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The Country Parson...as he doth not so study others as to neglect the
grace of God in himself and what the Holy Spirit teacheth him, so doth he
assure himself that God im all ages hath had his servants, to whom he hath
revealed his Truth as well as to him ; and that as one Country doth not bear
all things, that there may be a Commerce, so neither hath God opened or
will open all to ome, that there may be 4 traffick in knowledge between the
servants of God for the planting both of love and humility.

George Herbert, The Country Parson, Chap. Iv.
“The Parson's Knowledge.”

The Humble, Meek, Merciful, Just, Pious and Devout Souls are every-
where of one Religion; and when Death has taken off the Mask, they will
know one another, though the divers Liveries they wear here makes them
Strangers.

Some Fruits of Solitude, by William Penn.
(Part L Number s519.)
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PREFACE

HAVE sufficiently explained the nature and object of my

book in the Introduction and in the opening words of the
commentary upon Mark, It is unnecessary to recapitulate what
is there said.

It had been for many years the desire of my friend Mr Israel
Abrahams, Reader in Talmudic and Rabbinic Literature in the
University of Cambridge, and myself to join together in some
work upon the New Testament. The Additional Notes which he
is going to contribute to the present book will be a partial fulfil-
ment of our old desire. I had greatly hoped that these Notes, in
which Mr Abrahams’ wealth of Rabbinic learning will be used to
illustrate and explain the Gospel text, would have appeared
together with my own commentary. I keenly trust, though this
hope has been, to my deep regret, disappointed, that they will
appear (as the third and concluding volume of the work) before
the end of 1g910. It is right to add that while Mr Abrahams and
I are in general accord in our estimate of the Gospels, he is in no
way responsible for what I have written, and does not, as a matter
of fact, agree with every part of it.

For the benefit of my Jewish readers (for whom my book is
specially intended) I have given the translation of each Gospel
separately, and as a whole, before the commentary upon it. I am
anxious that they should first of all read the story as it stands,
undisturbed by breaks or verse divisions or remarks. The trans-
lation is then repeated before each section of the commentary.
The character of the translation is set forth in § 2 of the Intro-
duction.
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At an early stage of the book Dr Carpeuter, the Principal of
Manchester College, Oxford, was good enmough to read through
a considerable portion of the commentary. I owea greab deal. to
his suggestions, and I have ventured to include (withous asking
his permission) some of the observations which he pencilled upon
the margin of the paper into the body of my work. In most cases
I have added his name.

The book does not pretend to learning. If it were not for my
special point of view, I should have no justification to ?vnte upon
the Gospels at all, and in any case I am keenly conscious of my
own temerity and inadequacies. There are numbers of books
which any scholar ought to have read and absorbed, whereas I,
partly through lack of leisure, have entirely neglected them.
And the textual side of Gospel study I have almost wholly
omitted from view. If it be asked: ‘ Why then do you venture
to throw your work at the public?’, I can only reply that the
peculiar point of view, to which I have alluded, may, I hope, make
my book of some interest and use to a few persons in my own
religious community and to a few persons outside it.

Though I speak of a * peculiar point of view, it hardly needs
saying that I am specially dependent upon the labours and re-
searches of the great scholars who have given their lives to
Biblical or New Testament study. The names and the books of
those to whom I have most frequently gone for help will all be
mentioned in the course of the commentary: I ought, howerver,
here to state that the writers to whom I owe the most, and have
quoted most often, are Loisy and Wellhausen, and next to them,
I think, H. J. Holtzmann and Johannes Weiss. But I must con-
fess, to my shame, that I have not yet been able to study the
works of Dr E. A. Abbott. This grave omission, from which my
book is bound to have suffered greatly, I hope to make good upon
some future occasion.

I owe the index to the care and patience of my friend and
secretary, Miss W. Seymour, to whom wmy best thanks are due.
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LIST OF THOSE AUTHORITIES WHO ARE QUOTED
UNDER ABBREVIATIONS

Loisy (Alfred). Les Xvangiles Synoptiques. (1907.) 2z Vols.
Cited as E. 8.

Wellhausen (Julius). Das Evangelium Marci (ed. 1.) (1903.)

Das Evangelium Matthaei. (1904.)
Das Evangelium Lucae. (1904.)
Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien. (1905.)

‘Where the reference is obviously to the commentary upon
the particular Gospel concerned, I have quoted it simply as
W. References to the Einleitung are given thus: W. Einlei-
tung.

‘Weiss (Johannes). Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments iibersetzt
und...erklirt [by J. Weiss and otber scholars].

Vol. 1. Die drei idlteren Evangelien, von J. Weiss.
2nd ed. (1907.) Referred to as ‘J. Weiss’

Carpenter (J. E.). The first three Gospels; their origin and
relations. 4th ed. (1906.) Quoted as ‘Carpenter.’

Holtzmann (H. J.). Die Synoptiker (in the Hand-Commentar
zum Neuen Testament). 3rd ed. (190r.) Quoted as * Holtz
mann,’

Weiss (Bernard). Die Quellen des Lukas Evangeliums. (1907.)
Quoted as B. Weiss, Quellen A.

Weiss (Bernard). Die Quellen der synoptischen Ueberlieferung.
(x908.) Quoted as B. Weiss, Quellen B.

Allen (W. C.). A critical and exegetical commentary on the
Gospel according to S. Matthew. (1907.) Quoted as
¢ Allen.’

Gould (N.). A critical and exegetical commentary on the Gospel
according to 8. Mark. (1go1.) Quoted as ‘Gould’

Menzies (A.). The Earliest Gospel (a commentary on Mark).
(1901.) Quoted as ‘Menzies.’

Plummer (A.). A critical and exegetical commentary on the
Gospel according to S. Luke. 4thed. (1901.) Quoted as
¢ Pluwuner.’
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Swete (H. B.). The Gospel according to S. Mark. 2nd ed.

(1908.) Quoted as ‘Swete.’

Klostermann (Erich). Commentary on Mark, forming the first
part of ‘Die Evangelien’ in the Handbuch zum Neuen
Testament. (1907.) Quoted as * Klostermann.’

(The commentary on Matthew appeared too late for me to use.)

[N.B. I should like to add that I was ouly able to use
Professor B. W. Bacon's * The beginnings of Gospel story’ (a com-
mentary upon Mark), 1909, in revising my Introduction. And my
book was printed off before I could make any use of Wendling’s
Die Entstehung des Marcus Evangeliums (1go8) Nicolardot, Les
Procédés de Rédaction des Trois Premiers Evangélistes, 1908, and
Sharman’s The Teaching of Jesus about the Future according to
the Synoptic Gospels, 1909.]

C.G M

September, 1909.
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INTRODUCTION

§ 1. Character of the work: the Jews and the Gospels:
the Jewish point of wview.

The task which I bave set before myself in this book is, I am
fully aware, far too great for my narrow learning and capacities,
yet it is one which so urgently needs doing that I have ventured
to make a small beginning towards its accomplishment.

The book is fragmentary and tentative. A Jewish commentary
to the entire New Testament is required, and here I have only
given a commentary upon a portion. Moreover, it is fragmentary
and tentative for other reasons as well. If I had waited for
several more years I might have gained much fresh knowledge,
and modified many opinions here expressed. But it seemed best
to wait no longer. Life is uncertain, and other duties make the
hours which can be given to study few and sometimes even far
between.

The book is also tentative because I am in many respects
a pioneer. For of Jewish exposition of the Gospels there has
been little. Endless Christian commentaries exist, written from
many different points of view, with great learning and splendid
patience, but Jewish commentaries can hardly be said to exist at
all. Jewish scholars have usually taken up an attitude towards
the New Testament, and more especially towards the Gospels,
which does not lend itself to impartiality. It has not been a very
fruitful and light-giving attitude. A main effort has been to show
that to various admittedly admirable sayings of Jesus reported in
the Gospels there are excellent parallels in the Old Testament or
the Rabbinical writings. An atomistic treatment has usually been
adopted. The teaching of Jesus has not been much discussed and
appraised as a whole. And where it has been so discussed, the
line has been rather to depreciate or to cheapen. Jewish writers
have either looked for parallels or for defects. Considering what
Judaism and the Jews have had to suffer at Christian hands, this
Jewish treatment of the Gospels is not astonishing. No wonder
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xviil INTRODUCTION

that the Jews should show some injustice towards the literary
origins of a religion from the adherents of which they have
suffered such gross and terrible wrongs. No wonder that they
should express some disdain at this supposed superior and super-
fine teaching of love which, so far as they are concerned, has so
generally proved itself a religion of violence, cruelty and hate,
No wonder that they should desire to defend the excellence of
their own religious writings and of their own religion, which have
been so constantly depreciated and misunderstood by Christian
writers. All this is quite human, quite natural.

It may be added that till just recent times it was scarcely
possible for Jews to dissociate the Christian claim that Jesus lived
an exceptional life, and that his teaching was uniquely great and
original, from the further Christian claim that he was divine, or
indeed that he was God. It was the divinity of Jesus that was
for Jews the true stumblingblock to any scientific estimate of his
teaching. If all Christians had been Unitarians from the first,
a drawing together and a good understanding between Jew and
Christian as regards the place of Jesus in the history of Judaism
and of religion would have been far easier. The objections to
Jesus as a heretic, or as an iconoclast, or as a critic of the Law,
would not have been so0 insuperably difficult. Moreover, for many
centuries to say that Jesus was a good man and a fine teacher,
but not divine, was exceedingly dangerous. It meant the stake
or the sword. Hence to keep complete silence was much easier,
and this negative attitude gradually became extremely general
And when the danger of speech was removed, the old objections
and stumblingblocks were still in force.

Yet in England the time has come when it is right and possible
for a Jew to look at the Gospels in a more historical, comprehensive
and impartial spirit. This at all events is my aim, and though
I am very deficient in learning, the circumstances of my educa-
tion, environment and life, perhaps too the ‘cross bench’ cast of
mind with which I chanced to be born, have given me some
advantages for its partial attainment.

1 do not want to depreciate the Rabbis or their teaching, but
I have no desire unduly to exalt them. And at the same time I
do not want to depreciate Jesus or unduly to exalt him. It may
sometimes be necessary to indicate parallels or contrasts, but the
object which I have set before myself is to find neither the one
nor the other. So far asI can, I am anxious to get at the facts
and to let them speak for themselves; to look at things as t,hey"
really are.

. Yet I know that one cannot get rid of one’s upbringing, one's
origin, and one’s own peculiar point of view. I have no doubt
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that a Buddhist or Mobammedan critic would be able to detect in
my book many a prepossession and a prejudice. Yet that I shall
seem to Jewish critics too Christian, and to Christian critics too
Jewish is, I trust, likely, and is to me a source of some hope that
now and then I may have said the truth.

I also realize that the scientific or historical character of the
book is spoiled, as it were ab initio, by the fact that it has a by no
means purely scientific object. The book has been mainly written
for Jewish readers, though I fear it is not probable that many will
read it. It has turned out somewhat too long and too dull, It is,
however, mainly written for Jewish readers, though I hope that
a few (_Jhr.istian readers may find some of its pages mot without
a certaln 1nterest.

It seems to me (for reasons into which I cannot here enter)
that it is of great importance for Jews to understand and appreciate
aright the life and teaching of Jesus. What should be the right
relation of Judaism to that teaching? What place should Jesus
and his teaching take or fill in the religion of ‘his own people’
to-day? What should be the place of the New Testament in
Jewish eyes and for the Jewish religion? To find the due and
proper answer to these questions seems to me one of the most
important duties which lie before modern, and especially before
liberal, Judaism. Up to now, the work has been hardly tackled
at all, at least not to any serious or profitable purpose. And this
is another reason why my own book is tentative. For under such
circumstances, when a man is not following in a well-beaten path,
it is not likely that he, in his loneliness, will make much progress.
I am not so conceited or silly as not to realize this. Not only is
my own book but a commentary upon one small piece (though
the most important piece) of the New Testament, but it is a mere
temporary beginning, a provisional contribution. To find the long-
delayed answers to so large a problem one man will not suffice, or
one generation.

I shall be content if I have contributed a little material and
a few unsystematic suggestions towards the right and final answer
—if indeed a final answer there can ever be. This commentary
upon the Synoptic Gospels does not contain (it is not its aim) any
systematic presentation of the life and teaching of Jesus or any
systematic discussion of the relation of that life and teaching to
modern Judaism. It deals with the various points as they arise
in their place in the narrative, and it deals with them, moreover,
very often in & somewhat halting and undecided way.

For this is one more reason why my book is tentative. To
several of the problems connected with the life of Jesus, and to
some connected with his teaching, I myself, with the material at

b2
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our command, do mnot, so far, see my way to any clean-cub and
decisive replies. Thus, when I do not feel sure, I prefer to express
my uncertainty. I have freely quoted from the works of great
scholars and distinguished authorities. The reader will, at all
events, hear what they think, and perhaps he will judge between
them more rapidly or confidently than I, so far, bave been able
to do. The quotations are almost all from the works of great
Christian scholars, German, French, and English. Though I have,
as it were, sat at the feet of these scholars, and learned from them
a very great deal, I have not hesitated to point out where, from
my Jewish point of view, they seem to me prejudiced and therefore
inaccurate, or when they seem ignorant of matters about.'wlpch a
more intimate knowledge of Jewish thought, and a more intimate
experience of Jewish life, can bring correction.

That my own book may be soon superseded by another book
from a Jewish pen which will be more learned, more impartial,
and more conclusive than mine, I earnestly hope. Meanwhile
even provisional books and provisional suggestions may have their
temporary uses, Such, I hope, may be the case with mine. If
its readers will judge it as a whole, they will judge it as it asks to
be judged.

§ 2. Contents of the work: the Synoptic Gospels:
origin and meaning of the word synoptic.

My work coosists of a translation of, and a commentary upon,
the first three Gospels—Matthew, Mark, and Luke, or according
to the order in which tbey are here placed—Mark, Matthew, and
Luke. The translation is based upon the Authorised Version
I have, however, made many changes, mainly in order to obtain
greater accuracy. Sometimes the variation is due to the fact
that a better and earlier Greek text can now be obtained than
was known to the translators of King James’s Version or to their
predecessors. Occasionally the changes are due to the omission
of an archaism. (I fancy that many Jewish readers coming to
the Authorised Version of the New Testament for the first time
would suppose that John the Baptist's head was brought ta
Herod upon a horse.) I have, however, not sought to produce a -
consistently modern version, though I have derived help and
benefit from a frequent consultation of Dr Moffatt’s and of
Dr Weymouth’s interesting translations.

The first three Gospels are frequently called the Synoptic
Gospels, because ‘they are all coostructed on a common plan,
and from first to last, amid minor differences, the teaching and
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work of Jesus are presented from the same general point of
view’ (Carpenter, Furst Three Gospels, p. 7). The use of the
word Synoptic as applied to the first three Gospels is due to
J. J. Griesbach, a German theologian of the eighteenth century.
In 1774 he published the first part of a new edition of the
“ historical books of the New Testament,’ containing a synopsis of
the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke. In his preface (p. iv.)
he states that the ordinary editions of the Gospels are unsuited to
students. ‘For, says he—and as not one person in a thousand is
likely to look up Griesbach’s book, his actual words (translated
from the Latin) are worth quoting—‘in the first place, if Matthew,
Mark, and Luke are commented on one by one in the order in
which they follow one another, the frequent repetitions of narratives
recorded by two of them, or by all three, steal away too large a
portion of our small span of time without any corresponding
advantage. Hence it seemed worth while to construct a sort of
synopsis of these three Gospels, in which the parts common to all
three, or to two of them, should be put side by side in such a way
that the interpretation of one Evangelist should serve to make the
rest intelligible, or at least leave but a few points over for ex-
planation. Indeed one may hope that a synopsis of this kind will
contain several advantages” There had been harmonies of the
Gospels compiled before for apologetic purposes. Griesbach is
careful to point out that his new synopsis is not one of these.
Later commentators on the basis of what Griesbach had done, used
the adjective synoptic to characterize those first three Gospels of
which 1t was possible and useful to form a synopsts. I have not,
however, discovered who was the first man to do this. Perhaps
I should add for those of my readers who know no Greek that
sun (cdv) in Greek means ‘with’ and opsis (64res) means look,
appearance, sight.' Hence sunopsis (ovvoyris) means ‘a seeing
together, a general view.” The adjectives sunoptos (advomros), ‘that
can be seen at a glance,’ and sunoptikos (gvvomricos), ‘ seeing the
whole together,” are both used by good Greek writers.

It will, therefore, be noticed that of the four Gospels this
book only includes three. The fourth, the Gospel of John, is
omitted. The reason is that, whilst the first three Gospels treat
their subject from this common point of view and arrangement,
the fourth is different in both. It has a different conception of
Jesus, and tells in many respects a different history. The words
which it puts into Jesus’s mouth are peculiar and special. More-
over, this fourth Gospel is less historic than the first three; it
gives ‘an interpretation of the person and work of Jesus rather
than a record of his words and deeds’ (First Three Gospels, p. 9).
Notable, great and important as this Gospel is, it can—and indeed
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must—be studied by itself, and not together or in conjunction
with the first, the allied, three. Therefore it forms no part of the

resent more limited undertaking. For that undertaking, though
ﬁmited, is yet sufficiently, and more than sufficiently, arduous,
intricate, and obscure.

§ 3. The sort of books the Synoptic Gospels are:
their dates and their sources.

What sort of books are these first three Gospels? The
answer is best obtained by reading them, but some preliminary
words are necessary or advantageous. I wish I could just transfer
to this Introduction the pages of Dr Carpenter’s book, The First
Three Qospels: their Origin and Relations. It contains so much
in so small a space, and is the product of such wide knowledge
and such high impartiality. I have quoted from it already, and
shall constantly quote from it again. The fourth edition, to which
my references belong, was published in 1906 (by Philip Green,
5 Essex Street, Strand, London, W.C.), and costs sizpence. If
all my Jewish readers at least would spend sixpence, and read
Dr Carpenter’s book before or together with mine, it would be
a great advantage for them. It has 395 pages, but they are not
big ones. Dr Carpenter writes from the point of view of a
Unitarian Christian, but I cannot imagine that anyone, whether
Jew on the one hand, or Trinitarian Christian on the other,
could be hurt or unprofited by his words.

The first three Gospels tell of the life and death and alleged
resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth. The word Gospel means ‘good
spel,” ‘spel’ signifying ‘speech’ or 'story.” It is thus intended to
be a literal translation of the Greek word edayyé\iov (euangelion)
or ‘good tidings” We keep the Greek in the word ‘evangelist,
but ‘evangel’ for ‘Gospel’ 1s rare. German and French both use
the Greek form: les dvangiles, die Evangelien. When we speak of
the four Gospels, or of the Gospel according to Mark, we mean
the particular books in which the preaching of the Good Tidings
and the life of the preacher are recorded. Some remarks upon
the original meaning of the word will be found in the note on
Mark i. 1.

The Gospels, like the books of the Hebrew prophets, are not
easily brought under any previously existing class or caizerrory of
literature. The veteran and learned theologian, H. J. Holtzmann
whose little prejudices (as they seem to me) I have now and then‘
ventured to indicate, but from whose splendid and laborious com-
mentary, I, like hundreds of others, have freely and gratefully
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drawn, rightly says of the Gospels: ¢ Both in form and in contents™
they are unique in ancient literature: they form a group by
themselves, and they cannot be assigned to any of the traditional
and then existing classes of literary composition—not even to the
class of Jewish didactic stories which would seem otherwise to
lie nearest at hand’ (Hand-Commentar, third edition, p. 36).
Some admirably suggestive remarks as to the excellence of the
Gospels and its causes are given by Renan in Les Evangiles, '
chapters v. and vi.

The first question that suggests itself to anybody to ask about
the Gospels is, When were they written? As to that question no
complete agreement has yet been reached by scholars. But the
limits of variation are not very wide. It is generally believed that
the Gospel according to Mark, the oldest Gospel, and one main
source of the other two, was In existence in the form in which we
now possess it very soon after the destruction of the Temple in
70 AD. Matthew and Luke are later: we may roughly place
them somewhere about go to 100 AD. We have, therefore, to
remember that the earliest Gospel was written not more than
forty years after the death of Jesus. If a disciple of Jesus was
thirty years old when his Master died, he was not much more
than seventy years old when the Gospel of Mark saw the light.

But we are able to push even the literary sources for the life
of Jesus still further back, and nearer to the date of his death
(A.D. 29 or 30, as is generally supposed). For though scholars are
not even yet wholly at one as to the origin and character of Mark,
still it is pretty generally agreed either that a shorter form of the
Gospel, as we now possess it—an Urmarcus, to use the German
word—or that one or more of Mark’s sources, were written in
Aramaic. This Urmarcus, or these sources, will take us back
some ten to twenty years more, that is from 70 to 50, or not more
than 20 years after the death of Jesus.

Again, these sources were either themselves drawn up by eye-
witnesses, or they drew upon, and were at any rate the partial
product of, the stories and reminiscences of persons who had
actually lived and talked with Jesus. An oral tradition was at
their base, and is, therefore, at the base of Mark. For even when
Mark—the Greek Mark as we have it now—was written and
issued in its present form, there must have been several persons
yet living who had seen and spoken with Jesus. Still more must
such persons (and in greater numbers) have existed when the first
Aramaic Urmarcus or when the earliest Aramaic sources (in
their earliest and most primitive form) were composed.

Jesus himself, so far as we know, wrote nothing. He had,
however, many disciples, and eastern disciples of an eastern
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Master have retentive memories, When he was put to death,

there must have beeh~a store of reminiscences of his words
and deeds. When his disciples began to preach that he was
the Messiah, they drew upon this store. They comforted them-
gelves for the loss of the Master's presence by repeating his
words and recalling his deeds. At first, for a few years after the
crucifixion, the need for writing down these reminiscences may
not have arisen; all the more, as for these few years the disciples
still expected that the End of the Age, or, a3 we may also call it,
the End of the World, would soon ensue. But after a time the
necessity for such written records would naturally make itself felt.
The disciples and eyewitnesses became fewer and died; there was
a danger lest the words and deeds of the Master should be for-
%otten or wrongly told; as the new religion—for this it soon

ecame—was preached to ever wider circles, the need for written
documents became greater. Thus in the most natural way collec-
tions of the Master's sayings, records of his life and of the miracles
which he wrought, must gradually have been composed. Luke,
writing about 9o to 100 A.D., speaks of many such narratives and
collections as already in existence.

We naturally ask, What relation does our oldest Gospel bear
to these oral traditions and reminiscences? Have we in it the
exact written precipitate or record of what contemporaries and
disciples of Jesus saw and heard?

This is a very difficult question. How we answer it partly
depends upon our different points of view. What I mean will be
made clear by an example. In the sixth chapter of Mark Jesus is
reported to have made, through miraculous multiplication, five
loaves and two fishes suffice for a good meal to five thousand men,
He is also reported to have walked upon the sea, If we are
willing to believe these miracles, we shall be inclined to say that
these events were remembered and repeated by the disciples, and
may easily enough have been reported to the author of the Gospel
of Mark by a man, or by men, who actually. saw them take place.

If, on the other hand, like the writer of this book, we do mot
believe that the miracles happened, then it seems tolerably certain
that whatever substratum or residue of non-miraculous fact these
stories may contain, they could not have been directly reported, in
the form in which we now possess them, to the writer of the
Gospel by actual eyewitnesses. We must, at any rate, assume
that the eyewitnesses thought they saw a miracle when they did
not see one, or that they exaggerated, or that their memories soon
gave way. Or we must assume that, even before Mark or his
sources were written, many of the eyewitnesses had died, or that
the writer or writers drew rather from the general volume of
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popular oral tradition, as it had constituted itself in the Christian
community, and as it was floating about in their environment,
than from the direct reports and communications of the actual
disciples or eyewitnesses of the Master’s deeds and words. It is
probable that for different stories and speeches one or other of all
these various ‘assumptions’ would have to be used. The facts
require, or are the product of, all of them, though in various
degrees.

§4. The Gospel of Mark. Who was Mark? The
statements of Papias.

Passing from such general considerations, one asks more
gpecifically, Is anything actually known as to the origin of the
oldest Gospel? Who was Mark? TIs he the author of the
book which bears his name?

There was a John Mark of whom we hear several times in
various New Testament books. His mother’s name was Mary, and
she lived in Jerusalem and belonged to the Christian community.
To her house Peter is said to have come when he escaped from
Herod’s prison (Acts xii. 12). He was the cousin of Barnabas
(Colossians iv. 10), and is said to have accompanied the apostle
Paul on some of his travels (Acts xii 25, xii. I3, Xv. 37-39;
Philemon 24; 2 Tim. iv. 11). Moreover in Jerusalem Mark is
supposed to have become acquainted with, and a constant com-
panion of, the apostle Peter. In the first Epistle of Peter (v. 13)
he is spoken of as at Rome. ‘She (u.e. the Church) that is m
Babylon (i.e. Rome) salutes you, and so does Mark my son (i.e. my
spiritual son).” Thus it is further supposed that Mark wrote his
Gospel in Rome. And to Mark, the author of the Gospel, there is
supposed by some to be an allusion in the Gospel itself (see note
on xiv. 51, 52), and it is even conjectured that the place of the
Last Supper was the house of Mark’s mother. As to the value of
these traditions, so far as they bear upon the problem of the
authorship of the second Gospel, something will be said later on.

The oldest reference to Mark as a writer comes from Papias,
Bishop of Hierapolis in Phrygia, who wrote about 140-150 A.D.
Excerpts of his work have been preserved by EKusebius, Bishop of
Ceasarea, 265-340 A.D. Papias, then, is quoted by Eusebius as
having received information from ‘John the Elder,’ as follows:
‘This also the Elder used to say: Mark, having become Peter’s
interpreter, wrote accurately all that which he (Mark) repeated (or
remembered), though not in order, that was said or done by the
Christ. For he had neither heard the Lord nor followed him, but
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afterwards, as T have said, followed Peter, who used to frame ]ns
teaching according to the needs (of his hearers), but not as making
a connected series, or narrative (cdvrafw), of the Lord’s discourses
(or words). So Mark committed no fault, in that he wrote down
(or, as having written down) some particulars (évia) just as he
(Mark) repeated them from memory. For he took heed (but) to
one thing, to omit none of the facts that he heard, or to make no
false statement in his account of them.’ .

In this statement of Papias there are several words which are
a little uncertain, and as a whole it gives rise to a great deal of
doubt and discussion.

First, as to a few of the details. Up to what point is Papias.
quoting the Elder? Probably only up to the end of the first
sentence (‘ done by the Christ’). The rest is the commentary of
Papias. Next, what is the meaning of ‘interpreter’ (épunvevrrs)?
Some think the word means that Mark merely became the
interpreter of Peter by writing his Gospel. But this explanation
is extremely unlikely. The word épumvevrsjs, ‘ interpreter, must
indicate a personal relationship. And the probable meaning is
that Mark orally translated Peter's Aramaic discourses and
preachings into Greek, and then carefully wrote down what he had
orally said. Thirdly, as to the word éuvnudvevoer. What is it
exact meaning? Who is its subject? Some have rendered ‘all
that he (Peter) mentioned,” but more probably ‘all that he (Mark)
repeated (from memory)’ is meant. The word may also mean
‘remembered,’ and in that case too either Peter or Mark may be
its subject. The same doubt exists about dweurnuévevoer a little
further down. That word is probably to be translated ‘as he
(Mark) exactly repeated them from memory.' . Peter spoke in
Aramaic; Mark translated orally, and then, later on, wrote down,
as accurately as he could, the discourses which he remembered,
and had himself verbally delivered. Another important detail is
the phrase ‘not, however, in order, ov uévro. Tdfer. Does this
refer to chronology ? More probably it refers to what Loisy calls
‘la boone distribution des matiéres.” Perhaps the Elder thought
that Matthew arranged his material better than Mark., °After
wards, as I have said, he followed Peter” What does ‘afterwards’
mean? Taken in comnection with ‘as I have said’ it probably
means that Papias had elsewhere remarked that Mark had
‘followed’ Paul, and now he tells us that ‘later on’ he became
the follower and interpreter of Peter. Lastly, what is the meaning
of ‘some particulars, matters or things’ (éva)? We must not
apparently suppose that this word évia (‘some things’) implies that
to Papias only a part of the Gospel of Mark goes back to Mark.
Papias is alluding to our Gospel and not to a part of it. The
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‘some things’ simply refer to the separate particular teachings
and preachings of Peter according as Mark remembered them.

The value of the statement of Papias would be increased if we
knew more about Papias’s authority, John the Elder. But from
another fragment of Papias, quoted by Eusebius, it is practically
certain that John the Elder was not the apostle John, and indeed
was probably not an apostle at all or an immediate disciple of
Jesus. ‘If) says Papias, ‘anyone arrived who had followed the
Men of Old Time (the Elders) (mapnxorovfnras Tis Tois mpea-
Burépois), I enquired as to their words: what Andrew or what
Peter said or Philip or Thomas or James or John or Matthew or
any other of the disciples of the Lord, or what Aristion or John
the Elder [the disciples of the Lord] say’ Here clearly the
apostle John and John the Elder are distinguished from each
other, while the bracketed words are in all probability a gloss. It
is not even certain that Papias had spoken directly with John the
Elder : he may only have spoken with someone who had ‘followed’
him. TUnder these circumstances the statement of Papias simply
comes to this: that a disciple of the disciples told him a tradition
about the origin and authorship of the Gospel of Mark. Thus,
as Loisy justly observes, what Papias, on the authority of John the
Elder, says of Mark and of Matthew, has not a strictly historical
character, and one has even the right to ask if his statements are
not semi-conjectures, ‘ complétant des demi-renseignements,” about
books already in credit, which needed to be covered with an
important name in order to maintain the authority they had
acquired, at a time when nobody quite knew how they had acquired
it (E. 8. 1. p. 24).

It is necessary to test the assertions of John the Elder by an
examination of the Gospel itself and by such other evidence as
may be available. The connection of Mark and Peter mentioned
in the so-called first Epistle of Peter is of little importance. The
Epistle is in all probability not authentic, and was written after
the Gospel. Perhaps even the very mention of Mark’s name in
that Epistle is not without connection with the attribution of the
Gospel to a disciple of Peter. ‘Ce serait une mention intéressée,
comme le dire de Jean I'Ancien’ (£. S. I p. 113). In any case
the Mark who was Peter’s disciple can hardly have been the Mark
who was the companion of Paul.

§ 5. The relation of Peter to the Gospel of Mark.

. If we test and compare the Gospel of Mark as we now possess
it with the statement of Papias, there are various questions to be
asked: Does the Gospel give the impression of being in its
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entirety the work of a disciple of Peter? Or, indeed, does it
even give the impression of being the literary precipitate of
Peter's discourses? Is it not rather composite, either in the
sense that one person did not write it all in the form which
we now possess it, or in the sense that written sources were used
by its author and incorporated into his work, or in both senses at
once? Lastly, is Papias right in saying of our Gospel that it
lacks rdfus, ‘order, arrangement’?

As regards the last question, we have seen that -_ra'Eu; (‘ order’)
to John and Papias probably meant not chronological order, but
the right arrangement of material and discourses. ‘Jean pouvaif
trouver, et il trouvait sans doute, que Marc avait moins d’ordre
que Matthieu’ (Z. S. 1. p. 26). Nevertheless it has to be admitted
that, even so, the statement of John is rather surprising, for, as
Loisy observes, ‘les morceaux de Marc’ are not ‘des catéchéses
mises bout & bout” Mark may have Petrine material, but in no
sense can it be regarded, so far as order is concerned, as a mere
collection of Peter’s sermons and teachings and discourses. Prof
Bacon says that the tradition which Papias records ‘is warmly
apologetic in purpose, and aims to show that Mark, although not
agreeing with Matthew in the “order,” nevertheless “made no
mistake, while he thus wrote down some things as he remembered
them; his one care was neither to omit anything that he had
heard or to set down any false statement therein”’ (Bacon,
Beginnings of Gospel Story, 1009, p. xx.).

The other questions involve a discussion of the substance
and the defails of the entire Gospel, and cannot be profitably
examined in a brief Introduction of the kind suitable to this
particular book. The great authorities are by no means unani-
mous in their answers. Suffice it to say that, following such
scholars as Loisy, Wellhausen, Bacon and many others, who,
differing in many points, agree in this, I cannot regard the
Gospel of Mark as being #n uls entirety the work of a disciple of
Peter. It is, as Loisy says, not ‘la transcription d'un témoignage
original et direct touchant l'enseignement et la carridre de Jésus.’
It 1s not the work of a man ‘spécialement attaché & Pierre, et
qui tiendrait de l'apdtre méme ce qu'il raconte 3 son sujet’
(E. 8. 1. p. 25). It is not the work of a man who was careful to
collect the sure evidence of those who had seen and heard Jesus,
and who could have known the circumstances of his death, but it
is rather an anonymous compilation, 2 more or less heterogenevus
residuum of the historic tradition of the life and teaching of Jesus,
and of the interpretations, corrections, and additions which the
labours of early Christian thought had introduced into that tradi-
tion (E. S. 1. p. 112),
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Nevertheless it may be fairly safely assumed that some of
Mark, or some of Mark's material, goes back to, or is based upon,
the reminiscences and statements of Peter. Over and above the
tradition to this effect, there are some positive arguments to be
drawn from the Gospel itself. These will be noticed in their place.
The opening scenes of the Galilan ministry are located in Peter's
home : the Gospel begins to be detailed where Peter had personal
knowledge. The story of Peter's denial must, it is argued, be due
to him and him alone: would tradition have invented a story so
damaging to the reputation of the great apostle 2

Scholars vary in their opinion as to the amount of the ‘Petrine’
material in Mark. For example, Dr Carpenter accepts the tradi-
tional view to a considerable extent. ‘How Peter's reminiscences,’
he says, ‘were shaped into our Mark we cannot tell” But he
thinks that ‘at any rate it remains probable that the main facts
of our second Gospel were derived from Peter; the baptism, the
ministry in Capernaum and on the lake, the choice of the disciples,
the enlarging work, the opposition and the conflict, the confession
of the Messiahship, the journey to Jerusalem, the entry into the
capital, the last days of gathering danger, the fatal night of anguish
and desertion—of all these he may have spoken. The leading
outlines of the immortal story are drawn from the life. Here
Jesus thinks, prays, speaks, feels, acts, as a man’ (First Three
Gospels, p. 231). The many graphic touches which we shall
frequently notice in Mark bespeak, to many scholars, the eye-
witness.

On the other hand, there seems to be much in the Gospel, as
we now have it, which cannot proceed from Peter, just as, if Peter
had been its main source, many things would probably be different
from what we now find and have.

To begin with, if the Gospel were the work of a disciple of
Peter, one would suppose that we should have heard somewhat
more about him and perhaps even that the place assigned to
him would be other than what it is. Or must we say that Peter
was very modest, and kept his own relations with Jesus in the
background ? Jiilicher indeed says: ‘Dass Petrus in unserem
Evangelium besonders hervortritt, wird nicht zu leugnen sein’
(Einleitung, p. 276). But it is dubious whether the mention of
Peter in x. 28 and xi. 21 means very much, even though Matthew
in his parallel to xi. 21 has the disciples generally, and not Peter.
Jiilicher seems to think it very significant that in xvi. 7 Peter is
specially singled out for mention (cp. xiv. 29). As against such
arguments we have the arguments of Bacon, who points out that
the first trace of an individual r6le for Peter 1s the rebuke
viii. 29-33. ‘Thereafter he appears in ix. 5, % 28, xi 21, xiv.
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20-37, 66-72. With the single exception of xi. 2I he appears
algwa%)zs as tile object of rebukge and correction’ The American
professor goes even so far as to say: ‘ Sight by bypnotlc suggestion
has few more curious illustrations than the discovery by writers
under the spell of the Papias tradition of traces in Mark of special
regard for Peter! How different in this respect 1s our First
Gospel’ It does really seem the case as regards Peter that in
Mark we hear comparatively little about him; and moreover—
a very important point—there is a tendency (unlike Matthew) to
depreciate (in a Pauline manner) the intelligence and, to some
extent, the position, of all the Galilean apostles, including Peter
(cp. Bacon, op. cit. pp. xxiv.—xxvii.). If the author of Mark had
‘foliowed’ Peter, might we not assume that his Gospel would have
been longer. Wellhausen observes that the traditional material
which Mark reduces to writing is ‘comparatively rich for Jerusalem,
but poor for Galilee” Would this be so if this tradition went back
to the apostles? ‘It would rather seem as if the narrative tradi-
tion in Mark did not mainly proceed from the intimate friends
of Jesus.’ ‘It has for the most part a somewhat rough popular
manner, In the form in which we now possess it, this tradition
must have passed through many people’s mouths to have reached
its present rather blunt and rough-hewn shape’ (Einleitung, p. 53).
Then, again, there are the miracles. Do these not imply an

Tequire a certain time and growth, a certain amount of transmission
or development from mouth to mouth ? Thus, to quote Wellhausen
again, he observes: ‘Are we to suppose that Peter was the authority
for the sudden call of the four “fishers of men”? Did he testify to
the walking on the sea, to the passing of the evil spirits into the
swine, the healing of the woman with an issue through the power
of Jesud’s dress, or the cure of the deaf and the blind by spittle ?
And why are we not told more, or not told more credible things,
about the intercourse of the Master with his disciples?’ (Evnleitung,
P- 52). But other scholars, for example Renan, would not hold
that the miracles prevent us from accepting the view that Mark
embodies many of the direct recollections of Peter. The miracles,
the ‘materialistic thaumaturgy,’ are, he thinks, quite in keeping
with Peter’s disposition. The Gospel of Mark is ‘une biographie
écrite avec crédulité.” The miracles are no proof of its unhistoric
character. ‘Things which upset us in the highest degree were
matters of everyday occurrence to Jesus and his disciples. The
Roman world even more than the Jewish world was a dupe to
these illusions. The miracles wrought by Vespasian are of precisely
the same type as those of Jesus in the Gospel of Mark....But the
characters in the legend, the vagueness of the circumstances, the
indistinct softness of the outlines are very noticeable in Matthew
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and in Luke. In Mark, on the other band, everything is vivid and
lifelike : we feel that we are in the presence of reminiscences’ (Les
Evangiles, p. 118). Thus do the authorities differ!

There are indeed two or three strands or elements in the
Gospel of Mark as we now possess it. And it may be, and it has
been argued, that the very co-existence of these different strands
is a proof for the historical character of one of them. Mark has
not produced a consistent picture of Jesus. All the more proof
that some of the traits of this inconsistent picture were drawn or
taken from the life. This seems a good argument up to a point.
But it is not a good argument for the theory that Mark as a whole
i8 the written precipitate of the discourses of Peter. Underneath
the real or apparent freshness and immediateness of the narrative—
or shall we rather say often encompassing and modifying and mis-
interpreting it —there can be found the dogmatic theories of the
theologian. These theories we shall hear of in the course of the
commentary. Mark’s object is to prove that Jesus is the divine
Messiah, the Son of God. But if| in spite of this conception of his
bero, a simpler, and more human figure can nevertheless well be
discerned beneath all later theological overwrappings in the pages
of Mark, are not many critics right in regarding this as a tre-
mendously powerful argument for the accuracy and primitiveness
of the tradition, which, in spite of the later aceretions and develop-
ments, still keeps its original character ? Has not Mark reported
many things faithfully? And of these many things must not
Peter be the ultimate source and authority? Harnack, at any
rate, seems to go too far when he says (Lukas der Arzt, p. 86, n. 1)
that Mark either almost made of Jesus a divine spectre (nahezu
ein gottliches Qespenst) or already found such a conception existing.
A vebement and learned advocate for the faithfulness of Mark as
an incorporator of true historical tradition is Professor Burkitt,
whose lectures on ‘the Gospel history and its transmission’ are
delightful and easy reading. The third lecture deals with, and
eloquently pleads for, the great historical value of Mark.

§6. Mark and Paul.

We have seen that, according to Papias, the author of the
second Gospel, whose name was Mark, was not only a ‘follower’
of Peter, but also a ‘follower’ of Paul. Putting aside the question
of detail—whether, that is, the Mark alluded to in certain epistles
attributed to Paul and in the Acts was the writer of the Gospel—
there is the further, larger and far more important question
whether the Gospel of Mark, as we have it now, shows traces of
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Pauline doctrine and Pauline views, whether, though it includes
many genuine sayings of Jesus, and much historic information
about the last year of his life, it puts these sayings and informa- .
tion in a Pauline setting, and in so doing to some extent changes, -
modifies and adds to them ? :

This larger question will often be alluded to in the commentary,
The authorities greatly differ; some strongly denying, some strongly
emphasizing, the Pauline character of Mark. For myself, I am
inclined to agree with Bacon and Loisy, and to accept Mark’s
Paulinism—within certain limits. How far this Paulinism may
cause us to suspect the historic accuracy of certain words and
phrases which are put in Jesus’s mouth is a delicate and difficult
question which will occasionally be alluded to in the commentary,
The measure and kind of the Paulinism, which Loisy, not, as I
think, improperly attributes to Mark, are put forth by the French
commentator in a paragraph of his Introduction which I will here
translate.

‘Mark may have been a disciple, he was certainly a great
admirer, or rather a warm partisan, of Paul. His Gospel is a
deliberate Pauline interpretation of the primitive tradition. His
Paulinism is not confined to certain expressions, to certain scraps
of phrase or doctrine which he might have borrowed from Paul.
It rather consists in the general intention, the spirit, the dominat-
ing ideas, and in the most characteristic elements of his book. It
is significant that Jesus in x. 45 declares that he came to give his
life as a ransom for many. But it is more significant still that the
story of the Last Supper has become the story of the institution of
the Eucharist by means of the introduction of formul® which are
directly inspired by the Pauline conception of the Eucharist—a
conception which itself depends on the Pauline theory of redemp-
tion. What is said (iv. 10, 11) of the divine and intentional
blinding of the Jews through the parables is related to the ideas
of Paul on predestination, and to the experiences of Paul's ministry
both inside and outside Israel. Indeed the influence of Paul, and
even a certain keenness for him personally, a desire to apologize
for his conduct and action, make themselves constantly a little
felt, whether, for example, in the writer’s attitude towards the Jews,
or in his method of judging and representing the characters of the
Galilzan apostles who in one place are almost identified with the
Jews (viii. 17,18). The Sabbath stories seem to point towards the
abrogation of the Sabbath for Christians; in connection with the
saying on true defilement, the Evangelist definitely argues—and
in the very spirit of Paul—against the observances of the Law.
It is in Paul’s interest that the story of the strange exorcist is
related or perhaps invented ; it is in order to reserve for Paul one
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of the first places in the Kingdom of God that Jesus refuses to
grant the request of the sons of Zebedee (see the commentary,
P- 257). The Evangelist is not however more hostile to Peter and
the other apostles than is Paul himself: he only permits himself
to judge them, and not to admire or approve of them without
qualifications. He does not enter into the details (les spécialités)—
one might say the subtleties—of the Pauline theology, whether
because of a certain sense of restraint which the story of the history
of Jesus imposed upon the narrator, or because his cast of mind
inclined him to general and simple ideas, or because the teaching
of Paul only came to him indirectly through an intermediary, and
he himself had never heard the apostle or read his writings’
(E.8.1. p. 116). There may be some exaggeration in this estimate
of Loisy’s, but I think that there is also much truth.

§ 7. The sources of Mark.

How then are the various elements in Mark, including also
certain unevennesses, doublets, and additions, to be accounted for?
There are certain scholars who hold that (with the exception of
chapter xiii.) there is little or nothing behind our Mark other than
oral tradition. (Whether Mark was originally written in Aramaic
is a separate question which need not concern us here.) Mark was
known to and used by Matthew and Luke very much in the form
we know and have him now, and a shorter edition of his book, an
Urmarcus, never existed. Or, again, it has been held that, though
behind our Mark there is nothing but oral tradition, yet both in
Aramaic and in Greek there was more than one ‘edition’ of the
book. The work as we have it now has gone through expansions
and additions. The difference between these two views is not
of very great importance when they are both contrasted with a
third view to which, after much hesitation, I now incline. That
third view (which may or may not be combined with the second)
is that our Gospel of Mark is a compilation, that Mark had written
sources, which have not survived. These written sources may have
been originally written in Aramaic, while Mark itself may have
been written from the outset in Greek. And these sources, or some
of them, may conceivably have been also known to Matthew and
to Luke. This third view is maintained by Loisy and by Bacon
as well as by other scholars. Tt is, especially in one important
part of it, strongly denied by Wellhausen, while other scholars are
Jess definite one way or the other.

M, ¢
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§ 8. The supposed narrative source.

The first of these hypothetical sources was, it is supposed, a
nerrative of the ministry and death of Jesus. It may have included
in a shorter form a large number, in fact the large majority, of the
stories which the second Gospel now contains. Thus Loisy thinks
that this narrative source may have embraced, after a brief men-
tion of John the Baptist, the baptism of Jesus and his return to
Galilee,

(1) The call of the first disciples.

(2) The incidents of the first Sabbath at Capernaum, except,
probably, the story of the man with the unclean spirit (i. 23-27).

(3) The basis (le fond) of the story of the paralyzed man,

(4) Perhaps the call of Levi.

(5) The action taken by Jesus’s relations.

(6) The basis probably of the story of the man with the
unclean spirit among the Gadarenes.

(7) The basis probably of the story of the daughter of Jairus.

(8) The story of the preaching of Jesus at Nazareth.

(9) General indications about the despatch of the disciples and
their return,

(10) The journey to Gennesareth.

(11) The journey to the district of Tyre.

(12) Perhaps the story of the Canaanite woman,

(13) The confession of Peter with the promise of the near
Parousia and the reflections on the coming of Elijah.

(14) Perhaps the healing of the epileptic child.

(15) The return to Capernaum, and
’ (16) Perhaps the story of the children brought to Jesus for his

lessing.

(I7§ The departure for Judza, and

(18) Perhaps the story of the rich young man,

(19) The journey to Jerusalem.

(20) Perhaps the question of Peter about the future lot of the
disciples, and the promise of the thrones.

(21) The Messianic entry at the mount of Olives,

(22) The expulsion of the money-changers from tbe Temple.

(23) The question of the priests about the ‘authority’ with
which Jesus is endowed.

(24) The question of the Pharisees about the tribute-money,

(25) Probably also the question of the Sadducees about the
Resurrection,
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(26) The saying as to whose son is the Messiah.
(27) The story of the woman taken in adultery.
(28) Perhaps the story of the widow's mite.

(29) A saying as to the destruction of the Temple,
(30) The basis of the narratives about

(a) The betrayal by Judas,

(b) The Last Supper.

(¢) The night at Gethsemane,

(d) The arrest.

(e) The denial of Peter.

(/) The trial and condemnation of Jesus before Pilate.
(g9) The mockery scene at the pretorium.

(k) The crucifixion and the death.

It is this narrative source which may have supplied the basis
for what John the Elder was reported to have said about Mark
aud Peter. In that source there may perhaps be heard ‘an echo
of apostolic evidence and specially of the reminiscences of Peter.
A special and direct relation of the author of this source with
Peter is possible and even probable, though by no means necessary.
A story such as Peter’s denial goes back to Peter and could only
have got into the tradition through him. But the man who first
wrote the story down may have had it from intermediaries: still
more therefore could other stories such as the confession of Peter
and the arrest have been narrated to him by others. He may
have drawn from the common memories of the Galilean apostles
just as well as from one individual. But as this first writer may
well have had relations with Peter, and as the origin of the tradi-
tion about the origin of the second Gospel is thus more easily
explained, there is nothing to prevent us from assuming that a
disciple of Peter collected this series of reminiscences from the
mouth of the apostle himself. In any case it is certain that Peter
played a preponderant part in the formation of the traditional
apostolic teaching (la catéchése apostolique), and that consequently
the fundamental traditions at least of the Gospel story go back
to and proceed from him’ (Z. S. L. p. 114).

This narrative source, which Loisy further assumes to have
had certain accretions (such as the fuller story of the baptism, the
story of the temptation, the miraculous feeding, and the trans-
figuration) added to it before it came into the hands of the author
of our Mark, may have been written in Jerusalem or in Judea,
some ten to twenty years before the second Gospel—say between
s0and 60 A.D. Thus for the basis of the Gospel story, the evidence
would go back very closely to the events which are recorded.

c2
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§9. The ‘speech’ or *sayings’ document known as Q.
The relation of Mark to this source.

Was the narrative source which has here been assumed the
only written source which the author of our Mark knew and used?
Here we come to a disputed and very important question. It is
very important for the following reason.

The Gospels of Matthew and Luke, both larger than Mark, are
both, as wholes, undoubtedly later than Mark, and both undoubtedly
need Mark as one of their sources. That Mark is the oldest of the
Gospels, and that Matthew and Luke made use of him, is one of
the most certain and assured results of the prolonged, minute and
exhaustive investigation by scholars into the Gospel narratives
and texts. It may be said that, practically speaking, everybody
is agreed upon this subject. Between them, Matthew and Luke
take up and use almost the whole of Mark’s verses from i I to
xvi. 8. But in addition to what they borrow and adapt from
Mark, Matthew and Luke have a great deal—especially of discourse
by Jesus—which is not found in Mark. Of tﬁjs extra matter, a
considerable part is common (with textual variations) to them
both, while some is peculiar to each. As it is unlikely either
that Matthew used Luke, or that Luke used Matthew, for this and
other reasons it is generally acknowledged that what is common
to both Matthew and Luke, together perhaps with some of that
which is special to each, was taken from some source or sources
which they both drew upon and used. The material, at any rate,
not in Mark, and common to both Matthew and Luke, is usually
supposed to be drawn from one particular source, which is generally
known and designated under the title of Q (Q being the first letter
of the German word Quelle, ‘a well, a source’). This common
material includes some most important sayings of Jesus; for
instance, it includes a large portion of the Sermon on the Mount,
and such an immensely important saying as Matt. xi. 25-27
(Luke x. 21, 22). The date and origin of this source become
therefore a matter of the first importance. The material common
to both Matthew and Luke, which in all probability was drawn
from this source, enables us to make somne conjectures about its
nature. It was mainly a collection of the sayings of Jesus: it
doubtless contained a few brief narratives, but these narratives
were included as settings and occusions for sayings and discourses:
rather than for their own sake: it closed apparently before the
story of the Passion.

A further observation of great importance about this source
is—and here we come to the crucial point—that over and above
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material which is common to both Matthew and Luke, and is not
found in Mark, it must also have contained material which s con-
tained in Mark. We find, for instance, in Luke the same sayings
recounted twice over, once, as it is easy to see, from Mark, and once
from the extra source (Q).

What, then, is the deduction? There are three alternatives.
The passages which are common to Mark and the extra source may
be due to both having drawn from the same common oral tradition;
or again they may be due to the extra source (Q) having borrowed
from (and adapted) Mark ; and, lastly, they may be due to Mark
having known and borrowed from (and adapted) the extra source
(Q). It may be said at once that each of these three hypotheses
has its own special difficulties. But if we put the first hypothesis
on one side, the difference between the second and third in signifi-
cance becomes at once apparent. For if Q borrowed from Mark,
then Q, including perhaps all those important sections which are
common to Matthew and Luke, but are not found in Mark, is
later than Mark, e it was written down after 70 A.D. But if
Mark borrowed from Q, then Q, including presumably the sections
which are not found in Mark, but are common to Matthew and
Luke, is earlier than Mark; ¢.e. Q was written down before 70 A.D.,
and may be, so far as Mark is concerned, indefinitely earlier. In
that case the authenticity of the words attributed to Jesus by Q
becomes the more likely.

The second hypothesis—that Q borrowed from Mark—is main-
tained by Wellhausen with great brilliancy and force ; the third
bypothesis, within varying limits, is strongly upheld by Loisy,
Bousset, B. Weiss, Bacon and several other scholars.

After considerable hesitation I have come to the conclusion
that, within certain limitations (to be shortly alluded to), the
third hypothesis is the true one. Q, at any rate in its oldest
form or edition, is older than Mark.

More must be said of this source in the paragraphs on Matthew
and Luke. Meanwhile let me add that Loisy not unreasonably
holds that for this source too—Q, the Logia, le recuetl de sentences
—Peter must also have been an authority. Like the narrative
source, the ‘sayings’ source was not formed without him. The
date of both sources may be about the same; their place of origin
(Jerusalem), their original language (Aramaic), may also be the
same. And the spirit of the two sources, ‘so far as one can judge,
was about the same. Both expressed the recollections and the
faith of the earliest Christian community without any influence of
Pauline theology: the Galilzan apostles appeared in both as the
authorized witnesses of the life and the teaching of Christ’ (£. S.

L p 114).
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Loisy suggests that the following bits of Mark may be due
to Q:

(1) The summary of the preaching of John.

(2) The stories about the Sabbath (ii. 23-28, iil. 1-6).

(3) The dispute about Beelzebul.

(4) The parables.

(5) The ‘saying about Jesus eating with tax-collectors and
sinners (ii. 17).

(6) The saying about fasting (ii. 19, 20).

(7) The saying about that which defiles & man.

(8) The answer to those who asked for a sign (viii. 12).

(9) The saying about the leaven of the Pharisees (viiL 15).

(10) The saying about the renouncement (viii. 35).

(11) The teachings given at the last stay of Jesus at Capernaum
(iz. 33-50). )

(12) The saying about divorce.

(13) The sayings about service (x. 42—45).

(14) The curt summary which is all that Mark gives of the
discourse against the Pharisees (xii. 38-40).

(15) Certain bits in the apocalyptic discourse.

It will be noted in the course of the commentary that with
regard to some of these passages the supposed ascription to Q is
very doubtful, but to deny this ascription for all of them seems to
me now more doubtful still. After B. Weiss's two last books I
think that the trend of opinion will more and more incline to the
hypothesis that, in some form of it or other, Mark knew Q and
used it.

§ 10. Wellhausen, Julicker, and Harnack on Mark and Q.

The reasons which induce Wellhausen to hold that Q is every-
where later than Mark are largely, though not exclusively, due to
a comparison of the form and the environment of certain passages
in Mark, parallels to which are also found in Matthew and Luke
and were presumably borrowed from Q, with their environment
and form in Luke and Matthew. In every case he finds reasons
for thinking that form and environment in Q suggest a later date
for Q. Thus there are some nine verses in Mark which are parallel
to some nine verses in Matthew's Sermon on the Mount (which
occupies 107 verses in all). Wellbausen holds that the originality
in the case of each of these nine verses is on the side of Mark.
And so on. We shall have occasion to notice some of Wellhausen's
arguments about such parallel passages, together with those of his



INTRODUCTION XXXIX

opponents, in the course of the commentary. But in addition to
these comparisons Wellhausen has general reasons as well. He
bolds, for instance, that the general religious point of view of Q is
later than that of Mark. Into this delicate and difficult point I
cannot enter here: it will be incidentally alluded to more than
once in the commentary upon Matthew. But there is a further
argument which more especially concerns Mark. It is this. The
Gospel according to Mark is much the shortest of the Synoptics.
Luke is a little longer than Matthew, and Mark stands to Matthew
in the proportion of two to three. Mark consists of stories and
incidents in the life of Jesus, together with some specimens of
his oral teaching. But the stories occupy a far bigger space than
the words. Of speeches which occupy more than two or three
continuous verses, or which do not, as it were, form part of the
narratives and stories, there are very few. They certainly do not
occupy more than one-fifth of the first twelve chapters. Hence
the question arises: Did the author of the Gospel of Mark absorb
and reproduce all that he had heard, and all that he had read (if
written sources were known to him), about the life and teaching
of Jesus? It is mot so much in connection with incidents and
stories in Jesus’s life that this question is important; its main
importance lies in connection with what Jesus said, with his
speeches, parables, and oral teaching. Of these there is a great
deal in Matthew and Luke which is not found in Mark. Did Mark
know of the existence of all these extra speeches, or did he not ?
If many of them existed in Q, and if Mark knew and used Q,
why did he omit them from his book? On the fact of this
omission, which one must agree with Jiilicher in regarding as very
remarkable (¢m hichsten Grade merkwiirdig), Wellhausen naturally
lays stress. For he holds that there is no reason to believe that
Mark deliberately omitted from his Gospel many sayings and
words of Jesus which nevertheless were known to him.

* Mark indubitably desired to record the whole tradition—the
words of Jesus as well as the stories about his life and death. It
cannot possibly be allowed that he did not include all that was
available to him, or that he left out what had already been written
down before him. He was in no wise a mere maker of a supple-
ment. If, without and against his intertion, a few things escaped
his notice, yet the gleaning of old and authentic material which
he left over for others cannot have been much richer than his own
harvest. The Sermon on the Mount is not only unknown to him,
but entirely contradicts his representation of Jesus's Galilzan
ministry’ (Einleitung, p. 86).

It cannot be denied that there is some force in Wellhausen's
contentions. Jiilicher, who, as 1 have said, admits that the fact of
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the omissions is remarkable, also attempts to explain if. Apd
doubtless his explanations, if we hold that the arguments which
go to prove Mark’s use of Q are too strong to be rejected, must be
accepted for lack of better. He (like other scholars) thinks tha:t
we must take into grave account the nature and object of Mark’s
work and book. Mark's great object was to show that Jesus was
the Messiah, the Son of God. Hence, like Paul, he dqes not care
so much for Jesug's sayings as for his person, his Messiahship, his
relation to God. He desired to depict the life and Messianic
character of Jesus rather than his teaching. His Gospel was
intended for the use of missionaries and preachers. To convert
the heathen, it was useful for the proof of the Messiahship and the
superhuman character of Jesus, with a description of his many
miracles, and of his Passion and death, to be in the hands of the
preacher. ‘On the other hand the precepts which Jesus had given,
his teachings about prayer, trust in God, forgiveness of sin and so
on—these were reserved for those who had already accepted the
new faith’ (Einleitung, p. 286). In another connection the same
author observes that perhaps Mark (in obedience to the maxim
contained in Matt. vii. 6) was anxious to entrust only so much
of the holy words of the Master to the publicity of a Hellenistic
world as it must needs know in order to realize his greatness.
We can scarcely attach much cogency to this suggestion: perha
we may rather accept his other observation that the only tolerable
explanation which he can think of for the smallness of space
given in Mark to Jesus's words is that a collection of that
kind (i.e. Q) was already in the hands of believers. The oldest
edition of Q is thus known to Mark, but because it exists, he
does not think it necessary to make use of it in his own work.
So too thought Renan, who further supposed that the spirit of
Peter, * un peu étroit et sec,” was perhaps the cause ‘d’une telle
suppression.’

But, perhaps, on the whole the least unsatisfactory explanation
(for one can hardly call it more) of the difficulty is that the Q
which was known to Luke and Matthew was other and bigger than
the Q which was known to Mark. In other words, as was implied
in the preceding paragraph, Q went through several expansions
and editions: it grew, and was added to from time to time. We
may perhaps assume, in the words of Jiilicher, ‘a gradual ex-
pansion and growth of Q from some isolated series of sentences to
that sort of half-Gospel, in which we can first trace its existence
in history’ (‘Ein’ allmihliches Anwachsen von @ aus losen
Spruchreiben zu dem Halbevangelium als das es dann in der
Literaturgeschichte auf uns stosst’). ‘Its beginnings would go
back to a very early period, long before Mark : while, later on,
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under the influence of Mark, it wonld have become more and more
rounded off and completed® (Einlestung, p. 322). It is difficult to
believe that if Mark had known of such a saying as Matt. xi. 27,
he would have not taken care to include it in his book. What
more significant evidence and proof of the unique relation of Jesus
to God ?

It may be added that the great theologian Harnack, who in
1907 published a small and immensely valuable treatise on Q—
the apostolic and early character of which he warmly defends—
then held that the verbal parallels between Mark and @ were not
due to either having borrowed from the other. Both he then held
were independent of each other, though Q was older than Mark,
The verbal parallels were due to common oral tradition. *‘No
proof can be given,’ said the great Harnack in 1907, ‘of any
literary relationship between the two works. And this fact is an
indication that we must not date Q all too early: for had Q been
already long in circulation, we could neither understand that Mark
did not know it nor that he did not make use of it, even though
he wrote at a distance from Palestine’ (Spriiche und Reden Jesu,
P. 172). Since 1907 Harnack has announced that B. Weiss has
converted him, Mark did make use of Q. But, so far as I am
aware, Harnack has not given his explanation why the use of Q
made by Mark was so exceedingly small.

Whether Mark had any other written sources before him
besides the ¢ Petrine narrative’ and some early edition of Q cannot
be ascertained. It is not impossible. We may at any rate assume
with some certainty a special and probably Jewish source for
much of the apocalyptic oration in chapter xiii.

§ 11. Date and divisions of Mark.

The author wrote his book, as we have already iundicated, in all
probability soon after the fall of Jerusalem in 70 A.D. The place
where the book was written is generally supposed to be Rome,
though Wellbausen on this point too mistrusts the tradition. But
at any rate, as Loisy observes, it seems impossible that the author
of Mark should have written his work in Palestine or in a locality
where ‘la tradition des premiers apétres et des disciples immédiats
de Jésus aurait été largement représentée.’ ‘This circumstance
does not exclude Rome, but does not decisively recommend it;
nevertheless the presentation of Mark by the side of more complete
Gospels, or the probability that it was compiled in a country of
Latin speech (though its use of Latin words is not a decisive
argument seeing that Roman rule had necessarily introduced many
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Latin words even in the East), can be invoked in support of the
more or less traditional hypothesis. Perhaps even it 1s due to its
character as an old Roman Gospel, rather than to the origin of one
of its sources, that the book owes its attribution to a disciple of
Peter’ (E. 8. 1. p. 119). L

Mark can be split up into various divisions and sub-divisions,
With regard to these divisions and sub-divisions there is room for
some diversity of opinion among different scholars, But as to the
main breaks and pauses there can be little doubt. After a sort of
introduction or prologue extending over the first 13 or I5 verses
of his first chapter there comes the first big part, containing the
record (brief and fragmentary) of the Galilzan ministry. This
extends down to vi. 13. Then from vi. 14 to the end of chapter x.
extends a section which Wellhausen divides into two parts, the
first of which (vi. 14-viil. 26) he entitles ¢Jesus unsettled and
wandering’ (Jesus auf unsteter Wanderung), while the second, from
viii. 27 to the end of x., he calls ‘Jesus on the way to Jerusalem.’
Bacon would prefer to make the section vi. I4-viii. 26 a third
division of a big Part I. extending from 1. 1 to x. §2. The rest
of the book from xi. to the end clearly falls into two parts, of
which the first, xi.—xiii,, deals with the entry into, and the teaching
in Jerusalem, and the second, xiv. to the end, with the Passion and
resurrection.

Mark has a very clear idea of the course and issue of the
ministry of Jesus and presents us with a clear and reasonable,
and, upon the whole, an assuredly historic picture. There can
be little doubt that the main historic outlines of the brief public
career of Jesus and of the circumstances of his death are to be
really found in Mark, and are only to be found there. Problems
indeed there are which the Gospel suggests and raises in plenty.
They will meet us in the course of the commentary. But, in
spite of them, we are enabled to get from Mark a sure insight into
the general course of that last fateful year or eighteen months of
Jesus’s life, and also into some main elements of his teaching and
character. We cannot be grateful enough to the author of this
Gospel.

§ 12. The Gospel of Matthew: its relation to Mark.

We have now to speak of the Gospel of Matthew.

It has already been said that almost the whole of Mark is
incorporated in Matthew, who also to a very considerable extent
follows the order of Mark’s narrative, both as to the sequence of
the stories which Mark relates, as well as naturally in the general
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outline of the life. In Matthew, as in Mark, we find Jesus first
teaching in Galilee, passing for a brief space northwards, out of
Galilee, on to beathen soil, and then turning again southwards and
moving towards Jerusalem. But Matthew is much longer than
Mark. As regards the last days of Jesus's life, the arrest, the trial,
and the crucifixion, there is no great difference between them—
136 verses in Matthew and 119 verses in Mark. But Matthew
opens his book with a long genealogy and with an account of
Jesus’s birth and infancy, which are wanting in Mark. These
occupy forty-eight verses. From the opening of his book to the
beginning of the events of the Passion, Mark bas thirteen
chapters and 539 verses. From the point where Mark begins to
the same place in the narrative, Matthew has twenty-three chapters
and 863 verses, that is, 324 verses more than Mark, or just three-
fifths as much again. Of this large amount of extra material a
very considerable proportion consists of speeches—reports of words
said by Jesus rather than of things done by him.

But in reality the extra material of sayings is still larger. For
many narratives in Mark are considerably curtailed in Matthew,
and there are a few things in Mark which do not appear in
Matthew at all. Roughly speaking there are some 410 verses in
Matthew which contain sayings of Jesus which are not found in
Mark, and of these 410 verses we may take it that some 230 have
more or less close parallels in Luke, while some 180 verses are
peculiar to Matthew. Thus Matthew (like Luke) is composed of
three parts : material common to him and Mark, material common
to him and Luke, material found only in him. (It should, of
course, be remembered that much of the Mark material which
is reproduced in Matthew is also reproduced in Luke.)

§ 13. The relation of Matthew and Luke to Q.

Of those portions of Matthew which have no parallel in Mark,
and which, as we have seen, as regards the sayings of Jesus,
amount to about 180 verses for what is peculiar to Matthew,
and about 230 verses for what he shares with Luke, the more
important and more interesting portion is that which is common,
more or less completely and verbally, to the first and the third
Evangelists. This portion, as I have already said, is supposed by
most great scholars not to have been borrowed by Matthew from
Luke, or by Luke from Matthew, but to have been taken by both
Matthew and Luke from a common source, now generally spoken
of as Q. It will be convenient to adopt this same nomenclature
here,
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Some remarks about Q have already been made in the
preceding section. We have seen that the original character and
range of the document are still in dispute. It probably began
with the baptism of Jesus, and thus, like Mark, regarded Jesus
as entering upon his Messianic office from that moment. It
included the temptation, but most scholars hold that it did not
include any account of the Passion or resurrection. It was
essentially a collection of the sayings and speeches of Jesus, and
where it incorporated any story, it did so 1o order to give the
occasion and background of a saying or a speech. I have already
mentioned Harnack’s book on the subject of Q, in which the great
theologian earnestly and even vehemently pleads for Qs primitive
character, authenticity and early date. I have also mentioned
how Wellhausen maintains a contrary hypothesis, arguing that
Q is later than Mark, and that the words which Q puts into the
mouth of Jesus must always be regarded with more suspicion
than those which are assigned to him by Mark. Not that Well-
hausen would by any means wish to controvert the authenticity
of all the Q material. But he does hold a much smaller proportion
to be genuine than Harnack, who practically accepts the whole.

How much of what we now find in Matthew and Luke may
be assigned to Q? This is a still disputed question, and can
never be ascertained with certainty. Harnack is very cautious,
His estimate of Q comes only to about 202 verses, while some
28 verses more are regarded as doubtful. Loisy assigns to the
source a very much larger quantity of verses. For example, many
of the parables which are only found in Matthew or are only
found in Luke, Loisy assigns to Q. B. Weiss, again, in his
estimate of Q, differs both from Harnack and from Loisy. Never-
theless, all that Harnack allots to Q is also allotted to him by
Loisy and Weiss. Wellhausen thinks it doubtful whether all
those passages which are common to Luke and Matthew may
with assurance be always assigned to one source only. And I am
inclined to think that if we are driven to assume that Mark knew
Q, we must, at any rate, accept the hypothesis of Jiilicher that Q
went through many editions, and that while its oldest bits are
very old, its latest bits, and the form in which Matthew knew and
used it, are as late as, or later than, Mark.

§ 14. Harnack's estimate of the size and character of Q.

Harnack, as T have said, is very emphatic on the authenticity
and originality of the 202 verses which he thinks may most
probably be assigned to Q. These verses comprise the following
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passages from Matthew, though Matthew has not by any means
always preserved the most original form.

Matthew iii. 5, 7-12.
iv. I-II.
v. I-4,6, 11-13, 15, 18, 25, 26, 32, 39, 40, 42, 44-48.
VL. O-13, I19-33.
Vil 1-5, 7-14, 16-18, 21, 24-28.
viil.  §-13, 19-22.
ix. 37,38
X. 7,10b, 12, 13, 15, 164, 24-40.
xi. 2-13, 16-19, 21-23, 25-27.
xil. 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, 32, 33, 38, 30, 41-45.
xill. 16, 17, 31-33.

xv. 14
xvii. 20b.

xvill. 7, 12, 13, 1§, 21, 22,
xix. 28.

xxiil. 4, 12, 13, 23, 25, 27, 29-32, 34-39.
xxiv. 26-28, 37-41, 43-51.
XXV. 20Q.

All these verses have their parallels in Luke. The scholars
are not in agreement as to the question whether Luke or
Matthew has better preserved the original text of Q. In some
passages doubtless it is Luke who has done so, in other passages
Matthew. Reference will be made to this question in several
places in the commentary. In some passages the verbal agree-
ment is much closer than in others.

Another question concerns the order. A considerable part of
the 202 verses appears in the same order both in Matthew and
Luke, and on the basis of this agreement Harnack has drawn up
a table of contents for at least a large portion of Q. The com-
bination of sayings into long and formal speeches which we find
in Matthew existed already in Q, though not to the same extent.
But there was already in Q, much where we find them in Matthew,
the Sermon on the Mount (in a shorter form), the oration to the
apostles on their being sent upon their missionary journey, the
speech about John the Baptist, the diatribe against the Pharisees,
and a speech about the Parousia and the ‘last things’ On the
whole Harnack is of opinion that Matthew has preserved the order
of Q better than Luke. B. Weiss, who has a different and more
generous estimate of the amount of material to be assigned to Q,
also often differs from Harnack as to the question of order and as
to the original text and 1ts comparatively better preservation in
Matthew or Luke.
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Both what we find and what we do not find in Q are in accord-
ance with Harnack’s special conception of Jesus and his teaching.
One is therefore bound to weigh very carefully bis pleadings _fox
Q’s authenticity. Nevertheless, an outsider like myself reading
Q (as picked out from Matthew and Luke by Harnack) has the
impression that the much larger wajority of the 202 verses as-
signed to it contain nothing which Jesus may not have uttered, and
that the large majority of them contain very much which he most
probably did utter. It seems quite true that Q, when Matthew’s
editorial additions and settings are peeled off, has no distinctive
tendency. It is, as Harnack says, a compilation of discourses and
sayings, ‘ the arrangement of which has no reference to the Passion,
with an horizon which is as good as absolutely bounded by Galilee,
without any clearly discernible bias, whether apologetic, didactic,
ecclesiastical, national, or anti-national’ (Harnack, op. ¢it. p. 121,
ET. p. 171).

Whether we could say the same thing if Q included all that
Loisy, or even B. Weiss, would make it include, may well be
doubted. But as to those sections of Matthew and Luke which
are only found in those two Gospels respectively, Harnack says
with great caution: ‘it is probable a prior, and even certain, that
much which is peculiar to Matthew and Luke was taken from Q,
but I do not venture to mention any part of the material special
either to Matthew or Luke, which one is justified in allocating

to Q' (op. cit. p. 130).

§15. The parallels of Q with Mark.

It may be convenient to mention here the few parallels in Q
to passages in Mark. I have already indicated that some of these
will come up for discussion in the commentary. There are three
possible explanations: Mark borrowed them from Q; Q borrowed
them from Mark; both Mark and Q knew them independently
from a common oral tradition. The first and third, or the second
and third of these explanations may both be used for different
passages.

(1) To four verses in that portion of Matthew's Sermon on
the Mount which Harnack assigns to Q there are four isolated
parallels in Mark. (I do not here give the parallels in Luke.)

Thus Matt. v. 13 corresponds with Mark ix. 5o,

» V. 15 ”» » iv. 21.
” V.”32 » ” X. II,
» ViL I ”» » 1v. 24.
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(2) Again, in those verses which Harnack assigns to Q from
the long oration in Matthew when Jesus sends out the apostles,
there are seven parallels, namely,

Matt. x. 10 corresponds with Mark vi. 8.

» X 14 » " Vi II.
»n X 26 » ” iv. 22,
» X33 » ” viii. 38.
»n X 38 " » viil. 34.
» X 39 » » Vil 35
» X.40 ”» ” 1X. 37'

(As to the inclusion of Matt. x. 40 in Q, Harnack declares
himself very dubious,)

(3) Again, in Matthew's chapter about Beelzebul and Jesus’s
defence against the Pharisees, there are three important parallels:

Matt. xii, 25 corresponds with Mark iii. 24.
” xn 32 » " i, 29,
» X 39 ” » viil, 12.

In addition to these we have (4) the parallel between Matt.
xvii, 20 and Mark xi. 23, and (5) there is the parable of the
mustard seed, which in Matthew and Luke Harnack holds was
taken from Q and not from Mark (Matt. xiii. 31, 32; Mark iv.
31, 32).

The deductions and arguments which these parallels have
suggested to scholars will be alluded to in the commentary.

§ 16. Date and origin of Q.

1 have already stated that Q’s birthplace was Palestine, that it
was probably written originally in Aramaic, and that in its oldest
form it goes back to a very early date, say between 50 to 60 A.D.
Is anything more known, or to be inferred, as to its author? Here
too some weight may be assigned to a statement of Papias. He
says (whether on the authority of John the Elder or no is un-
certain), ‘ Matthew wrote the sayings (of Jesus) in the Hebrew
language, and each one interpreted them as he was able’
(Matfaios pév odv ‘EBpaidi Sialéete Td Adyia cuveypayrato,
fpurjvevee & abrd, dc v Svwatds €cacros). Papias was here
alluding to our Gospel of Matthew. It is, however, absolutely
certain that the first Gospel was not written by an apostle, and
that its date is nearer go or 100 than 60. Hence the suggestion
has found iavour with some scholars that the Logia, or sayings
which the apostle Matthew really drew up, was that source of the
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first Gospel which is now known as Q. Harnack calls this
suggestion ‘iiberwiegend wahrscheinlich’; Loisy, on the other
hand, is very much more sceptical. How did Q get lost? Would
a book properly guaranteed as an apostolic work, and presented as
such to the earliest Christian communities, bave so easily c'hs-
appeared ? The matter can never be now ascertained. Loisy,
like Jiilicher, allows for some growth and expansion of the original
Q: ‘Sl a été composé en araméen, on n'aura pas tardé a le
traduire en gree. Des interpolations judéo-chrétiennes, qui ont
leur écho jusque dans Luc, y avaient été bicntdt introduites, avec
les compléments divers’ (E. 8. I p. 143). Some of these ‘com.
pléments divers’ are, I am inclined to believe, later than Mark,
But, in spite of these additions,  remains a most valuable
and ancient authority for the utterances of Jesus and for his
conceptions of religion and morality, if not also for his conception
of his own person and of his relation to God.

§17. Tests for authenticity of sayings attributed to Jesus.

Let me say, however, here and at once, that the importance
of the question of the authenticity of all the words assigned to
Jesus in Q (or in the Synoptic Gospels as a whole) must not
be exaggerated. Or rather let me put it thus: the importance
of the Gospels for modern Judaism does not merely hinge upon
the question of authenticity. From one point of view the question
of authenticity does not indeed greatly matter.

The excellence of the Sermon on the Mount is neither impaired
nor increased if Jesus said all of it or much the greater part of if,
or if he did not. Modern Judaism must study the words ascribed
to Jesus and take up an attitude towards them, whether Jesus
spoke them or no. But historically or biographically the question
whether all the Sermon on the Mount, or whether Matt. xi. 25-27,
is authentic or not remains very important and interesting. Though
these authenticity problems can never be definitely resolved, they
are bound to retain their fascination and attractiveness.

One very popular argument may be here mentioned which is
combated by Wellhausen. It can only, however, be most briefly
alluded to. It is commonly said that the greatest, most striking,
most original things in the Gospels must be authentic becanse only
Jesus could have thought of them. It can be shown, it is said,

| that his disciples or reporters were mediocre men for the most
part, who often misunderstood their Master, and were certainly
not capable of creative and original thought. On the contrary,
we find instances in which a too daring utterance of the Master
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has been subjected to compromise and commonplace by addition
or qualification. I had never been quite persuaded by this argu-
ment. Each case must be dealt with on its merits, and when so
dealt with, the argument does not always seem to hold. For
instance, one of the noblest sayings in the Gospels is surely «
‘Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do’ (Luke
xxiil. 34). But this verse is almost certainly not authentic.
Hence I was very much interested to find that Wellhausen raises
a protest against a too constant use of the argument that the
value of the contents is the guarantee of the authenticity. ‘Truth,
he says, ‘testifies only to itself and not to its author’' (‘Die Wahr-
heit bezeugt nur sich selber und nicht ihren Autor’). And then
he goes on to make a remark, which Jiilicher calls a “kiihnes
Wagnis’ (Einleitung, p. 341), but which seems to me to gain
support from the fine and noble things which are occasionally due
to the editors and glossators of the Igs:abrew prophets: ‘ The spirit
of Jesus continued to live in the earliest community, and it was
the community which not only created the Gospel about him, but
also developed his moral teaching upon the basis which he had
laid down. The ethical teaching of the community was therefore
the true product of what Jesus had said and been: those words in
which his spirit was made manifest seemed (and with good inward
reason) to be equal in value to that which in similar circumstances
he himself would have said’ (Einleitung, p. 86).

I do not undervalue the arguments on the other side, of which
I will mention some more in a moment; but I do strongly urge
that Wellhausen’s argument must also be given its proper weight.
Take such a passage as Matt. xxv. 3540, Can anything be
imagined more superb? Anything which, given and assuming
the point of view of the writer, is more redolent of true inspiration ?
But is it not certain that this passage was not spoken by Jesus?

Wellhausen perhaps presses too greatly the canon that as the
measure for the authenticity of the words assigned to Jesus we
have first and foremost to take the degree of literary testimony.
Thus in the first degree of value would come what is said by
Jesus in Mark, next what is said by him both in Matthew and
Luke (Q), and lastly, what is said by him only in Matthew and
only in Luke. Wellhausen admits that the oral tradition is older
than its written precipitate and not only older but larger. But
he urges that in the course of ‘time (and of a comparatively
short time) the primary authentic tradition diminished, and the
secondary unauthentic tradition increased. And in opposition to
the current opinion he holds ‘ that the oral iradition of the sayings
and speeches gradually increased and developed in much greater
bulk than the tradition of what Jesus did and what befell him’

M, d
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(‘dass die Uberlieferung des Redestoffs sich im Lauf der Zeit viel
stéirker entwickelt und vermehrt hat als die des erzahlenden Stoffs’)
(Einleitung, p. 85).

On the other side, we have to remember that Jesus may or
even must have repeated some of his sayings, parables and
teachings again and again, and that the memores of orientals
who write little, and use no notebooks, is very retentive. After
his death the words of Jesus will have been constantly recounted
to fresh disciples; they will have been treasured up and pondered
over. Hence it may be argued that, if there are not definite
internal reasons which plead for a later date, we may fairly
confidently assign to Jesus the words ascribed to him by Matthew

nly and by Luke only, if they are words which seem to harmonize
ith his character and teaching as we can gather and infer them

}:'om the pages of Mark and (as most scholars, in spite of Well-

i hausen, would add) of Q.

" It is indeed the words ascribed to Jesus in the Synoptic
Gospels which argue for the historical character of the man and
of his life. I would like to quote here the measured statement of
the great philosopher Wundt, which I happened to come across in
turning over the leaves of his huge Vilkerpsychologie (Zweiter
Band, ‘Mythus und Religion,” Dritter Teil, 1909, p. 528): ‘No
unprejudiced person, who 1s only tolerably familiar with the ways
in which myths are formed, and who has also fairly followed the
growing discovery and elucidation of the sources of old oriental
legends, can to-day any looger doubt that with the exception of
a few incidents in the narrative of the Passion, which probably
possess an adequate historic attestation, the outward life of Jesus
i8 a tissue of legends. But that which these legends leave un-
touched, and that which is never found in their mythological
counterparts and predecessors, i3 the series of sayings and speeches
of Jesus, as they have been handed down to us in the Synoptic
Gospels.’

§ 18.  The theories of Mr Allen and Professor Burton.

It should perhaps be added that the conceptions about Q,
even in the cautious form in which they are enunciated by
Harnack and Wellhausen, are not accepted by all scholars.
Mr Allen, for instance, has considerably different views about the
sources of Matthew, and consequently about Q. He thinks that
1t 1s rash and impossible to assign all those sections of Matthew
for which there are parallels in Luke, but not in Mark, to one
common source. The great varieties of language and context
with which we are confronted in respect of these parallel passages
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is, as he thinks, a very valid objection to such a hypothesis.
[Has the considerable agreement in order, which Harnack in his
book on Q pointed out, perhaps sufficed to modify this opinion 7]
Allen remarks that if Wellhausen is right in supposing that some
of the variants between Matthew and Luke imply a different
Greek translation of an Aramaic original, or that we have to
assume that both Evangelists knew and used the Aramaic as well
as one and the same Greek translation, then this very supposition
is an argument against a common source. For that ‘the two
Evangelists had access not only to a Greek translation of the
supposed common written source, but also to the Aramaic original,
is & clumsy theory” It is ‘a complicated and unnecessary con-
jecture that the two Evangelists sometimes altered their Greek
original and sometimes substituted for it a new translation from
the original Aramaic” The ‘great amount of disagreement in
substance, in setting, in order and in language, between Matthew
and Luke in these sayings [of Jesus], is only explicable if they
were not directly using a common source.’

Allen’s own theory which in one important point coincides
with Burton’s, seems, however, open to grave objections. He
makes a list of all the sayings and speeches attributed to Jesus
in Matthew which are peculiar to that Evangelist. He finds that
the great majority of these sayings have ‘a common character.
They are (a) parabolie, or (b) anti-Pharisaic, or (¢) strongly Jewish-
Christian, or (d) couched in Jewish phraseology’ (Gospel according
to St Matthew, p. liv.). Hence he assumes tia.t they came all, or
in large part, from a single source. It is this source which was
the Logia of Matthew of which Papias speaks. ‘If the editor
of Matthew borrowed these sayings from the Matthean document,
whether it lay before him in its original form or in a Greek trans-
lation, we have at once an explanation of the reason why the name
Matthew attached itself to the first Gospel of which these sayings
form a substantial proportion.” Precisely the same hypothesis is
taken up by Professor Burton in his interesting, but unsatisfying,
pamphlet, Principles of Literary Critictsm and the Synoptic
Problem (1904). The hypothesis, he argues, ‘explains as no
theory which makes the Matthean Logia a source of both Matthew
and Luke or of all three Synoptists can explain, how the present
Gospel of Matthew obtained the name’ (p. 41).

But is it not a fatal objection to this theory that it makes the
oldest document the home and source of sayings which are so
obviously later, such as xiii. 24-30, 36—43, xvi. 1719, Xviil. 15-20,
XKiii. 34-38, xxv. 31-46? Some portions of what is peculiar to
Matthew may come from Q or from some other ancient source,
but surely very far from all.

d2
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From this special Matthean source Mr Allen further supposes
that the editor of Matthew borrowed also many of the sayings
which he has in common with Luke, but in a different form and
context. From other Greek translations of the Logia than that
which the first Evangelist used, ‘ excerpts and groups of sayings
passed into one or other of the “many"” evangelic writings with
which Luke was acquainted” ‘When Luke wrote his Gospel, he
found these sayings dispersed in many quarters. Some of them,
eg. the Beatitudes and the Lord’s Prayer, had passed through
many stages since they were first extracted from the Loga’
(p. 12.). The net result of Mr Allen’s hypothesis is, however, that
almost all those words of Jesus in Matthew which Harnack
assigns to @, Mr Allen assigns to the Matthean Logia, but this
collection contained in addition (according to Mr Allen) all or
most of those sayings which are peculiar to Matthew. And
Mr Allen is only able at the last to explain satisfactorily the
frequent ‘remarkably close’ agreement between Matthew and Luke
on the very doubtful hypothesis that Luke ‘may well have read
the first Gospel, and have been sometimes influenced by it’ (p. Ix.).

As against the theories of Allen and Burton it may, I think,
be said that in spite of certain difficulties, which are not to be
denied or slurred over, the ordinary theory of Q, in one or other
of its various forms, still holds the field.

§ 19. Other sources of Matthew besides Q and Mark.
The ‘doubly attested sayings.

That Matthew was not limited to the two sources Mark and
Q is tolerably clear. He, like Luke, had more than two sources,
and much of that portion of his contents, which is peculiar to
himself, may yet not have been written by himself, but be taken
from other sources of which we now know nothing. It may also
be observed that embedded in those portions of the ‘speech’
material in Matthew and Luke which was not drawn from Q
(according to Harnack’s estimate of Q), there are a few more
parallels with Mark. These parallels, too, probably imply in many
cases that neither the sources of Matthew and Luke borrowed
from Mark nor Mark from those sources. Such parallels would
form a group of what Professor Burkitt calls ‘ doubly attested
sayings’ He draws up a list of thirty-one such sayings in all,
but the independence of the Matthew or Luke source from Mark,
and of Mark from the Matthew or Luke source, needs careful
testing in each particular case. In many of the thirty-one in-
stances it is, to say the least, doubtful (Qospel History and its
transmission, pp. 148-166).
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§20. Matthew as editor. His point of view. His relation
to Judaism and the Old Testament. His date.

So much then of Matthew’s sources. But the writer who
borrowed or used all these sources is not an unimportant element
or factor in his own book. As he borrows, he sometimes changes;
he edits, groups, expands, comments. He has his own point of view.
It may be that these editorial additions and settings sometimes
obscure the authenticity of the material which Matthew has used,
and that even in sayings and parables which are only found in the
first Evangelist a greater proportion is authentic than sceptical

holars will allow. Thus Matthew has some seven parables
which are peculiar to him (xiii. 24-30, 44~50, Xviil. 23-35, XX,
1-16, xxi. 28-3I, xxv. 1-13, 31-46). Of these Wellhausen ob-
serves: ‘ They are the elaborately worked out products of careful
deliberation ; they are not the creations of the particular moment,
but (from the standpoint of Jesus) they refer to the future. All
of them deal with the Kingdom of Heaven, regarding it as a
sown field, or as a vineyard, or as the earthly sphere of labour of
the household servants of God; he as king, or master, or landlord,
on the one side, is opposed to the slaves or the sons (it comes
to the same thing) of his household on the other; they work
together on his property, and among each other they are marked
off by unimportant outward, and also by important inward, differ-
ences. At the last, they receive their reward, in that, distinguished
now by the inward worth of their service, some of them are
received into the kingdom of glory, while others are rejected’
(Evnleitung, p. 69). But these assertions must be tested in each
individual case, and especially as regards the meaning which may
have been originally intended, and the meaning which Matthew
- would have us give to each particular parable of the seven. So
regarded Loisy may be right in thinking that the parables of the
treasure and the pearl and the net (xiii. 44-50), the parables of
the wicked servant and of the workers in the vineyard (xviii. 23~
35, xx, 1-16), and the parable of the two sons (xxi. 28-31), may
without much hesitation be assigned to Q and be authentic, while
we may hesitate more as to the origin of the parable of the wise
and foolish virgins (xxv. 1-13), and perhaps still more about the
parable of the tares (xiii. 24-30). —_

The author of the Gospel of Matthew appears to have been
of Jewish origin, and to have been specially interested in the
Jewish aspect of Christianity. He probably thought that Chris-
tianity—for by his time one can speak of the new religion as
distinct from the old—was the true development of Judaism,
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the fulfilment and consummation of the Law and the Prophets,
*¢The disciples are a new legitimate Israel, and bound together by
ia New Law which takes the place of the Old. The keynote of
" the work is not the opposition of Law and Grace, as in 8. Paul,
“but the opposition of the Old Law and the New’ (Burkitt, op. cit.
+p. 188). The author was much interested in showing (according
'to the usual strained and arbitrary exegesis of his time) that the
main incidents of Jesus's career were a fulfilment of Old Testament
predictions. Hence it is in Matthew that we have the largest
.number of Old Testament quotations, ‘Matthew’ wrote in Greek,
and many of his quotations are taken from the Septuagint. But
others seem translated direct from the Hebrew—a fact which has
been variously explained. It may be that the author understood
Hebrew and made these translations himself; it may be that in
these instances he is merely borrowing from a source which already
contained them.

The date of Matthew is generally supposed to be about go to
100 AD. The commentary will show that his conception of Jesus
was more developed than that of Mark. Jesus cannot be allowed
to deprecate his being called ‘good.’” His miracles are heightened.
His simple humanity, so clearly reflected in Mark, is obscured.
Whether the virgin birth episode existed in the earliest form of
Matthew is, however, disputed.

The Christian Church is organized. There are parties in it;
good members and bad. It has its own officers and discipline.
The indications of all this will be alluded to in the commentary.

The first Gospel contains a curious mixture of ‘particularist’
and ‘universalist”’ sayings. It is in places intensely anti-Jewish;
in others it seems, on the contrary, to ascribe great validity and
honour to the Law and even to the official exposition of the Law.
These contrasts have been variously explained. It seems safest to
assume that, for the most part, the particularist or ‘legal’ passages-
are quotations, and that to Matthew they no longer mean what
they originally meant. They are spiritually interpreted, or again
they are intended to press the authority of the Qld Testament as
a whole against certain extreme, though Christian, teachers who
sought to depress its divinity and excellence. Some have seen in
these particularist and legal sayings the opposition of the Jewish-
Christian author to the Paulinists. But this view is very much
more doubtful. Yet Professor Burkitt is probably quite right in
saying that ‘no book of the New Testament is so full of thoughts
and expressions which have a real parallel in Rabbinical literature.
The Evangelist is, so to speak, a Christian Rabbi, though no doubt
|he would have disclaimed the title. If the Gospel of Mark is most
closely in touch with History, the Gospel of Matthew is most
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closely in touch with the Talmud. Like the other Gospels it is in
form a narrative of the earthly tife of Jesus Christ, but it sets forth
that life with reference to the questions that most nearly concerned
a Church composed of Palestinian Christians, No doubt the
Evangelist felt himself and his brethren separated from the mass
of his unbelieving fellow-countrymen. The Christians form an
Ecclesia, a Society, of their own (xviii. 17), distinct from ordinary
Jews....But even so, the unbelieving Jew is nearer than the
Gentile and the tax-gatherer; he that is outcast to the Jew is
outcast also to the Kvangelist’ (Burkitt, p. 191).

The relations of the first Gospel to the third are still disputed.
It is extremely doubtful whether either knew of the other. A few
words more upon the subject will be said in the next paragraph.

§ 21. Is Matthew *catholic’ or Judmo-Christian ?

The Gospel of Matthew has been called by Renan ‘the most
important book that has ever been written.” It won for itself
immense populariy, and the first place in the list of the four
Evangels. It i= the catholic Gospel, not merely because of the
passage about Peter, but because of its inclusiveness. It does not
reconcile differences very successfully, but still it includes them.
As a whole it does not, therefore, incline to any one party, but
occupies a middle place. ‘Conservative towards tradition, it yet!
stands at some distance from its spirit. It is a catholic Gospel,
and its genuinely catholic sentiment and tone have won for it its
first place among the four’ (Jiilicher, Einleitung, p. 265). Its
grand collection of speeches and parables give it a peculiar
character. The Gospel of Matthew i1s the Gospel of the Sermon
on the Mount. This alone may have helped to secure it its place
of honour among the books of the New Testament and in the
hearts of men.

Wellhausen is inclined to press the Judaeo-Christian character
of Matthew, and to limit its catholic character much more than
Jillicher. ‘Matthew has the primitive Christian community
of Jerusalem present before him, which, in spite of everything,
yet sought to hold fast to Judaism. The Christian hostility
to the official representatives of the Law is nowhere expressed
more bitterly than by him: only by him are they stigmatized
absolutely and without qualification as hypocrites, who in truth
are not what they seem, and are called upon to be. But this
enmity is at the same time a rivalry for the same goal—for the
fulfilment of the Law, for righteousness. The goal for Christians
is set on a much greater height than for the Jews, but for
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sthat very reason they claim to be the true representatives of
Judaism, and refuse to allow the false representatives (ie. the
Jews) to drive them out. They still take part in the Temple
{ service in Jerusalem (v. 23-25); they pay the Temple tax; when
no higher duty conflicts, they observe the Sabbath strictly
(xxiv. 20). Fasting, praying, and almsgiving remain for them
also important exercises in righteousness. Outside Jerusalem
they restrict their missionary activity to Jews, they exclude
heathen and Samaritans, and refuse to throw their sacred pearls
before swine (vii. 6, x. §). All this is very clearly expressed ; it is
laid down as a principle; and it has more weight for the funda-
mental character of Matthew than some real and some apparent
contradictions to it, which also occur. In spite of his keen
opposition to the official and aristocratic elements in Jewry which
were hostile to Christianity, Matthew is still very anxious to
maintain the connection of the humble Christian community, who
" were drawn from the lower strata of the population, with their
Jewish roots and soil : in language and manner he is a Rabbi who
believes in Jesus the Messiah, and herein he is distinguished and
different from Mark' (Einleitung, p. 70). The evidence for this view
" of Matthew will be noticed in the commentary. If the passages
on which Wellhausen would rely are merely faithful quotations from
the ‘source,’ it may be that Jiilicher’s view is the more accurate ; the
older the Gospel as a whole, the more probable is Wellhausen's
view ; the later it is as a whole, the more probable is Jiilicher’s,

§ 22. “Kingdom of Heaven’ in Mutthew: authenticity
of the parables peculiar to Matthew.

Wellhausen, as 1 shall notice in the commentary, presses the
view that the Kingdom of Heaven in Matthew means (not as it did
originally to Jesus, and as it did to Mark, the ‘ eschatological’
Kingdom of the future), but the present Kingdom as realized,
though, so far, more or less imperfectly realized, in the Christian
Church. Thus he says: ‘ The Kingdom as present, especially as
it appears in Matthew, was founded by Jesus: he is its necessary
condition. It was his purpose to found it, and for that very
object does he appear, from the beginning of his ministry, openly
as the Messiah. From the beginning too his teaching is specially
directed to his disciples, in order to explain to them how his
community is to be constituted, and what is to befall it in the
future. He no longer (as in Mark) scatters his teaching seed upon
the ground, careless of the result, but through his teaching about
the Kingdom he sows the Kingdom itself, which is compared with
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the sown field or with the plant in the same way as with the vine-
yard. That by the Kingdom be means the Church (the éxernaia)
cannot be mistaken, though from reasons of historic propriety
Matthew usually avoids the name. His true meaning is specially
clear when he talks of Scribes and stewards, of older and younger
elements, of worthy and unworthy members, of the Kingdom of
God ; or again when he says that John the Baptist, though the
greatest Jew, is yet smaller than the lowliest member of the
Kingdom. This equivalence of Kingdom and Church is perfectly
intelligible ; for the community was the product of Jesus’s activity,
and was regarded as the vestibule of heaven. But nevertheless
this identification of Kingdom with Church is entirely Christian; it
cannot have been achieved by Jesus, or, still less, have been assumed
by him. And yet in Matthew he does assume it, without regarding
any explanation of it as necessary. He speaks to his disciples as
if they were already his community and organized as such: he
projects himself into a future situation as if it were already
present’ (Einlettung, p. 106).

In all those sayings of Jesus in Matthew upon the bagis of
which Wellbausen constructs his opinion, it is, however, necessary
to ask how far they may not owe this later aspect to the editor,
and how far, divested of setting and editorial modifications, they
may not be genuine products (borrowed from some source) of the
teaching of Jesus. Professor Burkitt, while admitting that the
above passage from Wellhausen contains ‘a great deal that is
undeniably true,’ yet pleads most earnestly for the historical and
duthentic character of much which Matthew puts into the mouth
of Jesus. At the worst the sayings of Jesus in Matthew (peculiar
to that Gospel) are to be considered ‘rather as adaptations of what
the disciples had remembered of their Master’s teaching than as
new inventions made for the purpose....The greater part of the
substance of the teaching, and all that is most fresh and picturesque
in its expression, come from historical reminiscence of the Master’s
words....Nowhere in early Christian literature, except in the !
three Synoptic Gospels, do we find that picturesque outlook on :
men and nature that finds expression in the Parables of Jesus’ ;
(op. cit. pp. 195, 199). There seems to me a good deal of force in
these arguments.

Even Wellhausen, in spite of his own scepticism, and though,
like other scholars, he holds that Matthew as a whole was written
after the fall of Jerusalem, is yet obliged to point out that the
background of the early Christian community at Jerusalem
is very often clearly discernible even in those passages which
are not derived either from Q or Mark. ‘Some of them, as for
example Matt. xvii. 24-27, must be drawn from a relatively
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old tradition. In the case of others we may help ourselves by the
hypothesis that a Christian community existed in Jerusalem even
after the destruction of the city, and that it continued to meve on
the old lines. But we must aiso reckon with the possibility that
Matthew kept to the form of the tradition of the community of
Jerusalem of set purpose, even though he occasionally destroyed
it’ (Esnleitung, p. 88). Thus Wellhausen's scepticism leads him
to more than one dubious hypothesis.

§ 23. Loisy on Matthew.

On the other hand, the narratives which are peculiar to
Matthew have rarely, if ever, any historical value. As Loisy
observes : ‘They have rather the character of legendary develop-
ments than of truly traditional recollections” The desire to find
fulfilments of O.T. predictions or allusions in the life of Jesus
has led to the creation of incidents of which it is ‘unnecessary to
observe that the historic value is nil’ Especially in the chapters
which deal with the birth of Jesus is the influence of O.T. pro-
phecies most noticeable. ‘Il ne semble pas que ces récits aient
le moindre fondement historique. Loisy regards it as probable
that the wide deflection of the birth and infancy narratives from
historic reality and probability makes it likely that they and the
Gospel of which they form part, ‘acquired their essential traits
outside Palestine and the Jewish-Christian communities of that
country, in a land where, and at a time when, no eyewitness of, or
even well-informed person about, the life of Jesus existed’ (E. S. L
PP- 140, 141). The author ‘knew Hebrew, but had in view readers
who did not. He was probably born a Jew, but he was not of
Palestine : he wrote in the East, perhaps in Asia Minor, or rather
in Syria: by origin Jewish-Christian, he has a universalist spirit,
though without polemical arriére-pensée in favour of Paul or
against the Galilzan apostles: he unifies the apostolic tradition
and regards the apostles as a sacred group of whom Peter is in
some sort the representative; he npeuntralizes the effect of the
Judaizing sayings he quotes by a symbolic interpretation of them.
To those who wished to advocate Jewish observances and live
without rules he opposed the perfection of the Christian Law. A
man of tradition, vne might even say, a man of the Church, he
wrote a Gospel truly churchly and catholic: one might be almost
tempted to see in him, if not one of the first bishops, at least one
of those venerable personages who as elders or overseers governed
those communities in which germinated the institution of that
monarchic episcopacy which was the heir and successor of its
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apostolic forerunner. His book may be ascribed to somewhere
near the year 100; it can not be much earlier or much later’

(E. 8. 1. p 143)

§ 24. Renan on Maithew.

It is perhaps undesirable or ubpnecessary to say much more in

a brief Introduction such as this about the Gospel of Matthew.
Those who do not know them already may be strongly recom-
mended to read Chapters X. and X1. of Renan’s Les Evangiles, in
which there are a number of remarks about Matthew, his relation
to Mark, and the comparative authenticity of the sayings which
he attributes to Jesus, full of suggestiveness and expressed in the
most delightful and exquisite of styles. What can be better than
this about the double character of Matthew, his combination of
opposites? ‘ L’Evangile de saint Matthieu, comme presque toutes
les compositions fines, a ét€ I'ouvrage d’'une conscience en quelque
sorte double. L’auteur est & la fois juif et chrétien ; sa nouvelle
fol n’a pas tué lancienne et ne lui a rien 4té de sa poésie. Il
aime deux choses en méme temps....La Loi subsiste-t-elle? Oui
et non. Jésus la détruit et 'accomplit. Le sabbat, il le supprime
et le maintient. Les cérémonies juives, il les observe et pe veut
pas qu'on y tienne’ (pp. 209, 210). Or this about the difficulty
of saying which of the speeches and parables were really said
by Jesus and which were not. ‘La Vie de Jésus et I'histoire
de la rédaction des Evangiles sont deux sujets qui se péndtrent de
telle sorte qu'il faut laisser entre eux la limite indécise, au risque
de paraltre se contredire. En réalité cette contradiction est de
geu de conséquence. Jésus est le véritable créateur de 'Evangile;
ésus a tout fait, méme ce qu'on lui a prété: sa legende et lui-
méme sont inséparables: il fut tellement identifié avec son idée,
que son idée devint lui-méme, l'absorba, fit de sa biographie ce
qu'elle devait étre’ (p. 204). And so on with much more of
admirable mingling together of paradox and truth, or rather of
truth made more visible by the paradox of its form. Or lastly,
what can be more suggestive or thought-provoking than the
sentences about the impression made upon us by the book as a
whole ? ‘L'effet général est celui d'un palais de fées, construit
tout entier en pierres lumineuses’ (p. 198). Loisy is, I think, too
depreciative in his estimate of Matthew's style and manner and
power of story-telling (£. S. L. p. 259), while Burkitt’s ascription
to him of ‘great literary skill and dignity’ scarcely seems to hit
the nail precisely on the head. 1s not Renan perhaps nearer
doing so when he calls Matthew’s Gospel ‘un chef d'euvre de
littérateur populaire?...Un génie aérien qu'on touche, qu'on
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1embrasse, mais qui ne se heurte jamais aux cailloux du cheml,z'l,
inous parle, nous ravit. On ne s'arréte pas a se demander gl
‘sait ce qu'il nous raconte. Il ne doute de rien et me sait rien.
C’est un charme analogue & celui de I'affirmation de la femme, qui
nous fait sourire et nous subjugue’ (p. 198).

§25. The Gospel of Luke and its sources.

The Gospel of Luke is the longest of the three Synoptics.
It contains some 1146 verses, whereas Matthew contains about
1071. It has also the largest amount of matter peculiar to itself.
Among this matter are several of the most beautiful of the
parables. Some of these parables seem not merely very worthy
of Jesus, which is an unsafe criterion, but on general grounds
likely to belong to him. For this and for other reasons we must
not be too hasty in assuming that what is peculiar to Luke
can not have been said by Jesus.

Luke opens with a short but highly interesting preface, in
which the author speaks of his own position and object. He was
no eyewitness or apostle; he writes upon the basis, and with the
help, of many who have preceded him. Thus he, too, wrote at a
period when many written sources existed, though in his case, a8
m Matthew’s, the two most important of those sources were
probably Mark and Q. Still, we must assume that his peculiar
matter 1s not mainly his own composition, but usually rests upon
sources, the exact number and nature of which can no longer be
convincingly ascertained.

The question of the sources which are peculiar to Luke is
being much discussed at the present time, but, so far, no generally
accepted conclusions have been arrived at. The question is very
important for many reasons, not all of which I can mention here,
It 18, however, obvious, inasmuch as Luke contains a large number
of parables (some thirteen) and of sayings which are not found
except in his Gospel, that if it could be ascertained or cogently
inferred that all or most of them came from one or two early
sources, the degree of authenticity to be asciibed to them would
be considerably increased. And in addition to the parables and
sayings there is the narrative. Here, too, there is a number of
extra stories and incidents, while some incidents recorded by
Mark are recorded differently and with varying touches by Luke.
Especially is this the case 1n the story of the Passion, where,
moreover, these special touches of Luke sometimes seem to show
in themselves indications of greater historical probability, If
these touches and the extra parables were due to one apd the
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same source, might not that source be one of the best and earliest
documents now embedded or drawn upon in the three Synoptic
Gospels? Such, then, is the character and significance of the
problems raised by the special sources of Luke.

§26. B. Weiss and Loisy on the sources of Luke.

A thorough investigation of Luke’s sources has recently been
carried through by B. Weiss. It is very doubtful whether his
conclusions as a whole will stand the test of time. In one sense it
may be said that they simplify the problem too much, and that
they do not sufficiently allow for the ‘many’ sources which Luke
may not only have known, but also used. According to B. Weiss
Luke used three sources only—Mark, Q, and a third source, which
Weiss calls . To this third source B. Weiss assigns a very con-
siderable quantity of the Gospel, beginning from the first chapter
and ending with the last. The first two chapters (excluding the
prologue) he practically ascribes to L entirely, and the same may
be said for the entire story of the Passion and the resurrection
contained in the last three chapters (with the exception of some
18 verses in chapter xxii.). Of the intervening chapters from iii.
to xxii. inclusive, which contain some 834 verses in all, Weiss
assigns 346 to L, or a little more than two-fifths. And this source
he regards as very old, of Jud®o-Christian origin, and extremely
trustworthy and ‘ authentic.’

Thus Luke would be the most valuable and important of the
three Synoptics, containing as it would large portions of three such
early and trustworthy sources as Mark, Q, and L.

I fancy that the severe scrutiny of scholars will upset a con-
siderable portion of these conclusions. The naive and childlike
confidence reposed in the accuracy of the narratives of the birth
and infancy in chapters i. and ii. has justly aroused the wonder of
Harnack, disposed though the great theologian is in other points
to allow great importance and value to Weiss’s researches. And
even putting these chapters aside (and for our purposes they are
the least interesting and important portion of the entire book),
there is, I think, grave doubt whether Weiss has not ascribed too
much to one and the same source. It is doubtful—though the
matter can not be gone into here—whether there is sufficient
linguistic and other evidence to justify Weiss’s amazing confidence
and assurance. It is still more doubtful whether the incidents and
narratives assigned to L are really due to the same source as the
parables and sayings assigned to him. The parables and sayings
seem in many cases much older than the incidents and narratives.
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Moreover Weiss's theory is extremely complicated. Not all of
the material peculiar to Luke does he assign to L. Some of it
(including five parables) he assigns to Q (about 60 verses in all),
But, on the other hand, he believes that the L material in Luke
includes a considerable quantity of parallels to Q. To this extent
Weiss, as it were, makes some concession to the arguments of
Mr Allen, for he holds that we can discover in Luke the use of the
same oral tradition in two distinct sources, Q and L. And not
only to Q does he discover parallels, but even, in a few passages,
to Mark. The particular cases where these parallels are assumed
will mostly be indicated in the commentary.

Quite opposed to the theory of Weiss, on which I will not
longer dwell (for the character and peculiarities of the hypothetical
source L are as yet, at any rate, too uncertain and hypothetical to
discuss in a popular work of this kind), are the analysis and con-
clusions of Loisy, He also seems to me not to allow enough
margin for the many sources which Luke may have known and
used. His view is that all the parables and almost all the sayings
which are peculiar to Luke were taken by that Evangelist from Q.
One seems to see in Loisy—though perhaps I am wrong here—an
unconscious desire to keep for Jesus as many of the parables and
sayings as he possibly can. As Q and the narrative source of
Mark are the oldest sources of the Gospels, the more sayings and
parables that can be allocated to Q, the more of them are likely to
be authentic, It is, however, to be doubted whether Loisy has
sufficiently taken into account the peculiar character of many of
Luke’s special parables which (together with a_few of the incidents)
seems to set them into a special class by themselves, and to suggest
for them a special source.

For the incidents peculiar to Luke Loisy admits a special
source in three or four cases. In others, again, he (rightly, I
think) holds that we must look to the inventiveness of the
Evangelist. In yet a third class (potably for the story of the
Passion) he believes that the special source is none other than
the narrative source of Mark which the Evangelist, as it were,
occasionally consulted and drew upon as well as Mark.

§27. Date of Luke. The ‘great insertion.

The date of Luke is assigned by most scholars to about the
same period as Matthew, namely, go-100 A.D. It has been
supposed by sonie thut Matthew knew Luke’s Gospel, by others
that Luke knew Matthew’s. It seems more probable that neither
knew of the other's. Which is earlier? As to this point, too,
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opinions vary, and this is not wonderful, for the evidence is con-
flicting. For instance, the bits taken by both Evangelists from Q
sometimes appear in an earlier form in Luke and sometimes in
Matthew. The additions and accretions to them seem sometimes
more developed and significant in Luke, and sometimes in
Matthew. Loisy’s general view is that ‘in preserving a larger
number of sayings in separate places (d I'dtat dispersé) Luke has
doubtless kept to the order of the old Logia better than Matthew,
but, like Matthew, he has not refrained from additions, touchings
up and curtailments. Sometimes he abbreviates, sometimes
he paraphrases, sometimes he separates, sometimes he brings
together. On the whole he seems to have respected the text of
his source less than Matthew’ (E. 8. I. p. 165). As regards the use
which the first and third Evangelists make of the second, we may
observe one highly curious and notable feature in Luke. He
follows Mark in his order of events fairly closely up to the end of
Mark’s ninth chapter. In spite of various imsertions from Q or
other sources he never leaves Mark for long together. But at this
point he makes a huge intercalation, and leaves Mark altogether
for several chapters, namely from ix. 51 to xviii. 14. Jesus during
this intercalation is supposed to be journeying from Galilee to
Jerusalem. At xviii. 15 Luke resumes his excerpts from Mark, very
nearly where he had left them off. In this huge intercalation he
places much of the matter which is peculiar to himself. And he
has a peculiar view of how Jesus journeyed to Jerusalem. Mark
makes him go through Perza on the ‘other side’ of Jordan ; Luke
makes him pass through Samaria. Some few words about the
great intercalation will be read in the commentary. The cause
and meaning of it are obscure, and no satisfactory explanation has,
so far, been given. It is perhaps the simplest hypothesis to suppose
that Luke put in his big insertion the majority of. those sayings,
parables and anecdotes for which his sources afforded him no
indication of place or time. Almost 2ll the sayings and parables
peculiar to him are to be found in the insertion, together also with
a certain amount of Q material common to him and to Matthew,
which Matthew has placed and grouped in other connections. On
the other hand, in some passages Luke keeps more closely to the
text of Mark than does Matthew. Dr Carpenter writes cautiously:
‘Matthew in s present contents is presumably the latest of the
three” Wellhausen, on the other hand, takes with his usual con-
fidence the opposite view. In many incidents and conceptions he
thinks that Luke shows a later stage of development than
Matthew. So, too, Wellhausen also notes a certain ‘inwardness’
and individualization in Luke, which, with other things, points
forward to the still later author of the fourth Gospel. In the story
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of the Passion, with certain elements that seem plder or more
historic than anything in Mark, there are others which point to a
later stage than Matthew. So too in the story of the resurrection.
These indications of later date will be alluded to in the com-
mentary.

§ 28. Luke's Gentile point of view: his sympathy for ‘sinners’
and the poor : the authenticity of his special material : his date.

If Matthew is perhaps written from a Jewish-Christian point
of view, Luke is undoubtedly written from the point of view of the
Gentile. Not that there is much or any distinctive Paulinism in
this Gospel, or a marked antagonism to the Law. Thus Loisy justly
remarks of the author of the third Gospel: ‘he is not interested in
the essential theology of Paul; one might almost say that he
ignores it; he is not anxious, like the redactor of Mark, to defend
the person of the great apostle and to make his ideas prevail in
the gospel tradition; in certain very characteristic passages
(notably in xxii. 24-27) he neglects the Pauline additions of Mark
and keeps to the primitive statements’ (£. S. L. p. 173). ‘Really
and truly, says Jiilicher, ‘ Luke did not take over from Paul more
than that which the Church as a whole took over from him, to
wit, the idea of the universality of salvation, and the conception
of the boundlessness of the divine grace’ (Einleitung, p. 292).

But Luke’s universalism has no polemic tinge. He has not to
combat any specifically Judao-Christian view.

He is a ‘universalist’ in a quite simple sense, as to the mauner
born. Though Luke preserves from his source sentences which
might seem to show the contrary, he himself has apparently little
koowledge of, interest in, or sympathy for, specifically Jewish
considerations. He is unacquainted with Hebrew, and the geo-
graphy of Palestine is unfamiliar to him. Jesus sends his seventy
disciples directly and emphatically to the Gentiles. The twelve
apostles symbolize the twelve tribes of Israel, but the seventy
correspond with and symbolize the Jewish idea of the seventy
nations of the world. More will be said of this in the notes.
A further noticeable feature of Luke’s Gospel is his marked
sympathy for that side of the teaching and life of Jesus which had
to do with sinners and the poor. A ‘tinge of asceticism’ (Burkitt,
p- 214) pervades his Gospel (though this,—at least as regards the
source L,—is warmly denied by Weiss). For the repentant sinner
be has profound pity. Some of the finest stories, parables, und
sayings which illustrate tne compassion and love whnich Jesus
showed, and which God feels, for the sinner who repents, are
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peculiar to Luke. Peculiar also to him are his sympathy for the
poor and needy, and his somewhat accentuated antagonism to the
rich. He has, as Loisy observes, ‘une certaine note psychologique,
un sens profond des choses de 'Ame, un ton pénétré, ce je ne sais
uoi qui vient du cceur et qui touche le ceeur’ (Z. 8. 1. p. 260).
%Ie is fond of contrasts in pairs. Thus we have the contrasts of
Martha and Mary, Pharisee and Publican, the rich man and
Lazarus, and so on. Wellhausen concisely says: ‘ The main type
and antitype which these pairs provide is that of the self-con-
scious righteous and the humble sinner, and the favourite theme
is that repentance is possible for all, whatever their situation and
circumstances, that it is necessary for everyone, and that it is
easier for the ne'er-do-well than for the virtuous. Luke has
a marked affection not merely for the despised and degraded
“crowd,” but also for outcast individuals. He presses the saying
that the sick, not the healthy, need the doctor’ (Einrleitung,
P. 69). Luke, as Renan has said, is pre-eminently the Gospel of
forgiveness. Conversion is possible for all. It is also pre-eminently
the Gospel of humility. And the greatest of the virtues is alms-
giving. Not, however, in a Pauline sense is Renan justified in
calling Luke the Gospel of pardon obtained by faith. Harnack
points out the grave difference, in spite of his insistence upon the
accuracy of the traditional authorship. Luke’s ‘faith’ is less dog-
matic and profound, and his philanthropy is less limited and
reserved (Lukas der Arzt, p. 100). There is a certain family
likeness which runs through the stories and parables peculiar to
Luke, and Wellhausen is perhaps right in saying: ‘may their
value be as great as you please, nevertheless these special portions
(diese Novellen) of Luke cannot be put on the same level (of authen-
ticity) as the products of the old tradition’ (Einleitung, p. 70).
Naturally a good deal depends upon the question whether the
peculiar matter found only in Luke comes from some old and
trustworthy source. I am inclined to think that as regards many
of the special sayings and parables this is indeed true. Even
though these sayings and parables may have been originally said
(in a more primitive form) by Jesus, yet we can unagine a collec-
tion of sayings and parables in which one particular aspect of
Jesus's teaching was specially emphasized. And this seems to
have been the case as regards his teaching about forgiveness and
humility, the poor and the rich, and the boundlessness of the divine
mercy. Such stories, sayings and parables as those contained in
vil. 36-50, X. 20—37, Xv. 11-32, Xvi, 19-31, xil. 1521, xvii. 9-14,
do seem to have a certain character in common, and may be due
to a common source. Nevertheless this source would faithfully
reflect—as it seems to me—one aspect of the character and
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teaching of Jesus. That aspect of the Master in which he
appears as the friend of tax-collectors and sinners is prominent
in Luke, and this prominence may be due to a s_zpecml source,
This hypothesis is strongly pressed by Bacon. It is the ‘special
source of Luke’ which gives us a ‘constant’ (yet historic)
‘depiction of Jesus as the champion of the “little omes,” the
unrecognized “sons” or “daughters of Abraham,” the spiritually
disinherited masses, publicans, women, Samaritans, outcasts from
the Synagogue, scattered sheep, lost sons’ (op. cit. p. xxxvii)
There is, I think, a good deal of truth in this, though whether
there existed anything resembling ‘spiritually disinherited masses’
is open to the very gravest doubt. On this point Bacon is still
under the spell of the old authorities and the old ideas. But
apart from this special point, we may hold to a good deal of what
is said by the American professor.

As regards the universalism of Luke, on the other hand, that
seems neither to go back to his sources nor to Jesus. B. Weiss
observes: ‘von einer Heidenmission ist in L so wenig die Rede
wie in Q. The special sayings and parables do not touch the
question of universalism one way or the other, and as to the good
Samaritan there is much reason to suppose (though no Christian
commentator is likely to admit it) that he comes from a verbal
alteration of the original story. The universalism of Luke is due
to himself. He is ever ready to use or adapt a traditional story
for symbolic and universalist purposes.

The third Evangelist, then, is a Gentile writing for Gentiles’
Do we know who he was more precisely? From very old times
the Gospel has been attributed to Luke, the ‘beloved physician’
and the friend of Paul mentioned in Colossians iv. 14. If this
Epistle is genuine, which is very doubtful, Luke might have
written the Gospel about 80 or go a.D. This is the opinion of the
great theologian Harnack, who has written a book to prove that
Luke was the author of both the Gospel and the Acts. In this
conclusion Harnack adopts the view of most English conservative
theologiaps, and especially it may be noted that he too maintains
that there is linguistic evidence to show that the author was a
physician. Harnack’s contention is, however, far from being con-
clusively proved. And it may be gravely questioned whether
80 A.D. is not somewhat too early a date for Acts as well as for
Luke. Nevertheless it is possible that if Luke was born about
30, he could have written the Gospel as late as 100. This is the
view of Professor Burkitt, who believes in the traditional author-
ship, but holds that Luke had read and used Josephus, and that
his book was written about 100 AD. As the date is in any case
much the same, the question of the authorship is for our purposes
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of very secondary importance. The likelihood of the authenticity
of its special material is neither increased nor diminished. And
the importance and beauty of the third Evangelist's book are
largely independent of its ezact date. A distinguished classical
scholar once observed to me that of the three Synoptists Luke
seemed to him to have the ‘keenest and deepest appreciation of
the humanity and divinity of Jesus.” (The speaker did not mean
divinity in the sense of deity.) This may be rightly said and
finely observed, and even if Luke's Novellen are mot authentic,
they may nevertheless be truly illustrative of the genuine spirit
of the Galilzan teacher.

Each of the first three Gospels has thus its own specific interest
and importance,

§29. The relation of ‘date’ to ‘ authenticity.’

It may, however, be observed in passing that the anthenticity
of a given saying of Jesus or of a particular incident about his
ministry is not to be merely measured, or always chiefly measured,
by the supposed date of the ‘source’ which records it. Here one
must bear in mind those considerations to which Jiilicher in his
Neue Linien has again rightly called attention. It does not follow,
he argues, that a given passage is authentic in direct proportion
to its age. Even if, for example, Q, or ‘the special source’ of
Luke, were always younger than Mark, it would not necessarily
follow that some parts of Q, or of the special source of Luke,
might not be more authentic than some parts of Mark. The point
is: where would tradition remember truly, and where would it,
unconsciously or consciously, add, alter, and embroider? Is not
Jiilicher right when he says that what must he looked at with
most suspicion should be those sections of the Gospels which
deal with the appraisewent of the person of Jesus and with the
representation of his self-consciousness’? (‘die direkt auf die
.Schiitzung der Person Jesu und die Darstellung seines Selbstbe-
wusstseins beziiglichen Partien’) (p. 73). If this be so, we shall
be disposed to regard as more presumably authentic those words of
Jesus in which he does not speak of his own powers, or of himself,
or of his future. We shall be disposed to regard those doings
of Jesus as more presumably authentic which are not specially
Messianic or specially miraculous or specially in accordance with
the later beliefs of the Christian disciples, as they were rapidly
formed between 30 and 60 A.D. Over the Messianic consciousness
of Jesus, and over those words and deeds of his which betray it, a
dark shadow of doubt must continue to hover. We cannot get
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beyond the Jesus * des &ltesten Gemeindeglaubens’—the Jesus as
the faith of the earliest community conceived him. Old history
and new faith are fused together; the picture of Jesus, which the
Synoptics show, has not only many painful gaps, but is throughout
covered with a varnish which here and there does not allow any-
thing of the original to shine through (Neue Linien in der Kritik
der evangelischen Ueberlieferung, p. 71). Just where we most
want to know, we must always be content to conjecture.

§ 30. The condition of the Jews during the age of Jesus.

Jesus was born in the year 4 B.c. or perhaps a year or two
earlier. He died probably in 30 a.D. The Gospels of Mark,
Matthew, and Luke were compiled, as we have seen, between the
years 70 and 100 A.D. It is, therefore, desirable for those who
read these books to know something about the history of the
Jews during that period of 100 years. Something ought to be
known of the external history ; something of the internal condition.
But this knowledge cannot be given here; it must be sought else-
where.

Jesus’s birth falls in the last years or even year of the reign of
Herod the Great. The fortunes and deeds of this remarkable
man should be read in Josephus. He exercised, we have to
remember, a kind of quasi-independent rule under the overlord-
ship of Rome. When he died his territories were divided. His
son Archelaus received, and was confirmed by Augustus in the
E)ssession of, Judeesa, Idumz=a, and Samaria. He was not called

ing, but ethoarch. A second son, Antipas or Herod Antipas,
often merely called Herod in the Gospels, was given Galilee and
Perza. His title was that of tetrarch, *a title which was often
used for rulers of a divided kingdom without reference to its
precise etymology.’ In the Gospels he is sometimes called king,
but this is technically an error. Another son of Herod called
Philip received some more north-eastern portions of Palestine,
which had been attached to Herod's dominions by Augustus.
The town of Cmsarea Philippi was in the territory of Philip.

The reign of Archelaus did not last long. He seems to have
ruled with harshness and cruelty, and not to have possessed his
father's ability for extricating himself from a difficult situation.
So when the Jews complained of him to Augustus, and he had to
appear at Rome, his defence was not accepted, and he was deposed
and banished (6 A.D.). Henceforth, with one brief interval, Judza
and Samaria were directly administered by Rome. There was a
Rowman Procurator whose headquarters were usually at Casarea.
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Above him in rank and authority was the Legate or Governor of
the province of Syria; he was of senatorial rank, whereas the
Procurator was only a ‘knight’ Thus Jud=za during the life of
Jesus was under the direct authority of Rome, although a certain
measure of home rule was still allowed. The Sanhedrin was
apparently not only the highest legal court, but the high priest’s
council of government. The high priest presided; his influence
was predominant. But the power to inflict and carry out the
death sentence had been removed from this native court by the
Romans. The Jews were eager to regain the power, and illegal
executions were not unknown. In Galilee, on the other hand,
Herod Antipas occupied the place of the Roman administrator
in Judza. His reign continued till after the death of Jesus.
Ultimately (39 A.D.) he too was bereft by Caligula of his tetrarchy
and banished to Lyons.

§ 31. The Law and the State: classes of the people:
Rabbis and Pharisees.

It is very difficult to form any adequate or accurate picture of
Jewish life in the first half of the first century A.D. A condition
of things existed which in many respects was very different from
anything which has existed since. Moreover, there was less
homogeneity of conditions then than afterwards. There must have
been a great diversity of life, of manners, of opinions.

The history of the Jews from the Maccabean revolt till the
crucifixion of Jesus and the destruction of the Temple is a curious
one. It seems to show that the domination of the Law was un-
suited for national independence. On the whole, it must be said,
that the supremacy of the Law in political affairs bred a good deal
of fanaticism and tended to produce a certain amount of cruelty.
On the other hand, it made heroes and martyrs, and taught men
how to die unflinchingly for their ancestral religion.

It is hard to think of the Jews as independent or as persecuting ;
one can but think of them as persecuted. For 1900 years per-
secutions in one form or another,and in one degree or another,
have been their recurring lot. After the fall of their State and
the horrors of the Hadrianic war, they formed separate and alien
religious communities in a hostile environment; they were despised,
ill-treated, mocked at and abused. Intervals and breathing spaces
there are, but this is the general story. Their virtues have been
those of hidden lives and of obscure communities. But their
beloved Law becomes more supreme than ever. It constitutes
their manhood. It trains their intellect. It is their recreation,
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their joy, and their solace. It is their treasure and their guide.
There are practically no parties; who would remain a Jew, if he did
not love the Law? And the love of the Law expresses itself on
the same lines: he who loves the Law fulfils, or seeks to fulfil, its
enactments. Rome and the Church oppress, degrade, torture, and
kill; the Law brings poetry, and hope, and idealism, and God.

Under Herod the Great and Antipas and the Procurators too,
the Law doubtless to some extent brought these blessings. In
Judea and in Galilee during the years 1-30 A.D. there must have
been many retired, quiet men and women who lived pious lives
according to the Law and did not concern themselves with politics.
But there was also much more. There were many other types
and classes.

For though the Romans are the ultimate rulers and arbiters,
a Jewish State is in existence. An ecclesiastical State in some
measure; for though Herod is anything rather than a servant
of priests, and Antipas is not the servant of Rabbis, still the
Pentateuch and its developments are yet in large measure the
Law of the State. Certainly the connection of Church and
State was not a happy one in Jud®a, and produced some
unpleasing results and characters. We have, then, to do with
a State. Even when Archelaus is deposed, and Jud®a is under
the administration of the Roman Procurator, we may never-
theless still in a certain sense speak of a continuing Jewish
State, And, like every other State, this one too has its various
parties and classes, many of whom largely disappear after its
destruction. It has soldiers and politicians; it has nobles and
priests and rulers. It has schemers and agitators. It has all
these and more, and all of them either feel religiously—whether
according to a pure religion or no, an outward or an inward one,
need not here be considered—or use religion for their own pur-
pose. The national and political life was mixed up with religion
In a peculiar way, not wholly to the advantage either of the one
or of the other.

And with this variety of classes and persons there existed, as
I have already indicated, a variety of thought. The distinctions of
Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes are familiar to most people,
yet they hardly represent with accuracy what actually existed.
They are not very informing. The ruling priests at Jerusalem
seem to have constituted the mainstay and chief element of the
Sadducees. They were in a sense conservative. The letter of the
Law was enough for them; they did not want the developments
of the Rabbis. In doctrine too they were against innovation.
Thus we hear that they would have nothing to say to the doctrine
of the Resurrection, in which we may nevertheless assert with
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confidence that eleven-twelfths of the nation already firmly
believed. Many of these priests, and many of the nobles and
‘rulers,’ possessed, I should think, but a very formal and outward
religion. We may compare them with many of the bishops,
barons, and rulers of the middle ages.

In spite of the intense devotion of the Jews to the Temple,
the religious teachers of the people were not the priests. The
Temple was the mark of the national life as well as the public
expression of its religion. Unlike any other nation, the Jews
offered sacrifices at one spot only, and upon this single Temple
were concentrated all the glory and pride which among any other
people were distributed over a hundred different fanes. Yet in
spite of this adoration of the Temple—to thousands a distant
Temple which they rarely saw—the Judaism of the day was not
a priestly religion, though priestly ideas of cleanness and unclean-
ness filled an important part of it. The Synagogue and the
Rabbi overshadowed the Temple and the priest.

The Rabbis and their followers constitute the Pharisees. It
is probably no exaggeration to say that five-sixths of the nation
were Pharisaic more or less, though where and how the limits ran
it is hard to say. The Rabbis of 30 A.D. were not quite identical
with the Rabbis of 300 a.0. For among them too there must
have been many types and kinds. Some combined politics with
religion ; others kept themselves aloof from the governing and
political world.

§32. The Law and the infant Church: persecution
and intolerance.

The rule of the Law had only gradually asserted itself after
Ezra. It was growing during the Persian period (450-330 B.C.),
and during the Greek period after Alexander. But the stages of
its growth can no longer be traced. It was subjected to a counter
current and a cross influence by the introduction and development
of Hellenism. Then came the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes,
the Maccabean revolt, the restored national independence and the
heightened national consciousness. The Law begins to rule not
merely the actions of private life, but the public working of the
State. And, as is so often the case, fanaticism and intolerance go
hand in hand with, or follow hard upon, heroism and martyrdom.
The same temper which breeds the martyr breeds the fanatic.
The Maccabean heroes kill the recusants or the lax to-day; they
are ready to be killed themselves to-morrow. And when seated
in the saddle of power, they impose the Law upon others by sheer
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force. Militant Judaism extends its borders, and whole territories
must submit to compulsory circumecision. )

This is not the place in which to speak of the history of the
infant Church from the death of Jesus to the end of the century,
But the readers of the Synoptics must be prepared, both in the
words ascribed to Jesus and outside them, to find a reflection of
circumstances and moods which fall within those seventy years.
And prominent among those circumstances will be this, that the
young Christian community suffered persecution from the Syna-
gogue. Even while the early Christians of the Jerusalem
community cbserved the ceremonial enactments of the Law,
there was still enough difference to make occasional persecution
highly probable. A family quarrel is often the bitterest of
quarrels. That the new community believed that the Messiah
had already appeared was in itself a serious point of difference,
A lax attitude toward the Law was soon to follow. The Christians
had their own organization, their own meetings, their own
expectations, Worst of all the Christians soon began to assert
that the Founder of their faith was a divine being, a very
incarnation of God. He became the object of worship. This
to the Jews seemed rank idolatry. The dominant Pbarisaic
religion could not brook or tolerate so marked and serious a
dissidence. Renan is possibly right in saying that but for the
Roman overlordship, and the difficulties put 1n the way of Jews
exercising the right of life and death, the persecution would have
been more grave and more extensive. The historian has to record
what he finds. He may interpret the facts, but he cannot conceal
or alter them. It can hardly be denied that the secular perse-
cution of the Jews by Christian authorities may be regarded as
the abiding and multiplied revenge of the short and occasional
persecution of the Christians by the Jews. ‘Persecute your
enemies even unto the hundredth generation’ has been the
principle according to which the Church has exercised an awful
punishment upon the primary offending of the Synagogue.

Judaism, like Christianity, could in those days be hardly other
than intolerant. Like Christianity it was better and more attractive
in low places than in high ones. For the Jews, like the Christians,
believed in the exclusive rightness of their own faith as well as in
the soleness and exclusive sovereignty of their own God. To believe
correctly was a virtue; to believe otherwise a moral defect, a
social injury. Toleration combined with such a faith was at
that time impossible.

Successful fanaticism grows by what it feeds on. Yet it
may also be said that it grows by persecution. Still though
stimulated by persecution as well as by success, fanaticism, when



INTRODUCTION lxxiii

persecuted, is generally unable to issue in act. And its effect upon
character is partly checked and hindered by other influences and
agencies. The men who breathe wild imprecations upon their
persecutors are often within their own community models of
gentleness, piety, and love. But successful and active fanaticism
tends, as it would seem, to harden and dry up man's soul. Hence
we notice, from the Maccabean revolt to the destruction of the
State, a certain fierce and arid temper of mind and type of
religion which are unpleasing to our modern ideas.

On the other hand, it must be said that the political domination
of a national religious Law never got a really fair chance. The
Maccabean rulers never properly and completely freed themselves
from trouble and turmoil with the Hellenistic Syrian power.
Under Simon’s son, John Hyrkanus (135-104 B.C.), the height of
Maccabean power is reached; yet towards the close of his reign
Josephus records that the seeds of future trouble were sown by
John’s quarrelling with the Pharisees, or national party, and
‘joining the Sadducees’ His son Alexander Janneus, who suc-
ceeded him after a year of bloodshed and confusion, passed much
of his reign in wars, both external and civil. The Pharisees are
his declared and life-long enemies. He slays, according to
Josephus, no fewer than fifty thousand of his own people. Upon
bis death-bed he recommends his wife Alexandra to be reconciled
with and to obey the Pharisees; his advice is followed for nine
years (76-67). The violent feud between her two sons, which
breaks out after her death, leads to the introduction of Pompey
and the overlordship of Rome (63).

There followed twenty-three troubled years till the accession of
Herod the Great. It was thus partly due to the native rulers, and
partly to the Roman governors and administrators, that the land
was never happy and at ease. Intrigue and oppression, corruption
and cruelty, often or usually prevailed. In addition to this there
was in the Roman period a frequent violation of Jewish suscep-
tibilities. Herod wanted to play the Hellenistic and cultivated
king. His baths, gymnasia and temples grossly offended the
intense religious feeling of the people. The Roman governors
were avaricious and imprudent. The last and the worst of them,
Gessius Florus, aimed directly at stirring up insurrection and war.
Thus the people were constantly kept 1n unrest, excitement and
wretchedness. There was every opportunity given for hatred and
religious bitterness. The ‘zealots’ and ultra-nationalists, who
finally got supreme control, were the natural product of the events
and policy pursued by the. rulers. Fanaticism was, as it were,
artificially fed and stimulated. The religion of the day was
exclusive, anti-heathen, and rigorous: the Law breathes a spirit of
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hostility and antagonism and ruthless severity to all idolatry,
idolaters, and image worship. But the fierce passions of men
could have been tolerably easily kept in check and abeyance
by scrupulous respect for nationa) and religious susceptibilities:
instead of which they were constantly ruffled and violated.

§ 33. The Messianic hope. Did all classes observe the Law!?

Under these circumstances it is not surprising that the Mes-
sianic hope should have revived. We do not hear much about it
in Josephus, but there were special reasons why he desired to keep
it dark. The blacker the actual eondition of things was, the more
men hoped for the coming of the Golden Age, when Israel should
be prosperous, powerful and free, and when righteousness and
peace should reign supreme. With the invariable optimism of the
Jews—without which they could hardly have survived their age-
continued miseries—the final crisis, the breaking of the dawn,
were not merely longed for, but expected in the near future. The
end would come soon. The old order would soon close for ever:
the new order was about to begin. The Kingdom of God was
surely at hand. These hopes and beliefs were combined with the
now almost universally accepted doctrine of the Resurrection of the
dead. They were often, but not necessarily, associated with the
figure and expectation of the Deliverer-King, the Messiah-Prince,
of whom some of the prophets, and notably Isaiah, had spoken
It is these hopes and expectations which form the background, and
explain the appearance, of John the Baptist and his preaching.

It is, however, to be remembered that we are dealing with
a society which is not homogeneous. It may be called, with
perhaps as much right as any other, transitional. I have spoken
of the domination of the Law, and of a certain fanatical temper.
But the domination of the Law was not quite complete. The
legalism of 300 A.D. embraced the entire body of Jews more equably
and with fewer exceptions than the legalism of 30. It was more
all-pervading, yet, what to many will seem odd, there is some
evidence and reason to think that this more all-penetrating
legalism of 300 was sweeter, more spiritual, and more inward than
was the legalism of 30. It was more religious, less national. It
had become more assimilated with, more part and parcel of, the
entire life of every individual Jew. The legalism of 30 seems to
have left a certain section of the people outside its influence. If
had not absorbed everybody. Some there were who, for one
reason or another (and the reasons are obscure), did not live
according to the Law. They have either fallen out of the
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ranks of the legal army or they have never entered them. There
were pobles and rich landowners who were above the Law, there
were unfortunates who were below it. There were occupatious,
such as that of tax-collectors, soldiers, and others, upon which the
Rabbis and Pharisees, for one reason or other, looked with sus-
picion. Either the occupation prevented those who followed it
from obeying the ritual enactments of the Law or it made them
likely to disobey its ethical commands. Those once outside the
legal ranks the Rabbis and Pharisees seem to have made little or
no effort to reclaim or convert. They were left severely to them-
selves. Yet these classes could not have been very large.

It must, however, be frankly stated that the foregoing remarks
are really based upon inferences from the Gospel narratives them-
selves and upon little more. They therefore rest upon dubious
evidence. For what the Evangelists say, and what Jesus is
made to say, about the Pharisees, the Rabbis and the Jews
generally is naturally to be taken with the greatest caution and
suspicion. What Catholics say about Protestants, or Protestants
about Catholics, or Jews about Christians (I quite admit that this
hits me), or Christians about Jews, must always be very critically
regarded. But the evidence of the Gospels comes very much
under this category. It was inevitable that the Pharisees and the
Rabbis should be presented as worse than they really were. And
similarly it was inevitable, if there existed a small section of
persons who were outside the ranks of the ‘respectable’ classes
that observed the Law, that this section should be represented as
larger and more important than it really was.

The unfortunate thing is that in the Rabbinical literature we
get no clear and undisputed evidence which substantiates the
Gospels. To begin with, that literature is almost all of it very
much later than the first century after Christ.

And not only was it written later, but the Rabbis whose
utterances and stories it reports and chronicles, the circumstances
it reflects and tells of, were almost all later than Jesus, later
than the fall of the State, later than the Hadrianic revolt. If
you cannot argue on the good side from the Talmud, you cannot
argue on the evil. The evils and the excellences of the Talmudic
periods are not necessarily the same as those of the period of
Jesus.

§ 34. The *am ha-aretz’ and the neglected * multitudes’

The Rabbinic literature does indeed contain various statements
and sayings—more especially sayings and statements about certain
people, or a certain class of people called ‘people of the land,
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am ha-aretz—which have been much used in supposed sub-
stantiation of the Gospel narratives about ‘sinners’ or about what
Matthew makes Jesus say respecting the multitude who were
harassed and prostrate like sheep without shepherds. It has been
freely supposed that the sinners and neglected multitude of the
Gospels and the am ha-aretz of the Talmud are one and the
same.

But this identification is precarious. The Talmudic passages
about the am ha-aretz are obscure, and their meaning is disputed,
They were written down long after the age of Jesus, and many of
them seem to refer to a period after his death. The features
which characterize the Talmudic am ha-aretz do not appear to
be the same as those which characterize the Gospel ‘sinners’ or
‘multitudes.’ It is therefore unsafe to use the passages in the
Talmud in illustration or confirmation of the passages in the
Gospels. The researches of Dr Biichler have even made it
possible that the Talmudic am ha-aretz did not belong to the
‘multitude’ at all, that they were not poor and unhappy and
degraded, but rich and comfortable and prosperous. The Rabbis,
at any rate, were drawn from the people, and were emphatically
of the people. Many of them were extremely poor; working
with their hands in the day-time, studying, discussing and
teaching in the evenings and on Sabbaths and festivals. An
babitual antagonism between them and the ‘multitude’ is out of
the question. And thus though it would be unsafe to aver that
the Gospel narratives are totally inaccurate, it would be equally
unsafe to regard them as more than exaggerated representations
of the facts. Dr Biichler holds that there 18 no Rabbinic evidence
that any portion of the population, whether in Jud®a or in
Galilee, consisted of poor, despised persons who did not observe
the ritual Law, and had ‘fallen out of the legal ranks’ The
people who did not observe the Law were the rich rather than the
poor: the ‘tax-gatherers’ were rich, as even the Gospels allow,
and so in all probability were the ‘sinners” The am ha-aretz ate
especially held up to reprobation in Rabbinic literature, because
they did not carefully tithe their land. Therefore they were
possessors of g:roperty, with whom a ‘submerged tenth’ is not
usually identified! We thus see how doubtful and obscure all the
Gospel allusions to poor, neglected, or spiritually unhappy people
really are. (See further Additional Note 43.)

If there really did exist a ‘submerged tenth,’ who neglected
the Law, disliked the Rabbinic teachers and were disliked by
them in return, we may feel fairly sure that it was a small tenth
and no more, The mass of the nation at any rate, both women
and men, held with keenness and affection to the Rabbinical
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religion, and the leaders of the Pharisees were the leaders of the
people. Josephus is not likely to be wrong when he emphasizes
over and over again that the Pharisees had ‘the multitude’ on
their side. Those who hated the Scribes and Rabbis must have
been few. Yet we may perhaps assume that between them and
those who followed whole-heartedly the Pharisaic faith and the
enactments of the Law, there were probably some who admired,
but followed at a distance, or who followed only partially, or who
followed with discontent, reluctance, weariness, or dissatisfaction.
To a few the Law did perhaps present itself rather as a burden
than a grace, as a worry and a bondage rather than as a distinction
and a joy. The Law of 30 was not the Law of 300. It had not
yet become the solace, poetry, and pride of a hunted and despised
people. It produced, we may believe, more failures, less happiness,
less spiritual satisfaction and well-being. The degrees between
joyful observance and full content on the one hand, and complete
neglect or ‘outsidedness’ on the other, were probably very many.
There were many degrees and shades of observance and neglect.
'Such outsiders, who were perhaps more numerous in Galilee than
in Jud=a, were attracted by the teaching and personality of Jesus,
and to such persons (the ‘sick’ and ill at ease) did he deliberately
and with compassion turn and minister. He cheered them and
brought to them a new hope, a new light. He led them to Ged.

§ 35. The various classes of people with whom Jesus came in
contact: formalists and outcasts; liberals and apocalyptists.
The Essenes.

We may, then, suppose that in Galilee Jesus had come into more
or less close personal contact with various classes of persons, before
his ministry began. First and foremost there were the Pharisees
and the Rabbis,—the great majority of the total population.
These we may describe as the conforming members of the estab-
lished Church with their leaders and teachers. The measure of
their conformity or their enthusiasm doubtless varied among the
adherents of that ‘church,” as it varies among the adherents of
any existing * church’ to-day. But yet we may call them roughly
and rightly the party of the Pharisees. There can be little doubt
that the parents of Jesus belonged to this ‘ party,’ and that he was

"brought up to obey the enactments both of the Written and of
the Oral Law, so far as that second or Oral Law had been yet
developed or was generally observed among ordinary persons.
Jesus, then, knows the Pharisees; he also knows the prosperous
rich, the landowners and nobles, neither whose moral nor whose
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ceremonial standard of living comes up in mauy instances to a
high level. And again he knows others such as merchants,
shepherds, tax-collectors, soldiers, who are looked upon with grave
suspicion by the Pharisees because their occupations and way of
life either rendered it difficult for them to observe the ceremonial
law, or subjected them to moral temptations from which they
were commonly thought not to escape unscathed. And then
again he perhaps knew a few others, poor, despised, unfortunate,
degraded—not many in number, but in quality and circumstance
interesting and important—who also were not supposed to belong
to respectable society, and from whom Pharisees and Rabbis kept
carefully aloof. For all such outcasts, whether rich or poor, Jesus
felt much concern. For sinners and for unfortunate persons, for
the spiritually destitute, for the physically afflicted, for the un-
happy of all kinds, he had an open ear and a loving heart. He
observed that no official teacher or Rabbi sought them out: yet
they were children of Israel all, and if the call to repentance arose,
surely they should not be left outside. Beneath their wayward
and sinful and afflicted lives he could discern hearts which were
susceptible to stirring appeal or personal affection.

But in addition to these, there were other classes in Israel as
well. The tendency of the Pharisees and Rabbis was to interpret
the Law more and more strictly, and to increase the wall of legal
severance which separated the Jew from the Gentile. It would
be unfair to say that the Rabbis deliberately extended the cere-
monial at the expense of the moral Law, but it is true to say that
their devotion to the non-moral side of the Law did occasionally
produce evil results on the moral and spiritual side both in
themselves and in their followers. It is a true paradox that the
more universal, everyday and obvious the dominion of the cere-
monial Law became, the less also in some important respects grew
its moral and spiritual dangers. When everybody strictly observes
the Sabbath, and when nobody eats milk and meat together, the
fulfilment of such ceremonial enactments gives no distinction.
They have almost become customs of propriety, the neglect of
which would indeed be outrageous, but the observance of which is
nothing to boast of Distinctions, differences and °merits’ had
once more to become concentrated upon the moral laws, which, by
the very constitution of human nature, are by some obeyed well,
by others feebly, and by yet others transgressed. But in the
days of Jesus the domination of the ceremonial Law, as inter-
preted by the Rabbis, was not yet, as we have seen, coterminous
with the whole population.

It may also be observed that Judaism was not wholly wanting
in liberal tendencies in those days, and men of such tendencies
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were probably not only to be found outside of Palestine. There
were those who held and believed that the true circumcision was
of the heart rather than of the flesh, and who were willing to
argue that, for the proselyte at least, such spiritual circumecision
was all that God required or that man should ask. They were
anxious to throw the moral laws of the Pentateuch into strong
relief, so that the dangerous multiplication of ritual and cere-
monial enactments might be counteracted. Ceremonial laws were
symbols, perhaps allegories, of spiritual and ethical realities.
Whether Jesus was influenced by any such persons it is impossible
to say. It isnot inconceivable.

About such matters the student should read (with caution) the
many works of the Jewish scholar Moritz Friedldnder, and the
recent admirable book of Dr G. Klein (of Stockholm), Der dlteste
christliche Katechismus und die jidische Propaganda-literatur.

Others there were who studied deeply the prophets rather than
the Law. They fed their hopes upon the Messianic utterances of
the book of Daniel, and following in the wake of the writer of
that book, they dreamed visions and wrote them down. The
apocalyptic writers are by no means to be identified with the
liberals, but yet they stand off the line of the regular and orthodox
Rabbis, They and their disciples were the most ardent believers
in the near coming of the crisis, the dénouement, the Judgment.
But, on the whole, they were less spiritual than the Rabbis,
who, by the way, regarded it as a sin to calculate the advent of
the Messiah. The Judgment to the apocalyptists was inclined to
become all too exclusively a judgment upon Israel's foes. That
Jesus was influenced by them seems likely. At all events we
know that he began his short ministry because he believed that
the End was at hand, and that he must proclaim its coming. But
he markedly differed from the apocalyptic seers in keeping more
closely than they to the teaching of the oldest and the greatest
of the prophets. Sin would be struck down within Israel as well
as without it. John the Baptist struck a similar note: indeed
from him it was that Jesus heard it and passed it on.

The religious ferment and variety of the age of Jesus are also
illustrated by the brotherhood of the Essenes. It is still a disputed
point among scholars whether their customs, doctrines, and rites
as described by Josephus and others were due to any extent to
foreign influences, and if so what these foreign influences were. In
some respects they exaggerated certain rules and habits which pre-
vailed among the stricter Pharisees. Thus they laid great stress
upon bodily purifications and purity, and upon the observance of
the Sabbath. But in other matters they broke new ground. They
formed a communistic brotherhood, and for the most part remained
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through life unmarried. Those who read Josephus’ account of
them in the eighth chapter of the Second Book of the War will
be reminded of some things in the Gospels and in the teaching of
Jesus, Such points are the stress laid upon continence, the
objection to money, the habits in travel, the dislike to oaths,
perhaps, too, the communistic brotherhood. But in other respects
there is the strongest unlikeness, Jesus, as we shall see, la:ld no
stress upon outward purity, he was probably not over particular
about dietary laws, he was not intensely strict in Sabbath ob-
servance ; above all he did not ‘keep himself to himself’; he
moved freely among ‘unclean’ and outcast persons; he sought
these out and did not avoid them. In the Pharisaic and Essenic
sense he did not ‘hate the wicked and help the righteous’ Thus
Jesus was certainly not an Essene, though he may have been
attracted and influenced by certain poiuts of their doctrine,
Whether John the Baptist had closer relations with them is
not 8o clear, but it is not very likely.

§ 36. The contradictions of Judaism: the one God
and the national cult.

The existence of these various types and classes shows that the
Judaism of the first century was not only full of variety, but that
it might also be said to be full of contradictions. To a certain
extent these contradictions have not been overcome in Judaism
even to-day. These contradictions were and are largely due to
the fact that a pure monotheistic doctrine was wedded to s
national ritual. Tribal customs formed the outer expression of
what was, in its fundamental tenet, a universal creed. The result
was confusion. It was the more noticeable before the Temple fell
because of the incongruous mixture of nationality and religion.
The laws of the nation were also its religious doctrines and its
ceremonial rites.  Politics and religion were closely blended. The
greatest religious hope was also the greatest political hope, the
greatest national hope. This tended to obscure the purity of
religion. It is one of the remarkable points about Jesus that he
is apparently interested only in the individual and in religion.
He does not concern himself with politics or with the national
life. An apparent effect of this peculiarity upon his conception
of the Messiah and his office will be often alluded to in the notes.
Paul consciously freed himself and his religion from national
contradictions and confusion by means of a theory. Jesus freed
himself of them unconsciously by his pure religious genius. They
dropped away from him, neglected and unnoticed.
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One contradiction to which I have referred would not have
arisen in an ordinary heathen religion, or even in une where only
one god was worshipped, but that god merely and solely the god
of the nation. For a national cult and national religious laws
would harmoniously fit a national god. But though the God
whom the Jews worshipped was in a special sense their God, their
national God, he was also much more. He was the only God ; the
one and unique God; the God of the whole world. But such a
universal God required & universal cult. A national worship does
not fit him. Hence the contradictions and confusions to which
I have alluded. They are illustrated in the attitude of the Jews
towards proselytism. I have already referred to the existence of
a liberal school of thought among the Jews, and to the view,
expressed by one Rabbi (and probably shared by many), that
circumcision of the flesh was unnecessary for the new-comer.
There is evidence that outside Palestine, and to some extent also
within it, there was a considerable amount of propagandist fervour,
crowned with a considerable amount of success. Thisis not the
place in which to speak at length about a most intensely interesting
chapter of Jewish history. But that Judaism for various reasons
exercised a great fascination upon the heathen in the first century
before and after Christ is undoubted. It is also certain that there
was, in one way and another, a good deal of effort expevded in
order to obtain proselytes. (I am not merely alluding to the
compulsory proselytization and circumcision of adjacent tribes
between the times of Judas Maccabzus and Herod the Great.)
Yet there was always a certain difficulty about proselytes, and
a school of thought existed which was opposed to them, for the
convert had not only to adopt a new religion, but a new
nationality.

The Jews were proud of their monotheistic religion. In a
sense they were keen to push it and to proclaim its merits, but
they were hampered by their nationalist Law. They wanted to
stand high in the opinion of outsiders, but their Law to a
considerable degree made them hostile to foreigners, and unable
and unwilling to associate with them. "o this Josephus bears
abundant witness. The proselytism which many of them attempted |
was often, as it would seem, undertaken less for the benefit of the 3}
heathen than for the glory of their nation or the glorification of '
their creed and Law. Jewish proselytes, we may well believe, ,
were readily influenced by the preaching of Paul. For here, amid .
some blurring of monotheistic purity, and in spite of grave infrac-
tions, through alien dogmas, of the ethical and religious teaching
of the prophets and of Jesus, is at last reached a religion where
doctrine and cult are homogeneous and equally universalist, a

M. v
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¢ religion a central feature of which is that, before a common
. allegiance, there is no difference between Jew and Gentile, and
" no profit in circumcision or uncircumcision.

§ 37. Were the Jews and the Rabbis of 30 4.D. religiously
inferior to those of 300 and 600 4.D.?

A theory has been started, to which allusion will be made in
the notes, that the religious condition of the Jews in the age of
Christ was much inferior to what it became after the awful
purgation of the war and the destruction of the State. This
theory has been partially accepted in the foregoing remarks, but
only 1n a very modified form, The legalism of 300 and 600 was
probably superior to the legalism of 30, There were unpleasing
elements in the very varied religious phenomena of 30, from
which the more restricted and homogeneous religious phenomena
of 300 and 600 were free. The aristocratic priesthood and the
political Pharisees, with their externalism and selfish interests,
disappear. The outcasts and submerged tenth at the opposite
end of the scale disappear also. All become nearer, and conform
more closely, to a single type, and find in conformity to that type
their satisfaction and highest good. The others disappear or
become Christians. Less extremes and less variety existed in
600 than in 30. There was less breadth and less liberalism on
the onme hand, but also less ignorance, arid}'ty, and political
externalism.

It is a different question whether the average and ordinary
Rabbi of 30 was inferior in moral and religious worth to the
average and ordinary Rabbi of 600, or whether the religion which
he taught in 30 was inferior to the religion taught by his successor
in 600. The theory of improvement was invented, not as a result
of an examination of the evidence, but in order to save the
accuracy of Jesus's sweeping indictments against the teachers of
his time in certain portions of the Synoptic Gospels. It is more
%robable that this difference between the average and ordinary

abbi of 30 and 600 is largely imaginary, and that the denuncia-
tions put into Jesus’s mouth are too sweeping and generalized. Of
this there will be something to say in the notes. Probably Jesus
did not condemn so profusely as his reporters—with whom the
great conflict between Jew and Christian had begun—make out.
Probably they darken the shadows to increase the light. Probably
Jesus himself, like Jeremiah and the prophets and every other
religious reformer, exaggerated. He too tended to think that
those who differed from him must be bad, and he failed to realize
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that minute ritual observance may both lead up to God and
avay from Him. In this failure he is followed by even the
most impartial theological historians at the present day, who
think that ‘legal’ and ‘spiritual’ are necessarily antithetic or
opposed to each other. Both in 30 and in 600 there were
doubtless good Rabbis and bad Rabbis, and both in 30 and 600
a distinctively legal religion had the defects of its qualities,
Formalism and externalism, self-righteousness and hypocrisy,
were its faults in 600 as well as in 30, but we may well believe
that, especially in middle-class society, these faults were in 30 no
less than in 600 the exception and not the rule.

§ 38. The condition of Galilee in the age of Jesus.

In any appreciation of the character and teaching of Jesus it
would have to be borne in mind that he was a native of Galilee.
And it remains to be asked whether the somewhat general and
vague conclusions which have been reached as to the religious
condition of the Jews in the first century after Christ need special
modification or emphasis in any particular direction for the case
of Galilee. TIts population at that period was predominantly,
though not exclusively, Jewish, It was fertile, and thickly
populated. It has been supposed that the number of outcasts
and sinners,’ or, in other words, of persons who did not scrupulously
observe the ceremonial Law, and were despised and condemned
by orthodox Rabbis and Pharisees, was proportionately greater in
Galilee than in Judza. This, however, is by no means certain.
Nor does much good evidence exist for what Professor Cheyne
has called their imperfect legal orthodoxy. In fact, another
scholar observes that ‘upon the whole they are said to have been
strict in their religious observances”’ It has also been supposed
that the number of Rabbis who taught and argued in Galilee was
far smaller in proportion to its population than in Judza. From
the Gospels it has been inferred that the Messianic hope burned
more brightly in Galilee than anywhere else in Palestine '; but
this inference has not much to back it up outside the Gospel
narratives. That the land was far from the capital must count
for something. It will have contained many pious families who
lived quiet and simple lives, and did not meddle with politics.
In such a family it may be that Jesus of Nazareth was born,

S2
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§ 39. The *prophetic’ character and mission of Jesus: the ‘lost
sheep’: the Kingdom of God: Jesus and the Law.

In the admirable Introduction to his commentary upon the
Synoptic Gospels M. Loisy has two luminous chapters upon
the career and the teaching of Jesus. I dare not follow him
even upon the smallest scale; but I would like to indicate very
briefly some of the points or problems as regards the teaching, at
any rate, to which the reader’s attention must be called.

Jesus is often described (especially in Luke) as a prophet.
And it is from the prophetic point of view that his teaching, with
the conflicts which it brought about, must primarily be regarded.
This does not mean that Jesus was specially a foretcller of future
events. It means that Jesus seems in many respects to take up
the réle, and to continue the teaching, of the eighth and seventh
century prophets, of Amos, Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel.

Like the prophets he announces a doom—a doom upon the
unrepentant, upon sinners. It is true that the Judgment, the
dénouement, the crisis, which is imminent, will affect the Gentile
as well as the Jew. But Jesus—so far at least as we may gather
from the fragments of his teaching which have been preserved
to us—was walnly concerned to emphasize the doctrine that
Israel, just because of its ‘sonship,’ would not be exempt from
punishment. There are many sinners in Israel; sinners in high
places as well as in low. And many who proudly think themselves
gecure will, unless their hearts are changed, be swept away in the
coming storm. We may conceive that Jesus would have heartily
concurred in the famous words of Amos: ‘ You only have I known
of all the families of the earth; therefore will I visit upon you all
your iniquities” It is not improbable, therefore, that Jesus may
have predicted the fall of the Temple, even as we find it stated in
Mark (xiii. 1, 2).

But Jesus was not merely the prophet of collective or general
doom. He is much more the teacher of the individual than was
Amos or Isaiah. By his time religion was individualized: the
process which had begun with Ezekiel was completed—or shall
we say completed by him? Jesus, like Ezekiel, is the watchman:
he is to warn the wicked and to turn him from his evil way.

He is sent, as he himself says, to the lost sheep, to the sinners.
But to them, as we have seen and shall abundantly see, his message
is not merely one of denouncement. He goes among them and
eats with them. He will touch their heart in a number of
different ways: he will touch it by arousing admiration, hope,
and love, by encouragement, and consolation, by powerful sugges-
tion that tbe bonds of sin can be, and have been broken, and
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that a new life can be, and has been begun. Like the God of
whom Ezekiel teaches, Jesus has ‘no pleasure in the death of
the wicked,” he is desirous ‘that the wicked turn from his evil
way and live’; and so he goes about, intentionally and directly,
‘to seek that which was lost and to bring again that which was
driven away ' (perhaps driven away by the false severity, or pride,
or carelessness of man). He will ‘bind up that which is broken
and strengthen that which is sick.’

This we may regard as a new, important and historic feature
in his teaching. And it 1s just here that opposition comes in and
begins. To call sinners to repentance, to denounce vice generally,
is one thing. To have intercourse with sinners and seek their
conversion by countenancing them and comforting them—that is
quite another thing. Did not all respectable persons pray and
resolve ‘to keep far from bad companions, to avoid the dwelling-
place of the wicked? How can one keep the Law of God if one
associates with sinners?

In the next place Jesus's teaching was prophetic because he
announced the coming of the Kingdom of God. The Judgment is
to culminate in the Kingdom. Indeed the real importance, so to
speak, of the Judgment is that it must herald and usher in the
new order. The Kingdom of God is the central feature in the
teaching of Jesus, and to his conception of it attention must
constantly be directed. To enable as many to enter the Kingdom
as the conditions would allow, and to enunciate and explain what
these conditions are, occupied much of his time and care. Many
who thought that they would infallibly enter it would, he beld, be
excluded. Many whom others thought would be excluded he,
Jesus, would cause to enter. So far as it was supposed that, if
the Kingdom were soon to come, all Jews would enter it from the
mere fact of their birth, Jesus, we wmay be sure, like the true
prophet that he was, combated a confidence so erroneous and
wreligious ; whether, however, he went further, and, building upon
and developing certain well-known prophetical utterances, declared
that the inmates of the Kingdom would be rather Gentiles than
Jews, is a point upon which opinion is still divided. Two things,
at any rate, seem clear. [First, that Jesus himself never dreamed
of any preaching outside Israel (either directly or by his disciples).
Secondly, that no universalist element in his teaching constituted
any part of the conflict between himself and the Jewish authorities,
whether Sadducean or Pharisaic.

The Kingdom is the starting-point and the goal of Jesus’s
teaching. But much lies in between. A large proportion indeed
of his entire religious and moral teaching lies in between: most
of that for which his teaching is cared for and admired to-day.
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Aud here we once more see in him the (f)rophet.' What are
the conditions of entry into the divine Kingdom? Like Ezekiel,
Jesus represents the entry both as a grace and as a gu?rdon.
‘God will give you a new heart: make you a mew heart,’ says
Ezekiel. And Jesus says: ‘God will choose those who are to
enter, and he will bring them in; strive to enter the Kingdom,
and this is how you should set about it.’ The demands of the
prophets are the demands of Jesus. Justice and charity towards
man, humility and love towards God ; the prophets had inculcated
these, and Jesus inculcated them again.

But the great point of resemblance was this. The prophets
had said outward worship, sacrifices, ceremonial religion, are of
little good and little avail. Inwarduess, moral goodness—these are
the essentials. Jesus took up this teaching. And as sacrifices
played a far less important part than heretofore in Jewish life—
at any rate outside Jerusalem—as quite other outward forms and
ceremonies were now predominant, it is these which he depreciates,
and in the heat of argument is even led on to attack. It is the
laws about the Sabbath, or about food, the rules about clean and
unclean, which he criticizes and arraigns.

Jesus resumes the 'dle of the prophets, but since Amos and even
since Jeremiah spoke, how immeasurably great was the difference!
For Amos and Jeremiah spoke when there was no universally
accepted code, no Mosaic Law, regarded on all hands as perfect,
authoritative, and divine.

Thus Jesus, with his clear prophetic insight, his pure religious
spirit, is brought up sharp against a tremendous obstacle. The
Law does not indeed say that it is more important to observe the
Sabbath than to ‘love mercy’: it does not indeed say that not to
eat rabbits i3 of greater consequence than to ‘ walk humbly with
God.’ But it does say that all its ritual and ceremonial commaunds
are the direct ordainment of the perfect God, and that they were
to be perpetually observed throughout all the generations of Israel.
Was then the Law not divine? Or had Jesus power to abrogate
it? Here comes in the tragedy; here is the great dividing line
between the new Master and the old teachers. Here is where the
conflict begins. What was the attitude of Jesus towards the
Law? How is it that the Law is to be both disobeyed and obeyed?
To be honoured in its breach as well as in its observance? ~We
can now see that to the mind of Jesus there was, as it were, set
an impossible task. It was impossible for him to be wholly con-
sistent; impossible for him to formulate any consistent theory.
Upon the rock of the Law the new prophet was bound to stumble.
To this point, then, to the relation of Jesus to the Law, to his
eriticisms of various legal enactments, to his conflicts with his
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opponents, and to their criticisms of him, the attention of the
reader will have constantly to be called. Jesus and the Law—
this is one of the great problems of his life; and it is a problem
in which we have to try our utmost to understand his opponents
and our utmost to understand him.

An essential feature of the prophet is the sense of commission
and vocation. He is called by God to deliver a message, and
thus stands towards God in a certain special relation. What he
speaks he speaks in God’s name, and he believes that it is the
divine spirit which impels him to his work and directs his words.
Jesus does not preface his speeches with ‘ Thus saith the Lord,
but in the conviction of inspiration, in the assurance that he too
wag called and chosen by God to do a certain work, he entirely
resembles Amos, Isaiah and Ezekiel,

§ 40. Jesus as healer: the forgiveness of sins.

Different times require different kinds of prophetic manifesta-
tion. Jesus not only speaks, but also acts. He heals. And in
his healings he sees of necessity the most evident proof of his
divine mission. The healings would not of themselves have
produced a conflict, but if the healer was suspected and criticized
on other grounds, then it was almost necessary to urge that the
healings were due not to divine agency, but to the power of evil.
Neither friend nor foe had any other explanation than these to
offer. If Jesus, because he attacked the Law, was no messenger
of God, then his very healings proved him to be the messenger
of the Devil This logic was irresistible, and the conflict was
sharpened at this point.

Jesus called men to repentance: and with the call there went
not merely denunciation, but comfort, consolation, encouragement.
He sought to open the eyes of the blind, to lead the prisoners
from the prison. An older prophet had begun his message with
the assertion that the iniquity of Jerusalem had been pardoned.
Jesus dealt with individuals rather than with the community as
a whole, but he too seems to have felt that part of his message
was to announce to this person and to that an emancipation from
the bondage of sin. Strange results ensued from his activities.
Bodily ailments, in which, with the majority of his contemporaries,
he often saw a punishment for sin, were healed by him: those
who had hitherto led a sinful or dubious life were converted by
his word. Had not then God given to him the power to cancel
the punishment of sin and to turn the sinner from his iniquity ?
Was he not, now and again, impelled as God’s messenger, to say
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to this or that individual on whom the effects of sin lay heavy,
and in whom he saw the possibilities of a better life, “thy sins are
forgiven’? Upon this feature of the activity of Jesus we shall
have to dwell early in the commentary upon Mark. It may
have been emphasized too strongly by the Evangelist, but it was
probably historic, and it may also have constituted, as Mark's
narrative declares that it did, one cause of the conflict between
Jesus and the Rabbis. Did he ascribe to himself a power which
belonged only to God ? Misconception on such a delicate subject
was only too likely to arise.

§ 41. Jesus and the claim to Messiahship.

But Jesus did not—so the gospel story would have us believe—
merely regard himself as the chosen prophet of God, invested, as
the other prophets before him, with a divine message and with God-

iven powers. At some period of his career the conviction seems to
ﬁwe come to him that he was yet more than a prophet, that he
was in fact none other than he of whom prophets had spoken and
for whose coming so many generations had yearned, the Anointed
One, the Messiah, the King. In what sense did Jesus believe him-
self (if indeed he did so believe at all) to be the Messiah? Here
we touch upon the central problem of the gospel story. Was his
Messiahship effective during his life or only latent? Was he only
the Messiah to be, and when would he be invested with his kingly
office? And what sort of office was it to be? A king, such as
Isaiah of Jerusalem conceived bim, ruling in righteousness over
a liberated people, a powerful monarch, just and good and kind,
but yet a real monarch, such as other monarchs are, though ruling
for his people’s good and not for his own? Or was his kingship
merely spiritual? Was he o rule only over men’s hearts and
minds as the revealer of a new and higher conception of life,
of goodness and of love? Was the scene of his kingship to be
Palestine ? or was there to be a new heaven and a new earth, and
was the Kingdom of God, in which he, the Messiah, should rule,
to be that semi-material realm to which the quickened dead
should rise again? And was this kingship with which he was
to be invested to come to him during his lifetime, while he was
still clothed with ordinary flesh and blood, or must he first pass
through some great change, undergo perchance suffering and
death, and only through these attain unto his glory? All these
are questions to which various answers can be, and have been,
given, some of which, with the arguments on this side and on
that, will be submitted to the reader’s judgment in the course of
the commentary,
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If Jesus in any of these senses claimed to be the Messiah, or
if his disciples claimed the Messiahship for him, this claim would
have been the greatest and the sorest source of conflict with all
the Jewish authorities. So far as the Sadducean priesthood is
concerned, for the obvious reason that a claimant to the Messiah-
ship meant the displacement of their régime, popular disturbance,
and war with Rome. So far as the Pharisees and Rabbis were
concerned, for one main reason, and perhaps for another. That a
prophet and teacher who had dared to criticize the Law and had
denounced the official exposition of it, should then claim to be
Messiah, was an insufferable pretension and arrogance. And just
possibly, the Messiah whom Jesus claimed to be, or to become,
was not, in the opinion of the Rabbis (whatever else he was), the
Messiah whom older prophecy had described and foretold. Not
so would the Son of David appear to claim his own.

§ 42. The relation of Jesus to God.

Lastly, did Jesus just because, or partly because, he felt him-
self to be Messiah, feel himself to be more than ‘a mere man,
feel himself in some special relation to the Divine Father? For
was not the Messiah the Son of God? Jewish thought had not
remained wholly content with the purely human conception of
Messiah contained in Isaiah xi. Some thinkers and dreamers had
come to picture the Messiah as a semi-divine being, pre-existent,
already and for long ages back living with God in heaven till the
fated moment of his descent upon earth should arrive. If Jesus
came to the conclusion that he was Messiah, did he therefore also
believe that he was nearer and more akin to God than all other
men—if not less human, yet certainly more divine? Or was the
process just the reverse? Was it his purely religious conception
of sonship which led him on to the belief in his Messianic vocation ?
Did he hold that none had felt God to be their Father with the
same intensity that he felt it ? Did he believe that, just because
he was God's son as no man before him had ever been, therefore
he was, or would be, God’s anointed ? These questions too will
be alluded to in the notes. Their immense importance needs no
proving. And if Jesus put forward any such personal claim, if he
ascribed to himself any semi-divine powers or nature, the opposition
of Jewish teachers would be increased tenfold. For even though
some thinkers and dreamers might hold that Messiah was, or
would be, more than man, such a theory was very different from
a regular claim made by a particular living individual, whose
“mere humanity’ seemed obvious to every eye. Such a claim from
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such a person was almost blagphemy: no man might venture to
arrogate unto himself the qualities and the nature of the divine.
uch, then, are some of the main features in the teaching and
the position of Jesus which present problems for discussion and
for doubt. Such, too, are the main features which seem to have
brought about his conflicts with the Rabbis and the priests, and
ultimately to have caused his death. L
And all these features became exaggerated after the crucifixion
and in the later reports of his life and teaching. The question
which constantly presents itself to us is: how far did these features
actually appear in his lifetime and in his actual, historic ministry?

§ 43. Changes made in the teaching of Jesus after his death:
(@) Israel and the Gentiles; the Pharisees and the Law.

For with his death the whole perspective changed. It really
speaks exceedingly well for the accuracy and honesty of the oldest
sources that we caun discern as much history in the Gospels as (in
the opinion of most critics) we actually can—that we can discern
through theory, exaggeration, legend and even myth, the true
lineaments of the historic Jesus,

If Jesus preached the Kingdom, his followers preached him.
As Loisy says: ‘ What the apostles began to preach was not the
story of the Christ, still less a system of doctrine, a scheme of
teaching drawn up and fixed by him, nor was it the proclamation
of the Kingdom of Heaven as Jesus himself had formulated it up
to the very day before his death. The unexpected death of the
preacher, ignominious and terrifying as it was, had deranged the
equilibrium of their faith; and when this faith found once more
a firm basis (assiette) in the belief of the Resurrection, it had
already advanced a large step beyond the limits within which the
teaching of Jesus had been confined. For now, in order to diffuse
itself, that faith had not to speak directly of the Kingdom, but
of the Christ, whose manifestation had to be shown as certain,
although retarded (dont il fullait que la manifestation parit
acquise, bien qu'elle filt retardde). Instead of first of all believing
in the Kingdom which had not yet come, one had to believe in the
Messiah who had come. To prove to the Jews that Jesus, though
he died on the cross, was none the less the Messiah,—this was the
task which was now imposed upon his disciples. For its fulfilment
it was not sufficient for them to use their memories; they had to
find new arguments for the support of their faith’ (. S. . p. 176).

A crucified Messiah, and a Messiah whose history should
consist of two parts—the first part an ordinary, human life ending
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in & shameful death; the second a later, yet unfulfilled appear-
ance in heavenly glory (both of them conceptions unknown to
Judaism)—had now to be championed and maintained. And
with this huge change other changes came as well. The breach
with the Synagogue gradually widened. The Law was more and
more neglected and violated—at least by many of the new-comers
and under the influence of Paul. The new religion began to be
preached, and to find its warmest and best adherents, among the
Gentile world, These very changes brought about an inevitable
exaggeration of the original points and features of conflict.

First, as regards doctrive, apart from the personality, nature
and office of the Master himself.

Jesus had undoubtedly, prophet-wise, denounced the sinners
in Israel, and possibly he had even foretold, like Jeremiah, the
destruction of the Temple. These historic sayings become,
after his death, unconsciously exaggerated. The privileges of
Israel are to be taken away; the holy city is to be destroyed (as
the disciples of the disciples themselves witnessed); no longer
unbelieving Israel, but the new Israel, the community of Christian
believers, 18 to inherit the ancient promises and to enter into the
Kingdom of Heaven. For those Israelites who refuse to accept
Jesus as the Messiah the doom is Hell, with its everlasting punish-
ment, with its wailing and goashing of teeth unto the end of
time.

Jesus in his lifetime had conflicts and differences of opinion
with the Pharisaic champions of the Law, with the Rabbis of
Galilee and of Jud®za. Though his death was primarily caused
by the priests and the Romans, yet doubtless some of the Rabbis
in Jerusalem were also privy to his arrest and assented to his
condemnation. This conflict becomes exaggerated. From the
beginning the Pharisees and Scribes are his enemies; they
denounce him; he denounces them. They are all bad; they are
full of sins and corruption; they long to compass his destruction
and his death.

In respect to the teaching of Jesus about the Law, as in
respect to his teaching about the Gentiles, the tendency to
emphasize and exaggerate was checked by a cross-current. For
one section of the earliest Christians still cared for and observed
the Law. Jesus had not attacked and violated the Law to such
an extent as to make this legal position untenable for any of his
adherents. He had adopted a prophetic attitude towards the
Law. The Inward rather than the Outward; love ratber than
sacrifice ; this was his position. Whether he had formulated any
more theoretic point of view may well be doubted. Thus we find
in the Gospels exaggerations of both kinds. ‘Not one jot or tittle
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of the Law shall ever pass away till all is fulfilled.” On the other
hand we find the conception that at least one Mosaic ordinance
was given to the Israelites because of the hardness of their hearts,
We find a theory announced that Jesus came to ‘complete’ the
Law, not to ‘destroy’ it, but this completion in regard to such
an important element of the Law as the dietary injunctions
comes upon occasion to something not remotely resembling abro-
gation. Here in each case the question as to historical accuracy
needs careful weighing. Have the reporters exaggerated the
hostility of Jesus to the Law, have they exaggerated his esteem
for it? Have they, rather than he, formulated his theoretic atti-
tude towards it ?

And so as to the Gentiles. Did Jesus countemplate, again
prophet-wise, the inclusion of the Gentile world in the community
which he sought to found? Did he bid his disciples preach the
gospel to all nations, or did he bid them carefully avoid those
who were not of Israelite blood? What was his own attitude
towards the heathen? Did he share ‘Jewish particularism, or
had he consciously and deliberately overcome it ? The double
tendency in the Gospels makes the answer the more difficult and
uncertain,

§44. (b) The Messiakship and the relation to God.

But exaggeration was naturally most rampant in all that had
to do with the person and office of the Master.

Jesus had undoubtedly performed some striking wonders of
‘healing” These are made more wonderful still. Fresh miracles
are invented; ordinary events are turned into miracles. The
ministry of Jesus becomes one long exhibition of divine power,
fighting the powers of darkmess. Jesus is always in the right;
his opponents are always in the wrong. He reads men’s thoughts
and hearts. He, not so much as God's prophet, but in virtue
of his own personality and authority, announces and grants
the forgiveness of sin. He is the Messiah, and God proclaimed
his Messiahship to him at the very beginning of his ministry.
If, for certain reasons of his own, he concealed that Messiahship
for a while, the powers of darkness at any rate always knew him
for what he was. He foreknew and foretold the sequence of his
life and death: all was prearranged, foreordained. He predicted
his arrest, his Passion, his resurrection ‘on the third day. His
life becomes a divine drama; even his teaching becomes a mystery,
which wag intended to darken the minds of all except the Elect.
Jesus foresaw the persecutions of his disciples from the hands of
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the Jews. He told them how they were to behave under these
persecutions: he gave rules for the new community and its
government. The cross upon which he died becomes an emblem
of his teaching. Those who would be his disciples must be
prepared to die even as he died, nay even to bear their cross
daily in a life of hardship, self-denial and renunciation. If Jesus
the Messiah suffered at his death, the suffering tends to be
regarded as even anticipated in his life: he is, at least, a homeless
wanderer who has nowhere to lay his head in safety and repose.

Jesus the Messiah ‘rises’ after his death to immortal life.
This too he predicted and foreknew. Did the historic Jesus fore-
see his death? Did he go to Jerusalem to conquer or to die?
Had he at any rate a vague presentiment—anticipations of disaster
to himself, though not to the Kingdom? Did he think that the
service he had to render to the coming and imminent Kingdom
might even demand his own death? In that case he might also
have held that if he had to die before the Kingdom came, he would
rise again soon in order to share in it or to become its chief. All
these are questions which the Gospel narratives insistently demand
of us, The ‘line of exaggeration’ it is not difficult to see. Jesus
knows exactly all that 1s to happen. First his death, then his
resurrection, then (after an interval) his reappearance on the
clouds in glory as openly manifested Messiah. To the Death
succeeds Resurrection; to the Resurrection succeeds a triumphant
Parousia. Then will the drama of Israel and the world conclude:
the Messiah will be also the judge—the heavenly judge who shall
assign to all then alive and to the risen dead their portions of
gladness or of misery for ever and ever. Amid all this develop-
ment and ‘exaggeration’ how are we to discover the semse in
which the historic Jesus accepted the Messiahship for himself,
what he meant by it, and what he anticipated would be the
manner of its manifestation ?

The Messiah was God’s son. Had not the Psalmist made God
say of him: ‘Thou art my son: this day have I begotten thee’?
Both in this Messianic sense, and in a spiritual sense, Jesus may
well have felt and held himself to be the Son of God. Here too
the Gospel ‘exaggerates’ upon a historic basis. It pushes the
date of his sonship backwards: it hardens the meaning of it,
separating Jesus ever more and more from other men, increasing
his measure of divipnity, magnifying his conception of it, till
finally we get the stories of the infancy, the annunciation and
the miraculous birth. Jesus becomes the Son of God not merely
as the Messiah, but as metaphysically related to the Godhead.
He becomes not werely a divine being, but a part of God himself,
with powers hardly inferior to those of his Father. And with
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these exalted powers there comes an increased and deadly
particularism. If Jesus, like all passionate reformers, could mnot
1magine that there could be any right which was not on his own
side, his disciples soon came to believe that none could know Geod
and love him well unless they believed in Jesus and his divinity,
It was a very early ‘ exaggeration’ of his prophetic impetuosity
which made them make Jesus say : “ All things have been delivered
unto me by my Father; and no one knoweth the Son, save the
Father; neither doth any know the Father, save the Son, and
he to whomsoever the Son willeth to reveal him.! Or is this
famous passage authentic? Did Jesus carry his claims so far?
Did his conception of God, and of his own sonship, and of their
relations to each other, amount ever unto this? Here we have
the problem of authenticity at its acutest and most important
oint.

F However this special question may be determined, it is at any
rate at these very points where conflicts soon arose between the
Christian and the Jew, and where the centre of gravity of the
new religion lies, that the records of the Gospels are to be most
critically examined. And this whether they deal with incident
or with teaching. But a large part of the teaching, including
the famous paradoxes of the Sermon ou the Mount, lies outside,
Anpd just as it is quite certain that, however much (if such be
our judgment) this teaching transcended or even contradicted
the teaching of contemporary Rabbi and Scribe, Jesus could
nevertheless have gone on inculcating it for ever without coming
to an evil end, so also is it here that we may look for the greatest
accuracy in the record and the greatest measure of authenticity.
Wellhausen’s caution as regards the tradition of the teaching and
the sayings may well be borne in mind, but it has, I venture to
think, to be checked by this other principle or test which has
Just been laid down.

§ 45. The various problems raised by the hfe of Jesus.

A commentary upon the Gospels is in any case not also a
‘Life of Christ.” Whether the material for such a Life exists
may well be doubted. And the Introduction to such a tentative
commentary as this is still less the place in which to attempt it.
Only incidentally, and as occasion arises, will the commentary
discuss questions relating to the character of Jesus, the nature
and development of his teaching, the manner of his life and
death. It will also occasionally consider how far the Gospel
narratives can be regarded as historic, and how far the Jesus of
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actual fact must be conjecturally supposed to have differed here
and there from Jesus as Mark, Matthew, and Luke portray him.

Perhaps, however, before bringing these few introductory pages
to a close it may be desirable to call attention once more in yet
another way to those problems to which, in the notes, the reader's
attention will more frequently be directed.

The exact years of the birth and death of Jesus may still
be in dispute, but that he was born about 4 B.c. and died about
30 A.D. seems fairly certain. And what appears equally sure is
that the length of his ministry did not extend over more than a
year and a quarter, or a year and a half. Hence it follows that
all the problems about Jesus to which any answer is possible are
concentrated about the last two years of his life. How he lived,
what he did and how he developed, from infancy till he was about
thirty-two, we cannot say.

The short last section of his life of which the Synoptic Gospels
tell may be roughly divided into two portions of unequal length.
The first of these is the Galilean period ; the second the journey to
Jerusalem, and its results. It may be said that the main problem
of his life is contained in the question, How did he come to die?
Or, again, the question may be put thus: To what end did he go
to Jerusalem ?

Among other difficult matters which this question involves is
the fundamental problem as to what Jesus thought of himself.
This problem has been touched upon already. Did Jesus suppose
himself to be the Messiah, and, if so, in what sense 2 Did he start
the Galilan ministry with this idea, or did the idea only assume
definite shape and conviction towards its close ? We shall see that
while Jesus from first to last seems to bave believed in the imminent
end of the world, or of the Existing Order, he did not, probably, for
a while, regard himself as the Messiah. He felt himself to be
divinely sent, a prophet like the prophets of old, but not at once,
or very soon, the Messiah,

Some scholars, we shall hear, think that Jesus never claimed to
be the Messiah at all. This we shall consider a less probable
hypothesis. But if he claimed to be the Messiah, what sort of
Messiah did he conceive himself to be? Was it completely new
wine which he poured into that old bottle? Here we shall see that
controversy rages, and that no final and satisfactory result has
been, or probably can ever be, attained.

Did he call himself the Son of Man, and, if so, with what
intention, and with what relation to the Messianic title, to the
ordinary Messianic conception, or to his own Messianic claim ?
Many theories can be drawn up; many varying answers can be
given. Some fit some of the facts and statements; others fit
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others. None, perhaps, fit all. Hence the difficulty of coming
(with such meagre and in parts untrustworthy material) to any
confident and certain result. ]

Among the minor questions which the fundamental question
includes are these: What was the view of Jesus concerning the
rule and overlordship of the Romans ? And upon what charge or
charges—whether false or true—was he condemned to die by the
Jewish authorities and by the Roman governor 2 Who is respon-
gsible for his death? Even here, too, the answers that may be
given, with fair arguments and show of reason, are different, and
even here, while we shall see that one answer is more probable
than another, definite certainty cannot be arrived at.

The main elements of the teaching of Jesus were laid down
and spoken in Galilee. If the question be asked, What was the
character or nature of this teaching? the answer is partly dependent
upon the answer to that other question, What did Jesus think and
teach about himself? But we shall see that it is only partly so
dependent. It is, moreover, only partly dependent upon, or
connected with, Jesus's belief in the imminent End of the Age.
We shall observe that Jesus was not always thinking of that great
event. It formed, doubtless, the background for all his teaching,
but much of that teaching was spoken as if no such terrific change
was at hand; or, at any rate, much of it was applicable to, and
was even intended for, ordinary conditions of existence, such as they
were when his words were said, and in some respects, at least, such
as they are even to-day. Whether there was any change or
development in the religious and ethical teaching of Jesus, whether
the demands he made upon those who would be his true disciples
were increased, whether his teaching was at first less ‘ apocalyptic’
and became more so, are also questions which will be noticed as
they arise. This last question is to some extent connected with
the meaning to be assigned to that term frequently upon Jesus's
lips—the term with which his ministry opens—but of which the
precise signification is still often doubtful and disputed—namely,
the famous ‘Kingdom of God, or, as Matthew calls it, the ‘Kingdom
of Heaven.'

§ 46. The Jewish conception of the Messiah and the
conception formed by Jesus.

The various theories about Jesus and the ultimate objects of
his brief career often rest upon fragile bases. Many of them seem
to do violence to some part or other of the Gospel evidence or to
the evidence of the Rabbinical literature, Or if they do not do
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violence to what the Gospels say, they seem, if I may put it thus
oddly, to do violence to what they do not say.

Take, for instance, the question as to whether Jesus thought
himself to be the Messiah, and if so, what sort of Messiah he
thought himself, or wanted, to be. The hypothesis that he never
identified himself with the Messiah at all cuts the gordian knot
too crudely. It explains some facts, but it leaves others—and
more important and crucial ones—unexplained. It is not merely
that various stories recorded in the Synoptics must be regarded as
unhistorical, but the very career of Jesus, with its crisis and
its end, become vague and difficult to understand.

Yet not much less difficult is the conception, repeated in a
hundred different forms and shades, that Jesus did indeed claim
to be the Messiah, but such a Messiah as had never before
been thought of, above all things not a Jewish Messiah. He
allowed his disciples to regard him as the Messiah; he had no
better name to invent; but it was a mere shell, a mere name, for
something totally different from the ordinary Jewish conception.
In the course of the commentary this hypothesis will crop up again
and again, and we shall see how arbitrary and difficult 1t is.

What is usually meant by the ‘ ordinary Jewish conception of
the Messiah’? The answer must be: something extremely
disagrecable, Indeed the ‘ordinary Jewish conception of the
Messiah,’ created by Christian theologians as a foil to the ‘pure
spiritual * conception of Jesus, is an eviscerated conception in
which all the cheap things are left in (and exaggerated) and all
the valuable things are left out.

The ‘ ordinary Jewish conception of the Messiah * means, so far
as I can gather, that of an intensely ‘national’ and ‘legal’ king,
under whose warlike and bloody rule the Jews avenge themselves
upon their enemies, kill the majority, enslave the rest, and live in
gorgeous, outward, material prosperity for ever and ever. Now
this is a caricature for many reasons. It is a half truth, and
we know what half truths are.

The desire for prosperity, for freedom, for *imperial’ rule in
the place of cruel subjection, was doubtless strong in the popular
mind, and the desire for revenge—after Titus—was not even absent
from all the Rabbis. But the essential feature of the ordinary
conception of the Messiah was that of a righteous king ruling over
a righteous people ; the Messianic era was indeed one of prosperity,
but far more was it one of peace and goodness and the knowledge
of God. So far as it was this, why should not Jesus have wished
to be the Jewish Messiah? What is there so very dreadful and
immoral and unspiritual in the conception of Isaiah xi—of a
righteous king and a God-fearing and righteous nation?

M. g
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But, then, there comes another difficulty. We talk of the
*ordinary Jewish conception of the Messiah.” But what was ‘the
ordinary Jewish conception of the Messiah’ in the age of Jesus?
And was there one prevailing conception at all? We do not really
and certainly know. The idea of the warlike king seems to have
been on the wane. God would accomplish the redemption and
establish the Kingdom at his own time and in his own way. The
king would rather teach than fight. He might be discovered
perchance healing the sick, and only ascend his ‘throne’ when all
‘enemies’ had disappeared or been converted.

So although Jesus did not—and this is certain—conceive that
the assumption of his throne and the establishment of the Kingdom
would involve his own appearance at the head of an army, never-
theless he would not, for this reason, have formed a conception
which was un-Jewish and unfamiliar.

If he had formed a conception of his Messianic office which was
wholly unlike that of most of his contemporaries, why did he choose
and allow the name? Why did he not reject it ? Why did he not
more clearly explain : ‘Though I do not object to your thinking me
the Messiah, and though I shall die as King of the Jews, yet you smust
understand that my Messiahship, even after my resurrection, will
never remotely resemble the ordinary Jewish conception of the
Messiah'? Why was it left to the author of the fourth Gospel to
make him say that ?

We shall be inclined to believe that most facts (though not
necessarily all the facts) will be accounted for if we suppose that
Jesus did believe that, either at a dénouement before his death or
at the Parousia after his death, he would ‘rule’ over a righteous
people. We have no means of deciding what he thought would
be the fate of the huge Gentile world. Perhaps he thought (with
the best utterances of the older prophets) that they would all be
‘ converted " and become voluntary subjects of his Kingdom—all of
them, at least, who had escaped the Judgment. For Jesus, like his
contemporaries, undoubtedly believed in a J udgment, and moreover
he seems to have believed that the number who would be ‘lost’ in
the Judgment would be (to our ideas) painfully large. Among those
victims of the Judgment there would doubtless be, in his opinion,
a number of Gentiles as well as a very large quantity of Jews
Those who remained over, whether Jewish or pagan by birth,
would now become pure worshippers of the One God and loyal
subjects of the Messianic King.
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§ 47. Jesus and the ‘masses’

It has recently been supposed by Prof Bacon that Jesus
regarded himself as the Messiah, or was willing to let others so
regard him, only in so far as he stood forth ‘as the leader, champion,
and vindicator of the disinherited sons’ The Messiah to Jesus
had no ‘ theocratic connotations’ ; it meant merely ‘ He who brings
Israel into its predestined relation of sonship to God. Over and
over again does Prof. Bacon speak of the ‘masses’ and of Jesus
as their champion. The ‘masses’ are apparently put on one
side: a few Rabbis, Pharisees, and priests on the other. He speaks
of the ‘ narrow cliques of scribes and Pharisees,” ‘ the chaberim of
gynagogue orthodoxy on one side, the am ha-aretz, the masses of
the people on the other’ These masses are *spiritually dis-
inherited.” This is probably the weakest theory of all, so far as
the facts are concerned. Prof. Bacon allows that Jesus ‘ did follow
a role that led to his execution by Pilate as a political agitator’
(p. 106). Nevertheless all that he will allow as to the Messiah-
ship is this championship of the ‘disinherited masses’; only thus
may Jesus have ‘regarded his calling as in some remote sense
Messianic.’

But there is little evidence of disinherited masses, even within
the Gospels. KEven the Gospels scarcely imply that the masses
had no religion which they cared for or brought them comfort, or
that the Rabbis were not their teachers or their friends. And
outside the Gospels the evidence is the other way. The Pharisees,
as Josephus tells us, formed the popular party. They have the
people on their side. And if ever there was a teaching class
drawn from the people, it was the Jewish Rabbis of old—men
who took no pay for their studies and services, and in many
cases earned their living by their hands. As I have already
mentioned the am ha-aretz may possibly be not poor folk, but
rich folk. In any case they are not the people—a more dubious
identification was never made. There were doubtless many bad
Rabbis in those days as later; the Talmud itself castigates such,
but the greater number of Rabbis, even as they sprang from the
people, loved the people, taught the people, and had the people at
their back. The masses were not disinherited : the martyr race
pur excellence found, and continued for long ages to find, its best
happiness in the practice of its religion. There was no need for
Jesus to teach them that God was their Father; they knew it all
along. They knew it then; they continued to know it; they
know it now. If they had not known it, they would not have died
in thousands for their faith : if they did not know it, they would
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ot be suffering now. With the leading priests at Jerusalem the
case is different, but even there, and in spite of the oppression and
dishonesty which undoubtedly were practised by many, we must
not suppose that either Rabbi or people was not attached to the
Temple and its services. We must not measure the men of ancient
time by modern standards.

§ 48. Jesus as prophet: did he intend to found
o new religion?

It does not, however, follow from what has just been said that
the teaching of Jesus was not greater or more original than that of
the ordinary teacher of his day. It undoubtedly was. And there
is a further point still.

That the teaching of Jesus was in important points opposed to
the teaching of the contemporary Rabbis seems certain. I have
ventured to say that Jesus, at any rate in his earlier ministry,
seems most aptly to be described as a true successor to the old,
and especially to the great pre-exilic, prophets, Amos, Hoses,
Isaiah. And this is the impression which he made upon his con-
temporaries. They, too, found his teaching new, inspired, prophetic.
The difficulties which such teaching brought to its author, and the
honest opposition which it encountered, were due to the profoundly
important fact that when Amos and Isaiah spoke there was mo
authoritative, divine, ‘Mosaic’ Law in existence, and when Jesus
spoke there was. Of the relation, partly conscious and partly, as
it were, unconscious, in which Jesus stood to the Law there will
be much to say in the notes. Jesus, as I have said, had to hark
back from the Law to the prophets. His teaching is a revival of
prophetic Judaism, and in some respects points forward to the
Liberal Judaism of to-day.

Another gravely important question which may be asked about
his teaching is: Did he intend to found a new religion? This
question is distinct from the other one as to whether his teaching
is sufficiently novel, distinctive, and comprehensive as to justify a
separate religion with a separate name being founded upon it,
even apart from any doctrine as to his Messiahship or divinity.
Such might be the position of much modern Unitarianism, for which
doubtless there would be much to say. Whether Jesus himself
intended to found, or foresaw the founding, of a new religion apart
and distinct from Judaism, is, however, another question. It is
clearly in part dependent upon the views which Jesus held as to
the end of the world. If he thought that that end was near, he
can hardly have also intended to found a new religion and a new
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religious community. Taken all in all, it seems probable that
Jesus was not the conscious founder of the Christian Church. He
was and meant to remain a Jew. Or rather the question of
separating from the Synagogue never presented itself to his mind.
He wanted to purify, to quicken, to amend, but not to break away
and make a fresh beginning. He continued the work of Amos,
Hosea, and Isaiah. His Kingdom of God, from one point of view,
was a reformed Judaism. And possibly it may come to pass that
in his teaching there may be found a reconciliation or meeting-
%oint between a Reformed or Liberal Judaism and a frankly

nitarian Christianity of the distant future. That Judaism and
that Christianity may find that they differ in name, in accent, and
in memories rather than essentially or dogmatically. 7That Judaism
and that Christianity may both claim Jesus as their own.,

§49. The GQospels, the New Testament and the Jew.

It might be asked: What is, or what should be, the Jewish
interest in the New Testament, in the Synoptic Gospels, or in the
life and character of Jesus? To these questions, too, the com-
mentary will supply some incidental answers. The origin of
any great religion which has filled so immense a place in the
history of the world must surely be of interest to every cultivated
person. To know something about a Book and a Person that have
been of such huge importance in the world, and that are of such
great importance still, is a right and reasonable thing—a desirable
part of knowledge. But the European Jew lives in a Christian
environment, a Christian civilization. He has absorbed much of
this civilization himself; he breathes it in; it is part of him.
He reads the history of the country of which he is a citizen.
This civilization and this history are all unintelligible without
Christianity. They rest upon the New Testament and the
Gospels, The book which has had the greatest influence upon
European history and European civilization is the Bible. The
Jew does not mind saying and repeating this. But he too often
forgets that the Bible which has had this influence ie not merely
the Old Testament. It is the Old Testament and the New
Testament combined. And of the two, it is the New Testament
which has undoubtedly had the greater influence and has been of
the greater importance. It is the Gospels and the life of Christ
which have most markedly determined European history and most
influenced for good or evil many millions of lives. If it is an
improper ignorance not to have read some portions of Shakespeare
or Milton, it is, I am inclined to think, a much more improper
ignorance not to have read the Gospels.

23
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The curiosity of the Jew as regards these writings might also
be legitimately aroused when he reflects that the Gospel hero was
a Jew, and that the books of the New Testament were mainly
written by Jews. Jewish ignorance of the Gospels is indeed not
unnatural. It has many causes which I will not here enumerate.
It needs, even to-day perhaps, some detachment of mind to say:
‘T will read and study the book upon which is based the religion
which has inflicted upon my ancestors such incalculable cruelty
and wrong. I will read and study the book from which comes the
religion which vauuts itself to be a religion of love, but which, so
far as my race is concerned, has usually been a religion of hate. I
will read and study the book from which proceeds a monotheism
less pure and lofty than my own, a monotheism, if it can be called
such, which has deified a man and invented the Trinity; I will
read and study the book from which was evolved the religion
which pretends to have superseded and to be superior to my own
—to be purer and better than my religion, of which the cardinal
doctrines are contained in such words as: Hear, O Israel, the
Lord thy God the Lord is One. Thou shalt love the Lord thy
God with all thy heart. Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.
What doth the Lord require of thee, but to do justly, and to love
mercy, and to walk humbly with thy God 2’

Yet this detachment of mind must now be demanded.
Judaism, and therefore the Jews or some Jews, must answer the
questions, and answer them better and more impartially than they
have yet been faced and answered: What is the right Jewish
attitude towards the New Testament? what are we to think about
the Gospels and the Gospels’ hero? I cannot believe that the
best and final answers will be merely negative. They will not
be framed upon the familiar lines that what is new in the
Gospels is not true, and what is true is not new. Does Judaism
really expect that in the future—even the distant future—the Old
Testament will be ‘accepted” and the New Testament ‘rejected’?
Does Judaism really expect that the Bible, for the Europe of the
‘ Messianic’ age, will be a smaller Bible than the European Bible
to-day? Will it include the Old Testament only ? But if such
an idea is inconceivable, if the Bible for Europe has been
constituted once and for all—whatever men may think of its
theologies—should not Judaism take up some more reasoned and
studied attitude towards so permanent a part of the religious
literature and religious consciousness of the Western world ?

One view which will be incidentally maintained and supported
in this commentary is that Judaism has something to gain and
absorb from the New Testament. There are teachings in the New
Testament, and above all in the Gospels, which supplement and
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carry forward some essential teachings in the Old Testament. It
seems true to say that for moral and religious value neither the
Old Testament can dispense with the New Testament nor the
New Testament with the Old Testament. I will not attempt to
sum up here the special excellences and values of either. So far
as the Gospels are concerned, these excellences will be alluded to
in the commentary. But over and above the excellences in detail,
there is the spirit or impression of the whole. So too with the
Old Testament, the Hebrew Bible. The strong, virile, healthy
tone of the Old Testament religious teaching is sometimes con-
trasted with a certain sentimentality and introspectiveness in the
New. Its vigorous social and ‘ collective ' morality—its insistence
upon justice and righteousness in society and the State—are also
sometimes contrasted with a certain marked individualism in the
New. Contrasts proverbially exaggerate, yet there may be some-
thing not wholly false in this contrast as in others. Meanwhile
we need both the Old Testament’s imperative demand for a
righteous nation, and the New Testament's insistent emphasis
upon the value of the individual soul; we need both the severity
of justice and the tenderness of love. As regards the latter pair
of apparent opposites they are both present 1n both Testaments,
but in different ways. And these different ways could themselves
be made to form one illustration the more for my contention that
an Englishman, a German, or a Frenchman, be he Christian or be
he Jew, has something to gain, something of moral or religious
value to absorb, both from the New Testament and the Old, or, if
the collocation be more emphatic, both from the Gospel and the
Law.

§ 50. The Gospels, the Rabbinical literature and Judaism.

And if it be said that the Jew is not confined to the Old
Testament, but that he has also the Rabbinical literature, and
that therefore he need not study the New Testament, there are
several rejoinders. First, there are things of value in the New
Testament which are not to be found in the Rabbinical litera-
ture, Secondly, whereas in the Rabbinical literature the great
things are scattered around and among a huge mass of third
and fourth rate material, in the New Testament they are found
knit together in a small compass, emphasized, concentrated, and
condensed. Thirdly, the great things in the Rabbinical literature
are often the casual utterances of a hundred different authors,
whereas, in the New Testament, they to a great extent form an
essential part of the teaching of one or two great minds, and they
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are strikingly and splendidly expressed. Fourthly, the Rabbinical
literature is unwieldy, huge, and suited for the specialist only;
whereas the New Testament is small and short, instinct with
genius, first-class literature, and, as regards the Gospels, quite
suited for modern readers. Being first-class, it bears translation,
Being the work of genius, it is a book not for ome age, but
practically, like Shakespeare or Homer, for all time. Fifthly, the
average Jew is not acquainted with the Rabbinical literature even
if it could supply the place, which it cannot, of the New Testament
and the Gospels. Except the Liturgy, which, as it includes the
Sayings of the Fathers, is, I admit, a very important exception,
he knows the Old Testament only. Sixthly (and this is perhaps
the most important point of all), the religious value of the
teaching of the Synoptic Gospels for the modern Jew is not to he
measured by the presence or absence of parallels to the various
sayings of Jesus in the later Rabbinical literature. I do not
merely refer to the fact that almost all the parallels are later
in date. I am not thinking of the question, Upon which side
is the originality? When Talmud and Gospels are compared,
the originality is almost always on the side of the Gospels. Bit -
this—i§ not my present point, which is the following. Jewish
apologists have a habit of breaking up the Gospels into fragments.
They are somewhat inclined to do the same with their own litera-
ture. But a great book is more than its own sentences taken
singly or disjointedly. A great personality is more than the
record of its teaching, and the teaching is more than the bits of it
taken one by one. It must be viewed as a whole. It must be
judged as a whole—so far, at least, as this is possible. It has
a spirit, an aroma, which evaporates when its elements or frag-
ments are looked at separately. This piecemeal way of looking
at a book, a teaching, a person, is perhaps partially one of the
evil results of Jewish legalism. Virtue, as Plato would say, is
cut up into pieces and made into mincemeat. It suffers in’ this
process. Virtue is more than a parcel of virtues; character is
more than its elements. A man is more than the sum of this and
that and the other. Righteousness is more and other than a
number of excellent positive commands and excellent negative
ones.

There is a certain spirit and glow about the teaching of .
Jesus which you either appreciate or fail to appreciate. You
cannot recognize or do justice to it by saying, ‘The teaching
of Jesus comprises the following maxims and injunctions. Of
these some are borrowed from the Old Testament, some are
paralleled by the Talmud, and a few are impracticable’ The
teaching of Jesus, which has had such gigantic effects upon the
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world, is more and other than a dissected list of injunctions, It
is not merely the sum of its parts: it is a whole, a spirit.

That spirit bas the characteristics of genius. It is great,
stimulating, heroic. One may not always agree with it, it may
not always be ‘practical,” but it is always, or nearly always, big
and grand. Even if you could find separate close parallels for
970 out of, say, the 1000 verses in the Gospel in which Jesus
is the speaker, and even if you put them together and made
a nice little book of them, you would not have produced a
substitute of equal religious value. The unity, the aroma, the
spirit, the genius, would all have fled. Or, rather, you could not,
infuse them into your elegant collection of fragments and tit-bits.
Morceaus choisis remain just morceauz choisis.

This i3 by no means to say that a good compendium of
Rabbinic ethics and religion would not be very valuable and
helpful for our religious life. We should be the better for it.
We need both the Rabbinic compendium and the Gospels. For
the life of every day we need both. The great, heroic teaching, and
the detailed and more average teaching. We want them both.
The teaching which demands the most complete self-sacrifice,
which is inspired by the most thoroughgoing idealism, and the
teaching which is not so far removed from, and addresses itself
more directly to, the average righteousness and the average
wickedness of ordinary and everyday life. As the right condition
of the elementary school depends ultimately upon the University,
so average, ordinary, humdrum life needs—to keep it as stretched
as may be—the idealisms of ethics and religion which are so much
above its level. In hours of comfort and peace these idealisms are
needed all the more. Persecution and misery supply to a great
extent their own idealisms; they transfigure the ordinary into the
heroic. The religious and ethical teaching of Rabbinic literature
is above the level of Proverbs and Ecclesiasticus (and these too
have their place and value), but it deals perhaps somewhat too
often in rather small coin. I am speaking of the general mass,
and of the spirit of the whole. A few individual sentences which
will be quoted against me cannot suffice to prove the contrary.
Just ordinary people need, in addition to the admirable sayings
and exhortations of the Rabbis, the ideal and heroic spirit which
inspires the teaching of the Synoptic Gospels. ‘A man’s reach
| must exceed his grasp’—just upon earth must it do so, even for
the non-angelic beings that we are. We know that *little deeds
of kindness and charity, well within our power, make the wheels
of life run more smoothly. But the little deeds are not enough.
We must not be satisfied with them. Or, rather, to keep them
sweet and clean, to multiply them and preserve them, one needs
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the great deeds too. Or, at least, the desire for them, the apprecia-
tion of them. We require the heroic teaching and the example of
heroes to stimulate and call out our own poor powers to the full.
We require them to make us conscious of our own failures, to
destroy conceit and self-righteousness, to purge us of anything like
moral Philistinism or rehgious snobbery. Religious and ethical
teaching must produce not merely right and excellent actions,
but alse (and above all) noble characters. I will not emphasize
the distinction between the commands, ‘ Do this’ and ‘ Be this, or
urge that, upon the whole, the Rabbinic teaching tends to the
former type, and the Gospel teaching to the latter. Something
too much, perhaps, has been made of this difference, though a
philosopher so removed from the orthodox Christian standpoint
as Leslie Stephen seems to press it. But it is, at any rate, not
wholly unimportant and unreal, and its application to Talmudic
and Gospel teaching not wholly inaccurate. It is in a country
like England, where the Jews have full rights and complete
liberty, that the large demands and the heroic stature of the
Synoptic teaching would be of advantage for the production of
noble and ideal personalities, for the production of people who
grandly are, as well as of those who only rightly do.

It may be said that there is much in the Gospels and in the
other books of the New Testament to which the Jew will always
take exception and which he will always regard as false and
erroneous. This is so, and therefore at this time of day it is
impossible for the Jew to make his Bible include the New Testa-
ment. To what I said about this matter in Vol. 11. of my Bible
Jor Home Reading, pp. 779 and 780, I myself still adhere. But
the Liberal Jew at any rate will not be deterred from gaining all
the good he can from the Gospels (or from the rest of the New
Testament) because there are many things in it which he holds
to be erroneous. The Pentateuch also contains things which he
holds to be erroneous, it also contains a lower and a higher. So
too the Prophets. But he does not therefore reject them. He
regards them historically, and gratefully accepts and ardently
treasures whatever there is in them which is true and good and
great. He perceives that each section of the Old Testament has
in it something special, invaluable, unique. He would not dis-
pense with the Law because he has the Prophets, or with the
Wisdom literature because he has the Prophets and the Law.
Even within the Prophets themselves, he would not dispense with
Jeremiah because he has Isaiah, or with the ‘ minor’ prophets
because he has Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. In the same way,
he will, I believe, be glad to study and absorb (even though they
are not a portion of his ‘Bible ') the Gospels and the other books
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of the New Testament. They too are suz generis; they too can
add something of value and power, something fresh and distin-
guished, to his total religious store.
These remarks are general and tentative, They make no
attempt to estimate the teaching of Jesus as a whole, or its right
lace 1n modern Judaism, or its measure of novelty and truth.
And if they do not attempt this, the commentary will not do so
either. It will give a few suggestions and incidental appreciations;
nothing more. The same limitation holds for the question as to
the attitude which Judaism is to take up towards the Gospel hero
himself. For the teaching of Jesus is not put forward in the
Gospels as a philosopher puts forward his teaching impersonally in
a book. It i8 bound up with a certain life and character. This
question has been also alluded to in the previous section of this
Introduction, and a brief hint given as to the sort of solution in
which the present writer is himself inclined to believe. Let me
add this one further remark. Whether the life and character of
Jesus, as they can be inferred from the Synoptic Gospels, or as
they are presented to us in those writings, are completely historic
or no is undoubtedly a question of the gravest moment. But it
does not follow that this life and character are of no value, because
we can never determine their precise proportions of truth and error.
We can derive some help from the life of Moses as presented to us in
the Pentateuch, even though we are aware that that life as thus pre-
sented is by no means wholly historic. Such a use of such an ‘ideal’
biography is not to be deprecated. A similar use has been and
can be made of the life of Jesus as presented to us in the Synoptic
Gospels. That life, too, is partly ‘ideal,’ but it may be a great and
inspiring ideal none the less. In such a light it may be possible
for the Liberal Jew at any rate to regard it, and it may become
for him a great and valuable religious asset. Especially for those
who feel that Liberal Judaism is largely prophetic Judaism, will
the prophet of Nazareth—as his contemporaries with true instinct
entitled him—be cherished and admired. Perhaps in the future
Christianity and Judaism will be able to shake hands over the
Sermon on the Mount and the fundamental elements in the moral
and religious doctrine of Jesus. They will perhaps allow the vexed
question of originality to slumber. A great Christian scholar has
said (Paul Wernle, The Sources of our Knowledge of the Life of
Jesus, E.T., pp. 162, 163), - What 1s crucial’ in the words of Jesus
is ‘trust in God, purity of heart, compassion, humility, forgiveness,
aspiration—this and nothing else. This is the will of God, as
epitomised in the Sermon on the Mount; he who does it is Jesus’
mother and sister and brother.” Assuredly, if this be so, there have
been very many Jewish mothers and sisters and brothers of Jesus
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all these long years from Jesus until now. For Jewish teachers
have never ceased to say that these things were the essential will
of God, and many Jews and Jewesses have never ceased to practise
them. And, lastly, may I venture to hint at one reason why it is
that, in the words of the great scholar, ‘ what the Master desired
first and before all things shines forth upon us out of the Gospel
to-day’ so brightly and wonderfully, and why it seems to be so
much more a discovery to him than to his Jewish reader? Is it
not because, to quote his own words again, he and those who feel
with him ‘have been satiated with Christology even to nausea,
and therefore doubtless ‘long for God'? The Jew, on the other
hand, has always rejected all Christology, and has ever found his
way, direct and without a mediator, to the Divine Father,



MARK

CHAPTER 1

The beginning of the gospel concerning Jesus Christ, the
Son of God. As it is written in Isaiah the prophet, - Behold,
I send my messenger before thee, who shall prepare the way for
thee. The voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye
the way of the Lord, make his paths straight' So John the
Baptist appeared in the wilderness, proclaiming the baptism of
repentance for the forgiveness of sins. And there went out
unto him all the land of Judea, and all the inhabitants of Jeru-
salem, and they were baptized by him in the river of Jordan,
confessing their sins. And John's clothing was of camel’s hair,
and he had a leathern girdle about his loins; and he ate locusts
and wild honey. And he proclaimed, saying, ‘After me cometh
one who is mightier than I, the latchet of whose shoes I am not
worthy to stoop down and unloose. I have baptized you with
water: but he will baptize you with the Holy Spirit.’

And it came to pass in those days, that Jesus came from
Nazareth in Galilee, and was baptized by John in the Jordan.
‘And straightway as he came up out of the water, he saw how
the heavens parted, and the Spirit like a dove descended upon
him. And a voice from heaven said, ‘ Thou art my beloved Son;
in thee I am well pleased.’

And immediately the spirit drove him into the wilderness.
And he was in the wilderness forty days, being tempted of Satan;
and he was with the wild beasts, and the angels ministered unto
him.

Now after John was thrown into prison, Jesus came into
Galilee, and proclaimed the good tidings of God, saying, ‘The

M. I
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time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God hath drawn nigh; repent
ye, and believe in the good tidings.’

Now as he walked along the lake of Galilee, he saw Simon
and Andrew his brother casting a net into the lake: for they
were fishermen. And Jesus said unto them, ‘ Come ye after me,
and 1 will make you become fishers of men.’ And straightway
they left their nets, and followed him. And when he had gone a
little further, he saw James the son of Zebedee, and John his
brother, who were also in a boat, mending their nets. And
straightway he called them: and they left their father Zebedee
in the boat with the hired servants, and went after him.

And they went into Capernaum; and straightway on the
sabbath day he entered into the synagogue, and taught. And
they were amazed at his teaching, for he taught them as one
having authority, and not as the scribes.

And straightway there was in their synagogue a man with
an unclean spirit; and he cried out, saying, * What have we to
do with thee, Jesus of Nazareth? art thou come to destroy us?
I know thee who thou art, the Holy One of God.' And Jesus
rebuked it, saying, ‘ Hold thy peace, and come out of him.” And
the unclean spirit tore him, and cried with a loud voice, and came
out of him. And they all marvelled, so that they discussed among
themselves, saying, ‘What is this ? a new teaching with authority!
And he commands the unclean spirits, and they obey him!’ And
immediately his fame spread abroad throughout all the region of
Galilee.

And forthwith, when they had come out of the synagogue,
they entered into the house of Simon and Andrew, with James
and John. But Simon’s wife’s mother lay in bed with a fever,
and they told him of her. And he came and took her by the
hand, and raised her up; and the fever left her, and she waited
on them.

And in the evening, when the sun had set, they brought
unto him all that were diseased, and them that were possessed
with demons. And all the city was gathered together at the
door. And he healed many that were sick with divers diseases,
and cast out many demons; and he permitted not the demons to
speak, because they knew him,
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And in the morning, very early, before the dawn, he rose
up, and left the house, and went to a solitary place, and there
prayed. And Simon and his companions pursued him. And when
they found him, they said unto him, ‘All seek for thee’ And
he said unto them, ‘Let us go elsewhere, into the neighbouring
villages, that X may preach there also: for to that end I came
out! And he went and preached in their synagogues throughout
all Galilee, and cast out demons.

And there came a leper to him, beseeching him, and kneeling
down to him, and saying unto him, ¢ If thou wilt, thou canst make
me clean.’ And Jesus, moved with compassion, put forth his hand,
and touched him, and said unto him, ‘I wili; be cleansed’ And
immediately the leprosy departed from him, and he was cleansed.
And he sternly charged him, and forthwith sent him out, and
said unto him, ‘See thou say nothing to any man: but go, shew
thyself to the priest, and offer for thy cleansing what Moses com-
manded, for a testimony unto them.” But when he went out, he
began to publish it much, and to spread the story abroad, so that
Jesus could no more openly enter into any city, but he remained
outside in lonely places: and they came to him irom every quarter.

CHAPTER 1I

And when after some days he returned to Capernaum, it
was reported that he was in the house. And many collected
together, so that there was no room to hold them even before
the door; and he spoke the Word unto them. And some came
unto him, bringing a paralyzed man, who was carried by four.
And as they could not bring the man up to Jesus on account
of the crowd, they took him on to the roof of the house where
Jesus was, and having made a hole through it, they let down the
bed whereon the paralyzed man lay. When Jesus saw their faith,
he said unto the paralyzed man, ‘Son, thy sins are forgiven thee.’
But some scribes were sitting there, who argued in their hearts,
‘What blasphemy does this man say? who can forgive sins but
God alone?’ And immediately Jesus perceived in his spirit that
they so argued within themselves, and he said unto them, ‘ Why
argue ye thus in your hearts? Which is easicr: to say to the

I—2
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paralyzed man, Thy sins are forgiven thee; or to say, Arise, and
take up thy bed and walk? But that ye may see that the Son of
man hath power on earth to forgive sins,’ (he said to the paralyzed
man), ‘I say unto thee, Arise, and take up thy bed, and go home.
And he arose, and at once took up the bed, and weut forth before
them all ; so that they were all utterly amazed, and glorified God,
saying, ‘ We never saw anything like this before.’

And he went forth again by the lake side; and all the crowd
resorted unto him, and he taught them, And as he passed by, he
saw Levi the son of Alpheus sitting at the tax house, and he said
unto him, ‘Follow me.’ And he arose and followed him. And it
came to pass, that Jesus sat at table in his house, and many tax-
collectors and sinners sat also with Jesus and his disciples: for
there were many who followed him. And when the scribes of the
Pharisees saw him eat with tax-collectors and sinners, they said
unto his disciples, ‘Why does he eat with tax-collectors and
sinners?’ And Jesus heard it and said unto them, ‘ The strong
have no need of the physician, but they that are sick: I came not
to call the righteous, but the sinners.’

And the disciples of John and the Pharisees used to fast. And
some people came and said unto him, ‘ Why do the disciples of
John and of the Pharisees fast, but thy disciples fast not?’ And
Jesus said unto them, ‘Can the wedding guests fast, while the
bridegroom is with them ? As long as they have the bridegroom
with them, they cannot fast. But the days will come, when the
bridegroom will be taken away from them, and then they will fast
in those days.

‘No man seweth a piece of undressed cloth on to an old
garment: for, if he do, the patch draggeth away from it, the new
from the old, and the rent is made worse. And no man poureth
new wine into old wine skins: for, if he do, the wine doth burst
the skins, and the wine is lost as well as the skins, [But new
wine for new skins!]’

And it came to pass that he went through some corn fields on
the sabbath day; and his disciples began, as they went, to pluck
the ears of corn. And the Pharisees said unto him, ¢ See, how they
do what is not permitted on the sabbath day!’ And he said unto
them, ‘Have ye never read what David did, when he had need,
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and he and they that were with him were hungry? How he went
into the house of God, while Abiathar was high priest, and ate the
shewbread, which only the priests may eat, and how he gave it
also to them who were with him 2’ And he said unto them, ‘ The
sabbath was made for man, and not man for the sabbath: there-
fore the Son of man is lord also of the sabbath.’

CHAPTER III

Aud he entered on another occasion into the synagogue; and
there was a man there who had a withered hand. And they kept
watching him, to see whether he would heal him on the sabbath
day; so that they might accuse him. And he said unto the man
who had the withered hand, ‘Stand up and come forward.” And
he said upto them, ‘Is it permitted to do good on the sabbath
rather than to do evil 7 to save life rather than to kill it?’ But
they held their peace. And he looked round on them with anger,
being grieved for the hardness of their hearts, and he said unto the
man, ‘ Stretch out thine hand.” And he stretched it out: and his
hand was restored. And the Pharisees went out, and straightway
took counsel with the Herodians against him, how they might
destroy him.

But Jesus with his disciples retired to the lake; and a great
multitude from Galilee followed him; and from Judea, and from
Jerusalem, and from Idum=a, and beyond Jordan, and about Tyre
and Sidon, a great multitude, who had heard what great things he
did, came unto him. And he told his disciples to have a boat
ready for him, so that he might not be crushed by the crowd.
For he had healed many, so that all who were afflicted pressed
upon him in order to touch him. And the unclean spirits, when
they saw him, fell down before him, and screamed, saying, ‘Thou
art the Son of God’ And he rebuked them much that they
should not make him known.

And he went up on to the mountain, and called unto him
whom he desired; and they came unto him. And he appointed
twelve to be with him, and to send them forth to preach, and to
have power to cast out demons. So he appointed the Twelve, and
Simon he surnamed Peter. And (he appointed) James the son of
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Zebedee, and John the brother of James, whom he surnamed
Boanerges, which is, sons of thunder, and Andrew, and Philip, and
Bartholomew, and Matthew, and Thomas, and James the son of
Alpheus, and Thaddeus, and Simon the Canaanite, and Judas
Iscariot, who betrayed him.

And he went into an house. And a crowd collected together
again, so that they could not even eat bread. And when his
relatives heard of these things, they set forth to lay hold of him:
for they said, ‘ He is out of his mind.’

And the scribes who came from Jerusalem said, ‘He has
Beelzebul, and by the ruler of the demons he casts out demons.’
And he called them unto him, and said unto them by way of
parable, ‘ How can Satan cast out Satan? And if a kingdom be
divided against itself, that kingdom cannot endure. And if a
house be divided against itself, that house cannot endure. And if
Satan rise up against himself, and be divided, be cannot endure,
but cometh to an end. No man can enter into a strong man's
house, and plunder his goods, unless he first bind the strong man;
and then he can plunder his house. Verily I say unto you, All the
sins and blasphemies wherewith the sons of men blaspheme, shall
be forgiven them, but he that blasphemeth against the Holy Spirit
hath no forgiveness for ever, but is guilty of eternal sin’ Because
they said, ‘ He has an unclean spirit.’

And his mother and his brothers came, and, standing outside,
sent unto him to call him. And a crowd was sitting round him,
and they said unto him, ‘ Behold, thy mother and thy brothers are
outside and seek thee.” And he answered them, saying,  Who is
my mother, or my brothers?’ And he looked at those who sat
around him, and said, * Behold my mother and my brothers. For
whoever doeth the will of God, he is to me brother, and sister, and
mother.’

CHAPTER IV

And he began again to teach by the lake side: and there was
gathered unto him a great crowd, so that he entered into a boat,
and sat therein on the lake; and the whole crowd was by the lake
on the land. And he taught them many things in parables, and
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eaid unto them in his teaching: ‘ Hearken: behold, there went
out & sower to sow. And it came to pass, as he sowed, some seed
fell on the way side, and the birds of the air came and devoured
it up. And some fell on stony ground, where it had not much
earth: and it sprang up quickly, because it had no depth of earth.
But when the sun rose up, it was scorched ; and because it had
no root, it withered away. And some fell among thorns, and the
thorns grew up, and choked it, and it bore no crop. But some
seed fell on good ground, and bore a crop which sprang up and
increased, and yielded thirty, and sizty, and even an hundred
fold" And he said unto them, ‘ He that hath ears to hear, let
him hear.’

And when he was alone, they that were about him, together
with the Twelve, asked him concerning the parables. And he
said unto them, ‘ Unto you is given the mystery of the kingdom
of God: but unto them that are without, all is said in parables;
in order that seeing they may see, and not perceive; and hearing
they may hear, and not understand; lest they should return, and
be forgiven.

And he said unto them, ‘ Ye understand not this parable ? how
then will ye understand all the other parables?

*The sower soweth the Word. And these are they by the way
side: there the Word is sown, aud when they have heard it, Satan
cometh immediately, and taketh away the Word which was sown
in them. And these are they who are, as it were, sown on stony
ground ; who, when they have heard the Word, immediately receive
it with gladness: but they have no root in themselves, and so
endure but for a time: afterward, when affliction or persecution
ariseth for the Word’s sake, immediately they fall away. And
these are they who are sown among thorns; these hear the Word,
but the cares of the world, and the deceitfulness of riches, and
the other desires enter in, and choke the Word, and it remaineth
unfruitful. And these are they who are sown on good ground;
who hear the Word and receive it, and bear a crop, thirty, and
sixty, and even an hundred fold.’

And he said unto them, ‘Is the lamp brought in to be put
under the bushel, or under the bed? and not rather to be placed
on the stand? For there is nothing hid, which shall not be
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revealed; neither was any thing kept secret, but that it should
come to light. Who hath ears to hear, let him hear.’

And he said unto them, ‘Take heed what ye hear: with what
measure ye mete, it shall be measured to you, and even more
shall be added thereto. For he that hath, to him shall be given:
and he that hath not, from him shall be taken even that which
he hath.

And he said, ‘ The kingdom of God is as if a man should cast
seed into the ground; and he sleepeth and ariseth, night and day,
and the seed sprouteth and groweth up, he knoweth not how.
For of herself the earth bringeth forth her crop; first the blade,
then the ear, after that the full corn in the ear. But when the
crop is ready, immediately he sendeth forth the sickle, because the
harvest hath come.’

And he said, * Whereunto shall we liken the kingdom of God ?
or with what parable shall we represent it? It is like a grain of
mustard seed, which, when it is sown in the earth, is less than
all the seeds that are in the earth. DBut when it is sown, it
groweth up, and becometh greater than all herbs, and throweth
out great branches: so that the birds of the air can lodge under
the shadow of it.’

And with many such parables spake he the Word unto them,
as they were able to understand it. And without a parable spake
he not unto them : but when they were alone, he explained every-
thing to his disciples.

And the same day, when the even was come, he said unto
them, ‘Let us cross over unto the other side’ And when they
had dismissed the crowd, they took him, even as he was, in the
boat. And there arose a great storm of wind, and the waves beat
upon the boat, so that it became full. And he was in the stern of
the boat, asleep on a pillow: and they awoke him, and said unto
him, ‘ Master, carest thou not that we perish?’ And he arose, and
rebuked the wind, and said [unto the sea], ‘ Peace, be still” And
the wind dropped, and there was a great calm. And he said unto
them, ‘Why are ye so fearful ? have ye still no faith?’ And they
feared exceedingly, and said one to another, “Who is this man,
that even the wind and the sea obey him ?’
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CHAPTER V

And they came unto the other side of the lake, to the country
of the Gadarenes. And as he landed from the boat, immediately
there met him [out of the tombs] a man with an unclean spirit,
who dwelt among the tombs. And nobody had been able to bind
bim even with a chain: for he had been often bound with fetters
and chains, but the chains had been torn asunder by him, and the
fetters broken in pieces: and no one was strong enough to subdue
him, And always, night and day, he was in the mountaius and
in the tombs, shrieking, and cutting himself with stones. But
when he saw Jesus afar off, he ran and fell down before him, and
cried with a loud voice, and said, *What have I to do with thee,
Jesus, thou Son of the most high God? I adjure thee by God,
that thou torment me not.’ (For Jesus had said unto him, ‘Come
out of the man, thou unclean spirit.’) And Jesus asked him,
‘What is thy name?’ And he answered, saying, ‘My name is
Legion: for we are many.’ And he besought him much that he
would not send them away out of the land. Now there was there
upon the mountain a great herd of swine feeding. And they
besought him, saying, ‘Send us into the swine, that we may
enter into them.” And Jesus gave them leave. And the unclean
spirits went out, and entered into the swine: and the herd rushed
down the cliff into the lake, (they were about two thousand); and
they were drowned in the lake. And the swineherds fled, and
told the story in the city and in the country. And the people
came out to see what had happened. And they came to Jesus, and
saw him that was possessed with the demon, sitting down, clothed
and in his right mind: and they were afraid. And the eye-
witnesses told them what had happened to him that was possessed
with the demon, and also about the swine. And they began to
entreat him to depart out of their territory. And as he was
getting into the boat, the man who had been possessed with the
demon entreated him that he might go with him. Howbeit Jesus
permitted him not, but said unto him, ‘Go home to thine own
people, and tell them what great things the Lord has done for
thee, and how he has had compassion upon thee’ And he
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departed, and began to proclaim publicly in the Ten Cities what
great things Jesus had done for him: and all were amazed.

And when Jesus had crossed over again in the boat unto the
other side, a great crowd gathered unto him, and stood by the
edge of the lake. And, behold, there came one of the rulers of
the synagogue, Jairus by name ; and when he saw him, he fell at
his feet, and besought him greatly, saying, ‘My little daughter lies
at the point of death: come and lay thy hands on her, that she
may be healed, and may live.”

And Jesus went with him; and a great crowd followed him,
and pressed around him. And a woman, who had had an issue
of blood twelve years, and had suffered much from many physicians,
and had spent all her fortune, and was not benefited, but rather
grew worse, having heard the tales about Jesus, came up in the
crowd, and touched his garment from behind. For she thought,
‘If I only touch his clothes, I shall be cured” And straightway
the source of her issue dried up; and she felt in her body that
she was healed of her affliction. And Jesus, realizing immediately
that power had gone out of him, turned round in the crowd, and
said, “Who touched my clothes ” And his disciples said unto him,
‘Thou seest the crowd pressing around thee, and thou sayest,
Who touched me ?” And he looked round to see who it was that
had done it. But the woman, fearing and trembling—for she
knew what had befallen her—came and fell down before him, and
told him all the truth. But he said unto her, Daughter, thy
faith has cured thee; go in peace, and be healed of thy affliction.

While he yet spake, there came some men from the ruler of
the synagogue's house, and said, ‘Thy daughter is dead: why
troublest thou the Master any further?” But Jesus overheard the
word that was spoken, and said unto the ruler of the synagogue,
“Be not afraid; have but faith’ And he allowed no man to go
on with him, except Peter, and James, and John the brother of
James. And they came to the house of the ruler of the synagogue,
and he heard an uproar, for they wept and wailed loudly. And
when he had entered in, he said unto them, ‘Why make ye this
uproar, and weep ? the child is not dead, but sleeps’ And they
laughed him to scorn. But he drove them all out, and took with
him only the father and the mother of the child, and his com-



THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MARK 11

panions, and entered in where the child was lying. And he took
the hand of the child, and said unto her, ‘ Talitha cums’; which
is, being interpreted, ‘ Maiden, I say unto thee, arise’ And
straightway the girl arose, and walked ; for she was twelve years
old. And they were utterly beside themselves with amazement.
And he strictly ordered them that no man should know it; and
he said that something should be given her to eat.

CHAFPTER V1

And he went out from thence, and entered into his native
city; and his disciples followed him. And when the sabbath day
was come, he began to teach in the synagogue: and many, hearing
him, were astonished, saying, ‘ Whence has this come to him?
what wisdom is this which has been given unto him? and have
such miracles been wrought by his hands? Is he not the
carpenter, the son of Mary, the brother of James, and Joses, and
Juda, and Simon? and are not his sisters here with us?’ And
they took offence at him. But Jesus said unto them, ‘A prophet
is not without honour, except in his own city, and among his
kin, and in his house.” And he could not perform there a single
miracle, save that he laid his hands upon a few sick folk, and
healed them. And he marvelled because of their unbelief. So he
went about the villages around, teaching.

And he called unto him the Twelve, and began to send them
forth by two and two; and he gave them power over unclean
spirits ; and he commanded them that they should take nothing
for their journey, save a staff only; no bread, no wallet, no money
in their purse. They were only to be shod with sandals; and
they were not to put on two coats. And he said unto them,
‘Wheresoever ye enter into an house, there abide till ye depart
thence. And whatever place will not receive you, nor hear you,
depart thence, and shake off the dust under your feet, as a
testimony against them.’ And they went forth, and preached
that men should repent. And they cast out many demons, and
anointed with oill many that were sick, and healed them.

And king Herod heard of him: for his name became known,
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And some said, ‘John the Baptist is risen from the dead, and
therefore miraculous powers are active in him.” Others said, ‘It
is Elijah’ And others said, ‘He is a prophet, like one of the
prophets” But when Herod heard of him, he said, ‘John, whom
I beheaded, is risen from the dead.

For Herod himself had sent and seized Johu, and bound him
in prison on account of Herodias, his brother Philip’s wife: for he
had married her. For John had said unto Herod, ‘It is not
lawful for thee to have thy brother’s wife’ Therefore Herodias
hated him, and would have killed him, but she could not: for
Herod feared John, knowing that he was a righteous and holy
man, and he protected him; and when he heard him, he was much
perplexed, aud yet he heard him gladly. Now on an opportune
day, when Herod on his birthday gave a banquet to his lords and
high captains, and to the chief men of Galilee, the daughter of
Herodias came in, and danced, and pleased Herod and his guests.
And the king said unto the damsel, * Ask of me whatsoever thou
wilt, and I will give it thee’ And he sware unto her, ‘ What-
soever thou shalt ask of me, I will give it thee, even unto the
half of my kingdom.” And she went forth, and said unto her
mother, ‘What shall T ask?’ And she said, ‘ The head of John
the Baptist.’” And she went in straightway with haste unto the
king, and asked, saying, ‘I wish that thou give me forthwith the
head of John the Baptist on a dish.” And the king was exceeding
sorry; yet on account of his oath, and on account of his guests,
he did not like to refuse her. So the king at once sent an
executioner, and ordered him to bring John's head: and he went,
and beheaded him in the prison, and brought his head on a dish,
and gave it to the damsel: and the damsel gave it to her mother.
And when his disciples heard of it, they came and took away his
corpse, and buried it in a tomb.

And the apostles gathered themselves together unto Jesus,
and told him all that they had done and taught. And he said
unto them, ‘Come ye by yourselves into a lonely place, and rest
a while” For there were many coming and going, and they had
no leisure so much as to eat. And they went away by boat to
a lonely place by themselves. But many saw them departing,
and noticed whither they were going, and they hurried thither
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on foot from all the cities, and arrived before them. And Jesus,
when he disembarked, saw a great crowd, and he was moved with
compassion toward them, because they were as sheep without a
ghepherd: and he began to teach them many things.

And when the day was now far spent, his disciples came unto
him, and said, ‘This is a lonely place, and the hour is already
late. Send the people away, that they may go into the farms
and villages round about, and buy themselves something to eat.’
But he answered and said unto them, ‘Give ye them to eat.’
And they said unto him, ‘Shall we go and buy two hundred
shillings worth of bread, and give them to eat?’ He said unto
them, * How many loaves have ye ? go and see’ And when they
had found out, they said, ‘ Five, and two fishes’ And he bade
them make them all sit down by companies upon the green grass.
And they sat down in rows, by hundreds and by fifties. And he
took the five loaves and the two fishes, and looked up to heaven,
and said the blessing; and he broke the loaves, and gave them
to his disciples to set before them ; and the two fishes he divided
among them all. And they did all eat, and were satisfied. And
they took of the broken pieces twelve baskets full, and also of
the fishes. And they that ate of the loaves were about five
thousand men.

And straightway he made his disciples get into the boat, and
cross over to the other side, unto Bethsaida, while he dismissed
the people. And when he had sent them away, he departed unto
the mountain to pray. And when evening was come, the boat
was in the middle of the lake, and he alone on the land. And he
saw them distressed in their rowing; for the wind was against
them: and about the fourth watch of the night he came up to
them, walking upon the lake, and he meant to have passed by
them. But when they saw him walking upon theé lake, they
supposed it was a ghost, and cried out: for they all saw him, and
were troubled. But he immediately spoke to them, and said,
“Take courage; it is I; be not afraid’ And he went up to them
into the boat; and the wind dropped. Then were they utterly
beside themselves with amazement, for they had not understood
about the loaves: for their heart was hardened.

And when they had crossed over, they came unto Gennesaret,
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and moored the boat there. And when they got out of the boat,
straightway the people recognised him. And they ran through
that whole region, and began to bring those that were sick on beds
to wherever they heard that he was. And whithersoever he
entered, into villages, or cities, or farmyards, they laid the sick in
the open places, and besought him that they might touch if it
were but the border of his garment: and as many as touched him
were healed.

CHAPTER VII

And the Pharisees, and some scribes who came from Jerusalem,
gathered round him. For they had seen some of his disciples eat
bread with unclean, that is to say, with unwashed hands. For
the Pharisees, and all the Jews, observing the tradition of the
Elders, do not eat without first washing their hands. And when
they come from the market, till they have washed, they eat not.
And many other customs there are, which they have received and
observe, such as the washing of cups and pots and brazen vessels.
So the Pharisees and scribes asked him, ‘ Why walk not thy
disciples according to the tradition of the elders, but eat bread
with unclean hands?' He said unto them, ‘ Well did Isaiah
prophesy of you hypocrites, as it is written, This people
honoureth me with their lips, but their heart is far from me. And
vainly do they worship me, teaching as their doctrines the com-
mandments of men. So ye, neglecting the commandment of
God, observe the tradition of men.

And he said unto them, ‘Ye do well to reject the command-
ment of God, in order that ye may keep your tradition! For
Moses said, Honour thy father and thy mother; and, Whoso
revileth father or mother, let him die the death: but ye—if a
man say to his father or mother, That by which thou mightest
have been benefited from me is Corban,—(that is, an offering),—
ye no longer permit him to do anything for his father or his
mother. Thus ye make the word of God void through your
tradition, which ye hand down; and many such like things ye do.’

And he called all the people again unto him, and he said unto
them, *Hearken, all of you, unto me, and understand: There is
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nothing outside a man, which entering into him can make him
unclean; but the things which come out of a man, these are
what make him unclean.’

And wheo he had entered into the house away from the crowd,
his disciples asked him concerning the saying. And he said unto
them, ‘Are ye, too, so unintelligent? Do ye not perceive that
whatever entereth into a man from without cannot make him
unclean? For it entereth not into his heart, but into the belly,
and goeth out into the privy.’ [Thus spake he, making all foods
clean.] And he said, ‘That which cometh out of the man, that
maketh the man unclean. For from within, out of the heart
of men, come the evil thoughts—unchastity, thefts, murders,
adulteries, covetousness, wickedness, deceit, lasciviousness, envy,
blasphemy, pride, foolishness: all these evil things come out from
within, and they make a man unclean.’

And from thence he arose, and went into the district of Tyre.
And he entered into an house, and wished that none should know
it: but he could not escape notice. For, straightway, a woman,
whose young daughter had an unclean spirit, and who had heard
of him, came and fell at his feet: (now the woman was a heathen,
& Syropheenician by race); and she besought him that he would
expel the demon from her daughter. But Jesus said unto her,
‘Let the children first be filled: for it is not meet to take the
children’s bread, and to cast it unto the dogs’ And she answered
and said unto him, ‘ Yes, Lord: yet the dogs under the table eat
of the children’s crumbs.” And he said unto her, ‘ For this saying
go thy way; the demou has gone out of thy daughter’ And
when she came to her house, she found her daughter lying upon
the bed, and the demon had departed.

Then he left the district of Tyre, and came by way of Sidon
unto the lake of Galilee, through the midst of the district of the
Ten Cities. And they brought unto him one that was deaf and
stammered; and they besought him to put his hand upon him.
And he took him aside trom the crowd, and put his fingers into
his ears, and touched his tongue with his spittle, and looking up
to heaven, he sighed, and said unto him, ‘ Ephphatha,’ that is, ‘ Be
opened’ And straightway his ears were opened, and the fetter
of his tongue was loosed, and he spoke plainly. And he enjoined
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them to tell no one; but the more he enjoined them, the more
did they proclaim it. And they were exceedingly astonished,
saying, ‘ He has done all things well: he makes the deaf to hear,
and the dumb to speak.’

CHAPTER VIII

In those days there was again a great crowd, and they had
nothing to eat. And Jesus called his disciples unto him, and
said unto them, ‘I feel pity for the people because they have now
tarried with me three days, and have nothing to eat: and if I
send them away fasting to their own homes, they will faint by
the way: moreover some of them came from far’ And his
disciples answered him, * Whence can one satisfy these men with
bread here in the wilderness?' And he asked them, ‘ How many
loaves have ye?’ And they said, ‘Seven’ And he bade the
people to sit down on the ground: and he took the seven loaves,
and spoke the blessing, and broke them, and gave them to his
disciples to set before the people; and they did so. And they
had a few small fishes: and he spoke the blessing, and told them
to set these also before the people. So they did eat, and were
satisfied: and they took up of the broken bits that were left,
seven baskets full. And they who had eaten were about four
thousand.

And when he had sent them away, straightway he entered
into a boat with his disciples, and came into the district of
Dalmanutha. And the Pharisees came forth, and began to dis-
pute with him, demandiug from him a sign from heaven, in order
to tempt him. And he sighed deeply in his spirit, and said,
‘ Wherefore doth this generation demand a sign? verily I say
unto you, There shall no sign be given unto this generation.'

And he left them, and entering into the boat again, crossed
over to the other side. Now they had forgotten to take bread
with them, and they had not in the boat more than one loaf.
And he enjoined them, saying, ‘ Take heed, beware of the leaven
of the Pharisees, and of the leaven of Herod” And they argued
with one another, ‘ We have no bread.’ And Jesus perceived it,
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and said unto them, ‘Why do ye argue that ye have no bread?
do ye not yet perceive or understand ? is your heart hardened ?
Having eyes, see ye not ? and having ears, hear ye not? and do
ye not remember ? When I broke the five loaves among the five
thousand, how many baskets full of fragments took ye up?' And
they said, ‘ Twelve’ ‘And when the seven loaves among the four
thousand, how many baskets full of fragments took ye up?’
And they said, ‘Seven.' And he said unto them, ‘ Do ye still not
understand ?’

And they came to Bethsaida; and they brought a blind man
unto him, and besought him to touch him. And he took the
blind man by the hand, and led him out of the village; and he
spat into his eyes, and put his hands upon him, and asked him if
he saw anything. And he looked up, and said, ‘I perceive men,
for I see them like trees, walking' Then Jesus put his hands
again upon his eyes, and he looked steadfastly, and was restored,
and saw everything clearly, And he sent him away to his house,
saying, ‘ Go not into the village.’

And from there Jesus went, with his disciples, into the
villages of Cesarea Philippi: and on the way he asked his
disciples, saying unto them, ‘ Whom do men say that I am?’
And they answered, ‘John the Baptist; and others, Elijah;
and others, One of the prophets’ And he asked them, ‘But
ye—whom say ye that I am?’ And Peter answered and said
unto him, ‘Thou art the Messiah., And he sternly admonished
them that they should tell no man of him.

And he began to teach them that the Son of man must
suffer much, and be rejected by the Elders and the chief priests
and the scribes, and be killed, and after three days rise again.
And he spoke the word quite openly.

And Peter took him aside, and began to rebuke him. But
he turned round, and looking on his disciples, he rebuked Peter,
saying, ‘Uet thee behind me, Satan: for thou thinkest not the
thoughts of God, but of men’ And he called the people unto
him together with his disciples, and said unto them, ‘Whoever
would follow after me, let him deny himself, and take up his
cross, and follow me. For whoever would save his life shall
lose it; but whoever would lose his life for my sake and the

M. 2
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gospel’s, he shall save it. For what can it profit a man to
gain the whole world, and to forfeit his life? For what can
a man give as the price of his life? For whoever shall be
ashamed of me and of my words in this adulterous and sinful
generation, of him also shall the Son of man be ashamed, when he
cometh in the glory of his Father with the holy angels” And he
said unto them, ‘Verily I say unto you, There are some of those
who stand here who shall not taste death till they see the
kingdom of God come with power.’

CHAPTER IX

And after six days Jesus took with him Peter and James
and John, and led them up on to an high mountain, apart by
themselves. And he was transfigured before them, and his
raiment became shining, exceeding white, so as no fuller on earth
could whiten it. And there appeared unto them Elijah with
Moses: and they talked with Jesus. And Peter said to Jesus,
*Master, it is good for us to be here: let us make three tents;
one for thee, and oune for Moses, and one for Elijah.’ For he
knew not what he should say; for they were sore afraid. Aund a
cloud arose and overshadowed them: and a voice came out of the
cloud, saying, ‘This is my beloved Son: hearken unto him.
And suddenly, when they looked round, they saw no ome any
more, except Jesus only with themselves,

And as they came down from the mountain, he commanded
them that they should tell no man what they had seen, till the
Son of man had risen from the dead.

And they kept the command, but among themselves they
disputed what ‘rising from the dead’ imight mean. And they
asked him, saying, ‘How is it, then, that the scribes say that
Elijah must come first?’ And he answered and told them,
“Elijah verily cometh first, and putteth all things in order; yet
how then is it written of the Son of man, that he must suffer
much and be despised? But I say unto you that Elijah bath
come already, and they have done unto him whatsoever they
wished, as it is written of him.’



THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MARK 19

And when they came to the disciples, they saw a great
erowd around them, and some scribes disputing with them.
And straightway all the crowd, when they beheld him, were
greatly amazed, and running to him, welcomed him. And he
asked them, ‘ What are ye disputing with one another? And
one of the crowd answered and said, ‘ Master, I brought unto thee
my son, who is possessed by a duwmb spirit; and wherever the
gpirit seizes him, it tears him: and he foams, and gnashes his
teeth, and wastes away : and I asked thy disciples to cast it out,
but they could not.’ Then Jesus answered and said to them,
‘O unbelieving generation, how long shall I be with you? how
long shall I bear with you? bring him unto me.’ And they
brought him unto him: and when he saw Jesus, straightway
the spirit convulsed him; and he fell on the ground, and rolled
about, foaming. And Jesus asked his father, * How long ago is it
since this has happened to him ? And he said, ‘From childhood.
And ofttimes it has thrown him into the fire, and into the
water, to destroy him: but if thou canst do anything, have
compassion on us, and help us’ Jesus said unto him, ‘If thou
canst, sayest thou? All things are possible to him that believeth.’
And straightway the father of the child cried out, and said, ‘I
believe ; help thou mine unbelief’ When Jesus saw that more
people kept running up to him, he rebuked the unclean spirit,
saying unto it, ‘Thou dumb and deaf spirit, I command thee,
come out of him, and enter no more into him.” And the spirit
shrieked, and rent him sore, and came out of him: and he was as
one dead; insomuch that many said, ‘He is dead’ But Jesus
took him by the hand, and lifted him up; and he arose.

And when Jesus had gone into the house, his disciples asked
him privately, ‘ Why could not we cast it out?’ And he said
unto them, ‘This kind goes not out except by prayer [and
fasting]’ And they departed thence, and passed through Galilee;
and he desired that none should know it. For he taught his
disciples, and said unto them, ‘The Son of man will be delivered
into the hands of men, and they will kill him; and after he has
been killed, he will rise after three days.” But they understood
not the saying, and were afraid to ask him.

And they came to Capernaum: and when he was in the

2—2
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house, he asked them,  What did ye discuss amoug yourselves on
the way?” But they held their peace: for on the way they had
argued among themselves who was the greatest. And he sat
down, and called the Twelve, and said unto them, ‘If any man
desire to be first, let him be last of all, and servant of all’ And
he took a child, and set him in the midst of them : and he embraced
him, and said unto them, ‘ Whoever shall receive one of these
children in my name, receiveth me: and whoever receiveth me,
receiveth not me, but Him that sent me.

And John said to him, ‘Master, we saw one casting out
demons in thy name, and he does not follow us: and we sought
to prevent him, because he did not follow us’ But Jesus said,
‘Prevent him not: for no man who doeth a miracle in my name,
will readily speak evil of me. For he that is not against us is
for us. For whoever shall give you a cup of water to drink in
my name, because ye belong to Christ, verily I say unto you, he
shall not lose his reward. And whoever shall cause one of these
little ones that believe to stumble, it were better for him that a
millstone were hanged about his neck, and he were cast into the
sea. And if thy band cause thee to stumble, cut it off: it is
better for thee to enter into Life maimed, than having two hands
to go into hell, into the fire that shall never be quenched. And
if thy foot cause thee to stumble, cut it off: it is better for thee
to enter lame into Life, than having two feet to be cast into hell.
And if thine eye cause thee to stumble, pluck it out: it is better
for thee to enter into the kingdom of God with one eye, than
having two eyes to be cast into hell : where their worm dieth not,
and the fire is not quenched. For every one shall be salted with
fire. Salt is good : but if the salt have lost its saltuess, wherewith
will ye season it? Have salt in yourselves, and keep peace with
one another.

CHAPTER X

And he arose from thence, and came into the district of Judza
beyond the Jordan : and crowds collected unto him again ; and he
taught them again, as he was wont.

And the Pharisees caine and asked him, in order to test him:
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*May & man divorce his wife?” And he answered and said unto
them,  What did Moses command you?’ And they said, ‘ Moses
permitted him to write a bill of divorce, and to send her away.’
And Jesus said unto them, ‘ To suit the hardness of your hearts
he wrote you this precept. But from the beginning of the creation :
He made them male and female: therefore shall a man leave his
father and mother, and cleave to his wife; and they two shall be
one flesh: so then they are no more two, but one flesh. What
therefore God hath joined together, let not man separate.’

And in the house his disciples asked him again about this
matter. And he said unto them, ¢ Whoever divorces his wife, and
marries another, commits adultery against her. And if a woman
divorce her husband, and marry another, she commits adultery.’

And they brought young children to him, for bim to touch
them: and bis disciples rebuked those that brought them. But
when Jesus saw it, he was indignant, and he said unto them, ‘ Let
the little children come unto me, and prevent them not: for of
such is the kingdom of God. Verily I say unto you, Whoever
shall not receive the kingdom of Geod as a little child, he shall
surely not enter therein.’ And he embraced them and blessed
them, putting his hands upon them.

And as he set forth upon his way, one ran up, and knelt
and asked him, ‘ Good Master, what shall I do that I may inherit
eternal life?’ And Jesus seid unto him, * Why callest thou me
good ? no one is good except God alone. Thou knowest the com-
mandments, Do not commit adultery, Do no murder, Do not steal,
Do not bear false witness, Defraud not, Honour thy father and
mother. And he said unto him, ¢Master, all these have I
observed from my youth’ Then Jesus looked at him, and felt
love for him, and said unto him, ‘One thing thou lackest: go thy
way, sell whatsoever thou hast, and give it to the poor, and thou
shalt have treasure in heaven: and come, follow me.’ But he was
sad at that saying, and went away grieved: for he had great
Possessions,

And Jesus looked round about, and said unto his disciples,
‘How difficult is it for them who have riches to enter the kingdom
of God! It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a
needle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of God." And
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the disciples were astonished at his words. But Jesus spoke again
and said unto them,  Children, how difficult it is to enter into the
kingdom of God!" And they were appalled beyond measure,
saying among themselves, * Who then can be saved # But Jesus,
looking at them, said, ‘ For men it is impossible, but not for God :
since for God all things are possible.’

Then Peter began to say unto him, ‘Lo, we have abandoned all,
and have followed thee’ And Jesus answered and said, ‘ Verily I
say unto you, there is no man who hath abandoned house, or
brethren, or sisters, or father, or mother, or children, or lands, for
my sake, and the gospel’s, who shall not receive back an hundred-
fold: now in this age, houses, and brethren, and sisters, and
mothers, and children, and lands, though with persecutions; and
in the world to come eternal life. But many that are now first
shall be last; and the last first.

And they were on the way going up to Jerusalem; and Jesus
went on in front of them; and they were amazed; and they that
followed were afraid. And again he took the Twelve aside, and
began to tell them what would bappen unto him. ‘Behold, we go
up to Jerusalem ; and the Son of man will be given up unto the
chief priests and unto the scribes; and they will condemn him to
death, and will give him up to the heathen. And they will mock
him, and spit upon him, and scourge him, and kill him : and after
three days he will rise again.’

And James and John, the sons of Zebedee, came unto him,
saying, ‘ Master, we wish that thou wouldst do for us whatever we
ask thee” And he said unto them, ‘What do ye wish that I
should do for you?’ They said unto him, * Grant unto us that we
may sit, one on thy right hand, and the other on thy left hand, in
thy glory.’ But Jesus said unto them, ‘Ye know not what ye ask:
can ye drink of the cup that I am to drink of ? and be baptized
with the baptism that I am to be baptized with?’ And they said
unto him, ‘We can.” And Jesus said unto them, * Ye shall indeed
drink of the cup that I am to drink of: and with the baptism
that I am to be baptized with shall ye be baptized : but to sit on
my right hand and on my left hand is not mine to give; but it
shall be for them for whom it is destined.

And when the ten heard it, they began to be indignant with
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James and John. But Jesus called them to him, and said unto
them, ‘Ye know that they who are supposed to rule over the
nations lord it over them ; and their great ones play the tyrant
over them. But it is not so among you: but whoever wisheth to
become great among you, let him be your servant; and whoever
of you would be the first, let him be the slave of all. For the
Son of man came not to be served, but to serve, and to give his
life as a ransom for many.’

And they came to Jericho: and as he went out of Jericha
with his disciples and a large crowd, a blind beggar, Bartimaus,
the son of Timeus, sat by the way side. And when he heard
that it was Jesus of Nazareth, he began to cry out, and say,
‘Jesus, son of David, pity me.” And many rebuked him that he
should hold his peace : but he kepf on crying all the louder, ‘ Son
of David, pity me’ And Jesus stood still, and said: ‘ Call him.
And they called the blind man, saying unto him, ‘Be of good
cheer, rise; he calls thee.” And he, casting away his cloak, sprang
up and came to Jesus. And Jesus answered and said unto him,
‘What wouldst thou that I should do unto thee? The blind
man said unto him, ‘ Master, I would that I might see again’
And Jesus said unto him, ‘Go thy way; thy faith has healed
thee” And immediately he received his sight again, and followed
Jesus on the way.

CHAPTER XI

And when they came nigh to Jerusalem, unto Bethphage
and Bethany, at the mount of Olives, he sent forth two of his
disciples, and said unto them, ‘Go to the village before you: and
immediately as ye enter it, ye will find an ass’s colt tied, whereon
no man has yet sat ; loose it and bring it here. And if any man
say unto you, Why do ye this? say ye, The Lord has need of i,
and he will send it back again here very soon” And they
departed, and found the colt tied by the gate outside in the open
place; and they loosed it. And some men who stood there said
unto them,  What do ye, loosing the colt?” And they said unto
them even as Jesus had commanded: and they permitted them
to take it. And tbey brought the colt to Jesus, and laid their
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cloaks upon it; and he sat upon it. And many spread their cloaks
upon the way: and others strewed plants which they cut from
the fields. And they that went before, and they that followed,
kept crying: ‘ Hosanna; blessed be he that cometh in the name
of the Lord : blessed be the kingdom of our father David that is
coming ; Hosanna in the heights.’

And Jesus entered into Jerusalem, and into the temple: and
when he had looked round at everything there, as the hour was
late, he went out unto Bethany with the Twelve.

And on the morrow, when they left Bethany, he was hungry:
and seeing a fig tree afar off bhaving leaves, he went up to it to
see if he should find anything on it : and when he came to it, he
found nothing but leaves; for it was not the season for figs. And
Jesus spoke and said unto the tree: ‘ Let no man eat frait of thee
again for ever.’ And his disciples heard it.

And they came to Jerusalem: and Jesus went into the temple,
and began to drive out them that sold and bought in the temple,
and he overthrew the tables of the money-changers, and the seats
of them that sold doves; and he would not allow anyone to carry
a vessel through the temple.

And he taught, saying unto them, ‘Is it not written, My house
shall be called a house of prayer for all nations? but ye have
made it a den of thieves And the chief priests and the scribes
heard it, and sought how they might destroy him: for they feared
him, because all the people were amazed at his teaching. And
when evening was come, he went out of the city.

And in the morning, as they passed by, they saw the fig tree
dried up from the roots. And Peter remembered, and said unto
him, ‘Master, behold, the fig tree which thou cursedst is dried up.
And Jesus, answering, said unto them, ‘ Have faith in God. For
verily I say unto you, that whoever should say unto this mountain,
Lift thyself up, and hurl thyself into the sea; and did not doubt
in his heart, but believed that his word would come to pass: to
him it would come to pass. Therefore I say unto you, What
things soever ye pray for and ask, believe that ye have received
them, and they will be yours. And when ye stand and pray, if ye
have aught against any one, forgive him, that your Father who is
in heaven may also forgive you your trespasses.’
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And they came again to Jerusalem: and as he was walking in
the temple, the chief priests, and the scribes, and the elders came
up to him and said: ‘ By what authority doest thou these things?
and who gave thee this authority to do these things ?’ And Jesus
answered and said unto them, ‘I will also ask of you one question;
do ye answer me, and I will tell you by what authority I do these
things. The baptism of John, was it from heaven, or from men ?
answer me." And they deliberated among themselves, saying, If
we say, From heaven; he will say, Why then did ye not believe
him? Or shall we say, From men?’ But they feared the people:
for all held John to be really a prophet. So they answered and
eaid unto Jesus, ‘ We do not know.” And Jesus said unto them.
* Neither do I tell you by what authority I do these things.’

CHAPTER XII

And he began to speak unto them in parables. ‘A man
planted a vineyard, and set an hedge around it, and dug out a
wine press, and built a tower. And he let it to husbandmen, and
went abroad. And at the proper time he sent to the husbandmen
a servant, that he might receive from the husbandmen his share
of the fruit of the vineyard. And they seized him, and beat him,
and sent him away empty. And again he sent unto them another
servant; and him they wounded and reviled. And again he sent
another; and bim they killed. And he sent many others; and
some they beat, and some they killed. But he had still an only
and well-beloved son: him he sent last unto them, saying, They
will have respect for my son. But those husbandmen said among
themselves, This is the heir; come, let us kill him, and the
inheritance will be ours, So they seized him, and killed him, and
cast bim out of the vineyard. What will the lord of the vineyard
do? he will come and destroy the husbandmen, and will give the
vineyard unto others.

*And have ye not read this passage in the scripture: The
stone which the builders rejected is become the cornmer-stone.
This is the Lord’s doing, and it is marvellous in our eyes?

And they sought to take him prisoner, for they realized that
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be bad spoken the parable against them: but they feared the
people, so they left him, and went their way.

And they sent unto him certain of the Pharisees and of the
Herodians, that they might entrap him by his words. And when
they were come, they said unto him, ‘ Master, we know that thou
art truthful, and hast regard for no man: for thou respectest not
the person of men, but teachest the way of God in truth. Is it
lawful to give tribute to the Emperor, or not? Should we give
it, or should we not give it?" But he, perceiving their deceitful-
ness, said unto them, ' Why tempt ye me ? bring me a silver coin,
that I may see it.” And they brought it. And he said unto them,
‘Whose is this image and superscription?’ And they said unto
him, ‘The Emperor's! And Jesus, answering, said unto them,
‘Pay to the Emperor what is the Emperor’s, and to God what is
God’s” And they marvelled at him greatly.

John vit. 53-viii, 11

And they went, each one, to his own house. And Jesus went
to the Mount of Olives. And early in the morning, he returned
to the temple, and all the people came unto him, and he sat down,
and he taught them. And the scribes and Pharisees brought
unto him a woman taken in adultery, and putting her in the
midst of them, they said to him, ‘ Master, this woman was taken
in the very act of adultery. Now Moses commanded us in the
Law that such women should be stoned; what then sayest thou?’
And they said this to try him, that they might have something
with which to accuse him. But Jesus stooped forward and wrote
with his finger upon the ground. But when they continued
asking him, he raised his head, and said unto them, ‘He that is
without sin amongst you, let him be the first to cast a stone at
her! And again he stooped forward, and wrote upon the ground.
And they, having heard that, withdrew one by one, beginning with
the eldest; and Jesus was left alone, and the woman, where she
was, in the midst. And Jesus lifted his head, and said to her:
‘ Woman, where are they ? Has no one condemned thee?” And
she said, ‘No one, Lord’ Then Jesus said, ‘Neither do I condemn
thed. Qo, and from henceforth sin no more.’

Then came unto him some Sadducees, who say there is no
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resurrection; and they asked him, saying, ‘ Master, Moses wrote
for us, If a man die, and leave a wife and no child, his brother
must marry his wife, and raise up seed unto his brother. Now
there were seven brothers: and the first took a wife, and dying
left no seed. And the second married her, and died without leaving
seed: and the third likewise. And all seven left no seed: last
of all the woman died also. In the resurrection, therefore, when
they rise, whose wife will she be of them ? for all the seven had
her to wife/

And Jesus answering said unto them, ‘Does not this prove
that ye err, and that ye neither know the scriptures nor the
power of God? For when they rise from the dead, they neither
marry nor are given in marriage; but are as the angels in heaven.
But as regards the dead, that they rise: have ye not read in the
book of Moses, in the story of the burning bush, how God spoke
unto him, saying, I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac,
and the God of Jacob? He is not the God of the dead, but the
God of the living: ye do greatly err.”

Then one of the seribes who had heard them disputing together,
and had perceived that Jesus had answered them excellently, came
up and asked him, ‘Which commandment is the first of all?” And
Jesus answered him, ‘ The first of all the commandments is, Hear,
O Israel, the Lord our God the Lord is One: and thou shalt love
the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and
with all thy mind, and with all thy strength. And the second is
this, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself. There is no other
commandment greater than these’ And the scribe said unto him,
‘Excellently, Master, thou hast said the truth, that He is One, and
there is none other but He: and to love Him with all one’s heart,
and with all one’s understanding, and with all one’s strength, and
to love one's neighbour as oneself, is much better than all burnt
offerings and sacrifices.” And when Jesus saw that he answered
intelligently, he said unto him, ‘Thou art not far from the kingdom
of God.

And no man ventured to ask him any more questions. And
Jesus went on teaching in the temple, and said: ‘How can the
scribes say that the Messiah is the son of David? For David
himself said in the Holy Spirit, The Lord said to my lord, Sit thou
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on my right hand, till I make thine enemies thy footstool. David
himself calleth him lord; how is he then his son?’ And the
mass of the people heard him gladly.

And he said unto them in his teaching, ‘Beware of the scribes,
who love to walk in long robes, and to be saluted in the market-
places, and to have the first seats in the synagogues and at feasts:
who devour widows’ houses, and for a pretence make long prayers:
these shall receive all the heavier punishment.’

And Jesus sat down opposite the treasury, and watched the
people throwing money into the treasury: and many that were
rich cast in much. And a poor widow came and threw in twe
farthings, which make a halfpenny. And he called unto him his
disciples, and said unto them, ‘ Verily I say unto you, this poor
widow has thrown in more than all who have thrown into the
treasury : for all they threw in from their superfluity; but she
from her poverty has thrown in all that she possessed, even all
her living.’

CHAPTER XIII

And as he went out of the temple, one of his disciples said
unto him, ‘Master, see, what grand stones and what grand
buildings!” And Jesus, answering, said unto him, ‘Seest thou
these great buildings? There shall not be left one stone upon
another, which shall not be thrown down.’

And as he sat upon the mount of Olives over against the
temple, Peter and James and John and Andrew asked him
privately, ‘ Tell us, when shall these things be ? and what is the
sign when all these things are to be fulfilled ?’

And Jesus, answering them, began to say, ‘ Take heed lest any
man lead you astray: for many will come in my name, saying, It
is I, and they shall lead many astray. And when ye heur of wars
and rumours of wars, be ye not alarmed; for these things must
happen; but the End is not yet. For nation will rise against
nation, and kingdom against kingdom: and there will be earth-
quakes in divers places, and there will be famines: these are the
beginoings of the Pangs.

‘But ye—take heed to yourselves: for they will deliver you
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up to law courts; and in synagogues ye will be beaten: and ye
will be brought before rulers and kings for my sake, to bear
witness before them. For the gospel must first be proclaimed
unto all nations. But when they take you away, and deliver you
up, have no care beforehand what ye shall speak, but whatsoever
shall be given you in that hour, that speak ye: for it is not ye
that speak, but the Holy Spirit. And brother will deliver up
brother to death, and the father his son; and children will rise up
against their parents, and will put them to death. And ye will
be hated of all men for my name’s sake: but he that endureth
unto the end, he shall be saved,

‘But when ye shall see the Abomination of Desolation, stand-
ing where it ought not (let him that readeth give heed), then let
them that be in Judza flee to the mountains: and let him that
is on the roof not go down into the house, neither enter therein,
to take anything ou