author.?

The gulf which divides St. Luke as a Christian from
St. Paul shows him at a disadvantage, but there is yet
another and more favourable side presented in his
works. Side by side with his predilection for the
religious magic and exorcistic superstitions of Hellenism
he possesses the mind and sense of form of a Greek ;
through both these qualities he has become in his

is believed, signs can be found of his having read these epistles, it
would not be surprising ; if these signs are considered fallacious, it is
not of much importance. Yet the hypothesis that these epistles
were not used by our author becomes the more unintelligible the
later the date which it is thought necessary to assign to the book.
In my opinion, it cannot be claimed in the case of any one of
St. Paul's epistles that the author of the Acts must have read it (see,
on the contrary, Weizsticker and Jacobsen)—1 Thess., Coloss,, and
Ephes, are the first to suggest themselves. But, on the other hand,
there is enough found in the Acts to show that the author had
knowledge both of the system of thought and of the language of the
author of those epistles.

1 Concerning St. Lukeand St. Peter, see Wellhausen, “Luk,"” s. 124.

2 Apart, of course, from arbitrary changes and interpolations of
later date.
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writings an architect of that Gentile Church which has
conquered the world and has spiritualised and indi-
vidualised religion. This same man, like Philip a seer
of spirits and an exorcist, was the first to cast the Gos-
pel into Hellenistic form and to bring the clarifying
influence of the spirit of Hellenism to bear upon the
evangelic message. This would be evident even if k=
had written nothing else than St. Paul’s discourse at
Athens ; but in his gospel he has Hellenised the message
of Christ, both in substance and form, by simple and
yet effective means, and in the Acts he has become the
first historian of the Church. In this work of art—for
the Acts of the Apostles is nothing less; it is, indeed, a
literary performance of the first rank, in construction?® no
less than instyle—hehasproduced somethingquite unique
and lasting. 'We do not know the effect which the book
produced, but we know that it was canonised, and that
means a great deal. St. Luke is the first member and
the archetype of a series of writers which is distinguished
by the names of St. Clement of Rome (representing the
Roman Church?), the Apologists, St. Clement of

t Much might be urged against the construction technically, be-
cause of the way in which it narrows down, first to the history of
St. Paul and at last to the account of the shipwreck ; but from a
psychological point of view it is unsurpassable. The book begins
with the solemn tones of the organ and the peal of the bells and with
the vision of a new and heavenly world ; we are led gradually into
the world of real things, and at last, in the company of the great
apostle, we are caught in the storm, we look in his face and hear his
words,

2 The significance of the Roman Church in this respect has not
been sufficiently noticed. It may be gathered from the first epistle

of St. Clement, which cannot be rated at its right value so long as
this elementin it is not appreciated.

%
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Alexandria, Origen, and Fusebius. The great process
of transformation under the influence of the sober
Hellenic spirit was begun by the very man who at the
same time remained rooted in the twofold miracle-
world of Palestine and Greece, and who yielded to
no Jewish Christian in his ardent and passionate
longing for the last great day of wrath! This in
itself is another proof that we really have here a
man of the first Greek generation in the history of
Christianity.? He stood in personal intercourse with
Christians of the first generation and with St. Paul.
In order to realise how absolutely differently those felt
who were Hellenists and nothing else, and who had not
breathed the air of the first ages, we need only study
the works of St. Clement of Rome, whose date is so
little later, and of St. Ignatius. St. Paul and St. Luke
stand as contrasting figures. Just as the one is only
comprehensible as a Jew who yet personally came into
the closest contact with Hellenism, so the other is only
comprehensible as a Greek who had nevertheless personal
sympathy with primitive Jewish Christendom. Such a
gift of sympathy could alone inspire & Greek with the
tremendous courage that enabled him to write a gospel
and to become the first historian of primitive Christen-
dom. The other evangelists are all Jews by birth, the
author of the gospel of the Hebrews included.

1 The fact that the Parousia was delayed can no longer be dis-
guised, but as yet no doubts have arisen that it would still come.

2 Wellhausen lays great stress on this, and rightly so (“Luk,” s. 97
and elsewhere).



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

A NamE counts for nothing—in the case of history this
aphorism is only partly true. No names, of course, can
make an incredible story authentic or probable, but the
name of a contemporary and eye-witness guarantees the
truth of a probable story, provided that there is no
other reason for raising objections. And, further, the
name tells us, as a rule, where, under what circumstances,
and with what motives a tradition took its final and
definite form. But we must first of all picture to our-
selves the personality which stands behind the name
“ Luke.”

If the Luke whom St. Paul has mentioned three
times in his letters is identical with the author of
the great historical work, then for us he remains no
longer in obscurity, and the criticism of his narratives
is confined within definite bounds. During the so-called
second missionary journey, at Troas (or shortly before)
Luke the Greek physician of Antioch encountered
St. Paul. We have no knowledge when and by whose
influence he became a Christian, nor whether he had
previously come into sympathetic touch with the
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Judaism of the Dispersion ; only one thing is certain—
that he had never been in Jerusalem or Palestine. He
had at his command an average education, and possessed
a more than ordinary literary talent. His medical pro-
fession seems to have led him to Christianity, for he
embraced that religion in the conviction that by its
means and by quite new methods he would be enabled |
to heal diseases and to drive out evil spirits, and above }
all to become an effectual physician of the soul. |
Directed by his very calling to the weak and wretched, .
his philanthropic sympathy with the miserable was
deepened in that he accepted the religion of Christ, and -
as a physician and evangelist proved and proclaimed the
power and efficacy of the Name of Jesus and of the
Gospel. He joined St. Paul at once in the capacity of
a fellow-worker, crossing over with him and with Silas
to_ Philippi and preaching the Gospel there (xvi. 13).
But the companionship was only of short duration. He
parted from the Apostle—the reason is unknown—
while yet at Philippi,' to join him again after some
years had passed—this time also at Troas. Then he
accompanied St. Paul from Troas by Miletus and
Ceesarea to Jerusalem, together with a number of com-
panions, including the Jewish Christian Aristarchus of
Thessalonica. In Jerusalem, where he saw James and
the presbyters, but none of the apostles (not even St.
Peter), he seems to have stayed only a short time, for

1 It is therefore not probable that Origen and Pseudo-Ignatius are
right in their assertion that he is the unnamed brother (2 Cor. viii. 18),
o ¥rawos & 7 ebayyerly dib macdy Tév dkkAnoidy, OF the other who
(2 Cor, viii, 22) is also introduced without a name.
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he does not represent himself as having been an eye-
witness of what befel the Apostle here and in Ceesarea.!
But when St. Paul set out as a prisoner on the long
voyage to Rome, we find St. Luke again in his com-
pany. With this exception, Aristarchus alone of the
Apostle’s friends voyaged with him. St. Paul was an
invalid when he began the voyage (this was probably
the reason why a physician went with him). Only one
day after the Apostle had begun his voyage he was
obliged to land at Sidon to take advantage of the
special care of his friends, having obtained the per-
mission of his humane commanding officer. In Malta,
where they were compelled to make a considerable stay,
St. Luke (together with the Apostle) had the oppor-
tunity of practising his medical art (Acts xxviii. 2 f.),
with the aid of Christian science. In Rome he tarried
a considerable time with St. Paul as his physician (see
Coloss. and Philipp.), and took part in the work of
evangelisation (Philemon 24). Yet he did not, like
Aristarchus, share the Apostle’s imprisonment (Coloss.
iv. 10). Besides Jesus Justus, Epaphras, Demas, and
others, he there made the acquaintance of St. Mark,
- the nephew of Barnabas (Coloss. iv. 10).2 *¢ Only Luke
is with me ” (2 Tim. iv. 11)—that is the last we hear
of him. But we know from his works that he survived
the destruction of Jerusalem, and was still at work a

1 At least the fact of his being an eye-witness is uncertain.

2 St. Luke also came into personal acquaintance with four among
the number of prominent men in the primitive community at
Jerusalem—Silas, Mark, Philip, and James, He was, however, more
with the two former than the others.
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good time afterwards. We cannot discover with cer-
tainty where he went after leaving Rome—not, aif all
events, to Jerusalem and Palestine, nor even to Antioch
or Macedonia (both these provinces are excluded because
of the way in which he writes of them in the Acts).
He could hardly have remained in Rome (though
indeed this is not excluded by the Acts, it is neverthe-
less not probable). We are therefore left to seelf 'him
either in Achaia (according to the earliest tradition)
or in Asia. Asia, and more especially Ephesus, are
suggested by the way in which he has (}istinguished
this city and has made of St. Paul’s parting discourse
to the Church of Ephesus a farewell of the Apostle
to his converts in general (see especially xx. ,25:
pels wdvres év ols SNy wyploowy TIY Baaiheiav).
That he has special interest in this city appears
still more clearly to me from the heartfelt tones
in which he speaks and the great anxiety which
he expresses, but above all because he knows and
refers to the later history of the Church in that
city! Similar traits are not found in the au'thor’s
reference to any other Church.? From the prominence
given to Ephesus it does not necessarily follow that

1 See the detailed warning, xx. 29f.: 'Eyd olda v “"’f’“'j’”" Tt
perd Thy kgutly [does this mean death or departure 1] pov Avkot Bapeis
els fuds ph Ppedduevor Tod mowuviov, kal & Sudy abrédy “"“af'ﬁdwzm
#vBpes Aahodvres Sieorpaupuéva Tob dmoomdy Tobs pabyras drlow éavtdv,
C7. Rev. 1i, 2. .

2 St. Luke leaves his reader in no doubt that the foundation of the
Church in Corinth was the grandest achievement of St. Paul’s so-
called second miesionary journey; but the author himself has no
relations with that Church,
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the author wrote his book in that city itself, but it
surely follows that it was written in some region for
which Ephesus was an important centre (Achaia
therefore remains open). It appears from the gospel,
and also from the Acts, that the community of the
disciples of St. John the Baptist was for ever irritating
the Christian community, and the author’ interest in
this controversy is shown in close connection with
Ephesus (xix. 1 ff.).} Here we have the first and very
clear instance of relationship between St Luke and the
gospel of St. John. But St. Luke also shows that he
is interested in St. Philip and his prophesying daughters
(xxi. 9); these people we know lived at a later time in
Hicrapolis, in Phrygia *—another point in favour of the
theory that St, Luke himself took up his abode at a
later time in Asia. In this connection it must be
further noticed that he has seven times smuggled St.

1 According to Weiss and others, the men spoken of in this passage
were not disciples of St. John, and even Apollos could not have been
one (xviii. 25). I cannot go into this intricate question here. In my
opinion, we must regard them as disciples of St. John, because they
had received their sacrament of baptism from him ; but, on the other
hand, they believed in Jesus., We can reconcile these two articles of
their faith by supposing that they believed in Jesus as the future
Messiah—i.e., that they looked upon His first appearance as in every
sense only preparatory. It is a most astonishing fact—but unfortu-
nately this is not the only instance of the kind—that the critics
actually presume to correct the essential characteristics of the infor-
mation which St. Luke has given concerning the standpoint of
Apollos and of the other disciples, advancing hypotheses of two
gources and the like, as if they had complete information concerning
these disciples. They thus destroy for us one of the most preciouns
relics of early Christendom, which, short as it is, represents a com-
plete department in the primitive Christian movement.

2 Papias, in Eusebius, ¥ H, E.,” iii, 89,
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John into the source which contains the Petrine stories,
and this without any apparent reason (vide supra,
p- 117).  This circumstance, of course, need not neces-
sarily be connected with the author’s interest in Ephesus;
indeed, it is not at all likely that it is so, since when
speaking of Ephesus he is never reminded of St. John.
Therefore his interest in St. John may very well have
had another incentive. Yet in relation to the problem
concerning the later history of St. John the son of Zebedee
it is of high significance that he alone among the aposties,
with the exception of St. Peter, is the one in whom St.
Luke shows interest.t This interest is not easily accounted
for otherwise than by assuming that the author had
knowledge of some mission undertaken by St. John at
a later time. Here let us remember that this apostle
is introduced in a very artificial way into the account
of the mission in Samaria. According to our author,
St. John comes next in honour to St. Peter, and in the
primitive community he is represented as inseparable
from the chief apostle. As this idea concerning
St. John can scarcely have arisen from the fact
that he was one of our Lord’s nearest disciples—for in
that case our author must have placed St. James the
son of Zebedee (whose martyrdom only is mentioned
quite cursorily) as near to St. Peter as he does St. John
—and as our author possessed absolutely no source
of information concerning any specially prominent
achievement of St. John in the early community at
Jerusalem, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that

1 Strange that he has passed him over in Acts xv. ! Thisfact alone
shows that he had not read the Epistle to the Galatians,
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i]}(: h;tj thl:ls smuggled him as an important person into
ac}(:ievlsr’c;ny t:f ;he early Church because of some later
en i
e of that apostle which were known to
lLet. us now return to St. Luke. At Ephesus, or some
gla;e 11111 Ahsla;: or z?chaia, and about the year 80, A.D., he
‘ote hiis history for the “excellent ” Th ilus, 1

. ; eophilus, i
;l;lefl'( au‘thorlty for the gospel was the w}:ork sof I;;S
a.rI » his late companion in Rome; besides this hc;
elllnl? oyex.i for the Lord’s life a second source which, he
shared w1t'h St. Matthe\v ;land, thirdly, he is ,de endent

uqon specz}al ;1‘ad1tions which had their origin i}ljl J elﬁ
salem or Judaea, whose authenticity i 1y

! . y is almost entir
zl}:?xous,tand wlhlch must, indeed, be descriljeder:;n;g
most part legendary. It is most unli
endar) nlikely that h
ic;l};::lj;lalishese(i du.rmg his probably only very s}}rlor: sta;
em during the first years of Nero’s rej

‘ rei .

;hin they must also have been incorporated in St. %2;::1-
mllxd, :S far fron; t;us being the case, they go beyond’

en correct the conceptions and acc
' ounts of

latter gospel. This material, therefore, must0 hthe
reached .St. Luke at a later period. That on.
nected with, or, rather, leads up to,
fourth gospel? has been emphasised
and lately by Wellhausen.3
not reach either St. Luke or

it is con-
what underlies the
by many writers,
In all probability it did
St. John in written form,*
1 Concerning this source, see my book “Dig Spritche und Reden

3 $ 3 p u V.
gl(}Sl ]907 an E]lgh&h tl ﬂ,nslatlon Of Whlch W L
l]l appear s]l()] tl
2 Concernlng the I‘elablon bet“een Sb. Lul\e alld st 0
. J hn, see
3 ‘& e]lhausen, Lul{, 88, 8, 11, 20, ‘10, 03, 123

4 1f in writing, then in Aramaic, “ Einleit.,” s, 65,
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but depended upon the oral tradition of Christians of
Jerusalem or Judsa who had wandered from Palestine
or Jerusalem at or after the time of the Great War.
These we must think of as “ecstatics” altogether
wanting in sober-mindedness and credibility, like Philip
and his four prophesying daughters who came to Asia.
Were not the latter, indeed, of just such a character?
It is known that St. Luke made their acquaintance in
Caesarea, and it is very probable that on a later occasion
he encountered them yet again in Asia. Papias, who
himself saw the daughters, expressly states that they
transmitted storics of the old days* Doubtless we must
picture to ourselves the people who were the authorities
for the separate source allied to the fourth gospel, which
St. Luke has so wonderfully and beautifully edited, as
being something like the Philip of Acts viii., and like
what we may imagine his daughters to have been, both
from the fact that they were prophetesses and from
Papias’ notice concerning them. It is now most re-
markable that very distinct prominence is given in this
special source of St. Luke not only to prophecy
(inspired by the Holy Ghost), but still more to the
feminine element, as Plummer (* Comm. on St. Luke,”
“1 Papias, in Eusebius, “ H. E.,” iii. 39,90: ré ptv ol kara Ty lepdmoriy
$lAvrmoy Tov dméoTorov dua Tals Buyarpdaw dwatpiar Sid T&v mpdofey
BedhAwrar. &s 8¢ kard Tobs abrobs & Marlas yevduevos, Surynow mwapei-
Anpévar Bovpaciay Smd T@y Tob iklwmov Guyarépwy uynpoveter, T& yov
onpeiwréor' vexpod y&p dvdoTasw kar’ alTdy yeyovviay {oTopel kal ad
wdAw Erepor mapddofov mepl lodoror Thy emikAn0évro BapoaBiy yeyovls,
s Snaqrhpiov dpdppakor dumidyros kal umdey dmdts 810 Thy Tob wuplov xdpw
Swopelvavros, . . . kal BAAw 8% O abrds ds & mapaddoews &ypdpov els

abrdy fkovra maparéfeirar Eévas Té Tivas mapaBohds 1ol cwriipes K. Bi-
Saorxarlas adrob kal Tiva dAAa pubikdTepa,
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p. xlii. s.) and others have already pointed out.! St.
Mark, and also St. Matthew, still leave women very
much in the background inthe Gospel story. St Luke
is the first to give them such a prominent place therein.
We find mentioned in his gospel (besides St. Mary, the
Mother of our Lord):

1. The prophetess Elizabeth.

2. The prophetess Hanna.

3. The widow of Nain.

4. The woman who was a sinner.

5. The notice in chap. viil. 1 ff: of 8wdexa odw adre
xal qyuvairés Twes ai foav Tefepamevpévar dwd mvev-
paTov Tovnpdy kal dofeveidv, Mapla 1 kahovuévy May-
dahnvr, ad’ s Sawudvia émwra dEAyNiber, kai 'Iwdyva
yor) Xovld émirpémov ‘Hpwdou? wkal Sovodwa kal
étepar molhai, alrives Sinkdvovy adTols éx
Tév dmapyxdvTwy adrals. According to St. Luke
(who knows more about them than he tells us—see
Wellhausen on this passage), these women ministered to
the necessity, not only of Jesus, but also of the whole
inner circle of disciples® (the gist of the passage was,
moveover, already given in St. Mark xv. 40 f.).

1 In St, John also the feminine element is more prominent than
in St. Mark and St. Matthew, but not nearly so much so as in St. Luke
(vide the Mother in chap. ii., the woman of Samaria, Mary and
Martha, St. Mary beside the cross, the words to St. Mary from the
cross, the Magdalene as the first who saw the Risen One).

2 Compare, moreover, Mavayy ‘Hpglov 7Tod Terpdpxou olvrpodos
(Acts xiii, 1),

3 ’Abrols is to be read. Wellhausen follows the insufficiently
attested reading adrg.
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6. Mary and Martha. ,

7. The woman who called the Mother of our Lord
blessed (xi. 27). ' . .

8. The woman who had a spirit of infirmity for
eighteen years (xiii. 10 ff.).

9. The widow and the unjust judge (xviii. ] ff.)

10. The woman and the lost piece of silver (xv.
8 ff.). '

11. The widow’s mite (xxi. 1 f.).

12. The daughters of Jerusalem weeping over our
Lord’s sufferings (xxiii. 27 ff.).

13. The women of Galilee beside the cross (xxiii.
49). ,

14. Women as the first evangelists of our Lord’s
Resurrection (xxiv. 10)—contrary to St. Mark.

And we may perhaps add (though on very slender
grounds), .

15. The story of the woman taken in adultery.

A wery considerable portion of the matter peculiar to
St. Luke is thus feminine in interest. It is ther?ff)re,
perhaps, not too presumptuous to assign these traditions
to Philip and his four prophesying dal.l.ghters.1 V'Ve
may also remember that another collection of stories
in St. Luke is distinguished by the interest shown for
the Samaritans—a trait which is wanting in St. Mark

1 Also in the Acts St. Luke is greatly interested in converted
women—a trait which is purposely attenuated in the text of D. See
my essay on Priscilla and Aquilain the * §itzungsber. (}er Preuss.
Akad.,” 1900, January 11, But this interest is here determined by the
facts themselves, and does not seem to be anywhere exaggerated,
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and St. Matthew *—and that, according to the Acts, St.
Philip’s own grand achievement was the evangelisation
of Samaria (viii. 14: drxovoavres of év ‘Iepocoriuots
améorohor 8ty 8édexras 1§ Jauapla [scil. through the
preaching of Philip] rov Aéyor 7o feod). Villages of
Samaria in which the gospel was preached are only
mentioned in the gospel of St. Luke (ix. 52-56) and in
the Acts (viii. 25).2 This coincidence of interest in the
feminine element, in prophecy (the Holy Spirit), and in
the Samaritans, taken together with the general stand-
point—that of Jerusalem—of this source peculiar to St.
Luke, makes it probable that we have here a body of
tradition which rests upon the authority of St. Philip
and his daughters.’

But this impression is confirmed by the Acts of
the Apostles. We have already shown that (apart
from the source common to St. Matthew and St. Luke)
St. Mark certainly, and tradition originating with St,
Philip most probably, formed the two chief authorities
of St. Luke in the gospel ; now our confidence in this
conclusion is strengthened by the fact that it simply
and easily fits in with the phenomena presented in the
Acts of the Apostles. It is true that for the second

1 This interest is also shared by the fourth evangelist,

2 But in the fourth gospel compare with the words of the Acts
(viii, 25 : moAAds Te kduas v ZapapeT@r edayyeAlorro) the informa-
tion of St. John iv, 39: ¢« 7iis woAews ekelvns moAAol érloTevoar ¢ls
abrdy T Zauapeiron.

3 Amongst the number of later acc
(and his daughters) we must reckon that
4,25, There it is asserted, as if it stoo
ix. 60 was spoken to him, Has St. Cle

ounts concerning St. Philip
of 8t, Clement, * Strom.,” iii,
d in the gospel, that St. Luke
ment confused matters here ?
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half of the book the author’s own recollections and th.e
records of other companions of St. Paul. were at..hls
disposal (.8, for the tumult in Ephesus, Judgmg ho.m
xix. 29, probably the record of Arlstarc.hus—-mde supra,
p. 186) ; but for the first half—we see it at a glance-i:-
he relies entirely (apart from his accqunt of St. P?.L.l s
conversion and all that concerns Ar}tloch) on tradzti)oln
concerning St. Peter and St. Philip. Tt is proba. e
that the stories concerning St. Peter reached hl{n
through St. Mark, because St. Mark alone was clos<.a {1
connected both with St. Peter and, by kms%up, wit
St. Barnabas (Coloss. iv. 10: 6 dveyrds BaprdfBa), 1cwo.
very prominent persons in the Acts of t‘lcxe Apost e
and also because St. Luke shows (Acts xii.) that he 1,s
well informed concerning the house of St. Mark’s
mother in Jerusalem—indeed, he even knows the name
-of one of her maid-servants (Rhoda). In regard to St.
Philip, however, there is no need.of many w?rds tg
show that St. Luke possessed tl‘&dith}lS about him, an
resting on his authority. It is possible ?:hat St: .Lulfe
received them only during his stay with Philip in
Ceesarea. (ix. 30 and xxi. 9—uvide supra, p. 39), thoug?m 1;
is more probable that he also at a later. date.convel se
-with St. Philip’s prophesying daug.hters in As1a.. 'How;
ever this may be, even if he received the tr.ad1t10n ‘a
an early date, from Philip and his daughters in Casarea
and from St. Mark in Rome, we should never forget that
St. Luke first composed his history at a co.r151de1'ab1y
later date, and, moreover, has elaborated in his own way
their somewhat questionable records.!

1 Tt does not seem to me difficult to distinguish broadly between
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But his connection with St. Mark requires some
further comment. St. Luke has incorporated three-
fourths of the gospel into his book, yet he does not
show great respect for its wording. He has neither
mentioned this gospel by name in his prologue, nor has
he there expressed an altogether favourable opinion con-
cerning his predecessors,! amongst whom he must have
reckoned St. Mark in the first rank. But more than
this—we may even say that St. Luke wrote his gospel
in order to supplant the gospel of St. Mark, in the
sense, at least, in which every author writing after another
author on the same subject intends to supersede the
work of his predecessor. He regarded it as containing
in the main authentic tradition, but, apart from
numerous corrections in style and other small points,
on the ground of what he considered better information
he has in important details condemned it as wrong in
its order of events, too unspiritual, and imperfect and
incorrect.? This is shown most clearly in the accounts

that which St, Luke obtained from St. Mark and that whkich he
obtained from S8t, Philip or his daughters. In the mission to the
Samaritans both streams of tradition flow together. Here doubt
exists as to the share to be assigned to each, and, moreover, to the
editor, St. Luke.

! Rather he indirectly criticises them. Eusebius (“H. E.,” iii. 22,15)
who could certainly appreciate Greek style and the intention of an
author, paraphrases the prologfe of St. Luke as follows: 6 8¢ Aovkas
Gpxduevos kal abrds Tob kat’ abrdy cvyypduuaros Ty alrlay wpotfnker
8/ % wemolnTar iy avvTaliy, SnABY &s Bpa ToAAGY Kal ¥AAwy mpomeréo-
Tepov émirerndevkbrwy Sujynow worhoacbar Gv abTds werAnpopdpyro
Adywy, dvaykalws dmeAAdrray fuds Ths wepl Tobs EAAous dupnploTov
Imoriyews, Tov doparG Adyoy dv alrds {kavds THv dAHBeiar kaTetANPec

. 81a 7ol IBiou mapédwrer ebayyerlov,
2 Nuwerous examples may be adduced from the comparison of
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of the Passion and the Resurrection. With regard to
the latter, St. Luke, following his special source, has
replaced St. Mark’s account by later legends which had
arisen in Jerusalem, and, in direct opposition to St,
Mark, has ascribed the first announcement of the
Resurrection to women, Moreover, a special light is
thrown upon his connection with St. Mark by the Acts
of the Apostles. The only apostolic man about whom
something unpleasant is therein recorded is St. Mark—
a point which has been noticed above (p. 134, note).
He is accused of breach of faith (xiii. 13, ¢f. xv. 87 ff.),
and he is made answerable for the separation of St.
Barnabas and St. Paul. That is a bitter reproach
which St. Luke has not shrunk from perpetuating.’
But the Church—that is, the Church of Asia, followed
by the other Churches—did not reject the work of
the Jewish Christian of Jerusalem, when it came into
her hands ; though she, indeed, criticised it, she never-
theless acknowledged it as excellent, and set it quietly
side by side with the work of the Greek physician

" of Antioch.

The traditions concerning Jesus which we find in St.

the two gospels to show that St. Luke criticised the gospel of St.
Mark from these points of view. Some of them agree remarkably
with those from which the presbyter John, as recorded by Papias,
has criticised the book, The presbyter admits (1) the incomplete-
ness of St. Mark, and, moreover, (2) its faulty order ; but he main-
tains its exactness, its veracity, and the conscientious effort of the
evangelist to give a full reproduction of the information which he
had received,

It already struck Irenmus as strange that $t. Luke in the Acts
parts St. Mark from the fellowship of St. Paul,
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Mark and St. Luke are older than is generally supposed.
This does not make them more credible, but it is a fact
of no slight significance in relation to their criticism.
In St. Mark we have the deposit of several strata of
tradition originating entirely in Jerusalem. Wellhausen
has brought forward good reasons for the view that they
were first written in Aramaic. I do not profess to offer
an independent opinion on this difficult question. The
presbyter John maintains that the gospel was based
upon the mission sermons of St. Peter ; only it is diffi-
cult to understand why a native of Jerusalem like St.
Mark, whose maternal home had formed a centre for the
primitive Church, and who knew the whole community,
should have taken the mission sermons of St. Peter—
and these, indeed, exclusively—as the basis of his work.
This piece of information, therefore, does not seem
reliable ; it looks rather like a story that was invented
for the purpose of excusing the deficiencies and omissions
of this gospel. It is another point in its disfavour if it
be true that St. Mark wasstill a boy and growing youth
during the twelve years which St. Peter probably spent *
with the primitive community ; and this supposition,
judging from the nature of his connection with his
uncle St. Barnabas and with St. Paul, is probably true,
and fits in with the very emphatic statement of tradition
(presb. John, Murat. fragment) that he had neither seen
nor heard the Lord. We can also unreservedly accept
the old tradition which tells of him that, after having
accompanied St. Paul, first for a short time, then longer
(in Rome), he also acted as interpreter to St. Peter, and

1 It seems that later he only visited Jerusalem by the way,
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thus heard something also from this apostle. But from
this tradition little or nothing can be concluded in
regard to the relation this gospel bears to St. Peter, if
it be true that it was only after his death that St. Mark
determined to give a written account of the gospel of
Jesus Christ (see Irenseus). He then collected together
all the material that he could lay hands upon,' and that
would serve his purpose of proving Jesus to be the
Christ from His mighty deeds and words. Though in
this gospel we find different strata of tradition lying
side by side or confused together, yet they serve but
one and the same purpose, and this was all that St.
Mark cared for. And yet everything that stands in
this gospel was already in circulation before the year
70 A.D., or, as others think, soon afterwards. At that
time contradictory and discrepant stories were mingled
together in people’s brains and minds, just as thoughts
are nowadays. But it is probable that this same Mark
also related—either by word of mouth or in an Aramaic
writing—¢ classic” stories of the primitive community
at the time when St. Peter was at the head of the
brethren and St. James had not come to the helm of
affairs. Thus the first attempt to crystallise the tradi-
tion concerning our Lord and the primitive classic ”
days in a written account was made by one who was a

t Wellhausen rightly says (** Einl.,” 4. 53) : * It scems that the tradi-
tion narrated by St. Mark does not rest mainly upon the authority
of cloge acquaintances of Jesus. It has for the most part a some-
what rough, popular style, as if it had passed for a long time from
mouth to mouth among the people, until it took the simple dramatic
form in which it now lies before us.”

L
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disciple both of St. Peter and St. Paul;?® and yet we
must not expect to discover behind his work either St.
Peter or St. Paul as his authorities. It may seem very
strange to us that neither the intercourse of our Lord
with his disciples nor St. Paul’s theology is really
reflected in this gospel, though it was written by a
disciple of the apostles; but let us not forget that St.
Mark was so possessed by his own conception of our
Lord,and so convinced of its truth, that, paradoxical as it
may sound, he was relieved of the duty of drawing His
portrait in the closest possible accordance with historic
fact, and was prevented from burdening the absolute
simplicity of his doctrine concerning the Christ with
the conceptions of systematic theology.® Neither the
teaching of our Lord nor His mission as a Saviour and
Healer, as such, specially interested him. His concern lay
with words and deeds of Divine power; and the later
tradition doubtless presented more striking instances of
these than the earlier. It cannot be said with certainty
for what readers St. Mark wrote. Not for Jewish
Christians ; very probably for Roman Christians ; at all
events, for those who knew Alexander and Rufus, the
sons of Simon of Cyrene—and in Rome we hear that
there dwelt one Rufus, a Christian, and his mother, who
was a believer*(Rom, xvi. 13).3

i There is no certain proof that St. Mark was dependent upon
written sources which were already in existence.

2 Even the argument from prophecy is almost entirely wanting,
and this was the beginning of all theology. In other respects
St. Mark among the synoptists is the nearest to St. Paul.

3 The old “ Argumentum,” dating from about 220 A.p. (Corssen,
“Texte und Unters,,” Bd. 15, H. 1,s. 9), expressly states that St. Mark
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After him comes St. Luke, a second disciple of St.
Paul. It is,indeed, a fact not without significance that
it was companions of St. Paul—even if they were not
the only ones—who undertook this task of literary
crystallisation. 'The great mental gulf between St. Luke
and St. Mark must not be measured by years; for we
cannot place St. Luke as an author much later than the
year 80 a.p. He was a Greek and a native of Antioch,
while St. Mark was a Jew and a native of Jerusalem.
Under his hands the universalistic and humane, the social
and individualistic tendencies of Hellenism, the ecstatic
and magical elements of Greek religion, yet also Greek
thought and sense of form, gain the mastery over the
subject-matter of the traditional narratives. And yet,
at the same time, great respect is shown for the religio
antiqua of the Old Testament, as St. Luke depicts it,
for instance, in Zacharias and Elizabeth. He lays the
foundation of the second stage in the crystallisation of
the Gospel tradition, and at once proceeds to record the
history of the extension and triumph of the youthful
religion! For both parts of his narrative he depends

wrote his gospel in Italy (this does not exclude, but includes Rome).
It also says that St. Mark was a Levite, and had cut off his thumb in
order to avoid becoming a priest. That this is a Roman tradition,
and that St. Mark bore the nickname & xoAoBodderuAes in Rome,
follows from the fact that Hippolytus also bears witness to it
(“Phil.,”” vii. 80). For further details see my essay * Pscudopapia-
nisches,” in the * Ztschr, £, N. Tliche, Wissensch.,” 1902, iii. s, 159 ff,

t What a trumpet-note of joy, courage, and triumph sounds
through the whole Lukan history, from the first to the last pages!
Vewilla regis prodeunt ! We listen in vain for this note in the other
evangelists. They are all burdened with a far heavier load of cares,

. of thoughts, and of doctrines than this Greek enthusiast for Christ,
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upon St. Mark. In the gospel, however, he has at least
two other sources (Q=that which St. Luke has in
common with St. Matthew, P=that originating in
Jerusalem and related to St. John), the latter of which,
distorted by many different tendencies, seems to be
connected with those traditions in the Acts which have
been referred to St. Philip. There is very much to be
said in favour of the view that St. Philip and his
prophetic daughters have contributed the truly ample
material for both parts of this source. The chief point,
however, is that the whole, in its main features at least,
had its origin in Jerusalem (or in J udaea), that in St.
Mark and St. Luke there arve to be found only a few
traditions and legends which sprang up as a secondary

rowth in Gentile-Christian soil,! and that the whole of
g
St. Luke’s material was already in existence about the
year 80 a.n. If we consider the gulf that yawns
between the latest accounts in St. Luke and the earliest
in St. Mark we are astounded that such a tremendous
development should have been accomplished in so short
a time and exclusively on the soil of Judaa and
Jerusalem. Both in St. Mark and St. Luke it is almost
always only the history of the primitive community of
who courageously marches forward, surmounting every difficulty,
He amply compensates us for his faith in magic, his enormous
credulity and theological superficiality, by his own peculiar quality of
confident, happy hopefulness and his genuine Greek delight in telling
stories. As a story-teller, “all is grist that comes to his mill.”

1 But it is, of course, not without significance that the literary
erystallisation of this material (except that of Q) took place outside
Palestine (in Rome and Asia). St. Luke refers to the circumstances

of the Diasporain his accounts of the disciples of St. John, and
perhaps in some parables,

RESULTS 165

Jerusalem or of the communities of Judsea which is
reflected in the tradition these evangelists record.! The
history of Gentile Christianity is scarcely touched upon
in the gospel and the first half of the Acts, except in so
far as Gentile communities are expressly mentioned. But
in what is told us of this subject in the second half of
the Acts, St. Luke—writing partly as an eye-witness
and partly from accounts given by eye-witnesses—has
produced a splendid piece of work, and has given an
historical account which, though it indeed leaves much
to be desired, needs nevertheless only a few corrections,
and excellently supplements the Pauline epistles. What
a wealth of matter of all kinds is found in peaceful
juxtaposition in these two books ! 'The subject-matter,
indeed, is even more varied than the forms of
expression ! From this significant fact we may estimate

and realise what a multitude of various conceptions

could be accepted and reconciled with one another in
one a ndthe same mind. St. Luke writes absolutely with-
out bias; or, rather, he is biased in one direction only—
his one object is to prove that our Lord is the Divine
Saviour, and to show forth His saving ‘power in His
history and in the working of His Spirit (in the mission
of the apostles among the Gentiles, in contrast to the

stubborn Jews). In his gospel he, like St. Mark, al-

most entirely disregards theology, more particularly the

1 Hence it is the picture of the primitive Church of Jerusalem
(or of the Judaic Churches), shining forth in the gospels side by side
with the portrait of our Lord, which has edified the Gentile Churches
up to this very day, Inthissense Jewish Christianity still survives:
bpels wunral dyerfnre Tov eeAnaidy Tob feol TAY obady v Th *Tovala
¢ Xpior *Inoob (1 Thess, ii, 14).
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argument from prophecy; in the Acts(first half) he makes
copious use of it. This historical work, originating in
Asia or Achaia, is even less Paulinistic in teaching than
the gospel of St. Mark. In both these works St. Paul
lives on in only the most general and universal aspects
of his teaching; but with him the most general and
universal was also the greatest and noblest.

No proof is required to show that Q and St
Matthew ” are based exclusively on traditions origi-
nating in Palestine or Jerusalem; for the horizon
of “St. Matthew ” is bounded by Palestine, and this
gospel is the work of the Church of Palestine,! which
therein shows itself to be free from the yoke of the
Law and kindly disposed towards the Gentiles. The
fact that St. Mark also forms the groundwork of
this gospel is in itself a proof of liberal views in
regard to the Law, and, moreover, affords strong
evidence that the second gospel was written by St.
Mark, a native of Jerusalem ; for how could the Church
of Palestine have so readily accepted a gospel which

did not rest upon the authority of a native of Jeru-

salem ? Our position is therefore unassailable when we
assert that the whole synoptic tradition belongs to
Palestine and Jerusalem, and has had no connection
with Gentile Christian circles except in the redaction
of St. Luke. The limits of the play of Hellenic in-

1 Most probably the work is to be assigned to the Hellenistic por-
tion of the primitive community of Jerusalem—to those circles, indeed,
which had developed, both within and side by side with the primitive
community, out of those Jews of the dispersion, described in Acts vi,,
who lived at Jerusalem (e.g., Stephen).
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fluence in the gospels, in so far as that influence
had not already infected the very blood of Judaism,
are thus sharply defined.?

It is a recognised fact that the gospel of St. Mat-
thew speedily forced the two other gospels into the
background in the Gentile Churches. If they had not
been canonised, certainly St. Mark and probably St.
Luke would have succumbed. What is the fault in
St. Luke and St. Mark ? and wherein lies the strength
of St. Matthew? The gospel of St. Matthew was
written as an apology agninst the objections and
calumnies of the Jews, which were soon also adopted Yy |
the Gentiles. This evangelist alone has a distinct interest
in owr Lord’s teaching as such; he instructs, he proves,
and all the while he keeps the Church well in the Jore- .
ground.? Already in the period which immediately

_ followed the composition of this gospel these charac-

teristics were found to outweigh all other advantages.
Here, indeed, as we draw our investigation to a con-
clusion, we are brought face to face with & paradox.
The gospel which in contents and bias is farth.est
removed from the Hellenic spirit—the gospel which
is throughout occupied with sharp and detailed'con-
troversy with the unbelieving Jews of Palestine—
was soon seized upon by Greeks themselves as the

1 For example, it at once follows that the legend o'f the Yirgin
birth, first vouched for by St. Matthew, arose on Jewish Christian
goil, more particularly among the Christians of J erus'alem.

2 Wellhausen rightly lays special stress on this pomt.. Note' how
St. Matthew restricts or deletes all novelistic traits, while he mtr?-
duces an element of ceremonious solemnity into the style of his
narrative.
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gospel most to their mind,' because it answered the
requirements of apologetics and of the controversy
with Judaism—in short, because of its theological and
doctrinal character and its solemn, ceremonious style.
Hence it followed that this gospel replaced Paulinism
in the Gentile Church—that is, in so far as this Church
went beyond universalism in the direction of distinctly
Pauline doctrine, she interpreted St. Paul in accord-
ance with St. Matthew. And yet this result is not so
wonderful after all. Of course, if we grant the truth
of the old theory that Paulinism is equivalent to Gentile
Christianity, then it is all most perplexing. But as
soon as we realise what Paulinism really was—namely,
the universalistic doctrine and dialectic of a Jewish
Christian—it becomes easily comprehensible that
Paulinism should have been replaced by St. Matthew,
the gospel which both in positive and negative
qualities, both in aim and in method, is much more
nearly akin to it than are St. Mark and St. Luke

1 Next to St. John, which in this respect is most like St. Matthew—
in fact, is St. Matthew glorified. *8t. John" also is a Jew, and,
indeed, like ‘¢ 8t. Matthew,” a Jew of Palestine, but he also pays regard
to the circumstances of the Diaspora in which he lived. If we have
called St. John a glorified St. Matthew, because his aim also is
didactic and apologetic, we may with equal justice call him a glori-
fied St. Mark and St. Luke, for he shares in the aims which domi-
nate both these evangelists. By means of the historic narrative he
strives, like St. Mark, to show that Jesus is the Son of God, and, like
St. Luke, to prove that He is the Saviour of the world, in opposition
to the unbelieving Jews and the disciples of St. John the Baptist,
Thus the leading ideas of the synoptists are found in combination
in St. John. This cannot be accidental. From this conclusion

light is thrown upon one of the great problems which this book
presents.
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(in the gospel). St. Paul was overshadowed by St.
Matthew because of the Pauline dialectic, which
very soon proved to be perilous, furthermore because
with St. Paul the fulfilment of the Old Testament
seemed to be overshadowed by his doctrine of the
abrogation of the Law, and lastly because of the diffi-
culty of reconciling the doctrine of the Freedom of the
Will with his theology. And so the gospel which in
every characteristic trait bears witness to its origin
from Jerusalem, and which is absorbed in the con-
troversy between the Jews and Jewish Christians, has
become the chief gospel of the Gentile Church. How-
ever, in regard to their subject-matter, all the gospels,
that of St. Luke just as much as the others, are only
varieties of the same species, because they are all of them
built up upon traditions and legends which have one
and the same native home, and are separated from one
another in time by only a few decades of years. Two
of the authors stand out in the light of history—
St. Mark and St. Luke, the companions of St. Paul.
It is not to be wondered at that we do not know the
veal name of the third writer; for the gospel of St.
Matthew is not in the least a book which reflects
the views of one man or of a small circle. It was
compiled for the use of the Church, and has been edited
probably several times! It may be called the first
liturgical book of the Christian Church, in the first
place of the Church of Palestine, in so far as the latter,

1 In its original form it was older than St, Luke; in its present

form it is probably the latest of the synoptic gospels. A whole
series of passages are palpably later additions.
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having outgrown its initial stage of legal Judaic Chris-
tianity, was no longer a Jewish sect, and thus was also
able to contribute something of its own to the Gentile
Church.! This Gentile Church, indeed, so soon as it

1 This sketch of the peculiar character and of the circumstances of
the origin of the synoptic gospels receives weighty confirmation if
we institute a linguistic comparison of these works with the LXX.
and at the same time note the unclassical words which occur in
them (by unclassical words I mean those for which we have no evidence
of occurrence previous to the time of the gospels ; this is, of course,
an unsafe criterion, especially as we now have the papyri). The
best books of reference on this point are Moulton and Geden’s
“ Concordance ” and Hawkins, loc ¢cit. pp. 162-71. These show us
that in point of language St. Luke stands by far the nearest of
all to the LXX.,, and has relatively the fewest unclassical words (of the
319 words which are peculiar to him in the New Testament—here we
omit the Acts—239 ave found in the LXX,, i.e. three-quarters, and
only 40 of the 319 words, thus one-eighth part, are unclassical).
St. Matthew stands in the mean position—nearer, that is, to St. Luke
(of the 112 words which are peculiar to him in the New Testament
768 are found in the LXX,, .2, less than two-thirds,and 18 of the 112
words, thus about one-seventh, are unclassical). St. Mark is furthest
removed from the LXX, (of the 71 words which are peculiar to him
in the New Testament only 40 are found in the LXX,, Z.¢. little more
than half, and 20 of the 71 words, thus more than a quarter, are un-
classical). The relationship of St. Mark to the LXX, hecomes yet
more distant if we take into consideration the words not occurring
in the LXX., which are common to him and 8t. Matthew, to him and
St. Luke, and to all three, for they must «ll be set down to his account,
This result is also confirmed in matter of detail. For instance, the
pluralodparet is not frequent in the LXX. (for twelve places with odpavds
there is one with ofpavaei). Accordingly the plural is also infrequent
in St. Luke (for nine places with olpavds there is one with obpavoi).
But in St. Mark, for two passages with obpavds we already find one
with odpavol, and in St. Matthew—he is accordingly here the most
distant from the LXX.—the proportion is just the reverse. What is
the explanation of these facts? They coincide with our results
which are essentially the same as those of Wellhausen, There lies
behind 8t. Mark not the Greek of the LXX,, but Aramaic, which has
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became a teaching Church—and that soon came to
pass—preferred St. Matthew, and let St. Luke fall into
the background. Yet the influence of this gospel of
the Saviour of Sinners still continued to work, and still
carried on its own special mission in the Christian
community, while in the portrait of St. Paul drawn in
the Acts, far more than in his own epistles, the great
apostle still lives in the Catholic Church.

been translated into a rude Greek of its own. The author was thus
not a Jewish Christian of the Diaspora, who lived in the atmosphere
of the Greek Bible, even though he was acquainted with it, but a Jew
of Palestine (this coincides with what we know of the person of
St. Mark). In contrast with him, the author of the third gospel—
subtracting all that he has borrowed from St. Mark—lives in the
atmosphere of the LXX.; he is accordingly by descent a Jew of the
Diaspora or a Gentile by birth. The latter alternative suits St. Lule,
The intermediate position occupied by St. Matthew (except in the
case of obpavof)—here also we subtract what is borrowed from
St. Mark—is explained excellently on the supposition that he was a
Jew of the Diaspora living in Jerusalem or Palestine.
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APPENDIX 1 (to p. 15)

PHE AUTHOR OF THE THIRD GOSPEL AND THE ACTS
OF THE APOSTLES A PHYSICIAN1

. Lukg, according to St. Paul, was a physician.
When a physician writes an historical work it does not
necessarily follow that his profession shows itself in his
‘writing; yet it is only natural for one to look for
traces of the author’s medical profession in such a work.
These traces may be of different kinds: (1) The whole
character of the narrative may be determined by points
of view, aims, and ideals which are more or less
_medical (disease and its treatment) ; (2) marked pre-
ference may be shown for stories concerning the healing
of diseases, which stories may be given in great number
and detail ; (8) the language may be coloured by the
language of physicians (medical technical terms, meta-
phors of medical character, &e.). Al these three
groups of characteristic signs are found, as we shall sce,
in the historical work which bears the name of St. Luke.

1 The quotations from the Greek medical authors are taken from
Hobart's © The Medical Language of St. Luke,” 1882. He has proved
only too much, A good summary, after Hobart, is given by Zahn,
“Einl. i, d. N. T." il ss. 435 i
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Here, however, it may be objected that the subject-
matter itself is responsible for these traits, so that their
evidence is not decisive for the medical calling of the
author. Jesus appeared as a great physician and
healer. All the evangelists say this of Him ; hence it is
not surprising that one of them has set this phase of
His ministry in the foreground, and has regarded it as
the most important. Our evangelist need not, there-
fore, have been a physician, especially if he were a Greek,
seeing that in those days Greeks with religious interests
were disposed to regard religion mainly under the
category of Healing and Salvation. This is true; yet
such a combination of characteristic signs will compel
us to believe that the author was a physician if (4) the
description of the particular cases of disease shows dis-
tinct traces of medical diagnosis and scientific know-
ledge ; (5) if the language, even where questions of
medicine or of healing are not touched upon, is coloured
by medical phraseology; and (6) if in those passages
‘where the author speaks as an eye-witness medical
traits are especially and prominently apparent. These
three kinds of tokens are also found in the historical
work of our author. Tt is accordingly proved that it
proceeds from the pen of a physician.

Tar Evibexce.

(1) I begin with the last point (traces of medical

knowledge in the “ we ™ sections). It has been already

shown in the text (p. 15) that the terms of the dia-
gnosis in xxviil. 8, wvperols xal Suoevteplpy ouvexbuevos
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(attacks of gastric fever), are medically exact and can be
vouched for from medical literature ; moreover, that it
may be concluded with great probability from xxviii.
9 f. that the author himself practised in Malta as
a physician. But this is not the only passage of the
“we ™ sections which comes under consideration. It is
immediately preceded by the narrative concerning St.
Paul and the serpent. Here we read of the serpent—
which is also termed Onpiov, and of which it is said that
it came forth dmwoé Ths Gépuns—as follows: waliprey v
xelpa avrol, and then : of 8¢ mpocedékwy alToy uéhew
mwipmpactar ) katamimrrey ddvw vexpdy, and, lastly: émi
wohU 8¢ alTdy mwpocdokdvTwr kai Bewpolvrwy undév
dromov els alTov ywiouevoy. 'The commentators almost
universally translate xafifrev! by ¢ seized,” 2 most of
them imagining that the idea ¢ bite” must be under-
stoad ; but Hobart has shown (pp. 288 £.) that kafdnrew
was a technical term with physicians, and that Dios-
corides uses the word of poisonous matter which invades

thebody. Vide “ Animal. Ven. Preem.” : 8.’ UAns ¢pbopo-

mood kKabamrouévns TAY cwudTwy POVEY AT WepEos
ocwminrew, ¢f. Galen, ¢ Medicus,” 18 (xiv. 754): ovd¢
obTws yproTéoy Tois Tpoyiorows [certain pills]* od yap
POdvovaiy éml Ta wemovbira EEwvelocBart THV yap
Uyiewwdy xabamripevor S\eBpov épydlovrar, dvwre-
pikols 8¢ dapudrows xpficfar. Hence the serpent really
bit the Apostle and the poison entered into his hand.
Thus the passage only receives its right interpretation
when brought into connection with the ordinary

1 It occurs in the New Testament only in the Lukan writings.

2 Blass rightly venders it momordit.

M
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medical language of the times. Further, the fact that
the viper (¥x:va) is called Bnplov is not without sig-
nificance ; for this is just the medical term that is used
for the reptile, and the antidote made from the flesh of
a viper is accordingly called fnpiars. The same sort
of remedy is signified in the passages, Avret., *“Cur.
Diuturn. Morb.,” 188 : 70 &4 7dv Onplwy [vipers]
bdpuarov, 144 : 17 da TV Onplwr, 146: % & TOV
éxSvdv, Aret., “Cur. Morb. Diuturn.,” 147: 70 dud
@y Onplwv, Tév éydvdv, Hobart further remarks
(loc. cit. p. 51) that « Dioscorides uses Onpiddnrtos to
signify ¢bitten by a serpent.’” Mat. Med.,” iv. 24:
Bnprodijkrors Bonbeiv piMaTa 8¢ éyiodijxTos, Galen,
« Natural, Facul.,,” i. 14 (ii. 53) : §oa Tobs lovs Tév Onpiwy
Gvbee—Tdy Tobs foUs Ekbvrov, T pév Tob TS
éx(8vms, Galen, « Meth. Med.,” xiv. 12 (x. 986): 0 Te
Sua tdv éxidvdy dmep dvopdbovat Onprariy avridoTov,
likewise in several other passages (8:a 7¢ 6 "Avdpduayos
Ty Eyidvay udNov 1) &ANov e Spw T Onprary éméuite,
—8i o Eyew adriy Ths Tapkos TV éxSvow avopasay
adriy Onpiaxijv). Nor is it without significance that
the heat is described as @épun; for this word, rare,
I believe, in ordinary use, and only found here in
the New Testament, is among physicians the general
term used for Bepuérns, as Hobart (p. 287) shows by
very numerous examples. When we proceed to read
that the natives expected that St. Paul would have
swollen or would have fallen down dead suddenly, here
again the two possible results of snake-bite are
described with extraordinary precision. If this were a
layman’s narrative, the latter result, the only one

following instances are worthy of note.
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required to give a realistic effect, would alone have been
mentioned. But the terminology also is medical ; for
wipmpacfar (here only in the New Testament) is the
technical term for «to swell,” and karamimTew (KaTd-
mrocis)—here only in the New Testament—can also be
vouched for from medical language (Hobart, pp. 50 £.).
Finally, undév aromov must also be noted—a phrase used
by St. Luke alone among the evangelists. It is used by
physicians not only to describe something unusual, but
also to describe something fatal. Thus Galen says in
« Antid.,”ii. 15 (xiv. 195), that those who drink a certain
antidote after having been bitten by a mad dog eis
088y dromov dumeaodvras padlws, ¢f. a similar instance,
ii. 5 (xiv. 184): undév dromov, undé dn\yriipioy ovvkata-
memrtwrws (both passages, of course, according to
Damocrates) ; but see also Hippocr., Aph,,” 1251:
Sicbaos &y Tolow muperoloey f) év Thow ANAYTLY appwoTinot
Kkatd mpoalpecw dakplovow oddey dromou* drbaos 8 ui)
KQTA TPOAIPETLY dromarepov, Galen, Comm.,” ii. 50,

- “Progn.,” (xviii. B. 185): év 8¢ 1§ paxpd Xpory TOAA

pév kal TOV AANWY drémov elole cupTiTTEw, 6oa T Sia
Tov Kkduvovra Kai TOUS ymperodvtas alTd. Hobart
quotes numerous other passages. There is accordingly
no doubt that the whole section xxviil. 8-6 is tinged
with medical colouring ; and seeing that in verses 7-10
both subject-matter and phraseology are medical, there-
fore the whole story of the abode of the narrator in
Malta is displayed in a medical light.

Elsewhere the “we” sections afford little opportunity

for the appearance of medical traits; nevertheless the
The whole



180 LUKE THE PHYSICIAN

work, as is well known, is much concerned with persons
possessed by evil spirits (vide infra), but only one story
of an exorcism is narrated by the author as an eye-
witness (in the “we” section xvi. 16 f.). Here he is
not simply satisfied with speaking of the patient as one
“ possessed,” but he particularly characterises her as
gyovaay mvebpa mibwva. This uncommon word, which
accurately describes the case, only occurs here in the
New Testament. Further, it is to be 'noticed that in
the story given in the second *we™ section of the
raising of Eutychus the sleepy condition of the young
man is twice described in xx. 9 by the same verb:
xatadepbuevos Umvy Babel and kareveybels amo Tod
Ymvov. Hobart has (pp. 48 fI) pointed out that this
word, peculiar to St. Luke in the New Testament, is so
usual in medical phraseology (and only in it) for « fall-
ing asleep ” that the word *“sleep ” is often omitted, and
that Galen speaks of two kinds of watagopa (““De
Comate Secund.,” Hippocr., 2 [vii. 6562]: u7 yryvookovres
$1 8io eloiv €ln karadopds, ds of Te SoKipwTaTOL TV
larpdy yeypddace kai adTA T& yuyvéueva papTupel).
Passow also only gives medical authorities for «ara-
pépeabar and xatagopd in the sense of sleep; ¢f. the
multitude of instances quoted by Hobart (from Hippo-
crates to Galen), some of which closely coincide with
the passage we are considering. Lastly, in the descrip-
tion of the voyage, which has nothing to do with medical
affairs per se, we find two remarkable passages. In the

1 Hobart also makes an attempt to prove by examples that
wapatelvew, uéxpt pecovurtiov, bwvos Babdis, and dxpi abyils are specific
medical phrases ; but I pass this by.
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first place, there is the occurrence of the word émiuérea
(xxvii. 3—only here in the New Testament), and this
reminds us of émyuerelcfas in the parable of the Good
Samaritan (St. Luke x. 84, 35; only here in the gospels
and the Acts). In both cases medical care for the sick
is being spoken of, and for this, as Hobart shows (pp- 29,
269 f.), the words are technical terms; also émiuehws
(occurring only once in the New Testament—namely, in
St. Luke xv. 8) is much used by physicians. Secondly,
there is the strange expression occurring in xxvii. 17:
« Bonfelats éypdvro Umolwyvivres 16 wholor.” The
word Omotédvyuvas is never used of the undergirding of
ships;! but the phrase Bonfeias éxpévro (““they used
helps ") is also remarkable. Hobart (pp. 278 f.) now
makes it probable that we have here a metaphor taken
from medical phraseology. ‘Tmofwwwup is a word in
constant use by medical writers for « undergirding,” as
is shown by very numerous examples. Bonfeia, however
(2 word that does not occur elsewhere in the gospels and
the Acts), is a current medical term which is applied to
all conceivable objects (ligaments, muscles, peritoneum,
pancreas).’

1 Polybius, it is true, in xxvil. 3, 3, uses vmolwrrivar of ships,
but in another sense.

3 Hobart also refers to the medical use of the words mapaweiv,
duPiBd ey, aveleros (80eTos), xewd(eabal, adros, &c¢., found in this
chapter., These instances, however, have not much weight. There
is perhaps more to be said for aoiria and &ciros, which are wanting
in the LXX., and only found here (xxvii, 21,33) in the New Testa-
ment, but, as may be well imagined, are of constant occurrence in
medical language. Galen, in fact, writes (** Ven. Sect.,” 9 xi. 242)

“Bgiros Sieréhecer,” exactly like the © &airor diaTereire  of Acts
xxvii. 33,
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(2) T now proceed to deal with those stories of -
miraculous cures which the author of the third gospel !

has taken from St. Mark, and to investigate the manner
in which he has reproduced them.

(«) In the story of the demoniac in the synagogue
at Capernaum (St. Luke iv. 85=S8t. Mark i 20)
“gmapdfav™ is replaced by “pijrav™ and the phrase
“ undév BAdrav adrév” is added.

(b) In the story of the cure of St. Peter’s wifes
mother (St. Luke iv. 38=35t. Mark i. 80) . ovve-
youévn muperd ueydhp” is put for rarécerro
mupéaoovaa,” and ¢ kal émioTas émdyvw avThs émeTiunoey
1§ muper@” for “mpocebov fryeper alTiv kpatioas
Ths xeLpos.” .

(¢) In the story of the healing of the leper (St. Luke
v. 12 =St. Mark i. 40) the afflicted one is described, not
as Aempos, but as “ whrjons Mémpas.” _

(d) The paralytic is called mapakervuévos instead of
mapaivrikds (St. Mark ii. 8==St. Luke v. 18).

(¢) In the story of the healing of the man with a
withered hand (St. Luke vi. 6==St. Mark iii. 1) St. Luke
adds that it was his right hand.

(f) In the story of the demoniac at Gadara
(St. Luke viii, 27=S8t. Mark v. 2) it is added concern-
ing the “possessed” that xpdve kavg ovk évedloato
{udTIOY.

(g) In the story of the woman with the issue of
blood we read (St. Luke viii. 43=35t. Mark v, 26):
[latpols mpovavaréoaca Shoy Tov Biovl] ovk ioyvoey

1 These five words are very probably a later interpolation, for they
are wanting in some authorities (D., for instance).
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g’ obferds Oepamevbivar, while in St. Mark we read:
ToMAG mabodoa Umo TONNGDY laTpdy Kal Bawawio"aco\b
T8 wap’ avths wavTa, kal umdév opernldeica, alia
pdAhov els TO x€tpov é\botioa. Moreover,’Sﬂt. Lu!&e
(viii. 44) writes: oy % phais ToD alpaTos avTi)ss ?vhllf
we read in St. Mark (v. 29): ¢enpavbn n vy TOU
aluatos avTi)s, kal Eyvw TH ocwpatt $ri larar amo TS
daTiyos.
‘ () vIn the story of the raising of Jairus’s daughter
(St. Luke viil. 55 = St. Mark v. 42) the wordsi of
St. Mark, kal edfds avéorn T Kopdauoy kal mepLETdTel,
are replaced by xa) éméoTpeyrey TO 'n'uez'),u.ah abrils, xal
avéaTy TapaxpiLa, and elmev Sobfvar alTh ¢af}:ew is
transposed so as to come before the words telling of
the wonder of the parents. o
() In the story of the cure of the' epileptic boy
(St. Luke ix. 38 & —St. Mark ix. 17 f.) St. Luke has
interpolated into the address of the fathe}‘ the w’ord’s,
eriBNéprar éml TOV viby pov, 6Ti povoyerns o E:T'TLV,
and in the description of the patient he ad,ds : efm:l)imq,
xpdes [scil. the evil spirit] . . . xal poyLs GIoxwPEL AT
Yol cuvTpiBov alTov.
avz;:‘) In t}fe[:tory of Malchus (St. Luke xxii. .50, 51=
St. Mark xiv. 17) St. Luke says it was the right car,
and then further interpolates the words, &'n-o;cptee,lg,Se
6 *Inoois elmev éare s ToUTOV" Kab drdpuevos ToD wTLoV
licaro avTéw.t ‘
1 D.reads : kal ekTelvas THY xeipa fiyaro abrod Kol dmwerareotdln 'r?) obs
abrod. Wellhausen seems to prefer this reading, but it is especially

characteristic of that crafty and wanton treatment o? the tef;t 80
frequent in D. It is quite clearly fashioned according to vi. 10

1
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Only a very small portion of these additions can be
fzxplained from the well-known anxiety of St. Luke to
improve the language of the Markan text; the gveat
majority of them plainly reveal the pen of a man who
was either @ physician himsclf or at least had a special
interest in medicine.  As regards (a), pimrew is not
only a verbal improvement, but it is also the technical
term for the epileptic phenomenon in question, and
the addition that the exorcised spirit did the m;m no
harm both shows the interest of a physician and is also
e}fpressed in technical medical phraseology: d¢eryoe
pev ikavds, éBNare 8’ od8év (this phrase, or something
51n‘nlar, is of very frequent occurrence in medicaj
w.rlt.ers)..2 In regard to (0), the medical writers
dlstlllgulsh between “slight™ and “great™ fevers ;3
therefore the epithet “great™ in St. Luke is by 1;0
means insignificant. Moreover, while St. Mark contents
himself with reporting that our Lord raised up the
patient, taking her by the hand, St. Luke gives the
method of healing that was employed: “ He stood over
¥1er and rebuked the fever.” He has therefore an
interest in methods of healing. In regard to (c),

where the éurelveiy THy xeipa has its appropriat i
\ € 1 7 @ 11. V. i
e s, pproj > place, while here it
1 One can easily convince oneself by i
; y comparison that St, Luke
anq St. I}Iatthew are here diametrically opposed to one another in
their attitude towards the Markan text ; for St. Matthew has deleted

from the text of St. Mark all medical traits whi
. c aits which ar !
necessary. ich are not absolutely

2 See Hobart's quotations, pp. 2 £,
, 3 galen‘, “ Dfﬂerent. Febr.,” 1. 1 (vil. 275) : kal advnles #5n Tois farpols
ovo,ua{sw'ez/ TOUTY T yéves Tiis Stapopis TOy uéyar Te ral pixpdy TupeTdy
Also gvvéxeobfar is a technical term, perer
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“m\jpys Aémpas” is probably a by no means insig-
nificant variant for Aempés, for the more serious stages
of diseases are distinguished in medical language by
the word “mNjpns™; vide Hippoer., “De Arte,” 5:
m\ipees Tis vogov.t  In regard to (d), mrapahelvuévos is
linguistically an improvement, but it is also the techni-
cal word of the physicians who do not use TaAPANUTIKGS.
In regard to (¢) and (%), the addition in both these
cases that it was the right hand and the right
ear respectively is a token of an exactness which is
specially intelligible in a physician. In regard to
(f), the additional notice that the demoniac had for
a long time refused to wear clothes answers to the
precise diagnosis of a distinct form of mania, which
was recognised by the ancients just as it is still
recognised by us; ¢f. the statement of the physician
Areteeus about the year 160 an. (“Sign. Morb.
Diut.,” 87): wepi pavins: éo’ §re éobirds Te pprifato.?
In regard to (g), here the medical feeling of the
author is especially obvious: he simply crases St.
Marl's somewhai malicious remark abowt physicians®—
how intelligible if he himself were a physician, and how
unintelligible if he belonged to the general public!
The layman’s phraseology of St. Mark, éEnpdvfn 7

1 Hobart, pp. 5 f., quotes other passages.

2 Hobart, pp. 13 £,

3 It is also wanting in St. Matthew. But thig means nothing, for
that gospel here and in the other parallel sections has omitted all
“ unnecessary '’ detnil. Zahn (Y Einl.,” ii. 8. 437) speaks of this inter-
pretation of St. Luke’s action here as an unworthy insinuation ; but
his own explanation is forced, and does not take into consideration
the main point at issue,
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YY) Tob aluaros, is replaced by the technical expres-
sion, éoy % fbows Tod aluaros (¢f* Hippocr., ¢ Praedic.,”
80: olaw é€ dpyiis aipopparyia AdBpas, piyos lorno plouw,
Hippocr., “Morb. Sacr.,” 306 lotnouté alua, Hippocr.,
“ Morb. Mul.,” 639 : éreidav 8¢ 1o pedua orf, Dioscor.,
“Mat. Med.,”i, 182: loryot kal pody yvvaikeov mpoaTi-
Oéuevov, ib. 148 : lornoy 8¢ kai aipoppoidas, and other
passages quoted by Hobart, pp. 14 ff), and he has
discreetly suppressed the somewhat indelicate words
which St. Mark has added. In regard to (%), in the
story of the raising of Jairus’s daughter St. Luke
keeps the word avéory, but he has omitted the word
mepieTdTel, which immediately follows, as offe
against the natural order of things. The physician at
once thinks that the maiden restored to life must have |
something to eat immediately, while St. Mark first tells
us that our Lord forbade the bystanders to spread
abroad the miracle, and only then proceeded to com-
mand that something should be given her to eat

that this detail almost loses its significance in St, M
Again,

ST A i S — i i)

i

nding

3 SO

ark.
in Acts ix. 18 St. Luke gives expression to the

fact that with convalescents the first thing to be thought
of is to bring them nourishment, Here, in his account
of the healing of Saul, he writes : avaords éBamricly
xal AaBwv Tpogyy évioyvoer. Would a layman have
made such an observation ? It is possible, too, that 75
mvedua in 7o wrebua adris éméaTpeyrey is to be under-
stood as signifying #§ mvorf ; yet this is not certain.
In regard to (i), here the second and third interpola- B
tions elucidate the description of the disease by telling {1
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. 4 . Iso
e ¢ ristic of epilepsy.! Also,
toms that are characteris ' . :
fc)lfl(jy\x:olicf ériBAémew in the frst interpolation slsta::
without significance ;2 for Hobart tefxc.hes;* ui .m,in; '
this verb is used technically for a pl'\lysicmn 5 exe o
tion of his patient. “A 3¢l Tov iaTpby em\'tﬁ?\eireu;,a Kiz
Galen, and émiBrémew 3¢ xphivar kai €is T4 ‘z:ioozz)m(zk) o
Thy Shvauw TOD KAMVOVTOS, &c.. In regal o ¢ ,bUt
four evangelists record the cutting off of tu? cb, but
St Lukebalone allows it to be healed again y}that
L(;l'd’ thus he alone was scandaliseci1 b)}; ;he fj:;ended
oor lost his ear. As he before
e b fellow pad i ofession in general—see
redit of the medical professio gen .
thed ?e(dol' —so now he stands forth in chamP1011sh1pbc1)Z'
o : e;;orfl the Physician. It would have been 1ne?{}cluselt. e
f)fui—le had not exerted His miraculous powers of healing
i
c 4
is occasion. . ‘ .
Olllihfl'(s)lloxvs from these remarks that ve1};Y. 1(11ea1ly (aillic;t
. q evan
i dditions which the third evang
the alterations and a ind evange
i 3 text are most simply
hade in the Markan ‘ b sir ’
iltifell; explained from the professional 1;1;:e1estplc;f;ma
: that any other ex -
ician. Indeed, I cannot see e
f'hySIicsu;ven possibie. We may also add that. the t};;l ;
clvoe:imelist avoids popular medical expressions—
- o)

i 3 s given by Hobart, pp. 17 £ .
: T;'lde‘‘melm’':m;(l))zlebisg lzr?nadﬁition which is characteristic of the
2 The “ only "
somewhat sentimental pathos of the author

4 118 a “'d 'f ‘; ”|Bl‘d|l e ()I ‘h(: Wu> in Whl t 'y i a

l h i n(l [¢) A llal we ]llay [3 ])e e

g arisen a Gt flOlll St. Lu KC,
miracie a 3 X l []l ’
certaln Jr : W ) ]ﬂ (‘l[(} source hCle b\lb bOCduSB 1¢

t I 18 not fOUO 'lng a separat ]
th kS ]t 0]](7[)1 11] h"lve l)eel\ 80, }l(} Illdl\ﬁﬁ lt‘ hdppell s0.

g '
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supra, p. 185 f., under (g). Herenote that he does not
use Bdacaros as does St. Matthew of diseases, but only
in a parable (chap. xvi.) of the pains of Hell. Also,
BacavileacOar occurs with him only once (viii. 28);
malaxia is altogether wanting.

(3) St. Luke in the gospel narrates three other
miracles of healing peculiar to himself (the widow’s
son at Nain, the woman with a spirit of infirmity,
and the man with the dropsy), and, moreover, two

pertinent parables (the Good Samaritan and Dives

and Lazarus), while in the Acts—excluding the “we”
sections—he narrates the cure of the lame man at
the Beautiful Gate, of /Eneas, of Tabitha, of Saul’s
blindness, of the lame man in Lystra, and the story of
Elymas. There are also pertinent notices in the story
of Ananias and Sapphira and the vision of St. Peter.
Everywhere in the stories (which are, moreover, remark-
able for their fulness of detail) traits appear which
declare the interest or the sharp eye or the language of
the physician.

The stories of the raising of the young man at
Nain and of Tabitha (St. Luke vii. 15, Acts ix. 40)
agree in describing the first movement after the
restoration to life by the word ¢ advexd@ioer.” 'This
word ! in the intransitive sense seems to be met with
only in medical writers,? who use it to signify “ to sit up
again in bed "—see, for example, Hippoer., « Praenot.,”
87: avaralilew Boileghar Tov vocéovra Tis végou
axpaovans,

1 Only here in the New Testament,
2 Bee the instances given in Hobart, pp, 11 £.
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In the story of the woman with the spirit of infirmity
(St. Luke xiii. 11-13) we are at once struck by the
exact description of the disease and the cure—an
exactness which is not required in order to bring out
the point of the narrative (healing on the Sabbath
day): 7w cvwkvmToUTA wal iy Suvauévy dvaxinfrai els
76 mavrenés.t  Also dmorbecfar and dvopfodobas sound
quite professional—see the parallels given by Hobart
(pp. 20 f£.). Both dvacimrew and dmwoliew (used here
only in the New Testament of a disease) are corre-
sponding termini technici, and avopfodv likewise is the
usual medical word for the restoring of the members or
parts of the body to their natural position. Notice also
how the loosening of the curvature is first described, and
then the standing upright. What sort of person is
interested in such exactness?

An “{Spwmrikds” (St. Luke xiv. 2) is not again
met with in the New Testament, though the word is of
frequent occurrence (and just as here, the adjective for
the substantive) in Hippocrates, Dioscorides, and Galen.?
The diseases dropsy, “great” fever, acute leprosy,
dysentery with feverish symptoms, and the hysterical
disease of the woman with a spirit of divination at
Philippi are found in St. Luke alone of the writers of
the New Testament.

The parable of the Good Samaritan (St. Luke x.
30 ff.) sounds like a typical medical instance to enforce
the lesson never to deny help to the helpless. Hobart

1 (f. the parallels in the description of Eutychus asleep (ride
supra, p. 180) : karapepbuevos, xaravexBels.
2 See Hobart, p. 24.
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(p. 27) quotes a very remarkable parallel from Galen,
in which, indeed, the word ¢ fufavijs” (St. Luke x. 30,
and here only in the New Testament) is also found.
“De Morb, Different.,” 5 (vi. 850): ofa Tols odormo-
pricaciy év kplew kapTepy yiyveTal moANOL Yap TOUTWY
oi uév év adrals Tals 680is amebavo, ol 8¢ els Tmavdo-
yeloy, mply ) olrdde mapayevéchar dldoavtes
Auifviités Te kal raTeuypévor dpalvovrar?
Medical expressions occur constantly in this story ; and
yet it cannot have been written by a physician if V\Tel}-
hausen is right in saying: “Into a wound one pours
oil, but not oil and wine. In the instance given by
Land ( Anecd. Syr.,’ 2, 46, 24) ¢0il and wine’ is most
probably quoted from this passage.” But he is mis-
taken; the physicians of antiquity used oil and wine
not only internally, but also for external application
(Hobart, pp. 28£.); vide Hippocr., ¢ Morb. Mul.,” 656 :
v 8 ai pATpas eEloywo, mepwiras avras Hdati xAiepd
ral dheiras Ehaly xal olve, and other passages.

In the parable of Dives and Lazarus (xvi. 21-26)
the following words occur which are wanting elsewhere
in the gospels : &kos, Ekodaar, katayrixew, 6dvvaalat,
and ydoua (éomipikrar). The first two words are
technically used for sores. Likewise the relatively rare
words 6Svvdofar and warayriyew are used technically
in the medical writers from Hippocrates onwards,? and

1 One might almost imagine that Galen had read St, Luke. This
is not impossible, for he had to do with Christians. Another passage,
but not so much alike, occurs also in Galen, * De Rigore,” 5 {vii. 602) :
&s oot ye xepdvos dBotmopodyTes, elTa év kpber kapTepd KaTaAnPOévTes,

Hubviités Te ral Tpopddes ofkade mapeyévovto,
2 See Hobart, pp. 32 f.
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we may perhaps say the same thing of ydoua and
ornpllerr.t The physician thinks of the absence of
medical help: the dogs licked his sores. Of course,
these things do not necessarily imply that the author
was a physician; but we have the same writer here as
he who relates the story of the Good Samaritan.

In the story of the lame man (Acts iil. 7 f.) the
exactness of detail is remarkable: dyeper adrov,
mapaypipa 8¢ éorepedbnoav of Pdoeis avTod kali TA
opudpd, kal éfarhouevos éon xal mepiemdrer. Could
one give a fuller and yet more concise description of a
process of healing? What kind of man is interested in
the stages of such a process ? That which the physician
observes during the months of the ordinary gradual
cure of a lame man is here compressed into a moment,
Now notice also how we are reminded that the man
was yw\os ék kouhias unTpés (iil. 2), and érdw fw mhedvov
recoapdrovta (iv. 22)—an age at which such cures no
longer occur. Z¢uvdpdv is a very rare word (e.g:, Passow
does not give it); it is the term. tech. for the con-
dyles of the leg-bones—uwide Galen, ¢ Medicus,” 10 (xiv.
708): Ta 8¢ mépara TdV Ths kvijuns doTdv els Te 70
&dov pépos kal els 1o Ew éEéyovra, cdudpd mpocaryo-
peberar T 8% dmo Ty oPpuSpdy Kuplws medes Aéyovrad.

In the story of Aneas (Acts ix. 833) we are again
struck by the exactness with which the time of the
duration of the disease is marked (eight years),? and

t See Hobart, pp. 33 £,

2 8t, Mark and St. Matthew mention the length of an illness only
in the case of the woman with an issue, but St. Luke not only here,
but in two other instances, mentions that the illness was congenital
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one is also reminded how many different expressions the
author of this great historical work has for “a sick-
bed”; there are four of them: kpdBBatov, KAV,
K\widiov, k\wdpiov. The last two words are peculiar
to him in the New Testament.? Can we not again see
the physician ?

The word dvexd@ioer in the story of Tabitha has
been already dealt with. The scene wherein St. Peter
sets himself to perform the miracle is strikingly
realistic: émorpélras mpds TO ohpa emev TaBbd
avdoTnfi. Zdua=a corpse. '

In the story of the cure of Saul’s blindness (Acts ix.
17 f) we read : dmémegay abrod dmd TéY bpfaludy as
xeriSes. Here Hobart (p. 89) remarks : <’ Amomimrew ®
is used of the falling off of scales from the cuticle and
particles from diseased parts of the body or bones, &c.,
and in one instance, by Hippocrates, of the scab,
caused by burning in a medical operation, from the
eyelid ; and emis? is the medical term for the particles
or scaly substance thrown off from the body; it and
drrorrimrew are met with in conjunction”; vide Hippoer.,
“De Videndi Acie,” 689: 70 B\édapov émikadoar 1)
T dvfes dmTd Aewrd mpooTeihat, STav 8¢ dmoméon 7
éaydpa, inTpebew Ta Novrd. Galen, ¢ Comm.,” ii. 23,
« Offic.” (xviii. B. 781) : moAAdris yap dmooyiSes doTdy
(Acts iii, 2, xiv. 8) ; the woman with a spirit of infirmity was ill for
eighteen years, the lame man at the Beautiful Gate for forty years,
ZEneas for eight years,

1 He also makes a distinction between them—vide Acts v. 15:
rifévas ) kAwaplwy kal kpaBdrTwv,

2 Only here in the New Testament.

3 Only here in the New Testament.
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kai AMemides amomimrovay. Galen, “ Med. Defin.,”
295 (xix. 428): €00 &1e wév xal ANemidas dmomimTew.
Galen, “De Atra Bile,” 4 (v.115): 70 cdua mév mepte-
fﬁv@v‘)ae uéaaw ééavdipaciy opolois, éviore 8¢ xal olov
Nemis amémimTe Enpawouévor Te kal Siadopovuévey
aﬁ'fc?w. Galen, “Med. Temper. et Facult.,” xi. 1
(’xil. 319): «kal 7ol Sépuatos dpicTaral Te Kal
amomimTes rafdmep Te Aémos % émidepuls OSvoua-
Eouévn.

In the story of Elymas (Acts xiii. 11) the blinding
is, thus described : wapaypfiua érecev [émémeaer ?] e’v'rt;
alTov axAUs kal oKoToS, kal Tepidywy Tl yewparywyols.
.Hobart (pp. 44 f.) shows that ayAis, according to Galen,
is a distinct disease of the eyes (* Medicus,” 16, xiv.
T4 : dyAds 6¢ éore mepl hov 1o péhav A’ énkdoews
émirolalov, 0V AewroTdTn dépl dyAddeL TapaThyoia.
See also numerous other passages—e.g., vepéhidy éoriv
axAUs ) E\kwais émrdlatos émi Tod wéhavos); but his
remarks upon gxoros are also worthy of notice. The
additional statement—that he sought for people to
lead him—is naturalin a physician, who at once realises
the sad consequences of the miracle.

The man of Lystra, lame from his mother's womb, is
described as an avijp advwatos Tols moolv (Acts xiv. 8)-
See the medical examples for &ddvaros in Hobart,
p. 46.

In the story of Ananias and Sapphira (Acts v. 5, 8)
are found the words éxyruyew and cvoré\hew. The
former seems to be entirely confined to medical litera-
tur.e. Before St. Luke (l.c., and Acts xii. 23) instances
of its use are found only in Hippocrates, and then in

N
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Areteus and Galen (see Hobart, p. 37).! On gugTer-
rew? Hobart remarks (Z.c.): “This word is met with
in one other passage in the New Testament (1 Cor. vii.
99)—o Kaipos cuvesrauévos—and is found only once
in classical Greek in the sense it bears in this passage,
¢to shroud —Eurip., ¢Troad.,’ 378: mémhols  oUVE-
ordAgoav. In medical language the word is very
frequent,® and its use varied; one use was almost
identical with that here, viz., ‘to bandage & limb,’
¢ to compress by bandaging.’”

In the story of the vision of St. Peter the word
Yearacs is used (Acts x. 10 éyévero ém’ adrov EkaTacis).
Although visions constantly occur in the New Testa-
ment, St. Luke alone uses for them this word (here and
Acts xi. 5, xxii. 17). Itis of constant use in a technical
sense in medical language (Hobart pp. 411).

This review of the stories of diseases and subjects
of allied character peculiar to St. Luke confirms the
impression we receive from the character of his correc-
tions of the narrative of St. Mark.*

1 It occurs once in the LXX. (Ezek, xxi, 7), and also in Jam-
blichus.

3 In the context in which it occurs the sense is not * they covered
him” (so Weiss), but * they enfolded him.”

3 Examples are quoted from Hippocrates, Galen, and Dioscorides.

4 If the verses St. Luke xxii, 43 f. are genuine—and I think that
1 have shown that this is very probablein the * Sitzungsber. d. Preuss.
Akad.,”” 1901, February 98—then St. Luke has used in them technical
terms which are wanting elsewhere in the New Testament—i.e.,
o xbew, dywvia, 6 {dpdos boel OpduBor aluatos kataBaivovres (see the
striking instances quoted by Hobart, pp. 79 f£.). It is the same
medical writer who writes torn ) plois Tob aluaros and 8pduBas aluaros
xaraBalrovres, and who says év &ywrig yevduevos and Erecev én’ abrdy
Yxoracis. 1n distinction from the &ywvia of our Lord, verse 43 speaks
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(4) There is no need to prove that the representation
of our Lord given in the third gospel is dominated
by the conception of Him as the wondrous Healer and
Saviour of the sick, as, indeed, the Healer above all
healers. But it is significant that St. Luke, when he sum-
marises our Lord’s activity—and he often does so—only
mentions His cures of diseases, and at the same time dis-
tinguishes sharply * between natural illnesses and cases of
“ possession ” (because they required a completely diffe-
rent medical treatment). See iv. 40f. : ITdvres dooi elyov
dofevodvras véoous moucihats Fyayov abTovs mpos avToy!
0 ,8é évi éxdoTe adTdy Tas XELpas ¢ruTibels fepdmever
adrols. éErfdpyero 8¢ kal Sarubvia dmo wONNGY, KpdlovTa
kal Nyovra 87t o €l 6 vids Tob feod, kal émiTipudv ok
ela alta Aalelv, vi. 18f.: H\foy drolocar alrod kai
labivar dmwd TV véocwy adTdv, kal of évoxhovuevor dmo
mvevpdrov drkaldprev é0epamelovto’ Kkal wis o dxhos
¢irouw Grrecfar alrod, §1u Sdvaus wap’ abrod éénpyero
m’zi laTo mdvras, vii. 21: éfepdmevoer woANovs damo
vbowy Kkal pacTiyov® kai TrevudTwy TOVNPAY, Kal
TuPhols moMhols éxaploaro BNémew, xiii. 82, idob

only of a Ifﬂm; of the disciples, and this word (&=d rfis Admns), wanting
3lsex'vh.ere in the synoptists, is expressly added to the Markan phrases
sleeping "’ and * their eyes were heavy.” Hobart shows (p. 84)
ho“.v closely A¢ry is connected with medical phraseology. Lastly
potice that here again we have another example (vide supra) of’
St. Ifuke’s practice of replacing ordinary lay expressions by accurate
mgdlcal phrases. St. Mark had written of our Lord : #ptaro éxbau-
Beiofas [unclassical ; St. Matthew also has expunged the word] «al
&3nuoveiy ; St. Luke substitutes the exacter phrase, yevéueves év &ywriq

1 Differently from the other gospels. -
62 These are serious and acute diseases, in distinction from
veoof,
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ekBirhw dawuovia Kal ldoes GroTeNd orjpepov kal atipiov.
Nor is it otherwise (in the case of the apostles) in the
Acts—see v. 16 quvijpyeto 8¢ rai To mAHBos Tdv mépLE
worewv "Tepovaaiu, pépovtes Goflevels kal dYMovué-
yous bmd mrvevudToy drabdpToy, olrves éBepamevov-
o Gmavres, Acts xix. 11: Svvdpeis Te o Tas TuY0UTAS ;
§ Beds dmoler Sy Tow yerpdv Ilavhov, &Hore kai éml Tovs |
doOevodvTas dropépeafar dmo Tod ypwTOS avTol oou- '
Sdpia 1) cruinivbia kal dmaNNdooesfar am’ abTdy TaS
yéoovs, Td Te mwrevuaTa ra movnpd éxmopedeabad,
This invariable disposition to see in the miracles of
healing the chief function of the mighty forces of the
new religion, and at the same time on each occasion
to distinguish with anxious care between ordinary sick
folk and the *possessed,” points to a physician as the
author.

(5) Hobart has only too amply shown, in two
hundred pages of his book, that the langnage of St.
Luke clsewhere is coloured by medical phraseology. It
is difficult here to offer convincing proofs. It is cer-
tainly of no slight significance that it is only in St.
Luke that our Lord inserts in His discourse at Nazareth
the proverb, « Physician, heal thyself” (iv. 28; vide
supra, p. 17). Let me select some other examples.
Iapayphipa (seventeen times in St. Luke, only twice
elsewhere in the New Testament—in St. Matthew) is in
medical language a technical term for the prompt
taking effect of a medicine in wtramque partem.
Hobart (pp. 97 f.) quotes sixteen occurrences of
the word from ome work of Hippocrates ( Intern.
Affect.”), and a superabundance from the writings of

e i g S

PR R——

APPENDIX I 197

Dioscorides and Galen. With Zahn I further quote
arpoadoxav (Hobart, p. 162), dvdmeipos (Hobart, p. 148),
Shoxhnpia (p. 198), dmoyriyew, katayriyew, avayrvfes
together with éeyriyew (pp. 166, 82, 37), mvo1), EyTVéaLy,
exmvéew (p. 236), Lwoyoveiv (p. 155), eis uaviay wepLTpé~
arew (pp. 267 £.), kpavrdhn (p. 167), xpds (p. 242). Even
the phrase obw donuos mwélis of Acts xxi. 39 may be
paralleled from Hippocrates (Hobart, p. 249). Lagarde
(“ Psalter. Hieron.,” 1874, p. 165) was the first to
assert that the style of the prologue, little as it might
seem at first sight, is akin to that of the medical
writers, To prove his point he brought forward in-
stances from Dioscorides, and, indeed, from a prologue
of that author. The point has been somewhat better
established by Hobart (pp. 87 ff., 229, 250 f.) with
special reference to numerous passagesin Galen. One of
these (a prologue !—* Theriac. ad Pis.,” 1, xiv. 210) runs
as follows : «al TodTov aow Tov Tepl Tis Onpiakis Noyov,
lrpiBds éferdoas dmavra, dpiote Iliowy, amovdains
émoinca (vide Acts 1. 1, éromaduny). Finally, as Zahn
rightly says (ii. 486): “Seeing that the needle in
surgical use is as a rule called BeXdvy, and not padis,
and the eye of the needle is named Tpijua, not TpUTNA
or Tpupahia, and seeing that we read in Galen Tod
katd Ty BeNéumy Tpipatos or Tod OaTpijuatos THS
Beréuns (Hobart, pp. 60 f.), then St. Luke xviii. 25, when
compared with St. Matthew xix. 24 = St. Mark x. 25,
shows distinct traits of medical authorship. And seeing
that Galen expressly reflects upon his use of “apyal’
as the name for the ends (mépara) of the bandage
(of émbéouios, often also éfdvia and oBoyn)—a use
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which was already frequent with Hippocrates—-then it
is clear that Acts x. 11 and xi. 5 were written by a
physician.”

The six conditions which were propounded at the
beginning of this appendix are amply satisfied in the
case of the third evangelist. The evidence is of over-
whelming force ; so that it seems to me that no doubt
can exist that the third gospel and the Acts of the
Apostles were composed by a physician.

APPENDIX II (to p. 102)

INVESTIGATION OF THE LINGUISTIC RELATIONS OF
ST, LUKE I, 39-56, 68-79, IL 15-20, 41-52

(i. 39) ’dvac-
rGoa 8¢ Mapiap
év Tals nuépals
ravTass émopetd)
els THY Opetny
pera amovdis €ls
wony *Tovda,

Tms pleonastic dnoTdrar is found
once or twice in St. Matthew, four
times in St. Mark, never in St. John,
a few dozen times in St. Luke

(gospel and Acts). For dvacrtica

émopevdn, wvide St. Luke xv. 18:
dvacTds mopebaopal, Xvil, 19 dvac-
ras mopevoy, Acts viii, 26 : avaonb
Kkal mopevov, ix. 11: 4vagTas wopev-
Onri, xxii. 10: dvacras mopevov,—
&y rtais fuépas Tabrats (or similar
words) wanting in St. Matthew,
St. Mark, and ét. John, but found
again twelve times in St. Luke (six
times as here, in vi. 12, xxiil. 7,
xxiv. 18, Acts i. 15, vi. 1, xi. 27
also pera 8¢ TavTas Tas nuépas, i. 24,
Acts 1. 5, xxi. 15—mpo TovTwy TOV
Huépwv, Acts v. 36, xxi, 88—ras Nu.
radras, Acts iii. 24).—mw opewriv].
Vide i. 65. Wanting elsewhere in
the New Testament, but occurring
in the book of Judith.—perd
smoudfis]. Occurs elsewhere in the
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(40) xai elof-
Bev els Tov olkov
Zayaplov  kal
jomwdoaTto  THY
*EXtadfBer.

(41) kai éyéve-
TO WS 7KOVTEY TOV
domacuoy  THS
Maplas 1 ’E\io-
dBet, éoripTnoey
10 Bpédos év T
kot\ia avTis, Kal
ém\ijoOn mvevua-
uatos dylov 9
"EMoafer,

New Testament only in St. Mark
vi. 25.—monw Iovda, like mohis
daBeld, St. Luke ii. 4, 11, is copied
from the style of the LXX. (v,
olxos, puny) "Iovda). Or is ’Iotda the
corrupted form of the name of the
town, as in St. Luke méhis Nabupér,
mwois *Iommy, mohs Ovdrerpa, mois
Aacaia?

For olxkos see the note on Acts
xvi. 15 ; it is much more frequent in
St. Luke than in the other evange-
lists, who prefer olxia.—jomrdaaro).
Vide x. 4, Acts xviil. 22, xx. 1;
xxi. 7, 19 (elojer kal acmacduevos
éEnryeiro), xxv. 18.

For the construction with éyévero
see the note on i. 8 (above, p. 98).—
ws temp. wanting in St. Matthew
and St. Mark, but found in St. Luke
(gospel and Acts) about forty-
eight times—e.g., Acts xxi. 12: os
nrovocauey. — éakiprnaer]. Found
elsewhere in the New 'Testament
only in St. Luke i. 44 and vi. 23 !—
Bpépos]. Wanting in St. Matthew,
St. Mark, and St. John; occurring
in St. Luke not only in chaps. i
and ii., but also in xviii. 15 (where
it replaces the ra maidla of the
Markan text) and in Acts vii. 19.—
émrA. mv.ay.]. See the note on i. 15
(above, p. 101).

(42) xai ave-
povnaey Kpavyh
peydhy xal ebmev®
Ednoynuévy o
& ywaikly, ral
eDNOynuévos O
Kapmos THS KoL~
Aas oov,

(43) xaimobev
potTovTo taény
7§ uTRP TOU KU-
plov upov wpos
éué ;

(44) 8od wap
€ 3 4 L4 \
@S éyéveTo 1) pwv)
Tol  Aomacuod
ocov €ls Ta AT
wov, éoxipTnoey
3 bl /7 \
év ayarAidaer TO
Bpédos év Th kot

/

Aia pov.
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Kkpavy) peydry is found elsewhere
in the New Testament only in Acts
xxiii. 9 and Rev. xiv. 18, With
aved. Kp. pey. compare the dvarpav-
ydoav which St. Luke has inserted
in the Markan text (St. Luke iv. 35
=8t. Mark i. 26). In both works
St. Luke shows a praference for
strong expressions.—There is no-
thing in the gospel to compare with
6 kapmds s xouklas, but in Acts il
30 we find 6 xapmos Ths Oopvos
adro.

wéBev pot TodTo, as in St. Matthew
xiii. 54, 56, xv. 88, St. Mark vi. 2
(wébev TobTw Tabra). — lva]. This
use in the Kouwnsj in place of the
infin. is not, I think, found else-
where in St. Luke, though it, indeed,
frequently occurs in the New Testa-
ment.—It is well known that St.
Luke constantly uses ¢ «dpios for
Christ.

See note on verse 40.—iSov yap
wanting in St. Matthew, St. Mark,
and St. John; occurring in St.
Luke’s gospel five times and in the
Acts once.—éyévero 1 ¢pwvn]. Want-
ing in St. Matthew, St. John, and
St. Mark (in i. 11 it is interpolated
from St. Luke) ; on the other hand,
it occurs seven times elsewhere in
St. Luke, viz., iii. 22, ix. 85, 36,
Acts ii. 6, vii. 81, x. 18, xix, 34—
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(45) kai paxa-
pla 7 moTebaa-
ca 6te éoTar Te
Aelwais Tols Ae-
AaAnuévors alti
wapd kupiov.

(46) kai elmrev

s T4 &Td pmov]l. Wanting in St.
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John;
but ¢f. St. Luke ix, 14:: 8éofe eis T
&ra vpdv, and Acts xi. 22 : fkovaby
6 Aoryos els Ta dra Ths kklnoias.—
v dyarhdoe]. See thenote on i. 14
(above, p. 100). The word is wanting
in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St.
John, but occurs again in St. Luke
in i. 14 and Aects ii. 46.

padpios wanting in St. Mark,
and occurring in St. Matthew, apart
from the Beatitudes, only four times;
in St. Luke’s gospel, however, eleven
times.—rehelwars found elsewhere
in the New Testament only in
Hebrews vii. 11.—tois Aehainu.].
This use of the perfect (or present)
participle passive of AaMéw is only
found in ii. 88, Acts xiii. 45 (xvil.
19). The passive Aaheiofas is found
twelve times in St. Luke (gospel
and Acts), in St. John not at all, in
St. Matthew and St. Mark once (in
the same passage).—A noteworthy
parallel is found in Judith x, 9:
ekeneloopal €ls TENEIWTW TOY Aoywy
v é\ahfjoate per’ éuol.

«Not a change of speaker, but of
the mode of speech™; ¢f. St. John
i, 50 f., St. Mark vii. 8, 9 (Burkitt).

In what follows I place the passages of the LXX.,
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from which the ¢ Magnificat ” has been composed, side

by side with the text.

I call no special attention to

the many stylistic improvements made by St. Luke.

(46, 47) Meyarives
H Yuxh pov Tdv K-
piov, kal fiyarrfacey 70
wvebud uov énl v feg
19 ocwriipl pov.

(48) 8ri EBAeder ém)
vy Temelveawy  Tis
SubAans abrob* idod yap
dwd Tob viv uarapioi-
olv ue wicar af yevveal®

(1) 1 Sam, ii, 1:
doTepedfn % kapdla pov
év kuply, SYdbn répas
pov &y Gep pov,

(2) 1 Sam, i, 11:
2oy emiBAérwy emiBAé.
Uys Ty rarelvwow s
do0Ans oov, Gen. XXX,
13: wakapla éyd, 8
paxapilovaly pe wica
af yuraikes.

peyarbverw is not
found in St. Mark
and St. John ; found
in St. Matthew once
(xxiii, 5), and in a
quite different sense ;
in St, Luke, on the
other hand, five times
(i. 58, Acts v, 13, x.
468, xix. 17).—éyaA-
Alaois wanting in the
other gospels, occur-
ring three times in S¢.
Luke (i. 14, 44, Acts
ii. 46); &yarAuigv oc-
curs four times in St.
Luke, is wanting in
St. Mark, occurs once
in St. Matthew and
twice in 8t. John.
Swrhp for God (and
Christ) is found else-
where in the synop-
tists only in St, Luke
ii, 11; in the Acts,
however, twice (v. 31,
xiii, 28).

&riBAérew éni found
elsewhere in the ay-
noptists only in St.
Luke ix. 38.—Con-
cerning the exclu-
sively Lukan phrase
i8ob ~dp, vide supra,
note on verse 44,—
&rd 7ob viv found
elsewhere in the New
Testament only in St.
Luke (v. 10, xii. 52,
xxii. 18, 69, Acts
xviii, 6).
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(49) 8ri édmolnoéy
pos peydAa [ueyareia]
& Suvards, xal dyioy Td
Svoua abrod*

(50) kal Td &Aeos
abrol els ~yeveds wal
yeveds Tols poBovuérois
abréy,

{51) érolyoey kpdros
&v Bpaxlovs abrob, Sie-
ordpmioey mepnpavous
Siavola kapdlas abrav

{(52) xaBeirey Buvd-
agras Gwd Opdywy kal
Wwoey Tarewobs,

(3) Deut. x. 21:
doris émoinoer év ool
T& peydAa, Ps. cxL. 9
dyiov . . . TO bropa
abTob.

(4) Ps. ciii. 17: 7
3¢ Exeos Tob kuplov &md
Tob al@vos kal €ws Tob
alwves éml Tobs ¢oBov-
uévous abrép.

(5) Ps, Ixxxix, 11:
ob  dramelvwoas &S
Tpavpariar  Imephipa-
vov, kal év 7§ Bpaylww
Tis Suvdueds gov Sie-
oxdpmicas  Tods  éx-
8pois cov.

(6) Job xii. 19:
duvdoTasyhs katéoTpe-
Yev, v, 11: 7dv wor-
obvra Tamevobs els
Ujos.

peyarela found else-
where in the New
Testament only in
Acts ii. 11,—3vrvards
(of a person) occurs
in the gospels only
in St. Luke (xiv. 31,
xxiv.19—ofour Lord ;
also Acts vil. 22, xi,
17, xviii, 24).

7d €Aeos peculiar to
St. Luke of the evan-
gelists (i, 54, 58, 72,
78, . 37.—oi poBolue-
vou T, 8edy is probably
intended by St. Luke
to be understood in
its technical sense
(also of the Gentiles
devoted to the wor-
ship of God), as so
often in the Acts.

kpbros  elsewhere
throughout the gos-
pels and the Acts
found only in Acts
xix. 20, and there
used in the same
sense as here,

kaBapetv found
again five times in St.
Luke ; elsewhere in
the gospels only in
St. Mark xv, 36, 46
(but in the signifi-
cance “to take
down’’). Here and
in the next verse St.
Luke’s well - known
Ebjonitism is promi-
nent.

(33) mewdvras évé-
mAnoey  &yabdy  kal
wAovrotrTas  éfamé-
oTeI ey Kevols,

(34) dvrerdBero 'Io-
pahA  woudbs  abrob,
urnobijvar éxéovs

(55) —kabis éEAdAN-
aev mpds Tobs waTépas
3 -~ ~ b A
nuay — T ABpaau
kal ¢ omépuart abrod
els Tov aldva.

(56) "Epever 3¢ Ma-
ptep oy abr bs pives
Tpels, Kal OmwéoTpefev
els Tov olkov alris.
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(7) 1 Sam. ii. 7:
képros mrwxiCer kal
mAovtiet, Tarewor kal
aruvgof, Ps. cvil, 9:
Yuxw mewdoay évé-
wAnoey, dyabdy, Job
xii. 19 : ¢amooTéArwy
fepeis alxuardrovs.

(8) Is. xli. 8: o
3¢, ’lopanA, mwais pov,
ob avreraBdunv, Ps,
xoviil. 8 ¢ éuroby Tob
éxéous alrob T TaxdB.

(9) Micah vii. 20:
Sdaer . . . Ereov T
‘ABpady, xabiTi Buo-
gas Tols maTpdaiy NudY,
2 Sam. xxii, 51: kal
wowwy EXeos . . . TG
Aaveld kal T orépuaT
abrol éws aidvos,
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dvmipmAnue  else-
where in the gospels
only in St. Luke vi.
25 and St. John vi.
25, but also in Acts
xiv. 17.—The verb
étamooréarewis found
ten times in St. Luke ;
elsewhere in the New
Testament only in
Galatians, The re-
markably  singular
phrase ékanoor. kevols
oceurs twice again in
St. Luke—viz., xx., 10,
11—dut never else-
where.

avrinouBdvesfar is
not found elsewhere
in the gospels ; yet it
occurs in Acts xx, 35 :
dvridauB, 1. dofevolyr~
TWr,

AaAety wpds wanting
in the other gospels
(AaXely eis also want-
ing); on the other
hand, it is found
again five times in St.
Luke’sgospelandnine
times in the Acts—
e.g., xxviii, 25: éad-
Anoey wpds Tobs maré-
pas dudwv,

pévewy oby in the
New Testamentfound
again onlyin St. Luke
xxiv. 29 : elofirber Tob
netvar oby  alrols,—
ds = circiter occurs
again seven times in
St. Luke (gospel and
Acts), never in St.
Matthew, twicein St.
Mark, — fmooTpépew
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(68) EdAoyntds (kd-
pios) & Beds Tob
Topanr, 811 dmeawé-
Yaro kal émolnoer
AbTpwow TG Aag ad-
Tob,

(69) kal #yepey ké-
pas cwrnplas Aulv v
ol Aaveld maidds ab-
Tob

(1) Ps. xli. 14 (1xxii.
18, cvi. 48): edAoyy-
rds kbpios 6 Beds "lapa-
A, Ps. cxi. 9 Ad-
Tpwoly GréoTadey TH
Aag abrob,

(2) Ps. exxxii, 17 :
avaterd xépus TS
Aquels, Ps, xviil, 3:
wlpios . . . képas cw-
Trplas, 1 Sam. ii, 10 :
Wbaer képas xpiorod
abrod, Ezek., xxix,
21 : dvarerel «képas
mayvrl T ol "lopafA,

occurs  twenty-two
times in St. Luke's
gospel, eleven times
in the Acts, and is
wanting in the other
gospels, fmooTpépew
€is Tov olkov is also
found in St. Luke
vii, 10, viii, 89, xi. 24.

The weakly sup-
ported kdpios should
be deleted. St. Luke
evidently felt that
this word, without
the article, coming
before & 6eds, was a
solecism.—ro0 is a
grammatical im-
provement. — éweoké-
Yarto (used absolutely
as in Acts xv. 14).
St. Luke alone of
the New Testament
writers uses this word
of God ; videi. 78, vii.
16, Acts xv. 14.—
éroinoey, a verbalim-
provement,

fiyeipey  with an
implied reference to
the Resurrection of
Christ, With #uiy
of. Acts ii. 39, xiii,
26: nuiv 6 Adyos .
cwryplas Taltys éka-
rerrdAn.—For maidos
alrol see verse b4,
Swryple is a favourite
expression with St.
Luke (wanting in St.
Matthew and St.
Mark, occurring only
once in St. John);
St. Luke xix. 9:
cwrnpla 7§ Jolkw Toi-
T yéveto.

(70) ~—wnabhs éAd-
Anoev Bi& ordparos TV
Gylwy (Tdv) én’ aidvos
wpopyTEY abTol —

(71) ocwrnplov €&
exOpay Audv kal éx
Xelpds  mwdvrwy  TéY
golvTwy Nuds,

(12-15) woifow &
Acos ueTd Ty TaTépwy
fudy  kal prnodiva
Siabhxns Gyias abrof,
dproy dv dpocev mwpds
ABpadu Tdv warépa
Fuip, Tob Bodvar Huiv
4pdBws édr xepds éx-
Bp&v puofévras Aarped-
av adrg v daidTome
xal Sikatogbyy évdmioy
abrod mdoas Tas Huépas
Hudv,
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(4) Ps. evi. 10:
Erwoer abrols éx xel-
péy  oolvtwy  kal
vrpdaaro abrols éx
xeipds exbpoi (of. Ps.
xviii. 18).

(5-8) Numerous
passages in the Old
Testament — vide
Micah vii, 20 : ddoe
Ereos T¢ 'ABpadu, Ka-
8411 Huooas Tols maTpd-
ow wudy, Ps. cv. §,
cvi. 45 ; Exod. ii. 24 ;
Lev. xxvi. 42; Jerem,
xi. 5; Ps. xviii. 18;
Jerem. xxxii. 89:
poBnbival ue wdoas 7.
fudpas. All the ele-
ments of the verse
are given here.

207

This parenthesis
{like verse 55) is just
in St. Luke’s style.
At arduaroes is only
found with him of
the New Testament
writers (Acts i. 18,
iii. 18, 21, iv. 25, xv.
7). The epithet &vyios
is also Lukan—tide
verse 72, and the
exactly verbal paral-
lel in Acts iil. 21:
iNdAnoer & Beds Bid
oréuares T. dylwy an’
al@vos abrod TpopyTdv.
Also &n’ aidvos is only
found in St. Luke
(Acts xv. 18 ; wword
an’ aldvos).

cwrnpiav]. In very
eftective apposition to
képas owTnplas.

wofioat (§Aeos) uetd
is in the New Testa-
ment exclugively Lu-
kan;ef. X. 87: 6 worfoas
7d Ereos uer’ adrot.—
éylas is a distine-
tively Lukan epithet ;
gee note on verse 70,
—This use of wpds is
Lukan; wpds with
acc. occurs in St.
Matthew 44 times, in
St. Luke's gospel 166
times, in the Acts 140
times;videsupra, note
on i. 13 (p. 99).—For
Sotvar with infin. see
Acts iv, 29: 8¥s 7,
SodAois oov uetd mwop-
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(76, 77) kal ob &,
maidlov, mpophrys Syl
oToV KATBAeY® mwporo-
pebon yop Evdmior ku-
plov éromdoar ddobs
adtod, 7ol Sobvar yyi.
ow gwrypias TG Aag
adrod év dpéoer duap-
TIOV abTGY,

(78, /79) 31 owAdy-
xva éxéous Beod Hudv,
v ols émioréderar Huas

(9, 10) Mal. iii, 1:

s wpd mpoodmov
pov, Is. xI. 8: éror-
uéoare Ty 63bw kuplov,
Deut. xxxi. 3 : kdpios
+ ++ Tpomopeuduevos mpd
mpogdnov gov, Jerem.
xxxi. 34,

(11, 12) Test, Levi :

(13
€ws émonédnrar kipios
mhyrare #vy év onidy-
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proias  AaAeiv.—puo-
Oévras after Huiy is not
un-Hellenic.—Aarped-
e wanting in St.
Mark and St, John,
and found in St.
Matthew only in a
quotation ; see, on the
_qther hand, St. Luke
ii, 87, iv. 8, Acts vii.

7, 42, xxiv. 14, xxvi,

7,xxvii, 28.—&v 0. x.
dwe.]. Of. Wisd. of Sol.

ix. 3 and Ephes, iv.

24.—évdmiov wanting

in St. Matthew and

St. Mark, occurring

pnc%bm Et. John, but
In St. Luke (gospel
and  Acts) gzrxbc?ut
thirty-six times,

diorov]. See note
on Actsxvi. 17 (above,
p. 61); it is Lukan,
—mwpowopebecfar  is
found again in the
New Testament only
In Acts vii, 40.—éve-
miov], Vide verse 75.
—dovvar). Vide verse
74 ~yvéow]. Occurs
in the gospels only
here and in 8t. Luke
xi, 52 §'r. KAetda T,
yv@oews), ~—~cwrnplas],
Vigie verse 69, ’.’Act]s
xvi. 17: 68dv ocwry-
plas.—&peois  auapr.
eight times in St.
Luke, wanting in St.
John, once each in
St. Matthew and St.
Mark,

. omhdyxal. Wanting
in the gospels ; vide
Coloss.iii.12: orAdyxa

dvatord & Uous, émi-
pavar Tols év axdrel kal
o1 Baydrov kabnué-
vois, Tob karevBivas
Tobs wébas Tudv els
88dv eipys.

(. 15) «al
y 7 v 3 ~
EYEVETO WS amiA-
fov am adrav
els TOV obpavov

4
of dyyehol, 0L
1 > 4
Toipéves éENalovy
prg‘ d,h)\.?’;KOU?'
Sié\bwuer &7 Ews
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xvais viod abrob, Ps.
cvii, 10: kabnuévous
&y ordret Kal orig Bavd-
Tou, Ps. xl. 3: &
ornoey . .. Tobs mddas
pov kal xabnifuvey To
SiaBhuard pov.
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dukrippod, — For émi-

oxey. vide verse 68.—

For é¢ tpovs vide St.

Luke xxiv. 49 : évdi-

onode & Uyous Sbva-

wuw. It does not occur

elsewhere in the gos-

pels and the Acts.—
émpavar]l,  Wanting
elsewhere in the gos-
pels; but ¢f. Acts
xxvil, 20: E&orpwy
emipawbvrwy, — Acts
xvi, 17 : 83bv cwrnplas
(this is the same as
68, elp.); il. 28 ddods
{wis. The construc-
tion here is exactly
the same as that of
verse 72 (rofjoa) in
its relation to verse
74 (rod Sodvas) and of
verse 76 and 77 (érot-
wéoos and Tod Sovvar).
We thus see what a
delicate sense of style
St. Luke has, Three
times he gives a final
clause in the infin.
without the article
when this final clause
is subordinate as a
means to another final
clause ; and he distin-
guishes the latter in
each instance by a
7o@ before the infin,

Concerning the Lukan construc-
tion with éyévero, see note on Acts
xvi. 16 (above, p. 49).—damirbov ol
dyy.]. The only parallel is Acts
x. T: & 8 dmi\fev o dyyehos
(differently in St. Luke vii. 24’:
GreN@dvTov T. Qyy.)—AaNely WPOS
is exclusively Lukan, See note on

0
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Bybreéu kai dw-
eV TO pTipa TOUTO
T fyeyovos O 0
Ifﬁpr‘ éyvapioey
Nty

(16) xal fABav
s
oTevoavTes  kal
dve{}pav 'rﬁv TE
Mapiap kal Tov
T \ \ \
wond kal TO
I3
Bpédos  keiuevoy
év i) parvy’

i. 55 (above, p. 205).—8tépyeabas
occurs thirty times in St. Luke, else-
where in the gospels six times(but the
occurrences are not all well attested);
in the weaker meaning it occurs only
in St. Luke.—&j with the imperat.
is found again in Acts xiii. 2 and
xv. 36 ; elsewhere in the New Testa-
ment only in 1 Cor. vi. 20, where
it is not quite certain.—8ierd. &ws
Byf\.]. Vide Actsix. 38: Sienfeiv Ews
avrdv; Acts xi. 9: S&ujrbov &ws
dowikns; Acts xi. 22: Sienbeiv &ws
*Avrioyelas (only in St. Luke).—
pipa, in the sense of res quwdam, is
found again in i, 87 and Acts v. 32,
x. 87, and never elsewhere in the
New Testament.—r. pfiua TobTo].
St. Luke loves this pleonastic use of
the demonstrative pronoun (see also
verses 17 and 19).—7o ryeyovis].
Occurs once in St. Mark, never in
St. Matthew and St. John, again in
St. Luke viii. 84 (iddvres ol Boorovres
70 ryeyovds), 85 (iBelv 70 ryeyovds),
56, [xxiv. 12], Acts iv. 21, v. 7
(un eldvia To yey.), xiiil. 12 ({8wv To
vey.)-

omevdety, intrans., is found in the
New 'Testament only with St. Luke
(xix. 5, 6, Acts xx. 16, xxii. 18); as
a transitive verb it occurs only once
in the New Testament (2 Peter iii.
12).—dvevpilokew occurs only once
again in the New Testament, viz.,

(17, 18) idow-
res 8¢ éyvapiaav
Trepl TOU prjuaTos
o Aainfévres
avrols mepi TOD
aadlov  TovUTOU.
kai mwdvtes ol
drxovaavres éav-
pacay mepL TOV
Aaanfévrwv Umo
Ty moluévey
mpods alTovs.

(19) 7 8¢ Ma-
pla mwdvra cuve-
TipEL T pripaTa
rabra cuyBai-
Novaa év T Kap-
dlg avTijs.

(20) Kkai Omé-
oTpeyray o moL-
uéves SoEalbovres
xal alvodyTes TOV
Beov émi macw
ols #rovoav xai
€l8ov kabws éra-
My mwpds  ab-
T0US,
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in the * we ™ section Acts xxi. 4—
Concerning the Lukan word Spéos,
see above on i. 41.—¢dTvn]. Except
in i. 2 this word is only found again
in the New Testament in St. Luke
xiii. 15. '

For the passive Aa\eiofar and T®
Naanfévta see the notes on Acts
xvi. 14 (above, p. 47) and on St.
Luke i. 45.—TovTov]. See note on
verse 15.—mdvres of drovoavres).
Only in i. 66, ii, 47, and Acts’ix. 21
(mdvres o axovovres).—ebalpacay
mepl is singular.—For Aa\ely mpos
see note on i. 55.

cuvBdAhew is confined to St.
Luke in the New Testament; vide
<iv. 81 and Acts iv. 15, xvii. 18,
xviii. 27, xx. 14 (¢ we” section).

Concerning the Lukan YmrooTpé-
dew, see note on i. 56.—alvodvres].
This word is found seven times In
St. Luke (ii. 18, xix. 87, xxiv. 53
[doubtful], Acts ii. 47, iii. 8, 9); else-
where only in Rom. xv. 11 (LXX))
and Rev. xix, 5,—ols]. This attrac-
tion is frequent in St. Luke (not in
the other gospels) ; videiil. 19, v. 9,
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(ii.41) xaiémo-
pevovTo ol ryovels
avTod kat é&ros

3 L4 AY
els ‘Tepovouliu
TH éopthi Tob
mdoya.

(42, 43) «xal
8re éyévero ETOW
B, dvaBawwdy-
Twv alT@®v KaTd
70 &6os TH)s €opTijs
Kal TENELWTAVTWY
Tas Huépas, év TQ
dmoaTpépey av-
rovs  Uméuelvey
Y ~ € -~ 3
Incobs o mwais év
< ’
Iepovoarip, xal
otk &yvwoav ol
«yovels adrod.

/
(44, 45) voul-
cavres 8¢ avToV
elvar év T3 ouvo-
dia ABov ﬁpéf)as'
(8\ A
68y kal ave-
{yrovy avTov €v

ix. 48, xii. 46, xv. 16, xix. 37, xxiv.
25, Acts iii. 21, x. 89, xiii. 39,
xxit. 10, xxvi. 2.—For éxanijbn mPos
see verse 18.

mopeveaat). A favouriteword with
St. Luke.—é7os]. Once in St. Mat-
thew, twice in St. Mark, three times
in St. John, twenty-seven times in
St. Luke; xa7’ é&ros occurs here
only.—r éopr . m.]. Vide xxii. 1:
éopm 7. 4tvpwv. The expression is
not found in St. Matthew and St.
Mark. The dative of time is frequent
in St. Luke.

éyévero ér. 13']. So also in i1, 23,
viii, 42, Acts. iv. 22.—«ara 70 éfos].
Again only in i. 9 and xxii. 89 ; no-
where else in the New Testament. See
note on i. 8 (above, p. 98).—dmooTpé-
pew]. Lukan; see note on i. 56.—
Iméuewev]. In the sense of “to stay
behind,” “only again in Acts Xvil
14.—The whole sentence is genuinely
Lukan, also in the variation of tense
in avaBawbvror and TehelwadvTwY.

vouloavres]. Nine times in St.
Luke, wanting in St. Mark and St.
John, three times in St. Matthew.—
curodia is dmr. Aey. in the New Testa-
ment, but cuvoSevelv is found in
ix. T.—dvalyTeiv is found elsewhere

Tols OUYyyevéTw
KalTOLS YYwoTOolS,
Kai p) €UPOVTES
vméaTpeyrav  els
‘Iepovaalnu dva-
EnrodvTes avTov.

(46, 47) «ail
éyéveTo peTa, Npé-
pas ' ebpov avTov
&v 7§ lepy rale-
Couevov v uéay
v OdacKdlwy
Kkal drovovra av-
Ty ral émepw-
TOvTa alTovs' é-
EloTavta 3¢ wav-
Teg 0l ArovovTES
atroD émi THouvé-
o€l Kal Tals amo-
kploegw avTob.

(48, 49) «rai
b ’ 3 \ b3
{8ouTes avTov éEe-
mAdynoay,  Kai
elmev wpos adTov
% piTp avrod’
téxvov, Ti émoi-
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in the New Testament only in
Luke ii. 45 and Acts xi. 2
ovyvyevels is found six times in.
Luke, once each in St. Mark and
John; wanting in St. Matthew.
wi]. A delicate Lukan toul
(causal)—uvide iii. 9. Note also th
use of the participle imperf. as
Lukan trait.—yvworés is founa
eleven times in St. Luke, in all the
rest of the New Testament only
three times ; of yvwaTor occurs again
only in St. Luke xxiii. 49.—vmé-
orpeyrav]. Lukan; see note on i. 56.

éyévero Lukan. — xafefou.]. See
Acts xx.9.—éEloravro]. Eleventimes
in St. Luke, elsewhere in the New
"Testament only six times; with émi
(like favudlew) here only.—mdvres
of ax.]. See note on ii. 18, and Acts
i’x. 2l: éfioTavro 8¢ mdvres oi
AKOVOVTES,

ééemhdynoav]. Vide ix. 43, Acts
xiii, 12.—08uvepevor]. Occurs again
in the New Testament only in St
Luke xvi. 24,25 and Acts xx. 38.—
7{&m]. Again in the New Testament
only in Acts v. 4, 9.—a 7od maTpds].
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N0as Huly oiTws ;
tdov 6 waTip cov
Kayw odvvwuevor
égmoﬁp,é\v ae. Kal
elmey wpPos avTous”
T 870 élpTeiTé pe;
olk fjeute 6T év
Tols TOD TaTpds
pov S¢el elval ue;

(50, 51) «ai
adrol od curiray
10 priua o é\d-
Anoev avTols. kal
katéBn per' ad-
TV kai TA0ev els
Nalapéld, rxai 7y
Umoracoduevos
airols. Kai 1 ur-
mp alTod SieTi)-
peL TdvTA TA Pi)-
para év 7ij kapdig
alTiis,

(52) kai ’Ip-
ools TpoéxomTey
T copla kal HAi-
K@ Kal xapiTi
mapa Oeg xal av-
Opamos.
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St. Luke is fond of such construc-
tions ; see note on Acts xxviii. 15

(above, pp. 63 f. and elsewhere).

Umordooeafar is wanting in St.
Matthew, St. Mark, St. John, and in
the Acts; is found, however, in St.
Luke x. 17, 20.—7%» with participle
is especially frequent in St. Luke,
and is characteristic of his style.—
Statnpelv occurs again in the New
Testament only in Acts xv. 29,

mpoéxomrter]. Here only in the
gospels; but ¢f. St. Paul.—yapcre].
Wanting in St. Matthew and St.
Mark, occurring in St. John only in
the prologue, but found twenty-five
times in St. Luke.—For St. Luke’s
exemplar in this verse see 1 Sam.
il. 26: xai 16 mwaiddpiov Zapovyh
émropeveTo . ., kal ayabov xal peta
kuplov kal peta avfpdmov.

From the above investigation (together with that

1
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given on pages 97-101) it is perfectly clear that a Greek
cource cannot lie at the foundation of the first two
chapters of St. Luke’s gospel. The agreement of the
style with that of St. Luke is too close. The source,
indeed, must have been revised sentence by s&.autence.1
It is possible that for the narrative an Aramaic source
has been used, but this hypothesis is not probable. In
any case, the “ Magnificat ™ and ¢ Benedictus ” are works
of St. Luke himself.

The “ Magnificat " falls into nine verses of two clauses
each. The nine verses are, however, so composed that
they form four divisions, 1, 2-4, 5-7, 8-9, each with its
own characteristic thought.? Of the eighteen clauses,
six end with adrod (adTév, adTdv), which also occurs
twice in other positions. Notice also the wov which
occurs three times in the first verse, then the aiTod
which follows in 2* and 8P; further, the avtod in the
middle of 4* which refers back to 8%, and the adroi—
abréy in 5 which answers to the adroi—adTov in 4.
Thus the first verse is still more closely held together
by the pov, and verses 2-5 by avTod (note' also how
émoujoey in verse 5 answers to the same word in verse 3).

1 But the verses i. 84, 35 are a later interpol{ation.5 3S§e my easay in
« Z4schr. £. N. Tliche. Wissenschaft,’” 1901, ss. .

the; Sg,t S’at:shlleast, the arrangement appears to the_ thought.ful re?ader of
to-day. I will not discuss the mysterles.of ancient versification. A
number of scholars divide the canticle. into fm}r strophes of three
verses each, making the first verse end in the middle of- verse 48, the
second after verse 50, the third after verse 53. This method of
division is more artificial than that into .four strophes _of four verses
each (46-48, 49-50, 51-53, 54-55), in which tl}e verses 52 and 53 'are
counted each as one (not each as'two‘).. I think that-St. Luke him-
self intended the latter system of division,
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Moreover, just as the pov which is characteristic of
verse 1 is echoed in verse 2 (ue) and verse 3 (uor),
although thesc verses are dominated by the adTod, so
also the latter word is continued in verse 5, although
this verse both in thought and form belongs to verses
6-7, and thus occupies a double position. The three
verses 5-7 are most closely bound together by the
parallelism of their construction, verses 6-7 still more
so by the rhyme (6* fpdvov, T* dyalév, 6° Tamewors,
"™ kevovs). In verses 8 and 9 adrod (of God) appears
again ; moreover, the wov of the introductory verse is
also taken up and amplified in the 5udv of the conclud-
ing verse; while the whole poem comes to a solemn
conclusion in the words eis 7ov aldva.—The excelling
art of St. Luke first clearly appears when we realise
that a poem so noble in form and so consistent in
thought is purely a collection of reminiscences from
the Old Testament (LXX.). A close examination of
the poem verse by verse brings out with convincing
clearness the author’s method. We then see how he
edits his material in regard to vocabulary, style, and
poetic form,and recasts the whole in better Greek with-
out obliterating its Hebraic (LXX.) character. Such
an examination has been already carried out by me in
the number of the “Sitzungsberichte™ quoted above. It
is, moreover, evident from the comparison already made
in this appendix that nearly all the words in the
«Magnificat™ which vary from the words of the parallel
verses of the Old Testament are the special property of
St. Luke—i.c., belong to his vocabulary (the words are :
peya\vvety, dyaihdv, 6 cwtip, émiBAérew émi, [dov
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ydp, dwd Tob viv, yeveal, peyakela, o Suvatds, kpdtos,
Sudvoia rapdias, kabaipelv, éEamoaTéNhew kevovs, Aalety
mpos).

Exactly the same may be said of the ¢ Benedictus,”
though here the material from the Greek Bible has
been more severely edited than in the case of the
« Magnificat,” and hence a finer poem has been produced.
That both these canticles were composed by the same
author is shown not only by several important cases of
coincidence and by the same discreet manner of referring
to the Messiah, but in detail also—in the adrds and
Huels, which are as characteristic of the « Benedictus” as
the adrés and pov are of the “Magnificat™; above all, it
is shown by the fact that in the “ Benedictus ” also the
peculiar vocabulary of St. Luke is unmistakably present.
Lastly, the first three strophes of the “ Benedictus”
(verses 6875 ; the whole canticle contains five strophes
of four verses each) are only superficially fashioned
according to the style of the Hebrew psalm. On closer
view they present the form of a single, complicated,
correctly constructed Greek period that does all honour
to the author of the prologue (St. Luke i. 1f.) and of
numerous other excellent Greek periods. This period
is simply forced into its Hebrew dress. The hands are
Esau’s hands, but the voice is that of Jacob. But if
this is so, then it is plain that St. Luke in composing
these canticles has purposely kept to the language of the
Psalms and prophets (LXX.). The Hebraisms, whether
adopted or inserted from the Old Testament, are
intentional ; the whole style is artificial, and is intended
to produce an impression of antiquity—a purpose
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which has been really fulfilled. A continuation of the
examination into the style of St. Luke undertaken by
Vogel and Norden (“ Antike Kunstprosa,” s. 483) leads
to the conclusion that he was a master in the imitation
of style (in the gospel, chaps. 3-23, how excellently
he imitates the typical gospel narative style even
where he corrects it!), and that at the same time, by
sober avoidance of all exaggeration, as well as by the
introduction of his own peculiar vocabulary and style,
he has understood how to give to his work a by no
means indistinct individuality of its own and a tone and
colouring which is truly Hellenic.

APPENDIX III (to p. 129)

THE EPISTLE FROM JERUSALEM, ACTS XV. 23-29

VIF the epistle from J erusalem were genuine, it would be

the most ancient Christian document that we po§sess’;
Its genuineness is strenuously upheld by Zahn (“Einl.,

ii. ss. 844 £, 353 f., 897, 418, 481 f., 438), who says:
«The style does not bear the stamp of St. Luke, a:nd
the secular tone of the introductory and' concluding
formulee does not favour the hypothesis the.xt the
author has fabricated the document out of hl.s own
head or from some indefinite tradition.” B'ut is the
secular tone of the introductory formula——whm%:, more-
over, is also found in St. James i, 1—more suitable in
the case of the apostles and elders of J erusalem than
in the case of the Greek physician? Za.hn also
produces a list of am. Aey. occurring in th'e epistle and
wanting in St. Luke (those which are \.vantmg else‘where
in the New Testament are marked with an ,asi;,erlsk)—;
viz.: dvacrevalew,* Bdpos, Stao"rék)»eozeat, evra’vafces*,,

e mpdrTew,* ol dyamnTol AV l(w1thout a8£7\q$ob?,
the appositional use of a8engoi* (after mpeaBv-
Tep\o’\Lf)g; may not dismiss the question with the hasty
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sentence that in ancient historical narratives of this
kind the epistles are always fabricated. Here the
circumstances are different. We may not without
hesitation assume that St. Luke dared to fabricate such
an important historical document. And we have just
as little justification for concluding, from the fact that
the text which precedes the epistle presents many
striking points of connection with it, that the epistle is
therefore a forgery ; for the narrator could easily have
used the document lying before him for his narrative,
before he copied the letter itself into his work. We
must therefore examine into the matter without prejudice.
Such an investigation has been most thoroughly carried
out by Weiss, among others. In his commentary this
scholar has examined the epistle both in regard to
subject-matter and language, and has arrived at the
conclusion that the epistle was put together by St. Luke.
I do not wish to repeat the evidence derived from the
subject-matter, although this is perhaps the more im-
portant, but I wish to investigate the linguistic pheno-
mena yet more closely than Weiss, paying the while
special attention to the arguments of Zahn,

Verse 23. Here the reading of dméororor kai ol
mpeaBirepor [kal of] adehgol is doubtful. ¢ xai oi™is,
at all events, the more difficult reading, as we are not
told in what comes before of any participation of the
whole community in the decision. The remarkable
expression oi wpecBurepoi—aderdol is thus of at least
doubtful authority.—o¢ adehdoi ot é§ éfvaw is a phrase
that one would expect St. Luke to use to describe the
Gentile Christians.—With of kata 7. Advroy. . Svpiav
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compare xi. 1: oi &vres katd T *TovBalav, also viii. 1:
Seomdpnoay katd TAS XOpas T. "Tovdaias, and ii, 10:
AuBins Ths kata Kupivmy.

Verse 24. ’Emed) . . . &ofev fuiv, as in St. Luke
i.1ff émredyis not found in St. Mark, St. Matthew,
and St. John ; it occurs, however, in St. Luke vii. 1, xi.
6, Acts xiii. 46, xiv. 12.—7wés é£ Hudy, thus only in
xi. 20: Hoav 8 Twes &€ alrév (ris and Twés play an
important rdle in St. Luke’s style).—éEenfdvresy as in
xii, 17, xvi. 86, 40.—The following words, érdpafav
Suds, Noyous dvackevdfovtes Tas Yruxas tudy, of which
Zshn has described dvaorevdfovtes as un-Lukan, are
coloured by medical phraseology. St. Luke uses in his
writings the words Tdpayos, Tapdoaeiw, Siarapdoaeiy,
érxrapdooew (the last two are confined to St. Luke
in the New Testament). These words, together with
TapakTikés, Tapaywons, éerdpakis, émiTapdagew, avvTa-
pdooew, Umorapdaoew, are shown by Hobart (pp. 93 £.)
to be frequently used in medical language “to express
disturbance of body and mind.” The same is true of
avacrevdlew. This word, it is true, only occurs here in
St. Luke’s writings; yet in Acts xxi. 15 dmogkevaagdje-
vou is found (and nowhere else in the New Testameniz).
Hobart (p. 232) shows how often avackevdafewy occurs n
Galen, and, moreover, in Dioscorides in the sense of
subvertere; it is a technical term for the dispersion
(as a rule) of some pathological symptom.—With the
pleonastic use of ¢ your souls” for “you” compare
xiv. 22: Tas Yuyds Tév pabpTdv, also XX, 24, xxvii. 10,
99— 8iacTénerfas occurs,indeed, only here in St. Luke;
but cases of attraction such as ofs Sieareik. are in great
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favour with our author (vide, e.g., Acts i. 1, and else-
where).

Verse 25. For é8ofev see verse 22.—The participle
ryevéuevos occurs in St. Mark and St. Matthew almost
always in temporal clauses (it is only once used in St.
Mark of a person); on the other hand, ¢f. St. Luke
xxii. 40, 44, Actsi. 16, 18, (iv. 11), vii. 32, 88, x. 4,
xii. 11, 283, xiii. 5, xvi. 27, 29, xix. 26, 28, xxi. 17,
xxiv. 25, xxv. 15, xxvii, 7, 86.—ouofvuaddy occurs
in the Acts eleven times, and only once elsewhere in the
New Testament (Romans xv. 6) ; cf. especially Acts v.
12: 7oav Suofuuaddy dmavres, also xii. 20.—éknéfacbar
is wanting in St. Mark and St. Matthew, is found eleven
times in St. Luke’s writings.—dv8pas as in Acts vi. 3:
émioréracte dvdpas €€ tpdv, vi. 11: IméBalov dvdpas,
x. 5: méuyrov &vdpas els *Iommny.—méuyras: See the
passage just quoted.—oi dyamnyrol fudy is wanting
elsewhere in St. Luke.

Verse 26. 'Avfpwmoss: This use of dvfp. is Lukan
(numerous examples).—tas Yuyds, meaning “the life,”
as in St. Luke vi. 9, xii. 20.—0mip Tod ovouaros KTA—
vide Acts xx1.13: éroluws &yw dmobavely vmép . dvduaTtos
Tob kuplov 'Tnaod (v. 41, ix. 16), Acts xx. 21 : mwioTis els
Tov rupiov *Inooiv Xpiordy (never again in the Acts).

Verse 27. *Ameardhrauey:  dmeata. alternates with
méurr. of verse 25 just as in Acts x. 5, 8" (Weiss).
The perfect of dmooTé\w is not found in St. Matthew
and St. Mark; in St. Lukes writings it occurs five
times.—«al adrovs is specially distinctive of the Lukan
style; it is unnecessary to give examples.—dmayyéNhew
is found twice both in St. Mark and St. John, but
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twenty-five (twenty-six) times in the Lukan writings.—
Unless I am mistaken, ra adrd is found again in the
gospels and the Acts only in St. Luke vi. 23, 26.

Verse 28. T'% mvedpar. 76 dyly : We have here the
Lukan conception of the Holy Spirit; ¢f., e.g., Acts v. 8,
—pundév maéoy is only found again in St. Luke iii. 18.—
Bdpos : Only here in St. Luke, but occurring elsewhere
in the New Testament.—mAsr, with the genitive, is not
found in St. Matthew and St. John; it occurs nnce in
St. Mark, and again in the Acts viii. 1 and xxvii. 22.—
TovTwy T@V émdvaykes: This use of ofros is Lukan;
émdavarykes is only found here in the New Testament.

Verse 29. diarypelv occurs again in the New Testa-
ment only in St. Luke ii. 51. Hobart (pp. 153 ff.),
moreover, makes it very probable that the Lukan words
wapatipnais (also found in the New Testament only in
the Lukan writings), waparnpeiv, Siarnpeiv, Tipnaiws
are technical medical terms.—The concluding formule
(the reading is doubtful) are irrelevant, because the
New Testament affords no material for comparison.

The result of our investigation is that the epistle is
Lukan in style and vocabulary (in opposition to Zahn).
The few am. Aey.—whose occurrence, however, may in
part be explained from medical phraseology—are not
sufficient to disturb this impression. St. Luke, there-
fore, has manufactured this document.



APPENDIX IV (to p. 152)
ST, LUKE AND ST. JOHN

Tuk sections of Holtzmann's article « Das Schriftstel-
lerische Verhiltnis des Johannes zu den Synoptikern”
(¢¢ Ztschr. f. Wissensch. Theol.,” 1869, Bd.12,ss. 62 ff.)
which deal with the relation of St. John to St. Luke
form the foundation of all investigations into this
question. Since the publication of that article addi-
tional observations have been contributed from many
quarters, but the last word has not yet been said.
Neither is completeness aimed at in the following
remarks.

(1) $t. Luke and St. John have added narratives to
the Gospel history, and have made corrections therein,
in accordance with tradition originating in Jerusalem
or Southern Palestine. The most important of these
are the Resurrection narratives, wherein we are told
that the first appearances of our Lord took place in
Jerusalem, that they were such as proved His corporal
Resurrection, that He was first seen by women (a
woman), and that there were two angels at the

1 St. Matthew xxviil. 9, 10 is, T believe, a later interpolation.
Compare also the réle which St. Mary, the Mother of our Lord. plays
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sepulchre. Almost as important are the new accounts,
which correct the more ancient tradition concerning
our Lord’s behaviour during His Crucifixion, and also
supply other details in the history of the Passion
(Wellhausen, on St. Luke xxii. 26 f., points out the
correspondence between our Lords Sakovia towards
His disciples and the *“washing of the feet” in St.
John). Also, the high priest Annas is only mentioned
in St. Luke and St. John (St. Luke iii. 2, Acts iv. 6,
St. John xviii, 18, 24), and the conduct and character
of Pilate is similarly conceived in both gospels. In
this connection we may further adduce the stories of
Mary and Martha,! the journey through Samaria and
the interest shown in the Samaritans, in St. Luke the
local Judaic colouring of the narrative of the first two
chapters of the gospel,® and much else of the same
kind in St. John.

(2) St. Luke and St. John first introduce the words
‘EBpaior (EBpaicti), “Ex\es, ‘EX\piori, ‘Pouaior,
‘Iopaghitar [Adevitar], Ztéa Zohoudvros into the
sacred history, and in certain passages speak of the
Jewish people as 70 éfvos. In critical situations in
their narrative they both use the same quotation from

both in St. Luke and St. John, while the other evangelists say
almost nothing of her,

t 48t John " professes to know that they lived at Bethany,

2 It is only an accidental coincidence that both speak of things
which happened at Siloam.—The apostle Judas “of James" is
mentioned only in St. Luke and St. John. St. Peter and St. John
appear together in St. Luke xxii, 8 and in the Acts; ¢f. 8t. John
xx. 8 ff. Some scholars haveheld that the Philip of the fourth gospel
and of the Acts are one and the same person.

P
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the Old Testament to describe the hardening of the
heart of the Jewish people and their rejection by God.

(3) In respect to St. John the Baptist, both evange-
lists (vide St. Luke iii. 15) regard the disciples of St.
John as a phenomenon imitating to the Christian
community, and they adopt a polemical attitude towards
the question whether the Baptist was “ He that should
come” (see St, Luke iii. 15 and the other sections in the
gospel and the Acts concerning the disciples of St.
John).

(4) In Christology St. Luke approaches to the
Johannine type. (@) Jesus is 0 cwTip (St. Luke ii. 11,
Acts v. 81, xiii. 23, St. John iv. 42, 1 John iv. 14; the
word is wanting in St. Mark and St. Matthew); He
brings Ty cwrnpiav (St. Luke i. 69, 71, 77, Acts iv.
12, [vii. 25], xiii. 26, xvi. 17, St. J ohn iv. 22, wanting
in St. Mark and St. Matthew);? () for St. Luke also
the goal of the earthly history of our Lord is His
ascension into Heaven (ix. 51); (¢) also in St. Luke
Jesus is brought into contrast with the devil as the
being into whose power the world is delivered, who
is accordingly ¢ dpywy Tod kdouov (iv. 6 f.)—compare
also the use of 6 xdomos in both gospels; (d) also in
St. Luke our Lord knows thoughts before they are
uttered (vi. 8); (¢) in this gospel also Jesus passes
through the midst of His foes without their being able
to lay hands upon Him (iv. 29 f£); (f) in both
gospels our Lord affords a miraculous draught of

1 Tvéms cwrnplas (St. Luke i. 77) suits St. John even better than
St. Luke.

o A A R
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fishes to St. Peter and appoints him to be ¢ the Fisher
of Men,” or (in St. John) the Shepherd of the Faithful ;*

1 The view that St. John xxi. depends upon St. Luke v, 1 ff.
(according to Wellhausen and others) is one that I cannot bring
myself to accept (the argument drawn from the comparison of St.
TLuke v. 6 with St. John xxi, 11 is by no means convincing, for
though, indeed, in St. John the net signifies the Church, yet this
trait is secondary). The narrative of St. John xxi, even in its
present form, shows that this legend, before it was adopted and
edited by the fourth evangelist, was described as the first appearance
of the Risen Christ, and this impression is confirmed by the conclu-
sion of the fragment of the gospel of Peter, lately discovered, which
breaks off just as it is about to give an account of the appearance
(and that the first appearance) of the Risen Christ by the lake of
Gennesareth. The fourth evangelist emphatically asserts that this
was the third appearance, and accordingly adopts distinctly an-
tagonistic attitude towards the view that it was the first appearance
(xxi. 14 : Tobro #39 TplTov épavepdtn ‘Incovs T0Ts pabnTals dyephels ek
vexpav), St. Luke, or his authority before him, has boldly trans-
formed and transplanted this story of the Risen Christ into the
earthly history of our Lord ; but, in my opinion, even as it stands in
St. Luke it presupposes St. Peter’s denial, as we see from the words
of St. Peter in verse 8 : #eAfe dr’ duob, 871 dwhp duaprwhds el klpie,
and, moreover, the promise that he should be a* fisher of men,” to
which the “ Feed my sheep™ is parallel, is more appropriate in the
mouth of the Risen Christ than as spoken at a very early period of
the earthly ministry. I therefore cannot but regard it ag extremely
probable that this narrative formed the genuine conclusion of St.
Mark, especially as the author of the gospel of Peter reproduces
St. Mark xvi. 1-8, and then, without any joint or hiatus in the
narrative, proceeds to describe the flight of the disciples to Galilee
and the lake of Gennesareth, mentioning, moreover, in this connec-
tion, Levi, the son of that Alphwus whose name iz given by
St. Mark alone (il. 14). This first appearance of the Rizen Lord to
St. Peter—an appearance which is historical, and is vouched for by St.
Paul and St. Luke (by the latter abruptly in xxiv. 34), and which the
later tradition of the Church of Jerusalem endeavoured to deposge
from its premier position or to suppress altogether—really took place
at the lake of Gennesareth after St. Peter had again returned to his
ordinary occupation (as is expressly stated in the gospel of Peter,
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(g) in both gospels Jesus speaks of BagTdfev Tov
oravpdy ; in both (k) of o ¢iroe pov (St. Luke xii. 4
and St. John xv. 14); (¢) the use of o xupios for Jesus
in both gospels is important ; (k) in St. Luke as a rule
God is called “ Father” in relation to the Son just as
in St. John ; () the passage St. Luke xxii. 29 (xaye
Siarifepar Suiv kabos Siéferd wou 6 watip pov Bacihelav)
sounds quite Johannine.

(5) The words paprvpeiv and waprupia are very pro-
minent in St. John and in the Acts.

(6) Both evangelists speak of the “love of God”
(vide St. Luke xi. 42); the phrase does not occur in St.
Matthew and St. Mark.

(7) With the conception ¢ life,” so prominent in the
Johannine writings, compare Acts iii. 15, v. 20, xiii. 48.

(8) With St. John iii. 21, éoya év Oedd elpyacuéva,
compare St. Luke xii. 21, els fedv mrovriv.

(9) The Holy Spirit (the Paraclete) plays an impor-

verses 59 ff, It could not but happen that this inconvenient narra-
tive of St. Mark should be suppressed). By this appearance of the
Risen Christ St. Peter was again established in his calling as a
disciple. and became the * Fisher of Men " and the chief of the
apostles. St. Luke, of course, does not depend upon St. John as his
source, but goes back to the authority upon which St. John depends
—that is, probably, to the original conclusion of St. Mark.

The word uovoyerds does not belong to the cases of coincidence
between St. John and St. Luke ; for St. Luke never uses it of Christ.
It is, however, worthy of note that 7d edayyérior is not found in St.
Luke (gospel) and St, John, while it appears in St. Mark and St,
Matthew (it, however, occurs twice in the Acts); also that both
evangelists use i8¢ty in the metaphorical sense (to see death, life, &c.),
and that both speak of a ““choosing " of the apostles from the rest of
the disciples (these two traits also are foreign to St. Mark and St.
Matthew),
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tant part in both gospels (this is not yet the case in
St. Mark and St. Matthew).

(10) Both evangelists assign great importance to the
onueia—Afrst the miraculous sign, then comes faith.

(11) Both evangelists either translate (Epumvevew,
pebBepunvevew) Aramaic words or leave them out alto-
gether,

(12) The critical attitude which St. Luke in his
gospel practically adopts towards St. Mark is similar
in character to the judgment which John the presbyter
(in Papias) passes upon the gospel of St. Mark. John
the presbyter, however, is probably the author of the
fourth gospel.

There is something to be said for the view that
«§t. John ” had knowledge of the Lukan writings, but
no real evidence can be adduced in its favour. It is
possible that they both are only dependent upon a com-
mon source. An examination of the linguistic relations of
the two gospels speaks rather against the hypothesis of
direct dependence, for the results of such an examina-
tion are exceedingly scanty. I proceed to give a list
of all the words which St. John has in common with
St. Luke while they are wanting in St. Mark and St.
Matthew. Words which are also found in the ten
Pauline epistles are included in brackets. The impor-
tant proper names, already given above, are omitted.!

(1) St. John's gospel has in common with St. Luke’s
gospel the following words which do not occur in
St. Mark and St. Matthew : (dywvifeofar), (dAnBuvos),
(droBalvew), amoxpLais, dptardv, Bamrew, (Bots)s

1 Also 8 cwrhp and 4 cwrnpla.
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welrwv, (€180s), ékudaae, évredbey, kfimos, (\Um), povoye-
wijs, (vekdv), 60oviov, (moté), mpoTpéxely, TOTOTE, (cTadiov),
oThfos, (rayéws), brouuviokew, ppéap, (puTile).

(2) The gospel of St. John has in common with the
Acts of the Apostles the following words which do not
occur in St. Mark and St. Matthew : dA\eafae, duvos,
(dmelfeiv), dpeatés, Bacihikos, SiarpiBew, (Swped), én-
Kvew, émiéyew, éxbés, (Eiros), Litnats, Ewvviva, kaiTot,
(\eBdlew), (Noidopelv), Aovew, (ualvesfar), updyesbar,
vevew, mepuardva, (TepiTopt), (midlew), mhevpd, onuai-
vew, arod, alpew, ayowiov, (TUmos), YUxos.

(8) The gospel of St. John has in common with
St. Luke’s gospel and the Acts the following words
which do not occur in St. Matthew and St. Mark :
(dvrihéyew), (dmopely), (dpibuds), (dripdlew), Babus,
(BovhedecBas), Bpayiwy, Bpaxls, (yrwplte), (yvwaTos),
(vpduua), S.adidovas, &fos, elodyew, (évmipmiacbar),
&v0ade, (dwiavtds), (dvdmwov), ébnyeicbar, (émikeiobal),
{4ofas (with active significance), koMmos, xvxhody, May-
ydvew, (umplew), (mepiréuvew), (mpdoaew), govddpiov,
cuvtibévas, (Teewodv), (Juérepos), of pilot, (xdpis).

These eighty-eight words,! of which thirty-eight are
also found in St. Paul’s epistles,® would prove abso-

1 (f. also 88airopeiobas (St. Luke) and é8oxopla (St. John).

2 Of the fifty remaining words, twenty-four are also found in
other writings of the New Testament (principally Hebrews and
Revelation), viz.: PBdrrew, Bpaxis, évreiber, povoyerhrs, or7fos,
Swomipvfickew, ppéap, duvés, Bagiiwds, éx0és, kalroi, Aovew, udyxeobar,
mepuardyas, onualvew, clpew, yixos, Badls, diadiSdvai, ¥dos, elodyey,
kuxAoby, Aayxdrew, § ¢lros, so that altogether only twenty-six words
in the New Testament are exclusively common to St. Luke and
8t. John,
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lutely nothing if it were not that the vocabulary of
St. John is so very scanty; but even taking account
of this fact, we can scarcely give another verdict than
that no traces of the dependence of St. John upon the
Lukan writings can be discovered by means of the
lexicon. 'There is no connection between them in
vocabulary—scarcely a single word characteristic of
St. Luke can be found in St. John. Nor does it appear
that the style of St. John shows any trace of the in-
fluence of the Lukan style. Nevertheless—on other
grounds—the possibility that the fourth evangelist
read the Lukan writings must be left open.
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