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Book I11
THE ASCENT: FROM THE RIVER JORDAN TO THE MOUNT OF
TRANSFIGURATION

'In every passage of Scripture where thou findest the Majesty of God, thou also findest
close by His Condescension (Humility). So it is written down in the Law [Deut. x. 17,
followed by verse 18], repeated in the Prophets [Is. lvii. 15], and reiterated in the
Hagiographa [Ps. Ixviii. 4, followed by verse 5. - Megill 31 a.

Chapter 1
THE TEMPTATION OF JESUS
(St. Matthew 4:1-11; St. Mark 1:12,13; St. Luke 4:1-13))

The proclamation and inauguration of the 'Kingdom of Heaven' at such atime, and under
such circumstances, was one of the great antitheses of history. With reverence be it said,
itisonly God Who would thus begin His Kingdom. A similar, even greater antithesis,
was the commencement of the Ministry of Christ. From the Jordan to the wilderness with
its wild Beasts; from the devout acknowledgment of the Baptist, the consecration and
filial prayer of Jesus, the descent of the Holy Spirit, and the heard testimony of Heaven,
to the utter foresakeness, the felt want and weakness of Jesus, and the assaults of the
Devil - no contrast more startling could be conceived. And yet, as we think of it, what
followed upon the Baptism, and that it so followed, was necessary, as regarded the
Person of Jesus, His Work, and that which was to result from it.

Psychologically, and as regarded the Work of Jesus, even reverent negative Critics' have
perceived its higher need. That at His consecration to the Kingship of the Kingdom, Jesus
should have become clearly conscious of al that it implied in aworld of sin; that the
Divine method by which that Kingdom should be established, should have been clearly
brought out, and its reality tested; and that the King, as Representative and Founder of the
Kingdom, should have encountered and defeated the representative, founder, and holder
of the opposite power, 'the prince of thisworld' - these are thoughts which must arise in
everyone who believesin any Mission of the Christ. Y et this only as, after the events, we
have learned to know the character of that Mission, not as we might have preconceived it.
We can understand, how a Life and Work such as that of Jesus, would commence with
'the Temptation," but none other than His. Judaism never conceived such an idea; because
it never conceived a Messiah like Jesus. It is quite true that long previous Biblical
teaching, and even the psychological necessity of the case, must have pointed to
temptation and victory as the condition of spiritual greatness. It could not have been
otherwise in aworld hostile to God, nor yet in man, whose conscious choice determines
his position. No crown of victory without previous contest, and that proportionately to its
brightness; no moral ideal without personal attainment and probation. The patriarchs had



been tried and proved; so had Moses, and all the heroes of faith in Isragl. And Rabbinic
legend, enlarging upon the Biblical narratives, has much to tell of the original envy of the
Angels, of the assaults of Satan upon Abraham, when about to offer up Isaac; of
attempted resistance by the Angels to Isragl's reception of the Law; and of the final vain
endeavour of Satan to take away the soul of Moses.? Foolish, repulsive, and even
blasphemous as some of these legends are, thus much at least clearly stood out, that
spiritual trials must precede spiritual elevation. In their own language: 'The Holy One,
blessed be His Name, does not elevate a man to dignity till He has first tried and searched
him; and if he stands in temptation, then He raises him to dignity."

1. No other terms would correctly describe the book of Keim to which | specially refer.
How widely it differs, not only from the superficial trivialities of a Renan, but from the
stale arguments of Strauss, or the picturesque inaccuracies of a Hausrath, no serious
student need be told. Perhaps on that ground it is only the more dangerous.

2. On the temptations of Abraham see Book of Jubilees, ch. xvii.; Sanh. 89b (and
differently but not less blasphemously in Pirké de R. Elies. 31); Pirké de R. Elies. 26, 31,
32 (where also about Satan's temptation of Sarah, who diesin consequence of his
tidings); Ab. de R. N. 33; Ber. R. 32, 56; Yalkut, i. c. 98, p. 28 b; and Tanchuma, where
the story is related with most repulsive details. Asto Moses, see for example Shabb. 89 a;
and especially the truly horrible story of the death of Mosesin Debar R. 11 (ed. Warsh.
iii. p. 22a and b). But | am not aware of any temptation of Moses by Satan.

3. Bemidb. R. 15, ed. Warsh. val. iv. p. 63 a, lines 5 and 4 from bottom.

Thus far as regards man. But in reference to the Messiah there is not a hint of any
temptation or assault by Satan. It is of such importance to mark this clearly at the outset
of this wonderful history, that proof must be offered even at this stage. In whatever
manner negative critics may seek to account for the introduction of Christ's Temptation at
the commencement of His Ministry, it cannot have been derived from Jewish legend. The
'mythical’ interpretation of the Gospel- narratives breaks down in this almost more
manifestly than in any other instance.* So far from any idea obtaining that Satan was to
assault the Messiah, in a well-known passage, which has been previowsly quoted,® the
Arch-enemy is represented as overwhelmed and falling on his face at sight of Him, and
owning his complete defeat.® On another point in this history we find the same inversion
of thought current in Jewish legend. In the Commentary just referred to,” the placing of
Messiah on the pinnacle of the Temple, so far from being of Satanic temptation, is said to
mark the hour of deliverance, of Messianic proclamation, and of Gentile voluntary
submission. 'Our Rabbis give this tradition: In the hour when King Messiah cometh, He
standeth upon the roof of the Sanctuary, and proclaims to Isragl, saying, Y e poor
(suffering), the time of your redemption draweth nigh. And if ye believe, rgjoice in My
Light, whichisrisenuponyou. .. .. Is. Ix. 1.. ... uponyouonly....Is Ix.2..... In
that hour will the Holy One, blessed be His Name, make the Light of the Messiah and of
Israel to shine forth; and al shall come to the Light of the King Messiah and of Israel, as
itiswritten ..... Is. Ix. 3.. . .. And they shall come and lick the dust from under the feet of
the King Messiah, asit iswritten, Is. xlix. 23. . . . .. And all shall come and fall on their
faces before Messiah and before Israel, and say, We will be servants to Him and to Isragl.
And every onein Isragel shall have 2,800 servants?® asiit is written, Zech. viii. 23." One



more quotation from the same Commentary:® 'In that hour, the Holy One, blessed be His
Name, exalts the Messiah to the heaven of heavens, and spreads over Him of the
splendour of His glory because of the nations of the world, because of the wicked
Persians. They say to Him, Ephraim, Messiah, our Righteousness, execute judgment upon
them, and do to them what Thy soul desireth.’

4. Thus Gfrérer can only hope that some Jewish parallelism may yet be discovered (!);
while Keimsuggests, of course without atitle of evidence, additions by the early Jewish
Christians. But whence and why these imaginary additions?

5. Yalkut onIs. ix. 1, val. ii. p. 56.

6. Keim (Jesu von Naz. i. b, p. 564) seems not to have perused the whole passage, and,

quoting it at second-hand, has misapplied it. The passage (Yakut on Is. Ix. 1) has been
given before.

7.u.s. col.d.

8. The number is thus reached: as there are seventy nations, and ten of each areto take
hold on each of the four corners of a Jew's garment, we have 70 x 10 x 4 =2,800.

9. u.s. 11 lines further down.

In another respect these quotations are important. They show that such ideas were,
indeed, present to the Jewish mind, but in a sense opposite to the Gospel- narratives. In
other words, they were regarded as the rightful manifestation of Messiah's dignity;
whereas in the Evangelic record they are presented as the suggestions of Satan, and the
Temptation of Christ. Thus the Messiah of Judaism is the Anti-Christ of the Gospels. But
if the narrative cannot be traced to Rabbinic legend, may it not be an adaptation of an Old
Testament narrative, such as the account of the forty days fast of Moses on the mount, or
of Elijah in the wilderness? Viewing the Old Testament in its unity, and the Messiah as
the apex in the column of its history, we admit - or rather, we must expect - throughout
points of correspondence between Moses, Elijah, and the Messiah. In fact, these may be
described as marking the three stages in the history of the Covenant. Moses was its giver,
Elijah its restorer, the Messiah its renewer and perfecter. And as such they al had, in a
sense, a similar outward consecration for their work. But that neither Moses nor Hijah
was assailed by the Devil, congtitutes not the only, though a vital, difference between the
fast of Moses and Elijah, and that of Jesus. Moses fasted in the middle, Elijah at the
Presence of God:'° Elijah alone; Jesus assaulted by the Devil. Moses had been called up
by God; Elijah had gone forth in the bitterness of his own spirit; Jesus was driven by the
Spirit. Moses failed after his forty days fast, when in indignation he cast the Tables of the
Law from him; Elijah failed before his forty days fast; Jesus was assailed for forty days
and endured the trial. Moses was angry against Israel; Elijah despaired of Israel; Jesus
overcame for Isradl.

10. The Rabbis have it, that a man must accommodate himself to the ways of the place

where he is. When Moses was on the Mount he lived of 'the bread of the Torah' (Shem.
R. 47).



Nor must we forget that to each the trial came not only in his human, but in his
representative capacity - as giver, restorer, or perfecter of the Covenant. When Moses and
Elijah failed, it was not only as individuals, but as giving or restoring the Covenant. And
when Jesus conguered, it was not only as the Unfallen and Perfect Man, but as the
Messiah. His Temptation and Victory have therefore a twofold aspect: the general human
and the Messianic, and these two are closely connected. Hence we draw also this happy
inference: in whatever Jesus overcame, we can overcome. Each victory which He has
gained securesits fruits for us who are His disciples (and this alike objectively and
subjectively). We walk in His foot-prints; we can ascend by the rock- hewn steps which
His Agony has cut. He is the perfect man; and as each temptation marks a human assault
(assault on humanity), so it also marks a human victory (of humanity). But He is aso the
Messiah; and alike the assault and the victory were of the Messiah. Thus, each victory of
humanity becomes a victory for humanity; and so is fulfilled, in this respect aso, that
ancient hymn of royal victory, "Thou hast ascended on high; Thou hast led captivity
captive; Thou hast received gifts for men; yea, for the rebellious aso, that Jehovah God,
might dwell among them.* 2

11. Ps. Ixviii. 18.

12. The quotation in Eph. iv. 8 resembles the rendering of the Targum (see Delitzsch
Comm. Q. d. Psalter, vol. i. p. 503).

But even s0, there are other considerations necessarily preliminary to the study of one of
the most important parts in the life of Christ. They concern these two questions, so
closely connected that they can scarcely be kept quite apart: |s the Evangelic narrative to
be regarded as the account of areal and outward event? And if so, how was it possible -
or, in what sense can it be asserted - that Jesus Christ, set before us as the Son of God,
was 'tempted of the Devil? All subsidiary questions run up into these two.

As regards the reality and outwardness of the temptation of Jesus, several suggestions
may be set aside as unnatural, and ex post facto attempts to remove afelt difficulty.
Renan'sfrivolous conceit scarcely deserves serious notice, that Jesus went into the
wildernessin order to imitate the Baptist and others, since such solitude was at the time
regarded as a necessary preparation for great things. We equally dismiss as more
reverent, but not better grounded, such suggestions asthat an interview there with the
deputies of the Sanhedrin, or with a Priest, or with a Pharisee, formed the historical basis
of the Satanic Temptation; or that it was a vision, a dream, the reflection of the ideas of
the time; or that it was a parabolic form in which Jesus afterwards presented to His
disciples His conception of the Kingdom, and how they were to preach it.*® Of all such
explanations it may be said, that the narrative does not warrant them, and that they would
probably never have been suggested, if their authors had been able ssimply to accept the
Evangelic history. But if so it would have been both better and wiser wholly to rgject (as
some have done) the authenticity of this, as of the whole early history of the Life of
Christ, rather than transform what, if true, is so unspeakably grand into a series of modern
platitudes. And yet (as Keim has felt) it seems impossible to deny, that such atransaction
at the beginning of Christ's Messianic Ministry is not only credible, but amost a
necessity; and that such a transaction must have assumed the form of a contest with



Satan. Besides, throughout the Gospels there is not only alusion to thisfirst great conflict
(so that it does not belong only to the early history of Christ's Life), but constant
reference to the power of Satan in the world, as a kingdom opposed to that of God, and of
which the Devil is the King.** And the reality of such akingdom of evil no earnest mind
would call in question, nor would it pronounce a priori against the personality of its king.
Reasoning a priori, its credibility rests on the same kind of, only, perhaps, on more
generally patent, evidence as that of the beneficent Author of al Good, so that - with
reverence be it said - we have, apart from Holy Scripture, and, as regards one branch of
the argument, as much evidence for believing in a personal Satan, as in a Persona God.
Holding, therefore, by the reality of this transaction, and finding it equally impossible to
trace it to Jewish legend, or to explain it by the coarse hypothesis of misunderstanding,
exaggeration, and the like, this one question arises. Might it not have been a purely
inward transaction, - or does the narrative present an account of what was objectively
regl?

13. Werefrain from naming the individual writers who have broached these and other
equally untenable hypotheses.

14. The former notably in St. Matt. xii. 25-28; St. Luke xi. 17 &c. The import of this, as
looking back upon the history of the Temptation, has not always been sufficiently
recognised. In regard to Satan and his power many passages will occur to the reader, such
as St. Matt. vi. 13; xii. 22; xiii. 19, 25, 39; xxvi. 41; St. Luke x. 18; xxii. 3, 28, 31; St.
John viii. 44; xii. 31; xiii. 27; xiv. 30; xvi. 11.

At the outset, it is only truthful to state, that the distinction does not seem of quite so vital
importance as it has appeared to some, who have used in regard to it the strongest
language.'® On the other hand it must be admitted that the narrative, if naturally
interpreted, suggests an outward and real event, not an inward transaction;® that there is
no other instance of ecstatic state or of vision recorded in the life of Jesus, and that (as
Bishop Ellicott has shown),!” the special expressions used are all in accordance with the
natural view. To this we add, that some of the objections raised - notably that of the
impossibility of showing from one spot all the kingdoms of the world - cannot bear close
investigation. For no rational interpretation would insist on the absolute literality of this
statement, any more than on that of the survey of the whole extent of the land of Isragl by
Moses from Pisgah.'® *° All the requirements of the narrative would be met by supposing
Jesus to have been placed on a very high mountain, whence south, the land of Judaa and
far-off Edom; east, the swelling plains towards Euphrates; north, snow-capped L ebanon;
and west, the cities of Herod, the coast of the Gentiles, and beyond, the wide sea dotted
with sails, gave far-off prospect of the kingdoms of this world. To His piercing gaze all
their grandeur would seem to unroll, and pass before Him like a moving scene, in which
the sparkle of beauty and wealth dazzled the eye, the sheen of arms glittered in the far
distance, the tramp of armed men, the hum of busy cities, and the sound of many voices
fell on the ear like the far-off rush of the sea, while the restful harmony of thought, or the
music of art, held and bewitched the senses - and all seemed to pour forth its fullnessin
tribute of homage at His feet in Whom all is perfect, and to Whom all belongs.

15. So Bishop Ellicott, Histor. Lectures, p. 111.



16. Professor Godet's views on this subject are very far from satisfactory, whether
exegetically or dogmatically. Happily, they fall far short of the notion of any internal
solicitation to sin in the case of Jesus, which Bishop Ellicott so justly denouncesin
strongest language.

17. U.s. p. 110, note 2. 18. Deut. xxxiv. 1-3.

19. According to Siphré (ed. Friedmann p. 149 a and b), God showed to M oses Israel in
its happiness, wars, and misfortunes; the whole world from the Day of Creation to that of
the Resurrection; Paradise, and Gehenna.

But in saying this we have aready indicated that, in such circumstances, the boundary-
line between the outward and the inward must have been both narrow and faint. Indeed,
with Christ it can scarcely be conceived to have existed at such a moment. The past, the
present, and the future must have been open before Him like a map unrolling. Shall we
venture to say thet such avision was only inward, and not outwardly and objectively
real? In truth we are using terms which have no application to Christ. If we may venture
once more to speak in this wise of the Divine Being: With Him what we view as the
opposite poles of subjective and objective are absolutely one. To go a step further: many
even of our temptations are only (contrastedly) inward, for these two reasons, that they
have their basis or else their point of contact within us, and that from the limitations of
our bodily condition we do not see the enemy, nor can take active part in the scene
around. But in both respects it was not so with the Christ. If this be so, the whole question
seems almost irrelevant, and the distinction of outward and inward inapplicable to the
present case. Or rather, we must keep by these two landmarks: First, it was not inward in
the sense of being merely subjective; but it was all real - areal assault by area Satan,
really under these three forms, and it constituted a real Temptation to Christ. Secondly, it
was not merely outward in the sense of being only a present assault by Satan; but it must
have reached beyond the outward into the inward, and have had for its further object that
of influencing the future Work of Christ, asit stood out before His Mind.

A still more difficult and solemn question is this: In what respect could Jesus Christ, the
Perfect Sinless Man, the Son of God, have been tempted of the Devil? That He was so
tempted is of the very essence of this narrative, confirmed throughout His after-life, and
laid down as a fundamental principle in the teaching and faith of the Church.?° On the
other hand, temptation without the inward correspondence of existent sin is not only
unthinkable, so far as man is concerned,®* but temptation without the possibility of sin
seems unreal - akind of Docetism.?? Y et the very passage of Holy Scripture in which
Christ's equality with us as regards all temptation is expressed, also emphatically excepts
from it this one particular sin,*® not onlz/ in the sense that Christ actually did not sin, nor
merely in this, that 'our concupiscence’®* had no part in His temptations, but emphatically
in this aso, that the notion of sin has to be wholly excluded from our thoughts of Christ's
temptations.?®

20. Heb. iv. 15. 21. St. Jamesi. 14.

22. The heresy which represents the Body of Christ as only apparent, not real.



23. Hebr. iv. 15. 24. St. Jamesi. 14.

25. Comp. Riehm, Lehrbegr. d. Hebr. Br. P. 364. But | cannot agree with the views
which thislearned theologian expresses. Indeed, it seemsto me that he does not meet the
real difficulties of the question; on the contrary, rather aggravates them. They liein this:
How could One Who (according to Riehm) stood on the same level with usin regard to
all temptations have been exempt from sin?

To obtain, if we can, a clearer understanding of this subject, two points must be kept in
view. Christ's was real, though unfallen Human Nature; and Christ's Human was in
inseparable union with His Divine Nature. We are not attempting to explain these
mysteries, nor at present to vindicate them; we are only arguing from the standpoint of
the Gospels and of Apostolic teaching, which proceeds on these premisses - and
proceeding on them, we are trying to understand the Temptation of Christ. Now it is
clear, that human nature, that of Adam before his fall, was created both sinless and
peccable. If Christ's Human Nature was not like ours, but, moraly, like that of Adam
before his fal, then must it likewise have been both sinless and in itself peccable. We
say, in itsalf, for there is a great difference between the statement that human nature, as
Adam and Christ had it, was capable of sinning, and this other, that Christ was peccable.
From the latter the Christian mind instinctively recoils, even as it is metaphysically
impossible to imagine the Son of God peccable. Jesus voluntarily took upon Himself
human nature with all its infirmities and weaknesses - but without the moral taint of the
Fall: without sin. It was human nature, in itself capable of sinning, but not having sinned.
If He was absolutely sinless, He must have been unfallen. The position of the first Adam
was that of being capable of not sinning, not that of being incapable of sinning. The
Second Adam also had a nature capable of not sinning, but not incapable of sinning. This
explains the possibility of ‘temptation’ or assault upon Him, just as Adam could be
tempted before there was in him any inward consensus to it.?° The first Adam would have
been 'perfected' - or passed from the capability of not sinning to the incapability of
sinning - by obedience. That 'obedience' - or absolute submission to the Will of God -
was the grand outstanding characteristic of Christ's work; but it was so, because He was
not only the Unsinning, Unfallen Man, but also the Son of God. Because God was His
Father, therefore He must be about His Business, which was to do the Will of His Father.
With a peccable Human Nature He was impeccable; not because He obeyed, but being
impeccable He so obeyed, because His Human was inseparably connected with His
Divine Nature. To keep this Union of the two Natures out of view would be
Nestorianism.?” To sum up: The Second Adam, morally unfallen, though voluntarily
subject to all the conditions of our Nature, was, with a peccable Human Nature,
absolutely impeccable as being aso the Son of God - a peccable Nature, yet an
impeccable Person: the God-Man, ‘tempted in regard to all (things) in like manner (as
we), without (excepting) sin.’

26. The latter was already sin. Y et 'temptation’ means more than mere 'assault.' There
may be conditional mental assensuswithout moral consensus- and so temptation without
sin. See p. 301, note.

27. The heresy which unduly separated the two Natures.



All this sounds, after al, like the ssammering of Divine words by a babe, and yet it may
in some measure help us to understand the character of Christ's first great Temptation.

Before proceeding, a few sentences are required in explanation of seeming differencesin
the Evangelic narration of the event. The historical part of St. John's Gospel begins after
the Temptation - that is, with the actual Ministry of Christ; since it was not within the
purport of that work to detail the earlier history. That had been sufficiently done in the
Synoptic Gospels. Impartial and serious critics will admit that these are in accord. For, if
St. Mark only summarises, in his own brief manner, he supplies the two-fold notice that
Jesus was 'driven’ into the wilderness, 'and was with the wild beasts,” which isin fullest
internal agreement with the detailed narratives of St. Matthew and St. Luke. The only
noteworthy difference between these two is, that St. Matthew places the Temple-
temptation before that of the world-kingdom, while St. Luke inverts this order, probably
because his narrative was primarily intended for Gentile readers, to whose mind this
might present itself as to them the true gradation of temptation. To St. Matthew we owe
the notice, that after Temptation 'Angels came and ministered' unto Jesus; to St. Luke,
that the Tempter only 'departed from Him for a season.’

To restate in order our former conclusions, Jesus had deliberately, of His own accord and
of set firm purpose, gone to be baptized. That one grand outstanding fact of His early life,
that He must be about His Father's Business, had found its explanation when He knew
that the Baptist's cry, 'the Kingdom of Heaven is at hand,' was from God. His Father's
Business, then, was 'the Kingdom of Heaven,' and to it He consecrated Himself, so
fulfilling all righteousness. But His 'being about it' was quite other than that of any
Israelite, however devout, who came to Jordan. It was His consecration, not only to the
Kingdom, but to the Kingship, in the anointing and permanent possession of the Holy
Ghost, and in His proclamation from heaven. That Kingdom was His Father's Business;
its Kingship, the manner in which He was to be 'about it." The next step was not, like the
first, voluntary, and of preconceived purpose. Jesus went to Jordan; He was driven of the
Spirit into the wilderness. Not, indeed, in the sense of His being unwilling to go,? or
having had other purpose, such as that of immediate return into Galilee, but in that of not
being willing, of having no will or purpose in the matter, but being 'led up," unconscious
of its purpose, with irresistible force, by the Spirit. In that wilderness He had to test what
He had learned, and to learn what He had tested. So would He have full proof for His
Work of the What - His Call and Kingship; so would He see its How - the manner of it;
S0, also, would, from the outset, the final issue of His Work appear.

28. Thisisevident even from the terms used by St. Matthew (anhcgh) and St. Luke
(hgeto). | cannot agree with Godet, that Jesus would have been inclined to return to
Galilee and begin teaching. Jesus had no inclination save this- to do the Will of His
Father. And yet the expression 'driven’ used by St. Mark seemsto imply some human
shrinking on His part - at |east at the outset.

Again - banishing from our minds all thought of sin in connection with Christ's
Temptation,?® He is presented to us as the Second Adam, both as regarded Himself, and
His relation to man. In these two respects, which, indeed, are one, He is now to be tried.
Like the first, the Second Adam, sinless, is to be tempted, but under the existing



conditions of the Fall: in the wilderness, not in Eden; not in the enjoyment of all good,
but in the pressing want of all that is necessary for the sustenance of life, and in the felt
weakness consequent upon it. For (unlike the first) the Second Adam was, in His
Temptation, to be placed on an absolute equality with us, except as regarded sin. Y et
even so, there must have been some point of inward connection to make the outward
assault atemptation. It is here that opponents (such as Srauss and Keim) have strangely
missed the mark, when objecting, either that the forty days fast was intrinsically
unnecessary, or that the assaults of Satan were clumsy suggestions, incapable of being
temptations to Jesus. He is 'driven’ into the wilderness by the Spirit to be tempted.*® The
history of humanity is taken up anew at the point where first the kingdom of Satan was
founded, only under new conditions. It is hot now a choice, but a contest, for Satan is the
prince of this world. During the whole forty days of Christ's stay in the wilderness His
Temptation continued, though it only attained its high point at the last, when, after the
long fast, He felt the weariness and weakness of hunger. As fasting occupies but a very
subordinate, we might amost say atolerated, place in the teaching of Jesus; and as, so far
as we know, He exercised on no other occasion such ascetic practices, we are left to infer
internal, as well as external, necessity for it in the present instance. The former is easily
understood in His pre-occupation; the latter must have had for its object to reduce Him to
utmost outward weakness, by the depression of all the vital powers. We regard it as a
psychological fact that, under such circumstances, of all mental faculties the memory
alone is active, indeed, almost preternaturally active. During the preceding thirty-nine
days the plan, or rather the future, of the Work to which He had been consecrated, must
have been always before Him. In this respect, then, He must have been tempted. It is
wholly impossible that He hesitated for a moment as to the means by which He was to
establish the Kingdom of God. He could not have felt tempted to adopt carnal means,
opposed to the nature of that Kingdom, and to the Will of God. The unchangeable
convictions which He had already attained must have stood out before Him: that His
Father's business was the Kingdom of God; that He was furnished to it, not by outward
weapons, but by the abiding Presence of the Spirit; above all, that absolute submission to
the Will of God was the way to it, nay, itself the Kingdom of God. It will be observed,
that it was on these very points that the final attack of the Enemy was directed in the
utmost weakness of Jesus. But, on the other hand, the Tempter could not have failed to
assault Him with considerations which He must have felt to be true. How could He hope,
alone, and with such principles, to stand against Israel ? He knew their views and fedlings,
and as, day by day, the sense of utter loneliness and forsakenness increasingly gathered
around Him, in His increasing faintness and weakness, the seeming hopel essness of such
atask as He had undertaken must have grown upon Him with aimost overwhelming
power.3! Alternately, the temptation to despair, presumption, or the cutting short of the
contest in some decisive manner, must have presented itself to His mind, or rather have
been presented to it by the Tempter.

29. Heb. iv. 15.

30. The place of the Temptation could not, of course, have been the traditional
'Quarantania,’ but must have been near Bethabara. See also Stanley's Sinai and Palestine,
p. 308.



31. It was this which would make the 'assault' a 'temptation' by vividly setting before the
mind the reality and rationality of these considerations- a mental assensus- without
implying any inward consensusto the manner in which the Enemy proposed to have them
set aside.

And this was, indeed, the essence of His last three great temptations; which, as the whole
contest, resolved themselves into the one question of absolute submission to the Will of
God,** which is the sum and substance of &l obedience. If He submitted to it, it must be
suffering, and only suffering - helpless, hopeless suffering to the bitter end; to the
extinction of life, in the agonies of the Cross, as a male-factor; denounced, betrayed,
rejected by His people; alone, in very God-forsakenness. And when thus beaten about by
temptation, His powers reduced to the lowest ebb of faintness, al the more vividly would
memory hold out the facts so well known, so keenly realised at that moment, in the
almost utter cessation of every other mental faculty:> the scene lately enacted by the
banks of Jordan, and the two great expectations of His own people, that the Messiah was
to head Israel from the Sanctuary of the Temple, and that all kingdoms of the world were
to become subject to Him. Here, then, is the inward basis of the Temptation of Christ, in
which the fast was not unnecessary, nor yet the specia assaults of the Enemy either
‘clumsy suggestions,’ or unworthy of Jesus.

32. All the assaults of Satan were really directed against Christ's absolute submission to

the Will of God, which was His Perfectness. Hence, by every one of these temptations, as
Weiss saysinregard to thefirst, 'ruttelt er an Seiner Volkommenheit.'

33. | regard the memory as affording the basis for the Temptation. What was so vividly in
Christ's memory at that moment, that was flashed before Him asin amirror under the
dazzling light of temptation.

He is weary with the contest, faint with hunger, alone in that wilderness. His voice falls
on no sympathising ear; no voice reaches Him but that of the Tempter. There is nothing
bracing, strengthening in this featureless, barren, stony wilderness - only the picture of
desolateness, hopel essness, despair. He must, He will absolutely submit to the Will of
God. But can this be the Will of God? One word of power, and the scene would be
changed. Let Him despair of all men, of everything - He can do it. By His Will the Son of
God, as the Tempter suggests - not, however, calling thereby in question His Sonship, but
rather proceeding on its admitted reality*® - can change the stonesinto bread. He can do
miracles - put an end to present want and question, and, as visibly the possessor of
absolute miraculous power, the goal is reached! But this would really have been to
change the idea of Old Testament miracle into the heathen conception of magic, which
was absolute power inherent in an individual, without moral purpose. The mora purpose
- the grand moral purpose in al that was of God - was absol ute submission to the Will of
God. His Spirit had driven Him into that wilderness. His circumstances were God-
appointed; and where He so appoints them, He will support us in them, even as, in the
failure of bread, He supported Isragl by the manna.*® *® And Jesus absolutely submitted to
that Will of God by continuing in His present circumstances. To have set himself free
from what they implied, would have been despair of God, and rebellion. He does more
than not succumb: He conquers. The Scriptural reference to a better life upon the Word of
God marks more than the end of the contest; it marks the conquest of Satan. He emerges



on the other side triumphant, with this expression of His assured conviction of the
sufficiency of God.

34. Satan's 'if' was rather ataunt than a doubt. Nor could it have been intended to call in
guestion His ability to do miracles. Doubt on that point would already have been afall.

35. Deut. viii 3.

36. The supply of the mannawas only an exemplification and application of the general
principle, that man really lives by the Word of God.

It cannot be despair - and He cannot take up His Kingdom aone, in the exercise of mere
power! Absolutely submitting to the Will of God, He must, and He can, absolutely trust
Him. But if so, then let Him really trust Himself upon God, and make experiment, nay
more, public demonstration - of it. If it be not despair of God, let it be presumption! He
will not do the work alone! Then God- upborne, according to His promise, let the Son of
God suddenly, from that height, descend and head His people, and that not in any profane
manner, but in the midst of the Sanctuary, where God was specialy near, in sight of
incensing priests and worshipping people. So also will the goa at once be reached.

The Spirit of God had driven Jesus into the wilderness; the spirit of the Devil now carried
Him to Jerusalem. Jesus stands on the lofty pinnacle of the Tower, or of the Temple-
porch,®’ presumably that on which every day a Priest was stationed to watch, as the pale
morning light passed over the hills of Judsa far off to Hebron, to announce it as the
signal for offering the morning sacrifice.®® If we might indulge our imagination, the
moment chosen would be just as the Priest had quitted that station. The first desert-
temptation had been in the grey of breaking light, when to the faint and weary looker the
stones of the wilderness seemed to take fantastic shapes, like the bread for which the faint
body hungered. In the next temptation Jesus stands on the watch post which the white-
robed priest had just quitted. Fast the rosy morning-light, deegpening into crimson, and
edged with gold, is spreading over the land. In the Priests Court below Him the morning-
sacrifice has been offered. The massive Temple- gates are slowly opening, and the blasts
of the priests silver trumpets is summoning Israel to begin a new day by appearing before
their Lord. Now then let Him descend, Heaven-borne, into the midst of priests and
people. What shouts of acclamation would greet His appearance! What homage of
worship would be His! The goal can at once be reached, and that at the head of believing
Israel. Jesus is surveying the scene. By His side is the Tempter, watching the features that
mark the working of the spirit within. And now he has whispered it. Jesus had overcome
in the first temptation by simple, absolute trust. This was the time, and this the place to
act upon thistrust, even as the very Scriptures to which Jesus had appealed warranted.
But so to have done would have been not trust - far less the heroism of faith - but
presumption. The goa might indeed have been reached; but not the Divine goal, nor in
God'sway - and, as so often, Scripture itself explained and guarded the Divine promise
by a preceding Divine command.*® And thus once more Jesus not only is not overcome,
but He overcomes by absolute submission to the Will of God.



37. It cannot be regarded as certain, that the pter ugon tou ier ou was, as commentators
generally suppose, the Tower at the southeastern angle of the Temple Cloisters, where the
Royal (southern) and Solomon's (the eastern) Porch met, and whence the view into the
Kedron Valley beneath was to the stupendous depth of 450 feet. Would this angle be
called '"awing' (pter ugon)? Nor can | agree with Delitzsch, that it was the 'roof' of the
Sanctuary, where indeed there would scarcely have been standing-room. It certainly
formed the watch-post of the Priest. Possibly it may have been the extreme corner of the
‘wing-like' porch, or ulam, which led into the Sanctuary. Thence a Priest could easily
have communicated with his brethren in the court beneath. To thisthereis, however, the

objection that in that case it should have beentounaou. At p. 244, the ordinary view of
thislocality has been taken.

38. Comp. 'The Temple, its Ministry and Services,' p. 132.

39. Bengel: 'Scriptura per Scripturam interpretanda et concilianda.' Thisisalso a
Rabbinic canon. The Rabbis frequently insist on the duty of not exposing oneself to
danger, in presumptuous expectation of miraculous deliverance. It isacurious saying: Do
not stand over against an ox when he comes from the fodder; Satan jumps out from
between his horns. (Pes. 112 b.) David had been presumptuousin Ps. xxvi. 2 - and failed.
(Sanh. 107 a.) But the most apt illustration is this: On one occasion the child of a Rabbi
was asked by R. Jochanan to quote averse. The child quoted Deut. xiv. 22, at the same
time propounding the question, why the second clause virtually repeated the first. The
Rabbi replied, 'To teach us that the giving of tithes maketh rich.' '"How do you know it?
asked the child. 'By experience,' answered the Rabbi. '‘But,' said the child, 'such

experiment is not lawful, since we are not to tempt the Lord our God." (See the very
curious book of Rabbi So oweyczgk, Die Bibel, d. Tam. u. d. Evang. p. 132.).

To submit to the Will of God! But is not this to acknowledge His authority, and the order
and disposition which He has made of all things? Once more the scene changes. They
have turned their back upon Jerusalem and the Temple. Behind are also all popular
prejudices, narrow nationalism, and limitatiors. They no longer breathe the stifled air,
thick with the perfume of incense. They have taken their flight into God's wide world.
There they stand on the top of some very high mountain. It isin the full blaze of sunlight
that He now gazes upon a wondrous scene. Before Him rise, from out the cloud- land at
the edge of the horizon, forms, figures, scenes -- come words, sounds, harmonies. The
world in all its glory, beauty, strength, majesty, is unveiled. Its work, its might, its
greatness, its art, its thought, emerge into clear view. And still the horizon seems to
widen as He gazes; and more and more, and beyond it still more and still brighter
appears. It isaworld quite other than that which the retiring Son of the retired Nazareth
home had ever seen, could ever have imagined, that opens its enlarging wonders. To usin
the circumstances the temptation, which at first sight seems, so to speak, the clumsiest,
would have been well nigh irresistible. In measure as our intellect was enlarged, our heart
attuned to this world- melody, we would have gazed with bewitched wonderment on that
sight, surrendered ourselves to the harmony of those sounds, and quenched the thirst of
our soul with maddening draught. But passively sublime as it must have appeared to the
Perfect Man, the God-Man - and to Him far more than to us from His infinitely deeper
appreciation of, and wider sympathy with the good, and true, and the beautiful - He had
already overcome. It was, indeed, not 'worship," but homage which the Evil One claimed
from Jesus, and that on the truly stated and apparently rational ground, that, in its present
state, al this world ‘was delivered' unto him, and he exercised the power of giving it to



whom he would. But in this very fact lay the answer to the suggestion. High above this
moving scene of glory and beauty arched the deep blue of God's heaven, and brighter
than the sun, which poured its light over the sheen and dazzle benesth, stood out the fact:
'l must be about My Father's business;' above the din of far-off sounds rose the voice:
"Thy Kingdom come!" Was not al this the Devil's to have and to give, because it was not
the Father's Kingdom, to which Jesus had consecrated Himself? What Satan sought was,
'My kingdom come' - a Satanic Messianic time, a Satanic Messiah; the final realisation of
an empire of which his present possession was only temporary, caused by the alienation
of man from God. To destroy all this: to destroy the works of the Devil, to abolish his
kingdom, to set man free from his dominion, was the very object of Christ's Mission. On
the ruins of the past shall the new arise, in proportions of grandeur and beauty hitherto
unseen, only gazed at afar by prophets' rapt sight. It is to become the Kingdom of God,;
and Christ's consecration to it is to be the corner-stone of its new Temple. Those scenes
are to be transformed into one of higher worship; those sounds to mingle and melt into a
melody of praise. An endless train, unnumbered multitudes from afar, are to bring their
gifts, to pour their wealth, to consecrate their wisdom, to dedicate their beauty, to lay it
al in lowly worship as humble offering at His feet: a world God-restored, God-dedicated,
in which dwells God's peace, over which rests God's glory. It is to be the bringing of
worship, not the crowning of rebellion, which is the Kingdom. And so Satan's greatest
becomes to Christ his coarsest temptation, *° which He casts from Him; and the words:
‘Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and Him only shalt thou serve," which now receive
their highest fulfilment, mark not only Satan's defeat and Christ's triumph, but the
principle of His Kingdom - of al victory and all triumph.

40. Sin dwaysintensifiesin the coarseness of its assaults.

Foiled, defeated, the Enemy has spread his dark pinions towards that far-off world of his,
and covered it with their shadow. The sun no longer glows with melting heat; the mists
have gathered or the edge of the horizon, and enwrapped the scene which has faded from
view. And in the cool and shade that followed have the Angels* come and ministered to
His wants, both bodily and mental. He has refused to assert power; He has not yielded to
despair; He would not fight and conquer alone in His own strength; and He has received
power and refreshment, and Heaven's company unnumbered in their ministry of worship.
He would not yield to Jewish dream; He did not pass from despair to presumption; and
lo, after the contest, with no reward as its object, all is His. He would not have Satan's
vassals as His legions, and all Heaven's hosts are at His command. It had been victory; it
is now shout of triumphant praise. He Whom God had anointed by His Spirit had
conquered by the Spirit; He Whom Heaven's Voice had proclaimed God's beloved Son,
in Whom He was well pleased, had proved such, and done His good pleasure.

41. For the Jewish views on Angelology and Demonology, see Appendix XI11.: 'Jewish
Angelology and Demonology.'

They had been all overcome, these three temptations against submission to the Will of
God, present, personal, and specifically Messianic. Yet all His life long there were echoes
of them: of the first, in the suggestion of His brethren to show Himsalf;*? of the second,

in the popular attempt to make Him a king, and perhaps also in what constituted the final



idea of Judas|scariot; of the third, as being most plainly Satanic, in the question of Pilate:
'Art Thou then aKing?

42. St. John vii. 3-5.

The enemy 'departed from Him' - yet only 'for a season.' But thisfirst contest and victory
of Jesus decided all othersto the last. These were, perhaps not as to the shaping of His
Messianic plan, nor through memory of Jewish expectancy, yet still in substance the
same contest about absol ute obedience, absolute submission to the Will of God, which
constitutes the Kingdom of God. And so aso from first to last was this the victory: 'Not
My will, but Thine, be done.' But as, in the first three petitions which He has taught us,
Christ has enfolded us in the mantle of His royalty, so has He Who shared our nature and
our temptations gone up with us, want-pressed, sin-laden, and temptation stricken as we
are, to the Mount of Temptation in the four human petitions which follow the first. And
over usis spread, as the sheltering folds of His mantle, this as the outcome of His roya
contest and glorious victory, 'For Thine is the Kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for
ever and ever!'®

43. This quotation of the Doxology leaves, of course, the critical question undetermined,
whether the words were part of the'Lord's Prayer' in its original form.

Chapter 2
THE DEPUTATION FROM JERUSALEM
THE THREE SECTS OF THE PHARISEES, SADDUCEES, AND ESSENES
EXAMINATION OF THEIR DISTINCTIVE DOCTRINES!
(St. John 1:19-24)

1 This chapter contains, among other matter, a detailed and critical examination of the
great Jewish Sects, such aswas necessary in awork on ‘'The Times.' aswell as'The Life,’
of Christ.

APART from the repulsively carnal form which it had taken, there is something
absolutely sublime in the continuance and intensity of the Jewish expectation of the
Messiah. It outlived not only the delay of long centuries, but the persecutions and
scattering of the people; it continued under the disappointment of the Maccabees, the rule
of aHerod, the administration of a corrupt and contemptible Priesthood, and, finally, the
government of Rome as represented by a Pilate; nay, it grew in intensity almost in
proportion as it seemed unlikely of realisation. These are facts which show that the
doctrine of the Kingdom, as the sum and substance of Old Testament teaching, was the
very heart of Jewish religious life; while, at the same time, they evidence a moral



elevation which placed abstract religious conviction far beyond the reach of passing
events, and clung to it with atenacity which nothing could loosen.

Tidings of what these many months had occurred by the banks of the Jordan must have
early reached Jerusalem, and ultimately stirred to the depths its religious society,
whatever its preoccupation with ritual questions or political matters. For it was not an
ordinary movement, nor in connection with any of the existing parties, religious or
political. An extraordinary preacher, of extraordinary appearance and habits, not aiming,
like others, after renewed zeal in legal observances, or increased Levitical purity, but
preaching repentance and moral renovation in preparation for the coming Kingdom, and
sealing this novel doctrine with an equally novel rite, had drawn from town and country
multitudes of all classes - inquirers, penitents and novices. The great and burning
guestion seemed, what the real character and meaning of it was? or rather, whence did it
issue, and whither did it tend? The religious leaders of the people proposed to answer this
by instituting an inquiry through a trust-worthy deputation. In the account of this by St.
John certain points seem clearly implied:® on others only suggestions can be ventured.

2.i.19-28.

That the interview referred to occurred after the Baptism of Jesus, appears from the
whole context.® Similarly, the statement that the deputation which came to John was 'sent
from Jerusalem’ by 'the Jews," implies that it proceeded from authority, even if it did not
bear more than a semi-official character. For, although the expression 'Jews in the fourth
Gospel generally conveys the idea of contrast to the disciples of Christ (for ex. St. John
vii. 15), yet it refers to the people in their corporate capacity, that is, as represented by
their constituted religious authorities.* On the other hand, although the term 'scribes and
elders does not occur in the Gospel of St. John,? it by no means follows that 'the Priests
and Levites sent from the capital either represented the two great divisions of the
Sanhedrin, or, indeed, that the deputation issued from the Great Sanhedrin itself. The
former suggestion is entirely ungrounded; the latter at least problematic. It seems a
legitimate inference that, considering their own tendencies, and the political dangers
connected with such a step, the Sanhedrin of Jerusalem would not have come to the
formal resolution of sending aregular deputation on such an inquiry. Moreover, a
measure like this would have been entirely outside their recognised mode of procedure.
The Sanhedrin did not, and could not, originate charges. It only investigated those
brought before it. It is quite true that judgment upon false prophets and religious seducers
lay with it;® but the Baptist had not as yet said or done anything to lay him open to such
an accusation. He had in no way infringed the Law by word or deed, nor had he even
claimed to be a prophet.” If, nevertheless, it seems most probable that 'the Priests and
Levites came from the Sanhedrin, we are led to the conclusion that theirs was an
informal mission, rather privately arranged than publicly determined upon.

3. This point is fully discussed by Liicke, Evang. Joh., vol. i. pp. 396-398.

4, Comp. St. John v. 15, 16; ix. 18, 22; xviii. 12, 31.



5. So Professor Westcott, in his Commentary on the passage (Speaker's Comment., N.T.,
vol. ii. p. 18), where he notes that the expression in St. John viii. 3 is unauthentic.

6. Sanh. i. 5.

7. Of this the Sanhedrin must have been perfectly aware. Comp. St. Matt. iii. 7; St. Luke
iii. 15 &c.

And with this the character of the deputies agrees. 'Priests and Levites - the colleagues of
John the Priest - would be selected for such an errand, rather than leading Rabbinic
authorities. The presence of the latter would, indeed, have given to the movement an
importance, if not a sanction, which the Sanhedrin could not have wished. The only other
authority in Jerusalem from which such a deputation could have issued was the so-called
‘Council of the Temple, 'Judicature of the Priests,' or 'Elders of the Priesthood,® which
consisted of the fourteen chief officers of the Temple. But although they may afterwards
have taken their full part in the condemnation of Jesus, ordinarily their duty was only
connected with the services of the Sanctuary, and not with criminal questions or doctrinal
investigations.® It would be too much to suppose, that they would take the initiative in
such a matter on the ground that the Baptist was a member of the Priesthood. Finally, it
seems quite natural that such an informal inquiry, set on foot most probably by the
Sanhedrists, should have been entrusted exclusively to the Pharisaic party. It would in no
way have interested the Sadducees; and what members of that party had seen of John'®
must have convinced them that his views and aims lay entirely beyond their horizon.

8. For ex. Yomal. 5.

9. Comp. 'The Temple, its Ministry and Services,' p. 75. Dr. Geiger (Urschr. u.
Uebersetz. d. Bibel, pp. 113, 114) ascribes to them, however, a much wider jurisdiction.
Some of hisinferences (such asat pp. 115, 116) seem to me historically unsupported.

10. St. Matt. iii. 7 &c.

The origin of the two great parties of Pharisees and Sadducees has aready been traced.!
They mark, not sects, but mental directions, such asin their principles are natural and
universal, and, indeed, appear in connection with all metaphysical'? questions. They are
the different modes in which the human mind views supersensuous problems, and which
afterwards, when one-sidedly followed out, harden into diverging schools of thought. If
Pharisees and Sadducees were not 'sects in the sense of separation from the unity of the
Jewish ecclesiastical community, neither were theirs 'heresies in the conventional, but
only in the original sense of tendency, direction, or, a most, views, differing from those
commonly entertained.® Our sources of information here are: the New Testament,
Josephus, and Rabbinic writings. The New Testament only marks, in broad outlines and
popularly, the peculiarities of each party; but from the absence of bias it may safely be
regarded’* as the most trustworthy authority on the matter. The inferences which we
derive from the statements of Josephus,*® though always to be qualified by our general
estimate of his animus,® accord with those from the New Testament. In regard to
Rabbinic writings, we have to bear in mind the admittedly unhistorical character of most



of their notices, the strong party-bias which coloured almost all their statements regarding
opponents, and their constant tendency to trace later views and practicesto earlier times.

11. Comp. Book I. ch. viii.

12. | use the term metaphysical here in the sense of all that is above the natural, not
merely the speculative, but the supersensuous generally.

13. The word air esiVhas received its present meaning chiefly from the adjective
attaching toitin 2 Pet. ii. 1. In Acts xxiv. 5, 14, xxviii. 22, it is vituperatively applied to
Christians; in 1 Cor. xi. 19, Gal. v. 20, it seemsto apply to diverging practices of asinful
kind; in Titusiii. 10, the 'heretic' seems one who held or taught diverging opinions or
practices. Besides, it occursinthe N.T. once to mark the Sadducees, and twice the
Pharisees (Actsv. 17; xv. 5, and xxvi. 5).

14. 1 mean on historical, not theological grounds.

15. | here refer to the following passages. Jewish War ii. 8. 14; Ant. xiii. 5. 9; 10. 5, 6;
xvii. 2. 4; xviii. 1, 2, 3, 4.

16. For afull discussion of the character and writings of Josephus, | would refer to the
articlein Dr. Smith's Dict. of Chr. Biogr. val. iii.

Without entering on the principles and supposed practices of ‘the fraternity' or
‘association’ (Chebher, Chabhurah, Chabhurta) of Pharisees, which was comparatively
small, numbering only about 6,000 members,*’ the following particulars may be of
intered. The object of the association was twofold: to observe in the strictest manner, and
according to traditional law, all the ordinances concerning Levitical purity, and to be
extremely punctiliousin all connected with religious dues (tithes and all other dues). A
person might undertake only the second, without the first of these obligations. In that case
he was simply a Neeman, an 'accredited one' with whom one might enter freely into
commerce, as he was supposed to have paid al dues. But a person could not undertake
the vow of Levitical purity without also taking the obligation of all religious dues. If he
undertook both vows he was a Chabher, or associate. Here there were four degrees,
marking an ascending scale of Levitical purity, or separation from all that was profane.'®
In opposition to these was the Am ha-arets, or ‘country people' (the people which knew
not, or cared not for the Law, and were regarded as "cursed’). But it must not be thought
that every Chabher was either alearned Scribe, or that every Scribe was a Chabher. On
the contrary, as a man might be a Chabher without being either a Scribe or an elder,*® so
there must have been sages, and even teachers, who did not belong to the association,
since special rules are laid down for the receptionof such.?® Candidates had to be
formally admitted into the ‘fraternity' in the presence of three members. But every
accredited public ‘teacher' was, unless anything was known to the contrary, supposed to
have taken upon him the obligations referred to.?* The family of a Chabher bel onged, as
amatter of course, to the community;2? but this ordinance was afterwards altered.”® The
Neeman undertook these four obligations: to tithe what he ate, what he sold, and what he
bought, and not to be a guest with an Am ha-arets®* The full Chabher undertook not to
sl to an 'Am ha-arets any fluid or dry substance (nutriment or fruit), not to buy from
him any such fluid, not to be a guest with him, not to entertain him as a guest in his own



clothes (on account of their possible impurity) - to which one authority adds other
particulars, which, however, were not recognised by the Rabbis generally as of primary
importance.?®

17. Jos. Ant. xvii. 2. 4. 18. Chag. ii. 5, 7; comp. Tohor. vii. 5. 19. For ex. Kidd. 33
b.

20. Bekh. 30. 21. Abba Saul would also have freed all students from that formality.
22. Bekhor. 30.

23. Comp. the suggestion as to the significant time when this alteration was introduced,
in 'Sketches of Jewish Social Life,' pp. 228, 229.

24. Dem. ii. 2. 25. Demai ii.3.

These two great obligations of the 'official’ Pharisee, or 'Associate’ are pointedly referred
to by Christ - both that in regard to tithing (the vow of the Neeman);?® and that in regard
to Levitica purity (the special vow of the Chabher).?’ In both cases they are associated
with awant of corresponding inward reality, and with hypocrisy. These charges cannot
have come upon the people by surprise, and they may account for the circumstance that
so many of the learned kept aloof from the 'Association’ as such. Indeed, the sayings of
some of the Rabbis in regard to Pharisaism and the professional Pharisee are more
withering than any in the New Testament. It is not necessary here to repeat the well-
known description, both in the Jerusalem and the Babylon Talmud, of the seven kinds of
'Pharisees,’ of whom six (the 'Shechemite,’ the 'stumbling,’ the 'bleeding,’ the 'mortar,’ the
'l want to know what is incumbent on me," and 'the Pharisee from fear') mark various
kinds of unreality, and only one is 'the Pharisee from love.”?® Such an expression as 'the
plague of Pharisaism' is not uncommon; and a silly pietist, a clever sinner, and afemale
Pharisee, are ranked among 'the troubles of life.'”® 'Shall we then explain a verse
according to the opinions of the Pharisees? asks a Rabbi, in supreme contempt for the
arrogance of the fraternity.3 'It is as a tradition among the pharisees® to torment
themselves in this world, and yet they will gain nothing by it in the next.' The Sadducees
had some reason for the taunt, that ‘the Pharisees would by-and-by subject the globe of
the sun itself to their purifications,”? the more so that their assertions of purity were
sometimes conjoined with Epicurean maxims, betokening a very different state of mind,
such as, 'Make haste to eat and drink, for the world which we quit resembles a wedding
feast;' or this: 'My son, if thou possess anything, enjoy thyself, for there is no pleasure in
Hades,®® and death grants no respite. But if thou sayest, What then would | leave to my
sons and daughters? Who will thank thee for this appointment in Hades? Maxims these
to which, aas! too many of their recorded stories and deeds form a painful commentary.*

26. In St. Luke xi.42; xviii. 12; St. Matt. xxiii. 23. 27.In St. Luke xi. 39, 41; St. Matt.
xXiii. 25, 26.

28. Sot. 22 b; Jer. Ber. ix. 7. 29. Sot. iii. 4. 30. Pes. 70 b. 31. Abhoth de R.
Nathan 5.



32. Jer. Chag. 79d; Tos. Chag. iii.

33. Erub. 54 a. | give the latter clause, not asin our edition of the Talmud, but according
to amore correct reading (Levy, Neuhebr. Wérterb. vol. ii. p. 102).

34. It could serve no good purpose to give instances. They are readily accessible tothose
who have taste or curiosity in that direction.

But it would be grossly unjust to identify Pharisaism, as a religious direction, with such
embodiments of it or even with the official ‘fraternity. While it may be granted that the
tendency and logical sequence of their views and practices were such, their system, as
opposed to Sadduceeism, had very serious bearings. dogmatic, ritual, and legal. It is,
however, erroneous to suppose, either that their system represented traditionalism itself,
or that Scribes and Pharisees are convertible terms,® while the Sadducees represented the
civil and political element. The Pharisees represented only the prevailing system of, not
traditionalism itself; while the Sadducees also numbered among them many learned men.
They were able to enter into controversy, often protracted and fierce, with their
opponents, and they acted as members of the Sanhedrin, although they had diverging
traditions of their own, and even, asit would appear, at one time a compl ete code of
canon law.*® ¥ Moreover, the admitted fact, that when in office the Sadducees conformed
to the principles and practices of the Pharisees, proves at least that they must have been
acquainted with the ordinances of traditionalism.®® Lastly, there were certain traditional
ordinances on which both parties were at one.®® Thusit seems Sadduceeism wasin a
sense rather a speculative than a practical system, starting from ssmple and well-defined
principles, but wide-reaching in its possible consequences. Perhaps it may best be
described as a general reaction against the extremes of Pharisaism, springing from
moderate and rationalistic tendencies; intended to secure a footing within the recognised
bounds of Judaism; and seeking to defend its principles by a strict literalism of
interpretation and application. If so, these interpretations would be intended rather for
defensive than offensive purposes, and the great aim of the party would be after rational
freedom - or, it might be, free rationality. Practically, the party would, of course, tend in
broad, and often grossly unorthodox, directions.

35. So, erroneously, Wellhausen, in histreatise 'Phariséer u. Sadduc.'; and partially, asit
seemsto me, even Schiirer (Neutest. Zeitgesch.). In other respects also these two learned
men seem too much under the influence of Geiger and Kuenen.

36. Megill. Taan. Per. iv. ed. Warsh. p. 8 a.

37. Wellhausen has carried his criticisms and doubts of the Hebrew Scholion on the
Megill. Taan. (or 'Roll of Fasts) too far.

38. Even such abook as the Meg. Taan. does not accuse them of absolute ignorance, but
only of being unable to prove their dicta from Scripture (comp. Pereg x. p. 15 b, which
may well mark the extreme of Anti-Sadduceeism).

39. Sanh. 33t Horay 4 a.



The fundamental dogmatic differences between the Pharisees and Sadducees concerned:
the rule of faith and practice; the 'after death;' the existence of angels and spirits; and free
will and pre-destination. In regard to the first of these points, it has aready been stated
that the Sadducees did not lay down the principle of absolute rejection of all traditions as
such, but that they were opposed to traditionalism as represented and carried out by the
Pharisees. When put down by sheer weight of authority, they would probably carry the
controversy further, and retort on their opponents by an appeal to Scripture as against
their traditions, perhaps ultimately even by an attack on traditionalism; but always as
represented by the Pharisees.*® A careful examination of the statements of Josephus on
this subject will show that they convey no more than this.** The Pharisaic view of this
aspect of the controversy appears, perhaps, most satisfactorily because indirectly, in
certain sayings of the Mishnah, which attribute all national calamities to those persons,
whom they adjudge to eternal perdition, who interpret Scripture 'not as does the
Halakhah," or established Pharisaic rule.*? In this respect, then, the commonly received
idea concerning the Pharisees and Sadducees will require to be seriousy modified. As
regards the practice of the Pharisees, as distinguished from that of the Sadducees, we
may safely treat the statements of Josephus as the exaggerated representations of a
partisan, who wishes to place his party in the best light. It is, indeed, true that the
Pharisees, 'interpreting the legal ordinances with rigour,* * imposed on themselves the
necessity of much self-denial, especially in regard to food,*® but that their practice was
under the guidance of reason, as Josephus asserts, is one of those bold mis-statements
with which he has too often to be credited. His vindication of their specia reverence for
age and authority*® must refer to the honours paid by the party to ‘the Elders,’ not to the
old. And that there was sufficient ground for Sadducean opposition to Pharisaic
traditionalism, aike in principle and in practice, will appear from the following
guotation, to which we add, by way of explanation, that the wearing of phylacteries was
deemed by that party of Scriptural obligation, and that the phylactery for the head was to
consist (according to tradition) of four compartments. 'Against the words of the Scribesis
more punishable than against the words of Scripture. He who says, No phylacteries, so as
to transgress the words of Scripture, is not guilty (free); five compartments - to add to the
words of the Scribes - heis guilty.’ ®

40. Some traditional explanation of the Law of Moses was absolutely necessary, if it was
to be applied to existing circumstances. It would be a great historical inaccuracy to

imagine that the Sadducees rejected the whole par adosiVtwn pr esbuter wn (St. Matt.
xv. 2) from Ezra downwards.

41. Thisisthe meaning of Ant. xiii. 10. 6, and clearly implied in xviii. 1,3,4, and War ii.
8. 14.

42. Ab. iii. 11; v 8. 43.Jos Wari.5. 2.

44. M. Derenbourg (Hist. de laPalest., p. 122, note) rightly remarks, that the Rabbinic
equivalent for Josephus' akribeia is)r af mw@x heaviness, and that the Pharisees were
the Ny r y nxmor 'makers heavy.' What a commentary this on the charge of Jesus about
'the heavy burdens' of the Pharisees! St. Paul uses the same term as Josephus to describe
the Pharisaic system, where our A.V. renders 'the perfect manner' (Acts xxii. 3). Comp.
also Actsxxvi. 5: kata thn akribestathn air esin.



45. Ant. xviii. 1. 3. 46. Ant. xviii. 1. 3. 47. Sanh. xi. 3.

48. The subject isdiscussed at length in Jer. Ber. i. 7 (p. 3b), where the superiority of the
Scribe over the Prophet is shown (1) from Mic. ii. 6 (without the wordsinitalics), the one
class being the Prophets (‘prophesy not'), the other the Scribes (‘prophesy"); (2) from the
fact that the Prophets needed the attestation of miracles. (Duet. xiii. 2), but not the
Scribes (Deut. xvii. 11).

The second doctrinal difference between Pharisees and Sadducees concerned the "after
death.' According to the New Testament,*® the Sadducees denied the resurrection of the
dead, while Josephus, going further, imputes to them denial of reward or punishment
after death,>® and even the doctrine that the soul perishes with the body.>! The latter
statement may be dismissed as among those inferences which theological
controversidists are too fond of imputing to their opponents. Thisis fully borne out by
the account of a later work,>? to the effect, that by successive misunderstandings of the
saying of Antigonus of Socho, that men were to serve God without regard to reward, his
later pupils had arrived at the inference that there was no other world - which, however,
might only refer to the Pharisaic ideal of ‘the world to come,’ not to the denia of the
immortality of the soul - and no resurrection of the dead. We may therefore credit
Josephus with merely reporting the common inference of his party. But it is otherwise in
regard to their denial of the resurrection of the dead. Not only Josephus, but the New
Testament and Rabbinic writings attest this. The Mishnah expressly states®® that the
formula 'from age to age,’ or rather 'from world to world," had been introduced as a
protest against the opposite theory; while the Talmud, which records disputations
between Gamaliel and the Sadducees™ on the subject of the resurrection, expressly
imputes the denia of this doctrine to the 'Scribes of the Sadducees.' In fairnessit is
perhaps only right to add that, in the discussion, the Sadducees seem only to have
actually denied that there was proof for this doctrine in the Pentateuch, and that they
ultimately professed themselves convinced by the reasoning of Gamaliel.®® Still the
concurrent testimony of the New Testament and of Josephus leaves no doubt, that in this
instance their views had not been misrepresented. Whether or not their opposition to the
doctrine of the Resurrection arose in the first instance from, or was prompted by,
Rationalistic views, which they endeavoured to support by an appeal to the letter of the
Pentateuch, as the source of traditionalism, it deserves notice that in His controversy with
the Sadducees Christ appealed to the Pentateuch in proof of His teaching.®®

49. St. Matt xxii. 23, and parallel passages; Actsiv. 1, 2; xxiii. 8.
50. War ii. 8. 14. 51. Ant. xviii 1. 4. 52. Ab. d. R. Nath.5. 53. Ber ix. 5.

54. Thisis admitted even by Geiger (Urschr. u. Uebers. p. 130, note), though in the
passage above referred to he would emendate: 'Scribes of the Samaritans.' The passage,
however, implies that these were Sadducean Scribes, and that they were both willing and
ableto enter into theological controversy with their opponents.

55. Rabbi Gamaliel's proof was taken from Deut. i. 8: "Which Jehovah sware unto your
fathersto give unto them.' It is not said 'unto you,' but unto ‘them,' which implies the
resurrection of the dead. The argument is kindred in character, but far inferior in



solemnity and weight, to that employed by our Lord, St. Matt. xxii. 32, from which it is
evidently taken. (See book v. ch. iv., the remarks on that passage.)

56. It isacurious circumstance in connection with the question of the Sadducees, that it
raised another point in controversy between the Pharisees and the 'Samaritans,' or, as|
would read it, the Sadducees, since 'the Samaritans' (Sadducees?) only allowed marriage
with the betrothed, not the actually wedded wife of a deceased childless brother (Jer
Yebam. i. 6, p. 3a). The Sadducees in the Gospel argue on the Pharisaic theory,
apparently for the twofold object of casting ridicule on the doctrine of the Resurrection,
and on the Pharisaic practice of marriage with the espoused wife of a deceased brother.

Connected with this was the equally Rationalistic opposition to belief in Angels and
Spirits. It is only mentioned in the New Testament,®’ but seems amost to follow as a
corollary. Remembering what the Jewish Angelology was, one can scarcely wonder that
in controversy the Sadducees should have been led to the opposite extreme.

57. Acts xxiii.

The lag dogmatic difference between the two 'sects' concerned that problem which has at
all times engaged religious thinkers. man's free will and God's pre-ordination, or rather
their compatibility. Josephus - or the reviser whom he employed - indeed, uses the purely
heathen expression 'fate' (ei mar menh)® to designate the Jewish idea of the pre-ordination
of God. But, properly understood, the real difference between the Pharisees and
Sadducees seems to have amounted to this: that the former accentuated God's
preordination, the latter man's free will; and that, while the Pharisees admitted only a
partia influence of the human element on what happened, or the co-operation of the
human with the Divine, the Sadducees denied all absolute pre-ordination, and made
man's choice of evil or good, with its consequences of misery or happiness, to depend
entirely on the exercise of free will and self-determination. And in this, like many
opponents of 'Predestinarianism,’ they seem to have started from the principle, that it was
impossible for God 'either to commit or to foresee [in the sense of fore-ordaining]
anything evil.' The mutual misunderstanding here was that common in al such
controversies. Although®® Josephus writes as if, according to the Pharisees, the chief part
in every good action depended upon fate [pre-ordination] rather than on man's doing, yet
in another place® he disclaims for them the notion that the will of man was destitute of
spontaneous activity, and speaks somewhat confusedly - for he is by no means a good
reasoner - of 'amixture' of the Divine and human elements, in which the human will, with
its sequence of virtue or wickedness, is subject to the will of fate. A yet further
modification of this statement occurs in another place,®* where we are told that, according
to the Pharisees, some things depended upon fate, and more on man himself. Manifestly,
there is not a very wide difference between this and the fundamental principle of the
Sadducees in what we may suppose its primitive form.

58. The expression is used in the heathen (philosophical) sense of fate by Philo, De
Incorrupt. Mundi. section 10. ed. Mangey, vol. ii. p. 496 (ed. Fref. p. 947).

59. In Jewish War ii. 8. 14. 60. Ant. xviii. 1. 3. 61. Ant. xiii. 5. 9.



But something more will have to be said asillustrative of Pharisaic teaching on this
subject. No one who has entered into the spirit of the Old Testament can doubt that its
outcome was faith, in its twofold aspect of acknowledgment of the absolute Rule, and
simple submission to the Will, of God. What distinguished this so widely from fatalism
was what may be termed Jehovahism - that is, the moral element in its thoughts of God,
and that He was ever presented as in paternal relationship to men. But the Pharisees
carried their accentuation of the Divine to the verge of fatalism. Even the idea that God
had created man with two impulses, the one to good, the other to evil; and that the latter
was absolutely necessary for the continuance of this world, would in some measure trace
the causation of moral evil to the Divine Being. The absolute and unalterable pre-
ordination of every event, to its minutest details, is frequently insisted upon. Adam had
been shown all the generations that were to spring from him. Every incident in the history
of Israel had been foreordained, and the actorsin it - for good or for evil - were only
instruments for carrying out the Divine Will. What were ever Moses and Aaron? God
would have ddlivered Israel out of Egypt, and given them the Law, had there been no
such persons. Similarly was it in regard to Solomon, to Esther, to Nebuchadnezzar, and
others. Nay, it was because man was predestined to die that the serpent came to seduce
our first parents. And as regarded the history of each individual: al that concerned his
mental and physical capacity, or that would betide him, was prearranged. His name,
place, position, circumstances, the very name of her whom he was to wed, were
proclaimed in heaven, just as the hour of his death was foreordered. There might be seven
years of pestilence in the land, and yet no one died before his time.%? Even if aman
inflicted a cut on his finger, he might be sure that this also had been preordered.®® Nay,
'‘wheresoever a man was destined to die, thither would his feet carry him."** We can well
understand how the Sadducees would oppose notions like these, and all such coarse
expressions of fatalism. And it is significant of the exaggeration of Josephus,®® that
neither the New Testament, nor Rabbinic writings, bring the charge of the denial of God's
prevision against the Sadducees.

62. Sanh. 29 a. 63. Chull. 7 b.

64. The following curious instance of thisis given. On one occasion King Solomon,
when attended by his two Scribes, Elihoreph and Ahiah (both supposed to have been
Ethiopians), suddenly perceived the Angel of Death. As he looked so sad, Solomon
ascertained as its reason, that the two Scribes had been demanded at his hands. On this
Solomon transported them by magic into the land of Luz, where, according to legend, no
man ever died. Next morning Solomon again perceived the Angel of Death, but thistime

laughing, because, as he said. Solomon had sent these men to the very place whence he
had been ordered to fetch them (Sukk, 53 a).

65. Those who understand the character of Josephus' writingswill be at no loss for his
reasonsin this. It would suit his purpose to speak often of the fatalism of the Pharisees,

and to represent them as a philosophical sect like the Stoics. The latter, indeed, he doesin
SO many words.

But there is another aspect of this question also. While the Pharisees thus held the
doctrine of absolute preordination, side by side with it they were anxiousto insist on
man's freedom of choice, his personal responsibility, and moral obligation.®® Although
every event depended upon God, whether a man served God or not was entirely in his



own choice. As alogica sequence of this, fate had no influence as regarded Israel, since
all depended on prayer, repentance, and good works. Indeed, otherwise that repentance,
on which Rabbinism so largely insists, would have had no meaning. Moreover, it seems
asif it had been intended to convey that, while our evil actions were entirely our own
choice, if aman sought to amend his ways, he would be helped of God.®’ It was, indeed,
true that God had created the evil impulse in us; but He had aso given the remedy in the
Law.®® Thisis parabolically represented under the figure of a man seated at the parting of
two ways, who warned all passersthat if they chose one road it would lead them among
the thorns, while on the other brief difficulties would end in a plain path (joy).%® Or, to
put it in the language of the great Akiba’® 'Everything is foreseen; free determination is
accorded to man; and the world is judged in goodness.' With this simple juxtaposition of
two propositions equally true, but incapable of metaphysical combination, as are most
things in which the empirically cognisable and uncognisable are joined together, we are
content to leave the matter.

66. For details comp. Hamburger, Real-Encykl. ii. pp. 103-106 - though there is some
tendency to 'colouring' in this asin other articles of the work.

67. Yoma 38 b. 68. BabaB. 16 a.

69. Siphré on Deut. xi. 26, § 53, ed. Friedmann, p. 86 a. 70. Ab. iii. 15.

The other differences between the Pharisees and Sadducees can be easily and briefly
summed up. They concern ceremonial, ritual, and juridical questions. In regard to the
first, the opposition of the Sadducees to the excessive scruples of the Pharisees on the
subject of Levitical defilements led to frequent controversy. Four points in dispute are
mentioned, of which, however, three read more like ironical comments than serious
divergences. Thus, the Sadducees taunted their opponents with their many lustrations,
including that of the Golden Candlestick in the Temple.”* Two other similar instances are
mentioned.”? By way of guarding against the possibility of profanation, the Pharisees
enacted, that the touch of any thing sacred 'defiled’ the hands. The Sadducees, on the
other hand, ridiculed the idea that the Holy Scriptures 'defiled’ the hands, but not such a
book as Homer.”® In the same spirit, the Sadducees would ask the Pharisees how it came,
that water pouring from a clean into an unclean vessel did not lose its purity and
purifying power.” If these represent no serious controversies, on another ceremonial
guestion there was real difference, though its existence shows how far party-spirit could
lead the Pharisees. No ceremony was surrounded with greater care to prevent defilement
than that of preparing the ashes of the Red Heifer.” What seem the original ordinances,”®
directed that, for seven days previous to the burning of the Red Heifer, the priest was to
be kept in separation in the Temple, sprinkled with the ashes of all sin-offerings, and kept
from the touch of his brother-priests, with even greater rigour than the High-Priest in his
preparation for the Day of Atonement. The Sadducees insisted that, as 'till sundown' was
the rulein al purification, the priest must be in cleanliness till then, before burning the
Red Heifer. But, apparently for the sake of opposition, and in contravention to their own
principles, the Pharisees would actually 'defile’ the priest on his way to the place of
burning, and then immediately make him take a bath of purification which had been
prepared, so as to show that the Sadducees were in error.”” ® In the same spirit, the



Sadducees seem to have prohibited the use of anything made from animals which were
either interdicted as food, or by reason of their not having been properly slaughtered;
while the Pharisees allowed it, and, in the case of Levitically clean animals which had
died or been torn, even made their skin into parchment, which might be used for sacred
purposes.’®

71. Jer. Chag. iii. 8; Tos. Chag. iii., where the reader will find sufficient proof that the
Sadducees were not in the wrong.

72.InYad.iv. 6, 7.

73. The Pharisees replied by asking on what ground the bones of aHigh-Priest 'defiled,’
but not those of adonkey. And when the Sadducees ascribed it to the great val ue of the
former, lest aman should profane the bones of his parents by making spoons of them, the
Pharisees pointed out that the same argument applied to defilement by the Holy
Scriptures. In general, it seems that the Pharisees were afraid of the satirical comments of
the Sadducees on their doings (comp. Parah iii. 3).

74. Wellhausen rightly denounces the strained interpretation of Geiger, who would find
here - asin other points- hidden political allusions.

75. Conp. 'The Temple, its Ministry and Services,' pp. 309, 312. Therubricsarein the
Mishnic tractate Parab, and in Tos. Par.

76. Parahiii.; Tos. Par. 3. 77. Parahiii. 7.
78. The Mishnic passageisdifficult, but | believe | have given the sense correctly.

79. Shabb. 108 a.

These may seem trifling distinctions, but they sufficed to kindle the passions. Even
greater importance attached to differences on ritual questions, although the controversy
here was purely theoretical. For, the Sadducees, when in office, aways conformed to the
prevailing Pharisaic practices. Thus the Sadducees would have interpreted Lev. xxiii. 11,
15, 16, as meaning that the wave-sheaf (or, rather, the Omer) was to be offered on 'the
morrow after the weekly Sabbath' - that is, on the Sunday in Easter week - which would
have brought the Feast of Pentecost always on a Sunday; ®° while the Pharisees
understood the term 'Sabbath' of the festive Paschal day.®!  Connected with this were
disputes about the examination of the witnesses who testified to the appearance of the
new moon, and whom the Pharisees accused of having been suborned by their
opponents.®

80. Vv. 15, 16. 81. Men. x. 3; 65 a; Chag. ii. 4.

82. This difference, which is more intricate than appears at first sight, requires alonger
discussion than can be given in this place.

83. Rosh haSh. i. 7;ii. 1; Tos. Rosh haSh. ed. Z. i. 15.



The Sadducean objection to pouring the water of libation upon the altar on the Feast of
Tabernacles, led to riot and bloody reprisals on the only occasion on which it seems to
have been carried into practice.®* & Similarly, the Sadducees objected to the beating off
the willow-branches after the procession round the altar on the last day of the Feast of
Tabernacles, if it were a Sabbath.®® Again, the Sadducees would have had the High-
Priest, on the Day of Atonement, kindle the incense before entering the Most Holy Place;
the Pharisees after he had entered the Sanctuary.®” Lastly, the Pharisees contended that
the cost of the daily Sacrifices should be discharged from the general Temple treasury,
while the Sadducees would have paid it from free-will offerings. Other differences, which
seem not so well established, need not here be discussed.

84. Sukk. 48 b; comp. Jos. Ant. xiii 13. 5.

85. For details about the observances on this festival | must refer to ' The Temple, its
Ministry and Services.'

86. Sukk. 43 b; and inthe Jerus. Tam. and Tos. Sukk. iii. 1. 87. Jer. Yomai. 5; Yoma
19b; 53 a.

Among the divergences on juridical questions, reference has already been made to that in
regard to marriage with the 'betrothed,’ or else actually espoused widow of a deceased,
childless brother. Josephus, indeed, charges the Sadducees with extreme severity in
criminal matters®® but this must refer to the fact that the ingenuity or punctiliousness of
the Pharisees would afford to most offenders aloophole of escape. On the other hand,
such of the diverging juridical principles of the Sadducees, as are attested on trustworthy
authority,® seem more in accordance with justice than those of the Pharisees. They
concerned (besides the Levirate marriage) chiefly three points. According to the
Sadducees, the punishment®® against false witnesses was only to be executed if the
innocent person, condemned on their testimony, had actually suffered punishment, while
the Pharisees held that this was to be done if the sentence had been actuelly pronounced,
athough not carried out.%* Again, according to Jewish law, only a son, but not a daughter,
inherited the father's property. From this the Pharisees argued, that if, at the time of his
father's decease, that son were dead, leaving only a daughter, this granddaughter would
(as representative of the son) be the heir, while the daughter would be excluded. On the
other hand, the Sadducees held that, in such a case, daughter and granddaughter should
share alike.® Lastly, the Sadducees argued thet if, according to Exodus xxi. 28,29, aman
was responsible for damage done by his cattle, he was equally, if not more, responsible
for damage done by his slave, while the Pharisees refused to recognise any responsibility
on the latter score.® 9

88. Specially Ant. xx. 9.

89. Other differences, which rest merely on the authority of the Hebrew Commentary on
"The Roll of Fasts,' | have discarded as unsupported by historical evidence. | am sorry to

have in this respect, and on some other aspect of the question, to differ from the learned
Article on 'The Sadducees,' inKitto's Bibl. Encycl.

90. Decreed in Deut. xix. 21. 91. Makk. i. 6.



92. Baba B. 115b; Tos. Yad. ii. 20. 93. Yad. iv. 7 and Tos. Yad.

94. Geiger, and even Derenbourg, seein these things deep political allusions- which, as
it seemsto me, have no other existence than in the ingenuity of these writers.

For the sake of completeness it has been necessary to enter into details, which may not
posses a general interest. This, however, will be marked, that, with the exception of
dogmatic differences, the controversy turned on questions of ‘canontlaw.’ Josephustells
us that the Pharisees commanded the masses,” and especially the female world, while
the Sadducees attached to their rarks only a minority, and that belonging to the highest
class. The leading priests in Jerusalem formed, of course, part of that highest class of
society; and from the New Testament and Josephus we learn that the High-Priestly
families belonged to the Sadducean party.®” But to conclude from this, % either that the
Sadducees represented the civil and political aspect of society, and the Pharisees the
religious; or, that the Sadducees were the priest-party,®® in opposition to the popular and
democratic Pharisees are inferences not only unsupported, but opposed to historical
facts. For, not afew of the Pharisaic leaders were actually priests,'°° while the Pharisaic
ordinances make more than ample recognition of the privileges and rights of the
Priesthood. This would certainly not have been the case if, as some have maintained,
Sadducean and priest-party had been convertible terms. Even as regards the deputation to
the Baptist of 'Priests and Levites from Jerusalem, we are expressly told that they 'were
of the Prerisees. '™

95. Ant. xiii. 10. 6. 96. Ant. xvii. 2. 4. 97. Actsv. 17; Ant. xx. 9. 1. 98. So
Wellhausen, u. s.

99. So Geiger, u. s. 100. Sheqdl. iv. 4; vi. 1; Eduy. viii. 2; Ab. ii. B &c. 101. st
Johni. 24.

This bold hypothesis seems, indeed, to have been invented chiefly for the sake of another,
still more unhistorical. The derivation of the name 'Sadducee' has alwaa/s been in dispute.
According to a Jewish legend of about the seventh century of our era,'? the name was
derived from one Tsadoq (Zadok),'*® a disciple of Antigonus of Socho, whose principle
of not serving God for reward had been gradually misinterpreted into Sadduceeism. But,
apart from the objection that in such case the party should rather have taken the name of
Antigonites, the story itself receives no support either from Josephus or from early Jewish
writings. Accordingly modern critics have adopted another hypothesis, which seems at
least equally untenable. On the supposition that the Sadducees were the 'priest-party,' the
name of the sect is derived from Zadok (Tsadoq), the High-Priest in the time of
Solomon.1%* But the objections to this are insuperable. Not to speak of the linguistic
difficulty of deriving Tsaddugim (Zaddukim, Sadducees) from Tsadoq (Zadok),'%® neither
Josephus nor the Rabbis know anything of such a connection between Tsadoq and the
Sadducees, of which, indeed, the rationale would be difficult to perceive. Besides, isit
likely that a party would have gone back so many centuries for a name, which had no
connection with their distinctive principles? The name of a party is, if self-chosen (which
israrely the case), derived from its founder or place of origin, or else from what it claims
as distinctive principles or practices. Opponents might either pervert such aname, or else
give adesignation, generally opprobrious, which would express their own relation to the



party, or to some of its supposed peculiarities. But on none of these principles can the
origin of the name of Sadducees from Tsadoq be accounted for. Lastly, on the
supposition mentioned, the Sadducees must have given the name to their party, since it
cannot be imagined that the Pharisees would have connected their opponents with the
honoured name of the High-Priest Tsadog.

102. In the Ab. de R. Nath. c. 5.
103. Tsedugim and Tsaddugim mark different trangliterations of the name Sadducees.

104. Thistheory, defended with ingenuity by Geiger, had been of late adopted by most
writers, and even by Schirer. But not afew of the statements hazarded by Dr. Geiger
seem to me to have no historical foundation, and the passages quoted in support either do
not convey such meaning, or else are of no authority.

105. So Dr. Léw, as quoted in Dr. Ginsburg's article.

If it is highly improbable that the Sadducees, who, of course, professed to be the right
interpreters of Scripture, would choose any party- name, thereby stamping themselves as
sectaries, this derivation of their name is also contrary to historical analogy. For even the
name Pharisees, 'Perushim,’ 'separated ones,’ was not taken by the party itself, but given
to it by their opponents.*®® 1% From 1 Macc. ii. 42; vii. 13; 2 Macc. xiv. 6, it appears that
originally they had taken the sacred name of Chasidim, or 'the pious.:?® This, no doubt,
on the ground that they were truly those who, according to the directions of Ezra,*%° had
separated themselves (become nibhdalim) ‘from the filthiness of the heathen' (all heathen
defilement) by carrying out the traditional ordinances.*'? In fact, Ezra marked the
beginning of the 'later,’ in contradistinction to the 'earlier,’ or Scripture-Chasidim.” If we
are correct in supposing that their opponents had called them Perushim, instead of the
Scriptural designation of Nibhdalim, the inference is at hand, that, while the 'Pharisees
would arrogate to themselves the Scriptural name of Chasidim, or 'the pious,’ their
opponents would retort that they were satisfied to be Tsaddigim,**? or 'righteous.’ Thus
the name of Tsaddigim would become that of the party opposing the Pharisees, that is, of
the Sadducees. There is, indeed, an admitted linguistic difficulty in the change of the
sound i into u (Tsaddigim into Tsaddugim), but may it not have been that this was
accomplished, not grammatically, but by popular witticism? Such mode of giving a 'by-
name' to a party or government is, a least, not irrational, nor is it uncommon.*** Some
wit might have suggested: Read not Tsaddigim, the 'righteous,’ but Tsaddugim (from
Tsadu, w@caf ), 'desolation,’ 'destruction." Whether or not this suggestion approve itself
to critics, the derivation of Sadducees from Tsaddigim is certainly that which offers most
probability.

111

106. Yad. iv. 6 &c.

107. The argument as against the derivation of the term Sadducee would, of course, hold
equally good, even if each party had assumed, not received from the other, its
characteristic name.

108. Ps. xxX. 4; XXxi. 23; xxxvii. 28. 109. vi. 21; ix. 1; x. 11; Neh. ix. 2.



110. Comp. generally, 'Sketches of Jewish Social Life,' pp. 230, 231.

111. Ber. v. 1; comp. with VayyikraR. 2, ed. Warsh. t. iii. p. 5 a.

112. Here it deserves special notice that the Old Testament term Chasid, which the
Pharisees arrogated to themselves, isrendered in the Peshito by Zaddiqg. Thus, asit were,

the opponents of Pharisaism would play off the equivalent Tsaddiq against the Pharisaic
arrogation of Chasid.

113. Such by-names, by a play on aword, are not unfrequent. Thus, in Shem. R. 5 (ed.
Warsh. p. 14 a, lines 7 and 8 from top), Pharaoh's charge that the | sraelites were

My p@r :ni 'idle," is, by atransposition of letters made to mean that they were por noi.

114. 1t seems strange, that so accurate a scholar as Schiirer should have regarded the
‘national party' as merely an offshoot from the Pharisees (Neutest. Zeitgesch. p. 431), and
appealed in proof to a passage in Josephus (Ant. xviii. 1.6), which expressly callsthe
Nationalists afourth party, by the side of the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes. That in
practice they would carry out the strict Judaism of the Pharisees, does not make them
Pharisees.

This uncertainty as to the origin of the name of a party leads almost naturally to the
mention of another, which, indeed, could not be omitted in any description of those times.
But while the Pharisees and Sadducees were parties within the Synagogue, the Essenes
(Essanoi or 'Essaioi> - the latter always in Philo) were, athough strict Jews, yet
separatists, and, alike in doctrine, worship, and practice, outside the Jewish body
ecclesiastic. Their numbers amounted to only about 4,000.*'° They are not mentioned in
the New Testament, and only very indirectly referred to in Rabbinic writings, perhaps
without clear knowledge on the part of the Rabbis. If the conclusion concerning them,
which we shall by-and-by indicate, be correct, we can scarcely wonder at this. Indeed,
their entire separation from all who did not belong to their sect, the terrible oaths by
which they bound themselves to secrecy about their doctrines, and which would prevent
any free religious discussion, as well as the character of what is know of their views,
would account for the scanty notices about them. Josephus and Philo,**® who spesk of
them in the most sympathetic manner, had, no doubt, taken specia pains to ascertain all
that could be learned. For this Josephus seems to have enjoyed special opportunities.*'’
Still, the secrecy of their doctrines renders us dependent on writers, of whom at least one
(Josephus) lies open to the suspicion of colouring and exaggeration. But of one thing we
may feel certain: neither John the Baptist, and his Baptism, nor the teaching of
Chrigtianity, had any connection with Essenism. It were utterly unhistorical to infer such
from afew points of contact - and these only of similarity, not identity - when the
differences between them are so fundamental. That an Essene would have preached
repentance and the Kingdom of God to multitudes, baptized the uninitiated, and given
supreme testimony to One like Jesus, are assertions only less extravagant than this, that
One Who mingled with society as Jesus did, and Whose teaching, alike in that respect,
and in all its tendencies, was so utterly Non, and even Anti- Essenic, had derived any part
of His doctrine from Essenism. Besides, when we remember the views of the Essenes on
purification, and on Sabbath observance, and their denia of the Resurrection, we feel
that, whatever points of resemblance critical ingenuity may emphasise, the teaching of
Christianity was in a direction opposite from that of Essenism.*®



115. Philo, Quod omnis probus liber, 12, ed, Mang. ii. p. 457; Jos. Ant. xviii. 1.5.
116. They are also mentioned by Pliny (Hist. Natur. v. 16).
117. This may beinferred from Josephus' Life, c. 2.

118. This point is conclusively disposed of by Bishop Lightfoot in the third Dissertation
appended to his Commentary on the Colossians (pp. 397-419). In general, the masterly
discussion of the whole subject by Bishop Lightfoot, alike in the body of the Commentary
and in the three Dissertations appended, may be said to form anew erain the treatment of
the whol e question, the points on which we would venture to express dissent being few
and unimportant. The reader who wishes to see a statement of the supposed analogy
between Essenism and the teaching of Christ will find it in Dr. Ginsburg's Article
'Essenes,’ in Smith and Wace's Dictionary of Christian Biography. The same line of
argument has been followed by Frankel and Gértz. The reasons for the opposite view are
set forth in the text.

We posses no data for the history of the origin and development (if such there was) of
Essenism. We may admit a certain connection between Pharisaism and Essenism, though
it has been greatly exaggerated by modern Jewish writers. Both directions originated
from a desire after 'purity,’ though there seems a fundamental difference between them,
alike in the idea of what constituted purity, and in the means for attaining it. To the
Pharisee it was Levitical and legal purity, secured by the 'hedge' of ordinances which they
drew around themselves. To the Essene it was absolute purity in separation from the
'material,’ which in itself was defiling. The Pharisee attained in this manner the distinctive
merit of a saint; the Essene obtained a higher fellowship with the Divine, 'inward' purity,
and not only freedom from the detracting, degrading influence of matter, but command
over matter and nature. As the result of this higher fellowship with the Divine, the adept
possessed the power of prediction; as the result of his freedom from, and command over
matter, the power of miraculous cures. That their purifications, strictest Sabbath
observance, and other practices, would form points of contact with Pharisaism, follows as
amatter of course; and alittle reflection will show, that such observances would naturally
be adopted by the Essenes, since they were within the lines of Judaism, although
separatists from its body ecclesiastic. On the other hand, their fundamental tendency was
quite other than that of Pharisaism, and strongly tinged with Eastern (Parsee) elements.
After thisthe inquiry as to the precise date of its origin, and whether Essenism was an
offshoot from the original (ancient) Assideans or Chasidim, seems needless. Certain it is
that we find its first mention about 150 b.c.,"*® and that we meet the first Essence in the
reign of Aristobulus |.1%°

119. Jos. Ant. xiii. 5. 9. 120. 105-104 b.c.; Ant. xiii. 11. 2; War i. 3.5.

Before stating our conclusions as to its relation to Judaism and the meaning of the name,
we shall put together what information may be derived of the sect from the writings of
Josephus, Philo, and Pliny.*?! Even its outward organisation and the mode of life must
have made as deep, and, considering the habits and circumstances of the time, even
deeper impression than does the strictest asceticism on the part of any modern monastic
order, without the unnatural and repulsive characteristics of the latter. There were no
vows of absolute silence, broken only by weird chaunt of prayer or ‘memento mori;' no



penances, nor self- chastisement. But the person who had entered the 'order’ was as
effectually separated from all outside as if he had lived in another world. Avoiding the
large cities as the centres of immorality,'?? they chose for their settlements chiefly
villages, one of their largest colonies being by the shore of the Dead Sea.'?® At the same
time they had also 'houses inmost, if not al the cities of Palestine,*?* notably in
Jerusalem,'? where, indeed, one of the gates was named after them.?® In these 'houses
they lived in common,*?” under officials of their own. The affairs of 'the order' were
administered by a tribunal of at least a hundred members,?® wore a common dress,
engaged in common labor, united in common prayers, partook of common meals, and
devoted themselves to works of charity, for which each had liberty to draw from the
common treasury at his own discretion, except in the case of relatives.?® It scarcely needs
mention that they extended fullest hospitality to strangers belonging to the order; in fact,
a special official was appointed for this purpose in every city.**° Everything was of the
simplest character, and intended to purify the soul by the greatest possible avoidance, not
only of what was sinful, but of what was material. Rising at dawn, no profane word was
spoken till they had offered their prayers. These were addressed towards, if not to, the
rising sun - probably, asthey would have explained it, as the emblem of the Divine Light,
but implying invocation, if not adoration, of the sun.*3! After that they were dismissed by
their officers to common work. The morning meal was preceded by a lustration, or bath.
Then they put on their 'festive’ linen garments, and entered, purified, the common hall as
their Sanctuary. For each meal was sacrificia, in fact, the only sacrifices which they
acknowledged. The 'baker,' who was redlly their priest - and naturally so, since he
prepared the sacrifice - set before each bread, and the cook a mess of vegetables. The
meal began with prayer by the presiding priest, for those who presided at these 'sacrifices
were also 'priests,’ dthough in neither case probably of Aaronic descent, but consecrated
by themselves.»*? The sacrificial meal was again concluded by prayer, when they put off
their sacred dress, and returned to their labour. The evening meal was of exactly the same
description, and partaken of with the samerrites as that of the morning.

121. Compare Josephus, Ant. xiii. 5, 9; xv. 10. 4, 5; xviii. 1. 5; Jewish War, ii. 8, 2-13;
Philo, Quod omnis probus liber, 12, 13 (ed. Mangey, ii. 457-459; ed. Par. and Frcf. pp.
876-879; ed. Richter, val. v. pp. 285-288); Pliny, N.H. v. 16, 17. For referencesin the
Fathers see Bp. Lightfoot on Colossians, pp. 83, 84 (note). Comp. the literature there and
in Schirer (Neutest. Zeitgesch. p. 599), to which | would add Dr. Ginburg's Art. 'Essenes’
in Smith's and Wace's Dict. of Chr. Biogr., vol. ii.

122. Philo, ii.p. 457. 123. Pliny, Hist. Nat. v. 16, 17.

124. Philo, u.s. p. 632; Jos. Jewish War ii. 8. 4. 125. Ant. xiii. 11.2; xv. 10. 5; xvii.
13.3.

126. War v. 4. 2. 127. Philo, u. s. p. 632. 128. War ii. 8. 9.
129. War ii. 8. 6. 130.u.s. 84.

131. The distinction is Schirer's, although heis disposed to minimise this point. More on
thisin the sequel.

132. Jos. War ii. 8. 5; Ant. xviii. 1. 5.



Although the Essenes, who, with the exception of a small party amon% them, repudiated
marriage, adopted children to train them in the principles of their sect,™*® yet admission to
the order was only granted to adults, and after a novitiate which lasted three years. On
entering, the novice received the three symbols of purity: an axe, or rather a spade, with
which to dig a pit, afoot deep, to cover up the excrements; an apron, to bind round the
loinsin bathing; and a white dress, which was always worn, the festive garment at meals
being of linen. At the end of the first year the novice was admitted to the lustrations. He
had now entered on the second grade, in which he remained for another year. After its
lapse, he was advanced to the third grade, but still continued a novice, until, at the close
of the third year of his probation, he was admitted to the fourth grade - that of full
member, when, for the first time, he was admitted to the sacrifice of the common meals.
The mere touch of one of alower grade in the order defiled the Essene, and necessitated
the lustration of a bath. Before admission to full membership, a terrible oath was taken.
As, among other things, it bound to the most absolute secrecy, we can scarcely suppose
that its form, as given by Josephus,*** contains much beyond what was generally allowed
to transpire. Thus the long list given by the Jewish historian of moral obligations which
the Essenes undertook, is probably only arhetorical enlargement of some simple formula.
More credit attaches to the alleged undertaking of avoidance of all vanity, falsehood,
dishonesty, and unlawful gains. The last parts of the oath alone indicate the peculiar vows
of the sect, that is, so far as they could be learned by the outside world, probably chiefly
through the practice of the Essenes. They bound each member not to conceal anything
from his own sect, nor, even on peril of death, to disclose their doctrines to others; to
hand down their doctrines exactly as they had received them; to abstain from robbery;*®
and to guard the books belonging to their sect, and the names of the Angels.

133. Schiirer regards these children as forming the first of the four 'classes' or 'grades

into which the Essenes were arranged. But thisis contrary to the express statement of
Philo, that only adults were admitted into the order, and hence only such could have
formed a'grade’ or ‘class' of the community. (Comp. ed. Mangey, ii. p. 632, from
Eusebius Prapar. Evang. lib. viii. cap. 8.) | have adopted the view of Bishop Lightfoot on
the subject. Even the marrying order of the Essenes, however, only admitted of wedlock
under great restrictions, and as a necessary evil (War, u. s. sections 13). Bishop Lightfoot

suggests, that these were not Essenes in the strict sense, but only 'like the third order of a
Benedictine or Franciscan brotherhood.'

134. War ii. 8.7.

135. Can this possibly have any connection in the mind of Josephus with the later
Nationalist movement? This would agree with hisinsistance on their respect for thosein
authority. Otherwise the emphasis|aid on abstinence from robbery seems strange in such
asect.

It is evident that, while all else was intended as safeguards of arigorous sect of purists,
and with the view of strictly keeping it a secret order, the last-mentioned particulars
furnish significant indications of their peculiar doctrines. Some of these may be regarded
as only exaggerations of Judaism, though not of the Pharisaic kind.*® Among them we
reckon the extravagant reverence for the name of their legislator (presumably Moses),
whom to blaspheme was a capital offence; their rigid abstinence from all prohibited food;
and their exaggerated Sabbath-observance, when, not only no food was prepared, but not



avessal moved, nay, not even nature eased.’®” But this latter was connected with their
fundamental idea of inherent impurity in the body, and, indeed, in all that is material.
Hence, also, their asceticism, their repudiation of marriage, and their frequent lustrations
in clean water, not only before their sacrificial meals, but upon contact even with an
Essene of alower grade, and after attending to the calls of nature. Their undoubted denial
of the resurrection of the body seems only the logical sequence from it. If the soul was a
substance of the subtlest ether, drawn by certain natural enticement into the body, which
was its prison, a state of perfectness could not have consisted in the restoration of that
which, being material, was in itself impure. And, indeed, what we have called the
exaggerated Judaism of the sect- itsrigid abstinence from all forbidden food, and peculiar
Sabbath-observance - may all have had the same object, that of tending towards an
externa purism, which the Divine legislator would have introduced, but the 'carnally-
minded' could not receive. Hence, also, the strict separation of the order, its grades, its
rigorous discipline, as well as its abstinence from wine, meat, and all ointments - from
every luxury, even from trades which would encourage this, or any vice. This am after
external purity explains many of their outward arrangements, such as that their labour
was of the simplest kind, and the commonality of all property in the order; perhaps, also,
what may seem more ethical ordinances, such as the repudiation of slavery, their refusal
to take an oath, and even their scrupulous care of truth. The white garments, which they
always wore, seem to have been but a symbol of that purity which they sought. For this
purpose they submitted, not only to strict asceticism, but to a discipline which gave the
officials authority to expel al offenders, even though in so doing they virtually
condemned them to death by starvation, since the most terrible oaths had bound all
entrants into the order not to partake of any food other than that prepared by their "priests.

136. | venture to think that even Bishop Lightfoot lays too much stress on the affinity to

Pharisaism. | can discover few, if any, traces of Pharisaism in the distinctive sense of the
term. Even their frequent washings had a different object from those of the Pharisees.

137. For asimilar reason, and in order 'not to affront the Divine rays of light' - the light as
symbol, if not outcome, of the Deity - they covered themselves, in such circumstances,
with the mantle which was their ordinary dressin winter.

In such a system there would, of course, be no place for either an Aaronic priesthood, or
bloody sacrifices. In fact, they repudiated both. Without formally rejecting the Temple
and its services, there was no room in their system for such ordinances. They sent,
indeed, thank offerings to the Temple, bu what part had they in bloody sacrifices and an
Aaronic ministry, which constituted the main business of the Temple? Their 'priests were
their bakers and presidents; their sacrifices those of fellowship, their sacred meals of
purity. It is quite in accordance with this tendency when we learn from Philo that, in their
diligent study of the Scriptures, they chiefly adopted the allegorical mode of
interpretation.1®

138. Ed. Mang ii. p. 458.

We can scarcely wonder that such Jews as Josephus and Philo, and such heathens as
Pliny, were attracted by such an unworldly and lofty sect. Here were about 4,000 men,
who deliberately separated themselves, not only from all that made life pleasant, but from



all around; who, after passing along and strict novitiate, were content to live under the
most rigid rule, obedient to their superiors; who gave up al their possessions, as well as
the earnings of their daily toil in the fields, or of their smple trades; who held al things
for the common benefit, entertained strangers, nursed their sick, and tended their aged as
if their own parents, and were charitable to al men; who renounced all animal passions,
eschewed anger, ate and drank in strictest moderation, accumulated neither wealth nor
possessions, wore the simplest white dress till it was no longer fit for use; repudiated
davery, oaths, marriage; abstained from meat and wine, even from the common Eastern
anointing with oil; used mystic lustrations, had mystic rites and mystic prayers, an
esoteric literature and doctrines, whose every meal was a sacrifice, and every act one of
self-denial; who, besides, were strictly truthful, honest, upright, virtuous, chaste, and
charitable, in short, whose life meant, positively and negatively, a continual purification
of the soul by mortification of the body. To the astonished onlookers this mode of life
was rendered even more sacred by doctrines, aliterature, and magic power known only to
the initiated. Their mysterious conditions made them cognisant of the names of Angels,
by which we are, no doubt, to understand a theosophic knowledge, fellowship with the
Angelic world, and the power of employing its ministry. Their constant purifications, and
the study of their prophetic writings, gave them the power of prediction;**° the same
mystic writings revealed the secret remedies of plants and stones for the healing of the
body,*%° as well as what was needed for the cure of souls.

139. Jos. War ii. 8. 12; comp. Ant. xiii. 11. 2; xv. 10. 5; xvii. 13. 3.

140. There can be no question that these Essene cures were magical, and their knowledge
of remedies esoteric.

It deserves specia notice that this intercourse with Angels, this secret traditional

literature, and its teaching concerning mysterious remedies in plants and stones, are not
unfrequently referred to in that Apocalyptic literature known as the 'Pseudepigraphic
Writings.' Confining ourselves to undoubtedly Jewish and pre-Christian documents,*** we
know what development the doctrine of Angels received both in the Book of Enoch (alike
inits earlier and in its later portion™*2) and in the Book of Jubilees,**® and how the 'seers
received Angelic instruction and revelations. The distinctively Rabbinic teaching on these
subjects is fully set forth in another part of this work.*** Here we would only specialy
notice that in the Book of Jubilees'*> Angels are represented as teaching Noah all *herbal
remedies for diseases,**® while in the later Pirgé de R. Eliezer™*’ thisinstruction is said to
have been given to Moses. These two points (relation to the Angels, and knowledge of

the remedial power of plants - not to speak of visions and prophecies) seem to connect
the secret writings of the Essenes with that 'outside’ literature which in Rabbinic writings
is known as Sepharim haChitsonim, ‘outside writings."® The point is of greatest
importance, as will presently appear.

141. Bishop Lightfoot refersto a part of the Sibylline books which seems of Christian
authorship.

142. ch. xxxi. - Ixxi.



143. Comp. Lucius, Essenismus, p. 109. This brochure, the latest on the subject, (though
interesting, adds little to our knowledge.)

144. See Appendix XI11. on the Angelology, Satanology, and Demonology of the Jews.
145. Ch. x.

146. Comp. also the Sepher Noach in Jellinek's Beth. haMidr. part iii. pp. 155, 156.
147. c. 48.

148. Only after writing the above | have noticed, that Jellinek arrives at the same

conclusion asto the Essene character of the Book of Jubilees (Beth ha-Midr. iii. p. xxxiv.,
xxxv.), and of the Book of Enoch (u.s. ii. p. XxX.).

It needs no demonstration, that a system which proceeded from a contempt of the body
and of al that is materia; in some manner identified the Divine manifestation with the
Sun; denied the Resurrection, the Temple-priesthood, and sacrifices; preached abstinence
from meats and from marriage; decreed such entire separation from al around that their
very contact defiled, and that its adherents would have perished of hunger rather than join
in the meals of the outside world; which, moreover, contained not atrace of Messianic
elements - indeed, had no room for them - could have had no internal connection with the
origin of Christianity. Equally certain isit that, in respect of doctrine, life, and worship, it
really stood outside Judaism, as represented by either Pharisees or Sadducees. The
guestion whence the foreign elements were derived, which were its distinctive
characteristics, has of late been so learnedly discussed, that only the conclusions arrived
at require to be stated. Of the two theories, of which the one traces Essenism to Neo-
Pythagorean, **° the other to Persian sources,** the |atter seems fully established -
without, however, wholly denying at least the possibility of Neo-Pythagorean influences.
To the grounds which have been so conclusively urged in support of the Eastern origin of
Essenism,*®! in its distinctive features, may be added this, that Jewish Angelology, which
played so great a part in the system, was derived from Chaldee and Persian sources, and
perhaps also the curious notion, that the knowledge of medicaments, originally derived
by Noah from the angels, came to the Egyptians chiefly through the magic books of the
Cha dees.152 153

149. So Zeller, Philosophie d. Griechen, ed. 1881, iii. pp. 277-337.

150. So Bishop Lightfoot, in his masterly treatment of the whole subject in his
Commentary on the Ep. to the Colossians.

151. By Bishop Lightfoot, u.s. pp. 382-396 In general, | prefer on many points- such as
the connection between Essenism and Gnosticism &c., simply to refer readers to the
classic work of Bishop Lightfoot.

152. Sepher Noach ap. Jellinek iii. p. 156.

153. Asregards any connection between the Essenes and the Therapeutai, Lucius has
denied the existence of such a sect and the Philonic authorship of de V. cont. The latter



we have sought to defend in the Art. Philo (Smith and Wace's Dict. of Chr. Biogr. iv.),
and to show that the Therapeutes were not a 'sect’ but an esoteric circle of Alexandrian
Jews.

It is only at the conclusion of these investigations that we are prepared to enter on the
question of the origin and meaning of the name Essenes, important as this inquiry is, not
only initself, but in regard to the relation of the sect to orthodox Judaism. The eighteen
or nineteen proposed explanations of a term, which must undoubtedly be of Hebrew
etymology, all proceed on the idea of its derivation from something which implied praise
of the sect, the two least objectionable explaining the name as equivaent either to ‘the
pious,’ or elseto 'the silent ones.' But against all such derivations there is the obvious
objection, that the Pharisees, who had the moulding of the theological language, and who
were in the habit of giving the hardest names to those who differed from them, would
certainly not have bestowed a title implying encomium on a sect which, in principle and
practices, stood so entirely outside, not only of their own views, but even of the
Synagogue itself. Again, if they had given a name of encomium to the sect, it is only
reasonable to suppose that they would not have kept, in regard to their doctrines and
practices, a silence which is only broken by dim and indirect alusions. Y et, as we
examine it, the origin and meaning of the name seem implied in their very position
towards the Synagogue. They were the only real sect, strictly outsiders, and their name
Essenes (‘Esshnoi, 'Essaioi) seems the Greek equivaent for Chitsonim (My nwcy x),
'the outsiders." Even the circumstance that the axe, or rather spade (axinar ion), which
every novice received, has for its Rabbinic equivaent the word Chatsina, is here not
without significance. Linguistically, the words Essenoi and Chitsonim are equivalents, as
admittedly are the similar designations Chasidim (My diy sixa) and Asidaioi
(‘Asidaioi). For, in rendering Hebrew into Greek, the ch (x) is 'often entirely omitted, or
represented by a spiritus lenis in the beginning,’ while 'in regard to the vowels no distinct
ruleis to be laid down.™>* Instances of a change of the Hebrew i into the Greek e are
frequent, and of the Hebrew o into the Greek e not rare. As one instance will suffice, we
select a case in which exactly the same transmutation of the two vowel-sounds occurs -
that ofl'gge Rabbinic Abhginos (Mwnoy g b:)a) for the Greek (eugenhV) Eugenes (‘well-
born’).

154. Deutsch, Remains, pp. 359, 360.

155. As other instances may be quoted such as I stagioth (twy og+s)i) = stegh, roof;
Istuli (y | iw@s:)i) =sthl h,apillar; Dikhsumini (y niy mw@kd@ = dexanenh,
cistern.

This derivation of the name Essenes which strictly expresses the character and standing
of the sect relatively to orthodox Judaism, and, indeed, is the Greek form of the Hebrew
term for 'outsiders,’ is also otherwise confirmed. It has already been said, that no direct
statement concerning the Essenes occurs in Rabbinic writings. Nor need this surprise us,
when we remember the general reluctance of the Rabbis to refer to their opponents,
except in actua controversy; and, that, when traditionalism was reduced to writing,
Essenism, as a Jewish sect, had ceased to exist. Some of its elements had passed into the
Synagogue, influencing its general teaching (as in regard to Angelology, magic, &c.), and



greatly contributing to that mystic directionwhich afterwards found expression in what is
now known as the Kabbalah. But the general movement had passed beyond the bounds
of Judaism, and appeared in some forms of the Gnostic heresy. But still there are
Rabbinic references to the 'Chitsonim," which seem to identify them with the sect of the
Essenes. Thus, in one passage®® certain practices of the Sadducees and of the Chitsonim
are mentioned together, and it is difficult to see who could be meant by the latter if not
the Essenes. Besides, the practices there referred to seem to contain covert alusions to
those of the Essenes. Thus, the Mishnah begins by prohibiting the public reading of the
Law by those who would not appear in a coloured, but only in awhitedress. Again, the
curious statement is made that the manner of the Chitsonim was to cover the phylacteries
with gold - a statement unexplained in the Gemara, and inexplicable, unless we seein it
an dlusion to the Essene practice of facing the rising Sun in their morning prayers.*’
Again, we know with what bitterness Rabbinism denounced the use of the externe
writings (the Sepharim haChitsonim) to the extent of excluding from eterna life those
who studied them.*® But one of the best ascertained facts concerning the Essenes is that
they possessed secret, 'outside,’ holy writings of their own, which they guarded with
special care. And, although it is not maintained that the Sepharim haChitsonim were
exclusively Essene writings,**® the latter must have been included among them. We have
already seen reason for believing, that even the so-called Pseudepigraphic literature,
notably such works as the Book of Jubilees, was strongly tainted with Essene views; if,
indeed, in perhaps another than its present form, part of it was not actually Essene.
Lastly, we find what seems to us yet another covert allusion®® to Essene practices,
similar to that which has aready been noticed.’®* For, immediately after consigning to
destruction al who denied that there was proof in the Pentateuch for the Resurrection
(evidently the Sadducees), those who denied that the Law was from heaven (the Minim,
or heretics - probably the Jewish Christians), and all 'Epicureans®? (materialists), the
same punishment is assigned to those ‘who read externe writings (Sepharim
haChitsonim) and 'who whispered' (a magical formula) ‘over awound.'®® Both the
Babylonian and the Jerusalem Talmud®* offer a strange explanation of this practice;
perhaps, because they either did not, or else would not, understand the allusion. But to us
it seems at least significant that as, in the first quoted instance, the mention of the
Chitsonim is conjoined with a condemnation of the exclusive use of white garmentsin
worship, which we know to have been an Essene peculiarity, so the condemnation of the
use of Chitsonim writings with that of magical cures.*®® At the same time, we are less
bound to insist on these allusions as essential to our argument, since those, who have
given another derivation than ours to the name Essenes, express themselves unable to
find in ancient Jewish writings any trustworthy reference to the sect.

156. Megill. 24 b, lines 4 and 5 from bottom.

157. The practice of beginning prayers before, and ending them as the sun had just risen,
seems to have passed from the Essenesto a party in the Synagogue itself, and is pointedly
alluded to as a characteristic of the so-called Vethikin, Ber. 9 b; 25 b; 26 a. But another
peculiarity about them, noticed in Rosh haSh. 32 b (the repetition of all the versesin the
Pentateuch containing the record of God in the so-called Malkhiyoth, Zikhronoth, and
Shophroth), shows that they were not Essenes, since such Rabbinic practices must have
been alien to their system.



158. Sanh. x 1.

159. In Sanh. 100 b they are explained as 'the writings of the Sadducees,' and by another
Rabbi as 'the Book of Sirach' (Ecclus. in the Apocrypha). Hamburger, as sometimes,
makes assertions on this point which cannot be supported (Real-Worterb. ii. p. 70). Jer.
Sanh. 28 a explains, 'Such as the books of Ben Sirach and of Ben Lanah' - the latter
apparently also an Apocryphal book, for which the Midr. Kohel. (ed. Warsh. iii. p. 106 b)
has 'the book of Ben Tagla 'Lanah’ and 'Tagla could scarcely be symbolic names. On the
other hand, | cannot agree with Furst (Kanon d. A.T. p. 99), who identifies them with
Apollonius of Tyanaand Empedocles. Dr. Neubauer suggests that Ben La'nah may be a
corruption of Sibylline Oracles.

160. In Sanh. x. 1. 161. Meg. 24 b.

162. The 'Epicureans,’ or 'freethinkers," are explained to be such as speak contemptuously
of the Scriptures, or of the Rabbis (Jer. Sanh. 27 d). In Sanh. 38 b a distinction is made
between 'stranger’ (heathen) Epicureans, and Israelitish Epicureans. With the latter it is
unwise to enter into argument.

163. Both inthe Jer. and Bab. Talm. it is conjoined with 'spitting,’ which was a mode of
healing, usual at the time. The Talmud forbids the magical formula, only in connection
with this'spitting' - and then for the curious reason that the Divine Name is not to be
recorded while 'spitting.' But, whilein the Bab. Talm. the prohibition bears against such
‘spitting’ before pronouncing the formula, in the Jer. Talm. it isafter uttering it.

164. Sanh. 101 a; Jer. Sanh. p. 28b.

165. Bishop Lightfoot has shown that the Essene cures were magical (u. s. pp. 91 &c. and
p. 377).

On one point, at least, our inquiry into the three 'parties' can leave no doubt. The Essenes
could never have been drawn either to the person, or the preaching of John the Baptist.
Similarly, the Sadducees would, after they knew its rea character and goal, turn
contemptuously from a movement which would awaken no sympathy in them, and could
only become of interest when it threatened to endanger their class by awakening popular
enthusiasm, and so rousing the suspicions of the Romans. To the Pharisees there were
guestions of dogmatic, ritual, and even national importance involved, which made the
barest possibility of what John announced a question of supreme moment. And, although
we judge that the report which the earliest Pharisaic hearers of John®° brought to
Jerusalem - no doubt, detailed and accurate - and which led to the despatch of the
deputation, would entirely predispose them against the Baptist, yet it behooved them, as
leaders of public opinion, to take such cognisance of it, as would not only finally
determine their own relation to the movement, but enable them effectually to direct that
of others also.

166. St. Matt. iii. 7.



Chapter 3
THE TWOFOLD TESTIMONY OF JOHN
THE FIRST SABBATH OF JESUS MINISTRY
THE FIRST SUNDAY
THE FIRST DISCIPLES.
(St. John 1:15-51)

THE forty days, which had passed since Jesus had first come to him, must have been to
the Baptist atime of soul-quickening, of unfolding understanding, and of ripened
decision. We see it in his more emphasised testimony to the Christ; in his fuller
comprehension of those prophecies which had formed the warrant and substance of his
Mission; but specialy in the yet more entire self-abnegation, which led him to take up a
still lowlier position, and acquiescingly to realise that his task of heralding was ending,
and that what remained was to point those nearest to him, and who had most deeply
drunk of his spirit, to Him Who had come. And how could it be otherwise? On first
meeting Jesus by the banks of Jordan, he had felt the seeming incongruity of baptizing
One of Whom he had rather need to be baptized. Y et this, perhaps, because he had beheld
himself by the Brightness of Christ, rather than looked at the Christ Himself. What he
needed was not to be baptized, but to learn that it became the Christ to fulfil all
righteousness. This was the first lesson. The next, and completing one, came when, after
the Baptism, the heavens opened, the Spirit descended, and the Divine Voice of
Testimony pointed to, and explained the promised sign.® It told him, that the work, which
he had begun in the obedience of faith, had reached the reality of fulfilment. The first was
a lesson about the Kingdom; the second about the King. And then Jesus was parted from
him, and led of the Spirit into the wilderness.

1. St. Johni. 33.

Forty days since then - with these events, this vision, those words ever present to his
mind! It had been the mightiest impulse; nay, it must have been a direct call from above,
which first brought John from his life-preparation of lonely communing with God to the
task of preparing Israel for that which he knew was preparing for them. He had entered
upon it, not only without illusions, but with such entire self-forgetfulness, as only deepest
conviction of the reality of what he announced could have wrought. He knew those to
whom he was to speak - the preoccupation, the spiritual dulness, the sins of the great
mass; the hypocrisy, the unreality, the inward impenitence of their spiritual leaders; the
perverseness of their direction; the hollowness and delusiveness of their confidence as
being descended from Abraham. He saw only too clearly their rea character, and knew
the near end of it al: how the axe was laid to the barren tree, and howterribly the fan
would sift the chaff from the wheat. And yet he preached and baptized; for, deepest in his
heart was the conviction, that there was a Kingdom at hand, and a King coming. As we
gather the elements of that conviction, we find them chiefly in the Book of Isaiah. His
speech and its imagery, and, especially, the burden of his message, were taken from those
prophecies.? Indeed, his mind seems saturated with them; they must have formed his own
religious training; and they were the preparation for his work. This gathering up of the
Old Testament rays of light and glory into the burning-glass of Evangelic prophecy had
set his soul on fire. No wonder that, recoiling equally from the externalism of the



Pharisees, and the merely material purism of the Essenes, he preached quite another
doctrine, of inward repentance and renewal of life.

2. Thisisinsisted upon by Keim, in his beautiful sketch of the Baptist. Would that he had
known the Master in the glory of His Divinity, as he understood the Forerunner in the
beauty of his humanity! To show how the whol e teaching of the Baptist was, so to speak,
saturated with Isaiah-language and thoughts, comp. not only Is. xI. 3, as the burden of his
mission, but asto hisimagery (after Keim): Generation of vipers, Is. lix. 5; planting of the
Lord, Is. v. 7; trees, vi. 13; x. 15, 18, 33; xl. 24; fire, i. 31; ix. 18; x. 17; v. 24; xlvii. 14;
floor and fan, xxi. 10; xxvii. 27 &c.; xxx. 24; xl. 24; xli. 15 &c.; bread and coat to the
poor, lviii. 7; the garner, xxi. 10. Besides these, the Isaiah reference in his Baptism (Is.

lii. 15; i. 16), and that to the Lamb of God - indeed many others of a more indirect
character, will readily occur to the reader. Similarly, when our Lord would afterwards

instruct him in his hour of darkness (St. Matt. xi. 2), He points for the solution of his
doubtsto the well -remembered prophecies of Isaiah (Is. xxxv. 5, 6; Ixi. 1; viii. 14, 15).

One picture was most brightly reflected on those pages of Isaiah. It was that of the
Anointed, Messiah, Christ, the Representative Israglite, the Priest, King, and Prophet,® in
Whom the ingtitution and sacramental meaning of the Priesthood, and of Sacrifices,
found their fulfilment.* In his announcement of the Kingdom, in his call to inward
repentance, even in his symbolic Baptism, that Great Personality always stood out before
the mind of John, as the One all-overtopping and overshadowing Figure in the
background. It was the Isaiah-picture of ‘the King in His beauty,' the vision of 'the land of
far distarces® © - to him areality, of which Sadducee and Essene had no conception, and
the Pharisee only the grossest misconception. This also explains how the greatest of those
born of women was also the most humble, the most retiring, and self-forgetful. Ina
picture such as that which filled his whole vision, there was no room for self. By the side
of such aFigure all else appeared in its redl littleness, and, indeed, seemed at best but as
shadows cast by its light. All the more would the bare suggestion on the part of the
Jerusalem deputation, that he might be the Christ, seem like a blasphemy, from which, in
utter self-abasement, he would seek shelter in the scarce-ventured claim to the meanest
office which a dave could discharge. He was not Elijah. Even the fact that Jesus
afterwards, in significant language, pointed to the possibility of his becoming such to
Israel (St. Matt. xi. 14), proves that he claimed it not;” not 'that prophet;' not even a
prophet. He professed not visions, revelations, special messages. All else was absorbed in
the great fact: he was only the voice of one that cried, 'Prepare ye the way!" Viewed
especidly in the light of those self-glorious times, this reads not like a fictitious account
of afictitious mission; nor was such the profession of an impostor, an associate in a plot,
or an enthusiast. There was deep reality of all-engrossing conviction which underlay such
self-denia of mission.

3. Is.ix. 6 &c.; xi.; xlii.; lii. 13 &c. [iii.]; Ixi. 4. 1s. liii. 5. Is. xxxiii. 17.

6. | cannot agree with Mr. Cheyne (Prophecies of Is. val. i. p. 183), that thereisno
Messianic reference here. It may not be in the most literal sense 'personally Messianic;'
but surely thisideal presentation of Israel in the perfectness of its kingdom, and the glory
of its happiness, is one of the fullest Messianic picture (comp. vv. 17 to end).

7. Thisiswell pointed out by Keim



And all this must have ripened during the forty days of probably comparative solitude,®
only relieved by the presence of such 'disciples as, learning the same hope, would gather
around him. What he had seen and what he had heard threw him back upon what he had
expected and believed. It not only fulfilled, it transfigured it. Not that, probably, he
always maintained the same height which he then attained. It was not in the nature of
things that it should be so. We often attain, at the outset of our climbing, a glimpse,
afterwards hid from us in our laborious upward toil till the supreme height is reached.
Mentally and spiritually we may attain amost at a bound results, too often lost to ustill
again secured by long reflection, or in the course of painful development. Thisin some
measure explains the fulness of John's testimony to the Christ as 'the Lamb of God,
Whichtaketh away the sin of the world," when at the beginning we find ourselves almost
at the goal of New Testament teaching. It also explains that last strife of doubt and fear,
when the weary wrestler laid himself down to find refreshment and strength in the
shadow of those prophecies, which had first called him to the contest. But during those
forty days, and in the first meetings with Jesus which followed, all lay bathed in the
morning-light of that heavenly vision, and that Divine truth wakened in him the echoes of
all those prophecies, which these thirty years had been the music of his soul.

8. We have in a previous chapter suggested that the baptism of Jesus had taken place at
Bethabara, that is, the furthest northern point of his activity, and probably at the close of
his baptismal ministry. It is not possible in this place to detail the reasons for this view.
But the learned reader will find remarkson itinKeim, i. 2, p. 524.

And now, on the last of those forty days, simultaneously with the final great Temptation
of Jesus” which must have summed up all that had preceded it in the previous days, came
the hour of John's temptation by the deputation from Jerusalem.® Very gently it came to
him, like the tempered wind that fans the fire into flame, not like that keen, desolating
storm-blast which swept over the Master. To John, as now to us, it was only the
fellowship of His sufferings, which he bore in the shelter of that great Rock over which
its intenseness had spent itself. Yet a very real temptation it was, this provoking to the
assumption of successively lower grades of self-assertion, where only entire self-
abnegation was the rightful feeling. Each suggestion of lower office (like the temptations
of Christ) marked an increased measure of temptation, as the human in his mission was
more and more closely neared. And greatest temptation it was when, after the first
victory, came the not unnatural challenge of his authority for what he said and did. This
was, of al others, the question which must at all times, from the beginning of his mission
to the hour of his death, have pressed most closely upon him, since it touched not only his
conscience, but the very ground of his mission, nay, of hislife. That it was such
temptation is evidenced by the fact that, in the hour of his greatest loneliness and
depression it formed his final contest, in which he temporarily paused, like Jacob in his

| srael-struggle, though, like him, he failed not in it. For what was the meaning of that
guestion which the disciples of John brought to Jesus: 'Art Thou He that should come, or
do we look for another? other than doubt of his own warrant and authority for what he
had said and done? But in that first time of histrial at Bethabara he overcame, the first
temptation by the humility of hisintense sincerity, the second by the absolute simplicity
of his own experimental conviction; the first by what he had seen, the second by what he



had heard concerning the Christ at the banks of Jordan. And so, also, athough perhaps
‘afar off," it must ever be to usin like temptation.

9. This, of course, on the supposition that the Baptism of Jesustook place at Bethabara,
and hence that the 'wilderness' into which He was driven, was close by. It is difficult to
see why, on any other supposition, Jesus returned to Bethabara, since evidently it was not
for the sake of any personal intercourse with John.

10. Thisis most beautifully suggested by Canon Westcott in his Commentary on the
passage.

Y et, as we view it, and without needlessly imputing malice prepense to the Pharisaic
deputation, their questions seemed but natural. After his previous emphatic disclaimer at
the beginning of his preaching (St. Luke iii. 15), of which they in Jerusalem could
scarcely have been ignorant, the suggestion of his Messiahship - not indeed expressy
made, but sufficiently implied to elicit what the language of St. John'! shows to have
been the most energetic denial - could scarcely have been more than tentative. It was
otherwise with their question whether he was 'Elijah? Y et, bearing in mind what we
know of the Jewish expectations of Elijah, and how his appearance was always readily
recognised,*? this also could scarcely have been meant in its full literality - but rather as
ground for the further question after the goal and warrant of his mission. Hence also
John's disavowing of such claimsis not satisfactorily accounted for by the common
explanation, that he denied being Elijah in the sense of not being what the Jews expected
of the Forerunner of the Messiah: the real, identical Elijah of the days of Ahab; or else,
that he denied being such in the sense of the peculiar Jewish hopes attaching to his
reappearance in the 'last days.' There is much deeper truth in the disclaimer of the Baptist.
It was, indeed, true that, as foretold in the Angelic announcement,™® he was sent 'in the
spirit and power of Elias,' that is, with the same object and the same qualifications.
Similarly, it is true what, in His mournful retrospect of the result of John's mission, and in
the prospect of His own end, the Saviour said of him, 'Elias isindeed come,' but 'they
knew him not, but have done unto him whatsoever they listed.** But on this very
recognition and reception of him by the Jews depended his being to them Elijah - who
should 'turn the hearts of the fathers to the children, and the disobedient to the wisdom of
the just,’ and so 'restore al things.' Between the Elijah of Ahab's reign, and him of
Messianic times, lay the wide cleft of quite another dispensation. The 'spirit and power of
Elijah’ could 'restore all things,' because it was the dispensation of the Old Testament, in
which the result was outward, and by outward means. But 'the spirit and power' of the
Elijah of the New Testament, which was to accomplish the inward restoration through
penitent reception of the Kingdom of God in its reality, could only accomplish that object
if 'they received it' - if 'they knew him." And asin his own view, and looking around and
forward, so also in very fact the Baptist, though Divinely such, was not really Elijah to
Israel - and thisis the meaning of the words of Jesus. '‘And if ye will receive it, thisis
Elias, which was for to come.™®

11. 'He confessed, and denied not' (St. John i. 20). Canon Westcott points out, that 'the

combination of apositive and negative' isintended to 'express the fulness of truth,' and
that 'the first term marks the readiness of his testimony, the second its completeness.’



12. See Appendix VI11: 'Rabbinic Traditions about Elijah, the Forerunner of the Messiah.'

13. St. Lukei. 17. 14. St. Mark ix. 13; St. Matt. xvii. 12. 15. St. Matt. xi. 14.

More natural still - indeed, amost quite truthful, seems the third question of the
Pharisees, whether the Baptist was 'that prophet.’ The reference here is undoubtedly to
Deut. xviii. 15, 18. Not that the reappearance of Moses as lawgiver was expected. But as
the prediction of the eighteenth chapter of Deuteronomy, especially when taken in
connection with the promise®® of a'new covenant' with a'new law' written in the hearts of
the people, implied a change in this respect, it was but natural that it should have been
expected in Messianic days by the instrumentality of ‘that prophet.*” Even the various
opinions broached in the Mishnah,® as to what wereto be the reformatory and legislative
functions of Elijah, prove that such expectations were connected with the Forerunner of
the Messiah.

16. Jer. xxxi. 31 &c.

17. Can the referencein St. Stephen's speech (Acts vii. 37) apply to this expected
ateration of the Law? At any rate St. Stephen is on his defence for teaching the abolition
by Jesus of the Old Testament economy. It is remarkable that he does not deny the
charge, and that his contention is, that the Jews wickedly resisted the authority of Jesus
(vv. 51-53).

18. Eduy. viii. 7.

But whatever views the Jewish embassy might have entertained concerning the
abrogation, renewal, or renovation of the Law™® in Messianic times, the Baptist repelled
the suggestion of his being ‘that prophet’ with the same energy as those of his being either
the Christ or Elijah. And just as we notice, as the result of those forty days communing,
yet deeper humility and self-abnegation on the part of the Baptist, so we also mark
increased intensity and directness in the testimony which he now bears to the Christ
before the Jerusalem deputies.®® 'His eye is fixed on the Coming One.' He is as a voice
not to be inquired about, but heard;' and its clear and unmistakable, but deeply reverent
utterance is: 'The Coming One has come.”

19. For the Jewish views on the Law in Messianic times, see Appendix X1V.: TheLaw in
Messianic Days.'

20. St. Johnii. 22-28.

21. The words within quotations are those of Archdeacon Watkins, in his Commentary on
St. John.

The reward of his overcoming temptation - yet with it also the fitting for still fiercer
conflict (which two, indeed, are always conjoined), was at hand. After His victorious
contest with the Devil, Angels had come to minister to Jesus in body and soul. But better
than Angels vision came to refresh and strengthen His faithful witness John. On the very
day of the Baptist's temptation Jesus had |eft the wilderness. On the morrow after it, ‘John
seeth Jesus coming unto him, and saith, Behold, the Lamb of God, Which taketh away



the sin of the world!" We cannot doubt, that the thought here present to the mind of John
was the description of 'The Servant of Jehovah,'?? as set forth in Is. liii. If all along the
Baptist had been filled with Isaiahthoughts of the Kingdom, surely in the forty days after
he had seen the King, a new 'morning' must have risen upon them,? and the halo of His
glory shone around the well-remembered prophecy. It must always have been
Messianically understood;?* it formed the groundwork of Messianic thought to the New
Testament writers™ - nor did the Synagogue read it otherwise, till the necessities of
controversy diverted its application, not indeed from the times, but from the Person of the
Messiah.?® But we can understand how, during those forty days, this greatest height of
Isaiah's conception of the Messiah was the one outstanding fact before his view. And
what he believed, that he spake, when again, and unexpectedly, he saw Jesus.

22, Is. lii. 13. 23. Is. viii. 20. 24. 1s. lii. 13- liii.
25. Comp. St. Matt. viii. 17; St. Luke xxii. 37; Actsviii. 32; 1 Pet. ii. 22.

26. Manifestly, whatever interpretation is made of Is. lii. 13- liii., it appliesto Messianic
times, even if the sufferer were, as the Synagogue now contends, Israel. On the whole

subject comp. the most learned and exhaustive discussions by Dr. Pusey in his
introduction to the catena of Jewish Interpretations of Is. liii.

Y et, while regarding his words as an appeal to the prophecy of Isaiah, two other
references must not be excluded from them: those to the Paschal Lamb, and to the Daily
Sacrifice. These are, if not directly pointed to, yet implied. For the Paschal Lamb was, in
asense, the basis of all the sacrifices of the Old Testament, not only from its saving
import to Israel, but as that which really made them ‘the Church,?” and people of God.
Hence the institution of the Paschal Lamb was, so to speak, only enlarged and applied in
the daily sacrifice of a Lamb, in which this twofold idea of redemption and fellowship
was exhibited. Lastly, the prophecy of Isaiah liii. was but the complete realisation of
these two ideas in the Messiah. Neither could the Paschal Lamb, with its completion in
the Daily Sacrifice, be properly viewed without this prophecy of Isaiah, nor yet that
prophecy properly understood without its reference to its two great types. And here one
Jewish comment in regard to the Daily Sacrifice (not previously pointed out) is the more
significant, that it dates from the very time of Jesus. The passage reads amost like a
Christian interpretation of sacrifice. It explains how the morning and evening sacrifices
were intended to atone, the one for the sins of the night, the other for those of the day, so
as ever to leave Israel guiltless before God; and it expressly ascribes to them the efficacy
of aParaclete- that being the word used.?® Without further following this remarkable
Rabbinic commentation,?® which stretches back its view of sacrifices to the Paschal
Lamb, and, beyond it, to that offering of 1saac by Abraham which, in the Rabbinic view,
was the substratum of all sacrifices, we turn again to its teaching about the Lamb of the
Daily Sacrifice. Here we have the express statement, that both the school of Shammai and
that of Hillel - the latter more fully - insisted on the symbolic import of this sacrifice in
regard to the forgiveness of sin. 'Kebhasm' (the Hebrew word for 'lambs), explained the
school of Shammai, 'because, according to Micah vii. 19, they suppress [inthe A.V.
'subdue] our iniquities (the Hebrew word Kabhash meaning he who suppresseth).*° Still
more strong is the statement of the school of Hillel, to the effect that the sacrificial lambs



were termed Kebhasim (from kabhas, 'to wash'), 'because they wash away the sins of
Israel.*! The quotation just made gains additional interest from the circumstance, that it
occurs in a'meditation’ (if such it may be called) for the new moon of the Passover-
month (Nisan). In view of such clear testimony from the time of Christ, less positiveness
of assertion might, not unreasonably, be expected from those who declare that the
sacrifices bore no reference to the forgiveness of sins, just as, in the face of the
application made by the Baptist and other New Testament writers, more exegetical
modesty seems called for on the part of those who deny the Messianic referencesin
Isaiah.

27. To those persons who deny to the people of God under the Old Testament the
designation Church, we commend the use of that term by St. Stephen in Acts vii. 38.

28. Pesiqta, ed. Buber, p. 61 b; comp. more fully in Yalkut p. 248 d. 29.1ni. p. 249 a.

30. This appears more clearly in the Hebrew, where both words (‘lambs' and
'suppressors) are written exactly the same, My #bk . In Hillel's derivation it is identified
with the root sbk = #bk.

31. And thiswith special referencetols. i. 18.

If further proof were required that, when John pointed the bystanders to the Figure of
Jesus walking towards them, with these words: 'Behold, the Lamb of God," he meant
more than His gentleness, meekness, and humility, it would be supplied by the qualifying
explanation, "Which taketh away the sin of the world." We prefer rendering the expression
'taketh away' instead of 'beareth,’ because it isin that sense that the LXX. uniformly use
the Greek term. Of course, as we view it, the taking away presupposes the taking upon
Himself of the sin of the world. But it is not necessary to suppose that the Baptist clearly
understood that manner of His Saviourship, which only long afterwards, and reluctantly,
came to the followers of the Lamb.>? That he understood the application of His ministry
to the whole world, is only what might have been expected of one taught by Isaiah; and
what, indeed, in one or another form, the Synagogue has aways believed of the Messiah.
What was distinctive in the words of the Baptist, seems his view of sin as atotality, rather
than sins: implying the removal of that great barrier between God and man, and the
triumph in that great contest indicated in Gen. iii. 15, which Israel after the flesh failed to
perceive. Nor should we omit here to notice an undesigned evidence of the Hebraic origin
of the fourth Gospel; for an Ephesian Gospel, dating from the close of the second

century, would not have placed in its forefront, as the first public testimony of the Baptist
(if, indeed, it would have introduced him at al), a quotation from Isaiah - il lessa
sacrificial reference.

32. This meets the objection of Keim(i. 2, p.552), which proceeds on the assumption that
the words of the Baptist imply that he knew not merely that, but how, Jesus would take
away the sin of the world. But hiswords certainly do not oblige usto think, that he had
the Crossin view. But, surely, it isamost strange idea of Godet, that at His Baptism
Jesus, like all others, made confession of sins; that, as He had none of His own, He set
before the Baptist the picture of the sin of Israel and of the world; and that this had led to
the designation: 'The Lamb of God. Which taketh away the sin of the world.’



The motives which brought Jesus back to Bethabara must remain in the indefiniteness in
which Scripture has left them. So far as we know, there was no personal interview
between Jesus and the Baptist. Jesus had then and there nothing further to say to the
Baptist; and yet on the day following that on which John had, in such manner, pointed
Him out to the bystanders, He was still there, only returning to Galilee the next day. Here,
at least, a definite object becomes apparent. This was not merely the calling of His first
disciples, but the necessary Sabbath rest; for, in this instance, the narrative supplies the
means of ascertaining the days of the week on which each event took place. We have
only to assume, that the marriage in Cana of Galilee was that of a maiden, not a widow.
The great festivities which accompanied it were unlikely, according to Jewish ideas, in
the case of awidow; in fact, the whole mise en scéne of the marriage renders this most
improbable. Besides, if it had been the marriage of a widow, this (as will immediately
appear) would imply that Jesus had returned from the wilderness on a Saturday, which, as
being the Jewish Sabbath, could not have been the case. For uniform custom fixed the
marriage of a maiden on Wednesdays, that of awidow on Thursday.*® Counting
backwards from the day of the marriage in Cana, we arrive at the following results. The
interview between John and the Sanhedrin-deputation took place on a Thursday. 'The
next day,' Friday, Jesus returned from the wilderness of the Temptation, and John bore
hisfirst testimony to 'the Lamb of God.' The following day, when Jesus appeared a
second time in view, and when the first two disciples joined Him, was the Saturday, or
Jewish Sabbath. It was, therefore, only the following day, or Sunday,3* that Jesus returned
to Galilee,® calling others by the way. 'And the third day’ after it*° - that is, on the
Wednesday - was the marriage in Cana.’

33. For the reasons of this, comp. 'Sketches of Jewish Social Life,' p. 151.  34. St. John
1.43.

35. This may be regarded as another of the undesigned evidences of the Hebraic origin of
the fourth Gospel. Indeed, it might also be almost called an evidence of the truth of the
whole narrative.

36. St. Johnii. 1.

37. Yet Renan speaks of the first chapters of St. John's Gospel as scattered notices,
without chronological order!

If we group around these days the recorded events of each, they aimost seem to intensify
in significance. The Friday of John's first pointing to Jesus as the Lamb of God, which
taketh away the sin of the world, recalls that other Friday, when the full import of that
testimony appeared. The Sabbath of John's last personal view and testimony to Christ is
symbolic in its retrospect upon the old economy. It seems to close the ministry of John,
and to open that of Jesus; it is the leave-taking of the nearest disciples of John from the
old, their search after the new. And then on the first Sunday - the beginning of Christ's
active ministry, the call of the first disciples, the first preaching of Jesus.

Aswe picture it to ourselves: in the early morning of that Sabbath John stood, with the
two of his disciples who most shared his thoughts and feglings. One of them we know to
have been Andrew (v. 40); the other, unnamed one, could have been no other than John



himself, the beloved disciple.*® They had heard what their teacher had, on the previous
day, said of Jesus. But then He seemed to them but as a passing Figure. To hear more of
Him, as well asin deepest sympathy, these two had gathered to their Teacher on that
Sabbath morning, while the other disciples of John were probably engaged with that, and
with those, which formed the surroundings of an ordinary Jewish Sabbath.® And row
that Figure once more appeared in view. None with the Baptist but these two. He is not
teaching now, but learning, as the intensity and penetration of his gaze™ calls from him
the now worshipful repetition of what, on the previous day, he had explained and
enforced. There was no leave-taking on the part of these two - perhaps they meant not to
leave John. Only an irresistible impulse, a heavenly instinct, bade them follow His steps.
It needed no direction of John, no call from Jesus. But as they went in modest silence, in
the dawn of their rising faith, scarce conscious of the what and the why, He turned Him. It
was not because He discerned it not, but just because He knew the real goal of their yet
unconscious search, and would bring them to know what they sought, that He put to them
the question, 'What seek ye? which elicited areply so smple, so real, asto carry its own
evidence. Heis till to them the Rabbi - the most honoured title they can find - yet
marking still the strictly Jewish view, as well as their own standpoint of "What seek ye?
They wish, yet scarcely dare, to say what was their object, and only put it in a form most
modest, suggestive rather than expressive. There is strict correspondence to their view in
the words of Jesus. Their very Hebraism of 'Rabbi’ is met by the equally Hebraic ‘Come
and see;'*! their unspoken, but half-conscious longing by what the invitation implied
(according to the most probable reading, ‘Come and ye shall see*?

38. Thisreticence seems another undesigned evidence of Johannine authorship.
39. The Greek hasit: 'John was standing, and from among his disciplestwo.'
40. The word implies earnest, penetrating gaze.

41. The precise date of the origin of this designation is not quite clear. Wefinditin
threefold development: Rab, Rabbi, and Rabban - ‘amplitudo,’ ‘amplitudo mea,’
‘amplitudo nostra," which mark successive stages. Asthe last of these titles was borne by
the grandson of Hillel (a.d. 30-50), it is only reasonabl e to suppose that the two preceding
ones were current a generation and more before that. Again, we have to distinguish the
original and earlier use of thetitle when it only applied toteachers, and the later usage
when, like the word 'Doctor," it was given indiscriminately to men of supposed |learning.
When Jesusis so addressed it isin the sense of 'my Teacher.' Nor can there be any
reasonable doubt, that thusit was generally current in and before the time noted in the
Gospels. A till higher title than any of these three seems to have been Beribbi, or
Berabbi, by which Rabban Gamaliel is designated in Shabb. 115 a. It literally means
'belonging to the house of a Rabbi' - as we would say, a Rabbi of Rabbis. On the other
hand, the expression ‘Come and see' is among the most common Rabbinic formulas,
although generally connected with the acquisition of special and important information.

42. Comp. Canon Westcott's note.

It was but early morning - ten o'clock.*® What passed on that long Sabbath-day we know
not save from what happened in its course. From it issued the two, not learners now but
teachers, bearing what they had found to those nearest and dearest. The form of the



narrative and its very words convey, that the two had gone, each to search for his brother
- Andrew for Simon Peter, and John for James, though here already, at the outset of this
history, the haste of energy characteristic of the sons of Jona outdistanced the more quiet
intenseness of John:** 'He (Andrew) first findeth his own brother."*® But Andrew and
John equally brought the same announcement, still markedly Hebraic in its form, yet
filled with the new wine, not only of conviction, but of joyous apprehension: 'We have
found the Messias."*® This, then, was the outcome of them of that day - He was the
Messiah; and this the goa which their longing had reached, '"We have found Him." Quite
beyond what they had heard from the Baptist; nay, what only persona contact with Jesus
can carry to any heart.

43. The common supposition is, that the time must be computed according to the Jewish
method, in which case the tenth hour would represent 4 p.m. But remembering that the
Jewish day ended with sunset, it could, in that case, have been scarcely marked, that 'they
abode with Him that day.' The correct interpretation would therefore point in this, asin
the other passages of St. John, to the Asiatic numeration of hours, corresponding to our
own. Comp. J. B. McLellan's New Testament, pp. 740-742.

44.v. 41.

45, This appears from the word 'first,’ used as an adjective here, v. 41 (although the
reading is doubtful), and from the implied reference to some one else later on.

46. On the reading of the Aramaic Meshicha by Messias, see Delitzsch in the Luther.
Zeitschr. for 1876, p. 603 Of course, both Messias and Christ mean 'the Anointed.'

And still this day of first marvellous discovery had not closed. It ailmost seems, asiif this
'‘Come and se€' call of Jesus were emblematic, not merely of all that followed in His own
ministry, but of the manner in which to al time the 'What seek ye? of the soul is
answered. It could scarcely have been but that Andrew had told Jesus of his brother, and
even asked leave to bring him. The searching, penetrating glance*’ of the Saviour now
read in Peter's inmost character his future call and work: "Thou art Simon, the son of
John® - thou shalt be called*® Cephas, which is interpreted (Grecianised) Peter.”°

47. The same word as that used in regard to the Baptist |ooking upon Jesus.
48. So according to the best text, and not Jona.
49. 'Hereafter thou shalt win the name.’ - Westcott.

50. So in the Greek, of which the English interpretation is'a stone' - Keyph, or Keypha, 'a
rock.'

It must not, of course, be supposed that this represents all that had passed between Jesus
and Peter, any more than that the recorded expression was al that Andrew and John had
said of Jesusto their brothers. Of the interview between John and James his brother, the
writer, with his usual sdlf-reticence, forbears to speak. But we know its result; and,
knowing it, can form some conception of what passed on that holy evening between the
new-found Messiah and Hisfirst four disciples: of teaching manifestation on His part,



and of satisfied heart-peace on theirs. As yet they were only followers, learners, not yet
called to be Apostles, with all of entire renunciation of home, family, and other calling
which thisimplied. This, in the course of proper development, remained for quite another
period. Alike their knowledge and their faith for the present needed, and could only bear,
the call to personal attachment.>*

51. The evidence for the great historic difference between this call to personal
attachment, and that to the Apostolate, is shown - | should think beyond the power of
cavil - by Godet, and especially by Canon Westcott. To these and other commentators the

reader must be referred on this and many points, which it would be out of place to discuss
at length in this book.

It was Sunday morning, the first of Christ's Missionwork, the first of His Preaching. He
was purposing to return to Galilee. It was fitting He should do so: for the sake of His new
disciples; for what He was to do in Galilee; for His own sake. The first Jerusalem-visit
must be prepared for by them al; and He would not go theretill the right time - for the
Paschal Feast. It was probably a distance of about twenty miles from Bethabarato Cana.
By the way, two other disciples were to be gained - this time not brought, but called,
where, and in what precise circumstances, we know not. But the notice that Philip was a
fellow-townsman of Andrew and Peter, seems to imply some instrumentality on their
part. Similarly, we gather that, afterwards, Philip was somewhat in advance of the rest,
when he found his acquaintance Nathanael, and engaged in conversation with him just as
Jesus and the others came up. But here a'so we mark, as another characteristic trait of
John, that he, and his brother with him, seem to have clung close to the Person of Christ,
just as did Mary afterwards in the house of her brother. It was this intense exclusiveness
of fellowship with Jesus which traced on his mind that fullest picture of the God-Man,
which his narrative reflects.

The call to Philip from the lips of the Saviour met, we know not under what
circumstances, immediate responsive obedience. Y et, though no special obstacles had to
be overcome, and hence no special narrative was called for, it must have implied much of
learning, to judge from what he did, and from what he said to Nathanael. Thereis
something special about Nathanael's conquest by Christ - rather implied, perhaps, than
expressed - and of which the Lord's words gives significant hints. They seem to point to
what had passed in his mind just before Philip found him. Alike the expression 'an
Israelite in truth, in whom is no guile®™? - looking back on what changed the name of
Jacob into Isragl - and the evident reference to the full realisation of Jacob's vision in
Bethel,> may be an indication that this very vision had engaged his thoughts. As the
Synagogue understood the narrative, its application to the then state of Isragl and the
Messianic hope would most readily suggest itself. Putting aside all extravagances, the
Synagogue thought, in connection with it, of the rising power of the Gentiles, but
concluded with the precious comfort of the assurance, in Jer. xxx. 11, of Isragl's final
restoration.>* Nathanael (Theodore, 'the gift of God,) had, as we often read of Rabbis,>®
rested for prayer, meditation, or study, in the shadow of that wide-spreading tree so
common in Palesting, the fig-tree.>® The approaching Passover-season, perhaps mingling
with thoughts of John's announcement by the banks of Jordan, would naturally suggest
the great deliverance of Isragl in 'the age to come;™®’ al the more, perhaps, from the



painful contrast in the present. Such a verse as that with which, in awell-known Rabbinic
work,>® the meditation for the New Moon of Nisan, the Passover month, closes: 'Happy is
he that hath the God of Jacob for his help,®® would recur, and so lead back the mind to
the suggestive symbol of Jacob's vision, and its realisation in 'the age to come.'®°

52.v. 47. 53.v.51.  54. Tanchuma on the passage, ed. Warsh. p. 384, b.

55. Corroborative and illustrative passages are here too humerous, perhaps also not
sufficiently important, to be quoted in detail.

56. Ewald imagines that this 'fig-tree’ had been in the garden of Nathanael's house at
Cana, and Archdeacon Watkins seems to adopt this view, but, as it seemsto me, without
historical ground.

57. Soin Tanchuma. 58. Pesigta.

59. Ps. cxlvi 5; Pesiqta, ed. Buber, p. 62 a. 60. Tanchuma, u. s.

These are, of course, only suppositions; but it might well be that Philip had found him
while still busy with such thoughts. Possibly their outcome, and that quite in accordance
with Jewish belief at the time, may have been, that al that was needed to bring that happy
‘age to come' was, that Jacob should become Isradl in truth. In such case he would
himself have been ripening for 'the Kingdom' that was at hand. It must have seemed a
startling answer to his thoughts, this announcement, made with the freshness of new and
joyous conviction: "We have found Him of Whom Moses in the Law, and the Prophets,
did write.' But this addition about the Man of Nazareth, the Son of Joseph,®* would
appear aterrible anti-climax. It was so different from anything that he had associated
either with the great hope of Isragl, or with the Nazareth of his own neighbourhood, that
his exclamation, without implying any special imputation on the little town which he
knew so well, seems not only natural, but, psychologically, deeply true. There was but
one answer to this - that which Philip made, which Jesus had made to Andrew and John,
and which has ever since been the best answer to all Christian inquiry: '‘Come and see.'
And, despite the disappointment, there must have been such moving power in the answer
which Philip's sudden announcement had given to his unspoken thoughts, that he went
with him. And now, as ever, when in such spirit we come, evidences irrefragable
multiplied at every step. As he neared Jesus, he heard Him speak to the disciples words
concerning him, which recalled, truly and actually, what had passed in his soul. But could
it really be so, that Jesus knew it al? The question, intended to elicit it, brought such
proof that he could not but burst into the immediate and full acknowledgment: "Thou art
the Son of God,' Who hast read my inmost being; 'Thou art the King of Israel,’ Who dost
meet its longing and hope. And isit not ever so, that the faith of the heart springs to the
lips, as did the water from the riven rock at the touch of the God- gifted rod? It needs not
long course of argumentation, nor intricate chain of evidences, welded link to link, when
the secret thoughts of the heart are laid bare, and its inmost longings met. Then, asin a
moment, it is day, and joyous voice of song greets its birth.



61. This, asit would seem, needless addition (if the narrative were fictitious) is of the
highest evidential value. In an Ephesian Gospel of the end of the second century it would
have been well-nigh impossible.

And yet that painful path of ower learning to enduring conviction must still be trodden,
whether in the sufferings of the heart, or the struggle of the mind. This it is which seems
implied in the half-sad question of the Master,®? yet with full view of the final triumph

(‘thou shalt see greater things than these'), and of the true realisation in it of that glorious
symbol of Jacob's vision.®®

62. v. 50 comp. the words to Peter in St. John xiii. 36-38; and to the disciples, St. John
xvi. 31, 32.

63.v. 51.

And so Nathanadl, 'the God-given' - or, as we know him in after- history, Bartholomew,
'the son of Telamyon'®* - was added to the disciples. Such was on that first Sunday the
small beginning of the great Church Catholic; these the tiny springs that swelled into the

mighty river which, in its course, has enriched and fertilised the barrenness of the far-off
lands of the Gentiles.

64. S0, at least, most probably. Comp. St. John xxi. 2, and the various commentaries.

TheLifeand Times of Jesusthe Messiah
Alfred Edersheim
1883

Book I11
THE ASCENT: FROM THE RIVER JORDAN TO THE MOUNT OF
TRANSFIGURATION

Chapter 4
THE MARRIAGE FEAST IN CANA OF GALILEE, THE MIRACLE THAT IS'A
SIGN.'
(St. John 2:1-12.)

At the close of His Discourse to Nathanagl - Hisfirst sermon - Jesus had made use of an
expression which received its symbolic fulfilment in His first deed. His first testimony
about Himself had been to call Himself the 'Son of Man.™ 2 We cannot but fedl that this



bore reference to the confession of Nathanael: "Thou art the Son of God; Thou art the
King of Isragl.’ It is, asif He would have turned the disciples from thoughts of His being
the Son of God and King of Israel to the voluntary humiliation of His Humanity, as being
the necessary basis of His work, without knowledge of which that of His Divinity would
have been a barren, speculative abstraction, and that of His Kingship a Jewish fleshly
dream. But it was not only knowledge of His humiliation in His Humanity. For, asin the
history of the Christ humiliation and glory are aways connected, the one enwrapped in
the other as the flower in the bud, so here aso His humiliation as the Son of Man is the
exaltation of humanity, the realisation of itsideal destiny as created in the likeness of
God. It should never be forgotten, that such teaching of His exaltation and Kingship
through humiliation and representation of humanity was needful. It was the teaching
which was the outcome of the Temptation and of its victory, the very teaching of the
whole Evangdlic history. Any other real learning of Christ would, as we see it, have been
impossible to the disciples - aike mentally, as regards foundation and progression, and
gpiritually. A Christ: God, King, and not primarily 'the Son of Man,' would not have been
the Christ of Prophecy, nor the Christ of Humanity, nor the Christ of salvation, nor yet
the Christ of sympathy, help, and example. A Christ, God and King, Who had suddenly
risen like the fierce Eastern sun in midday brightness, would have blinded by his dazzling
rays (asit did Saul on the way to Damascus), not risen ‘with kindly light' to chase away
darkness and mists, and with genial growing warmth to woo life and beauty into our
barren world. And so, as ‘it became Him,' for the carrying out of the work, 'to make the
Captain of Salvation perfect through sufferings,” so it was needful for them that He
should veil, even from their view who followed Him, the glory of His Divinity and the
power of His Kingship, till they had learned all that the designation 'Son of Man' implied,
as placed below 'Son of God' and 'King of Isragl.’

1. St. Johni 51.

2. For afull discussion of that most important and significant appellation'Son of Man,'
comp. Liicke, u. s. pp. 459-466; Godet (German transl.) pp. 104-108; and especially
Westcott, pp. 33-35. The main point is here first to ascertain the Old Testament import of
thetitle, and then to view it as present to later Jewish thinking in the Pseudepigraphic
writings (Book of Enoch). Finally, its full realisation must be studied in the Gospel-
history.

3. Hebr. ii. 10.

Thisidea of the 'Son of Man," athough in its full and prophetic meaning, seems to furnish
the explanation of the miracle at the marriage of Cana. We are now entering on the
Ministry of 'The Son of Man,' first and chiefly in its contrast to the preparatory call of the
Baptist, with the asceticism symbolic of it. We behold Him now as freely mingling with
humanity, sharing its joys and engagements, entering into its family life, sanctioning and
hallowing all by His Presents and blessing; then as transforming the ‘water of legal
purification' into the wine of the new dispensation, and, more than this, the water of our
felt wart into the wine of His giving; and, lastly, as having absolute power as the 'Son of
Man," being aso 'the Son of God' and 'the King of Isragl.’ Not that it is intended to
convey, that it was the primary purpose of the miracle of Canato exhibit the contrast
between His own Ministry and the asceticism of the Baptist, although greater could



scarcely be imagined than between the wilderness and the supply of wine at the marriage-
feast. Rather, since this essential difference realy existed, it naturally appeared at the
very commencement of Christ's Ministry.* And so in regard to the other meaning, also,
which this history carries to our minds.

4. We may, however, here again notice that, if this narrative had been fictitious, it would
seem most clumsily put together. To introduce the Forerunner with fasting, and as an
ascetic, and Him to Whom he pointed with a marriage-feast, is an incongruity which no
writer of alegend would have perpetrated. But the writer of the fourth Gospel does not
seem conscious of any incongruity, and this because he has no ideal story nor characters
tointroduce. In this senseit may be said, that the introduction of the story of the
marriage-feast of Canaisin itself the best proof of its truthfulness, and of the miracle
which it records.

At the same time it must be borne in mind, that marriage conveyed to the Jews much
higher thoughts than merely those of festivity and merriment. The pious fasted before it,
confessing their sins. It was regarded amost as a Sacrament. Entrance into the married
state was thought to carry the forgiveness of sins.” © It amost seems as if the relationship
of Husband and Bride between Jehovah and His people, so frequently insisted upon, not
only in the Bible, but in Rabbinic writings, had aways been standing out in the
background. Thus the bridal pair on the marriage-day symbolised the union of God with
Israel.” Hence, though it may in part have been national pride, which considered the birth
of every Israglite as amost outweighing the rest of the world, it scarcely wholly accounts
for the ardent insistance on marriage, from the first prayer at the circumcision of a child,
onwards through the many and varied admonitions to the same effect. Similarly, it may
have been the deep feeling of brotherhood in Isragl, leading to sympathy with all that
most touched the heart, which invested with such sacredness participation in the gladness
of marriage,® or the sadness of burial. To use the bold allegory of the times, God Himself
had spoken the words of blessing over the cup at the union of our first parents, when
Michael and Gabriel acted as groomsmen,® and the Angelic choir sang the wedding
hymn.'° So also He had shown the example of visiting the sick (in the case of Abraham),
comforting the mourners (in that of Isaac), and burying the dead (in that of Moses).*
Every man who met it, was bound to rise and join the marriage procession, or the funeral
march. It was specially related of King Agrippa that he had done this, and a curious
Haggadah sets forth that, when Jezebel was eaten of dogs, her hands and feet were
spared,*? because, amidst all her wickedness, she had been wont to greet every marriage-
procession by clapping of hands, and to accompany the mourners a certain distance on
their way to the burying.:® And so we also read it, that, in the burying of the widow's son
of Nain, 'much people of the city was with her."*

5. Yalkut on 1 Sam. xiii. 1 vol ii. p. 16 d.

6. The Biblical proofs adduced for attaching this benefit to a sage, a bridegroom, and a
prince on entering on their new state, are certainly peculiar. In the case of a bridegroom it
is based on the name of Esau's bride, Machalath (Gen. xxviii. 9), aname which is derived
from the Rabbinic '‘Machal,' to forgive. In Jer. Biccur. iii. p. 65 d, where thisisalso

related, it is pointed out that the original name of Esau's wife had been Basemath (Gen.
xxxvi. 3), the name Machal ath, therefore, having been given when Esau married.



7. InYakut on Is. Ixi. 10 (vol. ii. p. 57 d Israel is said to have been ten times called in
Scripture 'bride’ (six timesin Canticles, three timesin Isaiah, and once in Jeremiah).
Attention is also called to the 'ten garments' with which successively the Holy One
arrayed Himself; to the symbolic priestly dignity of the bridegroom, &c.

8. Everything, even afuneral, had to give way to a marriage-procession.
9. Ber. R. 8. 10. Ab. de R. Nath. iv. 11. Sot. 14 a. 12. 2 Kings. ix. 35.

13. Yalkut on 2 Kingsix 35, val. ii. p. 36 a and b. 14. St. Lukevii. 12.

In such circumstances, we would naturally expect that all connected with marriage was
planned with care, so as to bear the impress of sanctity, and also to wear the aspect of
gladness.™ A special formality, that of 'betrothal' (Erusin Qiddushin), preceded the actual
marriage by a period varying in length, but not exceeding a twelvemonth in the case of a
maiden.!® At the betrothal, the bridegroom, personally or by deputy, handed to the bride a
piece of money or aletter, it being expressly stated in each case thet the man thereby
espoused the woman. From the moment of betrothal both parties were regarded, and
treated in law (as to inheritance, adultery, need of formal divorce), as if they had been
actually married, except as regarded their living together. A legal document (the Shitré
Erusin) fixed the dowry which each brought, the mutual obligations, and all other legal
points.'” Generally afestive meal closed the ceremony of betrothal - but not in Galilee,
where, habits being more simple and pure, that which sometimes ended in sin was
avoided.

15. For details | must refer to the Encyclopaglias, to the articlein Cassell's'Bible
Educator," and to the corresponding chapter in'Sketches of Jewish Social Life.'

16. Pesiq. R. 15 applies the first clause of Prov. xiii. 12 to along engagement, the second
to a short one.

17. Thereader who is curious to see these and other legal documentsin extenso, is
referred to Dr. Sammter's ed. of the tractate Baba Metsia (notes at the end, fol. pp. 144-
148).

On the evening of the actual marriage (Nissuin, Chathnuth), the bride was led from her
paternal home to that of her husband. First came the merry sounds of music; then they
who distributed among the people wine and oil, and nuts among the children; next the
bride, covered with the bridal veil, her long hair flowing, surrounded by her companions,
and led by 'the friends of the bridegroom," and 'the children of the bride-chamber." All
around were in festive array; some carried torches, or lamps on poles; those nearest had
myrtle-branches and chaplets of flowers. Every one rose to salute the procession, or join
it; and it was deemed almost a religious duty to break into praise of the beauty, the
modesty, or the virtues of the bride. Arrived at her new home, she was led to her
husband. Some such formula as 'Take her according to the Law of Moses and of Isradl,
would be spoken, and the bride and bridegroom crowned with garlands.*® Then aformal
legal instrument, called the Kethubah, was signed,? which set forth that the bridegroom
undertook to work for her, to honour, keep, and care for her,?! as is the manner of the
men of Israel; that he promised to give his maidenwife at least two hundred Zuz?? (or
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more it might be), % and to increase her own dowry (which, in the case of a poor orphan,
the authorities supplied) by at least one half, and that he also undertook to lay it out for
her to the best advantage, al his own possessions being guarantee for it.2* Then, after the
prescribed washing of hands and benediction, the marriage-supper began, the cup being
filled, and the solemn prayer of bridal benediction spoken over it. And so the feast lasted,
it might be more than one day, while each sought to contribute, sometimes coarsely,?
sometimes wisely, to the general enjoyment,?® till at last 'the friends of the bridegroom'
led the bridal pair to the Cheder and the Chuppah, or the bridal chamber and bed. Here it
ought to be specially noticed, as a striking evidence that the writer of the fourth Gospel
was not only a Hebrew, but intimately acquainted with the varying customs prevailing in
Galilee and in Judaa, that at the marriage of Cana no ‘friend of the bridegroom,’ or
‘groomsman’ (Shoshebheyna), is mentioned, while he is referred to in St. John iii. 29,
where the words are spoken outside the boundaries of Galilee. For among the smpler and
purer Galileans the practice of having 'friends of the bridegroom,” which must so often
have led to gross impropriety,?’ did not obtain,?® though al the invited guests bore the
general name of 'children of the bridechamber' (bené Chuppah).?®

18. Jer. Yeb. Md.

19. Some of these joyous demonstrations, such as the wearing of crowns, and even the
bridal music, were for atime prohibited after the destruction of Jerusalem, in token of
national mourning (Sot. ix. 14). On these crowns comp. Wagenseil, Sota, pp. 965-967.

20. Comp. Tob. vii. 14.

21. 1 quote the very words of the formula, which, it will be noticed, closely agree with
those in our own Marriage Service.

22. If the Zuzbe reckoned at 7d., about 5I. 16s. &d.

23. This, of course, represents only the minimum In the case of apriest's daughter the
ordinary legal minimum was doubled.

24. The Tamud (Tos. Kethub.) here puts the not inapt question, 'How if the bridegroom

has no goods and chattels? but ultimately comfortsitself with the thought that every man
has some property, if it were only the six feet of ground in which heisto be buried.

25. Not afew such instances of riotous merriment, and even dubious jokes, on the part of
the greatest Rabbis are mentioned, to check which some were wont to adopt the curious
device of breaking valuable vases, &c.

26. Comp. Ber. 6 b. 27. Comp. Kethub. 12 a; Jer. Kethub, i. p. 25a.

28. This, and the other great differencesin favour of morality and decency which
distinguished the customs of Galilee from those of the rest of Palestine, are enumerated in
Jer. Kethub. i. 1, p. 25 a, about the middle.

29. Comp. St. Matt. ix. 15.



It was the marriage in Cana of Galilee. All connected with the account of it is strictly
Jewish - the feast, the guests, the invitation of the stranger Rabbi, and its acceptance by
Jesus. Any Jewish Rabbi would have gone, but how differently from Him would he have
spoken and acted! Let usfirst think of the scenic details of the narrative. Strangely, we
are not able to fix with certainty the site of the little town of Cana* But if we adogt the
most probable identification of it with the modern pleasant village of Kefr Kenna,*! afew
miles north-east of Nazareth, on the road to the Lake of Galilee, we picture it to ourselves
as on the dope of a hill, its houses rising terrace upon terrace, looking north and west
over alarge plain (that of Battauf), and south upon avalley, beyond which the hillsrise
that separate it from Mount Tabor and the plain of Jezreel. As we approach the little town
through that smiling valley, we come upon afountain of excellent water, around which
the village gardens and orchards clustered, that produced in great abundance the best
pomegranates in Palestine. Here was the home of Nathanael- Bartholomew, and it seems
not unlikely, that with him Jesus had passed the time intervening between His arrival and
'the marriage,’ to which His Mother had come - the omission of all mention of Joseph
leading to the supposition, that he had died before that time. The inquiry, what had
brought Jesus to Cana, seems amost worse than idle, remembering what had passed
between Him and Nathanael, and what was to happen in the first 'sign,’ which was to
manifest His glory. It is needless to speculate, whether He had known beforehand of 'the
marriage.' But we can understand the longing of the 'Israglite indeed' to have Him under
his roof, though we can only imagine what the Heavenly Guest, would now teach him,
and those others who accompanied Him. Nor is there any difficulty in understanding, that
on His arrival He would hear of this'marriage,’ of the presence of His Mother in what
seems to have been the house of afriend if not arelative; that Jesus and His disciples
would be bidden to the feast; and that He resolved not only to comply with the request,
but to use it as a leave-taking from home and friends - similar, though also far other, than
that of Elisha, when he entered on his mission. Y et it seems deeply significant, that the
'‘true Israglite’ should have been honoured to be the first host of 'Israel’s King.'

30. Two such sites have been proposed, that by Dr. Robinson being very unlikely to
represent the ancient 'Cana of Galilee.'

31. Comp. the memoir on the subject by Zeller in the Quarterly Report of the Palestine
Explor. Fund (for 1869, No. iii., and for April 1878, by Mr. Hepworth Dixon); and Lieut.

Conder, Tent-Work in Palestine, vol. i. pp. 150-155. Zeller makes it five miles from
Nazareth, Conder only three and three-quarters.

And truly aleave-taking it was for Christ from former friends and home - a leave-taking
also from His past life. If one part of the narrative - that of His dealing with His Mother -
has any special meaning, it is that of leave-taking, or rather of leaving home and family,
just as with this first 'sign’ He took leave of al the past. When he had returned from His
first Temple-vigt, it had been in the sdlf-examination of voluntary humility: to 'be subject
to His Parents." That period was now ended, and a new one had begun - that of active
consecration of the whole life to His 'Father's business." And what passed at the marriage-
feast marks the beginning of this period. We stand on the threshold, over which we pass
from the old to the new - to use a New Testament figure: to the marriage-supper of the
Lamb.



Viewed in this light, what passed at the marriage in Cana seems like taking up the thread,
where it had been dropped at the first manifestation of His Messianic consciousness. In
the Temple at Jerusalem He had said in answer to the misapprehensive question of His
Mother: 'Wist ye not that | must be about My Father's business? and now when about to
take in hand that 'business,’ He tells her so again, and decisively, in reply to her
misapprehensive suggestion. It is a truth which we must ever learn, and yet are ever sSlow
to learn in our questionings and suggestings, alike as concerns His dealings with
ourselves and His rule of His Church, that the highest and only true point of view is'the
Father's business,’ not our personal relationship to Christ. This thread, then, is taken up
again at Canain the circle of friends, asimmediately afterwards in His public
manifestation, in the purifying of the Temple. What He had first uttered as a Child, on
Hisfirst visit to the Temple, that He manifested forth when a Man, entering on His active
work - negatively, in His reply to His Mother; positively, in the 'sign' He wrought. It all
meant: 'Wist ye not that | must be about My Father's business? And, positively and
negatively, His first appearance in Jerusalent? meant just the same. For, there is ever
deepest unity and harmony in that truest Life, the Life of Life.

32. St. Johnii. 13-17, and vv. 18-23.

As we pass through the court of that house in Cana, and reach the covered gallery which
opens on the various rooms - in this instance, particularly, on the great reception room -
all isfestively adorned. In the gallery the servants move about, and there the ‘water-pots
are ranged, 'after the manner of the Jews,' for purification - for the washing not only of
hands before and after eating, but also of the vessels used.** How detailed Rabbinic
ordinances were in these respects, will be shown in another connection. 'Purification’ was
one of the main points in Rabbinic sanctity. By far the largest and most elaborate®* of the
six books into which the Mishnah is divided, is exclusively devoted to this subject (the
'Seder Tohoroth," purifications). Not to speak of references in other parts of the Talmud,
we have two special tractates to instruct us about the purification of 'Hands (Yadayim)
and of 'Vessels (Kelim). The latter is the most elaborate in al the Mishnah, and consists
of not less than thirty chapters. Their perusal proves, aike the strict accuracy of the
Evangdlic narratives, and the justice of Christ's denunciations of the unreality and gross
hypocrisy of this elaborateness of ordinances.® This the more so, when we recall that it
was actually vaunted as a special qualification for a seat in the Sanhedrin, to be so acute
and learned as to know how to prove clean creeping things (which were declared unclean
by the Law).3® And the mass of the people would have regarded neglect of the ordinances
of purification as betokening either gross ignorance, or daring impiety.

33. Comp. St. Mark vii. 1-4.

34. The whole Mishnah is divided into six Sedarim (Orders), of which the last isthe
Seder Tohoroth, treating of 'purifications.' It consists of twelve tractates (Massikhtoth),
126 chapters (Peraqim), and contains no fewer than 1001 separate Mishnayoth (the next
largest Seder - Nezigin - contains 689 Mishnayoth). The first tractate in this 'Order of
Purifications' treats of the purification of vessels (Kelim), and contains no fewer than
thirty chapters; "Yadayim (‘hands) is the eleventh tractate, and contains four chapters.



35. Comp. St. Mark vii. 2-5; St. Matt. xxiii. 25, 26; St. Lukexi. 38,39.  36. Sanh. 17
a.

At any rate, such would not be exhibited on an occasion like the present; and outside the
receptiontroom, as St. John with graphic minuteness of details relates, six of those stone
pots, which we know from Rabbinic writings,” were ranged. Here it may be well to add,
as against objectors, that it is impossible to state with certainty the exact measure
represented by the 'two or three firkins apiece.' For, athough we know that the term
metretes (A.V. firkin') was intended as an equivalent for the Hebrew 'bath,® yet three
different kinds of 'bath' were at the time used in Palestine: the common Palestinian or
'wilderness bath, that of Jerusalem, and that of Sepphoris.>® The common Palestinian
'bath’ was equal to the Roman amphora, containing about 5 Ysgallons, while the
Sepphoris 'bath’ corresponded to the Attic metretes, and would contain about 8 Ygallons.
In the former case, therefore, each of these pots might have held from 10 “%o 15 ¥
gdlons; in the latter, from 17 to 25 ¥Reasoning on the general ground that the so -called
Sepphoris measurement was common in Galilee, the larger quantity seems the more
likely, though by no means certain. It is amost like trifling on the threshold of such a
history, and yet so many cavils have been raised, that we must here remind ourselves, that
neither the size, nor the number of these vessals has anything extraordinary about it. For
such an occasion the family would produce or borrow the largest and handsomest stone-
vessels that could be procured; nor is it necessary to suppose that they were filled to the
brim; nor should we forget that, from a Talmudic notice,*° it seems to have been the
practice to set apart some of these vessels exclusively for the use of the bride and of the
more distinguished guests, while the rest were used by the general company.

37. These 'stone-vessels (Keley Abhanim) are often spoken of (for example, Chel. x. 1).
InYaday. i. 2 they are expressly mentioned for the purification of the hands.

38.Jos Ant. viii. 2. 9.

39. For further details we refer to the excursuson Palestinian money, weights, and
measures, in Herzfeld's Handel sgesch. d. Juden, pp. 171-185.

40. Shabb. 77 b. So Lightfootin loc.

Entering the spacious, lofty dining-room,** which would be brilliantly lighted with lamps
and candlesticks, the guests are disposed round tables on couches, soft with cushions or
covered with tapestry, or seated on chairs. The bridal blessing has been spoken, and the
bridal cup emptied. The feast is proceeding - not the common meal, which was generaly
taken about even, according to the Rabbinic saying,** that he who postponed it beyond
that hour was as if he swallowed a stone - but a festive evening meal. If there had been
disposition to those exhibitions of, or incitement to, indecorous and light merriment,*®
such as even the more earnest Rabbis deprecated, surely the presence of Jesus would
have restrained it. And now there must have been a painful pause, or something like it,
when the Mother of Jesus whispered to Him that 'the wine failed.** There could, perhaps,
be the less cause for reticence on this point towards her Son, not merely because this
failure may have arisen from the accession of guestsin the persons of Jesus and his



disciples, for whom no provision had been originally made, but because the gift of wine
or oil on such occasions was regarded a meritorious work of charity.*

41. The Teraglin, from which the other side-rooms opened (Jer. Rosh haSh. 59 b; Y oma
15 b). From BabaB. vi. 4 we learn, that such an apartment was at least 15 feet square and
15 feet high. Height of ceiling was characteristic of Palestinian houses. It was always half
the breadth and length put together. Thus, in a small house consisting of one room:
length, 12 feet, breadth, 9 feet, the height would be 10 ¥4eet. In alarge house: length, 15
feet, breadth, 12 feet, the height would be 13 “4eet. From Jer. Kethub. p. 28 d welearn,
that the bride was considered as actually married the moment she had entered the
Teraglin, before she had actually gone to the Chuppah.

42. Pas. 18 b.

43. Thusit was customary, and deemed meritorious, to sing and perform akind of play
with myrtle branches (Jer. Peah 15 d); although one Rabbi was visited with sudden death
for excessin this respect.

44. St. Johnii. 3, A.V.: 'when they wanted wine."  45. BabaB ix.

But all this till leaves the main incidents in the narrative untouched. How are we to
understand the implied request of the Mother of Jesus? how His reply? and what was the
meaning of the miracle? It seems scarcely possible to imagine that, remembering the
miracul ous circumstances connected with His Birth, and informed of what had passed at
Jordan, she now anticipated, and by her suggestion wished to prompt, this as His Royal
Messianic manifestation.*® With reverence be it said, such a beginning of Royalty and
triumph would have been paltry: rather that of the Jewish miracle-monger than that of the
Christ of the Gospels. Not so, if it was only 'asign,’ pointing to something beyond itself.
Again, such anticipations on the part of Mary seem psychologically untrue - that is,
untrue to her history. She could not, indeed, have ever forgotten the circumstances which
had surrounded His Birth; but the deeper she 'kept all these things in her heart,' the more
mysterious would they seem, as time passed in the dull round of the most simple and
uneventful country-life, and in the discharge of every-day duties, without even the
faintest appearance of anything beyond it. Only twelve years had passed since His Birth,
and yet they had not understood His saying in the Temple! How much more difficult
would it be after thirty years, when the Child had grown into Y outh and Manhood, with
still the same silence of Divine Voices around? It is difficult to believe in fierce sunshine
on the afternoon of along, grey day. Although we have no absolute certainty of it, we
have the strongest internal reasons for believing, that Jesus had done no miracles these
thirty years in the home at Nazareth,*” but lived the life of quiet submission and obedient
waiting. That was the then part of His Work. It may, indeed, have been that Mary knew
of what had passed at Jordan; and that, when she saw Him returning with His first
disciples, who, assuredly, would make no secret of their convictions - whatever these
may have conveyed to outsiders - she felt that a new period in His Life had opened. But
what was there in all this to suggest such a miracle? and if it had been suggested, why not
ask for it in express terms, if it was to be the commencement, certainly in strangely
incongruous circumstances, of a Royal manifestation?

46. Thisisthe view of many commentators, ancient and modern.



47. Tholuck and Lucke, however, hold the opposite view.

On the other hand, there was one thing which she had learned, and one thing which she
was to unlearn, after those thirty years of the NazarethLife. What she had learned - what
she must have learned - was absolute confidence in Jesus. What she had to unlearn, was
the natural, yet entirely mistaken, impression which His meekness, stillness, and long
home-submission had wrought on her as to His relationship to the family. It was, as we
find from her after-history, a very hard, very slow, and very painful thing to learn it;*® yet
very needful, not only for her own sake, but because it was alesson of absolute truth.
And so when she told Him of the want that had arisen, it was simply in absolute
confidence in her Son, probably without any conscious expectancy of amiracle on His
part.*® Y et not without a touch of maternal self-consciousness, almost pride, that He,
Whom she could trust to do anything that was needed, was her Son, Whom she could
solicit in the friendly family whose guests they were - and if not for her sake, yet at her
request. It was a true earth-view to take of their relationship; only, an earth-view which
must now for ever cease: the outcome of His misunderstood meekness and weakness, and
which yet, strangely enough, the Romish Church puts in the forefront as the most
powerful pleafor Jesus acting. But the fundamental mistake in what she attempted is just
this, that she spake as His Mother, and placed that maternal relationship in connection
with His Work. And therefore it was that as, on the first misunderstanding in the Temple,
He had said: "Wist ye not that | must be about my Father's business? so now: "Woman,
what have | to do with thee? With that 'business' earthly relationship, however tender,
had no connection. With everything else it had, down to the utter self-forgetfulness of
that tenderest commendation of her to John, in the bitteres agonies of the Cross; but not
with this. No, not now, nor ever henceforth, with this. Asin His first manifestation in the
Temple, so in this the first manifestation of His glory, the finger that pointed to 'His hour'
was not, and could not be, that of an earthly parent, but of His Father in Heaven.®® There
was, in truth, atwofold relationship in that Life, of which none other but the Christ could
have preserved the harmony.

48. Luthardt rightly callsit the commencement of avery painful education, of which the
next stage is marked in St. Luke viii. 19, and the last in St. John xix. 26.

49. This meetsthe objection of Srauss and others, that Mary could not have expected a
miracle. It is scarcely conceivable, how Calvin could have imagined that Mary had
intended Jesus to deliver an address with the view of turning away thought from the want
of wine; or Bengel, that she intended to give a hint that the company should break up.

50. Godet aptly says. 'His motto henceforth is: My Father and |

Thisis ore main point - we had amost called it the negative one; the other, and positive
one, was the miracle itself. All elseis but accidental and circumstantial. No one who
either knows the use of the language,®* or remembers that, when commending her to John
on the Cross, He used the same mode of expression,® will imagine, that there was
anything derogatory to her, or harsh on His part, in addressing her as ‘woman' rather than
'mother.’ But the language is to us significant of the teaching intended to be conveyed,
and as the beginning of this further teaching: 'Who is My mother? and My brethren? And



He stretched forth His hand toward His disciples, and said, Behold My mother and My
brethren! ">

51. Comp. the passages from the classics quoted by Wetstein in his Commentary.

52. St. John xix. 26. 53. St. Matt xii. 46-50.

And Mary did not, and yet she did, understand Him, when she turned to the servants with
the direction, implicitly to follow His behests. What happened is well known: how, in the
excess of their zeal, they filled the water-pots to the brim - an accidental circumstance,
yet useful, as much that seems accidental, to show that there could be neither delusion
nor collusion; how, probably in the drawing of it, the water became best wine - 'the
conscious water saw its God, and blushed;' then the coarse proverbial joke of what was
probably the master of ceremonies and purveyor of the feast,>* intended, of course, not
literally to apply to the present company, and yet in its accidentalness an evidence of the
reaity of the miracle; after which the narrative abruptly closes with aretrospective
remark on the part of him who relates it. What the bridegroom said; whether what had
been done became known to the guests, and, if so, what impression it wrought; how long
Jesus remained; what His Mother felt - of this and much more that might be asked,
Scripture, with that reverent reticence which we so often mark, in contrast to our shallow
talkativeness, takes no further notice. And best that it should be so. St. John meant to tell
us, what the %/noptists, who begin their account with the later Galilean ministry, have
not recorded, of the first of His miracles as a 'sign,”® pointing to the deeper and higher
that was to be revealed, and of the first forth-manifesting of 'His glory.”’ That isal; and
that object was attained. Witness the calm, grateful retrospect upon that first day of
miracles, summed up in these smple but intensely conscious words: 'And His disciples
believed on Him.'

54. Ecclus. xxxii. 1 2.

55. On the omission of certain parts of St. John's narrative by the Synoptists, and vice
versa, and on the supposed differences, | can do no better than refer the reader to the

admirable remarks of Canon Westcott, Introduction to the Study of the Gospels, pp. 280
&c.

56. According to the best reading, and literally, 'This did - beginning of signs- Jesusin
Cana.' Upon a careful review the Rabbinic expression Smana (taken from the Greek
word here used) would seem to me more fully to render the idea than the Hebrew Oth.
But the significant use of the word sign should be well marked. See Canon Westcott on
the passage.

57. In this, thefirst of hismiracles, it was al the more necessary that He should manifest
hisglory.

A sign it was, from whatever point we view its meaning, as previoudly indicated. For,
like the diamond that shines with many colours, it has many meanings; none of them
designed, in the coarse sense of the term, but all real, because the outcome of areal
Divine Life and history. And a real miracle aso, not only historically, but as viewed in its
many meanings; the beginning of all others, which in a sense are but the unfolding of this



first. A miracleit is, which cannot be explained, but is only enhanced by the amost
incredible platitudes to which negative criticism has sunk in its commentation, ®® for
which there assuredly exists no legendary basis, either in Old Testament history, or in
contemporary Jewish expectation;>® which cannot be sublimated into nineteenth century
idealism;®° least of all can be conceived as an after-thought of His disciples, invented by
an Ephesian writer of the second century.®! But even the allegorical illustration of St.
Augustine, who reminds us that in the grape the water of rain is ever changed into wine,
is scarcely true, save as abare illustration, and only lowers our view of the miracle. For
miracle it is®? and will ever remain; not, indeed, magic,®® nor arbitrary power, but power
with amoral purpose, and that the highest.®* And we believe it, becawse this 'sign' is the
first of al those miracles in which the Miracle of Miracles gave ‘asign,' and manifested
forth His glory - the glory of His Person, the glory of His Purpose, and the glory of His
Work.

58. Thus Schenkel regards Christ's answer to M ary as a proof that He was not on good
terms with His family; Paulussuggests, that Jesus had brought the wine, and that it was
afterwards mixed with the water in the stone-vessels; Gfrérer, that Mary had brought it as
apresent, and at the feast given Jesus the appropriate hint when to have it set on. The
gloss of Renan seems to me even more untenable and repulsive.

59. Against thisview of Strauss, see Llicke, u. s. p. 477.

60. So Lange, in his'Life of Christ,' imagining that converse with Jesus had put all in that
higher ecstasy in which He gave them to drink from the fulness of Himself. Similar
spiritualisation - though by each in his own manner - has been attempted by Baur, Keim,
Ewald, Hilgenfeld, and others. But it seems more rational, with Schweizer and Weisse, to
deny the historical accuracy of the whole, than to resort to such expedients.

61. Hilgenfeld, however, seesin this miracle an evidence that the Christ of the fourth
Gospel proclaimed another and a higher than the God of the Old Testament - in short,
evidence of the Gnostic taint of the fourth Gospel.

62. Meyer well reminds us that 'physical incomprehensibility is not identical with
absolute impossibility.'

63. Godet has scarcely rightly marked the difference.

64. If | rightly understand the meaning of Dr. Abbott's remarks on the miraclesin the
fourth Gospel (Encycl. Britan. vol. x. p. 825 b), they imply that the change of the water
into wine was an emblematic reference to the Eucharistic wine, this view being supported
by areferenceto 1 John v. 8. But could this be considered sufficient ground for the
inference, that no historic reality attachesto the whole history? In that case it would have
to be seriously maintained, that an Ephesian writer at the end of the second century had
invented the fiction of the miracul ous change of water into wine, for the purpose of
certain Eucharistic teaching!



Chapter 5
THE CLEANSING OF THE TEMPLE
'"THE SIGN,' WHICH ISNOT A SIGN.
(St. John 2:13-25))

It has been said that Mary understood, and yet did not understand Jesus. And of this there
seems fresh evidence in the circumstance that, immediately after the marriage of Cana,
she and the 'brethren of Jesus went with Him, or followed Him, to Capernaum, which
henceforth became 'His own city, during His stay by the Lake of Galilee. The question,
whether He had first returned to Nazareth, seems amost trifling. It may have been so, and
it may be that His brothers had joined Him there, while His 'sisters,’ being married,
remained at Nazareth.? For the departure of the family from Nazareth many reasons will,
in the peculiar circumstances, suggest themselves. And yet one feels, that their following
Jesus and His disciples to their new home had something to do with their understanding,
and yet not understanding, of Him, which had been characteristic of Mary's silent
withdrawal after the reply she had received at the feast of Cana, and her significant
direction to the servants, implicitly to do what He bade them. Equally in character is the
willingness of Jesus to allow His family to join Him - not ashamed of their humbleness,
as a Jewish Messiah might have been, nor impatient of their ignorance: tenderly near to
them, in all that concerned the humanness of His fedings; sublimely far from them, in al
connected with His Work and Mission.

1. St. Matt. iv. 13; ix. 1; St. Mark ii. 1. 2. St. Mark vi. 3.

It isalmost arelief to turn from the long discussion (to which reference has aready been
made): whether those who bore that designation were His 'brothers and 'sisters in the real
sense, or the children of Joseph by an earlier marriage, or else His cousins - and to leave
it in the indefiniteness which rests upon it.3 But the observant reader will probably mark,
in connection with this controversy, that it is, to say the least, strange that 'brothers’ of
Jesus should, without further explanation, have been introduced in the fourth Gospel, if it
was an Ephesian production, if not afiction of spiritualistic tendency; strange also, that
the fourth Gospel alone should have recorded the removal to Capernaum of the ‘'mother
and brothers' of Jesus, in company with Him. But this by the way, and in reference to
recent controversies about the authorship of the fourth Gospel.

3. In support of the natural interpretation of these terms (which | frankly own to be my
view) not only St. Matt. i. 25 and St. Lukeii. 7 may be urged, but these two questions
may be put, suggested by Archdeacon Norris (who himself holds them to have been the
children of Joseph by aformer marriage): How could our Lord have been, through
Joseph, the heir of David's throne (according to the genealogies), if Joseph had elder
sons? And again, What became of the six young motherless children when Joseph and the
Virgin went first to Bethlehem, and then into Egypt, and why are the elder sons not
mentioned on the occasion of the visit to the Temple? (Commentary on the New
Testament, vol. i. p. 117.)

If we could only feel quite sure - and not merely deem it most probable - that the Tell
HOm of modern exploration marks the site of the ancient Capernaum, Kephar Nachum,
or Tanchumin (the latter, perhaps, 'village of consolation’), with what solemn interest



would we wander over its ruins.* We know it from New Testament history, and from the
writings of Josephus.® A rancorous notice and certain vile insinuations® of the Rabbis,”
connecting it with 'heresy,’ presumably that of Christianity, seem also to point to Kephar
Nachum as the home of Jesus, where so many of His miracles were done. At the time it
could have been of only recent origin, since its Synagogue had but lately been reared,
through the friendly liberality of that true and faithful Centurion.® But already its
importance was such, that it had become the station of a garrison, and of one of the
principal custom-houses. Its soft, sweet air, by the glorious Lake of Galilee, with snow-
capped Hermon full in view in the North - from a distance, like Mount Blanc over the
Lake of Geneva;’ the fertility of the country - notably of the plain of Gennesaret close by;
and the merry babble, and fertilising proximity of a spring which, from its teeming with
fish like that of the Nile, was popularly regarded as springing from the river of Egypt -
this and more must have made Capernaum one of the most delightful placesin these
‘Gardens of Princes,’ as the Rabbis interpreted the word '‘Gennesaret,’ by the 'cither-
shaped lake' of that name.’® The town lay quite up on its north-western shore, only two
miles from where the Jordan falls into the lake. As we wander over that field of ruins,
about half a mile in length by a quarter in breadth, which in al probability mark the site
of ancient Capernaum, we can scarcely redise it, that the desolateness all around has
taken the place of the life and beauty of eighteen centuries ago. Y et the scene is the same,
though the breath of judgement has long swept the freshness from its face. Here liesin
unruffled stillness, or wildly surges, lashed by sudden storms, the deep blue lake, 600 or
700 feet below the level of the Mediterranean. We can look up and down its extent, about
twelve miles, or across it, about six miles. Right over on the other side from where we
stand - somewhere there, is the place where Jesus miraculously fed the five thousand.
Over here came the little ship, its timbers still trembling, and its sides and deck wet with
the spray of that awful night of storm, when He came to the weary rowers, and brought
with Him calm. Up that beach they drew the boat. Here, close by the shore, stood the
Synagogue, built of white limestone on dark basalt foundation. North of it, up the gentle
sopes, stretched the town. East and south is the lake, in almost continuous succession of
lovely small bays, of which more than seventeen may be counted within six miles, and in
one of which nestled Capernaum. All its houses are gone, scarce one stone left on the
other: the good Centurion's house, that of Matthew the publican,** that of Simon Peter,*?
the temporary home which first sheltered the Master and His loved ones. All are
unrecognisable - a confused mass of ruins- save only that white Synagogue in which He
taught. From its ruins we can still measure its dimensions, and trace its fallen pillars; nay,
we discover over the lintel of its entrance the device of a pot of manna, which may have
lent its form to His teaching there™ - a device different from that of the seven-branched
candlestick, or that other most significant one of the Paschal Lamb, which seem to have
been so frequent over the Synagogues in Galilee.*

4. Robinson, Sepp, and, if | understand him aright, Lieut. Conder, regard Khan Minyeh

(Tent-Work in Palest. vol. ii. pp. 182 &c.) as the site of Capernaum; but most modern
writers are agreed in fixing it at Tell HOm

5. Jewish War iii. 10. 8; Life 72.



6. The stories are too foolish, and the insinuations too vile, to be here repeated. The
second of the two notices evidently refersto the first. The 'heretic' Jacob spoken of, isthe
bete noire of the Rabbis. Theimplied charges against the Christians remind one of the
description, Rev. ii. 20-24.

7. Midr. on Eccl. i. 8. and vii 26. ed. Warsh. vol. iii. p. 80a and 97 a. 8. St. Matt. viii.
5, &c.

9. The comparison is Canon Tristram's (Land of Israel, p. 427.)
10. Thisis another Rabbinic interpretation of the term Gennesaret.
11. St. Mark ii. 15; comp. iii. 20, 31.  12. St. Matt. viii. 14.  13. St. John vi. 49, 59.

14. Comp. especially Warren's Recovery of Jerusalem, pp. 337-351.

And this then, is Capernaum - the first and the chief home of Jesus, when He had entered
on His active work. But, on this occasion, He 'continued there not many days." For,
already, 'the Jews Passover was at hand,” and He must needs keep that feast in Jerusalem.
If our former computations are right - and, in the nature of things, it is impossible to be
absolutely certain about exact dates - and John began his preaching in the autumn of the
year 779 from the building of Rome, or in 26 of our present reckoning, while Jesus was
baptized in the early winter following,*® *° then this Passover must have taken place in the
spring (about April) of the same year.!” The preparations for it had, indeed, commenced a
month before. Not to speak of the needful domestic arrangements for the journey of
pilgrims to Jerusalem, the whole land seemed in a state of preparation. A month before
the feast (on the 15th Adar) bridges and roads were put in repair, and sepulchres
whitened, to prevent accidental pollution to the pilgrims. Then, some would select this
out of the three great annual feasts for the tithing of their flocks and herds, which, in such
case, had to be done two weeks before the Passover; while others would fix on it as the
time for going up to Jerusalem before the feast 'to purify themselves'® - that is, to
undergo the prescribed purification in any case of Levitical defilement. But what must
have appealed to every one in the land was the appearance of the 'money-changers
(Shulchanim), who opened their stalls in every country-town on the 15th of Adar (just a
month before the feast). They were, no doubt, regularly accredited and duly authorised.
For, all Jews and proselytes - women, slaves, and minors excepted - had to pay the annual
Temple-tribute of half a shekel, according to the 'sacred’ standard, equal to a common
Galilean shekel (two denars), or about 1s. 2d. of our money. From this tax many of the
priests - to the chagrin of the Rabbis - claimed exemption, on the ingenious pleathat in
Lev. vi. 23 (A.V.) every offering of a priest was ordered to be burnt, and not eaten; while
from the Temple-tribute such offerings were paid for as the two wave loaves and the
shewbread, which were afterwards eaten by priests. Hence, it was argued, their payment
of Temple-tribute would have been incompatible with Lev. vi. 23!

15. ad. 27.

16. Wieseler and most modern writers place the Baptism of Jesusin the summer of 27
a.d., and, accordingly, the first Passover in spring, 28 a.d. But it seemsto me highly
improbable, that so long an interval as nine or ten months should have elapsed between



John'sfirst preaching and the Baptism of Jesus. Besides, in that case, how are we to
account for the eight or nine months between the Baptism and the Passover? So far as|
know, the only reason for this strange hypothesisis St. Johniii. 20, which will be
explained in its proper place.

17. 780 a.u.c. or 27 a.d. 18. St. John xi. 55.

But to return. This Temple-tribute had to be paid in exact half-shekels of the Sanctuary,
or ordinary Galilean shekels. When it is remembered that, besides strictly Palestinian
silver and especially copper coin,*® Persian, Tyrian, Syrian, Egyptian, Grecian, and
Roman money circulated in the country, it will be understood what work these 'money-
changers must have had. From the 15th to the 25th Adar they had stalls in every country-
town. On the latter date, which must therefore be considered as marking the first arrivals
of festive pilgrims in the city, the stalls in the country were closed, and the money-
changers henceforth sat within the precincts of the Temple. All who refused to pay the
Temple-tribute (except priests) were liable to distraint of their goods. The 'money-
changers made a statutory fixed charge of a Maah, or from 1 14l. to 2d.%° (or, according
to others, of half a maah) on every half-shekel. This was called golbon. But if a person
tendered a Sela (a four-denar piece, in value two half-shekels of the Sanctuary, or two
Galilean shekels), he had to pay double golbon; one for his half-shekel of tribute-money,
the other for his change. Although not only priests, but all other non-obligatory officers,
and those who paid for their poorer brethren, were exempted from the charge of qolbon,
it must have brought in an immense revenue, since not only many native Palestinians
might come without the statutory coin, but a vast number of foreign Jews presented
themselves on such occasions in the Temple. Indeed, if we compute the annual Temple-
tribute at about 75,0001., the bankers profits may have amounted to from 8,000I. to
9,000l., an immense sum in the circumstances of the country.?:

19. Smon Maccabee had copper money coined; the so-called copper shekel, alittle more
than a penny, and also half and quarter shekels (about a half-penny, and a farthing). His
successors coined even smaller copper money. During the whole period from the death of
Simon to the last Jewish war no Jewish silver coinsissued from the Palestinian mint, but
only copper coins. Herzfeld (Handel sgesch. pp. 178, 179) suggests that there was
sufficient foreign silver coinage circulating in the country, while naturally only avery
small amount of foreign copper coin would be brought to Palestine.

20. It isextremely difficult to fix the exact equivalent. Cassel computesit at one-fifth,
Herzfeld at one-sixth, Zunzat one-third, and Winer at one-fourth of a denar.

21. Comp. Winer's Real-Worterb. | have taken alow estimate, so as to be well within
bounds. All the regulations about the Tribute and Qolbon are enumerated in Shegal. i. |

have not given references for each of the statements advanced, not because they are not to
hand in regard to amost every detail, but to avoid needless quotations.

But even this does not represent all the facts of the case. We have already seen, that the
'money-changers in the Temple gave change, when larger amounts than were equivalent
to the Tenple-tribute were proffered. It is a reasonable, nay, an amost necessary
inference, that many of the foreign Jews arriving in Jerusalem would take the opportunity
of changing at these tables their foreign money, and for this, of course, fresh charges



would be made. For, there was a great deal to be bought within the Temple-area, needful
for the feast (in the way of sacrifices and their adjuncts), or for purification, and it would
be better to get the right money from the authorised changers, than have disputes with the
dealers. We can picture to ourselves the scene around the table of an Eastern money-
changer - the weighing of the coins, deductions for loss of weight, arguing, disputing,
bargaining - and we can realise the terrible truthfulness of our Lord's charge that they had
made the Father's House a mart and place of traffic. But even so, the business of the
Temple money-changers would not be exhausted. Through their hands would pass the
immense votive offerings of foreign Jews, or of proselytes, to the Temple; indeed, they
probably transacted all business matters connected with the Sanctuary. It is difficult to
realise the vast accumulation of wealth in the Temple-treasury. But some idea of it may
be formed from the circumstance that, despite many previous spoliations, the value of the
gold and silver which Crassus? carried from the Temple-treasury amounted to the
enormous sum of about two and a half millions sterling. Whether or not these Temple
money-changers may have transacted other banking business, given drafts, or cashed
those from correspondents, received and lent money at interest - all which was common
at the time - must remain undetermined.

22.54-53b.c.

Readers of the New Testament know, that the noisy and incongruous business of an
Eastern money-lender was not the only one carried on within the sacred Temple-
enclosure. It was a great accommodation, that a person bringing a sacrifice might not
only learn, but actually obtain, in the Temple from its officials what was required for the
meat, and drink-offering. The prices were fixed by tariff every month, and on payment of
the stated amount the offerer received one of four counterfoils, which respectively
indicated, and, on handing it to the proper official, procured the prescribed complement
of his sacrifice.® The Priests and Levites in charge of this made up their accounts every
evening, and these (though necessary) transactions must have left a considerable margin
of profit to the treasury. This would soon lead to another kind of traffic. Offerers might,
of course, bring their sacrificial animals with them, and we know that on the Mount of
Olives there were four shops, specially for the sale of pigeons and other things requisite
for sacrificial purposes.?* ? But then, when an animal was brought, it had to be examined
asto its Levitical fitness by persons regularly qualified and appointed. Disputes might
here arise, due to the ignorance of the purchaser, or the greed of the examiner. A
regularly qualified examiner was called mumcheh (one approved), and how much labour
was given to the acquisition of the requisite knowledge appears from the circumstance,
that a certain teacher is said to have spent eighteen months with a farmer, to learn what
faultsin an animal were temporary, and which permarent.?® Now, as we are informed
that a certain mumcheh of firstlings had been authorised to charge for his inspection from
four to six Isar (1%4. to about 2d.), according to the animal inspected,?” it is but
reasonable to suppose that a similar fee may have been exacted for examining the
ordinary sacrificia animals. But al trouble and difficulty would be avoided by a regular
market within the Temple-enclosure, where sacrificial animals could be purchased,
having presumably been duly inspected, and all fees paid before being offered for sale.?®
It needs no comment to show how utterly the Temple would be profaned by such traffic,
and to what scenes it might lead. From Jewish writings we know, that most improper



transactions were carried on, to the taking undue advantage of the poor people who came
to offer their sacrifices. Thus we read,?® that on one occasion the price of a couple of
pigeons was run up to the enormous figure of a gold denar (a Roman gold denar, about
15s. 3d.), when, through the intervention of Simeon, the grandson of the great Hilld, it
was brought down before night to a quarter of a silver denar, or about 2d. each. Since
Simeon is represented as introducing his resolve to this effect with the adjuration, 'by the
Temple,' it is not unfair to infer that these prices had ruled within the sacred enclosure. It
was probably not merely controversia zeal for the peculiar teaching of his master
Shammai, but a motive similar to that of Simeon, which on another occasion induced
Baba ben Buta (well known as giving Herod the advice of rebuilding the Temple), when
he found the Temple-court empty of sacrificial animals, through the greed of those who
had 'thus desolated the House of God,' to bring in no less than three thousand sheep, so
that the people might offer sacrifices.®® 3t

23. Comp. 'The Temple and its Services, &c.,' pp. 118, 119. 24, Jer. Taan iv. 8.

25. M. Derenbourg (Histoire de Palest., p. 467) holds that these shops were kept by
priests, or at any rate that the profits went to them. But | cannot agree with him that these

were the Chanuyoth, or shops, of the family of Annas, to which the Sanhedrin migrated
forty years before the destruction of Jerusalem. See farther on.

26. Sanh. 5 b. 27. Bekhor. iv. 5.

28. It is certain that this Temple-market could not have been 'on both sides of the Eastern
Gate - the gate Shushan - asfar as Solomon's Porch' (Dr. Farrar). If it had been on both
sides of this gate, it mu st have been in Solomon's Porch. But this supposition is out of the
question. There would have been no room there for amarket, and it formed the principal

access into the Sanctuary. The Temple-market was undoubtedly somewhere in the 'Court
of the Gentiles.'

29. Ker.i. 7. 30. Jerus. Chag. 78 a.

31. It is, however, quite certain that Baba ben Buta had not 'been the first to introduce'
(Dr. Farrar) thistraffic. A perusal of Jer. Chag. 78 a shows this sufficiently.

This leads up to another question, most important in this connection. The whole of this
traffic - money-changing, selling of doves, and market for sheep and oxen - was in itsalf,
and from its attendant circumstances, aterrible desecration; it was aso liable to gross
abuses. But was there about the time of Christ anything to make it specially obnoxious
and unpopular? The priesthood must aways have derived considerable profit from it - of
course, not the ordinary priests, who came up in their ‘orders to minister in the Temple,
but the permanent priestly officials, the resident leaders of the priesthood, and especially
the High-Priestly family. This opens up a most interesting inquiry, closely connected, as
we shall show, with Christ's visit to the Temple at this Passover. But the materials here at
our command are so digointed, that, in attempting to put them together, we can only
suggest what seems most probable, not state what is absolutely certain. What became of
the profits of the money-changers, and who were the real owners of the Temple- market?



To the first of these questions the Jerusalem Talmud®? gives no less than five different
answers, showing that there was no fixed rule as to the employment of these profits, or, at
least, that it was no longer known at that time. Although four of these answers point to
their use for the public service, yet that which seems most likely assigns the whole profits
to the money-changers themselves. But in that case it can scarcely be doubted, that they
had to pay a considerable rental or percentage to the leading Temple-officials. The profits
from the sale of meat- and drink-offerings went to the Temple-treasury. But it can hardly
be believed, that such was the case in regard to the Temple- market. On the other hand,
there can be little doubt, that this market was what in Rabbinic writings is styled 'the
Bazaars of the sons of Annas (Chanuyoth beney Chanan), the sons of that High-Priest
Annas, who is so infamous in New Testament history. When we read that the Sanhedrin,
forty years before the destruction of Jerusalem, transferred its meeting-place from ‘the
Hall of Hewn Stones' (on the south side of the Court of the Priest, and therefore partly
within the Sanctuary itself) to ‘the Bazaars,' and then afterwards to the City, >3 the
inference is plain, that these Bazaars were those of the sons of Annas the High-Priest, and
that they occupied part of the Temple-court; in short, that the Temple-market and the
Bazaars of the sons of Annas are identical.

32. Jer. Sheq.i. 7, last 4 lines, p. 46 b. 33. Rosh hash. 31 a, b.

If this inference, which is in accordance with received Jewish opinion, be admitted, we
gain much light as regards the purification of the Temple by Jesus, and the words which
He spake on that occasion. For, our next position is that, from the unrighteousness of the
traffic carried on in these Bazaars, and the greed of their owners, the 'Temple- market' was
at the time most unpopular. This appears, not only from the conduct and words of the
patriarch Simeon and of Baba ben Buta (as above quoted), but from the fact that popular
indignation, three years before the destruction of Jerusalem, swept away the Bazaars of
the family of Annas,* and this, as expressly stated, on account of the sinful greed which
characterised their dealings. And if any doubt should still linger in the mind, it would
surely be removed by our Lord's open denunciation of the Temple- market as ‘aden of
robbers.®® Of the avarice and corruption of this High-Priestly family, alike Josephus and
the Rabbis give a most terrible picture. Josephus describes Annas (or Ananus), the son of
the Annas of the New Testament, as 'a great hoarder up of money,' very rich, and as
despoiling by open violence the common priests of their official revenues.*® The Talmud
also records the curse which a distinguished Rabbi of Jerusalem (Abba Shaul)
pronounced upon the High-Priestly families (including that of Annas), who were
'themselves High-Priests, their sons treasurers (Gizbarin), their sons-in-law assistant-
treasurers (Ammarkalin), while their servants beat the people with sticks.®” What a
comment this passage offers on the bearing of Jesus, as He made a scourge to drive out
the very servants who 'beat the people with sticks," and upset their unholy traffic! It were
easy to add from Rabbinic sources repulsive details of their uxuriousness, wasteful ness,
gluttony, and genera dissoluteness. No wonder that, in the figurative language of the
Tamud, the Temple is represented as crying out against them: 'Go hence, ye sons of Eli,
ye defile the Temple of Jehovah!*3® These painful notices of the state of matters at that
time help us better to understand what Christ did, and who they were that opposed His
doing.



34. Siphré on Deut. § 105, end. ed. Friedmann, p. 95 b; Jer. Peah i. 6.

35. St. Matt. xxi. 12. 36. Ant. xx. 9. 2-4. 37. Pes. 57 a. 38. Pes. u. s.

These Temple-Bazaars, the property, and one of the principal sources of income, of the
family of Annas, were the scene of the purification of the Temple by Jesus; and in the
private local e attached to these very Bazaars, where the Sanhedrin held its meetings at
the time, the final condemnation of Jesus may have been planned, if not actually
pronounced. All this has its deep significance. But we can now aso understand why the
Temple officials, to whom these Bazaars belonged, only challenged the authority of
Christ in thus purging the Temple. The unpopularity of the whole traffic, if not their
consciences, prevented their proceeding to actual violence. Lastly, we can also better
perceive the significance, alike of Christ's action, and of His reply to their challenge,
spoken as it was close to the spot where He was so soon to be condemned by them. Nor
do we any longer wonder that no resistance was offered by the people to the action of
Jesus, and that even the remonstrances of the priests were not direct, but in the form of a
perplexing question.

For it isin the direction just indicated, and in no other, that objections have been raised to
the narrative of Christ's first public act in Jerusalem: the purgation of the Temple.
Commentators have sufficiently pointed out the differences between this and the
purgation of the Temple at the close of His Ministry.3® % Indeed, on comparison, these
are so obvious, that every reader can mark them. Nor does it seem difficult to understand,
rather does it seem not only fitting, but almost logically necessary, that, if any such event
had occurred, it should have taken place both at the beginning and at the close of His
public ministry in the Temple. Nor yet is there anything either ‘abrupt’ or 'tactless in such
a commencement of his Ministry. It is not only profane, but unhistorical, to look for
calculation and policy in the Life of Jesus. Had there been such, He would not have died
on the Cross. And 'abrupt’ it certainly was not. Jesus took up the thread where he had
dropped it on His first recorded appearance in the Temple, when he had spoken His
wonder, that those who knew Him should have been ignorant, that He must be about His
Father's business. He was now about His Father's business, and, as we may so say, in the
most elementary manner. To put an end to this desecration of His Father's House, which,
by a nefarious traffic, had been made a place of mart, nay, 'a den of robbers,' was, what
al who knew His Mission must have felt, a most suitable and almost necessary beginning
of His Messianic Work.

39. St. Matt. xxi. 12, &c.; St. Mark xi 11, &c.; St. Luke xix. 45 &c.

40. It must, however, be admitted, that even Luther had grave doubts whether the
narrative of the Synoptists and that of the fourth Gospel did not refer to one and the same
event. Comp. Meyer, Komment. (on St. John), p. 142, notes.

And many of those present must have known Jesus. The zeal of His early disciples, who,
on their first recognition of Him, proclaimed the new-found Messiah, could not have
given place to absolute silence. The many Galilean pilgrims in the Temple could not but
have spread the tidings, and the report must soon have passed from one to the other in the



Temple-courts, as He first entered their sacred enclosure. They would follow Him, and
watch what He did. Nor were they disappointed. He inaugurated His Mission by fulfilling
the prediction concerning Him Who was to be Israel’s refiner and purifier (Mal. iii. 1-3).
Scarce had He entered the Temple-porch, and trod the Court of the Gentiles, than He
drove thence what profanely defiled it.** There was not a hand lifted, not aword spoken
to arrest Him, as He made the scourge of small cords (even this not without significance)
and with it drove out of the Temple both the sheep and the oxen; not aword said, nor a
hand raised, as He poured into their receptacles the changers money, and overthrew their
tables.*? His Presence awed them, His words awakened even their consciences; they
knew, only too well, how true His denunciations were. And behind Him was gathered the
wondering multitude, that could not but sympathise with such bold, right royal, and
Messianic vindication of Temple sanctity from the nefarious traffic of a hated, corrupt,
and avaricious Priesthood. It was a scene worth witnessing by any true Israglite, a protest
and an act which, even among aless emotional people, would have gained Him respect,
approbation, and admiration, and which, at any rate, secured his safety.*®

41. And so He ever does, beginning His Ministry by purifying, whether as regards the
individual or the Church.

42. Canon Westcott calls attention to the use of two different terms for money-changers
invv. 14, 15. In the latter only it iskol | ubisthV of which the Aramaic form isqolbon.
It is thisgolbon-taking against which the Hand of Christ is specially directed.

43. Y et Renan ventures to characterise this as a sudden, ill-advised outburst of ill -
humour.

For when 'the Jews," by which here, asin so many other places, we are to understand the
rulers of the people - in this instance, the Temple officials - did gather courage to come
forward, they ventured not to lay hands on Him. It was not yet the time for it. In presence
of that multitude they would not then have dared it, even if policy had not dictated
quietness within the Temple-enclosure, when the Roman garrison so close by, in Fort
Antonia, kept jealous watch for the first appearance of a tumult.** Still more strangely,
they did not even reprove Him for what He had done, asif it had been wrong or
improper. With infinite cunning, as appealing to the multitude, they only asked for ‘a sign'
which would warrant such assumption of authority. But this question of challenge
marked two things:. the essential opposition between the Jewish authorities and Jesus, and
the manner in which they would carry on the contest, which was henceforth to be waged
between Him and the rulers of the people. That first action of Jesus determined their
mutua positions; and with and in that first conflict its end was aready involved. The
action of Jesus as against the rulers must develop into a life-opposition; their first step
against Him must lead on to the last in His condemnation to the Cross.

44, Actsxxi. 31, 32.

And Jesus then and there knew it all, foresaw, or rather saw it al. His answer told it. It
was - as al His teaching to those who seeing do not see, and hearing do not hear, whose
understanding is darkened and heart hardened - in parabolic language, which only the
after-event would make clear.*®> Asfor 'the sign,' then and ever again sought by an ‘evil



and adulterous generation' - evil in their thoughts and ways and adulterous to the God of
Israel - He had then, as afterwards,*® only one 'sign’ to give: 'Destroy this Temple, and in
three days | will raise it up." Thus He met their challenge for a sign by the challenge of a
sign: Crucify Him, and He would rise again; let them suppress the Christ, He would
triumph.*” A sign this which they understood not, but misunderstood, and by making it
the ground of their false charge in His final trial, themselves unwittingly fulfilled.

45. St. Matt. xiii. 11-15; St. Mark iv. 11, 12. 46. St. Matt. xii. 38-40.

47. 1 cannot see in the words of Jesus any direct reference to the abrogation of the
material Temple and its services, and the substitution of the Church for it. Of course, such

was the case, and implied in His Crucifixion and Resurrection, though not alluded to
here.

And yet to all time thisisthe sign, and the only sign, which the Christ has given, which
He still givesto every 'evil and adulterous generation,’ to all sin-lovers and God-
forsakers. They will destroy, so far as their power reaches, the Christ, crucify Him, give
His words the lie, suppress, sweep away Christianity - and they shall not succeed: He
shall triumph. Ason that first Easter-day, so now and ever in history, He raises up the
Temple, which they break down. Thisisthe 'sign,’ the evidence, the only 'sign,’ which the
Christ gives to His enemies; asign which, as an historical fact, has been patent to all men,
and seen by them; which might have been evidence, but being of the nature of miracle,
not explicable by natural agencies, they have misunderstood, viewing 'the Temple merely
as a building, of which they fully know the architecture, manner, and time of
construction,*® but of whose spiritual character and upbuilding they have no knowledge
nor thought. And thus, as to that generation, so to al which have followed, thisis still the
'sign,’ if they understand it - the only sign, the Great Miracle, which, as they only
calculate from the visible and to them ascertained, these 'despiser behold, and wonder,
and perish,’ for He worketh ‘awork in their days, a work which they shall in no wise
believe."

48. From the expression (St. John ii. 20) 'Forty and six years was this Temple in
building,' it has been inferred by most writers that this Passover was of the year 791
a.u.c., or 28 a.d., and not, as we have argued, of the year 780 a.u.c., or 27 a.d. But their
calculation rests on an oversight. Admittedly the rebuilding of the Temple began in the
autumn of the eighteenth year of Herod'sreign (Jos. Ant. xv. 11. 1-6). AsHerod'sreign
dates from 717 a.u.c., the Temple-building must have commenced in the autumn of the
year 734-35. But it has already been explained that, in Jewish reckoning, the beginning of
anew year was reckoned as ayear. Thusif, according to universal opinion (comp.
Wieseler, Chronolog. Synopse, pp. 165, 166), the Temple-building began in Kislev 734,
forty-nine years after it would bring us to the autumn 779, and the Passover of 780, or 27
a.d., would be regarded and spoken of as 'forty and six years." If aJew had calculated the
time at the Passover 781, he would not have said 'forty-six' but ‘forty-seven years' 'was
this Templein building.' The mistake of writersliesin forgetting that a fresh year had
begun after the autumn - or at any rate at the Passover. It may here be added, that the
Temple was not finally completed till 63 a.d.

49, Actsxiii. 41.



Chapter 6
THE TEACHER COME FROM GOD AND THE TEACHER FROM
JERUSALEM
JESUS AND NICODEMUS
(St. John 3:1-21.)

But there were those who beheld, and heard His words, and did in some measure
understand them. Even before Jesus had spoken to the Temple-officials, His disciples, as
slently they watched Him, saw an old Scripture-saying kindled into light by the halo of
His glory. It was that of the suffering, self-forgetful, God-dedicated Servant of Jehovah,
as His figure stood out against the Old Testament sky, realising in a hostile world only
this, as the deepest element of His being and calling: entire inward and outward
consecration to God, a burnt-offering, such as Isaac would have been. Within their minds
sprang up unbidden, as when the light of the Urim and Thummim fell on the letter graven
on the precious stones of the High-Priest's breastplate, those words of old: "'The zeal of
Thine house eateth me up.” Thus, even in those days of their early learning, Jesus
purging the Temple in view of a hostile rulership was the full realisation of that picture,
which must be prophetic, since no mere man ever bore those lineaments: that of the ideal
Nazarite, whom the zeal of God's house was consuming. And then long afterwards, after
His Passion and Desth, after those dark days of loneliness and doubt, after the misty
dawn of the first recognition, this word, which He had spoken to the rulers at the first,
came to them, with all the convincing power of prediction fulfilled by fact, as an assured
conviction, which in its strong grasp held not only the past, but the present, because the
present is ever the fulfilment of the past: 'When therefore He was risen from the dead, His
disciples remembered that He had said this unto them; and they believed the Scripture,
and the word which Jesus had said.’

1. Ps. Ixix. 9.

Again, as we think of the meaning of His refusing 'asign’ to the rulers of Isragl - or rather
think of the only 'sign’ which He did give them - we see nothing incompatible with it in
the fact that, at the same feast, He did many 'signs? in sight of the people. For it was only
the rulers who had entered on that conflict, of which, from the character and aims of the
two parties engaged, the beginning involved the terrible end asits logical sequence. In
presence of such afoe only one 'sign’ could be given: that of reading their inmost hearts,
and in them their real motives and fina action, and again of setting forth His own final
triumph - a predictive description, a'no sign' that was, and is, asign to al time. But
neither challenge nor hostile demand for a sign had been addressed to Him by the people.
Indeed even at the last, when incited by their rulers, and blindly following them, ‘they
knew not what they did." And it was to them that Jesus now, on the morning of His Work,
spoke by 'signs.’

2. Although our A.V. translatesin ver. 18 'sign' and in ver. 23 'miracles,' the Greek word
isthe samein both cases, and means a'sign.’



The Feast of the Passover commenced on the 15th Nisan, dating it, of course, from the
preceding evening. But before that - before the slaying of the Pascha Lamb, on the
afternoon of the 14th Nisan - the visitor to the Temple would mark something peculiar.®
On the evening of the 13th Nisan, with which the 14th, or 'preparation-day,’ commenced,
the head of each household would, with lighted candle and in solemn silence, search out
all leaven in his house, prefacing his search with solemn thanksgiving and appeal to God,
and closing it by an equally solemn declaration that he had accomplished it, so far as
within his knowledge, and disavowing responsibility for what lay beyond it. And as the
worshippers went to the Temple, they would see prominently exposed, on a bench in one
of the porches, two desecrated cakes of some thank offering, indicating that it was still
lawful to eat of that which was leavened. At ten, or at latest eleven o'clock, one of those
cakes was removed, and then they knew that it was no longer lawful to eat of it. At
twelve o'clock the second cake was removed, and this was the signal for solemnly
burning all the leaven that had been gathered. Was it on the eve of the 14th, when each
head of a house sought for and put aside the leaven, or else as the people watched these
two cakes, and then the removal of the last of them, which marked that all leaven was to
be 'purged out,’ that Jesus, in real fulfilment of its national meaning, 'cleansed' the
Temple of its leaven?

3. Wereserve adetailed account of the Paschal celebration for our account of the last
Passover of Jesus.

We can only suggest the question. But the 'cleansing of the Temple' undoubtedly
preceded the actual festive Paschal week.* To those who were in Jerusalem it was a week
such as had never been before, a week when 'they saw the signs which He did," and when,
stirred by a strange impulse, ‘they believed in His Name' as the Messiah. 'A milk-faith,' as
Luther pithily callsit, which fed on, and required for its sustenance, 'signs.' And like a
vision it passed with the thing seen. Not a faith to which the sign was only the fingerpost,
but afaith of which the sign, not the thing signified, was the substance; a faith which
dazzled the mental sight, but reached not down to the heart. And Jesus, Who with heart-
searching glance saw what was in man, Who needed not any to tell Him, but with
immediateness knew all, did not commit Himself to them. They were not like His first
Galilean disciples, true of heart and in heart. The Messiah Whom these found, and He
Whom those saw, met different conceptions. The faith of the Jerusalem sign-seers would
not have compassed what the Galileans experienced; it would not have understood nor
endured, had He committed Himself to them. And yet He did, in wondrous love,
condescend and speak to them in the only language they could understand, in that of
'signs.’ Nor was it al invain.

4, St. Johniii.

Unrecorded as these miracles are - because the words they spoke were not recorded on
many hearts - it was not only here and there, by this or that miracle, that their power was
felt. Their grand general effect was, to make the more spiritually minded and thoughtful
feel that Jesus was indeed 'ateacher come from God.' In thinking of the miracles of Jesus,
and generaly of the miraculous in the New Testament, we are too apt to overlook the
principal consideration in the matter. We regard it from our present circumstances, not



from those of the Jews and people of that time; we judge it from our standpoint, not from
theirs. And yet the main gist of the matter lies here. We would not expect to be convinced
of the truth of religion, nor converted to it, by outward miracles; we would not expect
them at all. Not but that, if a notable miracle really did occur, its impression and effect
would be overwhelming; although, unless a miracle submitted itself to the strictest
scientific tests, when in the nature of things it would cease to be a miracle, it would
scarcely find genera credence. Hence, truth to say, the miraculous in the New Testament
constitutes to modern thought not its strong, but its weak point; not its convincing
evidence, but its point of attack and difficulty. Accordingly, treating of, or contemplating
the miracles of the New Testament, it is always their moral, not their natural (or
supranatural), aspect which has its chief influence upon us. But what is this but to say that
ours is modern, not ancient thought, and that the evidential power of Christ's miracles has
given place to the age and dispensation of the Holy Ghost? With us the processiis the
reverse of what it was with them of old. They approached the moral and spiritual through
the miraculous; we the miraculous through the moral and spiritual. His Presence, that one
grand Presence is, indeed, ever the same. But God always adapts His teaching to our
learning; else it were not teaching at all, least of al Divine teaching. Only what carries it
now to usis not the same as what carried it to them of old: it is no more the fingerpost of
'signs,’ but the finger of the Spirit. To them the miraculous was the expected - that
miraculous which to us also is so truly and Divinely miraculous, just because it applies to
all time, since it carries to us the moral, as to them the physical, aspect of the miracle; in
each case, Divine redlity Divinely conveyed. It may therefore safely be asserted, that to
the men of that time no teaching of the new faith would have been real without the
evidence of miracles.

In those days, when the idea of the miraculous was, so to speak, fluid - passing from the
natural into the supernatural - and men regarded all that was above their view-point of
nature as supernatural, the idea of the miraculous would, by its constant recurrence,
always and prominently suggest itself. Other teachers al'so, among the Jews at least,
claimed the power of doing miracles, and were popularly credited with them. But what an
obvious contrast between theirs and the 'signs which Jesus did! In thinking of this, it is
necessary to remember, that the Talmud and the New Testament alike embody teaching
Jawishinits form, and addressed to Jews, and - at least so far as regards the subject of
miracles - at periods not far apart, and brought still nearer by the singular theological
conservatism of the people. If, with thisin our minds, we recall some of the absurd
Rabbinic pretensions to miracles - such as the creation of a calf by two Rabbis every
Sabbath eve for their Sabbath meal,® or the repulsive, and in part blasphemous, account
of a series of prodigies in testimony of the subtleties of some great Rabbi® - we are almost
overwhelmed by the evidential force of the contrast between them and the 'signs which
Jesus did. We seem to be in an entirely new world, and we can understand the conclusion
at which every earnest and thoughtful mind must have arrived in witnhessing them, that
He was, indeed, 'a Teacher from God.'

5. Sanh. 65 b. 6. BabaMez. 59 b.

Such an observer was Nicodemus (Nagdimon),” one of the Pharisees and a member of the
Jerusalem Sanhedrin. And, as we gather from his mode of expression,® not he only, but



others with him. From the Gospel-history we know him to have been cautious by nature
and education, and timid of character; yet, as in other cases, it was the greatest offence to
his Jewish thinking, the Cross, which at last brought him to the light of decision, and the
vigour of bold confession.® And thisin itself would show the real character of his inquiry,
and the effect of what Jesus had first taught him. It is, at any rate, altogether rash to speak
of the manner of his first approachto Christ as most commentators have done. We can
scarcely realise the difficulties which he had to overcome. It must have been a mighty
power of conviction, to break down prejudice so far asto lead this old Sanhedrist to
acknowledge a Galilean, untrained in the Schools, as a Teacher come from God, and to
repair to Him for direction on, perhaps, the most delicate and important point in Jewish
theology. But, even so, we cannot wonder that he should have wished to shroud his first
vigit in the utmost possible secrecy. It was a most compromising step for a Sanhedrist to
take. With that first bold purgation of the Temple a deadly feud between Jesus and the
Jewish authorities had begun, of which the sequel could not be doubtful. It was involved
in that first encounter in the Temple, and it needed not the experience and wisdom of an
aged Sanhedrist to forecast the end.

7. A Nicodemus is spoken of in the Talmud as one of the richest and most distinguished
citisens of Jerusalem (Taan. 20 a: Kethub. 66 b: Gitt. 56 a; Ab. de R. Nath. 6 comp. Ber.
R. 42. Midr. on Eccles. vii. 12, and on Lament. i. 5). But this name was only given him

on account of amiracle which happened at his request, his real name being Bunai, the son
of Gorion. A Bunai is mentioned in the Talmud among the disciples of Jesus, and a story
isrelated how his daughter, after immense wealth, came to most abject poverty. But there
can scarcely be a doubt that this somewhat |egendary Naqdimon was not the Nicodemus
of the Gospel.

8. 'We know that Thou art a Teacher come from God.' 9. St. John xix. 39.

Nevertheless, Nicodemus came. If thisis evidence of hisintense earnestness, so is the
bearing of Jesus of His Divine Character, and of the truth of the narrative. As he was not
depressed by the resistance of the authorities, nor by the 'milk-faith' of the multitude, so
He was not elated by the possibility of making such a convert as a member of the great
Sanhedrin. There is no excitement, no undue deference, nor eager politeness; no
compromise, nor attempted persuasiveness, not even accommodation. Nor, on the other
hand, is there assumed superiority, irony, or dogmatism. There is not even a reference to
the miracles, the evidential power of which had wrought in His visitor the initial
conviction, that He was a Teacher come from God. All is calm, earnest, dignified - if we
may reverently say it - as became the God-Man in the humiliation of His personal
teaching. To say that it is al un-Jewish were a mere truism: it is Divine. No fabricated
narrative would have invented such a scene, nor so represented the actors in it.*°

10. This, of course, is not the view of the Tubingen School, which regards the whole of
this narrative as representing a later development. Dr. Abbott (Encycl. Brit., Art.
'‘Gospels,' p. 821) regards the expression, 'born of water and of the Spirit," as areference
to Christian Baptism, and this again as evidence for the late authorship of the fourth
Gospel. Hisreasoning is, that the earliest reference to regeneration is contained in St.
Matt. xviii. 3. Then he supposes a reference in Justin's Apologia (i. 61) to be a further
development of this doctrine, and he denies what is generally regarded as Justin's
guotation from St. Johniiii. 5 to be such, because it omits the word 'water.' A third stage



he supposes to beimplied in 1 Pet. i. 3, 23; with which he connects 1 Pet. iii. 21. The
fourth stage of development he regards as embodied in the words of St. Johniiii. 5. All
these hypotheses- for they are no more than such - are built on Justin's omission of the
word 'water,' which, as Dr. Abbott argues, proves that Justin must have been
unacquainted with the fourth Gospel, since otherwise it were impossible that, when
expressly treating of Baptism, he should have omitted it. To us, on the other hand, the
opposite seems the legitimate inference. Treating confessedly of Baptism, it was only
necessary for his argument, which identified regeneration with Baptism, to introduce the
reference to the Spirit. Otherwise the quotation is so exactly that from the fourth Gospel,
including even the objection of Nicodemus, that it is almost impossible to imagine that so
literal atranscription could have originated otherwise than from the fourth Gospel itself,
and that it isthe result of a supposed series of developments in which Justin would
represent the second, and the fourth Gospel the fourth stage. But besides, the attentive
reader of the chapter in Justin's Apology cannot fail to remark that Justin represents a
later, and not an earlier, stage than the fourth Gospel. For, with Justin, Baptism and
regeneration are manifestly identified, not with renovation of our nature, but with the
forgiveness of sins.

Dangerous as it may be to indulge the imagination, we can almost picture the scene. The
report of what passed reads, more than almost any other in the Gospels, like notes taken
at the time by one who was present. We can almost put it again into the form of brief
notes, by heading what each said in this manner, Nicodemus: - or, Jesus:.. They are only
the outlines of the conversation, given, in each case, the really important gist, and leaving
abrupt gaps between, as would be the manner in such notes. Y et quite sufficient to tell us
all that is important for us to know. We can scarcely doubt that it was the narrator, John,
who was the witness that took the notes. His own reflections upon it, or rather his
afterlook upon it, in the light of later facts, and under the teaching of the Holy Ghost, is
described in the verses with which the writer follows his account of what had passed
between Jesus and Nicodemus (St. John iii. 16-21). In the same manner he winds up with
similar reflections (ib. vv. 31-36) the reported conversation between the Baptist and his
disciples. In neither case are the verses to which we refer, part of what either Jesus or
John said at the time, but what, in view of it, John says in name of, and to the Church of
the New Testament.™*

11. For detailed examination and proof | must here refer the reader to Canon Westcott's
Commentary.

If from St. John xix. 27 we might infer that St. John had 'a home' in Jerusalem itself -
which, considering the simplicity of living at the time, and the cost of houses, would not
necessarily imply that he was rich - the scene about to be described would have taken
place under the roof of him who has given us its record. In any case, the circumstances of
life at the time are so well known, that we have no difficulty in realising the
surroundings. It was night - one of the nights in that Easter week so full of marvels.
Perhaps we may be allowed to suppose that, as so often in analogous circumstances, the
s?ringwi nd, sweeping up the narrow streets of the City, had suggested the comparison,*?
13 which was so full of deepest teaching of Nicodemus. Up in the simply furnished Aliyah
- the guest-chamber on the roof, the lamp was still burning, and the Heavenly Guest still
busy with thought and words. There was no need for Nicodemus to pass through the
house, for an outside stair led to the upper room. It was night, when Jewish superstition
would keep men at home; awild, gusty spring night, when loiterers would not be in the



streets; and no one would see him as at that hour he ascended the outside steps that led up
to the Aliyah. His errand was soon told: one sentence, that which admitted the Divine
Teachership of Jesus, implied al the questions he could wish to ask. Nay, his very
presence there spoke them. Or, if otherwise, the answer of Jesus spoke them. Throughout,
Jesus never descended the standpoint of Nicodemus, but rather sought to lift him to His
own. It was all about 'the Kingdom of God,™* so connected with that Teacher come from
God, that Nicodemus would inquire.

12. St. Johniii. 8.

13. | cannot agree with Archdeacon Watkins, who would render it, "The Spirit breathes' -

an opinion, so far as| know, unsupported, and which seems to meill-accordant with the
whole context.

14. The expression, 'Kingdom of God," occursonly iniii. 3 andiii. 5 of the fourth Gospel.
Otherwise the expression ‘My Kingdom' isused in xviii. 36. This exceptional use of the
Synoptic term, 'Kingdom of God,' is noteworthy in this connection, and not without its
important bearing on the question of the authorship of the fourth Gospel.

And yet, though Christ never descended to the standpoint of Nicodemus, we must bear in
mind what his views as a Jew would be, if we would understand the interview. Jesus took
him straight to whence alone that 'Kingdom' could be seen. 'Except a man be born from
above,™® he cannot see the Kingdom of God.' It has been thought by commentators, that
there is here an allusion to a Jewish mode of expression in regard to proselytes, who were
viewed as 'new-born."' But in that case Nicodemus would have understood it, and
answered differently - or, rather, not expressed his utter inability to understand it. It is
indeed, true that a Gentile on becoming a proselyte - though not, as has been suggested,
an ordinary penitent® - was likened to a child just born.!” It is also true, that personsin
certain circumstances - the bridegroom on his marriage, the Chief of the Academy on his
promotion, the king on his enthronement - were likened to those newly born.*® The
expression, therefore, was not only common, but, so to speak, fluid; only, both it and
what it implied must be rightly understood. In the first place, it was only asimile, and
never meant to convey area regeneration (‘as achild). So far as proselytes were
concerned, it meant that, having entered into a new relation to God, they aso entered into
new relationship to man, just asif they had at that moment been newly born. All the old
relations had ceased - a man's father, brother, mother, sister were no longer his nearest of
kin: he was a new and another man. Then, secondly,*® it implied a new state, when al a
man's past was past, and his sins forgiven him as belonging to that past. It will now be
perceived, how impossible it was for Nicodemus to understand the teaching of Jesus, and
yet how al-important to him was that teaching. For, even if he could have imagined that
Jesus pointed to repentance, as that which would give him the figurative standing of 'born
from above,’ or even 'born anew," it would not have helped him. For, first, this second
birth was only asimile. Secondly, according to the Jewish view, this second birth was the
consequence of having taken upon oneself 'the Kingdom;' not, as Jesus put it, the cause
and condition of it. The proselyte had taken upon himself 'the Kingdom,' and therefore he
was 'born’ anew, while Jesus put it that he must be born again in order to see the
Kingdom of God. Lastly, it was "a birth from above' to which reference was made.
Judaism could understand a new relationship towards God and man, and even the



forgiveness of sins. But it had no conception of a moral renovation, a spiritual birth, as
the initial condition for reformation, far less as that for seeing the Kingdom of God. And
it was because it had no idea of such 'birth from above," of its reality or even possibility,
that Judaism could not be the Kingdom of God.

15. Notwithstanding the high authority of Professor Westcott, | must still hold that this,

and now ‘anew,’ isthe right rendering. The word anwgen has always the meaning ‘above’
in the fourth Gospel (ch. iii. 3, 7, 31; xix. 11, 23); and otherwise also St. John always
speaks of 'abirth' from God (St. Johni. 13; 1 Johnii. 29; iii. 9; iv. 7; v. 1, 4, 18).

16. Thisis at least implied by Wiinsche, and taken for granted by others. But ancient
Jewish tradition and the Talmud do not speak of it. Comp. Yebam. 22a, 62 a; 97a and b;
Bekhor 47 a. Proselytes are always spoken of as 'new creatures,’ Ber. R. 39, ed. Warsh. p.
72 a; Bemidb. R. 11. In VayyikraR. 30, Ps. cii. 18, 'the people that shall be created' is
explained: 'For the Holy One, blessed be His Name, will create them a new creature.' In
Yalkut on Judg. vi. 1 (vol. ii. p. 10 c, about the middle) this new creation is connected
with the forgiveness of sins, it being maintained that whoever has amiracle done, and
praises God for it, hissins are forgiven, and he is made a new creature. Thisisillustrated
by the history of Israel at the Red Sea, by that of Deborah and Barak, and by that of
David. In Shem. R. 3 (ed. Warsh. ii. p. 11 a) the words Ex. iv. 12, 'teach thee what thou
shalt say," are explained as equivalent to 'l will create thee anew creation.’

17. Yebam. 62 a. 18. Yalkut on 1 Sam. xiii. 19. Asin Yakut.

Or, to take another view of it, for Divine truth is many-sided - perhaps some would say,
to make 'Western' application of what was first spoken to the Jew - in one respect
Nicodemus and Jesus had started from the same premiss. The Kingdom of God. But how
different were their conceptions of what constituted that Kingdom, and of what was its
door of entrance! What Nicodemus had seen of Jesus had not only shaken the confidence
which his former views on these subjects had engendered in him, but opened dim
possibilities, the very suggestion of which filled him with uneasiness as to the past, and
vague hopes as to the future. And so it ever is with us also, when, like Nicodemus, we
first arrive at the conviction that Jesus is the Teacher come from God. What He teaches is
so entirely different from what Nicodemus, or any of us could, from any other standpoint
than that of Jesus, have learned or known concerning the Kingdom and entrance into it.
The admission, however reached, of the Divine Mission of this Teacher, implies,
unspoken, the grand question about the Kingdom. It is the opening of the door through
which the Grand Presence will enter in. To suchaman, asto usin like unspoken
guestioning, Jesus ever has but one thing to say: 'Except a man be born from above, he
cannot see the Kingdom of God.' The Kingdom is other, the entrance to it is other, than
you know or think. That which is of the flesh is flesh. Man may rise to high possibilities -
mental, even moral: self-development, self-improvement, self-restraint, submission to a
grand idea or a higher law, refined moral egotism, aesthetic even moral atruism. But to
see the Kingdom of God: to understand what means the absolute rule of God, the one high
caling of our humanity, by which a man becomes a child of God - to perceive this, not as
an improvement upon our present state, but as the submission of heart, mind, and life to
Him as our Divine King, an existence which is, and which means, proclaiming unto the
world the Kingship of God: this can only be learned from Christ, and needs even for its
perception akinship of spirit - for that which is born of the Spirit is spirit. To see it, needs



the birth from above; to enter it, the double baptismal birth of what John's Baptism had
meant, and of what Christ's Baptism was.

Accordingly, al this sounded quite strange and unintelligible to Nicodemus. He could
understand how a man might become other, and so ultimately be other; but how a man
could first be other in order to become other - more than that, needed to be 'born from
above,' in order to 'see the Kingdom of God' - passed alike his experience and his Jewish
learning. Only one possibility of being occurred to him: that given him in his naturd
disposition, or as a Jew would have put it, in his original innocency when he first entered
the world. And this - so to express ourselves - he thought aloud.?° But there was another
world of being than that of which Nicodemus thought. That world was the 'Kingdom of
God' in its essential contrariety to the Kingdom of this world, whether in the general
sense of that expression, or even in the special Judaistic sense attaching to the 'Kingdom'
of the Messiah. Therewas only one gate by which a man could passinto that Kingdom of
God - for that which was of the flesh could ever be only fleshly. Here a man might strive,
as did the Jews, by outward conformity to become, but he would never attain to being.
But that 'Kingdom' was spiritual, and here a man must be in order to become. How was
he to attain that new being? The Baptist had pointed it out in its negative aspect of
repentance and putting away the old by his Baptism of water; and as regarded its positive
aspect he had pointed to Him Who was to baptize with the Holy Ghost and with fire. This
was the gate of being through which a man must enter into the Kingdom, which was of
the Messiah, because it was of God and the Messiah was of God, and in that sense 'the
Teacher come from God' - that is, being sent of God, He taught of God by bringing to
God. This but a few who had gone to the Baptist had perceived, or indeed could perceive,
because the Baptist could in his Baptism only convey the negative, not the positive,
aspect of it. And it needed that positive aspect - the being born from above - in order to
see the Kingdom of God. But as to the mystery of this being in order to become- hark!
did he hear the sound of that wind as it swept past the Aliyah? He heard its voice; but he
neither knew whence it came, nor whither it went. So was every one that was born of the
Spirit. You heard the voice of the Spirit Who originated the new being, but the
origination of that new being, or its further development into al that it might and would
become, lay beyond man's observation.

20. ver. 4.

Nicodemus now understood in some measure what entrance into the Kingdom meant; but
its how seemed only involved in greater mystery. That it was such a mystery, unthought
and unimagined in Jewish theology, was a terribly sad manifestation of what the teaching
in Israel was. Yet it had al been told them, as of personal knowledge, by the Baptist and
by Jesus; nay, if they could only have received it, by the whole Old Testament. He
wanted to know the how of these things before he believed them. He believed them not,
though they passed on earth, because he knew not their how. How then could he believe
that how, of which the agency was unseen and in heaven? To that spring of being no one
could ascerd but He that had come down from heaven,?! and Who, to bring to us that
spring of being, had appeared as 'the Son of Man," the Ideal Man, the embodiment of the
Kingdom of Heaven, and thus the only true Teacher come from God. Or did Nicodemus
think of another Teacher - hitherto their only Teacher, Moses - whom Jewish tradition



generally believed to have ascended into the very heavens, in order to bring the teaching
unto them?? Let the history of Moses, then, teach them! They thought they understood
his teaching, but there was one symbol in his history before which tradition literally stood
dumb. They had heard what Moses had taught them; they had seen 'the earthly things' of
God in the Manna which had rained from heaven, and, in view and hearing of it al, they
had not believed, but murmured and rebelled. Then came the judgment of the fiery
serpents, and, in answer to repentant prayer, the symbol of new being, alife restored from
death, as they looked on their no longer living but dead death lifted up before them. A
symbol this, showing forth two elements: negatively, the putting away of the past in their
dead death (the serpent no longer living, but a brazen serpent); and positively, in their
look of faith and hope. Before this symbol, as has been said, tradition has stood dumb. It
could only suggest one meaning, and draw from it one lesson. Both these were true, and
yet both insufficient. The meaning which tradition attached to it was, that Israel lifted up
their eyes, not merely to the serpent, but rather to their Father in heaven, and had regard
to His mercy. This,?® as St. John afterwards shows (ver. 16), was a true interpretation; but
it left wholly out of sight the Antitype, in gazing on Whom our hearts are uplifted to the
love of God, Who gave His only-begotten Son, and we learn to know and love the Father
in His Son. And the lesson which tradition drew from it was, that this symbol taught, the
dead would live again; for, asit is argued,®* 'behold, if God made it that, through the
similitude of the serpent which brought death, the dying should be restored to life, how
much more shall He, Who is Life, restore the dead to life." And here lies the true
interpretation of what Jesus taught. If the uplifted serpent, as symbol, brought life to the
believing ook which was fixed upon the giving, pardoning love of God, then, in the
truest sense, shall the uplifted Son of Man give true life to everyone that believeth,
looking up in Him to the giving and forgiving love of God, which His Son came to bring,
to declare, and to manifest. 'For as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, so must
the Son of Man be lifted up, that whosoever believeth should in Him have eternal life'®

21. Theclause 'Who isin heaven' isregarded, on critical grounds, asagloss. But, even
S0, it seems almost a necessary gloss, in view of the Jewish notions about the ascent of
Moses into heaven. Strange to say, the passage referred to forced Socinus to the curious
dogmacthat before the commencement of His ministry Jesus had been rapt in spirit to
heaven. (Comp. 'The History and Development of Socinianism,' in the North. Brit. Rev.
May 1859.)

22. Thisin many places. Comp., for ex., Jer. Targ. on Deut. xxx. 12, and the shocking
notice in Bemid. R. 19. Another view, however, Sukk. 5a.

23. So already in Wisdom of Solomon xvi. 7; still more clearly in the Targum Pseudo-
Jonathan on Numb. xxi. 8, 9: 'He who lifted up his heart to the name of the Memra of
Jehovah, lived;' and in the Jerusalem Targum on the passage: '‘And Moses made a serpent
of brass, and set it on aplace aloft [of uplifting] (talé - the same term, curiously, which is
applied by the Jewsto Christ asthe 'Uplifted' or 'Crucified' One). And it was that every
one that was bitten with the serpent, and lifted hisface in prayer (the word implies
humbled prayer) unto His Father Who isin heaven, and looked unto the brazen serpent,
he was healed." Similarly Rosh haSh iii. 8. Buxtorf's |earned tractate on the Brazen
Serpent (Exercitationes, pp. 458-492) adds little to our knowledge.

24. Yalkut, vol. i. p. 240.



25. This seems the correct reading. Comp. Canon Westcott's note on the passage, and in
general his most full and thorough criticism of the various readingsin this chapter.

With this final and highest teaching, which contains all that Nicodemus, or, indeed, the
whole Church, could require or be able to know, He explained to him and to us the how
of the new hirth - aike the source and the flow of its spring. Oursit is now only to
'believe,' where we cannot further know, and, looking up to the Son of Man in His
perfected work, to perceive, and to receive the gift of God's love His perfected work, to
perceive, and to receive the gift of God's love for our healing. In this teaching it is not the
serpent and the Son of Man that are held side by side, though we cannot fail to see the
symbolic reference of the one to the other, but the uplifting of the one and the other - the
one by the sin, the other through the sin of the people: both on account of it - the
forthgoing of God's pardoning mercy, the look of faith, and the higher recognition of
God'sloveinit all.

And so the record of thisinterview abruptly closes. It tells al, but no more than the
Church requires to know. Of Nicodemus we shall hear again in the sequel, not needlessly,
nor yet to complete a biography, were it even that of Jesus; but as is necessary for the
understanding of this History. What follows?® are not the words of Christ, but of St. John.
In them, looking back many years afterwards in the light of completed events, the
Apostle takes his stand, as becomes the circumstances, where Jesus had ended His
teaching of Nicodemus - under the Cross. In the Gift, unutterable in its preciousness, he
now sees the Giver and the Source of all.?” Then, following that teaching of Jesus
backward, he sees how true it has proved concerning the world, that ‘that which is of the
flesh is flesh;' how true, also concerning the Spirit-born, and what need there is to us of
'this birth from above.'

26. St. Johniiii. 16-21. 27. ver. 16.

But to all time, through the gusty night of our world's early spring, flashes, asthe lampin
that Aliyah through the darkened streets of silent Jerusalem, that light; sounds through its
stillness, like the Voice of the Teacher come from God, this eternal Gospel- message to us
and to al men: 'God so loved the world, that He gave His only-begotten Son, that
whosoever believeth in Him should not perish, but have everlasting life.’

Chapter 7
IN JUDEA AND THROUGH SAMARIA
A SKETCH OF SAMARITAN HISTORY AND THEOLOGY
JEWS AND SAMARITANS.
(St. John 4:1-4.)

We have no means of determining how long Jesus may have tarried in Jerusalem after the
events recorded in the previous two chapters. The Evangelic narrative® only marks an



indefinite period of time, which, as we judge from internal probability, cannot have been
protracted. From the city He retired with His disciples to 'the country," which formed the
province of Judaa. There He taught and His disciples baptized. % * From what had been so
lately witnessed in Jerusalem, as well as from what must have been known as to the
previous testimony of the Baptist concerning Him, the number of those who professed
adhesion to the expected new Kingdom, and were consequently baptized, was as large, in
that locality, as had submitted to the preaching and Baptism of John, perhaps even larger.
An exaggerated report was carried to the Pharisaic authorities? 'Jesus maketh and
baptizeth more disciples than John.” From which, at least, we infer, that the opposition of
the leaders of the party to the Baptist was now settled, and that it extended to Jesus; and
also, what careful watch they kept over the new movement.

1. St. Johniii. 22. 2. St. Johnvi. 2.

3. The Baptism of preparation for the Kingdom could not have been administered by Him
Who opened the Kingdom of Heaven.

4. The Evangelist reports the message which was brought to the Phariseesin the very
words in which it was delivered.

5. St. Johniv. 1.

But what seems at first sight strange is the twofold circumstance, that Jesus should for a
time have established Himself in such apparently close proximity to the Baptist, and that
on this occasion, and on this only, He should have allowed His disciples to administer the
rite of Baptism. That the latter must be not be confounded with Christian Baptism, which
was only introduced after the Death of Christ,® or, to speak more accurately, after the
outpouring of the Holy Ghost, needs no special explanation. But our difficulties only
increase, as we remember the essential difference between them, grounded on that
between the Mission of John and the Teaching of Jesus. In the former, the Baptism of
repentant preparation for the coming Kingdom had its degpest meaning; not so in
presence of that Kingdom itself, and in the teaching of its King. But, even were it
otherwise, the administration of the same rite by John and by the disciples of Jesusin
apparently close proximity, seems not only unnecessary, but it might give rise to
misconception on the part of enemies, and misunderstanding or jealousy on the part of
weak disciples.

6. Rom. iv. 3.

Such was actually the case when, on one occasion, a discussion arose ‘on the part of
John's disciples with a Jew,"” on the subject of purification.2 We know not the special
point in dispute, nor does it seem of much importance, since such ‘questions would
naturally suggest themselves to a caviller or opponent® who encountered those who were
administering Baptism. What really interests us is, that somehow this Jewish objector
must have connected what he said with a reference to the Baptism of Jesus' disciples. For,
immediately afterwards, the disciples of John, in their sore zeal for the honour of their
master, brought him tidings, in the language of doubt, if not of complaint, of what to
them seemed interference with the work of the Baptist, and almost presumption on the



part of Jesus. While fully alive to their grievous error, perhaps in proportion as we are so,
we cannot but honour and sympathise with this loving care for their master. The toilsome
mission of the great Ascetic was drawing to its close, and that without any tangible
success so far as he was concerned. Y et, to souls susceptible of the higher, to see him
would be to be arrested; to hear him, to be convinced; to know, would be to love and
venerate him. Never before had such deep earnestness and reality been witnessed, such
devotedness, such humility and self- abnegation, and all in that great cause which set
every Jewish heart on fire. And then, in the high-day of his power, when all men had
gathered around him and hung on his lips; when al wondered whether he would
announce himself as the Christ, or, at least, as His Forerunner, or as one of the great
Prophets, when a word from him would have kindled that multitude into a frenzy of
enthusiasm - he had disclaimed everything for himself, and pointed to Another! But this
‘Coming One," to whom he had borne witness, had hitherto been quite other than their
Master. And, asif this had not been enough, the multitudes, which had formerly come to
John, now flocked around Jesus; nay, He had even usurped the one distinctive function
still left to their master, humble as it was. It was evident that, hated and watched by the
Pharisees; watched, also, by the ruthless jealousy of a Herod; overlooked, if not
supplanted, by Jesus, the mission of their master was nearing its close. It had been alife
and work of suffering and self-denial; it was about to end in loneliness and sorrow. They
said nothing expressly to complain of Him to Whom John had borne witness, but they
told of what He did, and how al men came to Him.

7. This, and not 'the Jews," is the better reading. 8. St. John iii. 25.

9. Probably the discussion originated with John's disciples- the objector being a Jew or a
professing disciple of Christ, who deprecated their views. In the one case they would in
his opinion be too low; in the other too high. In either case the subject in dispute would
not be baptisms, but the general subject of purifications- a subject of such wide rangein
Jewish theology, that one of the six sections into which the Mishnah or traditional Law is
divided, is specialy devoted to it.

The answer which the Baptist made, may be said to mark the high point of his life and
witness. Never before was he so tender, amost sad; never before more humble and self-
denying, more earnest and faithful. The setting of his own life-sun wasto be the rising of
One infinitely more bright; the end of his Mission the beginning of another far higher. In
the silence, which was now gathering around him, he heard but one Voice, that of the
Bridegroom, and he rejoiced in it, though he must listen to it in stillness and loneliness.
For it he had waited and worked. Not his own, but this had he sought. And now that it
had come, he was content; more than content: his 'joy was now fulfilled.' 'He must
increase, but | must decrease.’ It was the right and good order. With these as his last
words publicly spoken,© this Aaron of the New Testament unrobed himself ere he lay
down to die. Surely among those born of women there was not one greater than John.

10. The next event was John's imprisonment by Herod.

That these were his last words, publicly spoken and recorded, may, however, explain to
us why on this exceptional occasion Jesus sarctioned the administration by His disciples
of the Baptism of John. It was not a retrogression from the position He had taken in



Jerusalem, nor caused by the refusal of His Messianic claimsin the Temple.* Thereis no
retrogression, only progression, in the Life of Jesus. And yet it was only on this occasion
that the rite was administered under His sanction. But the circumstances were
exceptional. It was John's last testimony to Jesus, and it was preceded by this testimony
of Jesus to John. Far divergent, almost opposite, as from the first their paths had been,
this practical sanction on the part of Jesus of John's Baptism, when the Baptist was about
to be forsaken, betrayed, and murdered, was Christ's highest testimony to him. Jesus
adopted his Baptism, ere its waters for ever ceased to flow, and thus He blessed and
consecrated them. He took up the work of His Forerunner, and continued it. The
baptismal rite of John administered with the sanction of Jesus, was the highest witness
that could be borne to it.

11. This strange suggestion is made by Godet.

There is no necessity for supposing that John and the disciples of Jesus baptized at, or
quite close to, the same place. On the contrary, such immediate juxtaposition seems, for
obvious reasons, unlikely. Jesus was within the boundaries of the province of Judaa,
while John baptized at Ahon (the springs), near to Salim. The latter site has not been
identified. But the oldest tradition, which places it afew miles to the south of Bethshean
(Scythopolis), on the border of Samaria and Galilee, has this in its favour, that it locates
the scene of John's last public work close to the seat of Herod Antipas, into whose power
the Baptist was so soon to be delivered.? But aready there were causes at work to
remove both Jesus and His Forerunner from their present spheres of activity. As regards
Christ, we have the express statement,® that the machinations of the Pharisaic party in
Jerusalem led Him to withdraw into Galilee. And, as we gather from the notice of St.
John, the Baptist was now involved in this hostility, as being so closely connected with
Jesus. Indeed, we venture the suggestion that the imprisonment of the Baptist, although
occasioned by his outspoken rebuke of Herod, was in great part due to the intrigues of the
Pharisees. Of such a connection between them and Herod Antipas, we have direct
evidence in asimilar attempt to bring about the removal of Jesus from his territory.
would not have been difficult to rouse the suspicions of a nature so mean and jealous as
that of Antipas, and this may explain the account of Josephus,*® who attributes the
imprisonment and death of the Baptist ssimply to Herod's suspicious fear of John's
unbounded influence with the people.’®

14 It

12. No fewer than four localities have been identified with Ahon and Salim. Ewald,
Hengstenberg, Wieseler, and Godet, seek it on the southern border of Judaa ( En-rimmon,
Neh. xi. 29, comp. Josh. xv. 1, 32). This seems so improbable as scarcely to require
discussion. Dr. Barclay (City of the Great King, pp. 558-571) findsit afew milesfrom
Jerusalem in the Wady Far'ah, but admits (p. 565) that there are doubts about the Arab
pronunciation of thisSalim Lieut. Conder (Tent-Work in Palest., vol. i. pp. 91-93) finds
itin the Wady Far'ah, which leads from Samariato the Jordan. Here he describes most
pictorially 'the springs' 'in the open valley surrounded by desolate and shapeless hills,’
with the village of Salimthree miles south of the valley, and the village of 'Ainan four
miles north of the stream. Against this there are, however, two objections. First, both
Ahon and Salim would have been in Samaria. Secondly, so far from being close to each
other, Anon would have been seven miles from Salim.

13. St. Johniiv. 1. 14. St. Luke xiii. 31, 32 15. Ant. xviii 5. 2.



16. Ant. xviii. 5. 2: 'But to some of the Jews it appeared, that the destruction of Herod's
army came from God, and, indeed, as a righteous punishment on account of what had
been done to John, who was surnamed the Baptist. For Herod ordered him to be killed, a
good man, and who commanded the Jews to exercise virtue, both as to righteousness
towards one another, and piety towards God, and so to come to baptism. For that the
baptizing would be acceptable to Him, if they made use of it, not for the putting away
(remission) of some sins, but for the purification of the body, after that the soul had been
previously cleansed by righteousness. And when others had come in crowds, for they
were exceedingly moved by hearing these words, Herod, fearing lest such influence of
his over the people might lead to some rebellion, for they seemed ready to do anything by
his counsel, deemed it best, before anything new should happen through him, to put him

to death, rather than that, when a changeshould arise in affairs, he might have to repent.’,
Comp. also Krebs Observationesin Nov. Test. e Fl. Jos. pp. 35, 36.

Leaving for the present the Baptist, we follow the footsteps of the Master. They are only
traced by the disciple who best understood their direction, and who aone has left us a
record of the beginning of Christ's ministry. For St. Matthew and St. Mark expressly
indicate the imprisonment of the Baptist as their starting-point,'’ and, though St. Luke
does not say this in so many words, he characteristically commences with Christ's Public
Evangelic teaching in the Synagogues of Galilee. Yet the narrative of St. Matthew™® reads
rather like a brief summary;*® that of St. Mark seems like a succession of rapid sketches;
and even that of St. Luke, though with deeper historic purpose than the others, outlines,
rather than tells, the history. St. John alone does not profess to give a narrative at all in
the ordinary sense; but he selects incidents which are characteristic as unfolding the
meaning of that Life, and records discourses which open its inmost teaching;?° and he
alonetells of that early Judsan ministry and the journey through Samaria, which
preceded the Galilean work.

17. St. Mark i. 14; St. Mark iv. 12. 18. See specially St. Matt. iv. 13 to end.

19. 1 am so strongly impressed with this, that | do not feel sure about Godet's theory, that
the calling of the four Apostles recorded by the Synoptists (St. Matt. iv. 18-22; St. Mark
i. 16-20; St. Lukev. 1-11), had really taken place during our Lord's first stay in
Capernaum (St. Johnii. 12). On the whole, however, the circumstances recorded by the
Synoptists seem to indicate a period in the Lord's Ministry beyond that early stay in
Capernaum.

20. St. John xx. 30, 31; xxi. 25.

The shorter road from Judsa to Galilee led through Samaria; ** and this, if we may credit
Josephus,?? was generally taken by the Galileans on their way to the capital. On the other
hand, the Judsans seem chiefly to have made a détour through Peraa, in order to avo id
hostile and impure Samaria. It lay not within the scope of our Lord to extend His persond
Ministry, especially at its commencement, beyond the boundaries of Israel, and the
expression, 'He must needs go through Samaria,”* can only refer to the advisability in the
circumstances of taking the most direct road,? or else to the wish of avoiding Peraa as
the seat of Herod's government.?® Such prejudices in regard to Samaria, as those which
affected the ordinary Judaan devotee, would, of course, not influ ence the conduct of
Jesus. But great as these undoubtedly were, they have been unduly exaggerated by
modern writers, misled by one-sided quotations from Rabbinic works.?



21. Jos Life, 52. 22. Ant. xx. 6. 1. 23. St. Matt. x. 5. 24. St. Johniv. 4.

25. | cannot agree with Archdeacon Watkins that the 'needs go' wasin order 'to teachin
Samaria, asin Judaa, the principles of true religion and worship.'

26. So Bengel and Luthardt.

27. Much as has been written about Samaria, the subject has not been quite satisfactorily
treated. Some of the passages referred to by Deutsch (Smith's Dict. of the Bible, val. iii.,
Art. Samaritan Pentat. p. 1118) cannot be verified, probably owing to printer's mistakes.

The Biblical history of that part of Palestine which bore the name of Samaria need not
here be repeated.?® Before the final deportation of Israel by Shalmaneser, or rather
Sargon,?® the 'Samaria to which his operations extended must have considerably shrunk
in dimensions, not only owing to previous conquests, but from the circumstance that the
authority of the kings of Judah seems to have extended over a considerable portion of
what once constituted the kingdom of Israel.*® Probably the Samaria of that time included
little more than the city of that name, together with some adjoining towns and villages. It
is of considerable interest to remember that the places, to which the inhabitants of
Samaria were transported,®! have been identified with such clearness as to leave no
reasonable doubt, that at least some of the descendants of the ten tribes, whether mixed or
unmixed with Gentiles, must be sought among what are now known as the Nestorian
Christians.3? On the other hand, it is of no practical importance for our present purpose to
ascertain the exact localities, whence the new 'Samaritans were brought to take the place
of the Israglitish exiles.®® Suffice it, that one of them, perhaps that which contributed the
principal settlers, Cuthah, furnished the name Cuthim, by which the Jews afterwards
persistently designated the Samaritans. It was intended as a term of reproach,®* to mark
that they were of foreign race,® * and to repudiate all connection between them and the
Jews. Yet it isimpossible to believe that, at least in later times, they did not contain a
considerable admixture of Israglitish elements. It is difficult to suppose, that the origina
deportation was so complete as to leave behind no traces of the original Israglitish
inhabitants.®” Their number would probably be swelled by fugitives from Assyria, and by
Jewish settlers in the troublous times that followed. Afterwards, as we know, they were
largely increased by apostates and rebels against the order of things established by Ezra
and Nehemiah.*® Similarly, during the period of internal political and religious troubles,
which marked the period to the accession of the Maccabees, the separation between Jews
and Samaritans could scarcely have been generally observed, the more so that Alexander
the Great placed them in close juxtaposition.®

28. Comp. 1 Kings xiii. 32; xvi. 24 &c.; Tiglath-Pileser, 2 Kings xv. 29; Shalmaneser,
Xvii. 3-5; xviii. 9-11; Sargon. xvii. 6, &c.

29. Comp. Smith's Bible Dict., Art. Sargon; and Schrader, Keil-Inschr. u. d. Alte Test. p.
158 &c.

30. 2 Chron. xxx. 1-26; xxxiv. 6. 31. 2 Kings xvii. 6.

32. Of course, not all the ten tribes. Comp. previous remarks on their migrations.



33. 2 Kings xvii. 24-26; comp. Ezr. iv. 2, 10. 34. St. Johnviii. 48.  35. St. Luke
Xvii. 16.

36. The expression cannot, however, be pressed as implying that the Samaritans were of
entirely Gentile blood.

37. Comp. 2 Chron. xxxiv. 6, 9 Jer. xii. 5; Amosv. 3. 38.Jos Ant. xi. 8,2, 6, 7.

39. Comp. Herzfeld, Gesch. d. Volkes lsr. ii. p. 120.

The first foreign colonists of Samaria brought their peculiar forms of idolatry with
them.*° But the Providential judgments, by which they were visited, led to the
introduction of a spurious Judaism, consisting of a mixture of their former superstitions
with Jewish doctrinesand rites.** Although this state of matters resembled that which had
obtained in the original kingdom of Israel, perhaps just because of this, Ezraand
Nehemiah, when reconstructing the Jewish commonwealth, insisted on a strict separation
between those who had returned from Babylon and the Samaritans, resisting equally their
offers of co-operation and their attempts at hindrance. This embittered the national
feeling of jealousy already existing, and led to that constant hostility between Jews and
Samaritans which has continued to this day. The religious separation became final when
(at a date which cannot be precisely fixed*?) the Samaritans built arival temple on Mount
Gerizim, and Manasseh,*® the brother of Jaddua, the Jewish High-Priest, having refused
to annul his marriage with the daughter of Sanballat, was forced to flee, and became the
High-Priest of the new Sanctuary. Henceforth, by impudent assertion and falsification of
the text of the Pentateuch,** Gerizim was declared the rightful centre of worship, and the
doctrines and rites of the Samaritans exhibited a curious imitation and adaptation of those
prevalent in Judsa.

40. 2 Kings xvii. 30, 31.  41.vv. 28-41.

42. Jost thinks it existed even before the time of Alexander. Comp. Nutt, Samar. Hist. p.
16, note 2.

43. The difficult question, whether thisis the Sanballat of the Book of Nehemiah, isfully
discussed by Petermann (Herzog's Real-Enc. val. xiii. p. 366).

44. For avery full criticism of that Pentateuch, see Mr. Deutsch's Art. in Smith's Bible-
Dict.

We cannot here follow in detail the history of the Samaritans, nor explain the dogmas and
practices peculiar to them. The latter would be the more difficult, because so many of
their views were ssimply corruptions of those of the Jews, and because, from the want of
an authenticated ancient literature,*® the origin and meaning of many of them have been
forgotten.*® Sufficient, however, must be said to explain the mutual relations at the time
when the Lord, sitting on Jacob's well, first spake to the Samaritans of the better worship
'in spirit and truth,” and opened that well of living water which has never since ceased to
flow.

45. Comp. the sketch of it inNutt's Samar. Hist., and Petermann's Art.



46. Asinstances we may mention the namesof the Angels and devils. One of the latter is
caled Yatsara ((r cy ), which Petermann derives from Deut. xxxi. 21, and Nutt from Ex.
xxiii. 28. | have little doubt, it isonly a corruption of Yetser haRa. Indeed, the latter and
Satan are expressly identified in Baba B. 16 a. Many of the Samaritan views seem only
corruptions and adaptations of those current in Palestine, which, indeed, in the
circumstances, might have been expected.

The political history of the people can be told in a few sentences. Their Temple,*” to
which reference has been made, was built, not in Samaria but at Shechem - probably on
account of the position held by that city in the former history of Isragl - and on Mount
Gerizim, which in the Samaritan Pentateuch was substituted for Mount Ebal in Deut.
xxvii. 4. It was Shechem aso, with its sacred associations of Abraham, Jacob, and
Joseph, which became the real capital of the Samaritans. The fate of the city of Samaria
under the reign of Alexander is uncertain - one account speaking of the rebellion of the
city, the murder of the Macedonian governor, the consequent destruction of Samaria, and
the slaughter of part, and transportation of the rest, of its inhabitants to Shechem,*® while
Josephus is silent on these events. When, after the death of Alexander, Palestine became
the field of battle between the rulers of Egypt and Syria, Samaria suffered even more than
other parts of the country. In 320 b.c. it passed from the rule of Syriato that of Egypt
(Ptolemy Lagi). Six years later*® it again became Syrian (Antigonus). Only three years
afterwards,>® Ptolemy reconquered and held it for a very short time. On his retreat, he
destroyed the walls of Samaria and of other towns. In 301 it passed again by treaty into
the hands of Ptolemy, out in 298 it was once more ravaged by the son of Antigonus. After
that it enjoyed a season of quiet under Egyptian rule, till the reign of Antiochus (I11.) the
Great, when it again passed temporarily, and under his successor, Seleucus V.
(Philopator),>* germanently under Syrian dominion. In the troublous times of Antiochus
IV. Epiphanes,> the Samaritans escaped the fate of the Jews by repudiating all
connection with Isragl, and dedicating their temple to Jupiter.>® In the contest between
Syria and the Maccabees which followed, the Samaritans, as might be expected, took the
part of the former. In 130 b.c. John Hyrcanus destroyed the Temple on Mount Gerizim,>*
which was never rebuilt. The city of Samaria was taken several years afterwards™ °° by
the sons of Hyrcanus (Antigonus and Aristobulus), after a year's siege, and the successive
defeat of Syrian and Egyptian armies of relief. Although the city was now not only
destroyed, but actually laid under water to complete its ruin, it was rebuilt by Gabinius
shortly before our era,>” and greatly enlarged and beautified by Herod, who called it
Sebastein honour of Augustus, to whom he reared a magnificent temgple.58 Under Roman
rule the city enjoyed great privileges - had even a Senate of its own.*® By one of those
striking coincidences which mark the Rule of God in history, it was the accusation
brought against him by that Samaritan Senate which led to the deposition of Pilate. By
the side of Samaria, or Sebaste, we have already marked as perhaps more important, and
as the religious capital, the ancient Shechem, which, in honour of the Imperia family of
Rome, ultimately obtained the name of Flavia Neapolis, which has survived in the
modern Nablus. It is interesting to notice that the Samaritans also had colonies, although
not to the same extent as the Jews. Among them we may name those of Alexandria,
Damascus, in Babylonia, and even some by the shores of the Red Sea.®°

47. The Jewstermed it sy n+l p (Ber. R. 81). Frankel ridiculesthe derivation of Reland
(de Monte Garisiii., apud Ugolini, Thes. val. vii. pp. 717, 718), who explains the name



as pe eqou naoV, stercoreum delubrum, corresponding to the Samaritan designation of
the Temple at Jerusalem asty b )tl gl g oales stercorea. Frankel himself (Palast. Ex. p.
248) derivesthe expression from pl atanoVwith reference to Gen. xxxv. 4. But this

seems quite untenable. May not the term be a compound of +l p, to spit out, and nao\?

48. Comp. HerZfeld, u. s. ii. p. 120.

49. In 314. 50. In 311. 51. 187-175. 52. 175-164.

53. According to Jos. Ant. xii. 5. 5, el | unioV according to 2 Macc. vi. 2, xenioV

54. It isvery probable that the date 25 Marcheshvan (Nov.) in the Megill. Taan. refers to
the capture of Samaria. Both the Talmud (Jer. Sot. ix. 14; Sot. 33 a) and Josephus (Ant.

xiii. 10. 7) refers to a Bath Qol announcing this victory to Hyrcanus while he ministered
in the Sanctuary at Jerusalem.

55. Between 113 and 105.

56. Not afew of the events of Herod's life were connected with Samaria. There he
married the beautiful and ill-fated Mariamme (Ant. xiv. 12. 1); and there, thirty years
later, her two sons were strangled by order of the jealous tyrant (Ant. xvi. 11. 2-7).

57. Ant xiv. 5. 3. 58. Ant. xx. 8. 5; Jewish War i. 21. 2. 59. Ant. xviii. 4. 2.

60. Comp. Nutt, Samar. Hist. p. 26, note, and the authorities there quoted.

Although not only in the New Testament, but in 1 Macc. x. 30, and in the writings of
Josephus,®* Western Palestine is divided into the provinces of Judsa, Samaria, and
Galilee, the Rabbis, whose ideas were shaped by the observances of Judaism, ignore this
division. For them Palestine consisted only of Judaa, Peraa, and Galilee. ®? Samaria
appears merely as a strip intervening between Judaa and Galilee, being 'the land of the
Cuthsans.' ®® Nevertheless, it was not regarded like heathen lands, but pronounced clean.
Both the Mishnatt* and Josephus®® mark Anuath (r pk y )ntwc) as the southern boundary
of Samaria (towards Judaa). Northward it extended to Ginaa (the ancient En -Gannim)
on the south side of the plain of Jezreel; on the east it was bounded by the Jordan; and on
the west by the plain of Sharon, which was reckoned as belonging to Judsa. Thus it
occupied the ancient territories of Manasseh and Ephraim, and extended about forty-eight
miles (north and south) by forty (east and west). In aspect and climate it resembled
Judaa, only that the scenery was more beautiful and the soil more fertile. The politi cal
enmity and religious separation between the Jews and Samaritans account for their
mutual jealoudly. On all public occasions the Samaritans took the part hostile to the Jews,
while they seized every opportunity of injuring and insulting them. Thus, in the time of
Antiochus I11. they sold many Jews into slavery.® Afterwards they sought to mislead the
Jews at a distance, to whom the beginning of every month (so important in the Jewish
festive arrangements) was intimated by beacon fires, by kindling spurioussignal&67 We
also read that they tried to desecrate the Temple on the eve of the Passover:®® and that
they waylaid and killed pilgrims on their road to Jerusalem.®® The Jews retaliated by
treating the Samaritans with every mark of contempt; by accusing them of falsehood,
folly, and irreligion; and, what they felt most keenly, by disowning them as of the same



race or religion, and this in the most offensive terms of assumed superiority and self-
righteous fanaticism.

61. See specialy War iii. 3. 4, 5. 62. For ex. BabaB. iii. 2. 63. For ex. Jer. Chag.
iii. 4.

64. Gitt. vii. 7. 65. Wariii. 3.4,5.  66. Ant. xii. 4.1.  67. Rosh hasSh. ii. 2.

68. Ant. xviii. 2. 2. 69. Ant. xx. 6. 1.

In view of these relations, we almost wonder at the candour and moderation occasionally
displayed towards the Samaritans in Jewish writings. These statements are of practical
importance in this history, since elaborate attempts have been made to show what articles
of food the disciples of Jesus might have bought in Samaria, in ignorance that almost al
would have been lawful. Our inquiry here is, however, somewhat complicated by the
circumstance that in Rabbinic writings, as at present existing, the term Samaritans
(Cuthim™) has, to avoid the censorship of the press, been often purposely substituted for
'Sadducees,’ or 'heretics,' i.e. Christians.”* Thus, wher? the Samaritans are charged with
denying in their books that the Resurrection can be proved from the Pentateuch, the real
reference is supposed to have been to Sadducean or Christian heretical writings. Indeed,
the terms Samaritans, Sadducees, and heretics are used so interchangeably, that a careful
inquiry is necessary, to show in each case which of them isreally meant. Still more
frequent is the use of the term 'Samaritan’ (y twk) for 'stranger' (y r kn), the latter, and not
strictly Samaritan descent being meant.”® The popular interchange of these terms casts
light on the designation of the Samaritan as 'a stranger' by our Lord in St. Luke xvii. 18.

70. The more exact translation would, of course, be Kuthim, but | have written Cuthimon
account of the reference to 2 Kings xxvii. 24. Indeed, for various reasons, it isimpossible
alwaysto adopt auniform or exact system of trangliteration.

71. Thusin Ber. 57 b Cuthaan is evide ntly used for ‘'idolator." An instance of the Jewish
use of the term Cuthaan for Christian occursin Ber. R. 64, where the Imperial
permission to rebuild the Temple of Jerusalem is said to have been frustrated by Cuthaan
intrigue, the text here evidently referring by that expression not to Samaritans, but to

Christians, however silly the charge against them. See Joél, Blicke in d. Relig. Gesch. P.
17. Comp. aso Frankel u. s. p. 244; Jost, Gesch. d. Judenth. i. p. 49, note 2.

72. In Sanh. 90 b.

73. Frankel quotes as a notable instance of it, Ber. viii. 8, and refersin proof to the Jerus.
Talmud on this Mishnah. But, for reasons soon to be explained, | am not prepared in this
instance to adopt hisview.

In genera it may be said that, while on certain points Jewish opinion remained always the
same, the judgment passed on the Samaritans, and especially as to intercourse with them,
varied, according as they showed more or less active hostility towards the Jews. Thus the
Son of Sirach would correctly express the feeling of contempt and didlike, when he
characterised the Samaritans as 'the foolish people' which his 'heart abhorred.”* The same
sentiment appears in early Christian Pseudepigraphic and in Rabbinic writings. In the so-



called 'Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (which probably dates from the beginning of
the second century), 'Sichem' is the City of Fools, derided by all men.” It was only
natural, that Jews should be forbidden to respond by an Amen to the benediction of
Samaritans, at any ratetill they were sure it had been correctly spoken, ”® since they were
neither in practice nor in theory regarded as co-religionists.”” ™ Yet they were not treated
as heathens, and their land, their springs, baths, houses, and roads were declared clean.”

74. Ecclus. 1. 25,26.  75. Test. Levi. vii. 76. Ber. viii. 8. 77. Sheq. i. 5.

78. Asin the case of heathens, neither Temple-tribute, nor any other than free-will and
votive offerings were received from them.

79. Jer. Abhod. Z. v. 4, p. 44 d.

The question was discussed, whether or not they were to be considered 'lionproselytes
(from fear of the lions), or as genuine converts®® and, again, whether or not they were to
be regarded as heathens.®* This, and the circumstance that different teachers at different
times gave directly opposite replies to these questions, proves that there was no settled
principle on the subject, but that opinions varied according to the national bearing of the
Samaritans. Thus, we are expressly told,®? that at one time both their testimony and their
religious orthodoxy were more credited than at others, and they are not treated as
Gentiles, but placed on the same level as an ignorant Jew. A marked difference of
opinion here prevails. The older tradition, as regreﬁented by Simon the son of Gamalid,
regards them as in every respect like Israglites;®® whilst later authority (Rabbi Jehuda the
Holy) would have them considered and treated as heathens. Again, it is expressly stated
in the Babylon Talmud,®* that the Samaritans observed the letter of the Pentateuch, while
one authority adds, that in that which they observed they were more strict than the Jews
themselves.®® Of this, indeed, there is evidence as regards several ordinances. On the
other hand, later authorities again reproach them with falsification of the Pentateuch,
charge them with worshipping a dove,® and even when, on further inquiry, they absolve
them from this accusation, ascribe their excessive veneration for Mount Gerizim to the
circumstance that they worshipped the idols which Jacob had buried under the oak at
Shechem. To the same hatred, caused by national persecution, we must impute such
expressions as®’ that he, whose hospitality receives a foreigner, has himself to blame if
his children have to go into captivity.

80. Sanh. 85 b; Chull. 3 b; Kidd, 75b.  81. Jer. Sheqg. 46 b. 82. Jer. Demai iii. 4.
83. Comp. also Jer. Dem. vi. 11; Jer. Ber. vii. 1; and Jer. Keth. 27 a.

84. Ber. 47Db. 85. Comp. Chull. 4 a. 86. Chull. 6 a. 87. Chull. 104 c.

The expression, 'the Jews have no dealings with the Samaritans,®® finds its exact
counterpart®® in this: 'May | never set eyes on a Samaritan;' or else, 'May | never be
thrown into company with him!* A Rabbi in Casarea explains, as the caus e of these
changes of opinion, that formerly the Samaritans had been observant of the Law, which
they no longer were; a statement repeated in another form to the effect, that their
observance of it lasted as long as they were in their own cities.>® Matters proceeded so



far, that they were entirely excluded from fellowship.®* The extreme limit of this
direction,®? if, indeed, the statement applies to the Samaritans,”® is marked by the
declaration, that to partake of their bread was like eating swine's flesh. Thisis further
improved upon in a later Rabbinic work,> which gives a detailed story of how the
Samaritans had conspired against Ezra and Nehemiah, and the ban been laid upon them,
so that now not only was al intercourse with them forbidden, but their bread declared
like swine's flesh; proselytes were not to be received from them; nor would they have part
in the Resurrection of the dead.®® But there is a great difference between all this
extravagance and the opinions prevailing at the time of Jesus. Even in the Rabbinic
tractate on the Samaritans™® it is admitted, that in most of their usages they resembled
Israglites, and many rights and privileges are conceded to them, from which a heathen
would have been excluded. They are to be 'credited’ on many points; their mesat is
declared clean, if an Israglite had witnessed its killing, or a Samaritan ate of it;%’ their
bread®® and, under certain conditions, even their wine, are alowed; and the final prospect
is held out of their reception into the Synagogue, when they shall have given up their
faith in Mount Gerizim, and acknowledged Jerusalem and the Resurrection of the dead.
But Jewish toleration went even further. At the time of Christ al their food was declared
lawful.®® There could, therefore, be no difficulty as regarded the purchase of victuals on
the part of the disciples of Jesus.

88. St. Johniv.9.  89. Megill. 2. 90. Jer. Abhod. Zar. v. 4. 91. Chull. 6a.

92. Shebhyith viii. 10. 93. The expression literally appliesto idolaters. 94. Yalkut
ii.p.36d.

95. In Jer. Kil. ix. 4, 9. 32 ¢ (middle) the question of the Resurrection is discussed, when
itis said that the Samaritan inhabitants of Palestine, far from enjoying the blessings of
that period, would be made into sections (or, made like cloth [?]), and then burnt up.

96. Massecheth Kuthim, in Kirchheim, Septem Libri parvi Talmudici, pp. 31-36.

97. Chull. 3 b.

98. In Jer. Orlah ii. 7 the question is discussed, how long after the Passover it is not
lawful to use bread baked by Samaritans, showing that ordinarily it was lawful.

99. Jer. Abhod. Zar. v. 4.

It has aready been stated, that most of the peculiar doctrines of the Samaritans were
derived from Jewish sources. As might be expected, their tendency was Sadducean rather
than Pharisaic.'® Nevertheless, Samaritan 'sages are referred to.!% But it is difficult to
form any decided opinion about the doctrinal views of the sect, partly from the
comparative lateness of their literature, and partly because the Rabbinist charges against
them cannot be absolutely trusted. It seems at least doubtful, whether they really denied
the Resurrection, as asserted by the Rabbis,’°* from whom the Fathers have copied the
charge. 1% Certainly, they hold that doctrine at present. They strongly believed in the
Unity of God; they held the doctrine of Angels and devils;'** they received the
Pentateuch as of sole Divine authority;'%® they regarded Mount Gerizim as the place



chosen of God, maintaining that it alone had not been covered by the flood, as the Jews
asserted of Mount Moriah; they were most strict and zealous in what of Biblical or
traditional Law they received; and lastly, and most important of all, they looked for the
coming of a Messiah, in Whom the promise would be fulfilled, that the Lord God would
raise up a Prophet from the midst of them, like unto Maoses, in Whom his words were to
be, and unto Whom they should hearken.'%® " Thus, while, in some respects, access to
them would be more difficult than to His own countrymen, yet in others Jesus would find
there a soil better prepared for the Divine Seed, or, at least, less encumbered by the
thistles and tares of traditionalism and Pharisaic bigotry.

100. The doctrinal views, the festive observances, and the literature of the Sarreritans of
alater period, cannot be discussed in this place. For further information we refer to the
following:, The Articlesin Smith's Dictionary of the Bible, in Winer's Bibl. Real-
Worterb., and especialy in Herzog's Real-Encykl. (by Petermann); to Juynboll,
Comment. in Hist. Gentis Samarit.; Jost, Gesch. des Judenth.; Herzfeld, Gesh. des
judisch. Volkes, passim Frankel, Einfluss der Palést. Exeg. pp. 237-254; Nutt, Sketch of
Samaritan History, &c.

101. Gitt. 10 b; Nidd. 33 b. 102. Siphré on Numb. xv. 31; Sanh. 90 b.

103. Epiphanius, Haees. iv., xiv.; Leontius, De Sectis viii.; Gregory the Great, Moral. i.
xv. Grimm(Die Samariter &c., pp. 91 &c.), not only strongly defends the position of the
Fathers, but holds that the Samaritans did not even believein the immortality of the soul,
and maintained that the world was eternal. The 'Samaritan Chronicle' dates from the
thirteenth century, but Grimm maintains that it embodies the earlier views of that people
(u. s. p. 107).

104. This seemsinconsistent with their disbelief of the Resurrection, and also casts doubt
on the patristic testimony about them, since Leontiusfalsely accuses them of rejecting the
doctrine of Angels. Epiphanius, on the other hand, attributes to them belief in Angels.
Reland maintains, that they regarded the Angels as merely 'powers' - a sort of impersonal
abstractions; Grimmthinks there were two sects of Samaritans- one believing, the other
disbelieving, in Angels.

105. For their horrible distortion of later Jewish Biblical history, see Grimm(u. s.), p.
107.

106. Deut. xviii. 15, 18.

107. They expected that this Messiah would finally convert all nations to Samaritanism
(Grimm, p. 99). But there is no historic ground for the view of Mr. Nutt (Sketch of Samar.

Hist. pp. 40, 69) that the idea of a Messiah the Son of Joseph, which holds so large a
placein later Rabbinic theology, was of Samaritan origin.

Chapter 8
JESUS AT THE WELL OF SYCHAR
(St. John 4:1-42.)



THERE is not adigtrict in 'the Land of Promise’ which preserts a scene more fair or rich
than the plain of Samaria (the modern EI Mukhna). As we stand on the summit of the
ridge, on the way from Shiloh, the eye travels over the wide sweep, extending more than
seven miles northward, till it rests on the twin heights of Gerizim and Ebal, which
enclose the valley of Shechem. Following the straight olive-shaded road from the south,
to where a spur of Gerizim, jutting south-east, forms the Vale of Shechem, we stand by
that 'Well of Jacob' to which so many sacred memories attach. Here, in 'the parcel of
ground' afterwards given to Joseph,* which Jacob had brought from the people of the
land, the patriarch had, at great labour and cost, sunk awell through the limestone rock.
At present it is partially filled with rubbish and stones, but originally it must have gone
down about 150 feet.? as the whole district abounds in springs, the object of the patriarch
must have been to avoid occasion of strife with the Amorite herdsmen around. That well
marks the boundary of the Great Plain, or rather its extensions bear other names. To the
left (westwards), between Gerizim (on the south) and Ebal (on the north), winds the
valley of olive-clad Shechem, the modern Nablus, though that town is not in view from
the Well of Sychar. Still higher up the same valley, the mud hovels of Sebastiyeh mark
the site of ancient Samaria, the magnificent Sebaste of Herod. North of the entrance to
the Vae of Shechem rises Mount Ebal, which also forms. so to speak, the western wall of
the northern extensionof the Plain of Samaria. Here it bears the name of El 'Askar, from
Askar, the ancient Sychar, which nestles at the foot of Ebal, at a distance of about two
miles from Shechem. Similarly, the eastern extension of the plain bears the name of the
Valley of Shalem, from the hamlet of that name, which probably occupies the site of the
ancient city before which Jacob pitched his tent on his return to Canaan.®

1. The reference here isto Gen. xlviii. 22. Wilnsche, indeed, objects that this application
of the passage isinaccurate, and contrary to universal Rabbinic tradition. But in this, asin
other instances, it is not the Gospel, but rather Dr. Wiinsche, who is inaccurate. If the
reader will refer to Geiger's Urschr. p. 80, he will find proof that the Evangelist's
rendering of Gen. xlviii. 22 wasin accordance with ancient Rabbinic tradition, which was
only afterwards altered for anti-Samaritan purposes. On the other hand, this may be
regarded as another undesigned proof of the Johannine authorship of the Fourth Gospel.

2. The present depth of the well is about seventy-five feet. Most travellers have given
more or less pictorial accounts of Jacob's Well. We refer here especialy to Mr.King's
Report (Quarterly Stat. of the Pal. Explor. Fund, Ap. 1879), although it contains the

strange mistake that Jesus had that day come from Jerusalem, and reached Jacob's Well
by midday.

3. Gen. xxxiii. 18, 19.

At 'the Well of Jacob' which, for our present purpose, may be regarded as the centre of
the scene, several ancient Roman roads meet and part. That southward, to which
reference has aready been made, leads close by Shiloh to Jerusalem; that westward
traverses the vale of Shechem; that northward brings us to the ancient Sychar, only about
half a mile from 'the Well.' Eastward there are two ancient Roman roads: one winds
southreast, till it merges in the main road; the other strikes first due east, and then
descends in a south-easterly direction through Wady Farah, which debouches into the
Jordan. We can trace it as it crosses the waters of that Wady, and we infer, that its
immediate neighbourhood must have been the scene where Jesus had taught, and His



disciples baptized. It is still in Judaa, and yet sufficiently removed from Jerusalem; and
the Wady is so full of springs thet one spot near it actually bears the name of "Aindn,
'springs,’ like the ancient Anon. But, from the spot which we have indicated, it is about
twenty miles, across a somewhat difficult country to Jacob's Well. It would be along and
toilsome day's journey thither on a summer day, and we can understand how, at its end,
Jesus would rest weary on the low parapet which enclosed the Well, while His disciples
went to buy the necessary provisions in the neighbouring Sychar.

And it was, as we judge, the evening of aday in early summer,* when Jesus,
accompanied by the small band which formed His disciples,®> emerged into the rich Plain
of Samaria. Far as the eye could sweep, 'the fields were ‘aready white unto the harvest.'
They had reached 'the Well of Jacob.' There Jesus waited, while the others went to Sychar
on their work of ministry. Probably John remained with the Master. They would scarcely
have left Him alone, especialy in that place; and the whole narrative reads like that of
one who had been present at what passed.® More than any other, perhaps, in the Fourth
Gospel, it bears the mark, not only of Judaan, but of contemporary authorship. It seems
utterly incompatible with the modern theory of its Ephesian origin at the end of the
second century. The location of the scene, not in Sebaste or Shechem, but at Sychar,’
which in the fourth century at least had so entirely ceased to be Samaritan, that it had
become the home of some celebrated Rabbis;? the intimate knowledge of Samaritan and
Jewish relations, which at the time of Christ allowed the purchase of food, but would
certainly not have conceded it two centuries later; even the introduction of such a
statement as 'Salvation is of the Jews," wholly inconsistent with the supposed scope of an
Ephesian Gospel - these are only some of the facts which will occur to the student of that
period, as bearing unsolicited testimony to the date and nationality of the writer.

4. For 'the location of Sychar," and the vindication of the view that the event took place at
the beginning of the wheat harvest, or about the middle of May, see Appendix XV. The
question is of considerable importance.

5. From the silence of the Synoptists, and the general designation of the disciples without
naming them, Caspari concludes that only John, and perhaps Nathanael, but none of the
other apostles, had accompanied Jesus on this journey (Chronol. Geogr. Einl. p. 104).

6. Caspari (u. s. p. 103) thinks that John only related that of which he himself was an
eyewitness, except, perhaps, in ch. xviii. 33, &c.

7. It is very characteristic when Schenkel, in ignorance of the fact that Sychar is
mentioned by the Rabbis, argues that the use of the name Sychar for Shechem affords
evidence that the Fourth Gospel is of Gentile-Christian origin.

8. See Appendix XV.

Indeed, there is such minuteness of detail about the narrative, and with it such charm of
simplicity, affectionateness, reverence, and depth of spiritual insight, asto carry not only
the conviction of its truthfulness, but almost instinctively to suggest to us 'the beloved
disciple' asits witness. Already he had taken the place nearest to Jesus and saw and spake
as none other of the disciples. Jesus weary, and resting while the disciples go to but food,



is not an Ephesian, but a truly Evangelic presentation of the Christ in His human
weakness and want.

All around would awaken in the Divinely-attuned soul of the Divine Redeemer the
thoughts which so soon afterwards found appropriate words and deeds. He is sitting by
Jacob's Well - the very well which the ancestor of Israel had digged, and left asa
memorial of hisfirst and symbolic possession of the land. Y et this was also the scene of
Israel's first rebellion against God's order, against the Davidic line and the Temple. And
now Chrigt is here, among those who are not of Israel, and who persecute it. Surely this,
of all others, would be the place where the Son of David, cast out of Jerusalem and the
Temple, would think of the breach, and of what alone could heal it. He is hungry, and
those fields are white to the harvest; yet far more hungering for that spiritual harvest
which is the food of His soul. Over against Him, sheer up 800 feet, rises Mount Gerizim,
with the ruins of the Samaritan rival Temple on it; just as far behind Him, already
overhung by the dark cloud of judgment, are that Temple and City which knew not the
day of their visitation. The one inquiring woman, and she a Samaritan, and the few only
partially comprehending and much misunderstanding disciples; their inward thinking that
for the spiritual harvest it was but seed-time, and the reaping yet 'four months distant,’
whilein reality, as even their eyes might see if they but lifted them, the fields were white
unto the harvest: all this, and much more, forms a unique background to the picture of
this narrative.

To take another view of the varying lights on that picture: Jesus weary and thirsty by
Jacob's Well, and the water of life which was to spring from, and by that Well, with its
unfailing supply and its unending refreshment! The spiritual in all this bears deepest
symbolic analogy to the outward - yet with such contrasts also, as the woman giving to
Christ the one, He to her the other; she unconsciously beginning to learn, He
unintendingly (for He had not even entered Sychar) beginning to teach, and that, what He
could not yet teach in Judaa, scarcely even to His own disciples; then the complete
change in the woman, and the misapprehensior? and non-reception'® of the disciples -
and over it dl the weary form of the Man Jesus, opening as the Divine Christ the well of
everlasting life, the God-Man satisfied with the meat of doing the Will, and finishing the
Work, of Him that sent Him: such are some of the thoughts suggested by the scene.

9. St. John iv. 33. 10.ii. 13-iv. 54.

And still othersrise, as we think of the connection in the narrative of St. John of this with
what preceded and with what follows. It almost seems as if that Gospel were constructed
in cycles, each beginning, or at least connected, with Jerusalem, and leading up to a grand
climax. Thus, the first cycle' might be called that of purification: first, that of the
Temple; then, inward purification by the Baptism from above; next, the symbolic
Baptism of water; lastly, the real water of life given by Jesus; and the climax - Jesus the
Restorer of life to them that believe. Similarly, the second cycle,'? beginning with the
idea of water in its symbolic application to real worship and life from Jesus, would carry
us a stage further; and so onward throughout the Gospel. Along with this we may note, as
another peculiarity of the Fourth Gospel, that it seems arranged according to this definite
plan of grouping together in each instance the work of Chrigt, as followed by the



illustrative word of Christ. Thus the fourth would, both externally and internally, be the
pre-eminently Judasan Gospel, characterised by cyclical order, illustrative conjunction of
work and word, and progressively leading up to the grand climax of Christ's last
discourses, and finally of His Death and Resurrection, with the teaching that flows from
the one and the other.

11.ii. 13-iv. 54. 12. v.-vi. 3.

It was about six o'clock in the evening, ' when the travel-stained pilgrims reached that
‘parcel of ground' which, according to ancient Jewish tradition, Jacob had given to his son
Joseph.'* Here (as already stated) by the 'Well of Jacob' where the three roads - south, to
Shechem, and to Sychar (Askar) - meet and part, Jesus sat down, while the disciples
(probably with the exception of John) went on to the closely adjoining little town of
Sychar to buy food. Even this latter circumstance marks that it was evening, since noon
was not the time either for the sale of provisions, nor for their purchase by travellers.
Once more it is when the true Humanity of Jesusis set before us, in the weakness of His
hunger and weariness,'® that the glory of His Divine Personality suddenly shines through
it. This time it was a poor, ignorant Samaritan woman,'® who came, not for any religious
purpose - indeed, to whom religious thought, except within her own very narrow circle,
was amost unintelligible - who became the occasion of it. She had come - like so many
of us, who find the pearl in the field which we occupy in the business of everyday-life -
on humble, ordinary duty and work. Men call it common; but there is nothing common
and unclean that God has sanctified by making use of it, or which His Presence and
teaching may transform into a vision from heaven.

13. We have already expressed our belief, that in the Fourth Gospel time is reckoned not
according to the Jewish mode, but according to the Roman civil day, from midnight to
midnight. For afull discussion and proof of this, with notice of objections, see
McLellan's New Test. vol. i. pp. 737-743. It must surely be alapsuswhen at p. 288 (note
0), the same author seems to assume the contrary. Meyer objects, that, if it had been 6
p.m., there would not have been time for the after-events recorded. But they could easily
find a place in the delicious cool of a summer's evening, and both the coming up of the
Samaritans (most unlikely at noon-time), and their invitation to Jesus 'to tarry' with them
(v. 40), arein favour of our view. Indeed, St. John xix. 14 rendersit impossible to adopt
the Jewish mode of reckoning.

14. See aprevious note on p. 404.

15. Godet rightly askswhat, in view of this, becomes of the supposed Docetism which,
according to the Tubingen school, is one of the characteristics of the Fourth Gospel ?

16. By which we are to understand awoman from the country, not the town of Samaria, a
Samaritaness. The suggestion, that she resorted to Jacob's Well on account of its sanctity,
scarcely requires refutation.

There was another well (the 'Ain 'Askar), on the east side of the little town, and much
nearer to Sychar than 'Jacob's Well;' and to it probably the women of Sychar generally
resorted. It should also be borne in mind, that in those days such work no longer
devolved, asin early times, on the matrons and maidens of fair degree, but on womenin



much humbler station. This Samaritaness may have chosen 'Jacob's Well,' perhaps,
because she had been at work in the fields close by; or else, because her abode was nearer
in that direction - for the ancient Sychar may have extended southward; perhaps, because,
if her character was what seems implied in verse 18, the concourse of the more common
women at the village-well of an evening might scarcely be a pleasant place of resort to
one with her history. In any case, we may here mark those Providentia leadings in our
everyday life, to which we are so often almost as much spiritually indebted, as to grace
itself; which, indeed, form part of the dispensation of grace. Perhaps we should note how,
all unconscioudly to her (as so often to us), poverty ard sin sometimes bring to the well
by which Jesus sits weary, when on His return from self-righteous Judaa.

But these are only symbols; the barest facts of the narrative are themselves sufficiently
full of spiritual interest. Both to Jesus and to the woman the meeting was unsought,
Providential in the truest sense - God-brought. Reverently, so far asthe Christ is
concerned, we add, that both acted truly - according to what was in them. The request:
'Give Meto drink," was natural on the part of the thirsty traveller, when the woman had
come to draw water, and they who usually ministered to Him were away.*’ Even if He
had not spoken, the Samaritaness would have recognised the Jew by His appearance'®
and dress, if, as seems likely, He wore the fringes on the border of His garment.® His
speech would, by its pronunciation, place His nationality beyond doubt.?® Any kindly
address, conveying a request not absolutely necessary, would naturally surprise the
woman; for, as the Evangelist explanatively adds: 'Jews have no dealings with
Samaritans,” or rather, as the expression implies, no needless, friendly, nor familiar
intercourse with them - a statement true at all times. Besides, we must remember that this
was an ignorant Samaritaness of the lower order. In the mind of such an one, two points
would mainly stand out: that the Jews in their wicked pride would have no intercourse
with them; and that Gerizim, not Jerusalem, as the Jews falsely asserted, was the place of
rightful worship. It was, therefore, genuine surprise which expressed itself in the
guestion: 'How isit, Thou, being a Jew, of me askest to drink? It was the first lesson she
learned, even before He taught her. Here was a Jew, not like ordinary Jews, not like what
she had hitherto thought them: what was the cause of this difference?

17. ver. 8.

18. According to the testimony of travellers the Samaritans, with the exception of the
High-Priestly family, have not the common, well-known type of Jewish face and feature.

19. The 'fringes' on the Tallith of the Samaritans are blue, while those worn by the Jews,
whether on the Arba Kanphoth or the Tallith, are white. The Samaritans do not seem to
have worn phylacteries (Menach. 42 b). But neither did many of the Jews of old - nor, |
feel persuaded, our Lord (comp. Jost, Gesch. d. Judenth. val. i. p. 60).

20. There were, undoubtedly, marked differences of pronunciation between the Jews and
the Samaritans. Without entering into details, it may be said, that they chiefly concern the
vowel-sounds; and among consonants the gutturals (which are generally not
pronounced), the aspirates, and the letter #which is not, asin Hebrew, either #&
(pronounced s), or # (pronounced sh), but is always pronounced as'sh.' In connection
with this we may notice one of those instances, how a strange mistake comes 'by
tradition' to be commonly received. It has been asserted that, if Jesus had said to the



woman: Teni li lishtoth (‘Give me to drink'), a Samaritan would have pronounced it
listoth, since the Samaritans pronounced the sh ass. But the reverse of thisisthefact.

The Samaritans pronounced the s ('sin’) as sh ('shin’) - and not the sh ass. The mistake
arose from confounding the old Ephraimite (Judg. xii. 5, 6) with the Samaritan mode of
pronouncing. The suggestion seemsfirst to have been made - through very doubtfully - by
Stier (Reden Jesy, iv. p. 134). Stier, however, at least rendered the words of Jesus: Teni li
lishtoth. Godet (ad loc.) accepts Stier's suggestions, but renders the words: Teni li
lishchoth. Later writers have repeated this, only altering lishchoth into lishkoth.

21. Thearticleiswanting in the original.

Before we mark how the answer of Jesus met this very question, and so asto direct it to
spiritual profit, another and more general reflection presses on our minds. Although Jesus
may not have come to Sychar with the conscious purpose of that which ensued, yet, given
the meeting with the Samaritan woman, what followed seems almost matter of necessity.
For it is certain that the Christ, such as the Gospels describe Him, could not have been
brought into contact with spiritual ignorance and want, any more than with physical
distress, without offering it relief. It was, so to speak, a necessity, alike of His Mission
and of His Nature (as the God-Man). In the language of another Gospel, ‘power went out
from Him;' and this, whether consciously sought, or unconsciously felt after in the
stretching forth of the hands of the sightless or in the upward look of the speechless. The
Incarnate Son of God could not but bring health and life amidst disease and death; the
Saviour had come to seek and to save that which was |ost.

And so it was, that the 'How isit? of the Samaritan women so soon, and so fully, found
its answer. 'How isit? In this, that He, Who had spoken to her, was not like what she
thought and knew of the Jews. He was what Isragl was intended to have become to
mankind; what it was the fina object of Isragl to have been. In Him was God's gift to
mankind. Had she but known it, the present relation between them would have been
reversed; the Well of Jacob would have been a symbol, yet but a symbol, of the living
water, which she would have asked and He given. As aways, the seen isto Christ the
emblem of the unseen and spiritual; Nature, that in and through which, in manifold and
divers colouring, He ever sees the supernatural, even asthe light lies in varying hues on
the mountain, or glows in changeful colouring on the edge of the horizon. A view this of
all things existent, which Hellenism, even in its sublimest poetic conception of creation
as the impress of heavenly archetypes, has only materialised and reserved. But to Jesus it
all pointed upward, because the God of Nature was the God of Grace, the One Living and
True God in Whom all matter and spirit lives, Whose world is one in design,
workmanship, and purpose. And so nature was but the echo of God's heard Voice, which
ever, to al and in all, speaks the same, if there be but listening ears. And so He would
have it speak to men in parables, that, to them who see, it might be the Jacob's ladder
leading from earth to heaven, while they, whose sight and hearing are bound in the sleep
of heart-hardening, would see but not perceive, and hear but not understand.

It was with the ignorant woman of Sychar, as it had been with the learned 'Master in

Israel." As Nicodemus had seen, and yet not seen, so this Samaritaness. In the birth of
which Jesus spoke, he had failed to apprehend the ‘from above' and 'of the Spirit;' she
now the thought suggested by the contrast between the cistern in the limerock and the



well of living water. The 'How can these things be? of Nicodemus finds its paralldl in the
bewilderment of the woman. Jesus had nothing wherewith to draw from the deep well.
Whence, then, the 'living water'? To outward appearance there was a physical
impossibility. This was one aspect of it. And yet, as Nicodemus' question not only
similarly pointed to a physical impossibility, but aso indicated dim searching after higher
meaning and spiritual reality, so that of the woman: 'No ! art Thou greater than our father
Jacob? who, at such labour, had dug this well, finding no other means than this of
supplying his own wants and those of his descendants. Nor did the answer of Jesus now
differ in spirit from that which He had given to the Rabbi of Jerusalem, though it lacked
the rebuke, designed to show how thoroughly the religious system, of which Nicodemus
was a teacher, failed in its highest object. But to this woman His answer must be much
simpler and plainer than to the Rabbi. And yet, if it be Divine teaching, it cannot be quite
plain, but must contain that which will point upward, and lead to further inquiry. And so
the Divine Teacher explained, not only the difference between ordinary water and that of
which He had spoken, but in a manner to bring her to the threshold of still higher truth. 1t
was not water like that of Jacob's Well which He would give, but 'living water." In the
Old Testament a perennia spring had, in figurative language, been thus designated,®? in
significant contrast to water accumulated in a cistern.?® But there was more thanthis: it
was water which for ever quenched the thirst, by meeting al the inward wants of the
soul; water aso, which, in him who had drunk of it, became a well, not merely quenching
the thirst on this side time, but 'springing up into everlasting life." It was not only the
meeting of wants felt, but a new life, and that not essentially different, but the same as
that of the future, and merging in it.

22. Gen. xxvi. 19; Lev. xiv. 5. 23. Jer. ii. 13.

The question has sometimes been asked, to what Jesus referred by that well of living
water springing up into everlasting life. Of the various strange answers given, that,

surely, is amost the worst, which would apply it to the doctrine of Jesus, supporting such
explanation by a reference to Rabbinic sayings in which doctrine is compared to ‘water.’
Thisis one of those not unfregquent instances in which Rabbinic references mislead rather
than lead, being insufficiently known, imperfectly understood, or misapplied. It is quite
true, that in many passages the teaching of the Rabbis is compared to water,?* but never
to a'well of water springing up.' The difference is very great. For it is the boast of
Rabbinism, that its disciples drink of the waters of their teachers; chief merit liesin
receptiveness, not spontaneity, and higher praise cannot be given than that of being 'a
well-plastered cistern, which lets not out a drop of water,?® and in that sense to 'a spring
whose waters ever grow stronger.' But thisis quite the opposite of what our Lord teaches.
For, it isonly true of what man can give when we read this (in Ecclus. xxiv. 21): They
that drink me shall yet be thirsty.””® More closely related to the words of Christ isit, when
we read?’ of a'fountain of wisdom;" while, in the Targum on Cant. iv. 14, 'the words of
the Law' are likened 'unto a well of living waters." The same idea was carried perhaps
even further, when, at the Feast of Tabernacles, amidst universal rgjoicing, water from
Siloam was E)oured from a golden pitcher on the altar, as emblem of the outpouring of the
Holy Ghost.“® But the saying of our Lord to the Samaritaness referred neither to His
teaching, nor to the Holy Ghost, nor yet to faith, but to the gift of that new spiritua life in
Him, of which faith is but the outcome.



24. Those who wish to see the well -worn Rabbinic references will find them in Lightfoot
and Schéttgen ad loc.

25. Ab.ii. 9.

26. There is much spurious religious sentiment which, in contravention to our Lord's
saving, delightsin such expressions as that of . Bernard of Clairvaux (followed by so
many modern hymnologists): 'Qui Te gustant esuriunt, Qui bibunt adhuc sitiunt.' (Ap.
Daniel, Thes. i p. 223.) The theology of thisis not only sickly, but untrue and misleading.

27.in Bar. iii. 12. 28. See 'The Temple and its Ministry,' pp. 241-243.

If the humble, ignorant Samaritaness had formerly not seen, though she had imperfectly
guessed, that there was a higher meaning in the words of Him Who spake to her, alike
mixture of ill-apprehension and rising faith seems to underlie her request for this water,
that she might thirst no more, neither again come thither to draw.® She now believesin
the incredible; believes it, because of Him and in Him; believes, also, in a satisfaction
through Him of outward wants, reaching up beyond this to the everlasting life. But all
these elements are yet in strange confusion. Those who know how difficult it is to lodge
any new idea in the mind of uneducated rustics in our own land, after al our advantages
of civilising contact and education, will understand, how utterly at aloss this Samaritan
countrywoman must have been to grasp the meaning of Jesus. But He taught, not as we
teach. And thus He reached her heart in that dimly conscious longing which she
expressed, though her intellect was incapable of distinguishing the new truth.

29. 1 cannot bring myself to see, as some commentators, any extraordinary mark of rising
reverence in the use by her of theword 'Sir' in vv. 11 and 15. It seems only natural in the
circumstances.

Surely, it is a strange mistake to find in her words®® 'a touch of irony,’ while, on the other
hand, it seems an exaggeration to regard them simply as the cry of realised spiritual need.
Though reluctantly, a somewhat similar conclusion is forced upon us with reference to
the question of Jesus about the woman's husband, her reply, and the Saviour's rejoinder. It
is difficult to suppose, that Christ asked the woman to call her husband with the primary
object of awakening in her a sense of sin. This might follow, but the text gives no hint of
it. Nor does anything in the bearing of the woman indicate any such effect; indeed, her
reply*! and her after-reference to it>? rather imply the contrary. We do not even know for
certain, whether the five previous husbands had died or divorced her, and, if the latter,
with whom the blame lay, athough not only the peculiar mode in which our Lord refers
to it, but the present condition of the woman, seem to point to asinful life in the past. In
Judaa a course like hers would have been amost impossible; but we know too little of
the social and moral condition of Samaria to judge of what might there be tolerated. On
the other hand, we have abundant evidence that, when the Saviour so unexpectedly laid
open to her a past, which He could only supernaturally have known, the conviction at
once arose in her that He was a Prophet, just asin similar circumstances it had been
forced upon Nathanael .33 But to be a Prophet meant to a Samaritan that He was the
Messiah, since they acknowledged none other after Moses. Whether or not the Messiah
was known by the present Samaritan designation of Him as 'the Converter' and 'the



Returner' (Restorer?), is of comparatively small importance, though, if we felt certain of
this, the influence of the new conviction on the mind of the woman would appear even
more clearly. In any case it was an immense, almost immeasurable, advance, when this
Samaritan recognised in the stranger Jew, Who had first awakened within her higher
thoughts, and pointed her to spiritual and eterna redlities, the Messiah, and this on the
strength of evidence the most powerfully convincing to amind like hers: that of telling
her, suddenly and startlingly, what He could not have known, except through higher than
human means of information.

30.ver. 15.  31. ver. 19. 32. ver. 29. 33. St. Johni. 48, 49.

It is another, and much more difficult question, why Jesus should have asked for the
presence of her husband. The objection, that to do so, knowing the while that she had no
husband, seems unworthy of our Lord, may, indeed, be answered by the consideration,
that such 'proving' of those who were in His training was in accordance with His mode of
teaching, leading upwards by a series of moral questions.3* But perhaps a more simple
explanation may offer even a better reply. It seems, asif the answer of verse 15 marked
the utmost limit of the woman's comprehension. We can scarcely form an adequate
notion of the narrowness of such a mental horizon as hers. This aso explains, at least
from one aspect, the reason of His speaking to her about His own Messiahship, and the
worship of the future, in words far more plain than He used to His own disciples. None
but the plainest statements could she grasp; and it is not unnatural to suppose that, having
reached the utmost limits of which she was capable, the Saviour now asked for her
husband, in order that, through the introduction of another so near to her, the horizon
might be enlarged. This is also substantially the view of some of the Fathers.®® But, if
Christ was in earnest in asking for the presence of her husband, it surely cannot be
irreverent to add, that at that moment the peculiar relationship between the man and the
woman did not stand out before His mind. Nor is there anything strange in this. The man
was, and was not, her husband. Nor can we be sure that, although unmarried, the
relationship involved anything absolutely contrary to the law; and to al intents the man
might be known as her husband. The woman's answer at once drew the attention of the
Christ to this aspect of her history, which immediately stood out fully before His Divine
knowledge. At the same time her words seemed like a confession - perhaps we should
say, a concession to the demands of her own conscience, rather than a confession. Here,
then, was the required opportunity, both for carrying further truth to her mind, by proving
to her that He Who spake to her was a Prophet, and at the same time for reaching her
heart.

34. Comp St. Johnvi. 6.  35. Comp. Liicke, Evang. Joh. val. i. p. 588.

But whether or not this view of the history be taken, it is difficult to understand, how any
sober interpreter could see in the five husbands of the woman either a symbolical, or a
mythical, reference to the five deities whom the ancestors of the Samaritans
worshipped,® the spurious service of Jehovah representing the husband, yet no husband,
of the woman. It is not worth while discussing this strange suggestion from any other
than the mythical standpoint. Those who regard the incidents of the Gospel-narratives as
myths, having their origin in Jewish ideas, are put to even greater straits by the whole of



this narrative than they who regard this Gospel as of Ephesian authorship. We may put
aside the general objections raised by Strauss, since none of his successors has ventured
serioudly to urge them. It is more important to notice, how signally the author of the
mythical theory has failed in suggesting any historical basis for this'myth.' To speak of
meetings at the well, such as those with Rebekah or Zipporah, is as much beside the
guestion as an appeal to Jewish expectancy of an omniscient Messiah. Out of these two
elements amost any story might be constructed. Again, to say that this story of Jesus
success among the Samaritans was invented, in order to vindicate the later activity of the
Apostles among that people, is ssmply to beg the whole question. In these straits so
distinguished a writer as Keim®’ has hazarded the statement: "The meeting with the
Samaritaness has, for every one who has eyes, only a symbolical meaning, by the side of
which no historical fact exists." An assertion this, which is perhaps best refuted by being
simply quoted.®® On the other hand, of al the myths likely to enter into Jewish
imagination, the most unlikely would be one representing the Christ in familiar converse
with awoman, and she a Samaritan, offering to her awell of water springing into
everlasting life, and setting before her a spiritual worship of which Jerusalem was not the
centre. Where both the Ephesian and the mythical theory so signaly fail, shall we not fall
back upon the natural explanation, borne out by the simplicity and naturalness of the
narrative - that the story here related is real and true? And, if so, shall we not all the more
thankfully gather its lessons?

36. 2 Kings xvii. 24 &c.
37. Thereferences here are to Strauss, val. i. pp. 510-519, and toKeimi. 1, p. 116.

38. Meyer, Komment. vol. ii. p. 208, rightly remarks on the theory of Baur, Hilgenfeld,
&c. According to them, the whole of this history isonly atype of heathenism as receptive
to faith, in contrast to Nicodemus, the type of Judaism shutting itself up against faith. But
in that case why make the principal person a Samaritan, and not a heathen, and why
attribute to her belief in aMessiah, which was entirely foreign to heathenism?

The conviction, sudden but firm, that He Who had laid open the past to her was redlly a
Prophet, was already faith in Him; and so the goal had been attained - not, perhaps, faith
in His Messiahship, about which she might have only very vague notions, but in Him.
And faith in the Christ, not in anything about Him, but in Himself, has eternal life. Such
faith also leads to further inquiry and knowledge. As it has been the traditional practice to
detect irony in this or that saying of the woman, or else to impute to her spiritual feelings
far in advance of her possible experience, so, on the other hand, has her inquiry about the
place of proper worship, Jerusalem or Gerizim, been unduly depreciated. It is indeed too
true that those, whose consciences are touched by a presentation of their sin, often seek to
turn the conversation into another and quasi-religious channel. But of neither the one nor
the other is there evidence in the present case. Similarly, it is aso only too true, that their
one point of differenceis, to narronw-minded sectarians, their al-in-all of religion. But in
this instance we feel that the woman has no after-thought, no covert purpose in what she
asks. All her life long she had heard that Gerizim was the mount of worship, the holy hill
which the waters of the Flood had never covered, and that the Jews were in deadly
error. But here was an undoubted Prophet, and He a Jew. Were they then in error about
the right place of worship, and what was she to think, and to do? To apply with such a



guestion to Jesus was aready to find the right solution, even although the question itself
might indicate alower mental and religious standpoint. It reminds us of the inquiry which
the healed Naaman put to Elisha about the Temple of Rimmon, and of his request for a
mul€e's burden of earth from the land of the True God, and for true worship.

39. Curiously enough, several instances are related in Rabbinic writingsin which
Samaritans enter into dispute with Rabbis who pass by Mount Gerizim on their way to
Jerusalem, to convince them that Gerizim was the proper place of worship. One instance
may here be mentioned,. when a Samaritan maintained that Gerizim was the mount of
blessing, because it was not covered by the Flood, quoting in proof Ezek. xxii. 24. The
Rabbi replied, that if such had been the case, God would have told Noah to flee there,
instead of making an ark. The Samaritan retorted, that this was done to try him. The
Rabbi was silenced, but his muleteer appealed to Gen. vii. 19, according to which al the
high hills under the heavens were covered, and so silenced the Samaritan. (Deb. R. 3;
comp. Ber. R. 32.) On the other hand, it ought to be added, that in Ber. R. 33 the Mount

of Olivesissaid not to have been covered by the Flood, and that Ezek. xxii. 24 is applied
tothis.

Once more the Lord answers her question by leading her far beyond it - beyond all
controversy: even on to the goal of al Histeaching. So marvellously does He speak to
the smplein heart. It is best here to sit at the feet of Jesus, and, realising the scene, to
follow as His Finger points onwards and upwards. 'There cometh an hour, when neither
in this mountain, nor yet in Jerusalem, ye shall worship the Father." Words of sad
warning, these; words of prophecy also, that already pointed to the higher solution in the
worship of a common Father, which would be the worship neither of Jews nor of
Samaritans, but of children. And yet there was truth in their present differences. 'Ye
worshi E) ye know not what: we worship what we know, since salvation is from out of the
Jews."" The Samaritan was aimless worship, because it wanted the goal of all the Old
Testament institutions, that Messiah 'Who was to be of the seed of David** - for, of the
Jews, 'as concerning the flesh,’ was Christ to come.*? But only of present interest could
such distinctions be; for an hour would come, nay, already was, when the true
worshippers would ‘worship the Father in spirit and in truth, for the Father also seeketh
such for His worshippers. Spirit is God® - and only worship in spirit and in truth could
be acceptable to such a God.

40. He had formerly taught her the 'where,' and now teaches her the 'what,' of true
worship.

41. Rom.i. 3. 42. Rom. ix. 5.

43. It isremarkable, that most of the alterations in the Samaritan Pentateuch are with the
view of removing anthropomorphisms.

Higher or more Christlike teaching than this could not be uttered. And she who heard,
thus far understood it, that in the glorious picture, which was set before her, she saw the
coming of the Kingdom of the Messiah. 'l know that Messiah cometh.** When He
cometh, He will tell us all things." It was then that, according to the need of that untutored
woman, He told her plainly what in Judaa, and even by His disciples, would have been



carnally misinterpreted and misapplied: that He was the Messiah. So true is it, that 'babes
can receive what often must remain long hidden ‘from the wise and prudent.’

44, The words ‘which is called Christ' should be within brackets, and are the explanation
of the writer.

It was the crowning lesson of that day. Nothing more could be said; nothing more need
be said. The disciples had returned from Sychar. That Jesus should converse with a
woman, was so contrary to all Judaan notions of a Rabbi, *° that they wondered. Yet, in
their reverence for Him, they dared not ask any questions. Meanwhile the woman,
forgetful of her errand, and only conscious of that new well-spring of life which had risen
within her, had left the unfilled waterpot by the Well, and hurried into ‘the City.' They
were strange tidings which she brought; the very mode for her announcement affording
evidence of their truth: 'Come, see a man who told me all that | have done. No - isthisthe
Christ? We are led to infer, that these strange tidings soon gathered many around her;
that they questioned, and, as they ascertained from her the indisputable fact of His
superhuman knowledge, believed on Him, so far as the woman could set Him before
them as object of faith.*® Under thisimpression 'they went out of the City, and came on
their way towards Him."*” %

45, Intheoriginal, ver. 31 has it: 'Rabbi (not Master), eat.' Surely such an address to
Christ is sufficiently anti-Ephesian. Readers know how thoroughly opposed to Jewish
notions was any needless converse with awoman (comp. Ab. i. 5; Ber. 43 b; Kidd. 70 a;
also Erub. 53 b). To instruct awoman in the Law was forbidden; comp. the story in
Bemid. R. 9.

46. vv. 39, 40. 47. ver. 30.

48. Following the suggestion of Professor Westcott, | would thus give the real meaning of
the original. It may save needless notesif | add, that where the rendering differsfrom the

A.V. the change has been intentional, to bring out the meaning of the Greek; and that
wherewordsin the A.V. are omitted, it is because they are either spurious, or doubtful.

Meantime the disciples had urged the Master to eat of the food which they had brought.
But His Soul was otherwise engaged. Thoughts were present of the glorious future, of a
universal worship of the Father by those whom He had taught, and of which He had just
seen such unexpected earnest. These mingled with feelings of pain at the spiritual dulness
of those by whom He was surrounded, who could see in that conversation with a
Samaritan woman nothing but a strange innovation on Rabbinic custom and dignity, and
now thought of nothing beyond the immediate errand on which they had gone to Sychar.
Even His words of rebuke only made them wonder whether, unknown to them, some one
had brought Him food. It was not the only, nor the last, instance of their dulness to
spiritua realities*

49. St. Matt. xvi. 6, 7.

Y et with Divine patience He bore with them: 'My medt is, that | may do the Will of Him
that sent Me, and that | may accomplish (bring to a perfect end) Hiswork.' To the
disciples that work appeared still in the far future. To them it seemed as yet little more



than seed-time; the green blade was only sprouting; the harvest of such a Messianic
Kingdom as they expected was still months distant. To correct their mistake, the Divine
Teacher, as so often, and as best adapted to His hearers, chose His illustration from what
was visible around. To show their meaning more clearly, we venture to reverse the order
of the sentences which Jesus spoke: '‘Behold, | say unto you, lift up your eyes and look
[observantl A at the fields, that they are white to the harvest. [But] do ye not say (viz. in
your hearts™) that there are yet four months, and the harvest cometh? The words will
appear the more striking, if (with Professor Westcott) we bear in mind that, perhaps at
that very moment, the Samaritans, coming to Him from Sychar, were appearing in sight.

50. ThisisaHebraism.

But we aso regard it as marking the time, when this conversation took place. Generally
the words, 'yet four months, and then cometh the harvest,’ are regarded either asa
proverbial expression, or as indicating, that the Lord spake at the Well of Jacob four
months before the harvest-time - that is, about the month of January, if the barley-harvest,
or in February, if the wheat-harvest, was meant. The suggestion that it was a proverb may
be dismissed, first, because there is not a trace of such a proverb, and then because, to
give it even the scantiest meaning, it is necessary to supply: '‘Between seed-time and
harvest there are four months," which is not true, since in Palestine about six months
intervene between them. On the other hand, for reasons explained in another place,>* we
conclude, that it could not have been January or February. when Jesus was in Sychar. But
why not reverse the common theory, and see in the second clause, introduced by the
words, 'Behold! lift up your eyes and observe,' a mark of the time and circumstances;
while the expression, 'Do ye not say, There are yet four months, and then cometh harvest,
would be understood as parabolically spoken? Admittedly, one of the two clausesis a
literal mark of time, and the other is spoken parabolically. But there is no reason why the
second clause may not mark the time, while on independent grounds we must conclude,>?
that Christ returned from Judaa to Galilee in the early summer.

51. Seethemin Appendix XV. 52. Comp. Appendix XV.

Passing from this point, we notice how the Lord further unfolded His own lesson of
present harvesting, and their inversion of what was sowing, and what reaping time.
'‘Already'>® he that reaped received wages, and gathered fruit unto eternal life (which is
the real reward of the Great Reaper, the seeing of the travail of His soul), so that in this
instance the sower rejoiced equally™ as the reaper. And, in this respect, the otherwise
cynical proverb, that one was the sower, another the reaper of his sowing, found a true
application. It was indeed so, that the servants of Christ were sent to reap what others had
sown, and to enter into their labour. One had sowed, another would reap. And yet, asin
this instance of the Samaritans, the sower would rejoice as well as the reaper; nay, both
would rejoice together, in the gathered fruit unto eternal life. And so the sowing in tears
is on the spiritual field often mingled with the harvest of gladness, and to the spiritual
view both are really one. 'Four months' do not intervene between them; so that, although
one may sow and another reap, yet the sower seeth that harvest for which the harvester
gets wages, and rejoices with him in the fruit which is gathered into the eternal
storehouse.



53. We follow Canon Westcott, who, for reasons explained by him, joins the word
‘already’ to ver. 36, omitting the particle ‘and.'

54. 1t will be noticed that, in ver. 36 i na has been translated 'so that,' the kai omitted, and
onou rendered 'equally as.' Linguistically, no apology is required for these renderings. I,
however, hesitate between this and the rendering: 'in order that the sower may rejoice
along with the reaper.' But the translation in the text seems to agree better with what
follows. The whole passage is perhaps one of the most difficult, from the curtness and
rapid transition of the sentences. The only apology which | can offer for proposing a new
rendering and a new interpretation is, that those with which | am acquainted have not
conveyed any distinct or connected meaning to my own mind.

It was as Christ had said. The Samaritans, who believed 'because of the word' (speech) 'of
the woman [what she said] as she testified' of the Christ, ‘when they came' to that well,
‘asked Him to abide with them. And He abode there two days. And many more believed
because of His own word (speech, discourse), and said unto the woman: No longer
because of thy speaking® do we believe. For we ourselves have heard, and know, that
thisis truly the Saviour of the world.™®

55. | al ia speech, talking.

56. We have omitted the words 'the Christ', in ver. 42, as apparently spurious. In general,
the text has been rendered as faithfully as possible, so as to bring out the real meaning.

We know not what passed these two days. Apparently no miracles were wrought, but
those of His Word only. It was the deepest and purest truth they learned, these smple
men of simple faith, who had not learned of man, but listened to His Word only. The
sower as well as the reaper rejoiced, and rejoiced together. Seed-time and harvest
mingled, when for themselves they knew and confessed, that this was truly the Saviour of
the world.

Chapter 9
THE SECOND VISIT TO CANA
CURE OF THE 'NOBLEMAN'S SON AT CAPERNAUM.
(St. Matthew 4:12; St. Mark 1:14; St. Luke 4:14,15; St. John 4:43-54.)

THE brief harvest in Samaria was, as Jesus had indicated to His disciples, in another
sense also the beginning of sowing-time, or at least that when the green blade first
appeared above ground. It formed the introduction to that Galilean ministry, when ‘the
Galileans received Him, having seen all the things that He did at Jerusalem at the Feast.”
Nay, in some respects, it was the real beginning of His Work aso, which, viewed as
separate and distinct, commenced when the Baptist was cast into prison.? Accordingly,



this circumstance is specialy marked by St. Matthew,® and by St. Mark,* while St. Luke,
asif to give greater emphasis to it, abruptly connects this beginning of Christ's sole and
separate Work with the history of the Temptation.® All that intervened seems to him but
introductory, that 'beginning' which might be summed up by the words, ‘in the power of
the Spirit," with which he describes His return to Galilee. In accordance with this view,
Christ is presented as taking up the message of His Forerunner,® only with wider sweep,
since, instead of adding to His announcement of the Kingdom of Heaven and call to
repentance that to a Baptism of preparation, He called those who heard Him to 'believe
the Gospel' which He brought them.”

1. St. Johniv. 45. 2. Thehistory of the Baptist's imprisonment will be given in the
sequel.

3. St. Matt. iv. 12. 4, St. Mark i. 14. 5. St. Lukeiv. 11. 6. St. Matt. iv. 17.

7. St. Mark i. 15.

But here also - as Eusebius had already noted® - the Fourth Gospdl, in its more
comprehensive presentation of the Christ, as adding, not merely in the external
succession of events, but in their internal connection, feature to feature in the portraiture
of the Divine Redeemer, supplies the gap in the Synoptic narratives, which so often read
only like brief historical summaries, with here and there specia episodes or reports of
teaching inserted. For St. John not only tells us of that early Ministry, which the
Synoptists designedly pass over, but while, like them, referring to the captivity of John as
the occasion of Christ's withdrawal from the machinations of the Pharisaic party in

Judaa, he joins this departure from Judsa with the return to Galilee by supplying, as
connecting link, the brief stay in Samaria with its eventful results. St. John, also, alone
supplies the first-recorded event of this Galilean ministry.® We therefore follow his
guidance, simply noting that the various stages of this Galilean residence should be
grouped as follows: Cana,'° Nazareth,** and Capernaum, with general itineration from
that centre.? The period occupied, by what is thus briefly indicated in the Gospels, was
from early summer, say, the beginning of June, to the unnamed 'feast of the Jews.® If it
is objected, that the events seem too few for a period of about three months, the obvious
answer is, that, during most of this time, Jesus was in great measure unattended, since the
cal of the Apostles** only took place after the 'unnamed feast;' that, indeed, they had
probably returned to their homes and ordinary occupations when Jesus went to
Nazareth,'® and that therefore, not having themselves been eye-witnesses of what had
passed, they confined themselves to a general summary. At the same time, St. Luke
expressly marks that Jesus taught in the various Synagogues of Galilee,*® and also that He
made a longer stay in Capernaum.’

8. The origin, authorship, and occasion of the Synoptic Gospels and of that by St. John,
aswell astheir interrelation, isdiscussed in Euseb. Hist. Eccles. iii. 24, the discussion
being the more important that Eusebius throughout appeals for his statementsto 'the
testimony of the ancients.'

9. St. Johniiv. 43-54. 10. St. John iv. 45-54. 11. St. Lukeiv. 16-30.



12. St. Matt. iv. 13-17; St. Mark i. 14, 15; St. Lukeiv. 31, 32.

13. St. Johnv. 1. 14. St. Matt. iv.18-22 &c. 15. St. Lukeiv. 16. 16. St. Luke
iv. 15.

17. St. Lukeiv. 31; comp. St. Matt. iv. 13-16.

When Jesus returned to Galileg, it was in circumstances entirely different from those
under which He had left it. As He Himself said,'® there had, perhaps naturally, been
prejudices connected with the humbleness of His upbringing, and the familiarity
engendered by knowledge®® of His home-surroundings. These were overcome, when the
Galileans had witnessed at the feast in Jerusalem, what He had done. Accordingly, they
were now prepared to receive Him with the reverent attention which His Word claimed.
We may conjecture, that it was partially for reasons such as these that He first bent His
steps to Cana. The miracle, which had there been wrought,?® would still further prepare
the people for His preaching. Besides, this was the home of Nathanael, who had probably
followed Him to Jerusalem, and in whose house a gladsome homage of welcome would
now await Him. It was here that the second recorded miracle of His Galilean ministry
was wrought, with what effect upon the whole district, may be judged from the
expectancies which the fame of it excited even in Nazareth, the city of His early
upbringing®*

18. St. Johniiv. 44.

19. 1 cannot believe that the expression 'His own country,’ refers to Judaa. Such an
explanation is not only unnatural, but contrary to the usage of the expressionidioV(‘his
own’). Comp. St. Matt. ix. 1; also St. John vii. 40-42. Strauss's arguments (Leben Jesu, i.
p. 659) seem here conclusive.

20. St. Johniii. 1-11. 21. St. Lukeiv. 23.

|t appears that the son of one of Herod Antipas officers, either civil or military,?* was
sick, and at the point of death. When tidings reached the father that the Prophet, or more
than Prophet, Whose fame had preceded Him to Galilee, had come to Cana, he resolved,
in his despair of other means, to apply to Him for the cure of His child. Nothing can be
gained for the spiritual interest of this or any other Biblical narrative, by exaggeration;
but much is lost, when the historical demands of the case are overlooked. It is not from
any disbelief in the supernatural agency at work, that we insist on the natural and rational
sequence of events. And having done so, we can al the more clearly mark, by the side of
the natural, the distinctively higher elements at work. Accordingly, we do not assume that
this 'court-officer' was actuated by spiritual belief in the Son of God, when applying to
Him for help. Rather would we go to aimost the opposite extreme, and regard him as
simply actuated by what, in the circumstances, might be the views of a devout Jew.
Instances are recorded in the Talmud, which may here serve as our guide. Various cases
are related in which those serioudly ill, and even at the point of death, were restored by
the prayers of celebrated Rabbis. One instance is specialy illustrative.>® We read that,
when the son of Rabban Gamaliel was dangeroudly ill, he sent two of his disciples to one
Chanina ben Dosa to entreat his prayers for the restoration of his son. On this, Chaninais



said to have gone up to the Aliyah (upper chamber) to pray. On his return, he assured the
messengers that the young man was restored, grounding his confidence, not on the
possession of any prophetic gift, but on the circumstance that he knew his request was
answered from the freedom he had in prayer. The messengers noted down the hour, and
on their arrival at the house of Gamaliel found, that at that very hour 'the fever left him,
and he asked for water.' Thus far the Rabbinic story. Even supposing that it was either
invented or coloured in imitation of the New Testament, it shows, at least, what a devout
Jaw might deem lawful to expect from a celebrated Rabbi, who was regarded as having
power in prayer.

22. basil ikoV, used by Josephusin the general sense of officersin the service of Herod

Antipas. Comp. Krebs, Obs. in N. Test. e Fl. Josepho, pp. 144, 145, who notes that the
expression occurs 600 times in the writings of Josephus.

23. Ber. 34 b; Jer. Ber. 9d.

Having indicated the illustrated part of this story, we may now mark the contrast between
it and the event in the Gospels. There restoration is not merely asked, but expected, and
that, not in answer to prayer, but by Christ's Personal presence. But the great and vital
contrast lies, alike in what was thought of Him Who was instrumental in the cure -
performed it - and in the moral effects which it wrought. The history just quoted from the
Tamud isimmediately followed by another of similar import, when a celebrated Rabbi
accounts on this wise for his inability to do that in which Chanina had succeeded, that
Chanina was like 'a servant of the King," who went in and out familiarly, and so might
beg favours; while he (the failing Rabbi) was 'like a lord before the King," who would not
be accorded mere favours, but discussed matters on afooting of equality. This profane
representation of the relation between God and His servants, the utterly unspiritual view
of prayer which it displays, and the daring self-exaltation of the Rabbi, surely mark
sufficiently an absolute contrast in spirit between the Jewish view and that which
underlies the Evangelic narrative.

Enough has been said to show, that the application to Jesus on the part of the 'royal
officer' did not, in the peculiar circumstances, lie absolutely beyond the range of Jewish
ideas. What the 'court-officer' exactly expected to be done, is a question secondary to that
of his state of receptiveness, as it may be called, which was the moral condition alike of
the outward help, and of the inward blessing which he received. One thing, however, it is
of importance to notice. We must not suppose, that when, to the request that Jesus would
come down to Capernaum to perform the cure, the Master replied, that unless they saw?*
signs and wonders they would not believe, He meant thereby to convey that his Jewish
hearers, in opposition to the Samaritans, required 'signs and wonders' in order to believe.
For the application of 'the officer’ was itself an expression of faith, although imperfect.
Besides, the cure, which was the object of the application, could not have been performed
without a miracle. What the Saviour reproved was not the request for a miracle, which
was necessary, but the urgent plea that He should come down to Capernaum for that
purpose, which the father afterwards so earnestly repeated.?® That request argued
ignorance of the real character of the Christ, asif He were either merely a Rabbi endowed
with special power, or else a miracle-monger. What He intended to teach this man was,



that He, Who had life in Himself, could restore life at a distance as easily as by His
Presence; by the word of his Power as readily as by personal application. A lesson this of
the deepest importance, as regarded the Person of Christ; alesson, also, of the widest
application to us and for all circumstances, temporal and spiritual. When the 'court-
officer' had learned this lesson, he became 'obedient unto the faith,’ and ‘went his way,?®
presently to find his faith both crowned and perfected.?” And when both 'he and his
house' had learned that lesson, they would never afterwards think of the Christ either as
the Jews did, who simply witnessed His miracles, or unspiritually. It was the completion
of that teaching which had first come to Nathanael, the first believer of Cana.?® So, aso,
is it when we have learned that lesson, that we come to know alike the meaning and the
blessedness of believing in Jesus.

24. The emphasis must lie on the word 'see,’ yet not exclusively. Liicke's objections to
this (Ev. Joh. i. p. 622) are not well founded.

25.ver.49.  26. ver. 50. 27. ver. 53. 28. St. Johni. vi. 50, 51.

Indeed, so far as its moral import is concerned, the whole history turns upon this point. It
aso marks the fundamental difference between this and the somewhat similar history of
the healing of the Centurion's servant in Capernaum.®® Critics have noticed marked
divergences in aimost every detail of the two narratives,> which some - both orthodox
and negative interpreters - have so strangely represented as only different presentations of
one and the same event.®! But, besides these marked differences of detail, there is also
fundamental difference in the substance of the narratives, and in the spirit of the two
applicants, which made the Saviour in the one instance reprove as the requirement of
sight, which by itself could only produce atransitory faith, that which in the other He
marvelled at as greatness of faith, for which He had in vain looked in Isragl. The great
point in the history of the 'court-officer' is Isragl's mistaken view of the Person and Work
of the Christ. That in the narrative of the Centurion is the preparedness of a simple faith,
unencumbered by Jewish realism, although the outcome of Jewish teaching. The carnal
realism of the one, which looks for signs and wonders, is contrasted with the smplicity
and straightforwardness of the other. Lastly, the point in the history of the Syro-
Phoenician woman, which is sometimes confounded with it,3? is the intensity of the same
faith which, despite discouragements, nay, seeming improbabilities, holds fast by the
conviction which her spiritual instinct had grasped - that such an One as Jesus must be
not only the Messiah of the Jews, but the Saviour of the world.

29. St. Matt. viii. 5 &c.; St. Lukevii. 1 &c.

30. These will readily occur on comparison of the two narratives. Archdeacon Watkins
(ad loc.) has grouped these under eight distinct particulars. Comp. Liicke (Ev. Joh.) i. p.
626.

31. So partially and hesitatingly Origen, Chrysostom and more decidedly Theophilus,
Euthymius Irencaus and Eusebius. All modern negative critics hold this view; but
Gfrorer regardsthe narrative of St. John, Strauss and Weiss that of St. Matthew, asthe
original account. And yet Keimventures to assert: 'Ohne allen Zweifel (!) ist das die selbe
Geschichte.'



32. Alike Strauss and Keimdiscuss this at some length from the point of view of seeming
contradiction between the reception of the heathen Centurion and the first refusal of the

Syro-Phoenician woman. Keim's treatment of the whole subject seems to me inconsistent
with itself.

We may as well here complete our critical notices, at least as concerns those views which
have of late been propounded. The extreme school of negative critics seems here
involved in hopeless salf-contradiction. For, if this narrative of a Jewish courtier isreally
only another recension of that of the heathen centurion, how comes it that the 'Jewish'
Gospel of St. Matthew makes a Gentile, while the so-called 'anti-Jewish," 'Ephesian’
Gospel of St. John makes a Jew, the hero of the story? As signally does the ‘'mythical’
theory break down. For, admittedly, there is no Rabbinic basis for the invention of such a
story; and by far the ablest representative of the negative school®® has conclusively
shown, that it could not have originated in an imitation of the Old Testament account of
Naaman's cure by Elisha the prophet.3* But, if Christ had really spoken those words to the
courtier, as this critic seems to admit, there remains only, as he putsit, this 'trilemma’
either He could really work the miracle in question; or, He spoke as a mere fanatic; or
else, He was smply a deceiver. It isarelief to find that the two last hypotheses are
discarded. But, as negative criticism - may we not say, from the same spirit which Jesus
reproved in the courtier - is unwilling to admit that Jesus really wrought this miracle, it is
suggested in explanation of the cure, that the sick child, to whom the father had
communicated his intended application to Jesus, had been in a state of expectancy which,
when the courtier returned with the joyous assurance that the request was granted, issued
in actual recovery.®® To this there is the obvious answer, that the explanation wants the
first requirement - that of an historical basis. There is not atittle of evidence that the child
expected a cure; while, on the other hand, the narrative expressly states that he was cured
before his father's return. And, if the narrative may be altered at will to suit the
necessities of a groundless hypothesis, it is difficult to see which, or whether any, part of
it should be retained. It is not so that the origin of afaith, which has transformed the
world, can be explained. But we have here another evidence of the fact, that objections
which, when regarded as part of a connected system, seem so formidable to some, utterly
break down, when each narrative is carefully examined in detail.

33. Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, 1. i. pp. 179-185. | regret to say, that the language of Keim at
p. 181 is among the most painful in his book.

34. So Strauss, Leben Jesu, vol. ii. pp. 121, 122 (1st ed.).

35. At least | so understand Keim, unless he meansthat the faith of the child alone
brought about the cure, in which case there was no need for the father's journey. Keim
naively asks, what objections there can be to this view, unless for the ‘wording of St.
John'? But the whole narrative is derived from that ‘wording.'

There are other circumstances in this history, which require at least passing consideration.
Of these the principal are the time when the servants of the court-officer met him, on his
return journey, with the joyful tidings that his son lived; and, connected with it, the time
when 'he began to do nicely;*° 3 and, lastly, that when the 'court-official' applied to
Jesus. The two latter events were evidently contemporaneous.®® The exact time indicated



by the servants as the commencement of the improvement is, 'Y esterday, at the seventh
hour." Now, however the Jewish servants may originally have expressed themselves, it
seems impossible to assume, that St. John intended any other than the Roman notation of
the civil day, or that he meant any other hour than 7 p.m. The opposite view, that it marks
Jewish notation of time, or 1 p.m., is beset by almost unsurmountable difficulties.®® For it
must be borne in mind, that, as the distance between Capernaum and Cana is about
twenty-five miles, it would have been extremely difficult, if not impossible, for the
courtier, leaving his home that morning, not only to have reached Cana, but to have had
the interview with Jesus by 1 p.m. The difficulty is only increased, when we are asked to
believe, that after such ajourney the courtier had immediately set out on his return. But
thisis absolutely necessary for the theory, since a Jew would not have set out on such a
journey after dusk. But farther, on the above supposition, the servants of the court official
must have taken the road immediately, or very soon after, the improvement commenced.
Thisisitsdf unlikely, and, indeed, counter-indicated by the terms of the conversation
between the courtier and the servants, which imply that they had waited till they were
sure that it was recovery, and not merely a temporary improvement.*® Again, on the
theory combated, the servants, meeting the 'courtier,’ as we must suppose, midway, if not
near to Capernaum, would have said, 'Y esterday at the seventh hour the fever left him,'
meaning thereby, that, as they spoke in the evening, when another Jewish day had begun,
the fever had left him on the afternoon of the same day, although, according to Jewish
reckoning, 'yesterday,' since 1 P.M. would be reckoned as the previous day. But it may be
safely affirmed, that no Jew would have so expressed himself. If, on the evening of aday,
they had referred to what had taken place five or six hours previously, at 1 P.M., they
would have said: ‘At the seventh hour the fever left him;" and not 'Yesterday at the
seventh hour.’

36.ver.52.  37. Soliterally; the A.V. has: 'began to amend."  38. ver. 53.

39. The Jewish servants may have expressed the time according to Jewish notation,
though in such a house in Galilee such might not have been the usual practice. However
this be, we contend that St. John's notation of time was according to the Roman civil day,
or rather according to that of AsiaMinor.

40. ver. 52.

It is needless to follow the matter further. We can understand how, leaving Capernaum in
the morning, the interview with Jesus and the simultaneous cure of the child would have
taken place about seven o'clock of the evening. Its result was, not only the restoration of
the child, but that, no longer requiring to see signs and wonders, 'the man believed the
word which Jesus had spoken unto him." In this joyous assurance, which needed no more
ocular demonstration, he 'went his way,' either to the hospitable home of a friend, or to
some near lodging-place on the way, to be next day met by the gladsome tidings, that it
had been to him according to his faith. As already noted, the whole morale of the history
liesin this very matter, and it marks the spiritual receptiveness of the courtier, which, in
turn, was the moral condition of his desire being granted. Again, we learn how, by the
very granting of his desire, the spiritual object of Christ in the teaching of the courtier
was accomplished, how, under certain spiritua conditions in him and upon him, the



temporal benefit accomplished its spiritual object. And in this also, as in other points
which will occur to the devout reader, there are lessons of deepest teaching to us, and for
all times and circumstances.

Whether this 'royal officer' was Chuza, Herod's steward, whose wife, under the abiding
impression of this miracle to her child, afterwards humbly, gratefully ministered to
Jesus, ™ must remain undermined on this side time. Suffice it, to mark the progress in the
'royal officer' from belief in the power of Jesus to faith in His word,*? and thence to
absolute faith in Him,*® with its blessed expansive effect on that whole household. And so
are we ever led faithfully and effectually, yet gently, by His benefits, upwards from the
lower stage of belief by what we see Him do, to that higher faith which is absolute and
unseeing trust, springing from experimental knowledge of what He is.

41. St. Luke viii. 3. 42. ver. 50. 43. ver. 53.

Chapter 10
THE SYNAGOGUE AT NAZARETH
SYNAGOGUE, WORSHIP AND ARRANGEMENTS.
(St. Luke 4:16.)

The stay in Cana, though we have no mears of determining its length, was probably of
only short duration. Perhaps the Sabbath of the same week already found Jesus in the
Synagogue of Nazareth. We will not seek irreverently to lift the veil of sacred silence,
which here, as elsewhere, the Gospel- narratives have laid over the Sanctuary of His inner
Life. That silence isitsalf theopneustic, of Divine breathing and inspiration; it is more
eloquent than any elogquence, a guarantee of the truthfulness of what is said. And against
this silence, as the dark background, stands out as the Figure of Light the Person of the
Christ. Yet, as we follow Jesus to the city of His Childhood and home of His humility, we
can scarcely repress thoughts of what must have stirred His soul, as He once more
entered the well-known valley, and beheld the scenes to each of which some early
memory must have attached.

Only afew months since He had left Nazareth, but how much that was all-decisive to
Him, to Israel, and to the world had passed! As the lengthening shadows of Friday's sun
closed around the quiet valley, He would hear the well-remembered double blast of the
trumpet from the roof of the Synagogue- minister's house, proclaiming the advent of the
holy day.! Once more it sounded through the still summer-air, to tell all, that work must
be laid aside.? Yet athird time it was heard, ere the 'minister' put it aside close by where
he stood, not to profane the Sabbath by carrying it; for now the Sabbath had redlly
commenced, and the festive Sabbath lamp was lit.



1. Shabb. 35b. 2. Jer. Shabb. xvii. p. 16 a.

Sabbath morn dawned, and early He repaired to that Synagogue where, as a Child, a

Y outh, aMan, He had so often worshipped in the humble retirement of His rank, sitting,
not up there among the elders and the honoured, but far back. The old well-known faces
were around Him, the old well-remembered words and services fell on His ear. How
different they had aways been to Him than to them, with whom He had thus mingled in
common worship! And now He was again among them, truly a stranger among His own
countrymen; this time, to be looked at, listened to, tested, tried, used or cast aside, as the
case might be. It was the first time,® so far as we know, that He taught in a Synagogue,
and this Synagogue that of His own Nazareth.

3. Theremark in the 'Speaker's Commentary' (St. Lukeiv. 16), that Jesus had been in the
habit of expounding the Scripturesin Nazareth, is not only groundless, but inconsistent
with the narrative. See ver. 22. Still more strange is the supposition, that 'Jesus offered to
read and to expound, and signified thisintention by standing up. This might be done by
any member of the congregation.' Most assuredly such would not be the case.

It was, surely, awondrously linked chain of circumstances, which bound the Synagogue
to the Church. Such aresult could never have been foreseen, as that, what really was the
consequence of Israel's dispersion, and, therefore, indirectly the punishment of their sin,
should become the means of fulfilling Israel's world- mission. Another instance this, of
how Divine judgment always bears in its bosom larger mercy; another illustration how
the dying of Isradl is ever life to the world; another manifestation of that supernatural
Rule of God, in which al isrule, that is, law and order, and al the supernatural, bringing
to pass, in the orderly succession of events, what at the outset would have seemed, and
really is, miraculous. For the Synagogue became the cradle of the Church. Without it, as
indeed without Israel’s dispersion, the Church Universal would, humanely speaking, have
been impossible, and the conversation of the Gentiles have required a succession of
millennial miracles.

That Synagogues originated during, or in consequence of the Babylonish captivity, is
admitted by all. The Old Testament contains no alusion to their existence,* and the
Rabbinic attempts to trace them even to patriarchal times® deserve, of course, no serious
consideration. We can readily understand how during the long years of exile in Babylon,
places and opportunities for common worship on Sabbaths and feast-days must have been
felt aimost a necessity. Thiswould furnish, at least, the basis for the institution of the
Synagogue. After the return to Palestine, and still more by 'the dispersed abroad," such
'meeting- houses (Battey Khenesiyoth, domus congregationum, Synagogues) would
become absolutely requisite. Here those who were ignorant even of the language of the
Old Testament would have the Scriptures read and 'targumed' to them.® It was but natural
that prayers, and, lastly, addresses, should in course of time be added. Thus the regular
Synagogue, service would gradually arise; first on Sabbaths and on feast, or fast-days,
then on ordinary days, at the same hours as, and with a sort of internal correspondence to,
the worship of the Temple. The services on Mondays and Thursdays were specia, these
being the ordinary market-days, when the country-people came into the towns, and would
avail themselves of the opportunity for bringing any case that might require lega



decision before the local Sanhedrin, which met in the Synagogue, and consisted of its
authorities. Naturally, these two days would be utilised to afford the country-people, who
lived far from the Synagogues, opportunities for worship;’ and the services on those days
were of a somewhat more elaborate character. Accordingly, Monday and Thursday were
called 'the days of congregation’ or 'Synagogue' (Yom ha-Kenisah).

4. This seems at first sight inconsistent with Ps. Ixxiv.8. But the term rendered
'‘Synagogues' inthe A. V. has never been used in that sense. The solution of the difficulty
here comes to us through the LXX. Their rendering, katapauswnen (let us make to
cease), shows that in their Hebrew M SS. They read wtb#. If so, then the w probably
belonged to the next word, and the text would read: 1)' y di(aw$:ml kaf w: tb@f #a.
‘Let us suppress atogether - the Sabbath and all the festive seasons in the land." Comp.
Ehrt, Abfass. Zeit. u. Abschl. d. Psalt. pp. 17-19.

5. The introduction of morning, midday, and afternoon prayersis respectively ascribed to
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. The Targum of Onkelos and the Targum Ps., Jon. on Gen.
xxv. 27 imply their existence in the time of Jacob. In B. Kama 82 a, and Jer. Megill. 75 a,
its services are traced to the time of Moses. According to Sanh. 94 b, Synagogues existed
in the time of Hezekiah. It is needless to follow the subject further. We take the present
opportunity of adding, that, as the Rabbinic quotations in this chapter would be so
numerous, only those will be given which refer to points hitherto unnoticed, or of special
importance.

6. The expressions 'Targum' and ‘targuming' have been previously explained. The first
indication of such paraphrasing in the vernacular isfound in Neh. viii. 7, 8.

7. BabaK. 82 a.

In another place® it has been shown, how rapidly and generally the institution of
Synagogues spread among the Jews of the Dispersion in al lands, and what important
purposes they served. In Palestine they were scattered over the whole country, though it
is only reasonable to suppose, that their number greatly increased after the destruction of
the Temple, and this without crediting the Jewish legend as to their extraordinary number
in certain cities, such as 480, or 460, in Jerusalem.® In the capital, and probably in some
other large cities, there were not only several Synagogues, but these arranged according
to nationalities, and even crafts.*® At the same time it deserves notice, that even in so
important a place as Capernaum there seems either not to have been a Synagogue, or that
it was utterly insignificant, till the want was supplied by the pious gentile centurion.*
This would seem to dispose of the question whether, asis generally assumed, a Jewish
community in a place, if numbering ten heads of families, was obliged to build a
Synagogue, and could enforce local taxation for the purpose. Such was undoubtedly the
later Rabbinic ordinance,*? but there is no evidence that it obtained in Palestine, or in
early times.

8. See Book 1. pp. 19, 77.

9. These numbers, however, seem to have been symbolical. The number 480 is, by
Gimatreya, deduced from the word 'She that was full of' (meleathi) inIs. i. 21. Comp.
Yalkut, vol. ii. p. 40d, towards the end, or else 480 =4 x 10 x 12.



10. Comp. Megill. 26.  11. St. Luke vii. 5. 12. Maimonides, Hilc. Tephill, xi 1.

Generally, of course, acommunity would build its own Synagogue, or else depend on the
charitable assistance of neighbours, or on private munificence. If this failed, they might
meet for worship in a private dwelling, a sort of 'Synagogue in the house.”® For, in early
times the institution would be much more ssimple than at alater period. In this, asin other
respects, we must remember that later Jewish arrangements afford no evidence of those
which prevailed while the Temple stood, nor yet the ordinances of the chiefs of
Babylonian Academies of the customs existing in Palestine, and, lastly, that the Rabbinic
directions mark rather an ideal than the actual state of things. Thus - to mention an
instance of some importance, because the error has been so often repeated as to be
generally believed, and to have misled recent explorers in Palestine - there is no evidence
that in Palestine Synagogues always required to be built in the highest situation in a town,
or, at least, 0 as to overtop the other houses. To judge from a doubtful'* passage in the
Talmud,® this seems to have been the case in Persia, while a later notice™® appealsin
support of it to Prov. viii. 2. But even where the Jews were most powerful and influential,
the rule could not have been universally enforced, although later Rabbis lay it down as a
principle.!” Hence, the inference, that the Galilean Synagogues lately excavated cannot
date from an early period, because they are not in prominent positions, is erroneous.

13. Comp. Philem. 2.  14. See the notes in Maimonides, Hilc. Tephill. xi. 2; p. 75 b.
15. Shabb. 11a.  16. Tos. Meg. ed. Ziv. 23.  17. Maimonides, Hilc. Tephill. xi. 2.

18. Comp. Lieut. Kitchener's article on the Synagogues of Galilee (P.E.F. Report, July
1878, pp. 126 &c.). Theinference, that they date from the beginning of the third century,
when the Jews were in high favour with the Emperor Alexander Severus, isall the more
ungrounded, that at that time, if ever, the Jewish authorities would strictly adhereto
Talmudic directions as to the structure of Synagogues.

But there were two rules observed, which seem to have been enforced from early times.
One of these enjoined, that a Synagogue should not be erected in a place, unless it
contained ten Batlanim,'® or men of leisure, who could devote their time to the
Synagogue worship and administration.?° This was proved by the consideration, that
common worship implied a congregation, which, according to Jewish Law, must consist
of at least ten men.?! Another, and perhaps more important rule was as to the direction in
which Synagogues were to be built, and which worshippers should occupy during prayer.
Here two points must be kept in view: 1st. Prayer towards the east was condemned, on
the ground of the false worship towards the east mentioned in Ezek. viii. 16.22 2ndly. The
prevailing direction in Palestine was towards the west, as in the Temple. Thus, we read?®®
that the entrance into the Synagogue was by the east, as the entrance through the
Beautiful Gate into the Sanctuary. This, however, may refer, not to the door, but to the
passage (aisle) into the interior of the building. In other places,?* the advice is simply
given to turn towards Jerusalem, in whatever direction it be. In general, however, it was
considered that since the Shekhinah was everywhere in Palestine, direction was not of
paramount importance.



19. From ‘battel,' which here seems to have the same meaning asthe Latinvacarerei, to
have leisurefor athing.

20. Thisisexpressly stated in Jer. Megill. i. 6, p. 70 b, towards the end.

21. Comp. Megill. iv. 3; Sanh. i. 6. That ten constituted a congregation was derived from
Numb. xiv. 27. Similarly, it was thought to be implied in the fact, that if ten righteous
men had been in Sodom, the city would not have been destroyed. But in case of necessity
the number ten might be made up by amale child under age (Ber. R. 91, pp. 160 a and b).

22. Comp. Jer. Ber. iv. 5; BabaB. 25a.  23. Tos. Megill. iii. 3.

24. BabaB. 25 a and b; Jer. Ber. iv. 5.

If we combine these notices, and keep in view the general desire to conform to the
Temple arrangements, the ruined Synagogues lately excavated in the north of Galilee
seem, in a remarkable manner, to meet the Talmudic requirements. With the exception of
one (at 'Irbid, which has its door to the east), they all have their entrances on the south.
We conjecture that the worshippers, imitating in this the practice in the Temple, made a
circuit, either completely to the north, or else entered at the middle of the eastern aisle,
where, in the ground-plan of the Synagogue at Capernaum, which seems the most fully
preserved ruin, two pillars in the colonnade are wanting.?® The so-called 'Ark’ would be at
the south end; the seats for the elders and honourable in front of it, facing the people, and
with their back to the Ark.?® Here two pillars are wanting in the Synagogue at
Capernaum. The lectern of the reader would be in the centre, close to where the entrance
was into the double colonnade which formed the Synagogue, where, at present, asingle
pillar is marked in the plan of the Capernaum Synagogue; while the women's gallery was
at the north end, where two columns and pillars of peculiar shape, which may have
supported the gallery, are traceable. For it is a mistake to suppose that the men and
women sat in opposite aisles, separated by alow wall. Philo notices, indeed, this
arrangement in connection with the Therapeutae 2 but there is no indication that the
practice prevailed in the Synagogues, or in Palestine.

25. On the next page we give a plan of the Synagogue excavated at Tell Hum
(Capernaum). It is adapted from Capt. Wilson's plan in the P. E. F. Quarterly Statement,
No. 2.

26.Tos. Meg.iii. 3.  27. DeVit. Contempl. 3 and 9, ed. Mang. ii. pp. 476, 482.

Figure 3a.

We can now, with the help given by recent excavations, from a conception of these
ancient Synagogues. The Synagogue is built of the stone of the country. On the lintels
over the doors there are various ornamentations - a seven-branched candlestick, an open
flower between two Paschal lambs, or vine-leaves with bunches of grapes, or, as at
Capernaum, a pot of manna between representations of Aaron's rod. Only glancing at the



internal decorations of mouldings or cornice, we notice that the inside plan is generally
that of two double colonnades, which seem to have formed the body of the Synagogue,
the aidles east and west being probably used as passages. The intercolumnar distance is
very small, never greater than 9 “eet. 28 The 'two corner columns at the northern end
invariably have their two exterior faces square like pillars, and the two interior ones
formed by half- engaged pillars." Here we suppose the women's gallery to have risen. The
flooring is formed of slabs of white limestone;?® the walls are solid (from 2 even to 7 feet
in thickness), and well built of stones, rough in the exterior, but plastered in the interior.
The Synagogue is furnished with sufficient windows to admit light. The roof isflat, the
columns being sometimes connected by blocks of stone, on which massive rafters rest.

28. Comp. Palestine Exploration Fund Report, Quarterly Statement, ii. p. 42 &c.

29. Comp. Warren's'Recovery of Jerusalem,’ p. 343 &c.

Entering by the door at the southern end, and making the circuit to the north, we take our
position in front of the women's gallery. These colonnades form the body of the
Synagogue.® At the south end, facing north, is a movable 'Ark,' containing the sacred
rolls of the Law and the Prophets. It is called the Holy Chest or Ark, Aron haggodesh (to
cal it simply ‘aron’ was sinful),3* but chiefly the Tebhah, Ark.>? It was made movable, so
that it might be carried out, as on public fasts.>® Steps generally led up to it (the Darga or
Saphsel). In front hangs (this probably from an early period) the Vilon or curtain. But the
Holy Lamp is never wanting, in imitation of the undying light in the Temple.®* Right
before the Ark, and facing the people, are the seats of honour, for the rulers of the
Synagogue and the honourable.® The place for him who leads the devotion of the people
isalso in front of the Ark, either elevated, or else, to mark humility, lowered.3® In the
middle of the %nagogue (so generally) isthe Bima,’ or elevation, on which there is the
Luach, or desk,® from which the Law is read. This is also called the Kurseya, chair, or
throne, or Kissg, and Pergulah. Those who are to read the Law will stand, while he who
isto preach or deliver an address will sit. Beside them will be the Methurgeman, either to
interpret, or to repeat aloud, what is said.

30. Thereis acurious passage in Ber. 8a, which states that although there were thirteen
Synagoguesin Tiberias, it was the practice of the Rabbis only to pray 'between the
columns where they studied.' This seemsto imply that the Academy consisted also of

colonnades. For it would be difficult to believe that all the supposed Synagogues
excavated in Galilee were Academies.

31. Shabb. 32a.

32. It was also called Argas and Qomtar (Megill. 26b), but more generally Chest.
33. Megill. 26 b; Taan. 15a.

34. Exod. xxvii. 20.  35. St. Matt. xxiii. 6; Tos. Megill. ed. Z. iv. 21.

36. Hence the expression 'yored liphney hattebhah," and ‘obhed liphney hattebhah.



37. Seems also to have been called 'Kathedrah,' just as by our Lord (St. Matt. xxiii. 2).
Comp. Buxtorf's Lexicon, p. 2164.

38. Megill. 32a.  39. Megill. 26 b.

As yet the Synagogue is empty, and we may therefore call to mind what we ought to
think, and how to bear ourselves. To neglect attendance on its services would not only
involve personal guilt, but bring punishment upon the whole district. Indeed, to be
effectual, prayer must be offered in the Synagogue.® At the same time, the morestrict
ordinances in regard to the Temple, such as, that we must not enter it carrying a staff, nor
with shoes, nor even dust on the feet, nor with scrip or purse, do not apply to the
Synagogue, as of comparatively inferior sanctity.*! However, the Synagogue must not be
made a thoroughfare. We must not behave lightly in it.*> We may not joke, laugh, ez,
talk, dress, nor resort there for shelter from sun or rain. Only Rabbis and their disciples,
to whom so many things are lawful, and who, indeed, must look upon the Synagogue as
if it were their own dwelling, may eat, drink, perhaps even sleep there. Under certain
circumstances, aso, the poor and strangers may be fed there.*® But in general, the
Synagogue must be regarded as consecrated to God. Even if a new one be built, care must
be taken not to leave the old edifice till the other is finished. Money collected for the
building may, in cases of necessity, be used for other purposes, but things dedicated for it
are inalienable by sale. A Synagogue may be converted into an Academy, because the
latter is regarded as more sacred, but not vice versa. Village Synagogues may be disposed
of, under the direction of the local Sanhedrin, provided the locale be not afterwards used
for incongruous purposes, such as public baths, a wash- house, atannery, &c. But town
Synagogues are inalienable, because strangers may have contributed to them; and, even if
otherwise, they have aright to look for some place of worship. At the same time, we must
bear in mind that this rule had its exceptions; notably that, at one time, the guild of
coppersmiths in Jerusalem sold their Synagogue.**

40. Comp. Ber. 6aandb; 8a. 41.Ber.63a. 42.Tos Megill. ed. Z. iii. 7.

43.Pes. 101a. 44.Megill. 26 a.

All this, irrespective of any Rabbinic legends, shows with what reverence these 'houses of
congregation' were regarded. And now the weekly Sabbath, the pledge between Isragl and
God, had once more come. To meet it as a bride or queen, each house was adorned on the
Friday evening. The Sabbath lamp was lighted; the festive garments put on; the table
provided with the best which the family could afford; and the Qiddush, or benediction,
spoken over the cup of wine, which, as dways, was mixed with water.*> And as Sabbath
morning broke, they hastened with quick steps to the Synagogue; for such was the
Rabbinic rule in going, while it was prescribed to return with slow and lingering steps.
Jewish punctiliousness defined every movement and attitude in prayer. If those rules
were ever observed in their entirety, devotion must have been crushed under their weight.
But we have evidence that, in the time of our Lord, and even later, there was much
personal freedom |eft;*® for, not only was much in the services determined by the usage
of each place, but the leader of the devotions might preface the regular service by free
prayer, or insert such between certain parts of the liturgy.



45. This, not for symbolical reasons, but probably on account of the strength of the wine.
It is needless hereto give the rules how the cup isto be held, or even theliturgical
formula of the Qiddush. Comp. Jer. Ber. p. 3¢, d; vii. 6, p. 11¢, d.

46. Asto all this, and the great liberty in prayer, comp. Zunz, Gottesd. Vortr. d. Jud. pp.
368, 369, and notesa, b, and d; and Ritus des Synag. Gottesd. pp. 2 and 3.

We are now in the Nazareth Synagogue. The officias are al assembled. The lowest of
these is the Chazzan, or minister,*” who often acts also as schoolmaster. For this reason,
and because the conduct of the services may frequently devolve upon him, great care is
taken in his selection. He must be not only irreproachable, but, if possible, his family
also. Humility, modesty, knowledge of the Scriptures, distinctness and correctnessin
pronunciation, simplicity and neatness in dress, and an absence of self-assertion, are
qualities sought for, and which, in some measure, remind us of the higher qualifications
insisted on by St. Paul in the choice of ecclesiastical officers. Then there are the elders
(Zegenim), or rulers (ar cont eV}, whose chief is the Archisynagogos, or Rosh ha-
Keneseth. These are the rulers (Parnasm) or shepherds (poi mene\j. There can be no
question (from the inscriptions on the Jewish tombstones in Rome),*® that the
Archisynagogos*® was chief among the rulers, and that, whether or not there was, asin the
community at Rome, and probably also among the dispersed in the West, besides him, a
sort of political chief of the elders, or Gerousiarch.®® All the rulers of the Synagogue
were duly examined as to their knowledge, and ordained to the office. They formed the
local Sanhedrin or tribunal. But their election depended on the choice of the
congregation; and absence of pride, as also gentleness and humility, are mentioned as
special qualifications.®* Sometimes the office was held by regular teachers.>

47. St. Lukeiv. 20.  48. Comp. Schirer, Gemeind. Verfass. in Rom, pp. 27 &c.

49. In St. Mark v. 22, several Archisynagogoi seem to be spoken of . But the expression
may only mean, asWeiss suggests, one of the order of the Archisynagogoi. The passage
in Actsxiii. 15 is more difficult. Possibly it may depend upon local circumstances- the
term Archisynagogoi including others beside the Archisynagogoi in the strictest sense,
such as the Gerousarchsof the Roman inscriptions.

50. Schiirer, u.s,, pp. 18-20.  51. Sanh. 924a; Cag.5b.  52. Gitt. 60 a.

If, asin Rome, there was an apparently unordained eldership (Gerousia), it had probably
only the charge of outward affairs, and acted rather as a committee of management.
Indeed, in foreign Synagogues, the rulers seem to have been chosen, sometimes for a
specified period, at others for life. But, although it may be admitted that the
Archisynagogos, or chief ruler of the Synagogue, was only the first among his equals,
there can be no doubt that the virtual rule of the Synagogue devolved upon him. He
would have the superintendence of Divine service, and, as this was not conducted by
regular officials, he would in each case determine who were to be called up to read from
the Law and the Prophets, who was to conduct the prayers, and act as Sheliach Tsibbur,
or messenger of the congregation, and who, if any, was to deliver an address. He would
aso see to it that nothing improper took place in the Synagogue,® and that the prayers
were properly conducted. In short, the supreme care, both of the services and of the



building, would devolve upon him. To these regular officials we have to add those who
officiated during the service, the Sheliach Tsibbur, or delegate of the congregation - who,
as its mouthpiece, conducted the devotions - the Interpreter or Methurgeman, and those
who were called on to read in the Law and the Prophets, or else to preach.

53. St. Luke xiii. 14.

We are now in some measure prepared to follow the worship on that Sabbath in Nazareth.
On His entrance into the Synagogue, or perhaps before that, the chief ruler would request
Jesus to act for that Sabbath as the Sheliach Tsibbur. For according to the Mishnah,>* the
person who read in the Synagogue the portion from the Prophets, was also expected to
conduct the devotions, at least in greater part.®® I this rule was enforced at that time, then
Jesus would ascend the Bima, and standing at the lectern, begin the service by two
prayers, which in their most ancient form, as they probably obtained in the time of our
Lord, were asfollows: -

54. Megill. v.5.  55. Part of the Shema, and the whole of the Eulogies.

|. 'Blessed be Thou, O Lord, King of the world, Who formest the light and createst the
darkness, Who makest peace, and createst everything; Who, in mercy, givest light to the
earth, and to those who dwell upon it, and in Thy goodness, day by day, and every day,
renewest the works of creation. Blessed be the Lord our God for the glory of His
handiworks, and for the light- giving lights which He has made for His praise. Selah.
Blessed be the Lord our God, Who has formed the lights.'

I1. 'With great love hast Thou loved us, O Lord our God, and with much overflowing pity
hast Thoupitied us, our Father and our King. For the sake of our fathers who trusted in
Thee, and Thou taughtest them the statutes of life, have mercy upon us, and teach us.
Enlighten our eyesin Thy Law; cause our hearts to cleave to Thy commandments; unite
our hearts to love and fear Thy Name, and we shall not be put to shame, world without
end. For Thou art a God Who preparest salvation, and us hast Thou chosen from among
all nations and tongues, and hast in truth brought us near to Thy great Name - Selah - that
we may lovingly praise Thee and Thy Unity. Blessed be the Lord, Who in love chose His
people Isradl.’

After this followed what may be designated as the Jewish Creed, called the Shema, from
the word 'shema,’ or 'hear," with which it begins. It consisted of three passages from the
Pentateuch,®® so arranged, as the Mishnah notes,®’ that the worshipper took upon himself
first the yoke of the Kingdom of Heaven, and only after it the yoke of the
commandments; and in the latter, again, first those that applied to night and day, and then
those that applied to the day only. They were probably but later determinations,
conceived in a spirit of hogtility to what was regarded as the heresy of Christianity, which
insisted that, as the first sentence in the Shema, asserting the Unity of God, was the most
important, special emphasis should be laid on certain words in it. The recitation of the
Shema was followed by this prayer: -

56. Deut. vi. 4-9; xi. 13-21; Numb. xv. 37-41.  57. Ber. ii. 2.



‘True it is that Thou art Jehovah, our God, and the God of our fathers, our King, and the
King of our fathers, our Saviour, and the Saviour of our fathers, our Creator, the Rock of
our Salvation, our Help and our Deliverer. Thy Name is from everlasting, and there is no
God beside Thee. A new song did they that were delivered sing to Thy Name by the sea-
shore; together did all praise and own Thee King, and say, Jehovah shal reign, world
without end! Blessed be the God Who saveth Isragl.’

This prayer finished, he who officiated took his place before the Ark, and there repeated
what formed the prayer in the strictest sense, or certain 'Eulogies or Benedictions. These
are eighteen, or rather nineteen, in number, and date from different periods. But as on
Sabbaths only the three first and the three last of them, which are also those undoubtedly
of greatest age, were repeated, and between them certain other prayers inserted, only
these six, with which the series respectively began and ended, need here find a place. The
first Benediction was said with bent body. It was as follows:

|. 'Blessed be the Lord our God, and the God of our fathers, the God of Abraham, and the
God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob; the Great, the Mighty, and the Terrible God, the
Most High God, Who showeth mercy and kindness. Who createth al things, Who
remembereth the gracious promises to the fathers, and bringeth a Saviour to their
children's children, for His own Name's sake, in love. O King, Helper, Saviour, and
Shield! Blessed art Thou, O Jehovah, the Shield of Abraham.'

I1. "Thou O Lord, art mighty for ever; Thou. Who quickenest the dead, art mighty to save.
In Thy mercy Thou preservest the living, Thou quickenest the dead; in Thine abundant
pity Thou bearest up those who fall, and healest those who are diseased, and loosest those
who are bound, and fulfillest Thy faithful word to those who sleep in the dust. Who is
like unto Thee, Lord of strength, and who can be compared to Thee, Who killest and
makest alive, and causest salvation to spring forth? And faithful art Thou to give life to
the dead. Blessed art Thou, Jehovah, Who quickenest the dead!'

[11. "Thou art Holy, and Thy name is Holy. Selah. Blessed art Thou Jehovah God, the
Holy One!'

After this, such prayers were inserted as were suited to the day. And here it may be
noticed that considerable latitude was allowed. For, although?® it was not lawful to insert
any petition in the three first or the three last Eulogies, but only in the intermediate
Benedictions, in practice this was certainly not observed. Thus, although, by the rubric,
prayer for rain and dew was to be inserted up to the season of the Passover in the ninth
Benediction, yet occasionally reference to this seems aso to have been made in the
second Benediction, as connected with the quickening of that which is dead.®® Nay, some
Rabbis went so far as to recommend a brief summary of the eighteen Eulogies, while yet
another (R. Eliezer) repudiated all fixed forms of prayer.?® But gradually, and especially
after the insertion of the well-known prayer against the heretics or rather Christian
converts (Eulogy X1.5%), the present order of the eighteen Eulogies (Amidah) seems to
have been established. Both the Jerusalenf? and the Babylon Talmud®® contain much on
this subject which is of very great interest.%*



58. Accordingto Ber. 34 a.  59. Ber. 33a.

60. There is even doubt, whether the exact words of at |east some of the Benedictions
were fixed at an early period. See Zunz, u. s.

61. Originally the eulogies were eighteen in number. The addition of that against the
heretics would have made them nineteen. Accordingly, Eulogy xv., which prayed for the
coming of the Branch of David, was joined to the previous one in order to preserve the
number eighteen. Comp. Jer. Ber. iv. 3. It is sadly characteristic that, together with a

curse upon Christian converts, the Messianic hope of Israel should thus have been pushed
into the background.

62. Jer. Ber.iv. 3toend. 63. Ber. 33a &c.

64. For the sake of brevity, | can only here refer the reader to the passages.

Following the order of the service, we now come to the concluding Eulogies, which were
asfollows:

XVII. (XVI.) "Take gracious pleasure, O Jehovah our God, in Thy people Isragl and in
their prayers, and in love accept the burnt-offerings of Isragl, and their prayers with Thy
good pleasure, and may the services of Thy people be ever acceptable unto Thee. And O
that our eyes may see it, as Thou turnest in mercy to Zion. Blessed be Thou, O Jehovah,
Who restoreth His Shekhinah to Zion.'

XVIII. (XVI1.) In saying this Eulogy, which was simply one of thanks, it was ordered
that al should bend down. It was as follows: - 'We give praise to Thee, because Thou art
He, Jehovah, our God, and the God of our fathers, for ever and ever. The Rock of our life,
the Shield of our salvation, Thou art He, from generation to generation. We laud Thee,
and declare Thy praise. For our lives which are bound up in Thine Hand, for our souls
which are committed to Thee, and for Thy wonders which are with us every day and for
Thy marvellous deeds and Thy goodnesses which are at all seasons, evening, and
morning, and midday - Thou Gracious One, for Thy compassions never end, Thou
Pitying One, for Thy mercies never cease, for ever do we put our trust in Thee. And for
al this, blessed and exalted be Thy Name, our King, always, world without end. And all
the living bless Thee - Selah - and praise Thy Name in truth, O God, our Salvation and
our Help. Selah. Blessed art Thou, Jehovah. The Gracious One is Thy Name, and to Thee
it is pleasant to give praise.’

After thisthe priests, if an%/ were in the Synagogue, spoke the blessing, elevating their
hands up to the shoulders® (in the Temple above the head). This was called the lifting up
of hands.®® In the Synagogue the priestly blessing was spoken in three sections, the
people each time responding by an Amen.®’ Lastly, in the Synagogue, the word ‘Adonai’
was substituted for Jehovah.®®  If no descendants of Aaron were present, the leader of
the devotions repeated the usual priestly benediction.”® After the benediction followed the
last Eulogy, which, in its abbreviated form (as presently used in the Evening Service), is
asfollows:



65. Sot. vii. 6.  66. Comp. 1 Tim.ii.8.  67. Sot. 37b 38 a.
68. Siphré on Numb. par. 39, p. 12 a.

69. Minor differences need not here be detailed, especially asthey are by no means
certain.

70. Numb. vi. 23-26.

XIX. (XVIII.) 'O bestow on Thy people Isragl great peace for ever. For Thou art King,
and Lord of al peace. And it is good in Thine eyes to bless Thy people Israel at all times
and at every hour with Thy peace. Blessed art Thou, Jehovah, Who blesseth His people
Israel with peace!’

It was the practice of leading Rabbis, probably dating from very early times, to add at the
close of this Eulogy certain prayers of their own, either fixed or free, of which the
Talmud gives specimens. From very early times aso, the custom seems to have obtained
that the descendants of Aaron, before pronouncing the blessing, put off their shoes. In the
benediction the priests turned towards the people, while he who led the ordinary prayers
stood with his back to the people, looking towards the Sanctuary. The superstition, that it
was unlawful to look at the priests while they spoke the blessing, "* must be regarded as of
later date. According to the Mishnah, they who pronounce the benediction must have no
blemish on their hands, face, or feet, so as not to attract attention; but this presumably
refers to those officiating in the Temple.” It is a curious statement, that priests from
certain cities in Galilee were not allowed to speak the words of blessing, because their
pronunciation of the gutturals was misleading.”® According to the Jerusalem Talmud,”
moral blemishes, or even sin, did not disqualify a priest from pronouncing the
benediction, since it was really God, and not man, Who gave the blessing.”® On the other
hand, strict sobriety was insisted on on such occasions. Later Judaism used the priestly
benediction as a means for counteracting the effects of evil dreams. The public prayers
closed with an Amen, spoken by the congregation.

71. Chag. 16 a.

72. It seems also to have been the rule, that they must wash their hands before
pronouncing the benediction (Sot. 39 a).

73. Megill. 24.
74. Jer. Gitt. v. 9. p 47 b; comp Duschak. Jid. Kultus, p. 270.

75. The question is discussed: first, who blessed the priests? and, secondly, what part God
had in that benediction? The answer will readily be guessed (Chull. 49a). In Siphré on
Numbers, par. 43, the words are quoted (Numb. vi. 27) to show that the blessing came
from God, and not from, although, through, the priests. In Bemidb. R. 11 ed. Warsh. iv.

p. 40 a there is a beautiful prayer, in which Israel declaresthat it only needs the blessing
of God, according to Deut. xxvi. 15, on which the answer comes, that although the priests
bring the benediction, it is God Who stands and blesses His people. Accordingly, the
benediction of the priestsis only the symbol of God's blessing.



The liturgical part being thus completed, one of the most important, indeed, what had
been the primary object of the Synagogue service, began. The Chazzan, or minister,
approached the Ark, and brought out aroll of the Law. It was taken from its case (téq,
tegah), and unwound from those cloths (mitpachoth) which held it. The time had now
come for the reading of portions from the Law and the Prophets. On the Sabbath, at |east
seven persons were called upon successively to read portions from the Law, none of them
consisting of less than three verses. On the 'days of congregation' (Monday and
Thursday), three persons were called up; on New Moon's Day, and on the intermediate
days of afestive week, four; on feast days, five; and on the Day of Atonement, six.”® No
doubt, there was even in ancient times a lectionary, though certainly not that presently in
use, which occupies exactly ayear.”” On the contrary, the Palestinian lectionary occupied
three”® or, according to some, three and a half years,” half a Sabbatic period.
Accordingly, we find that the Massorah divides the Pentateuch into 154 sections. In
regard to the lectionary of three and a half years we read of 175 sections. It requires,
however, to be borne in mind, that preparatory to, and on certain festive days, the
ordinary reading was interrupted, and portions substituted which bore on the subject of
the feast. Possibly, at different periods different cycles may have obtained - those for
three and a half years, three years, and even for one year.2% 8 According to the Tamud 2
adescendant of Aaron was always called up first to the reading;®® then followed a Levite,
and afterwards five ordinary Israglites. Asthis practice, as well as that of priestly
benediction,®* has been continued in the Synagogue from father to son, it is possible still
to know who are descendants of Aaron, and who Levites. The reading of the Law was
both preceded and followed by brief Benedictions.

76. For these different numbers very curious symbolical reasons are assigned (Megill. 23
a.)

77. Thisdivision seemsto have originated in Babylon. Comp. Zunz, Gottesd. Vortr. pp. 3,
4.

78. Meg. 29b.  79. Jer. Shabb. xvi. 1; Sopher. xvi. 10.  80. Comp. Megill. 31 b.
81. Comp. Duschak, Gesch. desjid. Cultus, pp. 251-258.  82. Gitt. 59 b.

83. Some of the leading Rabbis resisted this practice, and declared that a Rabbi who

yielded to it deserved death (Megill. 28 a; comp. Megill. 22 a. See generally Duschak, u.
S. p. 255.).

84. Every descendant of Aaron in the Synagogue is bound to join in the act of
benediction, on pain of forfeiture of the blessing on himself, according to Gen. xii. 3.
Otherwise he transgresses three commands, contained in Numb. vi. 27 (Sot. 38 b). The
present mode of dividing the fingers when pronouncing the blessing isjustified by an
appeal to Cant. ii. 9 (Bemidb. R. 11), although no doubt the origin of the practiceis
mystical.

Upon the Law followed a section from the Prophets,®® the so-called Haphtarah.®® The
origin of this practice is not known, athough it is one that must evidertly have met a
requirement on the part of the worshippers. Certain it is, that the present lectionary from
the Prophets did not exist in early times; nor does it seem unlikely that the choice of the



p e was |eft to the reader himself. At any rate, as regarded the ordinary Sabbath
days®’ we are told that a reader might omit one or more verses, provided there was no
break. As the Hebrew was not generally understood, the Methurgeman, or Interpreter,
stood by the side of the reader,®® and trandlated into the Aramaan verse by verse, and in
the section from the Prophets, or Haphtarah, after every three verses.®® But the
Methurgeman was not allowed to read his trandation, lest it might popularly be regarded
as authoritative. This may help us in some measure to understand the popular mode of
Old Testament quotations in the New Testament. So long as the substance of the text was
given correctly, the Methurgeman might paraphrase for better popular understanding.
Again, it is but natural to suppose, that the Methurgeman would prepare himself for his
work by such materials as he would find to hand, among which, of course, the trandation
of the LXX. would hold a prominent place. This may in part account alike for the
employment of the LXX., and for its Targumic modifications, in the New Testament
guotations.

85. The reasons commonly assigned for it are unhistorical. Comp. 'Sketches of Jewish
Life,' p. 278. The term Haphtarah, or rather Aphtarah and Aphtarta isderived from patar,
to dismiss- either, like the Latin Missa, because it ended the general service, or else
because the valedictory discourse, called Aphtarah, was connected with it.

86. In afew placesin Babylon (Shabb. 116 b), lessons from the Hagiographa were read at
afternoon services. Besides, on Purim the whole Book of Esther was read.

87. Megill iv. 4. 88. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 27, 28.  89. Megill. 24 a.

The reading of the section from the Prophets (the Haphtarah) was in olden times
immediately followed by an address, discourse, or sermon (Derashah), that is, where a
Rabbi capable of giving such instruction, or a distinguished stranger, was present. Neither
the leader of the devotions (‘the delegate of the congregation’ in this matter, or Sheliach
Tsibbur), nor the Methurgeman, nor yet the preacher, required ordination.*® That was
reserved for the rule of the congregation, whether in legislation or administration,
doctrine or discipline.

90. At alater period, however, ordination seems to have been required for preaching. By
acurious Rabbinic exegesis, the first clause of Prov. vii. 26 was applied to those who
preached without ordination, and the second clause to those who were ordained and did
not preach (Sot. 22 a).

The only points required in the preacher were the necessary qualifications, both mental
and moral.® When a great Rabbi employed a Methurgeman to explain to the people his
sermon, he would, of course, select him for the purpose. Such an interpreter was also
called Amora, or speaker. Perhaps the Rabbi would whisper to him his remarks, while he
would repeat them aloud; or else he would only condescend to give hints, which the
Amora would amplify; or he would speak in Hebrew, and the Amora trandate it into
Aramaan, Greek, Latin, or whatever the language of the people might be, for the sermon
must reach the people in the vulgar tongue. The Amora would aso, at the close of the
sermon, answer guestions or meet objections. If the preacher was a very great man, he
would, perhaps, not condescend to communicate with the Amora directly, but employ one



of his students as a middieman. This was also the practice when the preacher was in
mourning for a very near relative - for so important was his office that it must not be
interrupted, even by the sorrows or the religious obligations of ‘mourning.'®?

91. Thus, we have a saying of the first century "Y ou preach beautifully, but you do not
practice beautifully' (Chag. 14 b; Y ebam. 63 b.)

92. Moed K 21 a.

Indeed, Jewish tradition uses the most extravagant terms to extol the institution of
preaching. To say that it glorified God, and brought men back, or at |east nearer to Him,
or that it quenched the soul's thirst, was as nothing. The little city, weak and besieged, but
delivered by the wise man in it,”® served as symbol of the benefit which the preacher
conferred on his hearers. The Divine Spirit rested on him, and his office conferred as
much merit on him asif he had offered both the blood and the fat upon the atar of burnt
offering.®* No wonder that tradition traced the institution back to Moses, who had
directed that, previous to, and on the various festivals, addresses, explanatory of their
rites, and enforcing them, should be delivered to the people.®® The Targum Jonathan
assumes the practice in the time of the Judges;*® the men of the Great Synagogue are, of
course, credited with it, and Shemayah and Abhtalyon are expressly designated as
‘preachers.”®” How general the practice was in the time of Jesus and His Apostles, the
reader of the New Testament need not be told, and its witness is fully borne out by
Josephus®® and Philo.*° Both the Jerusalem and the Babylon Talmud assumeiit as so
common, that in several passages 'Sabbath-observance' and the 'Sabbath-sermon’ are
identified. Long before Hillel we read of Rabbis preaching - in Greek or Latin - in the
Jewish Synagogues of Rome, % just as the Apostles preached in Greek in the Synagogues
of the dispersed. That this practice, and the absolute liberty of teaching, subject to the
authority of the ‘chief ruler of the Synagogue,’ formed important links in the
Christianisation of the world, is another evidence of that wonder-working Rule of God,
which brings about marvellous results through the orderly and natural succession of
events - nay, orders these means with the view to their ultimate issue.

93. Eccl. ix. 15.  94. Ab. deR. Nath. 4.  95. Meg. 4 a.
96. TargumonJdudg.v.2,9. 97.Darshanin,Pes. 70b.  98. Ag. Ap. ii. 18.
99. In Flacc., ed. Frcf., p. 972; de VitaMos. p. 688; Leg. ad Cqgj. pp. 1014, 1035.

100. For ex. Pes. 53 b.

But thisis not al. We have materials for drawing an accurate picture of the preacher, the
congregation, and the sermon, as in those days. We are, of course, only speaking of the
public addresses in the Synagogues on Sabbaths - not of those delivered at other times or
in other places. Some great Rabbi, or famed preacher, or else a distinguished stranger, is
known to be in the town. He would, of course, be asked by the ruler of the Synagogue to
deliver adiscourse. But who is a great preacher? We know that such a reputation was
much coveted, and conferred on its possessor great distinction. The popular preacher was
a power, and quite as much an object of popular homage and flattery asin our days.



Many alearned Rabbi bitterly complained on finding his ponderous expositions
neglected, while the multitude pushed and crowded into the neighbouring Synagogue to
hear the declamations of some shallow popular Haggadist.X°* And so it came, that many
cultivated this branch of theology. When a popular preacher was expected, men crowded
the area of the Synagogue, while women filled the gallery. % On such occasions, there
was the additional satisfaction of feeling that they had done something specially
meritorious in running with quick steps, and crowding into the Synagogue.’®® For, wasiit
not to carry out the spirit of Hos. vi. 3; xi. 10 - at least, as Rabbinically understood? Even
grave Rabbis joined in this 'pursuit to know the Lord," and one of them comes to the
somewhat caustic conclusion, that 'the reward of a discourse is the haste.*** However,
more unworthy motives sometimes influenced some of the audience, and a Talmudic
passage'®® traces the cause of many fasts to the meetings of the two sexes on such
occasions,

101. In Sot. 40 a we have an account of how a popular preacher comforted his deserted
brother theologian by the following parable: "Two men met in acity, the one to sell
jewels and precious things, the other toys, tinsel, and trifles. Then all the people ran to the
latter shop, because they did not understand the wares of the former.' A curiousinstance
of popular wit isthe following: It was expected that a person lately ordained should
deliver adiscourse before the people. The time came, but the Methurgeman in vain bent
his ear closer and closer. It was evident that the new preacher had nothing to say. On
which the Methurgeman quoted Habak. ii. 19: 'Woe unto him that saith to the wood,
Awake; to the dumb stone, Arise, it shall teach!" (Sanh. 7 b). It was probably on account
of such scenes, that the Nasi was not allowed afterwards to ordain without the consent of
the Sanhedrin.

102. Succ. 51 b.  103.Ber.6b. 104.Ber.6b.  105. Kidd. 81 a.

The type of a popular preacher was rot very different from what in our days would form
his chief requisites. He ought to have a good figure,}°® a pleasant expression, and
melodious voice (his words ought to be 'like those of the bride to the bridegroom’),
fluency, speech 'sweet as honey," ‘pleasant as milk and honey' - ‘finely sifted like fine
flour," adiction richly adorned, 'like a bride on her wedding day;' and sufficient
confidence in his own knowledge and self-assurance never to be disconcerted. Above all
he must be conciliatory, and avoid being too personal. Moses had addressed Israel as
rebellious and hard-hearted, and he was not allowed to bring them into the land of
promise. Elijah had upbraided them with having broken the covenant, and Elisha was
immediately appointed his successor. Even Isaiah had his lips touched with burning
coals, because he spoke of dwelling among a people of sinful lips.1®” 1% Asfor the mental
qualifications of the preacher, he must know his Bible well. As a bride knows properly to
make use of her twenty-four ornaments, so must the preacher of the twenty-four books of
the Bible. He must carefully prepare his subject - he is 'to hear himself' before the people
hear him. But whatever else he may be or do, he must be attractive'® In earlier times the
sermon might have consisted of a ssimple exposition of some passages from Scripture, or
the Book of Sirach, which latter was treated and quoted by some of the Rabbis almost as
if it had been canonical.**° But this, or the full discussion of asingle text*'* (xr g, to
bore), would probably not be so attractive as the adaptation of atext to present
circumstances, or even its modification and alteration for such purposes. There were



scarcely bounds to the liberties taken by the preacher. He would divide a sentence, cut off
one or two syllables from aword and join them to the next, so producing a different
meaning, or giving a new interpretation to a text. Perhaps the strangest method was that
of introducing Greek words and expressions into the Hebrew, and this not only to give a
witty repartee,**? but in illustration of Scripture.**® Nay, many instances occur, in which a
Hebrew word is, from the similarity of its sound with the Greek, rendered as if it were
actually Greek, and thus a new meaning is given to a passage.**

106. Taan. 16 a. See Duschak, u. s. p. 285.
107. Yakut ii. p. 43 a, beginning.

108. In connection with thisthe proverb quoted in the New Testament is thus used by
Rabbi Tarphon: 'l wonder whether anyone at present would accept reproof. If you said,
Remove the mote from thine eye, he would immediately reply, First remove the beam out
of thine own eye' (Arach. 16 b). May this not indicate how very widely the sayings of
Christ had spread among the people?

109. Even the celebrated R. Eliezer had the misfortune that, at afestival, his hearers one
by one stole out during the sermon (Bez. 15 b). On the other hand, it is said of R. Akiba,
although his success as a preacher was very varied, that his application to Israel of the
sufferings of Job and of his final deliverance moved his hearers to tears (Ber. R. 33).

110. Comp. Zunz, Gottesd. Vortr. pp. 101-106, 351.
111. See Zunz, Gottesd. Vortr. p. 352, Note b.
112. AsinBer. R. 14.  113. Shem. R. 15.

114. Thus, in Tanch. on Ex. xxii. 24 (ed. Warsh. p. 105 a and b, sect. 15, towards the
end), the expression in Deut. xv. 7, 'Meachikha,' from thy brother, isrendered 'mn
achikha,' not thy brother. Similarly, in the Pesigta, the statement in Gen. xxii. 7, 8, 'God
will provide Himself alamb for a burmt-offering,’ is paraphrased. 'And if not a Seh (lamb)
for aburnt-offering, my son, se(thee) for aburnt offering.’ It is added, 'se leolah is
Greek, meaning, thou art the burnt-offering.' But the Greek in the former passage is also
explained by rendering the 'achikha as an Aramaic form of eoika, in which case it would
targumically mean 'Withhold not thy hand from the poor, who is like to thee." Comp. the
interesting tractate of Brill (Fremdspr. Redens. p. 21). A play upon Greek words is also
supposed to occur in the Midrash on Cant. ii. 9, where the word 'dodi,' by omitting the
second d, and transposing the yod and the vav, is made into the Greek dioV divine. But |
confess| do not feel quite sure about this, although it has the countenance of Levy. Inthe

Midrash on Cant. ii. 15, awhole Greek sentence isinserted, only Aramaically written.
See also Sachs, Beitr. pp. 19 &c.

If such licence was taken, it seems a comparatively small thing that a doctrine was
derived from aword, a particle, or even aletter. But, as already stated, the great point was
to attract the hearers. Parables, stories, alegories, witticisms, strange and foreign words,
absurd legends, in short, anything that might startle an audience, was introduced.!®
Sometimes a discourse was entirely Haggadic; at others, the Haggadah served to
introduce the Halakhah. Sometimes the object of the preacher was purely homiletical; at
others, he dealt chiefly with the explanation of Scripture, or of the rites and meaning of



fetivals. A favourite method was that which derived its name from the stringing together
of pearls (Charaz), when a preacher, having quoted a passage or section from the
Pentateuch, strung on to it another and like-sounding, or really similar, from the Prophets
and the Hagiographa. Or else he would divide a sentence, generally under three heads,
and connect with each of the clauses a separate doctrine, and then try to support it by
Scripture. It is easy to imagine to what lengths such preachers might go in their
misinterpretation and misrepresentations of the plain text of Holy Scripture. And yet a
collection of short expositions (the Pesigta), which, though not dating from that period,
may yet fairly be taken as giving a good idea of this method of exposition, contains not a
little that is fresh, earnest, useful, and devotional. It is interesting to know that, at the
close of his address, the preacher very generally referred to the great Messianic hope of
Israel. The service closed with a short prayer, or what we would term an ‘ascription.’

115. Thus, when on one occasion the hearers of Akibawere going to sleep during his
sermon, he called out: "Why was Esther Queen in Persiaover 127 provinces? Answer:
She was a descendant of Sarah, who lived 127 years (Ber. R. 58). On a similar occasion
R. Jehudah startled the sleepers by the question: 'One woman in Egypt bore 600,000 men
in one birth." One of his hearersimmediately replied to the question, who she was: ‘It was
Jochebed, who bore Moses, who is reckoned equal to all the 600,000 of Israel’ (Midr.

Shir hash. R., ed. Warsh., p. 11 b, towards the end, on Cant. i. 15).

We can now picture to ourselves the Synagogue, its worship, and teaching. We can see
the leader of the peopl€e's devotions as (according to Tamudic direction) he first refuses,
with mock- modesty, the honour conferred on him by the chief ruler; then, when urged,
prepares to go; and when pressed a third time, goes up with slow and measured steps to
the lectern, and then before the Ark. We can imagine how one after another, standing and
facing the people, unrolls and holds in his hand a copy of the Law or of the Prophets, and
reads from the Sacred Word, the Methurgeman interpreting. Finally, we can picture it,
how the preacher would sit down and begin his discourse, none interrupting him with
questions till he had finished, when a succession of objections, answers, or inquiries
might await the Amora, if the preacher had employed such help. And help it certainly was
not in many cases, to judge by the depreciatory and caustic remarks, which not
unfrequently occur, as to the manners, tone, vanity, self-conceit, and silliness of the
Amora*® 7 who, as he stood beside the Rabbi, thought far more of attracting attention
and applause to himself, then of benefitting his hearers. Hence some Rabbis would only
employ special and trusted interpreters of their own, who were above fifty years of age.*'®
In short, so far as the sermon was concerned, the impression it produced must have been
very similar to what we know the addresses of the monks in the Middle Ages to have
wrought. All the better can we understand, even from the human aspect, how the teaching
of Jesus, dike in its substance and form, in its manner and matter, differed from that of
the scribes; how multitudes would hang entranced on His word; and how, everywhere
and by all, itsimpression was felt to be overpowering.

116. Midr. on Eccl. vii. 5; ix. 17 b.
117. In both these passages 'the fools' are explained to refer to the Methurgeman.

118. Chag. 14 a.



But it is certainly not the human aspect alone which here claims our attention. The
perplexed inquiry: "Whence hath this man this wisdom and this knowledge? must find
another answer than the men of Nazareth could suggest, although to those in our days
also who deny His Divine character, this must ever seem an unanswered and
unanswerable question.

Chapter 11
THE FIRST GALILEAN MINISTRY.
(St. Matthew 4:13-17; St. Mark 1:14,15; St. Luke 4:15-32.)

The visit to Nazareth was in many respects decisive. It presented by anticipation an
epitome of the history of the Christ. He came to His own, and His own received Him not.
The first time He taught in the Synagogue, as the first time He taught in the Temple, they
cast Him out. On the one and the other occasion, they questioned His authority, and they
asked for a'sign.’ In both instances, the power which they challenged was, indeed,
claimed by Chrigt, but its display, in the manner which they expected, refused. The
analogy seems to extend even farther - and if a misrepresentation of what Jesus had said
when purifying the Temple formed the ground of the final false charge against Him,* the
taunt of the Nazarenes. 'Physician, heal thyself!" found an echo in the mocking cry, as He
hung on the Cross: 'He saved others, Himself He cannot save.”

1. St. Matt. xxvi. 60, 61. 2. St. Matt. xxvi. 40-42.

It is difficult to understand how, either on historical grounds, or after study of the
character of Christ, the idea could have ariser? that Jesus had offered, or that He had
claimed, to teach on that Sabbath in the Synagogue of Nazareth. Had He attempted what,
alikein spirit and form, was so contrary to al Jewish notions, the whole character of the
act would have been changed. As it was, the contrast with those by whom He was
surrounded is almost as striking, as the part which He bore in the scene. We take it for
granted, that what had so lately taken place in Cana, at only four miles distance, or, to
speak more accurately, in Capernaum, had become known in Nazareth. It raised to the
highest pitch of expectancy the interest and curiosity previously awakened by the reports,
which the Galileans had brought from Jerusalem, and by the general fame which had
spread about Jesus. They were not to test, whether their countryman would be equal to
the occasion, and do in His own city what they had heard had been done for Capernaum.
To any ordinary man the return to Nazareth in such circumstances must have been an
ordeal. Not so to the Christ, Who, in utter self-forgetfulness, had only this one aim of life
- to do the Will of Him that sent Him. And so His bearing that day in the Synagogue is
itself evidence, that while in, He was not of, that time.



3. And yet most commentators- following, | suppose, the lead of Meyer - hold that Christ
had 'stood up' in the sense of offering or claiming to read.

Realising the scene on such occasions, we mark the contrast. As there could be no un-
Jewish forwardness on the part of Jesus, so, assuredly, would there be none of that mock-
humility of reluctance to officiate, in which Rabbinism delighted. If, asin the
circumstances seems likely, Jesus commenced the first part of the service, and then
pronounced before the 'Ark’ those Eulogies which were regarded as, in the strictest sense,
the prayer (Tephillah), we can imagine - though we can scarcely realise - the reverent
solemnity, which would seem to give a new meaning to each well-remembered sentence.
And in His mouth it al had a new meaning. We cannot know what, if any, petitions He
inserted, though we can imagine what their spirit would have been. And now, one by one,
Priest, Levite, and, in succession, five Israglites, had read from the Law. There is no
reason to disturb the aimost traditional idea, that Jesus Himself read the concluding
portion from the Prophets, or the so-called Haphtarah. The whole narrative seems to
imply this. Similarly, it is most likely that the Haphtarah for that day was taken from the
prophecies of Isaiah,* and that it included the passage® quoted by the Evangelist as read
by the Lord Jests.® We know that the 'rolls' on which the Law was written were distinct
from those of the Prophets;’” and every probability pointsto it, that those of the Prophets,
at least the Greater, were also written on separate scrolls. In this instance we are
expresdly told, that the minister ‘delivered unto Him the book of the prophet Esaias,' we
doubt not, for the Haphtarah,® and that, 'when He had unrolled the book," He 'found' the
place from which the Evangelist makes quotation.

4. Although we cannot feel quite sure of this. 5. 1s. Ixi. 1, 2.
6. St. Lukeiv. 18, 19. 7. BabaB. 13 b.

8. | infer this from the fact, that the Book of the Prophet Isaiah wasgiven to Him by the
Minister of the Synagogue. Since the time of Bengel it has been akind of traditional idea
that, if thiswas the Haphtarah for the day, the sermon of Christ in Nazareth must have
taken place on the Day of Atonement, for which in the modern Jewish lectionary Is. Iviii.
6 forms part of the Haphtarah. There are, however, two objectionsto this view: 1. Our
modern lectionary of Haphtarahsis certainly not the same as that in the time of Christ. 2.
Even in our modern lectionary, Is. Ixi. 1, 2 formsno part of the Haphtarah, either for the
Day of Atonement, nor for any other Sabbath or festive day. In the modern lectionary Is.
Ivii. 14 to Is. lviii. 14 is the Haphtarah for the Day of Atonement.

When unrolling, and holding the scroll, much more than the sixty-first chapter of Isaiah
must have been within range of His eyes. On the other hand, it is quite certain that the
verses quoted by the Evangelist could not have formed the whole Haphtarah. According
to traditional rule® the Haphtarah ordinarily consisted of not less than twenty-one
verses,'? though, if the passage was to be ‘targumed,’ or a sermon to follow, that number
might be shortened to seven, five, or even three verses. Now the passage quoted by St.
Luke consists really of only one verse (Is. Ixi. 1), together with a clause from Is. lviii. 6,
and thefirst clause of Is. Ixi. 2. This could scarcely have formed the whole Haphtarah.
There are other reasons also against this supposition. No doubt Jesus read alike the
Haphtarah and the text of His discourse in Hebrew, and then ‘targumed’ or trandated it:
while St. Luke, as might be expected, quotes (with but two trifling alterations'?) from the



rendering of the LXX. But, on investigation, it appears that one clause is omitted from Is.
Ixi. 1," and that between the close of Is. Ixi. 1 and the clause of verse 2, which is added, a
clause is inserted from the LXX. of Is. Iviii. 6.2 This could scarcely have been donein
reading the Haphtarah. But, if as we suppose, the passages quoted formed the
introductory text of Christ's discourse, such quotation and combination were not only in
accordance with Jewish custom, but formed part of the favourite mode of teaching - the
Charaz - or stringing, like pearls, passage to passage, illustrative of each other.’® In the
present instance, the portion of the scroll which Jesus unrolled may have exhibited in
close proximity the two passages which formed the introductory text (the so-called
Pethichah). But thisis of comparatively small interest, since both the omission of a
clause from Is. Ixi. 1, and the insertion of another adapted from Is. lviii. 6, were evidently
intentional. It might be presumptuous to attempt stating the reasons which may have
influenced the Saviour in this, and yet some of them will instinctively occur to every
thoughtful reader.

9. Massech. Soph. xii. 7.

10. Thissymbolicaly: 7 x 3, since each of the seven readersin the Law had to read at
least three verses.

11. 'To set at liberty those that are bruised.' The words are taken, with but a slight
necessary alteration in the verb, from the LXX. rendering of Is. lviii. 6. The clausefrom
Is. Ixi. 2is: "'To preach the acceptable year of the Lord.’

12. Preaching instead of proclaiming, inIs. Ixi. 2, and in the form of the verb in the
clause from Is. Iviii. 6. Besides, the insertion of the clause: 'to heal the broken-hearted, is
spurious.

13. All the best MSS. omit the words, "To heal the broken-hearted.'
14. See above, Note 2.

15. See the remarks on this point in the previous chapter. If | rightly understand the
somewhat obscure language of Surenhusius(Biblos Katallages, pp. 339-345), such is also

the view of that |earned writer. This peculiarly Jewish method of Scriptural quotation by
'stringing together' is employed by St. Paul in Rom. iii. 10-18.

It was, indeed, Divine ‘wisdom' - 'the Spirit of the Lord" upon Him, which directed Jesus
in the choice of such atext for His first Messianic Sermon. It struck the key-note to the
whole of His Galilean ministry. The ancient Synagogue regarded Is. Ixi. 1, 2, as one of
the three passages,'® in which mention of the Holy Ghost was connected with the
promised redemption.’ In this view, the application which the passage received in the
discourse of our Lord was peculiarly suitable. For the words in which St. Luke reports
what followed the Pethichah, or introductory text, seem rather a summary, than either the
introduction or part of the discourse of Christ. 'Thisday is this Scripture fulfilled in your
ears.’ A summary this, which may well serve to guide in all preaching. As regards its
form, it would be: so to present the teaching of Holy Scripture, asthat it can be drawn
together in the focus of one sentence; as regards its substance, that this be the one focus:
all Scripture fulfilled by a present Christ. And this - in the Gospel which He bears to the



poor, the release which He announces to the captives, the healing which He offers to
those whom sin had blinded, and the freedom He brings to them who were bruised; and
all asthe trumpet-blast of God's Jubilee into His world of misery, sin, and want! A year
thus begun would be glorious indeed in the blessings it gave.

16. The other two being Is. xxxii. 14, 15, and Lament. iii. 50.

17. See the Appendix on the Messianic passages.

There was not aword in all this of what common Jewish expectancy would have
connected with, nay, chiefly accentuated in an announcement of the Messianic
redemption; not aword to raise carnal hopes, or flatter Jewish pride. Truly, it was the
most un-Jewish discourse for a Jewish Messiah of those days, with which to open His
Ministry. And yet such was the power of these 'words of grace.’ that the hearers hung
spell-bound upon them. Every eye was fastened on Him with hungry eagerness. For the
time they forgot all else - Who it was that addressed them, even the strangeness of the
message, so unspeakably in contrast to any preaching of Rabbi or Teacher that had been
heard in that Synagogue. Indeed, one can scarcely conceive the impression which the
Words of Christ must have produced, when promise and fulfilment, hope and redlity,
mingled, and wants of the heart, hitherto unrealised, were wakened, only to be more than
satisfied. It was another sphere, another life. Truly, the anointing of the Holy Ghost was
on the Preacher, from Whose lips dropped these 'words of grace." And if such was the
announcement of the Y ear of God's Jubilee, what blessings must it bear in its bosom!

The discourse had been spoken, and the breathless silence with which, even according to
Jewish custom, it had been listed to,*® gave place to the usual after-sermon hum of an
Eastern Synagogue. On one point al were agreed: that they were marvellous words of
grace, which had proceeded out of His mouth. And still the Preacher waited, with deep
longing of soul, for some question, which would have marked the spiritual application of
what He had spoken. Such deep longing of soul is kindred to, and passes into amost
sternness, just because he who so longs is so intensely in earnest, in the conviction of the
reality of his message. It was so with Jesus in Nazareth. They were indeed making
application of the Sermon to the Preacher, but in quite different manner from that to
which His discourse had pointed. It was not the fulfilment of the Scripture in Him, but the
circumstance, that such an one as the Son of Joseph, their village carpenter, should have
spoken such words, that attracted their attention. Not, as we take it, in a malevolent spirit,
but altogether unspiritually, as regarded the effect of Christ's words, did one and another,
here and there, express wonderment to his neighbour.

18. See the previous chapter. It was the universal ruleto listen to the sermon in perfect
silence (Pes. 110 a; Moed K. a). The questions and objections commenced afterwards.

They had heard, and now they would fain have seen. But already the holy indignation of
Him, Whom they only knew as Joseph's son, was kindled. The turn of matters; their very
admiration and expectation; their vulgar, unspiritual comments: it was all so entirely
contrary to the Character, the Mission, and the Words of Jesus. No doubt they would next
expect, thet here in His own city, and all the more because it was such, He would do what



they had heard had taken place in Capernaum. It was the world-old saying, as fase,
except to the ear, and as speciously popular as most such sayings: 'Charity begins at
home' - or, according to the Jewish proverb, and in application to the specia
circumstances: 'Physician, heal thyself."® Wheress, if there is any meaning in truth and
principle; if there was any meaning and reality in Christ's Mission, and in the discourse
He had just spoken, Charity does not begin at home; and 'Physician, heal thyself' is not of
the Gospel for the poor, nor yet the preaching of God's Jubilee, but that of the Devil,
whose works Jesus had come to destroy. How could He, in His holy abhorrence and
indignation, say this better than by again repeating, though now with different
application, that sad experience, 'No prophet is accepted in his own country, which He
could have hoped was for ever behind Him;?° and by pointing to those two Old
Testament instances of it, whose names and authority were most frequently on Jewish
lips? Not they who were 'their own," but they who were most receptive in faith - not
Isradl, g)lut Gentiles, were those most markedly favoured in the ministry of Elijah and of
Elisha

19. The proverb really is. 'Physician, heal thine own lameness' (Ber. R. 23, ed. Warsh. p.
45D).

20. St. John iv. 44.

21. The statement that the famine in the time of Elijah lasted three and a half yearsisin
accordance with universal Jewish tradition. Comp. Yakut on 1 Kings xvi., vol. ii. p. 32 b.

Aswe read the report of Jesus words, we perceive only dimly that aspect of them which
stirred the wrath of His hearers to the utmost, and yet we do understand it. That He
should have turned so fully the light upon the Gentiles, and flung its large shadows upon
them; that 'Joseph's Son' should have taken up this position towards them; that He would
make to them spiritual application unto death of His sermon, since they would not make
it unto life: it stung them to the quick. Away He must out of His city; it could not bear
His Presence any longer, not even on that holy Sabbath. Out they thrust Him from the
Synagogue; forth they pressed Him out of the city; on they followed, and around they
beset Him along the road by the brow of the hill on which the city is built - perhaps to
that western angle, at present pointed out as the site.?? This, with the unspoken intention
of crowding Him over the cliff,® which there rises abruptly about forty feet out of the
valley beneath.?* If we are correct in indicating the locality, the road here bifurcates,?
and we can conceive how Jesus, Who had hitherto, in the silence of sadness, allowed
Himself almost mechanically to be pressed onwards by the surrounding crowd, now
turned, and by that look of commanding majesty, the forthbreaking of His Divine Being,
which ever and again wrought on those around miracles of subjection, constrained them
to halt and give way before Him, while unharmed He passed through their midst.?® So did
Israel of old pass through the cleft waves of the sea, which the wonder-working rod of
Moses had converted into awall of safety. Yet, although He parted from it in judgment,
not thus could the Christ have finally and for ever left His own Nazareth.?’

22. See Stanley, Sinai and Palestine, p. 363. But surely it could not have been the south-
western corner (Conder, Tent-Work, i. p. 140, and all later writers).



23. The provision, which awarded instant death without formal trial in case of open
blasphemy or profanation (Sanh. 81 b), would not apply in thisinstance. Probably the

purpose was, that the crowd around should, asit were accidentally, push Him over the
cliff.

24. The spot isjust above the Maronite Church.

25. See the plan of Nazareth in Badeker's (Socin's) Palastina, p. 255. The road to the left
goes westward, that through the northern part of the town, towards Capernaum. Our

localisation gainsin probability, if the ancient Synagogue stood where tradition placesit.
At present it isin the hands of the Maronites.

26. The circumstance that the Nazarenes did not avow the purpose of casting Him over
the cliff, but intended accidentally to crowd Him over, explains how, when He turned
sharply round to the right, and passed through the crowd, they did not follow Him.

27. Many, even orthodox commentators, hold that this history is the same as that related
in St. Matt. xiii. 54-58, and St. Mark vi. 1-6. But, for the reasons about to be stated, |
have come, although somewhat hesitatingly, to the conclusion, that the narrative of St.
Luke and those of St. Matthew and St. Mark refer to different events. 1. The narrativein
St. Luke (which we shall call A) refersto the commencement of Christ's Ministry, while
those of St. Matthew and St. Mark (which we shall call B) are placed at alater period.
Nor doesit seem likely, that our Lord would have entirely abandoned Nazareth after one
rejection. 2. In narrative A, Christ is without disciples; in narrative B He is accompanied
by them. 3. In narrative A no miracles are recorded - in fact, His words about Elijah and
Elisha preclude any idea of them; whilein narrative B there are afew, though not many.
4. In narrative A Heisthrust out of the city immediately after His sermon, while narrative
B implies, that He continued for some time in Nazareth, only wondering at their unbelief.

If it be objected, that Jesus could scarcely have returned to Nazareth after the attempt on
Hislife, we must bear in mind that this purpose had not been avowed, and that His
growing frame during the intervening period may have rendered such areturn not only
possible, but even advisable.

The coincidences as regards our Lord's statement about the Prophet, and their objection
asto His being the carpenter's son, are only natural in the circumstances.

Cast out of His own city, Jesus pursued His solitary way towards Capernaum.?® There, at
least, devoted friends and believing disciples would welcome Him. There, also, a Iarge
draught of souls would fill the Gospel- net. Capernaum would be His Galilean home.*®
Here He would, on the Sabbath-days, preach in that %/nagogue, of which the good
centurion was the builder,®® and Jairus the chief ruler.*! These names, and the memories
connected with them, are a sufficient comment on the effect of His preaching: that 'His
word was with power.' In Capernaum, also, was the now believing and devoted
household of the court-officer, whose only son the Word of Christ, spoken at a distance,
had restored to life. Here aso, or in the immediate neighbourhood, was the home of His
earliest and closest disciples, the brothers Simon and Andrew, and of James and John, the
sons of Zebedee.

28. Probably resting in the immediate neighbourhood of Nazareth, and pursuing His
journey next day, when the Sabbath was past.



29.St. Matt.ix. 1. 30. St. Lukevii. 5. 31. St. Mark v. 22,
From the character of the narrative, and still more from the later call of these four,*? it
would seem that, after the return of Jesus from Judsa into Galilee, His disciples had |eft
Him, probably in Cana, and returned to their homes and ordinary avocations. They were
not yet called to forsake all and follow Him - not merely to discipleship, but to fellowship
and Apostolate. When He went from Cana to Nazareth, they returned to Capernaum.
They knew He was near them. Presently He came; and now His Ministry was in their
own Capernaum, or in its immediate neighbourhood.

32. St. Maitt. iv. 18, 22, and parallels.

For Capernaum was not the only place where He taught. Rather was it the center for
itinerancy through all that district, to preach in its Synagogues.®* Amidst such ministry of
quiet 'power, chiefly alone and unattended by His disciples, the summer passed. Truly, it
was summer in the ancient land of Zebulun and Naphtali, in the Galilee of the Gentiles,
when the glorious Light that had risen chased away the long winter's darkness, and those
who had been the first exiles in Assyrian bondage were the first brought back to Isragl's
true liberty, and by Israel's MessiahtKing. To the writer of the first Gospel, as, long years
afterwards, he looked back on this, the happy time when he had first seen the Light, till it
had sprung up even to him 'in the region and shadow of death," it must have been atime
of peculiarly bright memories. How often, as he sat at the receipt of custom, must he have
seen Jesus passing by; how often must he have heard His Words, some, perhaps, spoken
to himself, but all falling like good seed into the field of his heart, and preparing him at
once and joyoudly to obey the summons when it came: Follow Me! And not to him only,
but to many more, would it be a glowing, growing time of heaven's own summer.

33. St. Matt. iv. 13-17.

There was adim tradition in the Synagogue, that this prediction,* 'The people that walk
in the darkness see a great light,' referred to the new light, with which God would
enlighten the eyes of those who had penetrated into the mysteries of Rabbinic lore,
enabling them to perceive concerning 'loosing and binding, concerning what was clean
and what was unclean.® Others®® regarded it as a promise to the early exiles, fulfilled
when the great liberty came to them. To Levi-Matthew it seemed asif both
interpretations had come true in those days of Christ's first Galilean ministry. Nay, he
saw them combined in a higher unity when to their eyes, enlightened by the great Light,
came the new knowledge of what was bound and what loosed, what unclean and clean,
though quite differently from what Judaism had declared it to them; and when, in that
orient Sun, the promise of liberty to long-banished Isragl was at last seen fulfilled. It was,
indeed, the highest and only true fulfilment of that prediction of Isaiah,3’ in ahistory
where all was prophetic, every partial fulfilment only an unfolding and opening of the
bud, and each symbolic of further unfolding till, in the fulness of time, the great Reality
came, to which all that was prophetic in Isragl's history and predictions pointed. And so
as, in the evening of his days, Levi-Matthew looked back to distant Galilee, the glow of
the setting sun seemed once more to rest on that lake, as it lay bathed in its sheen of gold.
It lit up that city, those shores, that custom-house; it spread far off, over those hills, and



across the Jordan. Truly, and in the only trie sense, had then the promise been fulfilled3®
"To them which sat in the region and shadow of death, light is sprung up.’

34.1s.ix. 2. 35. Tanch. on Gen. vi. 9; ed. Warsh. p. 11b.
36. See Mikraoth Gedoloth on the passage.

37. The words, 'That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by Esaias,’ do not bear the
meaning, that thiswastheir primary and literal purpose. They represent a frequent mode
of citation among Jewish writers, indicating areal fulfillment of the spirit, though not
always of the letter, of aprophecy. On this subject see also Surenhusius u. s., p. 218, and

his admirable exposition of the Jewish formular mn# hmMyy gl (‘that it might be
fulfilled which was spoken'), u. s., pp. 2-4.

38. St. Matt. ix. 16.

Chapter 12

AT THE 'UNKNOWN' FEAST IN JERUSALEM, AND BY THE POOL OF
BETHESDA.
(St. John v.)

The shorter days of early autumn had come,* and the courtry stood in al its luxurious
wealth of beauty and fruitfulness, as Jesus passed from Galilee to what, in the absence of
any certain evidence, we must till be content to call 'the Unknown Feast' in Jerusalem.
Thus much, however, seems clear that it was either the 'Feast of Wood-offering' on the
15th of Abh (in August), when, amidst demonstrations of joy, willing givers brought
from all parts of the country the wood required for the service of the Altar; or else the
'Feast of Trumpets on the 1st of Tishri (about the middie of September), which marked
the beginning of the New (civil) Year.2 The journey of Christ to that Feast and its results
are not mentioned in the Synoptic Gospels, because that Judsan ministry which, if the
illustration be lawful, was the historical thread on which St. John strung his record of
what the Word spake, lay, in great measure, beyond their historical standpoint. Besides,
this and similar events belonged, indeed, to that grand Self-Manifestation of Christ, with
the corresponding growth of opposition consequent upon it, which it was the object of the
Fourth Gospdl to set forth; but it led to no permanent results, and so was outside the
scope of the more popular, pragmatic record, which the other Gospels has in view.

1. Both Godet and Prof. Westcott (the latter more fully) have pointed out the distinction

between neta tauta (literally: 'after those things- asin St. Johnv. 1), andneta touto.
The former does not indicate immediate succession of time.

2. For afull discussion of the question see vol. ii. App. XV. pp. 765, 766; for the 'Feast of
Wood-offering,' 'The Temple and its Services, &c.,' pp.295, 296.




There may in this instance, however, have been other reasons also for their silence. It has
aready been indicated that, during the summer of Christ's first Galilean ministry, when
Capernaum was His centre of action, the disciples had returned to their homes and usual
avocations, while Jesus moved about chiefly alone and unattended. This explains the
circumstance of a second call, even to His most intimate and closest followers. It also
accords best with that gradual development in Christ's activity, which commencing with
the more private teaching of the new Preacher of Righteousness in the villages by the
lake, or in the Synagogues, expanded into that publicity in which He at last appears,
surrounded by His Apostles, attended by the loving ministry of those to whom He had
brought healing of body or soul, and followed by a multitude which everywhere pressed
around Him for teaching and help.

This more public activity commenced with the return of Jesus from ‘the Unknown Feast'
in Jerusalem. There He had, in answer to the challenge of the Jewish authorities, for the
first time set forth His Messianic claimsin al their fulness. And there, also, He had for
the first time encountered that active persecution unto death, of which Golgotha was the
logical outcome. This Feast, then, was the time of critical decision. Accordingly, as
involving the separation from the old state and the commencement of a new condition of
things, it was immediately followed by the call of His disciples to a new Apostleship. In
this view, we can a so better understand the briefness of the notices of Hisfirst Galilean
ministry, and how, after Christ's return from that Feast, His teaching became more full,
and the display of His miraculous power more constant and public.

It seems only congruous, accordant with all the great decisive steps of Him in Whose
footprints the disciples trod, only after He had marked them, as it were, with His Blood,
that He should have gone up to that Feast aone and unattended. That such had been the
case, has been inferred by some from this, that the narrative of the healing of the impotent
man reads so Jewish, that the account of it appears to have been derived by St. John from
aJew at Jerusalem.® 4 Others® have come to the same conclusion from the meagreness of
details about the event. But it seems implied in the narrative itself, and the marked and
exceptional absence of any reference to disciples leads to the obvious conclusion, that
they had not been with their Master.

3. Wetstein.

4. The reader will have no difficulty in finding not afew pointsin St. John v. utterly
irreconcilable with the theory of a second century Ephesian Gospel. It would take too
much space to particul arise them.

5. So Gess, Godet, and others.

But, if Jesus was aone and unattended at the Feast, the question arises, whence the report
was derived of what He said in reply to the challenge of the Jews? Here the answer
naturally suggests itself, that the Master Himself may, at some later period of His life -
perhaps during His last stay in Jerusalem - have communicated to His disciples, or else to
him who stood nearest to Him, the details of what had passed on the first occasion when
the Jewish authorities had sought to extinguish His Messianic claims in His blood. If that



communication was made when Jesus was about to be offered up, it would also account
for what otherwise might seem a difficulty: the very developed formof expression in
which His relation to the Father, and His own Office and Power, are presented. We can
understand how, from the very firgt, all this should have been laid before the teachers of
Israel. But in view of the organic development of Christ's teaching, we could scarcely
expect it to have been expressed in such very full terms, till near the close of His
Ministry.®

6. Even Strauss admits, that the discourse contains nothing which might not have been
spoken by Christ. His objection to its authenticity, on the ground of the analogiestoiitin
certain portions of the Fourth Gospel and of the Epistles of St. John, is acurious instance
of critical argumentation (Leben Jesu, i. p. 646).

But we are anticipating. The narrative transports us at once to what, at the time, seems to
have been a well-known locality in Jerusalem, though all attempts to identify it, or even
to explain the name Bethesda, have hitherto failed. All we know is, that it was a pool
enclosed within five porches, by the sheep-market, presumably close to the 'Sheep-Gate."’
This, as seems most likely, opened from the busy northern suburb of markets, bazaars,
and workshops, eastwards upon the road which led over the Mount of Olives and

Bethany to Jericho.® In that case, most probability would attach to the identification of the
Pool Bethesda with a pool somewhat north of the so-called Birket Israil. At present it is
wholly filled with rubbish, but in the time of the Crusaders it seems to have borne the
name of the Sheep-pond, and, it was thought, traces of the five porches could still be
detected. Be this as it may, it certainly bore in the 'Hebrew' - or rather Aramaan -
‘tongue,’ the name Bethesda. No doubt this name was designative, though the common
explanations - Beth Chisda (so most modern writers, and Watkins) 'House of Mercy' (?),
Beth Istebha ()baf +:s:)i, Delitzsch), 'House of Porches, and Beth Zeytha (Westcott)
'House of the Olive' - seem all unsatisfactory. More probability attaches to the rendering
Beth Asutha (Wiinsche), or Beth Asyatha, 'House of Healing.' But as this derivation offers
linguistic difficulties, we would suggest that the second part of the name (Beth-Esda) was
really a Greek word Aramaised. Here two different derivations suggest themselves. The
root-word of Esda might either express to 'become well' - Beth iasqai - or something
akin to the Rabbinic Zit® (+y z=zhqi). In that case, the designation would agree with an
ancient reading of the name, Bethzatha. Or else, the name Bethesda might combine,
according to a not uncommon Rabbinic practice, the Hebrew Beth with some Aramaised
form derived from the Greek word zew, 'to boil* or ‘bubble up' (subst. zesi\); in which
case it would mean 'the House of Bubbling-up,’ viz. water. Any of the three derivations
just suggested would not only give an apt designation for the pool, but explain why St.
John, contrary to his usual practice, does not give a Greek equivalent for a Hebrew term.

7. Neh. iii. 1, 32; xii. 39. 8. Comp. specialy Riehm's Handworterb. ad voc.

9. Said when people sneezed, like 'Prosit!"

All thisis, however, of very subordinate importance, compared with the marvellous facts
of the narrative itself. In the five porches surrounding this pool lay ‘a great multitude of
the impotent,’ in anxious hope of a miraculous cure. We can picture to ourselves the



scene. The popular superstitions,'® which gave rise to what we would regard as a
peculiarly painful exhibition of human misery of body and soul, is strictly true to the
times and the people. Even now travellers describe a similar concourse of poor crippled
sufferers, on their miserable pallets or on rugs, around the mineral springs near Tiberias,
filling, in true Oriental fashion, the air with their lamentations. In the present instance
there would be even more occasion for this than around any ordinary thermal spring. For
the popular idea was, that an Angel descended into the water, causing it to bubble up, and
that only he who first stepped into the pool would be cured. As thus only one person
could obtain benefit, we may imagine the lamentations of the 'many' who would, perhaps,
day by day, be disappointed in their hopes. This bubbling up of the water was, of course,
due not to supernatural but to physical causes. Such intermittent springs are not
uncommon, and to this day the so-called 'Fountain of the Virgin' in Jerusalemexhibits the
phenomenon. It is scarcely necessary to say, that the Gospel- narrative does not ascribe
this 'troubling of the waters to Angelic agency, nor endorses the belief, that only the first
who afterwards entered them, could be healed. This was evidently the belief of the
impotent man, as of all the waiting multitude.** But the wordsin verse 4 of our
Authorised Version, and perhaps, also, the last clause of verse 3, are admittedly an
interpolation.?

10. Indeed, belief in 'holy wells seems to have been very common in ancient times. From
the cuneiform inscriptionsit appears to have been even entertained by the ancient
Babylonians.

11. St. Johnv. 7.

12. | must here refer to the critical discussion in CanonWestcott's Commentary on St.
John. I only wish I could without unfairness transport to these pages the results of his
masterly criticism of this chapter.

In another part of this book it is explained at length,™® how Jewish belief at the time
attached such agency to Angels, and how it localised (so to speak) special Angelsin
springs and rivers; and we shall have presently to show, what were the popular notions
about miraculous cures. If, however, the belief about Bethesda arose merely from the
mistaken ideas about the cause of this bubbling of the water, the question would naturally
suggest itself, whether any such cases as those described had ever really occurred, and, if
not, how such a superstition could have continued. But that such healing might actually
occur in the circumstances, no one would be prepared to deny, who has read the accounts
of pilgrimages to places of miraculous cure, or who considers the influence of afirm
expectancy on the imagination, especially in diseases which have their origin in the
nervous system. This view of the matter is confirmed, and Scripture still further
vindicated from even the faintest appearance of endorsing the popular superstition, by the
use of the article in the expression 'a multitude of the impotent'

(pl hgoVtwn asgenountwn), which marks this impotence as used in the generic sense,
while the special diseases, afterwards enumerated without the article, are ranged under it
as instances of those who were thus impotent. Such use of the Greek term, as not
applying to any one specific malady, is vindicated by areference to St. Matt. viii. 17 and
St. Mark vi. 56, and by its employment by the physician Luke. It is, of course, not
intended to imply, that the distempers to which this designation is given had all their



origin in the nervous system; but we argue that, if the term 'impotent’ was the general, of
which the diseases mentioned in verse 3 were the specific - in other words, that, if it was
an 'impotence,’ of which these were the various manifestations - it may indicate, that they
all, so far asrelieved, had one common source, and this, as we would suggest, in the
nervous system.*

13. Seethe Appendix on'Angels.’

14. Another term for 'sick’ inthe N. T. isar r wstoV(St. Matt. xiv. 14; St. Mark vi. 5, 13;
xvi. 18; (comp. Ecclus. vii. 35). This corresponds to the Hebrew hl af x, Mal.i.8.In1
Cor. xi. 30 the two words are used together, ar r wstoVand asgenhV.

With all reverence, we can in some measure understand, what feelings must have stirred
the heart of Jesus, in view of this suffering, waiting 'great multitude." Why, indeed, did
He go into those five porches, since He had neither disease to cure, nor cry for help and
come to Him from those who looked for relief to far other means? Not, surely, from
curiosity. But as one longs to escape from the stifling atmosphere of a scene of worldly
pomp, with its glitter and unreality, into the clearness of the evening-air, so our Lord may
have longed to pass from the glitter and unreality of those who held rule in the Temple, or
who occupied the seat of Moses in their Academies, to what was the atmosphere of His
Life on earth, Hisreal Work, among that suffering, ignorant multitude, which, in its
sorrow, raised a piteous, longing cry for help where it had been misdirected to seek it.

And thus we can here also perceive the deep internal connection between Christ's miracle
of healing 'the impotent man' and the address of mingled sadness and severity,*® in which
He afterwards set before the Mastersin Isragl the one truth fundamental in all things. We
have only, so to speak, to reverse the formal order and succession of that discourse, to
gain an insight into what prompted Jesus to go to Bethesda, and by His power to perform
this healing.’® He had been in the Temple at the Feast; He had necessarily been in contact
- it could not be otherwise, when in the Temple - with the great ones of Israel. What a
stifling atmosphere there of glitter and unreality! What had He in common with those
who 'received glory one of another, and the glory which cometh from the One only God'
they sought not?'” How could such men believe? The first meaning, and the object of His
Life and Work, was as entirely different from their aims and perceptions, as were the
respective springs of their inner being. They clung and appealed to Moses; to Moses,
whose successors they claimed to be, let them go!'® Their elaborate searching and sifting
of the Law in hope that, by a subtle analysis of its every particle and letter, by inferences
from, and a careful drawi ng of a prohibitive hedge around, its letter, they would possess
themselves of eternal life,” what did it al come to? Utterly self-deceived, and far from
the truth in their elaborate attempts to outdo each other in local ingenuity, they would,
while rgjecting the Messiah sent from God, at last become the victims of a coarse
Messianic impostor.?’ And even in the present, what was it all? Only the |etter - the
outward! All the lessons of their past miraculous history had been utterly lost on them.
What had there been of the merely outward in its miracles and revelations?* It had been
the witness of the Father; but this was the very element which, amidst their handling of
the external form, they perceived not. Nay, not only the unheard Voice of the Father, but
also the heard voice of the Prophets - a voice which they might have heard even in John



the Baptist. They heard, but did not perceiveit - just as, in increasing measure, Christ's
sayings and doings, and the Father and His testimony, were not perceived. And so all
hastened on to the judgment of final unbelief, irretrievable loss, and salf-caused
condemnation.?? It was all utterly mistaken; utter, and, alas! guilty perversion, their
elaborate trifling with the most sacred things, while around them were suffering,
perishing men, stretching 'lame hands' into emptiness, and wailing out their mistaken
hopes into the eternal silence.

15. St. Johnv. 17-47.

16. Such alogical inversion seems necessary in passing from the objective to the
subjective.

17. ver. 44. 18. vv. 45-47. 19. ver. 39.

20. vv. 40-43. 21. ver. 37. 22.vv. 30-38.

While they were discussing the niceties of what constituted labour on a Sabbath, such as
what infringed its sacred rest or what constituted a burden, multitudes of them who
laboured and were heavy laden were l€eft to perish in their ignorance. That was the
Sabbath, and the God of the Sabbath of Pharisaism; this the rest, the enlightenment, the
hope for them who laboured and were heavy laden, and who longed and knew not where
to find the true Sabbatismos! Nay, if the Christ had not been the very opposite of al that
Pharisaism sought, He would not have been the Orient Sun of the Eternal Sabbath. But
the God Who ever worked in love, Whose rest was to give rest, Whose Sabbath to
remove burdens, was His Father. He knew Him; He saw His working; He wasiin
fellowship of love, of work, of power with Him. He had come to loose every yoke, to
give life, to bring life, to be life - because He had life: life in its fullest sense. For, contact
with Him, whatever it may be, gives life: to the diseased, health; to the spiritually dead,
the life of the soul; to the dead in their graves, the life of resurrection. And al this was
the meaning of Holy Scripture, when it pointed forward to the Lord's Anointed; and al
this was not merely His own, but the Father's Will - the Mission which He had given
Him, the Work which He had sent Him to do.?®

23. vv. 19-32.

Trandate this into deed, as all His teachings have been, are, and will be, and we have the
miraculous cure of the impotent man, with its attendant circumstances. Or, conversely,
trandate that deed, with its attendant circumstances, into words, and we have the
discourse of our Lord. Moreover, al this is fundamental to the highest understanding of
our Lord's history. And, therefore, we understand how, many years afterwards, the
beloved disciple gave a place to this miracle, when, in the full ripeness of spiritua
discernment, he chose for record in his Gospel from among those 'many signs,’ which
Jesus truly did,?* only five as typical, like the five porches of the great Bethesda of His
help to the impotent, or like the five divisions into which the Psalter of praise was
arranged. As he looked back, from the height where he stood at his journey's end, to
where the sun was setting in purple and golden glory far across the intervening landscape,



amidst its varying scenes this must have stood out before his sight, as what might show to
us that 'Jesus was the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing we might have life
through His Name.”?®

24. St. John xx. 30. 25. St. John xx. 31.

And so, understanding from what He afterwards said to 'the Jews what He thought and
felt in going thither, we are better prepared to follow the Christ to Bethesda. Two pictures
must have been here smultaneously present to His mind. On the one side, a multitude
whose sufferings and false expectancies rose, like the wail of the starving for bread; and,
on the other side, the neighbouring Temple, with its priesthood and teachers, who, in their
self-seeking and the trifling of their religious externalism, neither understood, heard, nor
would have cared for such a cry. If there was an Israel, Prince with God, and if there was
a God of the Covenant, this must not, cannot be; and Christ goes to Bethesda as Israel's
Messiah, the Truth, and the Life. There was twofold suffering there, and it were difficult
to know which would have stirred Him most: that of the body, or the mistaken
earnestness which so trustfully looked for Heaven's relief - yet within such narrow limits
as the accident or good fortune of being first pushed into the Angel-troubled waters. But
this was also atrue picture of His people in their misery, and in their narrow notions of
God and of the conditions of His blessing. And now Israel's Messiah had at last come.
What would we expect Him to have done? Surely not to preach controversial or
reformatory doctrines; but to do, if it were in Him, and in doing to speak. And so in this
also the Gospel- narrative proves itself true, by telling that He did, what alone would be
true in aMessiah, the Son of God. It is, indeed, impossible to think of Incarnate Deity -
and this, be it remembered, is the fundamental postulate of the Gospels - as brought into
contact with misery, disease, and death without their being removed. That power went
forth from Him always, everywhere, and to all, is absolutely necessary, if He was the Son
of God, the Saviour of the world. And so the miracles, as we mistakingly termthe result
of the contact of God with man, of the Immanuel (God with us), are not only the golden
ladder which leads up to the Miracle, God manifest in the flesh, but the steps by which
He descends from His height to our lowliness.

The waters had not yet been ‘troubled,” when He stood among that multitude of sufferers
and their attendant friends. It was in those breathless moments of the intense suspense of
expectancy, when every eye was fixed on the pool, that the eye of the Saviour searched
for the most wretched object among them all. In him, as atypical case, could He best do
and teach that for which He had come. This 'impotent’ man, for thirty-eight years a
hopeless sufferer, without attendant or friend®® among those whom misery - in this aso
the true outcome of sin - made so intensely selfish; and whose sickness was really the
consequence of his sin,?’ and not merely in the sense which the Jews attached to it?® - this
now seemed the fittest object for power and grace. For, most marked in this history is the
entire spontaneity of our Lord's help.? It isidle to spesk either of faith or of
receptiveness on the man's part. The essence of the whole liesin the utter absence of

both; in Christ'sraising, as it were, the dead, and calling the things that are not as though
they were. This, the fundamental thought concerning His Mission and power as the Christ
shines forth as the historical background in Christ's subsequent, explanatory discourse.
The 'Wilt thou be made whole? with which Jesus drew the man's attention to Himself,



was only to probe and lay bare his misery. And then came the word of power, or rather
the power spoken forth, which made him whole every whit. Away from this pool, in
which there was no hedling; away - for the Son of God had come to him with the
outflowing of His power and pitying help, and he was made whole. Away with his bed,
not, although it was the holy Sabbath, but just because it was the Sabbath of holy rest and
holy delight!

26. ver. 7. 27. ver. 14. 28. Comp. St. Johnix. 3.

29. This characteristic is specially marked by Canon Westcott.

In the general absorbedness of al around, no ear, but that to which it had been spoken,
had heard what the Saviour had said. The waters had not been troubled, and the healing
had been all unseen. Before the healed man, scarcely conscious of what had passed, had,
with new-born vigour, gathered, himself up and rolled together his coverlet to hasten
after Him, Jesus had already withdrawn.*® 3! |n that multitude, all thinking only of their
own sorrows and wants, He had come and gone unobserved. But they al now knew and
observed this miracle of healing, as they saw this unbefriended and most wretched of
them all healed, without the troubling of waters or first immersion in them. Then there
was redly help in Israel, and help not limited to such external means! How could Christ
have taught that multitude, nay, all Jerusalem and Jewry, al this, as well as all about
Himself, but by what He did? And so we learn here aso another aspect of miracles, as
necessary for those who, weary of Rabbinic wrangling, could, in their felt impotence,
only learn by what He did that which He would say.

30.ver.13.  31. The meaning of the expression is'retired' or ‘withdrawn' Himself.

We know it not, but we cannot believe that on that day, nor, perhaps, thenceforth on any
other day, any man stepped for healing into the bubbling waters of Bethesda. Rather
would they ask the healed man, Whose was the word that had brought him healing? But
he knew Him not. Forth he stepped into God's free air, a new man. It was truly the holy
Sabbath within, as around him; but he thought not of the day, only of the rest and relief it
had brought. It was the holy Sabbath, and he carried on it his bed. If he remembered that
it was the Sabbath, on which it was unlawful to carry forth anything - a burden, he would
not be conscious that it was a burden, or that he had any burden; but very conscious that
He, Who had made him whole, had bidden him take up his bed and walk. These
directions had been bound up with the very word ('Rise) in which his healing had come.
That was enough for him. And in this lay the beginning and root of hisinward healing.
Here was simple trust, unquestioning obedience to the unseen, unknown, but real
Saviour. For he believed Him,3? and therefore trusted in Him, that He must be right; and
o, trusting without questioning, be obeyed.

32. In connection with this see ver. 24, where the expression is 'believeth Him," not ‘on
Him' asinthe A.V., which occasionally obliterates the difference between the two, which

is so important, the one implying credit, the other its outcoming trust (comp. St. John vi.
29, 30; viii. 30, 31; 1 Johnv. 10).



The Jews saw him, as from Bethesda he carried home his ‘burden.’ Such as that he carried
were their only burdens. Although the law of Sabbath-observance must have been made
stricter in later Rabbinic development, when even the labour of moving the sick into the
waters of Bethesda would have been unlawful, unless there had been present danger to
life,*® yet, admittedly, this carrying of the bed was an infringement of the Sabbatic law, as
interpreted by traditionalism. Most characteristically, it was this external infringement
which they saw, and nothing else; it was the Person Who had commanded it Whom they
would know, not Him Who had made whole the impotent man. Yet thisis quite natural,
and perhaps not so different from what we may still witness among ourselves.

33. The whole subject of the Sabbath-Law will be specially discussed in alater chapter.

See also Appendix XVII. on 'The Law of the Sabbath' according to the Mishnah and
Tamud.

It could not have been long after this - most likely, as soon as possible - that the healed
man and his Healer met in the Temple. What He then said to him, completed the inward
healing. On the ground of his having been healed, let him be whole. As he trusted and
obeyed Jesus in the outward cure, so let him now inwardly and morally trust and obey.
Here also thislooking through the external to the internal, through the temporal to the
spiritual and eternal, which is so characteristic of the after-discourse of Jesus, nay, of all
His discourses and of His deeds, is most marked. The healed man now knew to Whom he
owed faith, gratitude, and trust of obedience; and the consequences of this knowledge
must have been incalculable. It would make him adisciple in the truest sense. And this
was the only additional lesson which he, as each of us, must learn individually and
personadly: that the man healed by Christ stands in quite another position, as regards the
morally right, from what he did before, not only before his healing, but even before his
felt sickness, so that, if he were to go back to sin, or rather, as the origina implies,
‘continue to sin,* a thing infinitely worse would come to him.

34. See Westcott ad loc.

It seems an idle question, why the healed man told the Jews that it was Jesus. It was only
natura that he should do so. Rather do we ask, How did he know that He Who had
spoken to him was Jesus? Was it by the surrounding of keenteyed, watchful Rabbis, or
by the contradiction of sinners? Certain we are, that it was far better Jesus should have
silently withdrawn from the porches of Bethesda to make it known in the Temple, Who it
was that had done this miracle. Far more effectually could He so preach its lesson to
those who had been in Bethesda, and to all Jewry.

And yet something further was required. He must speak it out in clear, open words, what
was the hidden inward meaning of this miracle. As so often, it was the bitter hatred of His
persecutors which gave Him the opportunity. The first forthbursting of His Messianic
Mission and Character had come in that Temple, when He realised it as His Father's
House, and His Life as about His Father's business. Again had these thoughts about His
Father kindled within Him in that Temple, when, on the first occasion of His Messianic



appearance there, He had sought to purge it, that it might be a House of Prayer. And now,
once more in that House, it was the same consciousness about God as His Father, and His
Life as the business of His Father, which furnished the answer to the angry invectives
about His breach of the Sabbath-Law. The Father's Sabbath was His; the Father worked
hitherto and He worked; the Father's work and His were the same; He was the Son of the
Father.3> And in this He also taught, what the Jews had never understood, the true
meaning of the Sabbath-Law, by emphasising that which was the fundamental thought of
the Sabbath - 'Wherefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath day, and hallowed it:' not the rest
of inactivity, but of blessing and hallowing.

35. ver. 17.

Once more it was not His whole meaning, but only this one point, that He claimed to be
equal with God, of which they took hold. As we understand it, the discourse beginning
with verse 19 is not a continuation of that which had been begun in verse 17, but was
delivered on another, though probably proximate occasion. By what He had said about
the Father working hitherto and His working, He had silenced the multitude, who must
have felt that God's rest was truly that of beneficence, not of inactivity. But He had raised
another question, that of His equality with God, and for this He was taken to task by the
Mastersin Isragl. To them it was that He addressed that discourse which, so to speak,
preached His miracle at the Pool of Bethesda. Into its details we cannot enter further than
has aready been done. Some of its reasonings can be clearly traced, as starting from
certain fundamental positions, held in common alike by the Sanhedrists and by Christ.
Others, such as probably in answer to unreported objections, we may guess at. This may
also account for what may seem occasiona abruptness of transitions.

But what most impresses us, is the majestic grandeur of Christ's self-consciousnessin
presence of His enemies, and yet withal the tone of pitying sadness which pervades His
discourse. The time of the judgment of silence had not yet come. And for the present the
majesty of His bearing overawed them, even asit did His enemies to the end, and Christ
could pass unharmed from among them. And so ended that day in Jerusalem. And thisis
all that is needful for usto know of His stay at the Unknown Feast. With this inward
separation, and the gathering of hostile parties closes the first and begins the second,
stage of Christ's Ministry.

Chapter 13
BY THE SEA OF GALILEE
THE FINAL CALL OF THE FIRST DISCIPLES, AND THE MIRACULOUS
DRAUGHT OF FISHES
(St. Matthew 4:18-22; St. Mark 1:16-20; St. Luke 5:1-11.)



We are once again out of the stifling spiritual atmosphere of the great City, and by the
glorious Lake of Galilee. They were other men, these honest, simple, earnest, impulsive
Galileans, than that self- seeking, sophistical, heartless assemblage of Rabbis, whose first
active persecution Jesus had just encountered, and for the time overawed by the majesty
of His bearing. His return to Capernaum could not have remained unknown. Close by, on
either side of the city, the country was studded with villages and towns, a busy, thriving,
happy multitude. During that bright summer He had walked along that Lake, and by its
shore and in the various Synagogues preached His Gospel. And they had been 'astonished
at His doctrine, for His word was with power.' For the first time they had heard what they
felt to be 'the Word of God," and they had learned to love its sound. What wonder that,
immediately on His return, ‘the people pressed upon Him to hear' it.

If we surrender ourselves to the impression which the Evangelic narratives give us when
pieced together,® it would almost seem, as if what we are about to relate had occurred
while Jesus was returning from Jerusalem. For, the better reading of St. Mark i. 16 gives
this as the mark of time: 'As He was passing on by the Sea of Galilee." But perhaps,
viewed in connection with what follows, the impression may be so far modified, that we
may think of it as on the first morning after His return. 1t had probably been a night of
storm on the Lake. For, the toil of the fishermen had brought them no draught of fishes,?
and they stood by the shore, or in the boats drawn up on the beach, casting in their nets to
'wash' then? of the sand and pebbles, with which such a night's work would clog them, or
to mend what had been torn by the violence of the waves. It was a busy scene; for, among
the many industries by the Lake of Gdlileg, that of fishing was not only the most
generally pursued, but perhaps the most lucrative.

1. The accountsin the three Synoptic Gospels mu st be carefully pieced together. It will
be seen that only thus can they be understood. The narratives of St. Matthew and St.
Mark are ailmost literally the same, only adding in St. Mark i. 20 a notice about 'the hired
servants,' which is evidential of the Petrine origin of the information. St. Luke seemsto

have made special inquiry, and, while adopting the narrative of the others, supplements it
with what without them would be almost unintelligible.

2. St. Lukev. 5.

3. St. Matt. iv. 18 &c.; St. Mark i. 16 &c. as compared with St. Lukev. 2.

Tradition had it, that since the days of Joshua, and by one of his ten ordinances, fishing in
the Lake, though under certain necessary restrictions, was free to all.* And as fish was
among the favourite articles of diet, in health and sickness, on week-days and especially
at the Sabbath-meal, many must have been employed in connection with this trade.
Frequent, and sometimes strange, are the Rabbinic advices, what kinds of fish to eat at
different times, and in what date of preparation. They were eaten fresh, dried, or
pickled;® akind of 'relish’ or sauce was made of them, and the roe also prepared.® or
twine,” and the smaller fish in baskets or casks. In truth, these Rabbis are veritable
connoisseurs in this delicacy; they discuss their size with exaggerations, advise when
they are in season, discern a peculiar flavour in the same kinds if caught in different
waters, and tell us how to prepare them most tastefully, cautioning us to wash them
down, if it cannot be with water, with beer rather than wine® ° It is one of their usual



exaggerations, when we read of 300 different kinds of fish at a dinner given to a great
Rabbi,'° although the common proverb had it, to denote what was abundant, that it was
like 'bringing fish to Acco.”™! Besides, fish was aso largely imported from abroad.™? It
indicates the importance of this traffic, that one of the gates of Jerusalem was called ‘the
fishrgate.’® Indeed, there is alegend™ to the effect, that not less than 600,000 casks of
sardines were every week supplied for the fig-dressers of King Jannaais. But, apart from
such exaggerations, so considerable was this trade that, at a later period, one of the

Patri grchs of the Sanhedrin engaged in it, and actually freighted ships for the transport of
fish.

4. In order not to impede navigation, it was forbidden to fix nets. For these two

ordinances, see Baba K. 80b, last line & c. The reference to the fishing in the lakeisin 81
b. But see Tos. BabaK. viii. 17, 18.

5. St. Maitt. vii. 10; xiii. 47; xv. 36. 6. Ab. Z. 39a.
7. Bab. Mezii. 1. 8. Moed K. 11 a, last line.

9. Threelines before that we read this saying of afisherman: 'Roast fish with his brother
(salt), lay it beside his father (water), eat it with his son (fish-juice), and drink upon it his
father' (water).

10. Jer. Sheg. vi. 2, p. 50 a. 11. Shem. R. 9.
12. Specially from Egypt and Spain, Machsh. vi. 3.

13. Neh. iii. 3. 14. Ber. 44 a. 15. Jer. Ab. Z.ii. 10, p. 42 a.

These notices, which might be largely multiplied, are of more than antiquarian interest.
They give amore vivid idea of life by the Lake of Galilee, and show that those engaged
in that trade, like Zebedee and his sons (hy af d:baz:, 'the God-given,' like Theodore and
Dorothea), were not unfrequently men of means and standing. This irrespective of the
fact, that the Rabbis enjoined some trade or industrial occupation on every man, whatever
his station. We can picture to ourselves, on that bright autumn morning, after a stormy
night of bootless toil, the busy scene by the Lake, with the fishermen cleaning and
mending their nets. Amidst their work they would scarcely notice the gathering crowd.
As we have suggested from the better reading of St. Mark i. 16, it was Christ's first walk
by the Lake on the morning after His return from Judaa. Engaged in their fishing on the
afternoon, evening, and night of His arrival in Capernaum, they would probably not have
known of His presence till He spake to them. But He had come that morning specially to
seek four of these fishers, that He might, now that the time for it had come, call them to
permanent discipleship - and, what is more, fit them for the work to which he would call
them.

Jewish customs and modes of thinking at that time do not help us further to understand
the Lord's call of them, except so far as they enable us more clearly to apprehend what
the words of Jesus would convey to them. The expression 'Follow Me' would be readily
understood, as implying a call to become the permanent disciple of ateacher.'® Similarly,



it was not only the practice of the Rabbis, but regarded as one of the most sacred duties,
for aMaster to gather around him acircle of disciples.!” Thus, neither Peter and Andrew,
nor the sons of Zebedee, could have misunderstood the call of Christ, or even regarded it
as strange. On that memorable return from His Temptation in the wilderness they had
learned to know Him as the Messiah,*® and they followed Him. And, now that the time
had come for gathering around Him a separate discipleship, when, with the visit to the
Unknown Feast, the Messianic activity of Jesus had passed into another stage, that call
would not come as a surprise to their minds or hearts.

16. Soin Erub. 30 a. 17. Ab.i. 1; Sanh. 91 b. 18. St. Johni. 37 &c.

So far as the Master was concerned, we mark three points. First, the call came after the
open breach with, and initial persecution of, the Jewish authorities. It was, therefore, a
call to fellowship in His peculiar relationship to the Synagogue. Secondly, it necessitated
the abandonment of all their former occupations, and, indeed, of al earthly ties.*®
Thirdly, it was from the first, and clearly, marked as totally different from a call to such
discipleship, asthat of any other Master in Isragl. It was not to learn more of doctrine, nor
more fully to follow out a life-direction already taken, but to begin, and to become,
something quite new, of which their former occupation offered an emblem. The disciples
of the Rabbis, even those of John the Baptist, 'followed, in order to learn; they, in order
to do, and to enter into fellowship with His Work. 'Follow Me, and | will make you
fishers of men." It was then quite a new call this, which at the same time indicated its rea
am and its untold difficulties. Such a call could not have been addressed to them, if they
had not already been disciples of Jesus, understood His Mission, and the character of the
Kingdom of God. But, the more we think of it, the more do we perceive the magnitude of
the call and of the decision which it implied - for, without doubt, they understood what it
implied, as clearly, in some respects perhaps more clearly, than we do. All the deeper,
then, must have been their loving belief in Him, and their earnest attachment, when, with
such unquestioning trust, and such absolute simplicity and entireness of self-surrender,
that it needed not even a spoken Yea on their part, they forsook ship and home to follow
Him. And so, successively, Simorf° and Andrew, and John and James - those who had
been the first to hear, were aso the first to follow Jesus. And ever afterwards did they
remain closest to Him, who had been the first fruits of His Ministry.

19. St. Matt. iv. 20, 22.

20. The name Peter occurs also among the Jews, but not that of Paul. Thus, in Pesigta
(ed. Buber, p. 158 a, line 8 from bottom, see also the Note there) we read of a R. José the
son of Peytros, and similarly in the fragments from Tanchumain Jellinek's Beth ha-Midr.
vol. vi. p. 95, where, however, heis called Ben Petio. In Menor. Hamm. the name is
changed into Phinehas Comp. Jellinek, Beth ha-Midr. vol. vi. Pref. xi.

It is not well to speak too much of the faith of men. With al the singleness of spiritua
resolve - perhaps, as yet, rather impulse - which it implied, they probably had not
themselves full or adequate conception of what it really meant. That would evolve in the
course of Christ's further teaching, and of their learning in mind and heart. But, even thus,
we perceive, that in their own call they had aready, in measure, lived the miracle of the
draught of fishes which they were about to witness. What had passed between Jesus and,



first, the sons of Jona, and then those of Zebedee, can scarcely have occupied many
minutes. But already the people were pressing around the Master in eager hunger for the
Word; for, all the livelong night their own teachers had toiled, and taken nothing which
they could give them asfood. To such call the Fisher of Men could not be deaf. The boat
of Peter shall be His pulpit; He had consecrated it by consecrating its owner. The boat has
been thrust out alittle from the land, and over the soft ripple of the waters comes the
strange melody of that Word. We need scarcely ask what He spake. It would be of the
Father, of the Kingdom, and of those who entered it - like what He spake from the
Mount, or to those who laboured and were heavy laden. But it would carry to the hearers
the wondrous beauty and glory of that opening Kingdom, and, by contrast, the deep
poverty and need of their souls. And Peter had heard it al in the boat, as he sat close by,
in the shadow of His Mgjesty. Then, this was the teaching of which he had become a
disciple; this, the net and the fishing to which he was just called. How utterly miserable,
in one respect, must it have made him. Could such an one as he ever hope, with whatever
toil, to be a successful fisher?

Jesus had read his thoughts, and much more than read them. It was all needed for the
qualifying of Peter especially, but also of the others who had been called to be fishers of
men. Presently it shall be all brought to light; not only that it may be made clear, but that,
alike, the lesson and the help may be seen. And this is another object in Christ's miracles
to His disciples. to make clear their inmost thoughts and longings, and to point them to
the right goal. 'Launch out into the deep, and let down your nets for a draught.’ That they
toil in vain al life's night, only teaches the need of another beginning. The 'nevertheless,
at Thy word,” marks the new trust, and the new work as springing from that trust. When
Christ isin the boat and bids us let down the net, there must be 'a great multitude of
fishes. And all thisin this symbolic miracle. Already ‘the net was breaking,’ when they
beckoned to their partners in the other ship, that they should come and help them. And
now both ships are burdened to the water's edge.

But what did it al mean to Simon Peter? He had been called to full discipleship, and he
had obeyed the call. He had been in his boat beside the Saviour, and heard what He had
spoken, and it had gone to his heart. And now this miracle which he had witnessed! Such
shoal of fish in one spot on the Lake of Galilee was not strange. The miraculous was, that
the Lord had seen through those waters down where the multitude of fishes was, and
bidden him let down for a draught. He could see through the intervening waters, right
down to the bottom of that sea; He could see through him, to the very bottom of Peter's
heart. He did see it - and all that Jesus had just spoken meant it, and showed him what
was there. And could he then be afisher of men, out of whose heart, after alife's night of
toil, the net would come up empty, or rather only clogged with sand and torn with
pebbles? This is what he meant when 'he fell down at Jesus knees, saying: Depart from
me, for | am asinful man, O Lord." And thisis why Jesus comforted him: 'Fear not; from
henceforth thou shalt catch men.' And so a'so, and so only, do we, each of us, learn the
lesson of our calling, and receive the true comfort in it. Nor yet can anyone become a true
fisher of men in any other than such manner.



The teaching and the comfort required not to be repeated in the life of Peter, nor in that of
the others who witnessed and shered in what had passed. Many are the truths which shine
out from the symbolism of this scene, when the first disciples were first called. That call
itself; the boat; the command of Christ, despite the night of vain toil; the unlikely success;
the net and its cast at the bidding of Christ, with the absolute certitude of result, where He
is and when He bids; the miraculous direction to the spot; the multitude of fishes
enclosed; the net about to break, yet not breaking; the surprise, as strange perhaps as the
miracle itself; and then, last of al, the lesson of self-knowledge and humiliation: all these
and much more has the Church most truly read in this history. And as we turn from it,
this stands out to us as its final outcome and lesson: 'And when they had brought their
ships to land, they forsook all and followed Him.?*

21. Wewould call special attention to the arrangement of this narrative. The explanation
giveninthetext will, it is hoped, be sufficient answer to the difficulties raised by some
commentators. Strauss' attempt to indicate the mythic origin of this narrative forms one
of the weakest parts of his book. Keimholds the genuineness of the account of the two
first Evangelists, but rejects that of the third, on grounds which neither admit nor require
detailed examination. The latest and most curious idea of the Tubingen school has been,
to seein the account of St. Luke areflection on Peter as Judaistically cramped, and to
understand the beckoning to his partners asimplying the calling in of Pauline teachers.

Chapter 14
A SABBATH IN CAPERNAUM
(St. Matthew 8:14-17; St. Mark 1:21-34; St. Luke 4:33-41.)

It was the Holy Sabbath - the first after He had called around Him His first permanent
disciples, the first, also, after His return from the Feast at Jerusalem. Of both we can trace
indications in the account of that morning, noon, and evening which the Evangelists
furnish. The greater detail with which St. Mark, who wrote under the influence of St.
Peter, tells these events, shows the freshness and vividness of impression on the mind of
Peter of those early days of his new life. Asindicating that what is here recorded took
place immediately after the return of Jesus from Jerusalem, we mark, that as yet there
were no watchful enemies in waiting to entrap Him in such breach of the Law, as might
furnish ground for judicia procedure. But, from their presence and activity so soon
afterwards,® we infer, that the authorities of Jerusalem had sent some of their familiars to
track His stepsin Galilee.

1. St. Lukev. 21; vi.2; vi. 7.

But as yet all seemed calm and undisturbed. Those simple, warm-hearted Galileans
yielded themselves to the power of His words and works, not discerning hidden
blasphemy in what He said, nor yet Sabbath-desecration in His healing on God's holy



day. It is morning, and Jesus goes to the Synagogue at Capernaum.? To teach there, was
now His wont. But frequency could not lessen the impression. In describing the Influence
of His Person or words the Evangelists use a term, whichreally means amazement.® And
when we find the same word to describe the impression of the 'Sermon on the Mount,*
the inference is naturally suggested, that it presents the type, if it does not sum up the
contents, of some of His Synagogue-discourses. It is not necessary to suppose that, what
held His hearers spell-bound, had necessarily also its effect on their hearts and lives. Men
may be enraptured by the ideal without trying to make it the real. Too often it iseven in
inverse proportion; so that those who lead not the most moral lives even dare to denounce
the New Testament standpoint, as below their own conceptions of right and duty. But
there is that in man, evidence of his origin and destiny, which always and involuntarily
responds to the presentation of the higher. And in this instance it was not only what He
taught, but the contrast with that to which they had been accustomed on the part of 'the
Scribes,' which filled them with amazement. There was no appeal to human authority,
other than that of the conscience; no subtle logical distinctions, legal niceties, nor clever
sayings. Clear, limpid, and crystalline, flowed His words from out the spring of the
Divine Life that was in Him.

2. The accounts of this given by St. Mark and St. Luke chronologically precede what is

related in St. Matt. viii. 14-17. Thereader is requested in each case to peruse the Biblical
narratives before, or along with their commentation in the chapters of the present work.

3. Thefollowing are the passages in which the same term is used: St. Matt. vii. 28; xiii.
54; xix. 25; xxii. 33; St. Mark i. 22; vi. 2; vii. 37; X. 26; xi. 18; St. Lukeii. 48; iv. 32; ix.
43; Actsxiii. 12.

4. St. Matt. vii. 28.

Among the hearers in the Synagogue that Sabbath morning was one of a class,
concerning whose condition, whatever difficulties may attach to our proper
understanding of it, the reader of the New Testament must form some definite idea. The
term ‘demoniacal possession’ occurs not in the New Testament. We owe it to Josephus,”
from whom it has passed into ecclesiastical language. We dismiss it the more readily,
that, in our view, it conveys awrong impression. The New Testament speaks of those
who had a spirit, or ademon, or demons, or an unclean spirit, or the spirit of an unclean
demon, but chiefly of persons who were 'demonised.® Similarly, it seems a strange
inaccuracy on the part of commentators to exclude from the Gospel, of St. John all notice
of the ‘demonised.’ That the Fourth Gospel, although not reporting any healing of the
demonised, shares the fundamental view of the Synoptists, ap;)ears not only from St. John
vii. 20, viii. 48, 52, but especialy from viii. 49 and x. 20, 21." We cannot believe that the
writer of the Fourth Gospel would have put into the mouth of Jesus the answer 'l am not a
demon,’ or have allowed Him to be described by His friends as not one ‘demonised,’
without a single word to show dissent from the popular view, if he had not shared the
ideas of the Synoptists. In discussing a question of such very serious import in the study
and criticism of the Gospels, the precise facts of the case should in the first place be
clearly ascertained.

5. Comp. Delitzsch in Riehm's Hand-worter-buch.



6. The word 'spirit' or 'spirits' occurstwicein St. Matthew, thrice in St. Mark andtwice in
St. Luke; with the addition 'evil," twice in St. Luke; with that of 'unclean,' oncein St.
Matthew, eleven timesin St. Mark, and four timesin St. Luke. The word dainwn in
singular or plural occurs once in each of the Synoptists; while dainonion, in singular or
plural, occurs ninetimesin St. Matthew, three timesin St. Mark, fourteen timesin St.
Luke, and six timesin St. John. The expression 'the spirit of an unclean demon' occurs
once in the St. Luke, while the verb 'to be demonished' occurs, in one form or another,
seventimesin St. Matthew, four timesin St. Mark, oncein St. Luke, and oncein St.

John. Comp. also the careful brochure of Pastor Nanz, Die Besessenen im N.T., although
we differ from his conclusions.

7. Comp. also Weiss, Leben Jesu i. p. 457.

The first question here is, whether Christ Himself shared the views, not indeed of His
contemporaries (for these, as we shall see, were very different), but of the Evangelistsin
regard to what they call the ‘demonised? This has been extensively denied, and Christ
represented as only unwilling needlessly to disturb a popular prejudice, which He could
not at the time effectually combat. But the theory requires more than this; and, since
Christ not only tolerated, but in addressing the demonised actually adopted, or seemed to
adopt, the prevailing view, it has been argued, that, for the sake of these poor afflicted
persons, He acted like a physician who appears to enter into the fancy of his patient, in
order the more effectually to heal him of it. This view seems, however, scarcely worth
refuting, since it imputes to Jesus, on a point so important, a conduct not only unworthy
of Him, or indeed of any truly great man, but implies a canon of ‘accommodation’ which
might equally be applied to His Miracles, or to anything else that contravened the notions
of an interpreter, and so might transform the whole Gospel-narratives into a series of
historically untrustworthy legends. But we will not rest the case on what might be
represented as an appeal to prejudice. For, we find that Jesus not only tolerated the
popular ‘prejudice,’ or that He ‘adopted it for the sake of more readily healing those thus
afflicted' - but that He even made it part of His disciples commission to ‘cast out
demons,® and that, when the disciples afterwards reported their success in this, Christ
actually made it a matter of thanksgiving to God.? The same view underlies His reproof
to the disciples, when failing in this part of their work;*® whilein St. Luke xi. 19, 24, He
adopts, and argues on this view as against the Pharisees. Regarded therefore in the light
of history, impartial criticism can arrive at no other conclusion, than that Jesus of
Nazareth shared the views of the Evangelists as regards the 'demonised.™*

8. St. Matt. x. 8. 9. St. Luke x. 17, 18.
10. St. Matt. xvii. 21; comp. also xii. 43 &c., also spoken to the disciples.

11. Thisis also the conclusion arrived at by Weiss, u. s.

Our next inquiry must be as to the character of the phenomenon thus designated. In view
of the fact that in St. Mark ix. 21, the demonised had been such 'of a child, it is scarcely
possible to ascribe it simply to moral causes. Similarly, personal faith does not seem to
have been a requisite condition of healing. Again, as other diseases are mentioned
without being attributed to demoniacal influence, and as all who were dumb, deaf, or
paralysed would not have been described as 'demonised,’ it is evident that all physical, or



even mental distempers of the same class were not ascribed to the same cause: some
might be natural, while others were demoniacal. On the other hand, there were more or
less violent symptoms of disease in every demonised person, and these were greatly
aggravated in the last paroxysm, when the demon quitted his habitation. We have,
therefore, to regard the phenomena described as caused by the influence of such 'spirits;’
primarily, upon that which forms the nexus between body and mind, the nervous system,
and as producing different physical effects, according to the part of the nervous system
affected. To this must be added a certain impersonality of consciousness, so that for the
time the consciousness was not that of the demonised, but the demoniser, just asin
certain mesmeric states the consciousness of the mesmerised is really that of the
mesmeriser. We might carry the analogy farther, and say, that the two states are exactly
paralel - the demon or demons taking the place of the mesmeriser, only that the effects
were more powerful and extensive, perhaps more enduring. But one point seems to have
been assumed, for which there is, to say the least, no evidence, viz., that because, at least
in many cases, the disease caused by the demon was permanent, therefore those who
were so affected were permanently or constantly under the power of the demon. Neither
the New Testament, nor even Rabbinic literature, conveys the idea of permanent
demoniac indwelling, to which the |ater term 'possession’ owes its origin.1? On the
contrary, such accounts, as that of the scene in the Synagogue of Capernaum, convey the
impression of a sudden influence, which in most cases seems occasioned by the spiritual
effect of the Person or of the Words of the Christ. To this historical sketch we have only
to add, that the phenomenon is not referred to either in the Old Testament.!® or in the
Apocrypha,** nor, for that matter in the Mishnah,*® where, indeed, from the character of
its contents, one would scarcely expect to find it. But we find it mentioned not only in the
New Testament, but in the writings of Josephus.'® The references in heathen or in
Christian writings posterior to those of the New Testament lie beyond our present

inquiry.’

12. The nearest approach to it, so far as| am aware, occursin Pirgé de R. El. c. 13 (ed.
Lemberg, p. 16 b, 17 a), where the influence of Satan over the serpent (in the history of
the Fall) islikened to that of an evil spirit over aman, all whose deeds and words are
done under the influence of the demon, so that he only acts at his bidding.

13. Surely Strauss (L eben Jesu, ii. 10) could not have remembered the expressionsin 1

Sam. xvi. 14, 15, &c., when he sees a parallel to demoniacal possessions in the case of
Saul.

14. Tob. viii. 2, 3, isnot acasein point.

15. Gfrérer (Jahrh. d. Heils, i. p. 410, 412) quotes Erub. iv. 1 and Gitt. vii. 1; but neither
of these passages implies anything like demoniac possession.

16. See, for example, Ant vi. 8. 2; 11. 3; viii. 2. 5; War vii. 6. 3.

17. The reader will find full references in the Encyclopaglias, in Wetstein (Nov. Test. i.
pp. 279-284), and in Nanz's brochure.

In view of these facts, we may arrive at some more definite conclusions. Those who
contend that the representations of the Evangelists are identical with the popular Jewish



notions of the time, must be ill acquainted with the latter. What these were, is explained
in another place.*® Suffice it here to state that, whatever want of clearness there may be
about the Jewish ideas of demoniac influences, there is none as to the means proposed for
their removal. These may be broadly classified as. magical means for the prevention of
such influences (such as the avoidance of certain places, times, numbers, or
circumstances, amulets, &c.); magical means for the cure of diseases; and direct exorcism
(either by certain outward means, or else by formulas of incantation). Again, while the
New Testament furnishes no data by which to learn the views of Jesus or of the
Evangelists regarding the exact character of the phenomenon, it furnishes the fullest
details as to the manner in which the demonished were set free. This was always the
same. It consisted neither in magical means formulas of exorcism, but always in the
Word of Power which Jesus spake, or entrusted to His disciples, and which the demons
always obeyed. There is here not only difference, but contrariety in comparison with the
current Jewish notions, and it leads to the conclusion that there was the same contrast in
His views, asin His treatment of the 'demonised.’

18. See Appendix XVI.: 'Jewish Views about Demons and the demonised.'

Jewish superstition in regard to the demoniacal state can, therefore, no more affect the
guestion of the credibility of the Gospel-accounts of it, than can quotations from heathen
or from post-Apostolic Christian writers. In truth, it must be decided purely on New
Testament grounds; and resolves itself into that of the general trustworthiness of the
Evangelic narratives, and of our estimate of the Person of Christ. Thus viewed, he who
regards Jesus as the Messiah and the Son of God can be in no doubt. If we are asked to
explain the rationale of the phenomenon, or of its cessation - if, indeed, it has wholly and
everywhere ceased - we might simply decline to attempt that for which we have not
sufficient data, and this, without implying that such did not exist, or that, if known, they
would not wholly vindicate the facts of the case. At any rate, it does not follow that there
are no such data because we do not possess them; nor is there any ground for the
contention that, if they existed, we ought to possess them. For, admittedly, the
phenomenon was only atemporary one.

And yet certain considerations will occur to the thoughtful reader, which, if they do not
explain, will at least make him hesitate to designate as inexplicable, the facts in question.
In our view, at least, he would be a bold interpreter who would ascribe al the phenomena
even of heathen magic to jugglery, or else to purely physical causes. Admittedly they
have ceased, or perhaps, as much else, assumed other forms, just as, so far as evidence
goes, demoniac influence has - at least in the form presented in the New Testament. But,
that it has so ceased, does not prove that it never existed. If we believe that the Son of
God came to destroy the works of the Devil, we can understand the developed enmity of
the kingdom of darkness; and if we regard Christ as Very God, taking, in manner to us
mysterious, Humanity, we can also perceive how the Prince of Darkness might, in
counterfeit, seek through the demonised a temporary dwelling in Humanity for purposes
of injury and destruction, as Christ for healing and salvation. In any case, holding as we
do that this demoniac influence was not permanent in the demonised, the analogy of
certain mesmeric influences seems exactly to apply. No reference is here made to other
supernatural spirit-influences of which many in our days speak, and which, despite the



lying and imposture probably connected with them, have a background of truth and
reality, which, at least in the present writer's experience, cannot be absolutely denied. In
the mysterious connection between the sensuous and supersensuous, spirit and matter,
there are many things which the vulgar 'bread-and-butter philosophy' fails rightly to
apportion, or satisfactorily to explain. That, without the intervention of sensuous media,
mind can, may, and does affect mind; that even animals, in proportion to their
sensitiveness, or in specia circumstances, are affected by that which is not, or else not
yet, seen, and this quite independently of man; that, in short, there are not afew
phenomena 'in heaven and earth’ of which our philosophy dreams not - these are
considerations which, however the superficial sciolist may smile at them, no earnest
inquirer would care to dismiss with peremptory denial. And superstition only begins
when we look for them, or else when we attempt to account for and explain them, not in
the admission of their possibility.

But, in our view, it is of the deepest importance always to keep in mind, that the
‘demonised’ was not a permanent state, or possession by the powers of darkness. For, it
establishes amoral element, since, during the period of their temporary liberty, the
demonised might have shaken themselves free from the overshadowing power, or sought
release from it. Thus the demonised state involved personal responsibility, although that
of adiseased and disturbed consciousness.

In one respect those who were 'demonised’ exhibited the same phenomenon. They all
owned the Power of Jesus. It was not otherwise in the Synagogue at Capernaum on that
Sabbath-morning. What Jesus had spoken produced an immediate effect on the
demonised, though one which could scarcely have been anticipated. For, thereis
authority for inserting the word 'straightway'*® immediately after the account of Jesus
preaching. Y et, as we think of it, we cannot imagine that the demon would have
continued silent nor yet that he could have spoken other than the truth in the Presence of
the God-Man. There must be, and yet there cannot be, resistance. The very Presence of
the Christ meant the destruction of this work of the Devil. Involuntarily, in his confessed
inability of disguise or resistance, he owns defeat, even before the contest. "What have we
to do with Thee, Jesus of Nazareth??° Thou art come to destroy us!®* | know Thee Who
Thou art, the Holy One of God.' And yet there seems in these words already an
emergence of the consciousness of the demonised, at least in so far that there is no longer
confusion between him and his tormenter, and the latter speaks in his own name. One
stronger than the demon had affected the higher part in the demonised. It was the Holy
One of God, in Whose Presence the powers of moral destruction cannot be silent, but
must speak, and own their subjection and doom. The Christ needs not to contend: that He
isthe Christ, isitsalf victory.

19. In St. Mark i. 23.

20. | have omitted, on critical grounds, the clause, 'Let us alone.' The expression, 'What
between us and Thee, Jesu Nazarene,' contains awell-known Hebraism.

21. This seemsthe more correct rendering.



But this was not all. He had come not only to destroy the works of the Devil. His
Incarnation meant this - and more: to set the prisoners free. By aword of command He
gagged?®? the confessions of the demon, unwilling made, and even so with hostile intent.
It was not by such voices that He would have His Messiahship ever proclaimed. Such
testimony was wholly unfitting and incongruous; it would have been a strange discord on
the witness of the Baptist and the Voice Which had proclaimed Him from heaven. And,
truly, had it been admitted, it would have strangely jarred in a Life which needed not, and
asked not even the witness of men, but appealed straightway to God Himself. Nor can we
fall to perceive how, had it been alowed, it would have given a true ground to what the
Pharisees sought to assign as the interpretation of His Power, that by the Prince of
Demons He cast out demons. And thus there is here also deep accord with the
fundamental idea which was the outcome of His Temptation: that not the seemingly
shortest, but the Divine way must lead Him to the goal, and that goal not Royal
proclamation, but the Resurrection.

22. This isthereal meaning of the expression rendered, 'Hold thy peace.’ It stillsthe
raging of the powers of evil just as, characteristically, it is again employed in the stilling
of the storm, St. Mark iv. 39.

The same power which gagged the confession aso bade the demon relinquish his prey.
Onewild paroxysm - and the sufferer was for ever free. But on them al who saw and
heard it fell the utter stupor and confusion of astonishment.?® Each turned to his
neighbour with the inquiry: "What is this? A new doctrine with authority! And He
commandeth the unclean spirits, and they obey Him."** Well might they inquire. It had
been athreefold miracle: 'a new doctrine;' 'with authority;' and obedience of the unclean
spirits to His command. There is throughout, and especialy in the account of the casting
out of the demon, such un-Jewish simplicity, with entire absence of what would have
been characteristic in a Jewish exorcist; such want of all that one would have expected, if
the event had been invented, or coloured for a purpose, or tinged by contemporary
notions; and, withal, such sublimity and majesty, that it is difficult to understand how any
one can resist the impression of its redity, or that He Who so spake and did was in truth
the Son of God.

23. The Greek term implies this. Besidesits usein this narrative (St. Mark i. 27; St. Luke
iv. 36, in the latter in the substantive form), it occursin St. Mark x. 24, 32; Actsix. 6; and
asasubstantivein Actsiii. 10.

24. This seems the better rendering.

From the Synagogue we follow the Saviour, in company with His called disciples, to
Peter's wedded home. But no festive meal, as was Jewish wont, awaited them there. A
sudden access of violent 'burning fever, such as is even now common in that district,
had laid Peter's mother-in-law prostrate. If we had still any lingering thought of Jewish
magical cures as connected with those of Jesus, what is now related must dispel it. The
Tamud gives this disease precisely the same name ()tr y nt )t #), Eshatha Tsemirta),
'burning fever,' and prescribes for it a magical remedy, of which the principal part isto tie
aknife wholly of iron by abraid of hair to athornbush, and to repeat on successive days



Exod. iii. 2,3, then ver. 4, and finaly ver. 5, after which the bush is to be cut down, while
acertain magica formulais pronounced.?® How different from this, aike in its sublime
smplicity and in the majestic bearing of Him Who healed, is the Evangelic narrative of
the cure of Peter's mother-in-law. To ignore, in our estimate of the trustworthiness of the
Gospels, this essential contrast, would be a grave historical mistake. Jesusis 'told' of the
sickness; He is besought for her who is stricken down. In His Presence disease and
misery cannot continue. Bending 