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THE LITURGICAL USE OF ENGLISH HYMNS.* 

I. 

The Denominational Divisions of Church Song 

at the Restoration. 

We have considered the development of the English 
Hymn from the metrical Psalm. As the metrical Psalm 
had been originally cast into the mould of the congrega¬ 
tional Hymn, the change was in the subject matter rather 
than in the form. This change we have followed through 
its several phases, from a close translation of canonical 
Scripture, to a freer paraphrase first of Psalms then of 
other Scriptural songs, and up to the point where the pur¬ 
pose of turning Scriptural materials into metre met the 
impulse to give lyrical form to devotional poetry, and co¬ 
incided in the production of Hymns, freely composed and 
yet more or less based upon Scripture. 

The movement toward hymns was always a liturgical 
one. It had for its motive the enrichment of English wor¬ 
ship rather than of English literature. The same thing 
was true of the Hymn movement in the period following 
the Restoration. But what gave it special significance was 
the weakened hold of the old Psalmody upon the people, 
the number of men who concerned themselves with the 
new movement, and the acceptable character of the new 
hymns themselves. Under such conditions hymn singing 

* Being the second of the lectures upon “The Hymnody of the 
English-speaking Churches”, delivered on the L. P. Stone Foundation 
at Princeton Theological Seminary, in February, 1910. 



THE ORIGIN OF THE FIRST TWO CHAPTERS OF 

LUKE. 

In the last number of the Princeton Theological Re¬ 

view,1 the Magnificat (Lk. i. 46-55) and the Benedictus 

(Lk. i. 68-79) were investigated in order to determine whe¬ 

ther these hymns were derived from a source or sources or 

whether they were composed by the Evangelist himself. 

The same method of investigation which was there em¬ 

ployed will now be applied to the rest of Lk. i. 5-ii. 52. The 

words and phrases which Harnack, Zimmermann and others 

regard as Lucan characteristics will be examined as to their 

occurrence in the Septuagint. If the supposed Lucan char¬ 

acteristics are also Septuagint characteristics, the argument 

for Lucan authorship will be decidedly weakened.2 

Chapter i. Verse 5. ovofiaTi 3, used to insert proper 

lVol. x (1912), pp. 1-38. 

* The present investigation will not be fully intelligible apart from 

the previous article of which it is a continuation. See especially pp. 

1-7 of that article, where the problem is defined, and the method of in¬ 

vestigation outlined. As in the previous article, where Gersdorf, Har¬ 

nack and Zimmermann are mentioned as having called attention to the 

several real or supposed Lucan characteristics, references will not be 

given. Their remarks will easily be found in the following works: 

Gersdorf, Beitrdge zur Sprachcharacteristik der Schriftsteller des 

Neuen Testaments, 1816; Harnack, Das Magnificat der Elisabet 

(Luc. 1, 46-55) nebst einigen Bemerkungen zu Luc. 1 und 2, in Sitz- 

ungsberichte der koniglich preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 

zu Berlin, 1900, pp. 537-556, Lukas der Arzt, 1906, pp. 69-75, 138-152; 

Zimmermann, Evangelium des Lukas Kap. 1 und 2, in Theologische 

Studien und Kritiken, 1903, pp. 247-290. Compare also Harnack, Neue 

Untersuchungen zur Apostelgeschichte, 1911, pp. 108-110. The concord¬ 

ances (Hatch-Redpath, Concordance to the Septuagint, and Moulton and 

Geden, Concordance to the Greek Testament, second edition) will be 

used in the manner described on p. 6 (footnote 7) of the former 

article. The Septuagint text which has been used is Swete, The Old 

Testament in Greek. Not all the evidences of Lucan authorship which 

have been adduced by Harnack and others will be discussed, but only 

so much as may be necessary to test their conclusions. 

’Gersdorf, Zimmermann; cf. Harnack, Stanton, The Gospels as 

Historical Documents, ii (1909). pp. 285, 292, Hawkins, Horae Synop- 

ticae, 2nd. ed., 1909, pp. 21, 44, Vogel, Zur Charakteristik des Lukas, 
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nouns, occurs once in Lk. i-ii, about six times in the rest of 

Luke, twenty-two times in Acts, and twice in the rest of the 

New Testament. Alternative uses (for example, to 

ovoixa ainr)<; Lk. i. 5) occur four times in Lk. i-ii, four (or 

three) times in the rest of Luke4, once in Acts, once in 

Matthew (not of a person), three times in John, twice (or 

four times) in the Apocalypse, tt? is used with ovo/ian 

once (here) in Lk. i-ii, twice in the rest of Luke, fourteen 

times in Acts, and nowhere else in the New Testament. 

The Septuagint, in inserting proper nouns, uses regularly 

ovofia avTw or <*> ovo/xa; there is perhaps not a single case 

of ovofiaTi where the text is perfectly certain. This use of 

ovo/xan is therefore a pretty clear mark of Lucan style, and 

the addition of tt? makes the matter even clearer. But the 

occurrence in Lk. i. 5 may well be due merely to Lucan 

editorship. Alternative uses occur about as often in Lk. i-ii 

as in the rest of Luke and Acts combined; whereas the 

Lucan ovo/xaTi occurs only this once. Since >ca\ to ovo/xa 

avTrjt occurs in the latter part of Lk. i. 5, Luke may have 

substituted ovo/xan in the first part of the verse in order to 

avoid monotonous repetition. However, for the style of 

the whole verse, Harnack compares Acts xviii. 2, evpcbv Tiva 

’IovSaiOj/ ovo/xan ’Anv\av. . . . /cat TLpunuWav <yvvalica avrov. 

Verse 6. ivavriov (or evavn)5 occurs twice in Lk. i-ii, 

twice in the rest of Luke, three times in Acts, and nowhere 

else in the New Testament. But one of the passages in 

Acts takes the ivavriov directly from a passage in the 

Septuagint, and all three passages in Acts are in the speeches 

of Jewish Christians, where Luke was probably using 

sources. In the Septuagint the word is so very common 

that its employment in such a narrative as Lk. i-ii was 

almost inevitable. 

2te Aufl.,1899, p. 24, Friedrich, Das Lukasevangelium und die Apostel- 

geschichte, Werke desselben Verfassers, 1890, pp. 38, 101. 

* In one of these cases, Lk viii. 41, the Lucan dvi/xan occurs in the 

parallel passage in Mark, while the non-Lucan y Hvofux is used by Luke. 

8 Gersdorf, Harnack, Zimmermann; cf. Stanton, op. cit., ii. pp. 291L, 

Friedrich, op. cit., p. 21. 
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rropevopevoL6. rropeveadai is a favorite word with Luke; 

but it is so exceedingly common in the Septuagint that it is 

here entirely without significance as a mark of Lucan style. 

The figurative sense in which it is used is the well-known 
Hebraism. 

7rderail 7. 7ra? is unusually frequent both in Lk. i-ii and 

in the rest of Luke and Acts. But in the Septuagint the 

word occupies no less than twenty-nine pages in the Hatch- 

Redpath concordance. Is not its great frequency both in 

the Septuagint and in Lk. i-ii due to the influence of Hebrew 

style ? 

Verse 7. icaBon 8 occurs once (here) in Lk. i-ii, once in 

the rest of Luke, four times in Acts, and not at all in the 

rest of the New Testament. It is not infrequent in the Sep¬ 

tuagint. The argument is perhaps not altogether valueless. 
Verse 8. iyevero 8e iv rut lepareveiv avrov ,9 iyevero 

followed by eV ta> with the infinitive occurs twice in Lk. i-ii, 

often in the rest of Luke, once in Acts, elsewhere in the 

New Testament only at Mk. iv. 4. In the Septuagint, 

iyevero is followed numberless times by some temporal 

phrase or clause; ev ra> with the infinitive is apparently not 

uncommon. The occurrence of this usage in Lk. i-ii is 

therefore not to be wondered at; though it may perhaps be 

a mark of the hand of Luke. 

iv ra with the infinitive in general10 is especially frequent 

in Luke. Hawkins gives the following figures: Lk. i-ii, 5 ; 

the rest of Luke, 27; Acts, 7; Matthew, 3; Mark, 2; John, 

o; Paul, 4; and the rest of the New Testament, 4. Accord¬ 

ing to Moulton,11 the infinitive with the article in general 

* Harnack, Zimmermann; cf. Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 292, Friedrich, 

op. cit., pp. 25, 42. 

7 Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 5f., 86. 

8Gersdorf, Harnack, Zimmermann, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 292; cf. 

Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 16, 18, 91. 

* Gersdorf; cf Harnack, Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 13, 90. 

10 Gersdorf, on verse 21, Zimmermann, on verse 21, Hawkins, op. 

cit., pp. 18, 40, Stanton, op. cit., ii. pp. 280, 282; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., 

pp. 36f., 101. 
uA Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. 1, Prolegomena 

(second edition, 1906), p. 216. 
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occurs as follows: James has 7 occurrences, or 1.08 per 

Westcott-and-Hort page; Hebrews, 23, or 1.09 per page; 

Luke, 71, or nearly .99 per page; Paul, 106, or .89 per 

page; Acts, 49, or .7 per page; 1 Peter, 4, or .59 per page; 

Matthew, 24, or .35 per page; Mark, 13, or .32 per page; 

John, 4, or .076 per page; the Apocalypse, 1, or .027 per 

page. Lk. i. 5-ii. 52 has eleven occurrences, or about 1.42 

per Westcott-and-Hort page; so that the articular infinitive 

is considerably commoner here than in the rest of Luke and 

Acts.12 In the Septuagint, iv rw with the infinitive occurs 

about 430 times.13 The New Testament figures for the use 

of iv tu with the infinitive are striking, but the extreme 

frequency of this usage in parts of the Septuagint dimin¬ 

ishes somewhat its value as a mark of Lucan style.14 

The familiar iyevero in narrative15 is a well-known 

Lucan characteristic. Three types have been distinguished: 
(i) iyevero real r/\0e, (2) iyevero r)\0e, (3) iyevero i\0elv. 

Hawkins’ statistics for the New Testament are as follows: 

iyevero ical rj\0e occurs not at all in Lk. i-ii, eleven times 

in the rest of Luke, once (?) in Acts, once in Matthew, and 

not at all in the rest of the New Testament; iyevero rfk0e 

occurs eight times in Lk. i-ii, fourteen times in the rest of 

Luke, not at all in Acts, five times in Matthew, twice 

in Mark, and not at all in the rest of the New Testa¬ 

ment; iyevero i\0elv occurs not at all in Lk. i-ii, five 

times in the rest of Luke, sixteen times in Acts, ojice in 

Mark, and not at all in the rest of the New Testament. For 

the Septuagint, Thackeray16 has compiled the following 

u Three of the occurrences are in the Benedictus. 

18 For example, Pentateuch, 53; Job, 2; Psalms, 59; Proverbs, 1; 

Isaiah, 4; Jeremiah, 7; Ezekiel, 75. These figures have been obtained 

simply by counting the asterisks in Hatch-Redpath, which, under tv, 

indicate iv r<? with the infinitive. 

“According to Dalman, Die IVorte Jesu, 1898, pp. 26f., this usage is 

a Hebraism (not an Aramaism), which has crept into the New Testa¬ 

ment through the influence of the Septuagint. Cf. below, pp. 269 f. 

15 Harnack and Zimmermann, on verse 5, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 17, 37; 

cf. Vogel, op. cit., pp. 33f. 

18 A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek, i. pp. 50-52. 
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statistics: eyevero Ka\ rj\6e occurs 269 times (164 times in 
Judges-2 Kings) ; eyevero 7f\0e, 145 times; and eyevtro ekdelv 

once only. When it is observed that no less than 164 of the 

occurrences of eyevero icai rj\de are in Judges-2 Kings, 

which for the most part lies linguistically far beneath the 

level of Lk. i-ii, the preference of Lk. i-ii for eyevero fj\6e 

is not to be wondered at. Certainly there is nothing in the 

use of eyevero to suggest Lucan authorship. The char¬ 

acteristically Lucan iyevero e\6elv does not occur at all in 

Lk. i-ii; and of the other two types, which are almost equally 

divided in the rest of Luke, only one is used. This last fact 

might seem if anything to be an argument in favor of non- 

Lucan authorship.17 

Verse 9. icara to edo<t 18 occurs twice in Lk. i-ii (here 

and Lk ii. 42), once in the rest of Luke, and nowhere else 

in the New Testament. Kara to elcodos occurs in the New 

Testament only once in Luke and once in Acts. Kara, to 

eldicr/Levov occurs only in Lk. ii. 27. The word e0o? occurs 

in all twice in Lk. i-ii, once in the rest of Luke, seven times 

in Acts, once in John, not at all in Matthew and Mark, and 

once in the rest of the New Testament. In the Septuagint 

the word e#o? occurs only six times at most (all in the 

Apocrypha). Kara to e'0o? avrwv occurs in Dan. Th. Bel. 15. 

Kara to elwdo? occurs only twice in the Septuagint, and 

Kara to eidurfievov not at all. Kara, to e#o?, therefore, has 

some value as a mark of Lucan style.19 
Verse 10. rjv ... . 7rpoaevxd/^evov.20 eivcu with the par¬ 

ticiple occurs, according to Zimmermann, forty-eight 

17 On the use of iyimo cf. Plummer, in his commentary on Luke, 

in The International Critical Commentary, 7th. ed., p. 45, and Moulton, 

op. cit., pp. 16, 17. 
“ Gersdorf, Harnack; cf. Hawkins, op. cit., p. 29, Stanton, op. cit., 

ii. p. 287, Friedrich, op. cit., pp. i8f.. 
“ Cf. Resch, Das Kindheitsevangelium, 1897, in Te.rte und Unter- 

suchungen, x. 5, p. 31: “ fOos wie in der LXX, so in den Logia-Uber- 

setzungen ungebrauchlich, dagegen ein Lieblingswort des Lc, stammt 

hier wie Lc. 2, 42 aus der Feder des Lc.” 
70 Harnack, Zimmermann; cf. Harnack on Lk. ii. 51, Stanton, op. cit., 

ii. p. 281. 
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times in Luke, thirty-nine times in Acts, eleven times in 

Matthew, twenty-eight times in Mark, and only once in 

John. Friedrich203 has the same counting for vv or rjcrav 

(or rj/j.'qv) or eao/iai with the participle, except so far as 

John is concerned, where he counts twenty occurrences. 

This usage is thought (for example, by Zimmermann) to 

be an Aramaism. An examination of the Septuagint usage 

would be interesting. 

irav to irXfjdos .... tov Xaov ,21 The word 7rXrjOos 

occurs twice in Lk. i-ii, six times in the rest of Luke, six¬ 

teen times in Acts, not at all in Matthew, twice in Mark, 

twice in John, and three times in the rest of the New Testa¬ 

ment. 7rav (or airav) to 7rXfi0o<? occurs once (here) in Lk. 

i-ii, three times in the rest of Luke, three times in Acts, 

and not at all in the rest of the New Testament.22 tov Xaov 

is added to 7rXf)0o<: once (here) in Lk. i-ii, twice in the rest 

of Luke, once in Acts, and nowhere else in the New Testa¬ 

ment. The synonym o^Xov, which is very much more com¬ 

mon than 7rXr}0o<; in the New Testament (it is more com¬ 

mon even in Acts), does not occur at all in Lk. i-ii. In the 

Septuagint, the use of the two synonyms is the reverse of 

the New Testament usage. 7rXfj0o<; is used more than five 

times as much as o^Xo?, and is very common. That looks 

as though Lk. i-ii had simply followed the Septuagint 

usage. 7rav to 7r\fi^o? occurs, for example, in Ex. xii. 6. 

Nevertheless, the phenomena in the New Testament are so 

striking that irav to 7rXrjdos .... tov Xaov affords genuine 

evidence of Lucan style. 

Verse 11. w<f>0r) 23, since it is apparently the regular Sep¬ 

tuagint word for describing visions, etc., can hardly be re¬ 

garded as a certain mark of Lucan style. 

”* Op. cit., pp. 12, 8gf, cf. Vogel, op. cit., p. 22. 

" Gersdorf, Harnack, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 21; cf. 

Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 40, 102. 

“ Cf. Hawkins, op. cit., p. 21. 

” Gersdorf, Harnack, ( Zimmer manro) ; cf. Stanton, op. cit, ii. pp. 292, 

293- 
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eo-TO)? for €o~T7]/c(0s. 24 In Lk. i-ii, eo-T&>? occurs once, 

i<TTT]K(o<; not at all; in the rest of Luke and Acts, earm 

occurs fourteen times, eo-T-g/cdy; once; in Matthew, eo-T&>? 

occurs six times, ea-TrjKdk once; in Mark, eo-rco? occurs not 

at all, iaTr)K(bs four times; in John, eo-rci? occurs four 

times, eaTrjicay; three times; in the Apocalypse, eo-Toj? oc¬ 

curs nine times, eaTrjKws twice. So Matthew, John, and 

the Apocalypse, as well as Luke, prefer eo-ra>9. And Stan¬ 

ton has called attention to 7rapecrTT)Kcoii in Lk. i-ii (in Lk. 

i. 19).25 In the Septuagint, Thackeray gives as the propor¬ 

tion of eaTijKO)'? to eo-Tcw? 95/51; the latter being “prac¬ 

tically confined to late and literary books”.26 In the New 

Testament, eo-rai? is not particularly literary, as is indicated 

by the usage of the Apocalypse. Certainly «tt<w? in Lk. i. 

10 is no sign of Lucan authorship. 7rape<rT^/ew9 (Lk. i. 19) 

might with at least equal plausibility be claimed as distinctly 

non-Lucan. 

earcb<; iic ,27 he Sei-iwv icrjavai occurs again in 

Acts vii. 55, 56. But that Jesus should be seen standing on 

the right hand of God is very natural. The similarity of 

expression may simply be due to the similarity of the facts. 

Verse 12. eTreirea-ev. 28 e7rt7ri7TTetv for the beginning of 

unusual states occurs once (here) in Lk. i-ii., once in 

Acts,29 and perhaps once in the Apocalypse.30 In Acts 

xix. 17, as in Lk. i. 12, <f>6/3o<: is the subject; but the same 

21 Zimmermann; cf. Stanton, op. cit., ii. pp. 292, 294, Friedrich, op. cit., 

pp. 8, 88. 

25 Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 294. Stanton is in error, however, when he 

says that “ in every other passage of Lk. and A. in which the perf. part, 

of or one of its compounds, is used the form is eimis for in 

Lk. ix. 27 €(xt7jkoto}v is in all probability the correct reading. 

” But cf. Helbing, Grammatik der Septuaginta, Laut und Wortlehre, 

1897, p. 103. 

” Gersdorf, Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 36. 

28 Zimmermann; cf. Gersdorf, Harnack, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 292, 

Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 41, 43. 

29 Acts xix. 17. In two other passages, Acts x. 10 and xiii. 11, 

eweirctrev is read by some manuscripts. 

20 Rev. xi. 11. 
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is true of Rev. xi. n.31 In the Septuagint, this use of 

eimriirreiv is not uncommon, and the subject is almost al¬ 

ways 4>o/3o<; or some other word expressing fear. There is 

no argument whatever for Lucan authorship. 

hrnrhrTeiv eVt, according to Harnack, occurs only in the 

Lucan writings. But he has apparently overlooked Rom. xv. 

3 (citation), and in Rev. xi. 11 and Jno. xiii. 25 eireirecjev eiri 

is strongly attested. In the Septuagint, eVt after eirnrhrreiv 

is quite the regular thing. 

Verse 13. ehrev .... 777309 avTov . 32 Statistics of the 

use of 7rpot with the accusative and of the dative after 

the chief verbs of saying are as follows:33 

In Lk. i-ii: 

ehrov 777309 . .... 7 ehrov c. dat. . . 4 

Xeyco 77730'? . . . . . 0 Xeyco c. dat. . . 0 

e/30) etC. 7T/309 . . . . 0 ipa) etc. c. dat. . . 0 

XaXeco 79309 . . . . 5 XaXeco c. dat. . . . 5 

In the rest of Luke: 
about about 

ehrov 777309 . . ... 65 ehrov c. dat. . . 96 

Xeyco 77730V . . ... 12 Xeyco c. dat. . . 76 

epco etc. 777309 . . . . 0 ipci) etc. c. dat. . . 11 

XaXeco 79309 . . . . 1 XaXeco c. dat. . . . 3 

In Acts: 
about about 

ehrov nrpot . . ... 24 elirov c. dat. . . 17 

Xe'yco 7r/3oV . . . . . 7 Xeyco c. dat. . . 12 

ipco etc. 777309 . . . . 0 epco etc. c. dat. . . 0 

XaXeco 79309 . . . . 8 XaXeco c. dat. . . . 17 

31 Where eirtcre is to be read if c-rreweaev is wrong. 

“ Gersdorf (also on Lk. i. 19), Harnack, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. 

cit., pp. 21, 45ff.; cf. Friedrich, op. ext., p. 38. 

33 It will be remembered that here, as elsewhere in the present article, 

the figures have simply been compiled from the concordances. The 

following figures are approximate only. No attempt has been made, 

for example, to settle questions of text. Cf. Princeton Theological 

Review, x (1912). p. 18, footnote 78, where the facts are stated in less 

detail. 
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In Matthew: 
about 

C17T0V 7T/30? . . . 1? ehrov c. dot. . . 98 
Xe'ya) 7T/30? . . . 0 \eya) c. dat. . . 130 

ipa) etc. 7773d? . . . 0 ipa> etc. c. dat. . . 12 

XaXea) 77700'? . . 0 XaXea) c. dat. . . . 13 

In Mark: 
about 

ei7T0V 7T/30? . . . 1 ehrov c. dat. . . 58 

Xeya) 7rpo'? . . . 3 Xeyw c. dat. . . 109 
e/3 <w etc. 7r/)o? . . . 0 ipa) etc. c. dat. ; . 1 
XaXe'a) 7773d? . . 0 XaXe'a) c. dat. . . . 4 

In John : 
about 

et7roi) 77700? . . . 9 elnov c. dat. . . 114 
Xe'ryft) 7T/30? . . . 7 Xeya) c. dat. . . 149 
€/3ft) etc. 7T/30? . . . 0 epS) etc. c. dat. . . 3 
XaXea) 7773d? . . 0 XaXe'a) c. dat. . . . 19 

In Paul: 
about 

(i7rov 7773d? . . . 0 eiTrov c. dat. . . 5 

Xeya) 7rpo? . . . 1? \eyco c. dat. . . 14 
e’/3(I> etc. 7T/30? . . . 0 ipa) etc. c. dat. . . 5 
XaXea) 7773d? . . 1 XaXeco c. dat. . . . 12 

In Hebrews: 

ehrov 7773d? . . . 0 elvov c. dat. . . 0 

Xe'7&) 7773d? . 2 Xeya) c. dat. . . 0 

e’/3ft) etc. 7rpo? . . . 1 ipa) etc. c. dat. . . 0 
XaXe'a) 7773d? . . 2 XaXe'a) c. dat. . . . 3 

In the Catholic Epistles: 

eiTrov 7rpo? . . 0 ehrov c. dat. . . 1 

Xe'70) 7773d? . . . 0 Xeya) C. dat. . . 3 

€/0d) etC. 7T/30? . . . 0 ipa) etc. c. dat. . . 0 

XaXea) 7773d? . . 0 XaXea) c. dat. . . . 0 
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In the Apocalypse: 

ehrov Trpos .... 

Xeyco 7T/30? .... 

ipco etc. 7T/305 . 

XaXeco 7rpo? 

0 

0 
0 
0 

ehrov c. dat. 

Xeyco c. dat. 

ipco etc. c. dat. 

XaXeco c. dat. . 

4 

26 

4 

0 

In the Septuagint, Genesis, i Samuel, i Chronicles, and 

2, 3, 4 Maccabees have been chosen for examination, as 

representative of different degrees of literary correctness. 

The statistics are as follows :34 

In Genesis: 

ehrov, ipco etc. nrpos . 52 ehrov, ipco etc. c. dat. . 228 
Xeyco 7rpo<;. 2 Xeyco c. dat. • . . 1 

XaXe'co 7r/3o'? . . . . 16 XaXeco c. dat. • • . 22 

In i Samuel: 

ehrov, ipco etc. irp6<; . 115 ehrov, ip do etc. c. dat. . 79 
Xe'yco irp6<;. 0 Xeyco c. dat. . .. . . 7 
XaXe'co irpos . . . . 10 XaXeco c. dat. • • . 5 

In i Chronicles: 

ehrov, ipeb etc. 7rpos . 10 ehrov, ipco etc. c. dat. . 19 
Xeyco Trp6<i. 0 Xeyco c. dat. . . 0 

XaXeco 7rpo'? .... 5 XaXeco c. dat. • • . 0 

In 2, 3 4 Maccabees: 

ehrov, ipeo etc. 7rpo'? . 0 elnov, ipco etc. c. dat. . 1 

Xeyco 77730'?. 1 Xeyco c. dat. . . 1 
XaXeco 7rpo<; .... 0 XaXeco c. dat. . . 1 

If the New Testament alone be examined, 7rpo<? after verbs 

of saying appears to be very decidedly a Lucan character¬ 

istic. Indeed it is almost confined to the Lucan writings. 

But in i Samuel and in i Chronicles it is even much more 

frequent in proportion to the dative than it is in Luke-Acts; 

and in Genesis also it is common. The argument for 

Lucan style must be pronounced weighty; yet if the use of 

7r/3o? in the body of the Gospel indicates only Lucan editor¬ 

ship, why should it indicate more than that in Lk. i-ii ? 

54 The figures are approximate only. 
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M (f>of3o035 is no clear mark of Lucan style. It is not 

uncommon in the Septuagint,36 where the name of the 

person addressed37 is sometimes added as here.38 

Sion 39 occurs twice in Lk. i-ii, once in the rest of Luke, 

five times in Acts, not at all in Matthew, Mark and John, 

about ten times in Paul, and about seven times in the rest 

of the New Testament. In the Septuagint, it is common 

enough (especially in a number of books which Thackeray 

classes with i Samuel under the head of “indifferent 

Greek”) to prevent its occurrence in Lk. i-ii from being 

surprising. 

ryevvav of the mother40 occurs not only in Lk. i. 13, 

57 and in Lk. xxiii. 29, but also in Jno. xvi. 21 and Gal. 

iv. 24.41 The usage occurs a few times in the Septuagint. 

Verse 14. earai .... croc42 Hawkins gives the fol¬ 

lowing statistics for the use of elvcu with the dative: 

three times in Lk. i-ii, twelve times in the rest of Luke, ten 

times in Acts, three times in Matthew, twice in Mark, twice 

in John, three times in Paul, and three times in the rest 

of the New Testament. These facts perhaps furnish a 

slight argument for detecting Lucan style in Lk. i-ii. But 

an investigation of the Septuagint usage would be inter¬ 

esting.43 

“Gersdorf, Harnack, Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 35. 

36 Cf. especially Dan. x. 12, cited by Resch, op. cit., p. 32. 

*’ Regarded by Harnack as an additional argument. 

88 Gersdorf compares Acts xviii. 9, 10, where Si6n occurs as here 

after /u.77 <popov. But Sri occurs after M <P<>pov a number of times in the 

Septuagint; and Sibri is not an uncommon word. The similarity, 

therefore, is perhaps merely due to chance. 

38 Gersdorf, Harnack, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 28; cf. Fried¬ 

rich, op. cit., pp. 16, 91. 

" Harnack. 
“ Harnack has overlooked these two cases, which are both perfectly 

clear, yewav being used in the active voice. 

“ Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 17, 38f. 
“ Such an investigation cannot be carried on by means of the con¬ 

cordance, for Hatch-Redpath does not give the context of the occur¬ 

rences of tlvat. 



THE FIRST TWO CHAPTERS OF LUKE 223 

For verse 14, Gersdorf compares Lk. xv. 7 xaP“ eP TV 

ovpava) earcu, as well as one or two less striking parallels. 

Verse 15. irvevp.aTO'i dyiov.44 The statistics of the 

New Testament use of 7rvev/xa to designate the divine Spirit 

are approximately as follows: 

Total occurrences 

Lk. i-ii 

of 7rvev/M designating 

the divine Spirit 

7 

With 

dyiov 

6 

Of these 

with the article 

I 

The rest of Luke 10 7 4 
Acts 58 43 24 

Matthew 12 5 2 

Mark 6 4 3 
John 15 4 1 

Paul 112 17 4 
Hebrews 7 S 3 
The Catholic Epistles IS 0 0 

The Apocalypse 8 0 o16 

In the Septuagint, the following phrases should be com¬ 
pared: 7rvevpia delov (Ex. xxxi. 3, xxxv. 31, Jb. xxvii. 3, 

xxxiii. 4), to 7rvevfxa to a<yuiv <rov(Ps. 1. 13), to 7Tvevpid aov 

to ayiov (Ps. cxlii. 10) 46, ayiov .... 7rvev/xa 7raiSeia? 47 

(Wi. i. 5), to ayiov aov 7rvevpa (Wi. ix. 17), to 7rvevfj-a to 

ayiov aiirov (Is. lxiii. 10), Trvevfj.aTO<; avrov (ayiou)48 (Si. 

xlviii. 12), 7Tvevfia ayiov (Dan. Sept. v. 12, vi. 3).49 Com¬ 

pare, besides, especially Ps. Sol. xvii. 42 (in the well-known 

description of the Messianic king). It will be remembered 

that the Psalms of Solomon are to be dated in the first cen¬ 

tury before Christ and the Greek translation of them in the 

“Gersdorf, Harnack, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 27; cf. Vogel, op. cit., p. 

51, Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 30F, 98L 

“ The statistics of Hawkins differ slightly, but only slightly, from 

the above. In addition, Hawkins gives the following statistics for the 

use of fiytot in general: in Lk i-ii, 11; in the rest of Luke, 9; in Acts, 

53; in Matthew, 10; in Mark, 7; in John, 5; in Paul, 77; in the rest of 

the New Testament, 62. 

** Some authorities read ayadov instead of ayiov. 

*’ Or (Tocpias . 

** ayiov is added by A. 

a Cf. in Theodotion’s translation of Daniel irveO^a 6eo0 Ayiov (iv. 5, 6), 
6tov irvedfia Hyiov (iv. 15). 
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first century after Christ.50 The statistics for the New 
Testament are very striking. But the frequent mention of 
the Spirit in Lk. i-ii is perhaps to be regarded as due partly 
to the subject-matter,51 and the addition of ayiov is of 
course not very infrequent even outside of the Lucan writ¬ 
ings. A basis for the term nvevjjui ayiov may be found in the 
Old Testament passages cited above; and the passage in the 
Psalms of Solomon shows that the “ Holy Spirit ” had a 
place in Palestinian Messianic expectations in the century 
just preceding the birth of Jesus. Nevertheless, the argu¬ 
ment of Gersdorf and Harnack is not altogether without 
value. 

TrXrjaOr/aeTai and TTvei) piaro<; ayiov nXya-Qr/creTai ,52 Tri/iir- 

\dvcu occurs eight times in Lk. i-ii, five times in the 
rest of Luke, nine times in Acts, twice in Matthew, and not 
at all in the rest of the New Testament. iixTnfnrXdvai oc¬ 
curs once in Lk. i-ii,53 once in the rest of Luke, once in 
Acts, once in John, once in Paul, and not at all in the rest of 
the New Testament. In the Septuagint, however, both Tripnr- 

Xavai and i^7rifi7rXdvai are very common; the very frequent 
use of the former word in Lk. i-ii and the single occurrence 
of the latter are therefore not surprising. Tn/jnrXdvai 

with 7rv£v/iaTo$ ayiov occurs three times in Lk. i-ii, not at 
all in the rest of Luke, five times in Acts, (including Acts iv. 
31, where tov ayiov TrvevpaT09 is probably to be read in¬ 
stead of 7rvev/iaTo<; ayiov ),54 and not at all in the rest of the 
New Testament.55 The following Septuagint passages 
should be compared : Ex. xxviii. 3 ou? eviicX^a-a TrvevpaTo<; 

alaOr/crew?, xxxi.3 ical iveirXrjaa avrov 7rvev/J-a deiov aocf>ia<{ ical 

50 See Princeton Theological Review, x (1912), p. 21. 

11 Matthew uses irveOim Ayiov in speaking of the conception of Jesus, 
just as Luke does in Lk. i. 35. 

“ Gersdorf, Harnack, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 21; cf. 
Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293, Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 40, 102. 

53 In the Magnificat, Lk. i. 53. 
“ Harnack has apparently overlooked Acts ii. 4. 
“Compare n-Xifaijs irvei/^aros kytov, which occurs once in Luke (Lk. iv. 

1), four times in Acts, and not at all in the rest of the New Testa¬ 
ment 
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avveaeco? ical emarf)p.ri'>, xxxv. 31 icai eveirXrja'a avrov 7rvevfia 

ao(f)ia<i Kal avveaeavi icai emarf)p.r)<; iravrcav, Deut. xxxiv. 9 

everr\f\(jdr\ vvevp.aro<; <rvveaeco<;l Wi. i. 7 vvevp-a Kvpiov irerrX- 

rfpcoicev tt)V OLKOvp.evT)Vy Si. xlviii. 12 ’EXeterate everrXfjadr^ (err\T)- 

adi] A) Trvevp,a.TO<; avrov (cvyiov A), Is. xi. 3 ip.7r\r/cTei avrov 

7rvevp.a <f)6/3ov deov. These passages indicate an Old Testa¬ 

ment basis for the idea of “filling” with the Spirit or with a 

spirit. Si. xlviii. 12, where Elisha is represented as being 

filled with the spirit of Elijah, is especially worthy of notice. 

However, the coincidence of Lk. i-ii with Acts in the use 

of this expression is very interesting. When it is observed 

that all but one56 of the occurrences in Acts are in the for¬ 

mer portion of the book, where Jewish Christian sources 

were probably used and Jewish Christian conditions are 

described, a suggestion may perhaps be made to the effect 

that Luke derived his use of the phrase from the primitive 

Jewish church—partly perhaps even from a document un¬ 

derlying Lk. i-ii. 

e/c «oiXia? p.7)Tpo<;,57 which occurs in the New Testament 

besides here only twice in Acts, once in Matthew, and 

once in Paul, has a number of parallels in the Septuagint. 

Compare especially Judg. xv. 17 ayios deov iyco elpu ano 

KoiXia<; p.T)Tpo<; fiov . In this passage, the speaker is Sam¬ 

son, whose manner of life was prescribed supernaturally as 

in the case of John the Baptist and in somewhat the same 

terms. 

Verse 16. viol ’IaparjX58 occurs not only59 here and five 

times in Acts, but also once in Matthew, three times in Paul, 

once in Hebrews, and three times in the Apocalypse. It is 

the regular Septuagint phrase, for example in Exodus. 
tiriaTpe-^reL iirl Kvpiov rov deov avrwv.60 imaTpecpeiv iiri 

followed by rov deov or some other designation of God 

occurs in the New Testament only once (here) in Lk. i-ii, 

" Acts xiii. 9. 

67 Harnack, Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 34. 

“ Zimmermann. 

“ As Zimmermann strangely says. 

“Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 39. 
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and five times in Acts. Zimmermann cites also 2 Cor. iii. 16. 

but there 7r/3o'? stands instead of eVt.61 If this passage is 

in point, then surely 1 Thess. i. 9 inLGTpe^jrare 77730? rbv 

0eov should be cited also. Compare also 1 Pet. ii. 25 

ineaTpacprjTe vvv ini top 7roipeva ical iniaconov toiv ^v^oov 

v/i&v. It should be noticed that iniarpecpeiv in Lk. i. 16 is 

transitive, whereas in all the five passages in Acts it 

is intransitive. This use of imarpecfieiv ini in Lk. i. 16 

could well be derived from such passages in the Septuagint 

as Deut. xxx. 2.62 

Verse 17. ical avTo? 63 is used in this way64 three times 

(including this passage) in Lk. i-ii, perhaps about twenty- 

two times in the rest of Luke, perhaps once in Acts,65 per¬ 

haps three times in Mark, not at all in Matthew or John, 

three times in Paul, three times in Hebrews, four times in 

the Catholic Epistles, and five times in the Apocalypse. It 

is obviously very difficult to tell which passages are to be 

counted.66 Zimmermann’s counting differs considterably 

from the above. The coincidence between Lk. i-ii and the 

rest of Luke is striking. The argument of Gersdorf and 

Zimmermann must be allowed considerable weight, at least 

until the Septuagint usage has been investigated. 
nvevp.an ical 8vvdp,ei ,67 7rnevp-a and Bvvapus are joined 

besides here in the following passages in the New Testa¬ 
ment : Lk. i. 35 7Tvevpa ayiov ineXevcreTai ini ere, ical 8vvapu<; 

vyfriarov iniaKidau aoi, iv. 14 ical vnearpe^ev 6 ’I^croO? iv 

Tt) BvvdfieL tov nvevp,aro<; et? PaXiXaiap, Acts i. 8 aXXa 

\7]p,yfr€G6e Bvvapuv ineXOdvros tov aytov nvevp,aro<; i<fivp.d<i, 

Tt may be doubted whether this verse is a citation, as Zimmermann 

says, so far as the i-maTpifri np6s is concerned. At any rate, iTriarptyri 

Tcpbs (or <brl) does not occur in Ex. xxxiv. 34. 

“ Resch, op. cit., p. 33, cites Joel ii. 13. 

63 Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 19, 4if.; cf. Vogel, 

op. cit., p. 23, Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 37, 101. 

“ That is, cases where the nal is not copulative but intensive are 

not counted. 

“ Acts xxii. 20. 

“ See especially Hawkins, op. cit., p. 42. 

67 Gersdorf, Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 35. 
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x. 38 w? expicrev avrov 6 deb? rrvevpari ay Leo ical Bvvapei, 

Rom. i. 4 tov 6pia0evro<: viov Oeov iv Bvvapei /card rrvevpa 

dyicoo-vvipi, xv. 13 et9 to rrepicrcreveiv vpa<; iv trj iXrriBi iv 

Bvvapei 7rvevparo<; dyiov, 19 iv Bvvapei crrjpeicov ical reparcov, 

iv Bvvapei rrvevparo'? uyiov, 1 Cor. ii. 4 ovic iv 7rei0oi<: ao<f)(a<; 

Xoyois, aXX'iv cnroSeigei rrvevparo^? /cat Bvvape&)9, Eph. iii. 16 

Bvvapei Kparauo0f)vai 81a tov rrvevparo^ avrov a? toi/ eera> 

dvOpanrov, 2 Tim. i. 7 ou 70/7 eBco/cev f)piv 6 Otbs rrvevpa 

BeiXias, aXXa Bvvdpeco<; ical 070177779 /cat aaxppovia-pov.68 In 

the Septuagint, Judg. vi. 34 ical rrvevpa icvpiov iveBvvapwaev 

TovVeBedv should be compared. A most interesting parallel 

occurs in Ps. Sol. xvii. 42, Bvvarov iv rrvevpari ayio),69 in the 

description of the Messiah. The joining of the two ideas, 

Spirit and power, is natural enough, and need not be due 

only to Luke. The Spirit was conceived of in the Old 

Testament as the active agent of God in His mighty 

works.70 If the activity of the Spirit of God is what it 

is represented as being in the Old and New Testaments 

then the conjunction of 7rvevpa and Bvvapi9 was inevitable. 

And why may not Luke, in particular, have come to unite 

the two ideas closely, under the influence of the document 

underlying Lk. i-ii? Surely the passage Lk. i. 35 is note¬ 

worthy enough to have made a great impression upon his 

mind, if that passage lay before him. 

Verse 19. evayye\icraa0ai.71 This verb occurs twice in 

Lk. i-ii, eight times in the rest of Luke, fifteen times in Acts, 

once in Matthew, not at all in Mark and John, twenty-one 

times in Paul, twice in Hebrews, three times in the Catholic 

Epistles (all in 1 Peter), and twice in the Apocalypse (both 

times in the active voice).72 In the Septuagint, the word is 

M The last two passages are not mentioned by Zimmermann. 

69 Cf. Princeton Theological Review, x (1912), pp. 2of. Ryle and 

James, 'kAAMOI 20A0M0NT02 Psalms of the Pharisees, commonly 

called the Psalms of Solomon, in loc., quote Is. xi. 2 irvev/ia tov deov, 

nvcifia <ro<pias Kal crvvtcreios, Truev/xa f}ov\ijs kclI ifl’xt'os, irvevp.a yvwaccos sal eieeftelas. 

70 Compare, for example, Gen i. 2. 

71 Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 19; cf. Stanton, op. 

cit., ii. pp. 280L, 292. 

n The noun eiayyt\tov, on the other hand, occurs not at all in Luke 
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not common, but there is some basis for the New Testament 

usage. Compare also especially Ps. Sol. xi. i <f>covr) 

evayyeX^o/jLevov, with Ryle and James’s note.'3 Stan¬ 

ton74 remarks that in Lk. i. 19 and ii. 10 the meaning of 

eva<yye\%0fuiL “seems to be simply that of ‘bringing good 

news’ as in O. T., not specifically that of bringing the news 

of ‘salvation’, as in the rest of N. T.” 

Verse 20. (or “%p?)75 occurs once (here) in Lk. 

i-ii, three times in the rest of Luke, fifteen times in Acts, 

once (possibly twice) in Matthew, not at all in Mark or 

John, fourteen times in Paul, three times in Hebrews, and 

eleven times in the Apocalypse. In the Septuagint, 

(or a%pt?) occurs only seven times, eco? being the common 

word.76 The argument has some weight. But the frequen¬ 

cy of a%pi in the Apocalypse as well as in Luke-Acts is 

worthy of note. For r?? rjpepas, Gersdorf77 compares 

Lk. xvii. 27, Acts i. 2, and one or two other less similar pas¬ 

sages. These parallels strengthen somewhat the argument 

derived from a%pi alone. But Gersdorf was not justified in 

questioning the correctness of the text of Mt. xxiv. 38. 

avQ'wv 78 occurs once (here) in Lk. i-ii, twice in the 

rest of Luke, once in Acts, once in Paul, and not at all in the 

rest of the New Testament. But it is not uncommon in the 

Septuagint, and therefore the occurrence in Lk. i. 20 is not 

at all surprising. Loisy79 compares Gen. xxii. 18 avd'&v 

v7rrjicovcra<s t77? (f>covrj<; ,80 

and only twice in Acts, whereas it occurs four times in Matthew, 

seven times in Mark, very often in Paul, and twice in the rest of the 

New Testament. 

71 On p. xcii of their edition, Ryle and James compare this passage 

with Lk. ii. 10. 

74 Op. cit., ii. p. 292. 

75 Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 16; cf. Stanton, op. 

cit., ii. pp. 292L, Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 16, 91. 

74 In the New Testament also, is commoner than &XP1 or 

77 Cf. Stanton, loc. cit. 

78 Gersdorf, Zimmermann; cf. Stanton, op. cit., p. 293, Vogel, op. 

cit, p. 24, Friedrich, op. cit., p. 21. 

79 Les £vangiles synoptiques, i. p. 284, footnote 5. 

80 See also Resch, op. cit., p. 33. 
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Verse 21. 7rpoaSo/cwv*1 irpoahoKav occurs once (here) 

in Lk. i-ii, five times in the rest of Luke, five times in Acts, 

twice in Matthew, three times in 2 Peter, and not at all in 

the rest of the New Testament. In the Septuagint, it oc¬ 

curs only about ten times, of which about four are in 2 

Maccabees and one in 3 Maccabees. The argument has 

some weight. 
Verse 23, iyevero d>? i7r\r)cdr)crav ,82 w? meaning “when” 

occurs, according to Hawkins, five times in Lk. i-ii, 

fourteen times in the rest of Luke, twenty-nine times in 

Acts, not at all in Matthew,83 once in Mark,84 sixteen times 

in John, three times in Paul, and not at all in the rest of the 

New Testament. In the Septuagint, it occurs about 222 

times.85 The Septuagint usage prevents the usage in Lk. i-ii 

from being any clear indication of Lucan style. The fre¬ 

quent occurrence in such a narrative as 1 Maccabees is par¬ 

ticularly instructive. iyevero «?, which accounts for three 

out of the five occurrences of temporal in Lk. i-ii, and 

occurs besides only in Lk. xix. 29 in the New Testament, 

far from being an additional indication of Lucan style,86 is 

a Septuagint usage. It is customary in the Septuagint for 

the narrative iyevero to be followed by some clause or 

phrase indicating time. Luke strongly prefers iv ™ with 

the infinitive; Lk. i-ii is about equally divided between iv ra> 

with the infinitive and a temporal clause introduced by «?. 

Verse 29. eir?8T. The optative mood occurs three times 

81 Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 21; cf. Friedrich, op. 

cit., pp. 27, 96. 

“Gersdorf, Harnack, on verse 41, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 23, 49. 

83ws is not used as a conjunction at all in Matthew. 

M Mk ix. 21 is not noticed by Harnack, though wshere has strong 

attestation and is probably to be read. 

“For example, Pentateuch, 18; 1 Samuel, 19; I Kings, 22; Job, 

Psalms, Isaiah and Ezekiel, o; 1 Maccabees, 26; 2,3,4 Maccabees, 17- 

The figures have been secured simply by counting the asterisks, which, 

in Hatch-Redpath, under ws, denote the temporal use. 

89 Cf. Gersdorf. 

87 Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 16, 17, 22, 35, 38, 53 ;cf. Gersdorf and Zimmer¬ 

mann (on verse 62), Vogel, op. cit., pp. 25L Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 36, 

IOO. 



230 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 

in Lk. i-ii, namely in Lk. i. 29, 38, 62. Of these occur¬ 
rences, Lk. i. 38 •yevoiTo poi Kara to pr)pd crov calls for no 

comment; the optative expressing a wish is fairly well dis¬ 

tributed among the New Testament writers.88 The other 

two passages, however, are interesting. They are as fol¬ 

lows : Lk. i. 29 BieXoyi^ero TroTanb<{ eirj 6 d(nraap6<; ouro?, 

Lk. i. 62 ive'vevov Be ra Trarpl avrov to ti av 0e\oi KaXeladai 

avro. The optative used otherwise than to express a wish 

occurs twice (as above) in Lk. i-ii, seven times in the 

rest of Luke, fifteen times in Acts, twice in Paul, twice in 

1 Peter, and not at all in the rest of the New Testament. 

The passages in Paul89 and in 1 Peter90 are totally un¬ 

like those in Lk. i-ii. In both of the passages in Lk. 

i-ii, the optative stands in a question—a usage which 

recurs seven times in the rest of Luke,91 six times in Acts,92 

and nowhere else in the New Testament. Of these thirteen 

passages, seven have civ, like Lk. i. 62, six omit civ like 

Lk. i. 29, in eleven the question is indirect, as in both pas¬ 

sages in Lk. i-ii, in ten the question is introduced by the 

pronoun ti? , as in Lk. i. 62, and in two93 the pronoun is 

preceded by to as in Lk. i. 62.94 In the Septuagint, av 

with the optative occurs thus a number of times in questions 

introduced by ti and 7ra>?, for example five times in Job.95 

But such cases are rather uncommon except in “literary” 

books like Job.96 According to Thackeray,97 the mood 

89 Moulton, op. cit., pp. 194!:.; cf. Burton, Syntax of the Moods and 

Tenses in New Testament Greek, 2nd. ed., 1906, p. 79. 

89 Namely x Cor. xiv. 10, xv. 37. These have merely the stereotyped 

phrase el rixoi . 

90 Namely 1 Pet. iii. 14, 17. In both of these passages, the optative 

stands in the protasis of a condition. 

91 Lk. iii. 15, vi. ix, viii. 9, ix. 46, xv. 26, xviii. 36, xxii. 23. 

"Acts v. 24, viii. 31, x. 17, xvii. II, 18, xxi. 33. 

93 Lk. ix. 46 and Acts xxii. 23. 

94 Cf. below, p. 237. 

95 These passages have been found by examining Hatch-Redpath 

under &v, no general investigation of the Septuagint use of the optative 

could be attempted. 

M See Thackeray, op. cit., p. 193. 

" Loc. cit. 
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“appears still to show some signs of life in the vernacular 

of the Ptolemaic age, whereas in the N. T. writings it is 

always an index of a cultivated writer”. In general, 

though the Septuagint needs investigation, the asser¬ 

tion may be ventured that a Jewish Christian writer of the 

first century after Christ would not be likely to use the 

optative in the way in which it appears in Lk. i-ii. The 

New Testament usage, as outlined above, tells an unmistak¬ 

able story. The optative in Lk. i. 29, 62 is due to the 

hand of Luke.98 

Verse 30. xc*Plv•" For the use of x^P1* in the New 
Testament, Hawkins100 gives the following statistics: Lk. 

i-ii, 3; the rest of Luke, 5; Acts, 17; Matthew and Mark, 

o; John, 4; Paul, 99; the rest of the New Testament, 27. 

The word is common in the Septuagint. evpiaiceiv x(*PLV 

(so in Lk. i. 30) is a regular Septuagint phrase, and should 

not have been urged by Gersdorf and Zimmermann,101 be¬ 

cause of its occurrence in Acts vii. 46,102 as an additional 

mark of Lucan style. 

Verse 32. tytcrTov.10* v\fncrTo<?, though it occurs 

oftener in Luke and Acts than in the rest of the New Testa¬ 

ment, and is used as a substantive to designate God by Luke 

only among New Testament writers, is hardly a sign of 

Lucan style.104 
Verse 35. eVeAeiWrai. 105 enrepxecrdcu occurs once 

(here) in Lk. i-ii, twice in the rest of Luke, four times in 

" On the use of the optative in New Testament times, see Moulton, 

op. cit., pp. 194-199, Radermacher, Neutestamentliche Grammatik, 1911, 

pp. 128-133, Harsing, De optativi in chartis Aegyptiis usu, 1910. 

” Gersdorf, Zimmermann, on verse 28, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293, 

Hawkins, op. cit., p. 23; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 28, 96. 

100 Loc. cit. 

101 On Lk. i. 30. 

1<aIn the speech of a Jewish Christian, Stephen. 

105 Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 23; cf. Friedrich, 

op. cit., pp. 24P 

104 See Princeton Theological Review, x (1912). p. 15. Resch, op. 

cit-, P- 35, cites Ps. lxxxii. 6. 

1M Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 29, Stanton, op. cit., 

ii. p. 293. 
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Acts, once in Paul, once in James, and not at all in the rest 

of the New Testament. In the Septuagint, however, it is 

common. 

Bio 106 occurs once (here) in Lk. i-ii, once in the rest 

of Luke, eight times in Acts, once in Matthew, twenty- 

seven times in Paul, nine times in Hebrews, six times in the 

Catholic Epistles, and not at all in the rest of the New 

Testament. The word occurs only about thirty-three times 

in the Septuagint, of which twelve are in 2, 3, 4 Macca¬ 

bees.107 This use of Sid, though not at all decisive, is 

as good an indication of the hand of Luke as are many of 

the phenomena which have been urged by Harnack; yet 

Harnack makes it perform an opposite service. He makes 

it help to prove not the Lucan, but the non-Lucan character 

of verses 34, 35, which he regards as an interpolation into 

the completed Gospel.108 Arguments from style are apt 

to be colored by preconceived opinions. It may fairly be 

demanded that the search for Lucan characteristics should 

be as thorough in Lk. i. 34, 35 as in the rest of Lk. i-ii. 
Verse 36. Kal IBov ’EXeio^d/Ser f) ervyyevfc <rov teal avrij 

<Tvvei\r)(f)ev viov iv yr/pei aim)?, Kal outo? pfjv €kto$ iarlv 

dVTrj TT) KaXov/xevrj areipa. Gersdorf compares Lk. viii. 41 

and xix. 2. The sequence of Kal IBov .... Kal avro<; 

in Lk. viii. 41, and of Kal IBov .... Kal airro'? .... Kal 

outo? (?) in Lk. xix. 2 is similar to the Kal iBov . . . . 

Kal a\nT) .... Kal outo? of Lk. i. 36. But Gersdorf is ex¬ 

aggerating when he says that “without doubt the self-same 

author must have written this”.109 Perhaps a common ad¬ 

herence on the part of two authors to an extreme Semitic 

form of parataxis would help to explain the coincidence.110 

10'Gersdorf, Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 16, 91. 

1072, 3, 4 Maccabees are “literary” (Thackeray, op. cit., p. 13) books, 

and had no Semitic original. 

108 Zu Lc 1, 34, 35, in Zeitschrift fur die neutestamentliche Wissen- 

schaft, 1901, pp. 53-57. In defence of the integrity of the passage, see 

Princeton Theological Review, iv (1906), pp. 50-61. 

109 Op. cit., p. 196: “ Unstreitig muss dieses ein und derselbe Schrift- 
steller geschrieben haben.” 

uo Hawkins, op. cit., p. 19. (cf. p. 42), gives the following figures for 
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pf)pa = “thing”,111 which Harnack and Zimmermann 

cite as occurring, besides here and at Lk. ii. 15, only at 

Acts v. 32 and x. 37 in the New Testament,112 is a Hebra¬ 

ism common in the Septuagint. Both of the passages in 

Acts are in speeches attributed to Jewish Christians. The 

use of prjfia in Lk. i-ii is absolutely no indication of 

Lucan authorship.113 

Verse 39. awwa.114 This pleonastic aorist participle 

of aviGTCLvai occurs, according to Hawkins, once in Lk. 

i-ii, fifteen times in the rest of Luke, eighteen times in 

Acts, twice in Matthew, six times in Mark, and not at all 

in the rest of the New Testament. But it is so common in 

the Septuagint as a translation of the familiar ED'h of the 

Hebrew that the single occurrence in a narrative like Lk. 

i-ii could hardly have been avoided. 
iv tat? f/pepais ravTat? (compare p-era Se raiirai ra? rjpepas 

in verse 24 and eV rat? r/pepcu<; iiceivcus in Lk. ii. i)115 has 

perhaps some value as an indication of Lucan style. 

Verse 41. ia/cipTrjo-ev.116 aupjav, which occurs in the 

New Testament, besides here and verse 44, only at Lk. vi. 

the use of kcu ovtos etc., nominative, in the New Testament: Lk. i-ii, 

2; the rest of Luke, 6; Acts, 1; Matthew, o; Mark, 1; Paul, 2; John, 

1; the rest of the New Testament, 2. Cf. Gersdorf. 

111 Zimmermann; cf. Harnack, on Lk. ii. 15, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 

293- 
1U It may sometimes be a question whether means “ word ” or 

“thing”. In Lk. ii. 15, at any rate, there is no doubt whatever. In 

that passage, it certainly means “ thing ”. 

113 Hawkins, op. cit., p. 21, places the word itself in his list of 

Lucan characteristics. His figures for the use of it in the New Testa¬ 

ment are as follows: Lk. i-ii, 9; the rest of Luke, 10;'Acts, 14; 

Matthew, 5; Mark, 2; John, 12; Paul, 9; the rest of the New Testa¬ 

ment, 8. The very frequent occurrence of the word in the Septuagint 

prevents its frequent use in Lk. i-ii from being at all surprising. A 

narrative like Lk. i-ii, with its similarity to the Old Testament, could 

hardly have avoided the word. 

111 Gersdorf, Harnack, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 16, 35L; cf. Friedrich, 

op. cit., pp. 42, 102. 

115 Gersdorf, Harnack, Zimmermann, on Lk. i. 24, Hawkins, op. cit., 

pp. 18, 40. With ivaaratra Mapian A rais i/nipais Taincus Friedrich, 

Op. cit., p. 45, compares Acts i. 15 Kal iv rats i)fUpais ratfrats drao-ras IUt/jos. 

118 Gersdorf, Harnack, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293. 
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23, occurs seven times in the Septuagint in all, and once of 

the leaping of babes in the womb (Gen. xxv. 22). 

/3pe<£o? 117 occurs four times in Lie. i-ii, once in the rest 

of Luke, once in Acts, once in 2 Timothy, once in 1 Peter, 

and not at all in the rest of the New Testament. Though 

the word occurs only five times in the Septuagint, of which 

three are in 2, 3, 4 Maccabees,118 the argument for Lucan 

authorship has perhaps little weight. 
Verse 42. dve^xovTjcrev Kpavyy peyaXy.119 For Kpavyf) 

peyaXy compare Septuagint, Ex. xi. 6, xii. 30, 1 Sam. iv. 6, 

Neh. v. 1, 1 Macc. v. 31. For dve<fd>vyaev icpavyrj com¬ 

pare Zeph. i. 10 favT) Kpavyr)*;. If the parallels Lk. iv. 

33 ave'icpaifev fxovy peyaXy and Acts vii. 60 e/epaifev (fyoovfj 

peyaXy be thought to indicate Lucan authorship of 

Lk. i-ii, compare I Sam. iv. 5 dve/epagev 1ra? TopayX cfxovrj 

peyaXy, Gen. xxxix. 14 ifioyaa cf>covy peyaXy. Resch120 

compares Ezek. xi. 13, where the Septuagint has aveftoycra 

(fxovrj peyaXy. 

Verse 44. For ISov yap 121 see Spitta, in Theologische 

Abhandlungen fur Holtzmann, p. 80.122 
iyevero y (f>oovy.123 (fxovy used thus with yivecrQai occurs 

once (here) in Lk. i-ii, three times in the rest of 

Luke, four times in Acts, twice (?) in Mark,124 once in 

UT Gersdorf, Harnack, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 17; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., 

pp. 30, 98. 

118 Cf. above, p. 232, footnote 107. 

118 Gersdorf, Harnack; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 41. 

- Op. cit., p. 37. 

121 Gersdorf, Harnack, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 19, 41. 

122 Cf. Princeton Theological Review, x (1912). pp. 4ff. 

123 Gersdorf, Harnack, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 23, 49; cf. Friedrich, op. 

cit., p. 42. 

124 Harnack rejects the eyevero in Mk. i. n, perhaps rightly, as having 

been added by a scribe under the influence of Luke. But in Mk. ix. 7, 

which Harnack does not mention, the eyevero is genuine. The omis¬ 

sion is attested only by 1. k syrcodd (see Tischendorf). Probably 

both the omission in these witnesses and the substitution of -n\6ev in 

AD etc. and the mass of the cursives (where the influence of Jno. xii. 

28 may have assisted) may be explained by Tischendorf’s remark: 

“ offendit eyevero paucis verbis interiectis repetitum”. 
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John (compare also Jno. xii. 28 rj\0cv ovv (fxovij) ,125 six 

times in the Apocalypse, and nowhere else in the New 

Testament. In the Septuagint, compare Gen. xv. 4, Ex. 

xix. 16, 19, 2 Chron. v. 13, and Dan. Theod. iv. 28. 

et? ta a>Ta126 is a regular Septuagint phrase. 

Verse 45. ncucapia.127 paicdpios, which even on the 

showing of the New Testament occurrences,128 is not pe¬ 

culiarly Lucan, is very common in the Psalms (Septuagint), 

where it is used in just the same way as here. 

Tot? \aXovp.evoL<;.129 The passive of \a\eiv, which 

occurs five times in Lk. i-ii, not at all in the rest of Luke, 

seven times in Acts, once in Matthew, twice in Mark,130 

once in Paul, five times in Hebrews, and not at all in the 

rest of the New Testament, occurs only six or seven times 

in the Septuagint (where the active of \a\elv is exceed¬ 

ingly common), ra \a\ov/xeva recurs in the New Testa¬ 

ment, besides in Lk. ii. 33, only in Acts xiii. 45, xvi. 14.131 

The argument for Lucan authorship or editorship cannot 

altogether be denied.132 

Verse 56. epieivev . . . <rvv.133 peveiv avv recurs in the 

125 The passage in John, namely Jno xii. 30 y <pwvii aliry yiyovev, is 

ignored by Harnack. Here y\0ev is substituted for yeyovev by D etc. 

But D substituted eyevero for y\6ev in verse 28 (icai eyevero <puvy in¬ 

stead of y\6ev ovv <puvij). Without doubt eyevero is right in verse 30 

and y\0ev in verse 28. 

“'Gersdorf, Harnack, Zimmermann; cf. Vogel, op. cit., p. 24, Fried¬ 

rich, op cit., p. 34. 

121 Harnack. 

138 Harnack has here compared simply the Gospel of Luke with 

Matthew and Mark. There are also two occurrences in Acts, but also 

two in John, and others in the rest of the New Testament. 

129 Harnack, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293. 

In Mk v. 36, Harnack has apparently adopted without comment 
the reading of D etc., rovrov rov \oyov instead of tov \oyov (rov) \a\ov- 
pevov. 

181 The latter passage has been overlooked by Harnack. Cf. Stan¬ 

ton, op. cit., ii. p. 285: “ The formation of substantives out of the 

neut. of particles as in classical Greek is much commoner in Lk and A. 

than in the rest of N. T.” 

132 Cf. Resch, op. cit., p. 131. 

Gersdorf, Harnack. 
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New Testament only at Lk. xxiv. 29, and does not ap¬ 

pear in the Septuagint; but a stronger argument, perhaps, 

is to be derived from the use of crvv in general. According 

to Hawkins,134 crvv occurs three times in Lk. i-ii, twenty 

times in the rest of Luke, fifty-two times in Acts, four 

times in Matthew, six times in Mark, three times in John, 

thirty-eight times in Paul, and twice in the rest of the New 

Testament. In the Septuagint, perd with the genitive is 

far commoner than crvv with the dative. However, crvv is 

not so rare in the Septuagint as to render surprising the 

occurrences in Lk. i-ii. It should be observed that pera 

is commoner than crvv in Lk. i-ii. It is also commoner in 

the rest of Luke, but not in Acts. 
v7recrTpey\rev.133 viroo-rpecfieiv occurs four times in Lk. 

i-ii, seventeen times in the rest of Luke, eleven times in 

Acts, perhaps once in Mark,136 once in 2 Peter, and not at 

all in the rest of the New Testament. In the Septuagint, 

the word occurs perhaps twenty-four times, but in many of 

these cases the text is doubtful. These facts are decidedly 

significant. In all probability, the use of the word in Lk. 

i-ii is due to the hand of Luke. 

Verse 57. o ^povot rov reiceiv avrfjv. No argument for 

Lucan authorship can be drawn from this use of the 

genitive of the articular infinitive,137 for Stanton138 aptly 
cites Gen. XXV. 24 teal eir\ripd)9r)crav al fjpepcu rov reicelv avTrjv. 

Verse 58. ipeyaXvvev icvpicv? to eXeo? avrov /uer’aur?}?.139 

This use of per ai/rf)? is no sign of Lucan style, for 1roielv 

e'Xeo? p,erd tlvo<; is a regular Septuagint phrase, formed in 

imitation of Hebrew.140 
134 Op. cit., p. 22. Cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 8, 88. 

1:15 Gersdorf, Harnack, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 285, Hawkins, op. cit., 

p. 23; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 8. 

136 Mk. xiv. 40. The text is at least very doubtful. The reading 

wiroarpepas is opposed by r BL. 

1,7 See Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 280. 

134 Op. cit., ii. p. 293. Also Resch, op. cit., p. 30. 

^Gersdorf, Zimmermann; cf. Vogel, op. cit., p. 25, Friedrich, op. cit., 

P- 33- 
140 See Princeton Theological Review, x (1912). p. 13. Cf. Resch, 

op. cit., p. 40. 
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Verse 62. to. 141 to' before the interrogative T19 or t( 

occurs, according to Hawkins,142 once in Lk. i-ii, four 

times in the rest of Luke, once in Acts, once in Paul, and not 

at all in the rest of the New Testament. A similar use of 

to' before 7r<w? occurs twice in Acts.143 An investigation 

of the Septuagint usage would be interesting. Very prob¬ 

ably, however, this use of to is a genuine mark of Luke’s 

hand. But Stanton should be given careful attention when 

he says :144 “But all that was necessary in order to produce 

this ‘Lucan’ feature was that the neut. art. should be in¬ 
serted, which we see to have been actually what has hap¬ 

pened at Lk. ix. 46 = Mk. ix. 34.”143 Such features are 

just what a reviser could add with least derangement of his 

source; they indicate, therefore, Lucan editorship, but not 

necessarily Lucan authorship. 
Verse 64. Trapaxprjp.a 146 occurs once (here) in Lk. 

i-ii, nine times in the rest of Luke, six times in Acts, twice 

in Matthew (in the same passage), and not at all in the 

rest of the New Testament. The word occurs only eighteen 

times at most in the Septuagint. The occurrence of it in 

Lk. i. 64 may indicate the hand of Luke. 
Verse 65. iyevero irrl 7ravra? <£o'/3o9.147 y(vecrOcu fol¬ 

lowed by eVt' with the accusative, and with cf)d/3o9 as the 

subject recurs in the New Testament only at Acts v. 5, 11.148 

1U Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 22, 47, Stanton, 

op. cit., ii. p. 293; cf. Vogel, op. cit., p. 23, Friedrich, op. cit., p. 270. 

143 Op. cit., p. 47. Some error seems to have crept into the figures 

on p. 22, which do not agree at all (except for the Gospel of Luke) 

either with Zimmermann or with p. 47 of Hawkins’ own work. 

143 Hawkins, loc. cit. 

luOp. cit., ii. p. 310. 

145 Mk. ix. 34 irpds dXXvjXous yap SLeXixOyo'av iv rrj 68$ tIs petfwv, Lk ix. 46 

ehrrjXOev Si 5ia\oyi<rp6s iv airrots, to tIs cLv ety p^Lfoiv avrCiv. It will be noticed 

that (supposing that Mark was the source of Luke) Luke has added 

not only the r6 but also the optative ety. May not the optatives in Lk. 

i-ii be similarly explained as due merely to revision of a source? 

14S Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 280, Hawkins, 

op. cit., p. 21; cf. Friedrich, op. cit. pp. 8, 88. 

147 Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 17, 36. 

148 Cf. also Lk. iv. 36 Kai iyivero 0d/xj8os iirl ir&vTas, and Acts ii. 43 

Sos re fjv piyas M wavras, where, however, the sentence is omitted 
by BDE etc. 
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Compare, however, Gen. xxxv. 5 ical iyevero Oeov 

ini rd? 7ro'Xei? , 2 Chron. xix. 7 ical vvv yeveadco <f>ofio? 

Kvpiov i<f> vpas . According to Hawkins,149 7iveaOat 

followed by ini with the accusative in general occurs 

once in Lk. i-ii, five times in the rest of Luke, five 

times in Acts, once in Matthew, once in Mark, and not at 

all in the rest of the New Testament. In the Septuagint, 

this usage occurs only about fifty times.150 When it is ob¬ 

served that in Lk. iv. 64, (Acts ii. 43), and Acts v. 5, 11 the 

parallel with Lk. i. 64 appears in the iirl navra? as well as 

in the particulars noted above, the indication of Lucan style 

becomes rather strong. 

StaeXaXeiTo.151 The word, which recurs only at Lk. 

vi. 11 in the New Testament, does not appear in the Septu¬ 

agint, but occurs a number of times in the translation of 

Symmachus (in the Psalms). 
Verse 66. For edevro . ... iv ry tcaphia avrwv152 com¬ 

pare I Sam. xxi. 12 eGero AavelS ra pypara iv ry tcaphia 

ai>Tov, xxix. IO, Hg. ii. 18. 

navre5 oi cacovaavre?.155 Of the passages cited by Zim- 

mermann, Acts v. 5, 11, ix. 21, x. 44 are really paral¬ 
lel. Acts V. 5b ical iyevero <f)6/3o? peya? ini navra? tow 

cLKOvovra<? and Acts v. 11 ical iyevero <f>6/3o<t peya? ifioXrjv ryv 

imcX-rjaiav ical iirl navra? tow aicovovra? certainly display a 

remarkable similarity to Lk. i. 65, 66. In the Septuagint, 

parallels for Travre? oi cueovcravre? are apparently scarce. 

Compare Lev. xxiv. 14. 
tL dpa (or Ti? apa)154 occurs once (here) in Lk. i-ii, 

148 Loc. cit. 
150 Some of the most frequent subjects of the verb are nveDpa xvpLov, 

xelp Kvplov, and ipy-q. 2 Chron. XX. 29 nal lyevtTO eKerraffis Kvplov iirl miaas 

ras fiatriXelas ttjs yijs (v rip &kov<tcu avroi)s 8ri k.t.\. and 2 Chron xiv. 13 

(cited by Resell, op. cit., p. 4°)> with the two passages quoted above 

(where <p6f3os is the subject) offer a somewhat closer parallel to Lk. i. 

64. 
151 Gersdorf, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293. 

Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293: cf. Friedrich, 

op. cit., p. 40. 
163 Zimmermann; cf. Harnack, on Lk. ii. 17, Friedrich, op. cit., p. 6. 

154 Gersdorf, Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 33. 
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three times in the rest of Luke, once in Acts, four times 

in Matthew, once in Mark, and not at all in the rest of 

the New Testament. Though the occurrences of this usage 

in Matthew prevent it from being regarded as peculiarly 

Lucan, yet the extreme rarity or non-occurrence of it in 

the Septuagint155 suggests the hypothesis of Lucan editing, 

if not Lucan authorship. 
%elp Kvpiov r)v per avrov ,156 This expression recurs in 

the New Testament only at Acts xi. 21 teal rjv xeiP 

KVpiov peravreov. Acts xiii. 11 ical vvv ihov %elp Kvptov 

irrl tre is different.157 In the Septuagint, the expression 

does not occur, though I Chron. iv. 10 ical rjv r/ %eip aov 

[referring to God] peripov is very similar.158 Gersdorf 

has here perhaps detected a true indication of Lucan style 

which has been overlooked by many more recent investi¬ 

gators. 
Verse 80. rjv^ave.159 av^avetv occurs twice in Lk. i-ii, 

perhaps twice in the rest of Luke,160 four times in Acts, 

twice in Matthew, once in Mark, once in John, nine times 

in Paul, twice in the Catholic Epistles, and not at all in the 

rest of the New Testament. It is not the mere occurrence 

of the word in Acts which is interesting, but its occurrence 

in summaries which are somewhat similar to Lk. i. 80 and 

ii. 40. But for the rjii^rjaev .... nal irr\r)0vv6r] of Acts 

vii. 17 and the rjvi-avev ical irrXrjdvvero of Acts xii. 24, 

compare Gen. i. 22; and for Lk. i. 80 and ii. 40 compare 
Gen. xxi. 8 teal rjv^yjdr] to rraihtov. 161 

iv rats iprjpois.162 For the plural at eprjpoi, which re- 

IMA has riva apa in Job xv. 2. 

“‘Gersdorf; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 44. 

M c. acc. stands instead of p*t6. c. gen., and the expression is 

used in a bad sense. 

1M There is some Old Testament basis for the conception of the 

hand of the Lord as the source of strength and prosperity; though 

sometimes, also, the conception is like that in Acts xiii. 11. 
“* Zimmermann. 

1W In Lk. xii. 27, the text is doubtful. 

161 Which, it must be admitted, is not a very close parallel. 
1,1 Gersdorf. 
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curs in the New Testament only at Lk. v. 16,163 com¬ 
pare Ezek. xiii. 4 <0? a\a>7re/ce9 iv rais ipr)p.oi<; ol irpo^Tai 

aov, ’IoparfK. 

ava&etf'em.164 ai>a8ei|i?, which does not occur elsewhere 

in the New Testament, occurs in the Septuagint only 

at Si. xliii. 6. avaSeiicvvvcu, which occurs in the New 

Testament only at Lk. x. 1 and Acts i. 24, occurs only about 

eighteen times in the Septuagint, of which half are in 2, 3, 

4 Maccabees. However, the meaning “to exhibit publicly as 

a king or officer”, which appears not only six times in 1 

Esdras and once in Daniel, but also perhaps in Hab. iii. 2,165 

approaches far more closely to Lk. i. 80 than does the use 

of the word in Acts, viroBet/cvvvcu is fairly common in 

the Septuagint. 

Chapter ii. Verse 1. 8074a,166 which occurs elsewhere 

in the New Testament only twice in Acts and twice in Paul, 

is rare in the Septuagint, but occurs frequently in the Daniel 

of Theodotion.167 Holtzmann168 compares Dan. ii. 13 

to 8074a i^rfKdev. The occurrence of the word in a Jewish 

Christian work (supposing Lk. i-ii to be such) is not 

surprising. When a Jewish Christian wished to speak 

of things that had to do with the Empire, his vocabulary 

would naturally approach more closely than elsewhere to 

that of an historian like Luke. 

ol/covp,evr)v.ie9 The word obcovpcevr), which occurs once 

(here) in Lk. i-ii, twice in the rest of Luke, five 

times in Acts, once in Matthew, once in Paul, twice in 

Hebrews, three times in the Apocalypse, and not at all in 

183 With the same preposition as in this passage: abrbs Si fjv SiroxupGiv 

iv rats iprjpois . 

1S> Gersdorf, Zimmermann. 

M iv rip ttapeivai rbv Kcupbv ivaSeixOivv . The Lord is here addressed. 

1M Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 31, 99. 

1,7 On this translation and its connection with the Septuagint, see 

Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, pp. 46ft. 

168 Die Synoptiker, in Hand-Commentar zum Neuen Testament, 3te 

Aufl., 1901, in loc. 

189 Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 29; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 22, 

92. 
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the rest of the New Testament, is rather frequent in the 

Septuagint, for example in the Psalms. 

Verse 2. cnroypafyf)170 is rare in the Septuagint. But 

the coincidence with Acts v. 37 is due of course to the 

similarity of what was to be designated. 

riyefjLovevoino';. Gersdorf compares Lk. iii. i.m The 

comparison is interesting, f)yep.oveveiv does not occur in the 

Septuagint, but f)yep.ovta occurs a number of times, and 

r/ye/Mov is fairly common. 

Verse 4. 8e /cat172 occurs, according to Hawkins, once 

in Lk. i-ii, twenty-four times in the rest of Luke, seven 

times in Acts, three times in Matthew, twice in Mark, eight 

times in John, twenty-two times in Paul, and five times in 

the rest of the New Testament. An investigation of the 

Septuagint usage would be interesting. But the single oc¬ 

currence in Lk. i-ii is perhaps without special significance. 

81a to elvcu avrov.173 81a to with the infinitive occurs 

once (here) in Lk. i-ii, seven times in the rest of Luke, 

eight times in Acts, three times in Matthew, three times in 

Mark, once in John, once in Paul, three times in Hebrews, 

once in the Catholic Epistles, and not at all in the rest of 

the New Testament. In the Septuagint it is fairly common. 

The single occurrence in Lk. i-ii is of no great significance. 

Verse 8. <pv\dcrtTovTe<;. 174 This verb is exceedingly 

common in the Septuagint. For <f)v\daaovTe<; (f)v\cucd<;175 

compare Num. iii. 7 (frvXdijovcnv ra? avTov, etc. 

For the somewhat similar expression e^o^fjOr^aav (pdfiov 

peyav in verse 9, compare Jonah i. 10 i(f>o@ij0r)<rav oi av8pe<i 

(f>6/3ov fiiyav (or <f>6/3q) /xeyaXw). 

1,0 Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 17. 

1T1 In that passage, D has tiriTpoirevovros instead of irye/uom/OKros. 

in Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 17, 37; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., 

pp. isf., gi. 
175 Gersdorf. 

1,4 Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 23; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 

32, 100. 

170 Zimmermann; cf. Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 290, Friedrich, op. cit., 

pp. 284k 
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Verse 9. eiriarq. 176 ecpiaravai occurs twice in Lk. i- 

ii, five times in the rest of Luke, eleven times in Acts,177 

three times in Paul, and not at all in the rest of the New 

Testament. In the New Testament, the verb is always in¬ 

transitive;178 in the Septuagint, it is usually transitive, and 

when it is intransitive it is not often followed by the dative. 

The word looks like a genuine mark of the hand of Luke. 
TrepiiXan-fyev.179 yrepcXapTreiv, which appears elsewhere 

in the New Testament only at Acts xxvi. 13, does not occur 

at all in the Septuagint, and the simple verb Xapyreiv is not 

common. The parallel is worthy of notice, but in view of 

the ease with which compound verbs could be formed it is 

perhaps of no great significance. Similarity in the event 

described might have produced the similarity in expression. 
With verse 9 /cal ayyeXo? tcvplov eirearr) avrols /cal 8o£a 

Kvpiov Trepie\ap.y\rev avrovs compare Acts xii. 7 l8oi> ay¬ 

yeXo? Kvpiov ivecnr], /cal </>«? eXapyjrev ev tm ol/cf)p,aTi180. 

The parallel is interesting, but the connection between an 

angel of the Lord and “light” is natural enough, and does 

not necessarily indicate common authorship. And why 

may not the similarity of expression be due to dependence 

of the author of Acts xii. 7 upon the source of Lk. ii. 9?181 
Verse 10. iravTl ra> Xaw. 182 7ra? (or airas) 6 Xao? 

occurs, according to Hawkins, once in Lk. i-ii, nine times 

in the rest of Luke, six times in Acts, once in Matthew, once 

in Hebrews, and not at all in the rest of the New Testa¬ 

ment (once in pericope de adult era). It is a regular Sept¬ 

uagint phrase, occurring, for example, twenty times in Exo¬ 

dus. 

Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 19, Stanton, op. cit., ii. pp. 280, 

293. 
1,1 Compare especially Acts xii. 7 &yye\os Kvpiov iviuT-t]. 

"‘That is, the intransitive parts of the verb are used. 

”* Zimmermann, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 

17. 43- 
180 Cf. Gersdorf, Friedrich, op. cit., p. 45. 

181 Cf. Princeton Theological Review, x (1912). pp. iif., and below, 

PP- 2S5f. 
”* Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 21, 45. 
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Verse 13. i^ai<f>vrj<; 183 occurs once (here) in Lk. i-ii, 

once in the rest of Luke, twice in Acts, once in Matthew, 

and not at all in the rest of the New Testament. The word 

occurs only about ten times in the Septuagint. It is doubt¬ 

ful whether the occurrence in Lk. ii. 13 is of any special 

significance.184 
ffTpaTia? ovpaviov (or ovpavov ). Gersdorf184* cites 

Acts vii. 42 777 crpaTta tov ovpavov. But with Lk. ii. 13 

compare 1 Kings xxii. 19, Neh. ix. 6, Hos. xiii. 4; and with 

Acts vii. 42 compare 2 Chron. xxxiii. 3, 5, Zeph. i. 5, Jer. 

vii. 18, viii. 2, xix. 13. arpaTta ovpavov or the like occurs 

in all these passages. 
alvovvTcov.185 aivelv occurs twice in Lk. i-ii, once (pos¬ 

sibly twice) in the rest of Luke, three times in Acts, once in 

Paul (citation), once in the Apocalypse, and not at all in 

the rest of the New Testament. The word is common in 

the Septuagint, and is very frequently used of the praise of 

God. 

Verse 14. With this verse Gersdorf compares Lk. xixj 

38, where the second part of the verse reads iv ovpavw 

elptjvrj Kal 8o£a iv i^ri<TTOL<;. These words are not found 

in the other Gospels, but take the place in Luke of the 

waavva iv toZ? vyfriaToi^ in Matthew and Mark. But 

what is the relation between this Lucan addition and the 

angelic song of Lk. ii. 14? The two have two things in 

common; the So'£a iv in/ri<rroi?, and the conjunction of 

this with elprjvrj iv. With regard to the former point, Ryle 

and James186 can cite an interesting parallel in Ps. Sol. 

xviii. II (xix. i) evSofjos iv {nfriffTOK tcaroucwv. This 

185 Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293. 

184 The word occurs in Acts ix. 3 and xxii. 6, in corresponding pass¬ 

ages in two of the accounts of Paul’s conversion, in connection with 

the light that shone round about him. Cf. 56£a Kvplov wepit\ap.\pev au- 

ro6s in Lk. ii. 9. 

““ Cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 44. 

188 Zimmermann, Harnack, on verse 20, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 28, 

Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 25, 94. 

inOp. cit., p. xcii; cf Gould, in Expositor’s Greek Testament, 1905, 

on Lk. ii. 14, Resch, op. cit., p. 47. 
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suggests the possibility that the iv vyJr(aToi<; of Lk. ii. 

14 and of Lk. xix. 38 may be quite independent. The idea 

was a natural one, and also the expression of it. The 

writer who first put the angelic song into Greek (suppos¬ 

ing it to have existed first in Aramaic) may have written 

independently of him who performed a similar service for 

the original of Lk. xix. 38. In the latter passage, iv vyjri'a-- 

Tot?, at any rate, was already given. It stands in the iocrav- 

va iv Tot? v^ri<jTOL<i of Matthew and Mark. The conjunc¬ 

tion of elprjvq and Soga iv fyi'crrois might also be ex¬ 

plained as due to mere coincidence, especially since the 

order is reversed, and since eiptjvrj goes with iv ovpavcp 

in the one case and with iirl 74? and iv avOpcInrois evSoicias 

in the other. However, in view of the rather striking paral¬ 

lel between the two passages, other solutions of the prob¬ 

lem call for careful consideration. Wellhausen is quite con¬ 

fident that Lk. ii. 14 is dependent upon Lk. xix. 38187 This 

hypothesis, however, is apparently connected with the un¬ 

tenable188 view that Lk. i-ii is an addition to the completed 

Gospel. The reverse hypothesis, that Lk. xix. 38 is depend¬ 

ent upon Lk. ii. 14, is favored by Holtzmann,189 B. Weiss,190 

J. Weiss,191 and Gould.192 In Lk. xix. 38, Holtzmann 

supposes, the wording of the triumphant cry was exchanged 

for a reminiscence of the Gloria (Lk. ii. 14), which had 

already become a hymn of the Christian congregation. 

There is nothing improbable in this hypothesis; though if 

a correct view be held with regard to the date of the 

Gospel, the Gloria must have become a hymn of the Church 

long before Holtzmann would suppose. If there is de- 

1,7 Das Evangelium Lucae, 1904, p. 109: “ Dass Lc. 19, 39 das Muster 

fur 2, 14 ist, unterliegt keinem Zweifel, obgleich Weiss das Ver- 

haltnis umkehrt.” 

188 See Princeton Theological Review, iii (1905), pp. 642-644, iv 

(1906), pp. 44-49. 

188 Op. cit., on Lk. xix. 38. 

1M In Meyer’s Kommentar, 9te Aufl., 1901, on Lk. xix. 38. 

*“ In Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 2te Aufl., 1907, on Lk. 

xix. 38. 

1,2 Op. cit., 1905, on Lk. xix. 38. 
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pendence, may it not rather be dependence upon the source 

of Lk. i-ii, in which the Gloria was already inserted as it 
appears now. Such dependence would not be irreconcil¬ 

able with the integrity of Luke as a historian. The cry of 

the multitude at the triumphal entry of Jesus was not re¬ 

corded with verbal exactness. Indeed, it was probably not 

stereotyped in the first place. There were many persons^ 

some said one thing, others another.193 It is not surpris¬ 

ing, therefore, that the tradition of what was said is not 

exactly uniform. The characteristic cry of the multitude 

•—what was heard again and again during the descent into 

the city—might have impressed itself upon the hearer with 

greater or less fulness. The translation into Greek, more¬ 

over, necessarily brought greater divergence from the exact 

words that were spoken by any person among the multitude. 

One Aramaic word, Hosanna, has been preserved by three 

of the Evangelists. Luke, for the benefit of his Greek 

readers, has substituted Greek words for it. His iv ovpavco 

dpr)vr) xal So^a iv v^rtcrow reproduces the spirit and 

general meaning of the coaavva iv tvi|rt«TTot? which has 

been preserved by Matthew and Mark. Surely that phrase 

is not altogether clear.194 In order to bring out the 

meaning of the original cry—that is, its real significance 

in the feeling of the original speakers—literal translation 

was insufficient. There are cases when amplification is the 

truest translation.195 However, to those who have not ac¬ 

cepted without modification the current view of Luke’s de¬ 

pendence solely upon Mark, it will seem more probable that 

Lk. xix. 38b is no mere amplification of cocravva iv r019 vyjrfa 

T015, but rather a reproduction of independent tradition. 

The decision with regard to that question does not affect es¬ 

sentially the problem involved in the parallel with Lk. ii. 

14. For the tradition was not in the first place fixed in a 

Cf. James Cooper, art, “ Hosanna ” in Hastings’ Dictionary of 

Christ and the Gospels, i. p. 750. 

The modern commentators have experienced enough difficulty with 
it. 

1M Cf. Cooper, op. cit.. pp. 75of. 
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Greek form; if it came to Luke in Greek, it came in a 

mere translation which might freely be modified. In any 

case, therefore, Luke may have made use of the words of 

the angelic doxology in determining the form, though not 

the content, of the triumphal cry. He may have done so 

consciously or unconsciously—more probably the latter. 

The song of the angels, as recorded in the infancy narra¬ 

tive, was familiar to him; the words of it came naturally 

from his pen when he was putting the similar praise of the 

multitude into a form which would be both intelligible and 

impressive for himself and for his Greek readers. Such a 

solution of the problem is a combination of two hypotheses 

—the hypothesis that Lk. xix. 38 and Lk. ii. 14 are com¬ 

pletely independent of each other, and the hypothesis that 

the former is dependent upon the latter. The present form 

of Lk. xix. 38 is due partly to a real coincidence in the 

original praises rendered to God, and partly to Luke’s fa¬ 

miliarity with the wording of the angelic hymn. The simi¬ 

larity, therefore, between Lk. ii. 14 and Lk. xix. 38 does 

not prove that Luke was the author of the former as well 

as of the latter. He may have been the first to put the 

angels’ song into Greek (that would perhaps help to ex¬ 

plain his familiarity with its wording and his natural em¬ 

ployment of it without artificial imitation), but such an hy¬ 

pothesis is not necessary.196 

Verse 15. SteXOw/jtev.197 8iepxea0cu occurs twice in Lk. 

1M Of course, the above solution might be reversed. Luke might be 

supposed to have received Lk. xix. 38 in its present form and then 

conformed the wording of the angelic hymn to it. But that view is less 

probable. In view of what has been said above (p. 245), Luke must be 

pronounced less likely to have altered the wording of the angelic hymn 

than the wording of the cry of the multitude. At any rate, this view is 

improbable unless Luke was the first translator of Lk. ii. 14. In that 

case, he might have allowed himself more freedom. Finally, against 

the view that he actually composed the angelic hymn himself, various 

objections present themselves. For instance, the very bold Hebraism, 

apffpAirms evdoKlas (in all probability the correct reading) would be 

inexplicable. 

U7 Gersdorf, Harnack, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 17, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 
283; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 7, 87. 
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i-ii, eight times in the rest of Luke, twenty times in 

Acts, once (in Mt. xix. 24 it is probably not to be read) in 

Matthew, twice in Mark, twice in John, five times in Paul, 

once in Hebrews, and not at all in the rest of the New 

Testament. In the Septuagint, the word is not uncommon. 

For Siepxeadcu ld>?198 compare Gen. xxii. 5 SieXevaopeda 

I«d? &8e. However, the remarkable preponderance of the 

word in Luke-Acts as compared with the other New Testa¬ 

ment books renders the two occurrences in Lk. i-ii rather 

significant. 

with the imperative (or hortatory subjunctive),199 

which occurs elsewhere in the New Testament only at Acts 

xiii. 2 and xv. 36 (in the latter passage with the hortatory 

subjunctive as in Lk. ii. 15),200 is common in the Sept¬ 

uagint. It occurs, for example, about twenty-four times 

in Judges, including, of course, the cases where it is used 

with the subjunctive in prohibitions. It translates the fa¬ 

miliar Hebrew KJ-. 
tSco/xev to pf/fia tout0 to yeyovos. 201 to yeyovos oc¬ 

curs, according to Hawkins, once in Lk. i-ii, three times in 

the rest of Luke (not counting Lk. xxiv. 12), three times 

in Acts, once in Mark, and not at all in the rest of the New 

Testament. to yeyoi/o'? as the object of elSov occurs, 

besides here, only in Lk. viii. 34 (where Mk. v. 14 has 

ISelv tL icTiv to yeyovo<t)f 35, Acts xiii. 12. In the Sept¬ 

uagint, compare 1 Sam. iv. 16 r( to yeyovo? prjfia 202, 

x. 11 Tt touto to yeyouo? tw via> Ket?203, Esth. iv. 4, 7, 

W8 hiipx«yOat 2ws occurs in the New Testament, besides here, only 

three, or possibly four, times in Acts. See Harnack. Cf. Friedrich, 

op. cit., pp. 17, 20. 

“* Harnack, Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. I4f. 

““A has it also in Acts vi. 3. 

101 Gersdorf, Harnack, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 17, 36. 

m pijlM occurs with yeyovos only in Lk. ii. 15 in the New Testament 

(Gersdorf compares, however, Acts x. 37 t6 yevbpevov pf/pa ). This 

usage is strongly Hebraistic. Cf. above, p. 233. 

“’This passage introduces roCro like Lk. i. 15 (Harnack says, “Luk. 

liebt das pleonastische Demonstrativpronomen ”, but cites no passages 

outside of Lk. i-ii), but the yeyovos here retains more of its participial 
force. 
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Judith xv. i, (Eccl. i. 9), 1 Macc. iv. 21. The significance 

of to 767ovos as a Lucan characteristic cannot, perhaps, be 

altogether denied. 

Verse 16. o-Trevaavre';.20* cnrevhecv occurs once (here) 

in Lk. i-ii, twice (in the same context) in the rest of Luke, 

twice in Acts, once in 2 Peter, and not at all in the rest 

of the New Testament. The participle “is used in a pre¬ 

cisely similar manner” in Lk. xix. 5, 6.205 But so it is 

also in the Septuagint, where, moreover, the word itself is 

fairly common. 

avevpav ,206 avevpiatceiv, which recurs in the New Testa¬ 

ment only at Acts xxi. 4, appears only once in the Sept¬ 

uagint, and that in 4 Maccabees. Possibly this word is an 

indication of Lucan editing of Lk. i-ii. 

re 207 occurs, according to Hawkins, once (here) in Lk. 

i-ii, eight times in the rest of Luke, about one hundred and 

thirty-four times in Acts, three times in Matthew, not at 

all in Mark, three times in John, twenty-three times in 

Paul, and twenty-two times in the rest of the New Testa¬ 

ment. In the Septuagint, it is fairly common, but especially 

in the “literary” parts. It is perhaps an indication of Luke’s 

hand, but the significance of one occurrence must not be 

exaggerated. 

Verse 19. crvp,f3dX\.ovaa.208 crvpfidWeiv occurs once 

(here) in Lk. i-ii, once in the rest of Luke, four times in 

Acts, and not at all in the rest of the New Testament. But 

the meaning varies somewhat in these passages.209 In the 

Septuagint, the word occurs only twelve times at most. It 

is perhaps some indication of Lucan style. 

201 Gersdorf, Harnack, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293; cf. Friedrich, op. 

cit., pp. 27, 96. 

205 Stanton, loc. cit. 

“’Gersdorf, Harnack, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 293; cf. Friedrich, op. 

cit., p. 16. 

207 Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 22; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 

15. 90. 
208 Gersdorf, Harnack, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 29, Stanton, op. cit., ii. pp. 

293h! cf- Friedrich, op. cit., p. 18. 
208 See Stanton, loc. cit., and Gersdorf. 
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Verse 20. So^afo^Te? .... top 0eov. 210 8oi;d£eiv top Oeov 
occurs, according to Hawkins, once in Lk. i-ii, seven times 
in the rest of Luke, three times in Acts, twice in Matthew, 
once in Mark, twice in John, six times in Paul, and three 
times in the rest of the New Testament. In the Septuagint, 
it occurs only at Judg. ix. 9 (A has a different reading) 
and at Dan. iii. 51 (both Septuagint and Theodotion); 211 

though of course Bogdteip is used of the praise of God in 
passages where the noun 0eo? does not appear as the object. 
The expression is perhaps some indication of Lucan style. 

Verse 25. coXa/S^s212 occurs in the New Testament only 
here and three times in Acts. In the Septuagint, it occurs 
only three times at most. It is perhaps some indication of 
Lucan style.213 

7rpoa8exdfievo<;. 214 vpoo-Bexecrdcu occurs twice in Lk. i- 

ii, three times in the rest of Luke, twice in Acts, once in 
Mark, three times in Paul, twice in Hebrews, once in Jude, 
and not at all in the rest of the New Testament. It is not 
uncommon in the Septuagint. With the present passage 
and verse 38 may be compared Job. ii. 9a 7rpocBexopepos 

ttjv iXiriSa ttj? <ra>TT)pia<; pov and Wi. xviii. 7 7rpoaeBe^Or] 
vtto \aov <rov acoTrjpia pep Biicauov. Neither of these pas¬ 

sages, however, had a Semitic original.215 
TrapciK\T)Giv.216 irapdK\r]Gi<:, which occurs once (here) 

in Lk. i-ii, once in the rest of Luke, four times in Acts, 
twenty times in Paul, three times in Hebrews, and not at 
all in the rest of the New Testament, occurs only about fif¬ 
teen times in the Septuagint. Holtzmann217 compares Is. 

210 Gersdorf, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 37. 
211 Also at Dan xi. 38(Theodotion), with reference to a false god. 
212 Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 294: cf. Harnack, Lukas der Arzt, pp. 73k, 

Friedrich, op. cit., p. 18. 
215 Cf. Resch, op. cit., p. 131. 
211 Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 21. 
215 With regard to the former, see Swete, op. cit., p. 256. 

Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 29; cf. Friedrich, 
op. cit., pp. 32, 100. 

217 Op. cit., in loc. 
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xl. I. Compare also the passages from Jewish writings 

cited by Wettstein,218 and Dalman.219 

Verse 27. elaayayelv ,220 eladyecv, which occurs once 

(here) in Lk. i-ii, twice in the rest of Luke, six times in 

Acts, once in John, once in Hebrews, and not at all in the rest 

of the New Testament, is very common in the Septuagint. 

Verse 28. iSe^aro.221 Se^eo-Oca occurs once (here) inLk. 

i-ii, sixteen222 times in the rest of Luke, eight223 times in 

Acts, ten224 times in Matthew, six 225 times in Mark, once 

in John, thirteen times in Paul, once in Hebrews, once in 

James, and not at all in the rest of the New Testament. In 

the Septuagint, it is not uncommon. 

Verse 29. SeWoTa.226 Seanrompt is fairly common in 

the Septuagint, being often used, as here and in Acts ii. 24, 

in addressing God. 

It should be noticed that in the Nunc dimittis (verses 29- 

32) specifically Lucan features are absent.227 The Mes¬ 

sianic hope is expressed entirely in Old Testament forms. 

The universalism is the universalism of the prophets. The 

nations of the earth are to do honor to Israel for the light 

that proceeds from her. Besides the Old Testament par¬ 

allels, compare Ps. Sol. xvii. 32, 34f.228 
Verse 33. davfidfyvTes inri.229 davpid^eiv inrC, which 

218 In loc. 

219 Op. cit., pp. 89b 

229 Gersdorf, Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 29. 
221 Zimmermann. 

222 Zimmermann says fifteen. 

223 So Moulton and Geden. Zimmermann says nine. 

224 Zimmermann says six. Seven of the occurrences, it is true, are 

in the same context. 

225 Zimmermann says three. Four of the occurrences are in the same 

context. 

228 Gersdorf, Zimmermann. 

227 Compare the investigation of the Magnificat and the Benedictus 

in the former article, Princeton Theological Review, x (1912). pp. 
1-38. 

228 Cited by Ryle and James, op. cit., p. xcii. 

“Gersdorf, Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 19, 41; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 33. 
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in the New Testament appears only in Luke-Acts (five times 

in all), occurs about eleven times in the Septuagint. 

Verse 34. dvTt.Xey6p.evov ,230 avriXeyeiv, which oc¬ 

curs once (here) in Lk. i-ii, probably not at all in the rest 

of Luke (in Lk. xx. 27 it is probably not to be read), four 

times in Acts, once in John, once in Romans (citation), 

twice in 1 Timothy, and not at all in the rest of the New 

Testament, occurs about eight times in the Septuagint. 
Verse 35. StaXoyiapof.231 StaXoyicrpos is much more 

common in the Gospel of Luke than in any other New 

Testament book, and of the thirteen New Testament occur¬ 

rences of 8iaXeyeo-0cu, ten are in Acts. Both words occur 

in the Septuagint, though not with great frequency. 

Verse 36. err]232 ero?, which occurs, according to 

Hawkins, twenty-six times in Luke-Acts (four times in Lk. 

i-ii), as against twenty-three times in the rest of the New 

Testament, is exceedingly common in the Septuagint. 

Verse 37. dcfrurTciTo,233 a<j>iaTdvcu occurs once (here) 

in Lk. i-ii, three times in the rest of Luke, six times in Acts, 

three times in Paul, once in Hebrews, and not at all in the 

rest of the New Testament. It is common in the Septu¬ 

agint. 
Xarpevovaa vvtcra teal r}pepav.23i Xarpevetv vvrera ical rjpepav 

occurs in the New Testament only here and in Acts xxvi. 7, 

and in the Septuagint not at all. The parallel is interesting. 

Verse 38. avTrj rtf wpa,235 The phrase (with or without 

ev ) occurs once (here) in Lk. i-ii, five times in the rest of 

Luke, twice in Acts and not at all in the rest of the New 

Testament. It occurs only a few times in the Septuagint.238 

The phrase may perhaps be regarded as a genuine mark of 

Lucan style. 

330 Gersdorf, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 294. 

231 Gersdorf, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 17. 

23* Zimmermann, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 19; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 23, 

94- 
133 Gersdorf, Hawkins, op. cit., p. 16. 

234 Gersdorf, Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 36, 100. 

233 Gersdorf, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 294; cf. Hawkins, op. cit., p. 16. 

233 Perhaps because the word &pa itself is not common there. 
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Verse 40. cro^ua, kcu xapis237 Compare verse 52 ev Ty 

<ro(f>(a .... Kal p'pm. A similar association of and 

aofyia occurs at Acts vii. 10 (in the speech of Stephen). In 

the Septuagint, Eccl. x. 12 Ao'701 gto paros crocfrov %a/w may 

perhaps be compared. 
Verse 43. vnrepetvev ,238 vnopeveiv in the sense of 

“ remain ” occurs again in the New Testament only at Acts 

xvii. 14. But compare (in the Septuagint) Num. xx. 19, 

Judg. iii. 25.239 

Verse 44. voptcravtc? .24° vopi&Lv occurs once (here) 

in Lk. i-ii, once (Lk. iii. 23, in connection with the gene- 

alogy) in the rest of Luke, seven times in Acts, three times 

in Paul, and not at all in the rest of the New Testament. 

With the infinitive,241 it occurs only here and six times in 

Acts. In the Septuagint, the word is rare, occurring only 

once outside of Wisdom and 2, 3, 4 Maccabees. It seems to 

be a genuine mark of the hand of Luke. 

ava&TovvTe<?.24* ava'C,yrelv occurs in the New Testa¬ 

ment, besides here and in the next verse, only at Acts xi. 25. 

In the Septuagint, it occurs only three times, and that in 

the “literary” books, Job and 2 Maccabees. The case is 

somewhat similar to that of vopL^av. 

Verse 46. iv peaa243 is common in the Septuagint. 

Verse 47. i^iaTavTo 244 The word occurs once (here)' 

in Lk. i-ii, twice in the rest of Luke, eight times in Acts, 

once in Matthew, four times in Mark, once in Paul, and 

not at all in the rest of the New Testament. In the Septu¬ 

agint, it is not uncommon. However, the exact parallel of 

237 Gersdorf, Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 35. 

238 Gersdorf, Harnack. 

239 Of verses 42, 43 Harnack says: “ Die ganze Periode ist echt 

lukanisch, auch in dem Wechsel des Tempus ivafiaivivTuv und re- 
Xficoo’di/ran'.” 

^Harnack; cf. Gersdorf, Friedrich, op. cit., p. 19. 

241 Gersdorf; cf. Friedrich, loc. cit. 

242 Harnack, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 294; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 18. 

249 Zimmermann; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 22, 92. 

244 Harnack. 
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Lk. ii. 47 with Acts ix. 21 i^ia-ravro 8e irdvres ol cucovovtc?245 

is striking. 

Verse 48. oSwdifjievoi ,246 The verb occurs elsewhere in 

the New Testament only at Lk. xvi. 24, 25 and Acts xx. 38. 

In the Septuagint it occurs only ten times.247 

The preceding investigation has by no means discredited 

the contention of Harnack and others that Lk. i-ii exhibits 

a remarkable linguistic affinity with the rest of the Gospel and 

Acts. The existence of the parallels must freely be admit¬ 

ted. The only question is how they shall be interpreted. 

Harnack interprets them as evidence that the author of 

Luke and Acts was also the author of the infancy narrative, 

and that for this narrative he was not dependent upon 

written sources. But is this the only possible interpretation ? 

Other interpretations have suggested themselves in the 

course of the investigation. 

In the first place, many of the parallels between Lk. i-ii 

and the rest of Luke and Acts have been explained as due 

*" Harnack. 

*“ Harnack, Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 294; cf. Friedrich, op. cit., p. 18. 

241 In the course of Harnack’s investigation, he notices a number of 

words and phrases, which, apparently according to his own admission, 

tell against, rather than for, his thesis. So, for example, ipeivf) (Lk. 

i. 39, 65) occurs nowhere else in the New Testament, but is common 

enough in the Septuagint (Harnack says: “ fehlt sonst im N. T., 

steht aber im Buch Judith”. As a matter of fact, though it is com¬ 

monest in Judith, it occurs also elsewhere in the Septuagint. It is 

frequent in Joshua). Again, for nbdev pun tovto (Lk. i. 43) Harnack 

can compare only Mt. xiii. 54, 56, xv. 33. Mk. vi. 2. Again, with regard 

to iW K.r.X. in the same verse, Harnack remarks, “dieser Gebrauch der 

Kotpi) fur den Infinit. ist bei Luk. sonst m. W. nicht zu belegen, im N. 

T. aber doch schon haufiger”. Vogel, op. cit., pp. 35 f., detects in Lk. i-ii 

a certain general tone which connects this narrative with the rest of 

Luke—Acts: “ Mit hellenischer Art zur schonen Einheit vermahlt tritt 

uns aber bei L. noch ein Weiteres entgegen, was ich in die Worte: 

Feinfiihligkeit, Innigkeit, Weitherzigkeit zusammenfassen mochte, um 

das missdeutbare Wort Humanitat zu vermeiden ”. This unity of 

tone cannot be denied. But perhaps it is due partly to Luke’s choice of 

materials, and not solely to his treatment of the materials which he 

had. Even if Luke found Lk. i-ii ready to hand, one can still admire in 

him the artist who had discernment enough not to spoil, but perhaps 

even, by sympathetic editing, to improve, the wonderful story. 
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simply to a common dependence upon the Septuagint—or 

rather, perhaps, in the case of Luke, dependence upon the 

Septuagint, and in the case of Lk. i-ii, in addition to de¬ 

pendence upon the Septuagint, an independent operation of 

the same forces which produced the style of the Septu¬ 

agint.248 Harnack himself admits that the style of the in¬ 

fancy narrative is not entirely Lucan. “ The narrative in 

Chapters i and ii ”, he says, “ is, regarded linguistically, a 

product of Bible (Septuagint) Greek with the Greek that 

belonged to the author himself.” The style of Lk. i-ii is 

“ artistically and successfully imitated from the Greek of 

the Septuagint, but mingled with this the narrative exhibits 

in almost every verse the elements and the vocabulary of the 

author’s own style”.249 Harnack’s method of investiga¬ 

tion, then, is essentially this: subtract from Lk. i-ii the 

elements that have been taken from the Septuagint, and 

what remains is purely Lucan. But the conclusion to be 

drawn depends upon the amount of the Lucan residuum. 

The Lucan element, after subtraction of what has been de¬ 

rived from the Septuagint, is so large, Harnack maintains, 

that nothing short of Lucan authorship will explain it. If 

the Lucan residuum were smaller, perhaps Harnack would 

be content with the hypothesis of Lucan editing, as in the 

body of the Gospel. But the preceding investigation has 

had just this result—the reduction of the Lucan residuum. 

The Septuagint element in Lk. i-ii is found to be much 

larger than Harnack supposed, and the purely Lucan element 

correspondingly smaller. 

In the second place, some of the parallels between Lk. i-ii 

and the rest of Luke and Acts have been explained as due 

probably to dependence of Luke upon various sources of the 

same type. With what part of Luke-Acts is Lk. i-ii to be 

compared in order to exhibit its Lucan character? Ob¬ 

viously the comparison should be made with parts where 

*** Even in the case of Luke, the dependence must not be represented 

as mechanical. The Septuagint was the Bible of the Christian Luke. 

Its phraseology became to some extent part and parcel of his life. 

Harnack, Lukas der Arzt, pp. 74, 75. 
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Luke’s own style appears in its purity. But this is not cer¬ 

tainly the case, for example, in the former part of Acts, 

especially in the speeches which are there attributed to Jew¬ 

ish Christians. Very probably Luke is there using sources, 

and sources of a Jewish Christian character very much like 

the source that has been posited for Lk. i-ii. Therefore, 

affinity of Lk. i-ii for those early chapters in Acts does not 

necessarily prove Lucan authorship. It may prove nothing 

more than authorship by a Jewish Christian, whose linguis¬ 

tic and religious environment was the same as that of the 

authors who produced the sources of the Lucan account of 

the primitive Jewish church. 

Finally, even if Lk. i-ii is found to coincide in a certain 

usage with the admittedly and purely Lucan parts of Luke 

and Acts, that does not necessarily prove dependence of Lk. 

i-ii upon the Lucan usage in question. For the dependence 

may be the other way. Such a possibility has usually been 

ignored. But quite unjustifiably. That Luke’s style has 

been colored by phrases in the Benedictus and in the angelic 

doxology has already been shown to be probable ;250 and there 
is no reason why the dependence should not be extended 

to the narrative portions of Lk. i-ii, if Luke was really 

using a written source in that section of his Gospel. Luke 

was attracted, not unnaturally, by the simple grandeur and 

poetic dignity of the “ Bible style ”, and followed the Old 

Testament model in his own sacred narrative.251 But why 

should such influence have been exerted by the Old Testa¬ 

ment alone? If Lk. i-ii is what at first sight it seems to be, 

a poetic narrative produced on the very native soil of the 

Old Testament, at a time when the Old Testament type of 

poetry had not yet become a thing of the remote past, and 

if this narrative fell into the hands of Luke, what more 

natural than that it, as well as the Old Testament, should 

impress itself permanently upon his mind and fancy? 

Surely it is not inferior to the best of what the Old Testa- 

250 See Princeton Theological Review, x (1912). pp. nf., and above, 

pp. 243-246. 

251 See Princeton Theological Review, x (1912). p. 2. 
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ment can offer, and it is concerned with the events most 

stimulating to the Christian imagination. It may well have 

taken a place side by side with the Old Testament in mould¬ 

ing the literary gifts of the Greek historian for a sacred 

use.252 

However, after all deductions have been made, the 

Lucan residuum in the style of Lk. i-ii remains amply suf¬ 

ficient to prove that the author of Luke-Acts certainly had 

a part in the production of the present form of the infancy 

narrative.253 Some of the “ Lucan charateristics ” that 

have been examined above are discovered not to be also 

characteristic of the Septuagint. Many of them are found 

not only in the former parts of Acts, but also in the latter, 

and more certainly and purely Lucan, part. Finally, some 

of them were certainly not taken by Luke from Lk. i-ii, for 

these belong, not to Semitizing Greek or even to popular 

Greek, but rather to the literary form of the Koivij. Hence 

Luke was at least the editor of Lk. i-ii. These chapters 

252 Cf. Stanton, op. cit., ii. p. 291: “ Luke may have been led to use 

the expressions in question [ fyAero , etc.] partly from his own famil¬ 

iarity with the LXX., partly from his having become accustomed to 

them in copying this document at the beginning.” Also Feine, Eine 

vorkanonische Vberlieferung des Lukas, 1891, p. 20: “Die Quellen- 

schrift, die wir verfolgen, ist ja auch nur in diesem einen Evangelium 

verwendet worden, wir haben also fur ihre Beurteilung keinen 

ausserhalb des dritten Evangeliums liegenden Massstab. Dazu kommt, 

dass wenn diese Quellenschrift ein hebraischartiges Geprage getragen 

hat, von Lukas selbst bekanntermassen auch hebraisierende Wendungen 

in seinen beiden Schriften herriihren, und dass Lukas es auch ver- 

standen hat, sich das Sprachgut seiner Quellen anzueignen und 

selbstandig wieder zu verwenden.” 

253 Kohler, Zu den kanonischen Geburts- und Jugendgeschichten Jesu, 

in Schweiserische Theologische Zeitschrift, xix (1902). p. 221, is guilty 

of exaggeration when he says, “An den lucanischen Stil von 1,5-2, 

52 glaubt niemand mehr”, and of injustice when he dismisses the in¬ 

vestigations of Harnack, “Die beiden Arbeiten Harnacks [in 

Sitsungsberichte der Berliner Akademie, 1900, and in Zeitschrift fiir 

die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1901] sind Spreu, die neben den 

unzahligen goldenen Weizenkornern eben auch auf dem Forschungs- 

acker des grossen Theologen gereift sind”. This harsh judgment may 

be correct so far as the latter of the two articles is concerned (see 

Princeton Theological Review, iv ( 1906), pp. 50-59), but certainly 

not with regard to the former. 
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belong- to the Third Gospel in its original form. That fact 

was established beyond contradiction by Gersdorf nearly 

one hundred years ago. It has been confirmed, not dis¬ 

proved, by the preceding investigation. 
Thus the first (and perhaps the most important) result 

of the above examination of the argument which Harnack 

and Zimmermann have developed for detecting Lucan style 

in Lk. i-ii has been a clear confirmation of that argument. 

In the birth narrative, the hand of Luke has certainly been 

at work. That conclusion, it is believed, has been strength¬ 

ened rather than weakened by the criticism to which it has 

been subjected in the preceding pages. Some of the sup¬ 

posed indications of Lucan style have been eliminated; but 

the severity of the test has only exhibited all the more clear¬ 

ly the genuineness of the proofs that remain. 

On the other hand, however, the investigation has result¬ 

ed in a deepened impression of the affinity of Lk. i-ii for the 

Septuagint. Many of the supposed Lucan characteristics 

have been shown to be merely characteristics of the Septu¬ 

agint. Of course Harnack himself admitted the presence 

of a large Septuagint element in Lk. i-ii. But the present 

investigation makes that element much larger than Harnack 

supposed. This remarkable affinity of Lk. i-ii for the 

language of the Septuagint, which has appeared even in the 

case of those words or phrases for which parallels have 

been cited in the rest of Luke and Acts, points to a Jewish 

Christian origin of the narrative. And of course these in¬ 

stances do not exhaust the list of the Hebraisms or Ar- 

amaisms254 which are to be found in Lk. i-ii.255 A complete 

554 By “ Hebraism ” or “ Aramaism ” is to be understood not merely 
a word or phrase which is found in Greek only on account of the in¬ 
fluence of Hebrew or Aramaic, but also a word or phrase the frequency 
of which, or the use of which in its present context, is fairly to be 
traced to the influence of Hebrew or Aramaic. 

255 For the Semitic character of the language of Lk. i-ii, see espec¬ 
ially Hillmann, Die Kindheitsgeschichte Jesu nach Lukas, in Jahr- 
biicher fur protestantische Theologie, xvii (1891). pp, I93ff., Feine, 
op. cit., pp. i7ff., Resch, op. cit., pp. 30-43. 45-51. 55h; and for a list 
of apparently non-Lucan expressions, see Stanton, op. cit., ii. pp. 294! 
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list of such characteristic Old Testament expressions would 

amount almost to a transcript of the whole narrative. 

Stronger still is the argument which is to be derived not 

from details but from the spirit and temper of the whole. 

The Semitic coloring has not been produced by such a 

merely artificial imitation as might have been possible for 

a Gentile. 

Thus the form of the narrative furnishes evidence of 

Jewish Christian origin. Stronger yet is the evidence which 

is to be derived not from the form but from the content. 

In the first place, the familiarity which Lk. i-ii exhibits 

with regard to Jewish customs and Palestinian conditions is 

a strong argument for placing the origin of the narrative in 

Palestine. The events are dated not by reference to world? 

rulers, as is partly the case in Lk. iii. 1, but simply by the 

phrase “ in the days of Herod, king of Judea ”.256 The 

author is familiar with the courses of priests and with the 

name at least of one of them, yet enters into no explanations 

as a Gentile would naturally have done.257 Lk. i. 8-10, 21 

display an intimate and detailed acquaintance with the pro¬ 

cedure in the offering of incense. Lk. i. 39 seems to be 

written from a Judean point of view. “ The hill country ” 

without qualifying word or phrase means the hill country 

of Judea.258 The custom of circumcision and of the naming 

of the child is of course perfectly familiar to the narrator.259 

Events which concern the Empire at large are referred to 

only in the vaguest way. Lk. ii. 1 loses its difficulty, perhaps, 

when it is understood as written by a provincial. The 

writer knows merely that the census in Judea is part of a 

great imperial measure. He does not know or care how or 

when or how completely the enrollment was carried out in 

other provinces. Just so, without perspective, would the 

events in the history of the Empire naturally appear in the 

256 See Hillmann, op. cit., p. 195. 

257 See Hillmann, loc. cit. 

268 See Hillmann, op. cit., p. 196. 

268 Lk. i. 59ff., ii. 21. 
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eyes of an inhabitant of Palestine.259" The technical 
expressions ot«o? and naTpia and <f>v\rj are incidentally 

used.260 The author knows the provisions of the law about 

purification after childbirth and consecration of the first¬ 

born.261 He represents the parents of Jesus as choosing the 

alternative offering prescribed for the poor262 which they 

would probably have chosen in actual fact. Yet he does not 

call attention to the alternative, as he would probably have 

done if his narrative had been the product of a learned study 

of the law.263 The pious custom of visiting the temple for 

worship and prayer, as illustrated by Simeon and Anna, is 

described in sympathetic terms. The author is not only 

familiar with the custom of visiting the temple at the feast 

of the Passover, but one of these journeys is described 

with a wealth of detail that makes an irresistible impression 

of intimate acquaintance. The scene formed by the doctors 

with the boy Jesus is also described in perfect harmony with 

what can be learned of the customs of the Jewish teachers. 

Some objection, however, has been urged against the ac¬ 

curacy of the author’s knowledge of Jewish customs so far 

as the passage Lk. ii. 22-24 1S concerned. 

In the first place, tov tcadapurpov avTU)v in Lk. ii. 22 is 

thought to involve an error. According to the twelfth 

chapter of Leviticus, it was the mother who was regarded 

as ceremonially unclean, whereas Lk. ii. 22 apparently ex¬ 

tends the impurity to the father also.264 For airwv refers 

most naturally to Joseph and Mary (the subject of avrfya- 

2594 This suggestion with regard to Lk. ii. 1 is ventured upon only with 

caution. No adequate discussion of the censu; could here be attempted. 

280 Lk. ii. 4, 36. See Feine, op. cit., p. 16. 

381 Lk. ii. 22-24. 

292 Lk. ii. 24. 

2“ Cf. Feine, loc. cit. 

294 No doubt clvtuv is the correct reading, avrys is very weakly at¬ 

tested. avrov is supported by D and a few other witnesses. Syrsl“ 

may go back either to aurijs or to avrov (see Merx, Die Evangelien des 

Markus und Lukas, 1905, p. 191). avrr/s is manifestly a correction; 

avrov perhaps also, though, if so, the correction was certainly very un¬ 

fortunate. 
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yov), rather than to Mary and the Child, as is maintained 

by De Wette and Alford. But the writer can hardly mean 

that the husband was regarded as ceremonially unclean like 

the wife. That would involve an ignorance greater than 

would be natural even in a Gentile, if he had studied the 

customs of the Jews enough to be so accurate in other par¬ 

ticulars. Rather is the husband thought of as involved not 

in the uncleanness of the wife, but merely in the purifica¬ 

tion of the uncleanness. The ceremonial impurity belonged 

to the wife alone; but the purification, so far as it involved 

a journey to Jerusalem and the purchasing of the offering, 

belonged naturally to the husband as well.265 

In the second place, it is objected that according to the 

law, the first-born son was to be redeemed266 rather than 

actually presented in the temple.267 But that only means 

that the presentation was not absolutely necessary. In order 

to make the ceremony of redemption more impressive, the 

presence of the child would be advisable. It is true that the 

redemption money is not mentioned in the narrative. But 

that does not prove that the author did not understand it to 

have been paid. No other evidence seems to be extant with 

regard to such a ceremony of presentation,268 but neither, 

apparently, has any evidence been cited to exclude it. In 

view of the accuracy which is displayed elsewhere in Lk. i- 

ii, this passage, of which the accuracy cannot be verified di¬ 

rectly, may fairly be permitted to supplement the extant 

sources of information with regard to the customs of the 

Jews. 

An even stronger argument for the primitive Jewish 

Christian origin of Lk. i-ii is to be found in the genuinely 

Jewish character of the religious ideal that runs through the 

whole narrative. There is no reference whatever to speci- 

265 The suggestion of Feine, loc. cit., that the inclusion of Joseph is 

an error due to the redactor of the source, is unnecessary. 

366 Ex. xiii. 2, I2f., 15, Num. iii. 46ff., viii. 16, xviii. I5f. 

267 Lk. ii. 22, 23. See J. Weiss, op. cit., in loc., and Merx, op. cit., pp. 
206 f. 

*” 1 Sam i. 28 is different. 
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fically Christian dogma, and no specific reference to the later 

events in the life of Jesus. This argument is difficult of 

presentation, because the Old Testament spirit of the section 

can be felt only when the narrative is taken as a whole. But 

a few examples may not be out of place. 

In Lk. i. 6, the idea of righteousness is that of the Old 

Testament dispensation, and as far removed as possible from 

the teaching of Paul. “ Righteous ” is explained by “ walk¬ 

ing in the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blame¬ 

less ”.269 In Lk. i. 15, the Old Testament form of asceti¬ 

cism is represented as required of John the Baptist. In Lk. 

i. i6f., the work of John is regarded as confined to the 

Jewish people, and as a preparation for the coming, not 

specifically of the Messiah, but of Jehovah. The need of 

ethical preparation for the Messianic age is implied through¬ 

out all the teaching of the Old Testament prophets; the 

special function of John is described in Lk. i in the terms of 

Mai. iii. 1, iv. 5, 6. The punishment of unbelief (Lk. i. 20) 

and the praise of faith (Lk. i. 45) are in accordance with 

Gen. xv. 6, etc. The characteristic Jewish feeling of shame 

on account of childlessness appears in Lk. i. 25. In Lk. i. 

31 fnothing whatever is said about the ethical work of 

Jesus; the name Jesus is not explained, as in Mt. i. 21, of 

salvation from sin. The promised son appears simply and 

solely as the Messianic king of David’s line—king of “the 

house of Jacob ”, not of the world. “ Son of the Highest” 

(Lk. i. 32) is to be understood in a theocratic rather than in 

a metaphysical sense.270 Even the doctrine of the Holy 

Spirit (Lk. i. 35) hardly transcends the Old Testament 

conception. In Lk. i. 41, 67, the Spirit appears as the 

moving power in inspired utterance, as the Old Testament 

connected the Spirit with the prophets. In Lk. i. 43, it is 

true, Elisabeth recognizes Mary as the mother of her Lord. 

”* Cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Geburts- und Kindheitsgeschichte Jesu, in 

Zeitschrift fur die wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1901, p. 194. 

ro Even the term “Son of God” in Lk. i. 35 might plausibly be in¬ 

terpreted in a theocratic sense, though of course the implications of the 

verse go far beyond that interpretation. 
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For disbelievers in predictive prophecy, but for them only, 

that is a vaticinium post eventum. At any rate, it is quite 

indefinite. Of course, the narrator regarded John as the 

forerunner of Jesus—that much, however, was natural even 

in the primitive Jewish Christian church. In Lk. i. 27, ii. 4, 

the Davidic descent of Jesus is traced altogether through 

Joseph, although Joseph is not regarded in the narrative as 

in a physical sense the father. This apparent contradiction 

has sometimes been regarded as indicating that the virgin 

birth was not mentioned in the original form of the story. 

In reality, it indicates merely that the narrator is thoroughly 

imbued with Jewish ideas, which trace descent altogether 

through the male line and regard putative fatherhood as 

equivalent to actual begetting. In Lk. ii. 11, the Messiah is 

called %/jio-to? kvplos as in the Palestinian Psalms of Solo¬ 

mon.271 top xpiarov tcvplov in Lk. ii. 26 is of course even 

more clearly a Jewish expression. Lk. ii. 14, iv avOpoivois 

evSoKias does not mean that God is pleased with all men. 

In Lk. ii. 21-24, the fulfilment of all legal rites prescribed 

for the infant Jesus is described apparently with a sym¬ 

pathetic hand, and not merely as part of the humiliation of 

Christ.272 In Lk. ii. 25, the piety of Simeon is described as 

an awaiting of “ the consolation of Israel —the Messianic 

hope still centres around the chosen people.273 The same 

is really true of Lk. ii. 30-32, for the universalism of these 

verses is simply that of universal honor paid to Israel. The 

nations are to be enlightened, but the light shines out from 

Israel. Exactly the same conception appears in Is. xlii. 6f., 

xlix. 6, xxv. 6fL, xlvi. 13 (passages cited in the margin of 

Nestle’s text, published by the British and Foreign Bible 

Society).274 Lk. ii. 34-35 contains a prophecy. If pre- 

2.1 Ps. Sol. xvii. 36, xviii. 8 (and the title of this psalm). See Ryle 

and James’s note on the first of these passages, and cf. below, p. 271, 

footnote 293. 

2.2 Cf. Gal. iv. 4. Friedrich, op. cit., pp. 82k, not very plausibly, con¬ 

nects Lk. ii. 21-24 etc. with a general tendency of the author of Luke- 

Acts to note the observance of the Mosaic law. 

213 Cf. above, pp. 249k 

274 Holtzmann is therefore entirely unwarranted in saying, op. cit., 
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dictive prophecy is impossible, then this is a vaticinium 

post evcntiim. But if there is such a thing as genuine 

prediction, then there never was a prophecy which bears 

the marks of genuineness more clearly than this. Every¬ 

thing is indefinite, like vague premonition rather than exact 

information. In the midst of the general rejoicing, the 

darker side of the Messiah’s work is revealed. He is come 

to bring about a dread decision. He is come not to 

send peace on the earth but a sword. Surely so much may 

have been revealed; so much preparation may have been 

granted to Mary for the bitter disappointment of the coming 

years. Even the remarkable sentence teal <rov 8e aim}? tt)v 

yjrvxrj^ SieXevaerai po/jupaia is thoroughly enigmatical. Later 

writers think of the scene at the cross, the stabat mater 

dolorosa; but that that was originally intended is by no 
means clear. Rather what is meant is that the division 

which the Messiah will cause is to be felt in its most poign¬ 

ant form in the heart of Mary herself. The cross was the 

culmination of the fulfilment, not the fulfilment itself.275 

It must be remembered, furthermore, that the conception 

of the suffering Messiah was not really absent from the Old 

Testament, and perhaps not absent from the current Messi¬ 

anic beliefs at the time of the birth of Jesus.276 In Lk. ii. 

38, the Messianic salvation is spoken of as the “redemption 

of Jerusalem”.277 Surely the use of such a term points 

in loc.: “Die ganze Weissagung ist vom Standpunkte des lucanischen 

Universalismus entworfen.” B. Weiss, Leben Jesu, i4. pp. 237L, and 

Feine, op. cit., pp. 21 f., have correctly observed that the attitude which 

Luke in the book of Acts assumes towards the Jewish people is differ¬ 

ent from the attitude assumed in this prophecy of Simeon. 

m Cf. Feine, op. cit., p. 22; also Lagrange, Le Recit de l’Enfance de 

Jesus dans S. Luc, in Revue Biblique Trimestrielle, iv (i895).pp, 170L, 

who insists that the mater dolorosa appears here only in the “demi- 

obscurite prophetique ”: “ N’y a-t-il dans cette sobriete l’empreinte 

d’un recit exact?” For the opposite view of the prophecy of Simeon, 

see Holtzmann, op. cit., in loc.: “Seine [the Evangelist’s] eigene 

Hand bemerkt man gleichwohl, wenn.dem Simeon Worte m 

den Mund gelegt werden, wie sie erst auf Grund spaterer Erfahrungen 

Jesu und der Gemeinde moglich und denkbar sind.” 

r‘ Cf. Schiirer, Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes, iv‘, pp. 648-654. 

377 Cf. Is. lii.9. 
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almost unmistakably to Palestine. In the following verse, 

the Mosaic law (and that too especially in its ceremonial 

aspect) is called simply “the law of the Lord”. In Lk. ii. 

41-52, Jesus is represented as sitting at the feet of the 

Jewish teachers. The interpretation of this passage has 

gone astray when it has represented Jesus as putting the 

rabbis to shame. That does not lie in the intention of the 

narrator. Jesus is a genuine pupil, though of remarkable 

understanding. What Gentile Christian, writing at a time 

when Judaism and Christianity had become two separate, 

hostile religions, could have produced such a picture? If a 

Gentile Christian had attempted it, he would have fallen in¬ 

to the error of which the exegesis of the passage has ac¬ 

tually become guilty. The point of the scene would have 

been laid in the superiority of even the boy Jesus over the 

proud, self-sufficient rabbis. Instead, the Jewish teachers, 

so far as they are described at all, are described in sympa¬ 

thetic colors. In hearing them in their quarters within the 

temple area, Jesus was “in His Father’s house” or “about 

His Father’s business”. 

Finally, Lk. i-ii contains special indications of such famil¬ 

iarity with Palestinian persons as could have been derived 

only from Palestinian tradition. Feine278 argues with some 

plausibility that the very presence of the stories about the 

birth of John points to Palestine. “ The forerunner of the 

Messiah as an historical person concerned also the Gentile 

Christians. But the stories of the wonderful events con¬ 

nected with his birth could have been preserved only 

in the nation in which the great forerunner of the Messiah 

was called forth. For to the believers from among that 

nation they were of special value, and only in that nation 

could the presuppositions of the narrative be understood. 

Furthermore, the traditions of the birth of John the Baptist 

and of Jesus are so closely related that a distinct derivation 

of them is improbable.” The description of Anna (Lk. ii. 

36-37) may also be regarded as indicating a Palestinian 

278 Op. cit., p. 13. 
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origin for the narrative. For such a surprising wealth of 

minute details, altogether without relation to any conceiv¬ 

able purpose of the narrative, can hardly be explained except 

by personal acquaintance of the narrator with the person so 

described, or at least with her friends or relatives.279 

Two facts, then, have been established with regard to Lk. 

i-ii. In the first place, the narrative is of a primitive Jewish 

Christian and Palestinian type. And in the second place, it 

shows clearly the mark of Luke’s hand. These two facts 

must be reckoned with in every hypothesis which may be 

proposed with regard to the genesis of the narrative. Three 

hypotheses have been proposed. 

In the first place, there is the hypothesis that Lk. i-ii was 

composed by the author of Luke-Acts himself without the! 

use of written sources. But how did the author compose it? 

If he is thought to have composed it simply by artificial 

imitation of the Septuagint and artificial adaptation of his 

narrative to Palestinian conditions of which he had no first¬ 

hand knowledge, then the hypothesis becomes impossible. 

Such a refinement of art is altogether inconceivable in an 

ancient writer. If the author of Luke-Acts actually com¬ 

posed the birth narrative himself, then he was himself in 

219 For the Jewish Christian character of Lk. i-ii, see especially Hill- 

mann, op. cit., pp. 193-197, Feine, op. cit., pp. 13-22. Cf. Zahn, 

Einleitung in das Neue Testament, iia. p. 411: “Stiicke wie Lc 1-2, 

welche in ihren erzahlenden Teilen und den eingelegten Psalmen nur 

mit den schonsten Stricken der Samuelisbricher an poetischer Anmut 

und echt israelitischem Geist sich vergleichen lassen, konnte der 

Grieche Lc nicht schaflfen. Nur auf dem Boden Palastinas, wo auch 

prophetisch begabte Manner und Frauen an den Anfangen und der 

Fortentwicklung des Christentums beteiligt waren . . . ., konnen sic 

entstanden sein.” Also Gunkel, Zum religionsgeschichtlichen Ver- 

stdndnis des Neuen Testaments, p. 67: “. . . man wird sich schwer- 

lich davon iiberzeugen konnen, dass diese Erzahlung nur eine ge- 

schickte Imitation des Stilkrinstlers Lukas und nicht vielmehr ein 

echtes Dokument hochst archaistischer, judenchristlicher Anschau- 

ungsweise sei, wie es denn sehr wahrscheinlich ist, dass sie auch 

sprachlich auf ein hebraisches Original zurrickgeht, wenn die Uber- 

arbeitung des Lukas natiirlich auch im einzelnen eingegriffen haben 

mag, und daher nicht mehr jeder einzelne Ausdruck ins Hebraische 

ribersetzt werden kann ”. 
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close touch with Palestinian conditions. This supposition, 

however, is by no means unnatural. If the author was Luke, 

the companion of Paul, then he was certainly in Palestine 

at the time of Paul’s last visit to Jerusalem. At that time, 

or on previous occasions of which nothing definite is known, 

he may have acquainted himself intimately with Palestinian 

conditions. But even so he could not have composed the 

birth narrative unless he possessed definite Palestinian tra¬ 

dition. If, however, he had himself been in Palestine, if he 

was in full possession of Palestinian tradition with regard 

to the birth of John and of Jesus, and if he put that tradi¬ 

tion into written form without any long delay, then con¬ 

ceivably he might have composed the birth narrative with¬ 

out the aid of written sources. In this form, the hypothesis 

is perfectly possible. It has not been rejected categorically 

in the preceding pages. All that has been maintained is 

that it has not been proved. The non-Semitic Lucan element 

in Lk. i-ii is insufficient to exclude the possibility of written 

sources. The important thing to observe is that if Luke 

was the first to put the Lucan birth narrative into written 

form, even then the genuinely primitive Palestinian char¬ 

acter of Lk. i-ii cannot be denied. If Hamack is right, if 

the linguistic phenomena show that Luke was the original 

author of Lk. i-ii, that proves not that Lk. i-ii is late, but 

that the whole of Luke-Acts is early. If it can be proved 

that Lk. i-ii was composed by the author of Luke-Acts, 

then Lk. i-ii furnishes simply one more weighty argument 

for the Lucan authorship and early date of the entire work. 

Indeed, it might almost be maintained specifically with some 

degree of confidence that the Gospel of Luke was written in 

Palestine during the time of the Palestinian imprisonment 

of Paul. The hypothesis that Luke composed Lk. i-ii on the 

basis of primitive Palestinian oral tradition, aided by first¬ 

hand acquaintance with Palestinian conditions, is very at¬ 

tractive. It explains admirably many of the facts. It may 

well be correct. But it has not been proved.280 

280 It should be observed that Harnack (see especially Neue Unter- 
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The second hypothesis is that for Lk. i-ii Luke himself 

translated an Aramaic written source.281 This hypothesis 

would explain on the one hand the thoroughly Palestinian 

character of the content of Lk. i-ii and on the other hand the 

undeniable Lucan elements in the style. That Luke should 
have known sufficient Aramaic to translate an Ara¬ 
maic document is not at all impossible. Thus Harnack. who 

is inclined to reject the hypothesis of an Aramaic source for 

Lk. i-ii, supposes that Luke may have translated an Aramaic 

document in the early part of Acts, and adds that knowledge 

of Aramaic sufficient to translate a simple Aramaic text 

may well be attributed to a native of Antioch,281" and a com- 

suchungen zur Apostelgeschichte, 1911, pp. 108-110) himself supposes 

that the birth stories came to Luke from Palestinian tradition. What 

Harnack says about that Palestinian tradition, so far as it refers to 

Jesus (for Harnack’s view—also very significant—about the Lucan 

tradition with regard to the birth of John, see below, pp. 275!), is ex¬ 

ceedingly significant: “The Lucan account of Jesus’ birth and in¬ 

fancy is derived from circles other than those that produced the 

narrative in Matthew. The interest for Joseph is here almost entirely 

lacking; Mary, on the other hand, is in the foreground.; in¬ 

deed it follows from Lk. ii. 19, 51 that the narratives present them¬ 

selves ultimately as communications of Mary. For us, of course, it 

is impossible to test the matter; but that the stories have been freely 

worked up by an artist, namely Luke—about that there can be no 

doubt. But it is no less certain that Luke regarded them as having 

come from Mary [dass Lukas sie fur Marianische gehalten hat] ; the 

attitude as an historian which he preserves elsewhere shows that 

stories such as these could not have been invented by him. They 

came to him under this authority and therefore certainly from Pales¬ 

tine” (p.109). See also on the same page (footnote): “The stories 

are essentially unitary in character. The circle from which they came 

reverenced Mary highly, and placed her significantly by the side of 

her Son. That did not happen by chance, but must go back to the 

impression which Mary made; an artist, using his materials with free¬ 

dom, seized this impression and transposed into the hour of con¬ 

ception and birth what can really have been only an inward devel¬ 

opment of the mother of Jesus in later years. During His lifetime, 

Jesus was not believed on by His family. That the artist did his 

work before the death of Mary seems to me almost impossible.” (All 

translation from Harnack in the present article is independent of the 

English edition). 

191 This view is held by Zimmermann. Cf. Plummer, op. cit., p. 7. 

Accepting the view which makes Luke a native of Antioch. 
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panion of Paul.281* This hypothesis is perfectly possible. 

But like the first hypothesis it cannot be proved. 

The third hypothesis is that Luke employed a Greek 

written source. The above examination of the linguistic 

phenomena has shown that this hypothesis, like the two 

others, is perfectly possible. After deducting from the 

style of Lk. i-ii what is characteristic of the Septuagint 

and what is natural in a primitive Jewish Christian docu¬ 

ment, the Lucan element that remains is insufficient to 

prove anything more than Lucan editing, though on the 

other hand it is sufficient to render actual Lucan author¬ 

ship perfectly possible. The hypothesis of a Greek written 

source, like the other two hypotheses, is possible, but not 

certain. 

If Luke was using in Lk. i-ii a Greek written source, 

then the source may have been composed originally in 

Greek, or the Greek form in which Luke used it may have 

been produced by previous translation from Hebrew or 

Aramaic. 

According to Resch,282 the source was originally com¬ 

posed in Hebrew. That would explain admirably the lin¬ 

guistic phenomena. For, as Dalman has pointed out, a 

number of the Semitisms in Lk. i-ii, for example the 
familiar narrative use of iyeveto, are Hebraisms, not 

Aramaisms.283 But is it likely that such a narrative should 

have been composed in Hebrew in the first century after 

Christ? At that time Hebrew had long ceased to be the 

ordinary language of Palestine.284 Yet Hebrew remained 

in use as the language of certain kinds of literature.285 If 

Lk. i-ii was originally written in Hebrew, then it was in- 

2816 Lukas der Arst, p. 32. Cf. Vogel, op. cit., p. 14. For an opposite 

view of the Semitic attainments of Luke, see Dalman, op. cit., p. 32. 

282 Op. cit., passim. Cf. also Gunkel, loc. cit. 

^According to Resch, op. cit., pp. 61 f., there is not a single sign of 

an Aramaic, as distinguished from a Hebrew, original of Lk. i-ii. But 

cf. above, p. 217. 
284 See Dalman, op. cit., pp. 1-10, Zahn, op. cit., i3. pp. 1-24, Schiirer, 

op. cit., ii\ pp. 23-36. 

285 Dalman, op. cit., pp. 10-13. 
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tended from the first to be a sacred narrative, for which 

the sacred language would be the fittest vehicle. In view 

of the lofty, poetical tone of the narrative, comparable to 

the best parts of the Old Testament, such a supposition is 

by no means impossible. The necessary knowledge of 

Hebrew would not have been lacking, for, despite linguistic 

changes, the Old Testament continued to be read and stud¬ 

ied in its original language. However, the earliest Chris¬ 

tian community, despite the presence of many priests (Acts 

vi. 7), was probably composed chiefly of persons who, in 

the sense that was true of the apostles (Acts iv. 3), were 

“unlearned and ignorant men”. In such a community, the 

employment of the ordinary language of the country for 

such a work as the source of Lk. i-ii remains on the whole 

more natural. 

The Hebraisms of Lk. i-ii cannot at once overbalance 

these a priori considerations. Indeed, they may conceiv¬ 

ably be regarded as furnishing an argument not for, but 

positively against, any Semitic original for Lk. i-ii. For 

Hebraisms are not Aramaisms; they might establish a 

Hebrew original, but not certainly an Aramaic original. 

But if a Hebrew original is impossible in view of the lin¬ 

guistic conditions prevailing in Palestine in the first century 

after Christ, then the Hebraisms still require explanation. 

According to Dalman,286 they can be explained only as due 

to the Septuagint. In other words, they are not really 

Hebraisms, but “Septuagint Graecisms” or “Greek Bibli- 

cisms”.287 Of course, the Hebraisms might conceivably be 

explained as due to an influence exerted upon the Aramaic 

of the source by the Hebrew Old Testament. The appar¬ 

ent Hebraisms would then be Aramaic Biblicisms. Thus, 

although the familiar Hebraistic iyevero has no equiva¬ 

lent in the living Aramaic,288 yet in the (Aramaic) Tar- 

gums the Hebrew VH is imitated by mm288*. It might have 

288 Op cit., pp. 3of., etc. 287 Dalman, op. cit., p. 33. 

288 Dalman, op. cit., pp. 25L 

2888 Dalman, op. cit., p. 26. 
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been imitated also in the Aramaic source of Lk. i-ii. But 

this Dalman regards as improbable, because the imitation of 

a Targum is hardly to be attributed to Christian writ¬ 

ers.289 In general, says Dalman,290 “the Jewish Aramaic, 

as it lived among the people, displayed much less tendency 

to adopt Hebrew expressions than did the Greek of the 

Synoptic Gospels.” Hence Dalman can enunciate the prin¬ 

ciple for the literary criticism of the New Testament: “the 

more Hebraisms, so much the more activity of Hellenistic 

redactors”.291 The Hebraisms in Lk. i-ii are thus made 

to afford merely another support for the view of Dalman 

that the passage was composed originally in Greek. 

The question certainly cannot be settled without first¬ 

hand knowledge of the dialects of Palestine. But even ac¬ 

cepting most of what Dalman says with regard to these 

dialects, the possibility of an Aramaic source does not seem 

to be altogether excluded. Only, it would have to be ad¬ 

mitted that the Aramaic source imitated the Hebrew of the 

Old Testament. That supposition, which certainly does 

not seem altogether unlikely, would explain some of the 

non-Aramaic Hebraisms of Lk. i-ii. Others would be 

laid to the charge of the Greek translator, who imitated the 

Septuagint.292 

At any rate, even if Lk. i-ii was written originally in 

Greek, it was written by a Palestinian Jewish Christian, 

and written probably in the very early days of the Jerusa¬ 

lem church. So much has been established by what has been 

said above about the Jewish Christian character both of the 

form and of the content of the passage. That such a primi¬ 

tive Jewish Christian narrative should have been written in 

Greek is by no means impossible. The earliest Christian 

*** Op. cit., p. 16. 

284 Op. cit., p. 34. 

“ Op. cit., pp. 33f. 

What has just been said about the possibility that Luke’s source 

was written originally in Aramaic has an obvious importance for the 

hypothesis (mentioned above, pp. 267f.) that Luke himself translated an 

Aramaic document. 
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community at Jerusalem, which is described in the first 

chapters of Acts, was composed to a very considerable ex¬ 

tent of Greek-speaking Jews.293 

Many questions with regard to Lk. i-ii must be left un¬ 

decided. It is uncertain whether the narrative was com¬ 

posed by Luke himself on the basis of oral tradition, or 

whether he himself translated an Aramaic document, or 

whether he used a Greek written source. It is also uncer¬ 

tain whether the source, if it came into Luke’s hands in a 

Greek form, was composed originally in Greek, or in He¬ 

brew, or in Aramaic. In the midst of so much uncertainty, 

however, two facts stand out clear. In the first place, the 

birth narrative formed an original part of the Third Gos¬ 

pel, and in the second place, it is genuinely primitive and 

Palestinian. These two facts are quite independent of the 

disputed questions. And they are the really important facts. 

Throughout the investigation, the unity of the source 

(if there was a written source) has been provisionally as¬ 

sumed. That unity, however, has been challenged in va- 

”* Some scholars have attempted to establish a Semitic original for 

Lk. i-ii by pointing out mistakes in translation in the extant Greek 

narrative. These attempts have been attended with no great measure 

of success. Gunkel, loc. cit., regards xP^rds tcupios (Lk. ii. 11) as 

the clearest indication of a Hebrew original. It looks like a mis¬ 

translation of ni!T which is certainly mistranslated thus in Lam. 

iv. 20 (Septuagint). xP“rr^ Kipios is, to say the least, a very unusual 

phrase; whereas a Christian translator, to whom icbpios seemed 

natural as applied to Christ, would very naturally take rviPD as ab¬ 

solute instead of construct state. But xpwrfo Ktpios occurs also in 

Ps. Sol. xvii. 36. Of course, some scholars have regarded it there 

also as a mistranslation. Nevertheless, every additional occurrence of 

the phrase makes the theory of mistranslation less likely. See the de¬ 

fence of the correctness of the translation in Ps. Sol. xvii. 36 by Ryle 

and James, in loc. Dalman, op. cit., p. 249, who has been followed by 

Loisy, op. cit., pp. 35of., footnote 3, supposes that xbpios was added by 

the Evangelist to explain xp^rbs, which is used here for the first time 

in the Gospel. The matter is problematical at best, xp^bs Kbpiot may 

well be a correct translation of the source. That the tense of the 

verb in t*el Mpa ob 7i*w/cu> (Lk. i. 34) is due to a mistranslation 

has also not been proved. Discussion of that passage would exceed 

the limits of the present article. 
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rious ways. Schmiedel294 supposes that Lk. ii was origi¬ 

nally separate from Lk. i, because “in Lk. 2 the contents of 

Lk. 1 are not presupposed, except in 221^ : which was so 

called by the angel before he was conceived in the womb”. 

But since no contradiction between the two chapters has 

been established,295 this verse, Lk. ii. 21, is amply sufficient 

to link the chapters together. The style, as well as the 

entire spirit of the narrative, displays a marked uniformity 

throughout. What Holtzmann296 says about Lk. ii. 4, 5, as 

proving the “relative independence of the new passage”297 

is unconvincing. In those verses, Nazareth, Joseph and 

Mary are not spoken of as though they had not been men¬ 

tioned before. The Davidic descent of Joseph is mentioned 

again simply in order to explain the journey. Certainly the 

name Joseph appears abruptly enough, as though Joseph 

had been mentioned before and needed no further introduc¬ 

tion.298 Nazareth need not have been mentioned, but prob¬ 

ably a certain emphatic parallelism with efe tfjv ’IovSaiav 

ek ttoXiv AauetS was desired.299 Of course, Holtzmann 

does not separate Lk. ii from Lk. i as a second document 

(for he attributes both chapters to the author of the Gos¬ 

pel), but apparently supposes merely that the two chapters 

are derived from different traditions. Even in that more 

cautious form, the theory is devoid of support.2"11 Far 

more elaborate are the theories of Volter300 and Wilkin¬ 

son.301 Both of these writers, working independently,302 

detected within the first chapter of Luke a purely Johannine 

294 Article “Mary” in Encyclopaedia Biblica, iii. col. 2960. 

295 See Princeton Theological Review, iii (1905), pp. 667S. 

594 Op. cit., in loc. 

297 “Beweis verhaltnissmassiger Selbststandigkeit des neuen Stiicks.” 

298 Contrast Lk. i. 27 ivSpl (p 6vopa ToxriJ#. 

299 Cf. Princeton Theological Review, iv (1906), p. 50. 

299,1 Plummer, op. cit., p. 7, suggests that in Lk. i-ii Luke is translat¬ 

ing from a series of Aramaic documents, each with its own conclusion 

(Lk. i. 80, ii. 40, 52). 

900 Die evangelischen Ercahlungen von der Geburt twd Kindheit 

Jesu, 1911. 

901A Johannine Document in the First Chapter of St. Luke’s Gospel. 

902 See Wilkinson, op. cit., p. 34. 
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document303—that is, a document written by a non-Chris¬ 

tian disciple of John the Baptist—which a Christian com¬ 

piler used in order to show the inferiority of John to Jesus. 

It will be convenient to consider first the theory of Volter. 

Since Lk. i. 5-25 is purely Jewish in character, whereas- 

Lk. i. 26-56 is distinctly Christian, Volter leaps to the con¬ 

clusion that the second section was not originally the con¬ 

tinuation of the first. The Christian writer of verses 26-56 

has, however, adapted to his own use certain elements that 

stood in the original Johannine narrative. In the Johan- 

nine narrative, the angel Gabriel was represented as visit¬ 

ing Elisabeth (an appearance of the angel to the wife as 

well as to the husband is demanded by the parallelism with 

the story of Samson in Judg. xiii) ; the Christian writer 

has substituted for this a visit of the angel to Mary and of 

Mary herself to Elisabeth. The appearance of the angel 

to Elisabeth took place “in the sixth month”. In the com¬ 

pleted narrative, this note of time refers to the appearance 

to Mary. But that is very unnatural. It is unnatural to 

date an event that has nothing to do with Elisabeth by ref¬ 

erence to the time of her pregnancy. Immediately after the 

appearance of the angel, according to the Johannine nar¬ 

rative, Elisabeth recited the Magnificat. In the latter part 

of Lk. i, verses 57-64, 68, 71-74, 80 belonged to the Jo¬ 

hannine narrative; the other verses were interpolated by the 

Christian redactor. The narrative in the Protevangelium 

Jacobi of the persecution of Zaqharias by Herod can be 

understood only as a continuation of the original Johannine 

narrative of the birth of John. Lk. ii. 1-40 was written by 

the Christian Evangelist with the intention of surpassing 

the Johannine narrative, which, however, he inserted with¬ 

out important changes. Whereas the Johannine document 

of Lk. i was perhaps written originally in Aramaic, the 

apparently Semitic character of Lk. ii is artificial. Finally, 

the birth narratives fell into the hands of a redactor, who 

103 Wilkinson, op. cit., pp. 6, 30L, speaks as though merely Johannine 

tradition, rather than a Johannine document, were posited; but that 

does not agree with the title of his book. 
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inserted i. 26-45 in its present form, 56, 65-67, 69, 70, 
76-79, and retouched also the second chapter. The Lucan 
narrative in Lk. ii represented Jesus as the son of Joseph 
and Mary; the miraculous conception was inserted by the 
final redactor.304 

According to Wilkinson, the Johannine narrative in Lk. 
i consisted of Lk. i. 5-25, 57-66. By a Jewish Christian 
compiler this narrative was combined with a narrative of 
an annunciation of the birth of Jesus. The compiler joined1 
the two stories together by inserting verses 39-45. Origi¬ 
nally the Magnificat was represented as spoken by Mary 
immediately after the annunciation; it could be moved to 
its present position, because for the compiler, though not 
for the modern reader, the climax of the narrative lay in 
Elisabeth’s homage, not in the annunciation to Mary.305 
A second redactor inserted verses 34-37 (where the idea of 

the miraculous conception is introduced) and added 
fieTa o-novSfjs (which does not really agree with iv Tat? 

r)/jiepcu<; TauTat? in verse 39).306 By making Mary a 
kinswoman of Elisabeth (verse 36) this redactor secured a 
better motive for the journey of Mary. But he did not 
notice that Mary’s question 7r&>? earai tovto; (verse 34) 
does not agree with the praise of Mary’s faith in verse 45.’ 
The first compilation was undertaken by a Jewish Chris¬ 
tian, who desired to refute the claims of the sect of John’s 
disciples by showing the subordination of John to Jesus. 
“As in the account of the Baptism given in the first gospel 
St. John confesses himself unworthy to baptize our Lord, 
so here a passage [verse 39-45] is inserted which relates 
how Elizabeth his mother with the child yet unborn paid 

304 Cf. Princeton Theological Review, iv (1906), pp. 7off., where 
the theory of Volter is presented in the form in which it appeared in 
Die Apocalypse des Zacharias im Evangelium Lucas, in Theologisch 
Tijdschrift, 1896, pp. 244-269. 

“* Thus the <Lrd rod vvv of verse 48 referred originally to “the mo¬ 
ment of the annunciation”; whereas in the present narrative it refers 
to “the moment of Elizabeth’s homage”. 

*°' Apparently Wilkinson attributes the transference of the Magnifi¬ 
cat from verse 38 to verse 46 also to the second redactor. 
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humble homage to St. Mary.”307 The later redactor acted 

with a similar interest; though the insertion of the verses 

which speak of the miraculous conception was probably due 

simply “to the growing belief in the Virgin Birth”. 

Detailed refutation of these theories is unnecessary. The 

elaborate critical analysis proposed by Volter and Wilkinson 

can be accepted only by those who have extraordinary con¬ 

fidence in the methods of literary criticism. Wilkinson 

himself admits that “the first two chapters of St. Luke’s 

gospel, omitting the preface 1, 1-4, bear upon the face of 

them many signs of unity of composition”. What he 

says308 about the inferiority of the style of Lk. i. 39-45 to 

that of the rest of the narrative will not appeal very strongly 

to many readers. The attempt to exhibit the joints in the 

composition by pointing out inconsistencies and infelicities 

is in the case of Lk. i-ii even less convincing than such 

attempts usually are. Finally, the theories of Volter and 

Wilkinson depend upon the assumption that the absence of 

specifically Christian ideas in Lk. i. 5-25, etc. can be ex¬ 

plained only by the origin of this narrative amid a non- 

Christian sect. That assumption, in turn, depends upon 

the further assumption that the narrative is unhistorical. 

For if the narrative is a true account of events that hap¬ 

pened before the birth of Jesus, then the absence of specific¬ 

ally Christian ideas is only what is to be expected. This 

objection really applies also to the more cautious theory of 

Harnack. Harnack distinguishes in Lk. i-ii not different 

documents, but merely different traditions. The narrative 

is derived “not merely from two chief sources, but even 

ultimately from two religious camps; for the narrative of 

the birth of John the Baptist, which still shows that it was 

not originally composed as an introduction to the story of 

Jesus, but had independent value, must have arisen in the 

circle of John’s disciples (Lk. i. 5-25, 46-55, 57-80), where 

also Lk. iii. 1 ff. (in so far as it goes beyond Mark and Q) 

*" P. 31. 
308 Op. cit., p. 15. 
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together with the great chronological note evidently origi¬ 

nated. The passage Lk. i. 39-45, 46 unites the two birth 

narratives, which were originally quite distinct. The for¬ 

mer of these narratives originally celebrated the Baptist not 

as forerunner of Jesus the Messiah, but as preparing the 

way for the coming of Jehovah in redemption (Lk. i. 16, 

17). The birth narrative of John is accordingly very old 

and presents the tradition of John’s disciples in Lucan spirit 

and style.”309 The hypothesis is exceedingly attractive, and 

can by no means be rejected categorically. But after all, 

it can be established with reasonable probability310 only if 

Lk. i is unhistorical. For if Mary was really related to 

Elisabeth, as is asserted in Lk. i. 36, and if the two mothers 

really came into contact in the way described in i. 39 If.,' 

then a family history of the birth of Jesus could hardly 

have been composed without including also the events con¬ 

nected with the birth of the forerunner. In Lk. i. 5-25, 

John appears as the forerunner not specifically of the Mes¬ 

siah, but of Jehovah. That fact would be explicable if the 

narrative were composed by a non-Christian disciple of 

John. But it is equally explicable if the description of the 

work of John in Lk. i. 13-17 is not a vaticinium ex eventu, 

but a genuine prophecy. For, in prophecy, definiteness is 

not to be demanded. The Old Testament, according to one 

"* Neue Untersuchungen zur Apostelgeschichte, pp. io8f. In a foot¬ 

note (ibid), Harnack says: “It is not improbable that Luke, before 

he united himself with the Christian community, belonged to the dis¬ 

ciples of John the Baptist [Anhanger des Tauferbewegung gewesen 

ist] and had already pursued historical investigations which he after¬ 

wards used for his Gospel. The attitude which he assumes in the 

Gospel (and also in Acts) towards the Johannine movement [Taufer¬ 

bewegung] and towards the “Spirit” tends to support this hypothesis. 

Furthermore, in Lk. iii. 15 irpoirlkiKuivTos rou Xaou /cal SiaXoyifo/utywv irdyrwy 

iv rats KapStais avrCiv irepl tou ’Icodvvov, p.rj wore ai/rds etr) 6 xPl<rTfc, Luke 

has probably given expression to experiences of his own, which, 

after the narrative in Lk. i, seem altogether natural. This nar¬ 

rative can only have originated in the circle of the Baptist’s disciples 

and could have been placed at the beginning of the history of Jesus 

only by one who was connected with that circle.” 

*“ That is, if it can be established with probability at all. 
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representation, connected the future redemption with a 

coming of Jehovah. In just what way Jehovah was to 

come had not yet been revealed with perfect definiteness, 

either in Old Testament times or at the time just preceding 

the birth of Jesus. The non-Christian character of Lk. i. 

5-25, therefore, may prove, not its origin in a non-Christian 

sect, but merely its historicity. It could not have been com¬ 

posed by a Christian writer, but must have been composed 

by a Johannine writer—unless the Christian writer was 

telling the truth. 

This hypothesis of Harnack, then, cannot be disproved. 

It is perfectly possible, whether Lk. i-ii be regarded as 

historical or unhistorical. But if Lk. i-ii is historical, 

then the hypothesis of non-Christian, Johannine tradition 

in Lk. i., cannot be proved any more than it can be dis¬ 

proved. The interest in the events connected with the 

birth of John would be present not merely in a sect of 

John’s disciples, but also in the family of Jesus. The pres¬ 

ence of Lk. i. 5-25 etc. in a history of the birth of Jesus 

would point merely to the origin of the narrative in Pales¬ 

tine and in circles connected intimately with the family of 

the Lord. 

Princeton. J. Gresham Machen. 




