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FOREWORD

The author pens these lines with a heart grateful
to God for his blessing. It certainly means much that
a work like this should have reached its third edition
in such a comparatively brief time. May the divine
blessing accompany also this new edition, and extend
to all who use it in the Master’s great service.

The exegetical sections have been carefully re-
vised. The homiletical helps have been recast entirely
after the style adoped in the Eisenach Old Testament
Selections published in 1925. The Greek text used is
that of Westcott and Hort, and that of Alexander
Souter has been compared. The grammars used are
that of Robertson; of Blass, edited by Debrunner,
and the translation by Thackeray; also Wiener, and
works by Moulton and by Rademacher. It will hardly
be necessary to add anything further. Whoever uses
this work will see for himself what the author has
attempted to do. May his humble efforts continue to
prove helpful to all who faithfully use them in the
blessed task of preaching the Word.

THE AUTHOR.
Columbus, Ohio, April 11, 1927.
(3)
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THE CHRISTMAS CYCLE

The First Sunday in Adent to The Sunday After

New Year

The first or festival half of the church year is
usually divided into three grand sections or cycles,
called respectively the Christmas, the Easter, and the
Pentecost cycle. Within these three cycles, however,
there are two sections, distinet and important enough
to stand by themselves, namely the Epiphany texts
and those for Lent. Instead, therefore, of breaking
up the first half of the church year into only three
parts, one of them, that of Pentecost quite unequal
in size as compared with the other two, we prefer to
make five more nearly equal cycles: Christmas, Epiph-
any, Lent, Easter, and Pentecost. Each has its ap-
propriate circle of thought, to which each text in the
cycle contributes its distinct and necessary share. The
five cycles together present, in this festive half of the
church year: The Great Deeds of God for Our Salva-
tion. — Each of the five cycles is governed by one
central or chief text, namely the one for the great
festival day in the cycle. Yet there is quite a variety
in the arrangement of the different cycles. In the
Christmas cycle the chief text is placed near the middle,
it is the fifth of ten texts. The Pentecost cycle re-
sembles the Christmas cycle, only it is smaller. In
the Epiphany and Easter cycles the chief text is the
very first, opening the cycle with a burst of glory
which sends its radiance through-all the texts that
follow. The Lenten cycle is the very reverse. Here
the dominating text is the very last one. There is
something fine and appropriate in all this. The birth
of Christ was indeed heralded in advance, and when

()



8 The Christmas Cycle

at last it was accomplished a period of waiting ensued
until the child should reach manhood. Epiphany (the
anointing of Jesus with the Holy Spirit by the Father),
like Easter (with its resurrection miracle), came with
suddenness and power, two miracles of grace showing
forth the glory of our Savior. In the Lenten series
we carry out Christ’s bidding to the disciples, to go
up with him to Jerusalem where all things written
concerning him shall be accomplished —- step by step
we go forward until Calvary and the great deed of
Good Friday is reached. Pentecost comes as Jesus had
promised in advance, to be followed by the continued
work of the Holy Spirit on earth in building the King-
dom of God. And we may add that the great Trinity
cycle of twenty-seven texts has for its theme: The
Great Kingdom of God on Earth. '

Turning now to the Christmas cycle proper we
have first four texts which lead up to the festival
height (the First to the Fourth Sunday in Advent),
then the chief festival text itself (Christmas), followed
by two others (the day after Christmas and the Sun-
day after Christmas) which help to bring home to us
what the festival presents, and finally three texts (the
second text for the Sunday after Christmas, New Year,
and the Sunday after New Year), to a certain degree
distinct from the Christmas thought, yet illuminated
by its light, since the new year, because of Christ’s
birth, becomes new indeed, a year of Christ.

The text for the First Sunday in Advent is the
Benedictus, Zacharias’ prophetic song of praise, her-
alding the coming of the Savior. Here the great
message of the Old Testament prophets is summarized
and brought home to us, for now the day of fulfillment
is at hand. Zacharias takes up the old glorious promise,
“As he (God) spoke by the mouth of the holy prophets,
which have been since the world began’; and he in-
troduces the new-born herald of Christ himself, his
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own son John, and describes his work. This text is
exceedingly rich. It tells us of the blessed first advent
or coming of Christ.— In the old gospel series the
Second Sunday in Advent sets before us the second
coming of Christ. In the Eisenach series we have a
similar text, but the emphasis in it is not altogether
on the last day and its significance. This text embraces
a wider range, beginning with the redemptive work
of Christ in “suffering many things,” continuing with
“the kingdom of God in us,” and then reaching out
to the great day which shall come as the flood came
in the days of Noah, and as the rain of fire and brim-
stone came in the days of Lot. It embraces the entire
time between the first and the second coming of Christ,
including, therefore, the very time in which we live
today. We may say its subject is: Looking from the
first to the second advent or coming of Christ. — The
text for the Third Sunday in Advent, like the one in
the old gospel series, shows us John the Baptist, but
gives us directly the message which he brings, a
message decidedly necessary now that Christ has come,
and is about to come again. The subject of this text
:s: The great herald of the advent and his call, Pre-
pare! — Upward, still upward we go in the text for
the Fourth Sunday in Advent, but the figure of John
the Baptist (who is mentioned again) is now utterly
eclipsed by the figure of the Savior himself to whom
he points in witness. We are on the very threshold
of Christmas, and this text sets before us the Savior
himself, who comes full of truth and grace. In the
most direct way this text brings us the very feature
which makes the old gospel text so appropriate, namely
the image of Christ himself; but in this text he oc-
cupies all our thought, while in the old one John has
considerable to say concerning himself.

Luke’s account of the birth of Christ has a glory
all its own, as every preacher knows who has repeat-
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edly used the text from this evangelist’s Gospel at
Chrismas time; yet the story as Matthew tells it con-
tains those invaluable features which our time needs
in the highest degree. Here is first of all the name
Jesus, and the definition of it in that prophetic name
Immanuel. And here is also the blessed doctrine of
the virgin birth of Jesus. This text is the divine basis
for our confession in the Apostolic Creed: ‘“Conceived
by the Holy Ghost; born of the Virgin Mary.” The
theme is the great fact of the Incarnation: Jesus is
born — the Savior has come indeed! — Now follows,
for the day after Christmas, the Prologue of John’s
Gospel, full of the deep things contained in the coming
of Jesus as our Savior: ‘“The Word was made flesh,
and dwelt among us — that was the true Light, which
lighteth every man that cometh into the world — as
many as received him, to them gave he power to be-
come the sons of God.” How shall we formulate what
this wonderful text brings us? Here every preacher
must feel his own utter weakness. Let us venture to
say only this: We have here the fountain of salvation
in the Word made flesh. — An easier text follows for
the Sunday after Christmas. Simeon with the Christ-
child in his arms. This, of course, signifies appropria-
tion: The new-born Jesus your very own.

In proceeding to the three following texts we must
not leave the light of Christmas behind, which would
be a decided mistake. There is first of all a second
text for the Sunday after Christmas in this series;
it may be appropriated for the last evening of the year,
for which most of our churches arrange a special
service. While this text has a distinct reference to
time (“Yet a little while is the light with you. Walk
while ye have the light””), it nevertheless shines with
Christmas splendor, for it speaks of Christ as the
light, and quotes from Isaiah “when he saw his glory.”
— So also the New Year’s text; the Christ of Christ-



The Christmas Cycle 11

mas is in it with all his Christmas gifts, and he it is
who with his gifts makes the new year an ‘“acceptable
year of the Lord.” Farthest away from the festival
and the specific Christmas thought is the last text in
this cycle, the one for the Sunday after New Year.
It deals with the signs of the times. But when we
recall that to this very day Christ is the greatest sign
of the times, the Christmas note of joy will still sound
its sweetness into our hearts as we reach the close
of the first great cycle of our texts.

We may sketch the line of thought as follows:

I. Advent. Rejoice, he comes!

II. Advent: Remember, he comes!

III. Advent: Prepare!

IV. Advent: Behold his grace and truth!

Christmas: Wondrously born in Bethlehem.

Day after Christmas: Our fountain of grace.

Sunday after Christmas: Make him your own!

Sunday after Christmas, 2nd text: Your time is
short.

New Year’s Day: The year made new by Christ.

Sunday after New Year: Christ, the sign of the
times.



THE FIRST SUNDAY IN ADVENT

Luke 1, 68-79

Everything in and about this text makes it a per-
fect Advent text, especially for the First Sunday in
Advent. Its tone is jubilant, like that of the old gospel
text for this day, but its contents are altogether differ-
ent, scarcely admitting a comparison. Here Zacharias,
a priest of the old covenant, voices the glorious prom-
ises of all the prophets since the world began, He
speaks from the intimate and advanced knowledge
which the visit of the Virgin Mary to Elizabeth had
brought to him, concerning the approaching birth of
the Savior (verse 39), and therefore he declares that
God hath visited his people, hath raised up an horn
of salvation. To him the advent is already an accom-
plished fact. This makes his heart overflow with joy
and a song of praise, which is certainly the proper
note for the opening of every churchly Advent season
now. — While the imagery used by Zacharias it taken
from the prophetic utterances of the Old Testament,
it is already tinged with the rising light of the New
Testament. The words of his song are inspired by
the Holy Ghost. Redemption, salvation, deliverance,
in the full spiritual sense, and the possession of these
divine gifts in the knowledge of salvation by the re-
mission of sins, in serving God without fear, in holiness
and righteousness all the days of our life, with our
feet guided in the way of peace — this is the heart
of the text, unspeakably rich and sweet, literally taking
in all the blessings of the first advent, setting them
before us in heavenly light, putting them into our
very hearts, and thus making us sing with joy as
Zacharias sang. — The Benedictus is found in the
Matin service of the church, as the principal response

(12)
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to the Scripture lessons (Lutheran Cyclopedia, article
“Liturgy,” p. 282, 2). When it is carried into the
pulpit the Matin or morning light of joy must not be
left behind ; for is not the First Sunday in Advent the
morning of the new church year? This morning glow
must be in the preacher’s heart, for only when in-
wardly he sings this sweet morning melody of Zach-
arias, will he kindle in his hearers that fulness of
Advent joy which in them also breaks forth in song.

Words of praise like these should have risen to
Zacharias’ lips when in the temple the angel Gabriel
announced the birth of his son. Failing to render due
praise then because of unbelief, Zacharias was stricken
dumb until the angel’s word should be fulfilled. That
great moment arrived at last. God lifted the restraint
from his tongue — and then, like a pent-up stream,
the praise that had accumulated in his heart rushed
out in fervent utterance. — Zacharias speaks poetry,
a great rhythmic song of praise to God. The beauty
of it is in the exceeding richness, pureness, sweep,
and loftiness of the religious thought, the clearness
and fulness of the Gospel revelation, and the perfection
of Old Testament allusion and phraseology employed
in giving the great deeds of God expression. Where
did_this humble old priest, bowed down with years
obtain_such glory of thought and utterance? Luke
tells us, he was filled with the Holy Ghost, and he
prophesied. The song was really far beyond him;
it was placed upon his lips by divine revelation and
inspiration, as the very flower of all previous prophetic
announcement, the sweetest fruit of the old Gospel
tree of truth. As such it was intended for all those
who were assembled at his home to celebrate the event
of the circumcision of his son, to unveil to them the
great thoughts and deeds of God. The words of Zach-
arias were more than a monologue full of rapture,
more even than an ordinary psalm.— Evdkoyntés from
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ethovéw, to speak well of some one, to praise or call
one blessed. The name the Lord, the God of Israel
contains a number of rich elements, for #vewos stands
for Yahveh, and with the following 6 965 constitutes
a proper name = Yahveh Elohim, the one true God
who is also the God of the covenant. This covenant
relation is brought out in a special way by the added
genitive tot 'loounl. To utter this impressive name
before Israelites called to mind all the greatest events
of their past history, and all the golden hopes based
on these events and the promises connected with them.
Zacharias at once states the reason for calling
God blessed — for, 61, because —, and this reason is
ample indeed. He hath visited, ¢reoxévavo, literally
“looked upon,” his people, namely with active concern.
Since émoxéntesdar is used almost invariably with a
direct object, it is best to supply tov raév avtod from
the dative after the verb immediately following: xai
¢moinoev Litomoy @ Ae@® aitoi. The English is able to
imitate the Greek here in omitting the direct object
after the first verb: ‘“He hath visited and wrought
redemption for his people.” God’s now visiting his
people hardly implies a previous indifference on his
part, or that Zacharias and others assumed such an
indifference. God waits until the fulness of time
comes, and this is far from indifference, and was also
well understood by the Israelites, especially such as
Zacharias. — Coordinate with the look of concern is
_the action of God: and wrought redemption for his
people. Altowaos, occurs again in Luke 2, 38, ‘“the
redemption of Jerusalem”; cf. Ps. 111, 9. Here
Mitowoig is illumined by all that follows. Note v. 77,
where the owmeic which this Xitewos produces is
described as occurring év dgécer auuenav. This kind of
“redemption” is not merely national liberation from
the oppressive Roman yoke, it is spiritual redemption
wrought by the Messiah in the kingdom of God. While




Luke 1, 68-79 15

Mitowois is used at times in a general way, without
reference to the *iteov or ransom by which it is effected,
here where “the remiss% n of sins” is in the context,
and where the entire of the Messiah is described,
this general use will not ce. Here we evidently
have the Temple use of the word, as befits the lips of
one of God’s Old Testament prie%ximplying a price

laid down and accepted in ransom. We need not

trouble to inquire whether Zacharias grasped the ful-
ness of the truth contained in his inspired utterance;
it is certain that the Holy Ghost points here to Christ
himself as the great Redeemer who gave himself as
a ransom for many.— For his people goes beyond
the individual and embraces Israel as a whole; it is
the same as fuiy, “for us,” in verse 69. The circle of
thought in Zacharias’ song restricts itself to the people
of Israel and the promises made to them, even as
Jesus also said when the Syrophenecian woman cried
after him: “I am not sent but unto the lost sheep
of the house of Israel,” likewise to the woman at
Jacob’s well: “For salvation is of the Jews.” Re-
demption is for the Jews first, but then also for the
Gentiles.

V. 69: And hath raised up a horn of salvation
for us. Here is a new image; compare Ps. 18, 2, “my
buckler, and the horn of my salvation, and my high
tower.” The ‘“horn” is the instrument of strength
in many animals, and is therefore a symbol of power,
1 Kgs. 22, 11. When used in this symbolic way it is
always in the singular, suggesting rather the single
horn of the mythical unicorn, Ps. 92, 103; Is. 34, 7,
than the horns of the buffalo. The character of the
horn here mentioned is shown by the genitive owneiag,
it is a saving horn, i. e. a strong person to save or
Tescue, one who saves by might. God raised up this
horn for us, made it come forth or appear (éveioew —

to awaken, to raise up), Ps. 132, 17. The Savior was
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already conceived in the womb of the Virgin Mary;
hence Zacharias uses the aorist tense fivewev. His very
existence, and all his saving activity, is altogether the
gift of God. The expression “raised up a horn of sal-
vation,” as well as the modifier “in the house of his
servant David,” shows that Zacharias does not speak
of an impersonal power of salvation, but of a definite
person, a man of might who saves. Luther: “Thus

also our kingdom and King is a horn, and Christ
especially is called a horn.” He is raised up in the
house of his servant David, for Mary was a descend-
ant of King David (Ps. 89, 4, the promise made to
David), and Jesus was frequently called the son of
David, and even called himself so, Matth. 22, 45.

In v. 68-69 Zacharias summarized the promises
given by the prophets, and presented the very heart
of their gracious messages. Therefore he adds, As
he spake by the mouth of his holy prophets, etc.
G. Mayer remarks: “Zacharias believed in verbal in-
spiration and in Messianic prophecy.” His words,
spoken by inspiration of the Holy Ghost, are thus the
Holy Ghost’s own testimony to the fact that the words
of the prophets are divine truth, namely God’s own
utterance — “as he spake by the mouth of his holy
prophets.” Verbal inspiration is this that God “spake
by the mouth” of the prophets, evangelists, and
apostles, when they made oral utterance, or by their
writing when they used that medium. The prophets
are called “holy,” because they were God’s instruments
for communicating with his people; their work sancti-
fied them. — Which have been since the world be-
gan (or “of old,” R. V., American Committee),
v’ oidvos, is evidently without a restriction. Bengel
says, “Already from the beginning there were proph-
ets.” Calov, “Already through the mouth of Adam.”
Peter himself (2 Pet. 2, 5) and Jude 14 number the
patriarchs Noah and Enoch among the prophets.
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“The whole volume of Scripture did prophesy of him.
He was the sum and scope of all their predictions. He
was Abraham’s promised Seed, Abraham’s Isaac,
Jacob’s Shiloh, Moses’ Great Prophet, Esaias’ Im-
manuel, Ezekiel’s Shepherd, Daniel’s Holy One, Zech-
ariah’s Branch, Malachi’s Angel; all of them pre-
dictions to foretell his coming. He was Abel’s Sacri-
fice, Noah’s Dove, Abraham’s First fruits, Aaron’s
Rod, the Israelites’ Rock, the Patriarchs’ Manna,
David’s Tabernacle, Solomon’s Temple; all these pre-
figured his Incarnation. They were folds and swath-
ing bands of this babe Jesus.” Bishop Browning.
The R. V. makes v. 70 parenthetical, so that
someiay in v, 71 becomes an apposition to *éeag cotnelug
in 69; another alternative, though less acceptable, is
to discard the parenthesis and to read owimeiov as the
object of éhdincev. Better than both is to omit the
parenthesis and to read what follows as an appositional
elaboration to the double statement introduced by én
in v. 68.— The “horn of salvation” is the mighty
Savior himself; and now we hear what his work is,
v. 71: salvation from our enemies, and from the
hand of all that hate us. The thought of the horn
is still retained, for the horn is certainly intended to
cperate against enemies, to hurl them back, to strike
and destroy them, to rescue from their power. The
inclination of commentators is strong to look upon
these enemies as political foes, and to take the ‘“salva-
tion” in theNsense of politickl liberty, at least so as to
+ combine it withnghe privilegh of worshiping God un-
hampered by heathen_interfereyce. But the “enemies”
here and in v. 74 ard\not “th®, Roman tyranny, or
Herod’s usurpation, the galling bondage of the Jewish
state,” and something spiriti®l connected with these
enemies (Lutheran Commentarinand others), but
the very foes against which ChristN\proved himself
such a mighty horn of salvation, namely_Satan and
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the powers of darkness, “every evil counsel and will
which would not let us hallow God’s name nor let his
Kingdom come.” The Lord rules in the midst of his
enemies; he sends his followers among them as sheep
among wolves and protects them; he teaches us to
lose the fear of men, who are able to kill only the
body, to obey God more than men, and to rejoice in
the cross of persecution. What a glorious ocwmela!

In v. 72: To show mercy towards our fathers,
the word #eoc is really ‘“pity,” and must be dis-
tinguished from grace; #.eos considers the wretched,
miserable, deplorable condition of the fathers; and
woijoor #heos = “to perform mercy,” A. V., is an act
which shall remove the misery. The infinitive denotes
purpose. All the promises of God’s mercy in past
ages centered in the one great act of mercy when
complete salvation was wrought at last. This
reached forward through all the coming ages, as well
as back through all past ages, to Abraham and to
Adam though dead long since, and of the former it
is expressly said, he saw the day of Christ and was
glad, John 8, 56. — And to remember his holy
covenant is an Old Testament phrgge which speaks
anthropomorphitically of God. wnotijvar, however,
does not imply that God had fgr a time forgotten, or
failed hitherto to remember; or that the fathers
thought so. “To remembgf”’ is here not a calling to
mind, but rather_an a rowing out of constant
past remembrance, as indicated by the foregoing

moiow #leos.  Hitherto God had remembered by con-
stantly renewing his great promises, now he remem-
bered by completely fulfilling them.-— His holy
covenant — the whole covenant from Abraham’s
time to that of Zacharias. Awdixn is any disposition
that one may make; often by a last will or testament,
hence = testament; then, a step farther: covenant;
used by the LXX for the Hebrew berith (comp.
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draridnu) 5 muviioxo governs the genitive. This covenant
is “holy” in a special sense, beyond all other godly
covenants ever made, for it is God’s own, originating
in him and maintained by him until its fulfillment;
therefore adtod, his very own. It is, of course, made
with someone, but the position of the person or per-
sons with whom it is made is secondary, God’s part
is primary, and this to the extent that the covenant
is named only after him, ‘“his holy covenant” — with-
out any merit or worthiness on our part. —V. 73:
The oath, doxov, while an accusative, is an apposition
to the genitive dwihizng, the case being explained by
the following relative v, resulting in an inverse at-
traction for its antecedent, oxov for 8ezov. In remem-
bering the covenant God could not but remember also
the oath he had sworn in connection with it. He
sware it to Abraham; his, then, let us note once
more, was the primary part, Gen. 22, 16-18: “By
myself have I sworn, saith the Lord. . . . in thy
seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed.”
Nothing is said of Abraham’s also swearing an oath.
God’s oath also shows the inviolableness of his cove-
nant; on his part, sealed by an oath, it could not
possibly be broken. Because the covenant includes
Abraham’s children, therefore Zacharias puts in the
words “our father.” It is all one family from Abraham
down to Zacharias, and whatever God does he does
for all, whether it be the swearing of the promissory
oath at the beginning, or the performing of the mercy
at the end. A covenant, dwdizn, was a solemn pact
usually bearing some special seal of assurance, and
in this case, as a covenant of the very highest impor-
tance, it bore as its seal the strongest possible assur-
ance of truth, the oath of God. This oath was a con-
descension of God to weak and doubting men; it is
the utmost God can do to induce faith on our part.
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ITodg ’Afeoadn, unto Abraham, is stronger than the
simple dative.

In v. 74 Zacharias states, not the contents of the
oath, but the great purpose for which it was sworn.
The infinitive with o is used frequently in the New
Testament, except by Paul, to express purpose; so
here: toi doivwe — in order to grant unto us. Without
fear, ipiBos, is defined by being delivered out of the
hand of our enemies. The accusative o¢voitévrag is
required as modifying the implied subject of the in-
finitive luteedewy, which must be fnds. The #xdeol here
mentioned we have described above. The term used
denotes hate, and opposition due to hate. Christ’s
followers, delivered from sin, death, and the power
of the devil, served God without fear, though men
often oppressed and persecuted them. Their spiritual
deliverance raised them above the fear of men, as we
see in the case of Peter and John before the Jewish
Council, Acts 4, 13. Compare Rom. 6, 18 and 22, —
Should serve him, utoetewv ait®, is the object of tod
doivar; this is what God granted, and a gracious gift
it is indeed; that we, freed from the hand of our
enemies (£ zewedés a distributive singular), serve him
without fear. Aatoeterv expresses the service which we
all owe to God, not the official service of priests and
others especially called, which would be Aewtoveyeiv (in
the case of Zacharias ceremonial service and sacri-
fice) ; here, then, all the forms of godliness in thought,
word and deed are meant. — V. 75: In holiness and
righteousness — these two are not to be distinguished
after the manner of Meyer and Weiss, so that the
former relates to the heart, and the latter to the out-
ward conduct; or, similarly, as Baugher, Luth. Com.,
has it, “the inward principle and the outward activity
of godliness,” for both refer to the heart and to the
conduct, and the real inward principle of right con-
duct is faith. Stellhorn refers oowng to our conduct
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towards God, and Swwocivn to our conduct towards
men, but this distinction too does not inhere in the
words. Besser’s notion that righteousness signifies
the perfect righteousness of Christ imputed to us,
and holiness our imperfect life of righteousness, is
entirely wide of the mark, as the order of the words
(holiness first, righteousness second) shows. ‘“Holi-
ness” simply means separation from sin and devotion
to God, and “righteousness” devotion to what is right,.
lawful, and pleasing to God; the two together stand
for two sides of one and the same thing, both referring
to heart and conduct, both to God and man, and both
the fruit of faith, with the difference that the one
refers more directly to God, while the other implies
the intermediate norms and laws of his will. Harless,
on Eph. 4, 24 (Epheser, p. 427) combines the two
words into one concept: die heilige Reinheit, holy
purity, and finds that this applies also to Tit. 1, 8
and 1 Tim 2, 8. — Before him, before his face, or in
his presence, contains the thought of priestly service,
for it is the term used of the work of the priests in
the Temple, but here it refers to all God’s servants in
Israel. We have here a veiled reference to the uni-
versal priesthood of believers. All our days = life-
long, uninterrupted.

The first magnificent part of Zacharias’ song,

pouring out so lavishly all the riches of God’s grace,

1s followed by a brief description of his son’s part in
the great saving work of God, which, however, rises
at once above the little child and his coming precious
work and dwells once more upon the great Messianic
gift.

V. 76: Yea and thou, »ul ol 8¢ — the =ail coordi-
nates, 8¢ is used like the Latin autem. He proceeds to
say something also concerning his son. Iwdiov, child,
a vocative, has no possessive pronoun. Zacharias’
paternal joy is swallowed up completely in his religious.
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joy. That this is his own child counts for nothing
beside the fact that the child is the forerunner of the
Messiah. Shalt be called the Prophet of the Most
High; this shall be his high and holy office, and moogfitng
‘Yyiorov, without the article, is like a set title of office.
John was the last, and in this sense the greatest of
the prophets, for he immediately preceded the Messiah,
and belonged to the new dispensation. “Most High”
= Almighty God, as in 32 und 35. — Zacharias shows
why (vee) his son shall be called such a prophet,
for thou shalt go before the face of the Lord to make
ready his ways. Kiogws, according to the analogy of
v. 17, must mean God, the Yahveh of the Old Testa-
ment, to whom also “Ywiotos points; évémov, “before the
face,” as a preposition cannot mean Christ, as though
he were the face of God revealed to us, as Baugher
assumes. Nevertheless, Luther is practically correct
when he pictures John as going before the Messiah,
for this was in reality the work he was to do in going
before the face of God and making ready his ways.
Kdowog cannot mean Christ, because in this entire hymn
of Zacharias there is no direct personal name for the
Messiah. Here are only descriptive phrases, “horn
of salvation,” “dayspring from on high,” and state-
ments of his work. “Lord” is the same as “Most
High,” and the latter stands for God.— To make
ready his ways (compare Matth. 11, 10), étowpdon,
infinitive of purpose, a combination of the prophecies
Mal. 3, 1 and Is. 40, 3, pictures the coming of some
great oriental king, for whom the roads are levelled
and smoothed, in order to facilitate his advance. How
John was to do this work is at once stated without a
figure of speech.

V. 77: He is to give knowledge of salvation
unto his people in the remission of their sins. Tob
dotvar (comp. 74 for the same infinitive) expresses
purpose and parallels étopdon as an explanatory ap-
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position. The whole 77th verse goes together as one
great thought, defining John’s work. We must remem-
ber that the Jews, in their wordly and political aspira-
tions, had lost the knowledge of salvation, and sub-
stituted for it vain dreams of their own. These were
the obstacles in the way and had to be removed, in
order that Christ with his salvation and Dblessings
might enter. It is the same today, for men still
dream of earthly salvation, and make Christ a great
social reformer who shall equalize the difference be-
tween rich and poor, remove social, economic, moral,
political wrongs, while salvation, deliverance from sin,
spiritual regeneration and eternal blessedness are left
out. — Because John was to be called “the prophet of
the Most High,” his work is described as the giving
of the knowledge of salvation; for he is not the
author of salvation itself, he is only God’s instrument
in preaching and teaching it to God’s people, here the
Jews. But this “knowledge of salvation’ is not a mere
idea, as when we conceive a thing without possessing
it. It is the knowledge which includes saving
faith, and is held in the heart by faith. — This is made
doubly plain by the addition of the words: in the
remission of their sins. The idea is not that God’s
people through the prophet John should merely learn
to know that salvation consists in the remission of
sins, but that they should have the knowledge of salva-
tion in having the remission of their sins. John after-
wards ‘“‘preached the baptism of repentance unto
remission of sins,” Mark 1, 4. How this is connected
with the Messiah is shown in the next verse. “Ageoig
dpagmdv, remission of sins, of the guilt and punish-
ment of sins, is the central doctrine of the Bible, and
the fundamental article in the confession of the
Church. The Apology of the Augsburg Confession
(Jacobs 92, 51) shows how all the work of Christ
must be referred to this article: “It is not enough
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to believe that Christ was born, suffered, was raised
again, unless we add also this article, which is the
final cause of the history: ‘The forgiveness of sins.’
To this article the rest must be referred, viz., that, for
Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of our merits, for-
giveness of sins is given us. For what need would
there be, that Christ be given for our sins, if for our
sins our merits can give satisfastion?’ The classic
definition of justification, or the forgiveness of sins,
in our Confessions is found in the Formula of Concord
(Jacobs 571, 9) : ‘“A poor sinful man is justified be-
fore God, i. e., absolved and declared free and exempt
from all his sins, and from the sentence of well-
deserved condemnation, and adopted into sonship and
heirship of eternal life, without any merit or worth
of his own, also without all preceding, present or
subsequent works, out of pure grace, alone because of
the sole merit, complete obedience, bitter suffering,
death and resurrection of our Lord Christ, whose obe-
dience is reckoned to us for righteousness.” Calov
links all the other statements of Zacharias like a chain
with the forgiveness of sins: John ministers unto it;
his preaching, which works faith, is the means of
apprehending it; salvation is the essence of it; the
mercy of God is the fountain of it; the dayspring
from on high is the meritorious cause of it; illumina-
tion and the walking of our feet on the way of peace
is the result of it.

V. 78: Because of the tender mercy of our God
must be connected directly with ‘the remission of
sins.” Awd = because, or on account of; omhdyxva €héovg
= bowels of pity or mercy. The Greeks as well as the
Jews (comp. the Hebr. rachamim) considered the
bowels the seat of the emotions and affections; compare
Col. 3, 12; we now speak of the heart only, but the
ancients included it in the omldvxve as a principal part.
Zacharias means to say that the forgiveness of sins
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is on account of the tender mercy (margin: heart of
mercy) on God’s part. He agrees with the publican’s
cry: God be merciful to me a sinner! — Whereby
the dayspring shall visit us — év ols is instrumental
and refers to onkdyyvae €héovs: “‘through which.” The
R. V. has the future, émoxéyerw, putting the aorist in
the margin. The majority of texts read é#moxéparo:
“hath visited. The aorist agrees finely with the pre-
vious aorists in v. 68 and 69: “hath visited and hath
raised up a horn of salvation.” If this horn, the Mes-
siah, was already raised up (compare the words of
Elizabeth in v. 43-45), Zacharias could very properly
say: “the dayspring from on high hath visited us.”
The following infinitive attends to the futurity of the
Messiah’s work: #mgdva, “in order to shine,” etc., for
the salvation of men to the end of time. — The day-
spring from on high, not merely dvatol, but dvatoly

£ o ed besides by the verb émgava, therefore
not the \‘Branc¢ spoken of in Jer. 23, 5; 33, 15;
Zech. 3 the Septuagint translated

Messiah, Mal. 4,\2; Is. 9, 2; 60, 1. Noesgen thinks
“the dayspring froxy on high’” =— only the beginning
of salvation (impersodgal); but Meyer rightly points
out the personification &f the term by means of the
verb éneoxéyaro, “hath visised,” comp. v. 68. What a
glorious image of the Messiah, especially for the Ad-
vent season — the Dayspring Yrom on high, whether
we think with Malachi of the_Sun of righteousness
with healing in his wings, rising after the long night
of waiting, or of a_great star, sending its light of hope
radiantly into the night! —V. 79: In the word
to shine (émedvor, gorist infinitive of purpose) all the
benignant work of Christ is embraced, his love radi-
ating upon us, and all his deeds of love spreading over
us. Upon them that sit in darkness and the shadow
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of death — here the same people are meant as in
the next clause, “to guide our feet” etc., the Israelites
to whom Zacharias himself belonged. As shown above
this reference of Zacharias to Israel alone is not in-
tended to be exclusive of the Gentile world, as far as
the final extent of the Messianic blessings is concerned.
Zacharias’ description is powerful; compare Is. 9, 2.
The Israelites in their lost condition are pictured as
raipevor, “those sitting,” i. e., in utter helplessness,
tired, worn out, giving up the struggle; “in darkness”
like a caravan lost in the desert sands, with night
settled over it, and nothing left but the expectation of
death (Godet) ; “and the shadow of death,” an inten-
sification of the picture — death standing so close that
his shadow falls over those sitting in helplessness.
Can a more deplorable and desperate condition be
imagined? It exists today, right in the midst of Chris-
tendom, in the hearts of all those who have not yet
allowed the Dayspring from on high to shine into
them. But think how the dread shadows all flee when
the Dayspring shines forth! Where men sat wretch-
edly, they rise to their feet joyously; where in the
darkness they knew not whither to turn, now they are
guided aright; where there was nothing but death’s
shadow, there is now the bright and shining way of
peace: to guide our feet into the way of peace. Tob
rotevdivan like 7ot doivar in v. 74 and T7: “in order to
guide,” with the idea that the guiding is the intended
purpose of the shining. Israel had lost the right way,
Is. 53, 6; 59, 8-9, and who will count the number of
those equally lost today. f peace” is the
path which itself is full of true peagesand, of course,
leads to peace. On this path w, e to walk, as above,
in v. 75, all our days. Angd-peace is far more than the
feeling of calmness apeéTest, which might be deceptive,
it is the condition of real harmony and friendship
between God and us, established by Christ and made




Luke 1, 68-79 . 27

ours through him. The way of peace is the way of
salvation. The first word of Zacharias was ‘“blessed,”
his last is “peace.”

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

The simplest type of sermon is the analytical. The
preacher takes his text apart, and on each of the parts builds
a corresponding part of his sermon. The unity of these parts,
put into a summary statement, is his theme. It is, of course,
identical with the unity of the text. Proceeding thus with our
Advent text we readily discover two main parts: 1) Zacharias
praises God for sending his promised redemption, v. 68-75; 2)
Zacharias foretells his son’s work in proclaiming this redemp-
tion, v. 76-79. The theme would thus be: Zacharias and the
Divine Redemption. The formulation of theme and parts may
be varied and improved; the substance remains the same.—But
there is a deeper type of analysis. It deals with the thoughts,
the main concepts, the vital statements in the text. These are
laid out in order, and each is made the basis of a part in the
sermon in the same order as presented in the text. A summary
statement again furnishes the theme. Here is a sample of this
type:

Zacharias’ Advent Song:
He sings of I. Redemption; II. Salvation; III. Victory; IV.
Service; V. Peace.— An applicatory feature may be put into
the theme, one connecting the hearers personally with all these
Advent blessings: Let Us Sing With Zacharias This Advent
Morn the song of I. Redemption; etc.

The preacher should know about auwxiliary comcepts in
formulating themes and parts. Such concepts must match and
fit the contents of the text in a natural manner. Often they
embody a beautiful figure of speech, and if rich enough may be
carried through the parts and the entire sermon. We have al-
ready used two such auxiliary concepts in the theme “Zacharias’
Advent Song,” namely the idea of “Advent,” and that of a
“song.” Take another, that of “blessings”:

Our Advent Blessings in Zacharias’ Hymn of Praise.

We have
I. Redemption.
II. A Horn of Salvation in David’'s house.
II1. The knowledge of salvation by the remission of sins.
IV. A life of holy service in the way of peuce,
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A beautiful auxiliary concept is that of ‘“the gates of grace
opened anew’’:

Zacharias Opens the Gates of Grace for Us Anew.
He does it with:

I. A song of praise on his lips.
II. The light of the Dayspring from on high im his
eyes.
II1. The victory of the Horn of Salvation crowning his
head.
IV. The remission of sins in his heart.
V. The way of peace beneath his feet.

There are great possibilities in the employment of auxiliary
concepts, limited only by the ability of the preacher in finding
and fittingly using them. There is one great danger — an un-
disciplined imagination which may grab at bizarre figures, rank
secular ideas, images that jar and offend biblical taste.

In the last outline presented a transposition was found
necessary. We placed “the Horn of Salvation” which is men-
tioned in v. 69 after “the Dayspring from on high” which oc-
curs in v. 78. So also “the remission of sins” in v. 77 is put
into the fourth part, while “the Dayspring” in v. 78 is put into
the second part. Homiletically this is synthesis, as over against
ordinary analysis. Synthesis takes the material which simple
analysis draws from the text, and rearranges this material in
a new order befitting the theme derived from the text. Synthetic
arrangements are free to place what is last in the text, first in
the sermon, and vice versa. The pearls strung together in the
text are restrung to form a new grouping or pattern, one
adapted best to the theme. Synthesis thus affords the preacher
great liberty in presenting the thoughts of the text — it opens
a vast range of new, interesting, lovely possibilities before him.
Here is a real challenge to his homiletical skill.

An outline like the following is entirely objective in form:

Zacharias’ Advent Heart.

1. Praising God’s grace.

II. Rejoicing in Christ’s work.
III. Appropriating his gifts.
IV. Entering his service.

There is the auxiliary concept of the “Advent heart,” and this
indicates how the subjective element, so vital in every sermon,
can be woven into the elaboration. Objective outlines are per-
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missible, but not sermons altogether objective. They would
leave the hearer cold. So in this outline the heart of Zacharias
is to be used as a mirror for our own hearts in praising God,
etc. — Here is an outline subjective in form:

Our Continuation of Zacharias’ Hymn of Praise.

Let us praise the Lord God of Israel, for

I. The words of the prophets are mow completely
fulfilled.
II. The work of Zacharias’ son is now completely done.
II1. The Savior himself has finished the work of salva-
tion.
IV. All that remains for us is to appropriate what God
has dome to glorify his mame.

There is the auxiliary idea of “the continuation of Zacharias’
hymn of praise.” There is synthesis in the arrangement of the
material. Finally, the entire text is put vividly into personal
relation with our hearers of today. The outline itself is strong-
ly subjective. — The following is similar:

Salvation, our Advent Song.

1. Grounded in the mercy of God.

II. Revealed in the coming of Christ.
III. Imparted by the remission of sins.
IV. Reflected in our service and praise.

The new feature here is that the entire text is picked up by
taking hold of one of its main concepts, namely “salvation.” All
else in the text is arranged to fall in its proper place under this
central concept. It is like lifting a table cloth at one corner —
the entire cloth will always come with it. Instead of “salvation”
one might use “mercy” in this way, or one of the designations
for Christ in the text, or any other vital idea in the text.

Occasionally a line from some well-known hymn may be
used as a theme; more rarely lines from a hymn may serve also
as formulations for the parts. So we offer this:

“Strew the Palm, Prepare the Way,
This is High Reception Day!”
1. Bright with the light of grace.
II. Glorious with the coming of Christ.
I11. Rich with the gifts of salvation.
1V. Glad with our gratitude and praise.
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The text is so rich in thought and expression that no sermon can
possibly dwell on all that is here poured out by Zacharias. That
means that the preacher must combine what belongs together
and thus gather at least the bulk of this spiritual wealth for his
sermon. Synthesis will greatly aid him in securing this result.

“O Morning Star, How Fair and Bright!”

1. In thee all God’s grace.

II. In thee all God’s promises.
III. In thee «ll our salvation.
IV. In thee ull our joy und peace.

The “Morning Star” is Christ.

Since The First Sunday in Advent is the New Year's Day
of the Christian Church, we may use this idea:

The New Church Year a Year of Grace.

It proclaims anew:
I. Our darkness is lightened.
II. Our enemies are conquered.
III. Our righteousness is wrought.
IV. Our peuce is assured.

It will be observed that all these outlines, save the first
one, have more than the stereotype two or three parts. Only a
narrow homiletical traditionalism will keep the preacher
shackled to two or three parts. There is no homiletical, psycho-
logical, ecclesiastical, or other law which demands such narrow-
ness. We use variety in the matter of the number of parts, as
well as in other things. The fewer parts, the more sub-parts;
the more parts, the fewer sub-parts. Even seven parts, proper-
ly handled, require only 30 minutes. Beware of homiletical
fossilization!



THE SECOND SUNDAY IN ADVENT

Luke 17, 20-30

This text spans the entire time from the first to
the second coming of Christ. There is the cross —
most significant symbol! — at the beginning: “But
first must he suffer many things and be rejected of
this generation.” Then, throughout the ages following
and until the end arrives, there is the ‘“kingdom of
God within you,” the spiritual kingdom which does
not come with observation. Finally — and this is set
forth with some fulness — there is the great end itcelf
when the Son of man shall be revealed. The excellence
of the text is in connecting the end with the beginning
and the intervening time. The vision thus openead
before us is unspeakably grand and comprehensive.
We stand, like Moses, on a Pisgah height and see what
lies behind us, and then what stretches in a glorious
panorama before us. The text for the First Sunday
in Advent bade us look back to the birth of all our
spiritual blessings; this text takes us as we stand in
our day and age now, and, holding fast to all that has
gone before and all that now is for us, bids us look
forward to the day that shall come when the Son of
man shall accomplish his second advent. The general
theme of the text may therefore be expressed in the
words: Looking from the First to the Second Advent.

It seems probable that Christ spoke these words
in “a certain village,” v. 12, on the border-line be-
tween Samaria and Galilee. At least we may take it
that it was here he encountered the Pharisees with
their inquiry. The words to his disciples may have
been spoken on the further journey, the end of which
was Jerusalem and Christ’s passion. Compare Luke
18, 31 and 35.

(31)
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The Pharisees, these strict observers of the Law
and the rabbinical traditions, are dogging the steps
of Jesus. Even here in this unnamed village, as Jesus
journeys towards the Holy City, they are at hand,
and their presence bodes no good. They put a question
to Jesus, inquiring, when the kingdom of God
cometh. What their motive is in asking this, is not
apparent, for Luke is content to state the mere question
without explaining any of the circumstances, and the
answer of Jesus betrays nothing concerning the
questioners beyond their wrong opinions concerning
the character of the kingdom and the manner of its
coming. Some think that the question has a touch
of ridicule in it, as if the Pharisees mean to say, You
have talked so much about the kingdom, but we have
seen nothing of it as yet; when will it come? Others
think the question is intended to tempt Jesus, after
the usual fashion of the Pharisees: he calls himself
the Messiah, and claims that his works demonstrate
it — when now will he say his kingdom comes? But it
is impossible to verify either of these conjectures or
any other, for we have no data whatever. The fact of
the case is, that Luke ignores the motive and intent
of the questioners altogether, mentioning their ques-
tion only for the sake of the answer Jesus gave, and
for the further explanation he added: and we must be
content with that. — He answered them, as in so
many cases, even when faulty and tempting question
were asked, because they touched things vital to him-
self and his work, and to men’s souls. Though the
questioners may deserve a rebuke instead of an answer,
Jesus replies, and with patient, kindly mastery lets
the light of truth shine forth. — The kingdom of God
cometh not with observation. When Jesus uses the
term 1 Baoikeio Tob deot, it is not the same as when the
Pharisees use it, and the difference must be carefully
noted. The Pharisees ask, does it come? This
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betrays their false conception of it, which Jesus cor-
rects by statlng ow}it_comes, and makmg clear at
once that it is come already “Th s is well
known, expected a Messiah would come in all the
pomp and gorgeousn “of earthly kings and make

Israel a 1 nation Q;("/Wealth and magnificence and power

that should be the glory of all lands. What the
prophets said of the kingdom of truth and grace and
salvation, which he should set up in this world of sin
and death, was misinterpreted to mean that the Jews
should be a great nation that should rule the world
and make all people tributary to its splendor. When
the Messiah came, his lowliness of outward circum-
stances was an offense to them. ‘He came unto his
own, but his own received him not.”” Loy, Augsburg
Confession, 829. The coming of such a kingdom would
naturally be with ohservation, it would dazzle men’s
eyes with outward display. The appearance of Jesus
harmonizes so little with such a kingdom, that there
does seem to be a tinge of ridicule in the question,
When will it come? These men naturally have not
seen a sign of it, and refuse to accept Jesus as the
Messiah. What he means by ‘“‘the kingdom of God”
is finely set forth in Luther’s Large Catechism (Book
of Concord, Jacobs, 455, 51 and 53) : ‘“But what is
the kingdom of God? Answer: Nothing else than
what we learn in the Creed, that God sent his Son
Jesus Christ our Lord into the world to redeem and
deliver us from the power of the devil, and to bring
us to himself, and to govern us as a King of righteous-
ness, life and salvation against sin, death and an evil
conscience. And besides he has given us His Holy
Ghost, to apply the same to us by his holy Word, and
to illuminate and strengthen us by his power in the
faith. . . . For God’s kingdom comes to us in two
ways; first, here temporarily through the Word and
faith; secondly, in eternity forever through revelation.
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We therefore pray for both, viz. that it may come to
us who are not yet therein, and to us who have received
the same, by daily increase, and hereafter in eternal
life. All that is but as much as to say: Dear Father,
we pray, give first thy Word that the Gospel be
preached effectively throughout the world, and sec-
ondly, that it be received in faith, and work and live
in us, so that through the Word and the power of the
Holy Ghost thy kingdom may prevail among us, and
the kingdom of the devil be overcome, that it may
have no right or power over us, until at last it shall
be utterly destroyed, and sin, death and hell shall be
exterminated, that we may live forever in perfect
righteousness and blessedness.” — To the Pharisees
Jesus speaks of his present kingdom, which cometh
not with observation: neither shall they say, Lo,
here! or, There! for lo, the kingdom of God is with-
in you. ’'Idov is used as an interjection with the acute
accent, instead of the circumflex, which it would have
a> a form of the verb, imperative middle. Meta
nagumnenosws — with watching, adspectabili modo
(Grimm). The verb nagouteeiv and the noun nogatienoig
are used at times in an evil sense, instdiosa observatio,
but very frequently also in a general sense, for instance
when a physician watches the symptoms of a patient.
Jesus himself explains this phrase by the words which
immediately follow: “No one shall say, Behold, here!
or, There!” (near, or far away). The presence and
power of Christ’s kingdom in the world shall indeed
manifest itself in various ways; it shall be like a
leaven, yet also like the spreading mustard plant. But
in its nature it is a spiritual kingdom, not of this world,
and its presence is not marked by the external show
and pageantry of earthly kingdoms. Therefore the
world and wordly men do not even see it, and do not
point to it saying, Lo, here, or, There! They ignore it.
To them it is a hallucination and dream of men, and
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they think they must concern themselves with weight-
ier matters, the “real” things of business, politics, art,
ete. Romanists, howéver, “have endeavored and still
endeavor to realize the Jewish vision by setting up
a papal kingdom of this world whose pomp and power
shall exceed all kingdoms in greatness and glory and
to which all nations and peoples shall be subject. And
among those who refuse subjection to the Antichrist
of Rome the dream has not entirely vanished.” Loy,
Augsb. Conf., 830. Romanizing tendencies among
Protestants endeavor to make the church an outward
polity, and chiliasts dream of an outward reign of
Christ at last, here on earth with his saints, for a
thousand years. For lo, — and this is a different lo
from the first, it ushers in a highly important fact as
proof (vde) for the previous statement — the king-
dom of God — its mention here for the third time
lends the sentence a certain solemnity — is within
you. Commentators divide. on the interpretation of
éviog Uudv, some translate in animis wvestris, others
ntra vos, and the R. V. offers in the margin “in the
midst of you.” The difficulty is that Jesus is speaking
to the Pharisees, in ‘whose hearts the kingdom certainly
was not, for Jesus himself says of them, “Ye are of
your father the devil.” This leads Meyer, Zahn, and
others to reject “within you” and to translate “in the
midst of you.” The trouble is, this translation leaves
the answer of Jesus lame; the very point of his reply
is bent and broken. “Not with observation” — “for
in the midst of you,” is not a clear and clean contrast,
since a thing may well be in your midst and be alto-
gether visible and subject to observation. The vde
demands a convincing reason why the kingdom does
not come ‘“‘with observation,” and ‘“in the midst of
you” is not such a reason, whereas “within you” is;
for the things that are within you are not subject to
general observation. Moreover, Jesus says that his
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kingdom cannot be located here or there outwardly,
after the manner of kingdoms that come by observa-
tion; and we cannot think that in the same breath he
himself locates it right here in the midst of the
Pharisees. Jesus is not locating his kingdom at all,
which disposes of Meyer’s and Zahn's objection, that
Jesus cannot ascribe his kingdom to the Pharisees.
He is not ascribing it to anyone in particular, he is
simply describing the character of it, and the character
of it is “within you,” éviogc tuav. Stellhorn is therefore
entirely right when he paraphrases and explains the
words of Jesus as follows: “He briefly replied that
his kingdom was by no means of such a character
that its coming could be observed by the eyes of the
body, or that a definite locality could be assigned to
it, since it is of a spiritual nature, changing the heart
and making it the holy and happy abode of God.”
Commentary, 1, 239.

V. 22. Luke mention his disciples in a way which
shows that these words were addressed only to them,
and not to the Pharisees; either these had left, or
Jesus and his disciples had gone on. The@ the
Pharisees need is that the kingdom is W_u@n a truly
spiritual thing; the @t—lﬁlsmples need is that
the kingdom within shall shine forth gloriously in the
day of Jesus C Chrlst The days will come, plural
many of them, from time to time. Jesus does not say
what shall happen on these days; he lets us infer that
from the effect these days will have upon the disciples
— when, amid tribulation _and persecution, ye shall
desire to seelone) of the(daysiof the Son of man, to
refresh and gladden your\pearts with its sight. This
cannot well signify a day like those in the past when
Jesus in lowliness walked fam\liarly with his disciples
on earth (Besser), but must maan a day of that great
period to come when Christ shall reign in glory,
triumphing over his foes, and crowning all his dis-
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ciples; ‘“a manifestation of his omnipotence and
majesty, though for ever so short a time” (Stellhorn).
This interpretation accords also with ideiv, “to see,”
and with the denial of this desire, and ye shall not
see it; for here we walk by faith, and not by sight
(note above: ‘“with observation”). — Son of man
(used over eighty times in the Scriptures, mostly by
Jesus himself) means literally in the Aramaic in ‘which
it was spoken “a man,” thus naming him according
to his human/nature at the same time, however, it
always refers to the prophecy concerning the Messiah,
Dan. 7, 13: “One like the Son of man came with the
clouds of heaven,” etc., and is therefore equal to
Messiah. This passage, however, gives us the answer
to the question which commentators generally have
raised: Why did Jesus call himself so constantly “the
Son of Man?’ There is more in the name than mer ely
a reference to Christ’s human nature and to his Mes-
sianic office. “One like the Son of Man” means One
who is really more than man, though in the'form of
man. Nebe (Evan elische Perikopen, I, p. 151 etc.,

and Leidensgeschidhte, I, p. 5) brings out the true
meaning when hg defines “Son of Man” as Advog
évoagrog; Christ is fhe Son of God in the form of Man,
as such he is the Messiah. He is more than homo »av’
£Eoxnv, an interpyetation made popular by Schleier-
macher. How cdn it be said of the ideal man that
he is lord of the %al;b_ath (Matth 12, 8 ete.), or that

mann’s idea that the omission of the artlcle before
avledmovr shows Christ to be the one toward whom
from the creation of the first man the whole race
tended, i. e. the crown of the race, is also unsatis-
factory, since Paul when he compares Adam and Christ
does not call the latter the “Son of Man,” but “the
second Adam.” The old church (Eusebius, Origen,
Augustine, etc.) has interpreted “Son of Man” ‘“the
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Word made flesh,” and as the counterpart of 6 viog tod
deot. Christ distinguished two modes of his existence,
the one before he became man, the other when he had
assumed our nature; thus é vios tot avdedmov — he who
became man —=the Son of God who assumed our
human flesh and blood.

V. 23: And they — who? Their own words tell
us, as well as Christ’s warning against them — false
prophets, false Christs. They shall say (2oovow, from
¢0®, fut. to the 2nd aorist &lnov) to you, Lo, there! Lo,
here! Compare Matthew 24, 24, etc. The spiritual
coming of Christ and his kingdom of grace into the
hearts of men will not attract the eyes of worldly-
minded men nor cause them to cry out, Lo, here! or,
There! But it will be different as regards his second
visible and glorious coming; some, disregarding his
own plain prophecies and warnings, will raise the cry,
Lo, there! Lo, here! demonstrating their own folly
and falseness. The exclamations ‘“Lo, there! Lo,
here!” admit of a wide range. Some will imagine they
see plain indications and signs of Christ’s immediate
coming, as the Flagellantes in the thirteenth and four-
teenth centuries; as even Bengel, otherwise a fine
Lutheran theologian, who figured out the return of
Christ for the summer of 1836 and caused many devout
people to leave their homes in order to meet the Lord
in the east; and others with all manner of fanciful
ideas. Some again will represent themselves to be
Christ, incarnations or manifestations of Christ, or
forerunners of his great return, gathering about them
thousands of deluded followers; to this class belonged
Dowie with his shattered Zion, and others of earlier
days. — Against them all Christ’s word is very explicit,
go not away, nor follow after them; do not leave
home, duty, work, faith, the church, do not become
a follower of them, chasing after them (dudxw — to
pursue). The aorist imperative is stronger and more
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peremptory than the present. For many this word of
Jesus has been spoken in vain; it should not‘be for
us. — V. 24: Jesus gives us the great reason for his
command and warning (vde): his coming, when it
occurs, will be magnificently and instantaneously
visible to all the world. For as the lightning, when
it lighteneth out of the one part under the heaven,
shineth unto the other part under heaven; so shall
the Son of man be in his day. ‘“Out of the one part,”
¢z tiic, supply xdous. Some authorities omit “in his
day.” Not the mere suddenness, or the unexpected
flashing of the lightning, or the brightness of its
dazzling light, is the point of comparison, but the uni-
versal and instantaneous visibility of it when it
flashes across the sky; so shall the Son of man be at
his second coming. Nor need the shape of the earth
or its physical extent cause us one instant of doubt,
for the world itself shall be changed, sun, moon, and
stars be moved from their places; and grand as the
simile of the lightning is, it is only a faint illustration
of what Christ’s appearance in his day shall be, who
is greater than heaven and earth and the whole uni-
verse of created things, the glory of whose countenance
shall penetrate everywhere.

V. 25. What a contrast: heavenly glory and
majesty — suffering, rejection, death! Jesus fre-
quently linked the two together. Iledvov, first, refers
to time — Jesus shall not appear in glory until after
he has passed through his passion. This cuts off and
destroys all the vain Jewish dreams of a dazzling
earthly Messianic realm. Must, 8¢t (followed by adtov
wadelv, an accusative with the infinitive), is used to
express every kind of necessity; here, however, as the
entire Gospel shows us, the necessity is in no sense
fatalistic, but the expression of the gracious will of
God for our salvation. It is the d¢i of love, of voluntary
sacrifice, of blessed, saving purpose, and thus one of
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the mgst comforting words of Scripture. Compare
the same word in the first saying of Jesus, Luke 2, 49,
év toig Tob matedg uov dei eivai pe. — Suffer many things,
a comprehensive summary of all the suffering inflicted
upon Jesus. Who will count, measure, and weigh what
lies in the one word mo2.é? We should not say that
Jesus knew only from the Old Testament prophecies,
and not by virtue of his omniscience, what his suffer-
ing in detail was to be. When at times he recounts the
separate features of his passion, he frequently does it
with a vividness and explicitness far beyond the old
prophecies, naming directly some of the terrible in-
dignities, and especially also the exact mode of his
death (crucifixion). Jesus never estimated these
sufferings as in any way less than they afterwards
proved to be. — He here mentions one feature of
them especially and be rejected of this generation,
anodozypactijvor, to be rejected, discarded, cast out, after
due examination ; compare doxpdtw. His entire passion
was such a rejection; this appears already in the
conspiracy of the Jewish leaders, then in their sentence
of death when they tried him, in their delivering him
to Pilate, in their cry that they had no king but Ceesar,
and finally in the death of Jesus on the cross. Godet
thinks this rejection on the part of the Jews will end
with the final conversion of the nation, Luke 13, 35;
but he misinterprets the passage (see the exposition
of the last verse of the text for the Tenth Sunday after
Trinity, Matth. 23, 34-39). This generation is used
in the same general sense as in John’s passage (1, 11),
“He came unto his own, and his own received him not.”
The nation as such rejected Jesus, but this does not
exclude the fact that a remnant believed and accepted
him.

V. 26. The two historical illustrations which
Jesus adduces are so effective, because they are not
only the standard types of judgment in the Old Testa-
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ment (brought forward again in the New in 1 Pet.
3, 20; 2, 5-9, and Jude 7), but also truly depict the
character of those on whom the judgment falls, and,
because of this their character, the suddenness, the
unexpectedness, and the completeness of the judgment
for them. Jesus plainly treats the flood and the
destruction of Sodom as historical facts, and at the
same time by his description of these events shows
that he accepts without question every word of the
Old Testament record as entirely true. — In the days
of the Son of man — the plural is properly used in-
stead of the singular, because a period is meant, cor-
responding to the days of Noah, namely the 120 years
of grace vouchsafed to Noah’s generation. In v. 29
the reference is not to the days in which the people
of Sodom lived carelessly and securely, but to the one
day when the rain of fire and brimstone from heaven
descended, and this is a type of ‘“the day that the Son
of man is revealed.” — They ate, they drank, they
married, they were given in marriage (voui{o = to
be married, by parents, the imperfect tenses indicate
repeated action) ; and this was all, there was nothing
higher. It is a masterly description of that blind,
secure, unbelieving, ungodly generation in Noah’s day,
whose successors are with us now, and shall fill the
world when the great end comes. Such a man was
Dives in the parable, clothed in purple and fine linen
and faring sumptuously every day. To eat, drink,
marry, and be given in marriage is not wrong in
itself, but to make life nothing more than eating, etc.,
to forget the soul, God, salvation, worship, service of
God, eternity, this is not only wrong and sin, but the
most fatal sin of all. The Scriptures tell us that the
people in the days of Noah were exceedingly wicked,
likewise that the sin of Sodom cried to heaven; but
Jesus does not mention this excessive wickedness, he
is content to describe the soil from which it naturally
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grew, and will always grow, namely hearts devoid of
God and godliness, sunken in earthly, temporal, tran-
gient things. — Until the day that Noah entered into
the ark, which he did at God’s bidding, the time of
grace for the ungodly race having reached its end.
"AxoL fig Muégug = dyoL tig Nnégas (év) 9, the noun being
drawn into the relative clause, the relative pronoun
usurping the place of the article. The word for the
ark, 6 upwtds, is suggestive, as it is used in Heb. 9, 4
for the ark of the covenant, and in Rev. 11, 19 for the
ark in the heavenly sanctuary; the word itself means
a wooden chest. — And the flood came, and destroyed
them all, may be taken as coordinate with ‘“they ate”
etc., or with ‘“Noah entered”; we prefer the latter.
Karaxhvouds connotes utter destruction, as we see from
the English derivative: cataclysm. Xai dndheoev mdvrag
— majestic in its simplicity — not even a modifying
word, the aorist here for the historical fact, like the
preceding AMev. All, wéviec — nothing can be more
complete. In this final sentence the verbs are put
first for emphasis, thus: And there came the flood,
and destroyed all. — V. 28: Likewise places the second
illustration alongside the first; they are a pair, parallel,
the one intensifies the other, for all the essential fea-
tures are the same — the hearts sunken in earthly,
sensual things, the fatal blindness and false security,
the swiftness and completeness of the doom. They
ate, they drank, they bought, they sold, they
planted, they builded — the last four verbs vary
from the description of Noah’s time, but they mention
actions of the same general kind, indicating that all
such occupations are meant as the round of lives
spurning God and salvation. Note the imperfect tense
in them all: this they kept doing, this — and nothing
more. — V. 29: But in the day that Lot went out
from Sodom, even as Noah following God’s bidding,
the time of grace being ended at last. In both Noah
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and Lot we have preachers of righteousness (2 Pet.
2, 5 and 7) sent to warn those wicked generations.
As long as they are warning, grace may still be had;
when God takes them away, doom descends. — It
rained fire and brimstone from heaven, and de-
stroyed them all. ‘““All,”’ wdvtag, or drnavies the same
completeness as in the previous instance, the first by
water, these by fire. “Of the catastrophe which de-
stroyed the city and the district of Sodom we can
hardly hope ever to form a satisfactory conception.
Not only does the narrative of Gen. 19 expressly state
that the cities were miraculously destroyed, but all
the references to the event in subsequent writers in
the Old and New Testament bear witness to the same
fact. But what secondary agencies, besides fire, were
employed in the accomplishment of the punishment,
cannot be safely determined in the almost total ab-
sence of exact scientific description of the natural
features of the ground round the lake. It is possible
that when the ground has been thoroughly examined
by competent observers, something may be discovered
which may throw light on the narrative. TUntil then,
it is useless, however tempting, to speculate. But even
this is almost too much to hope for; because .
there is no warrant for imagining that the catastrophe
was a geological.one, and in any other case all traces
of action must at this distance of time have vanished.”
Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible, 3069. What the once
beautiful country is like this day we read in Deut.
29, 23: ‘“Brimstone, and salt, and burning .
not sown, nor beareth, nor any grass groweth therein”;
also in Is. 13, 20: ‘“Never to be inhabited, nor dwelt
in from generation to generation; where neither Arab
should pitch tent, nor shepherd make fold”; and Jer.
49, 18: “No man abiding there, nor son of man
dwelling in it”; Ps. 107, 34: “A fruitful land turned
into saltness”; Amos 4, 11: Overthrown and burnt.
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There is not a particle of evidence that Sodom and
the other four destroyed cities, or the sites on which
they stood, have sunken into the Dead Sea, and it is
an old legend, and only a legend, that beneath the
waters of the sea traces of these cities could be seen.
We cannot agree with Stanley, Sinai and Palestine,
293, that the shores of the Dead Sea are covered with
a white crust of salt, and that there are no shells as
along the Sea of Galilee. When we visited the locality
we found a gravel shore and picked up many shells.
The water is briny and has the taste of chemicals.
One can wade and bathe along the north shore. This
Sea is 1300 feet below the sea level. The whole area
is devoid of verdure, but we found no constant haze.
We did see shallows, from which the natives allowed
the waters to evaporate in order to obtain the white
salt. The destroyed cities probably stood at the lower
end of the Sea. — After the same manner, as con-
cerns the condition of men’s hearts, and the sudden,
unexpected descent of judgment, and its com-
pleteness for the wicked. Shall it be in the day that
the Son of man is revealed — the last day of the
world. ’Amoxodintetar, present tense, as if it were at
this very moment, so certain, so vivid; compare
1 Cor. 1, 7; 2 Thess. 1, 7; 1 Pet. 1, 7 for the use of
dnoxddlvpng. — Nothing is said concerning the fate of
the godly “in the day of the Son of man”; it is
sufficiently indicated in the escape of Noah and of Lot.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT.

It is a false notion, a dream of many, that the culture of
the human race will finally prevail and introduce us to the golden
age, when such things as war and religious persecution shall be
impossible. The Word of God offers a different prediction con-
cerning the course of history. Who among us has not felt dim-
ly in spite of all cultural progress, yea, on account of this very
progress, that perhaps we are approaching wars such as the
world hitherto has never seen, and fanatical persecutions com-
pared with which aH previous ones are mere child’s play? Chris-
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tianity will indeed proceed victoriously to the ends of the earth,
and the Lord has himself told us that the Gospel shall be
preached as a testimony to all nations, and then the end shall
come. But on the other hand, in Christendom itself a final ter-
rible conflict will ensure, a battle between truth and falsehood,
between light and darkness, between Christ and Anti-Christ,
and therefore the cross and persecution, even unto blood, await
the believers as the end approaches, and there will be tribula-
tion such as has never been before. (Adapted from Pank).—

Color in theme and parts is obtained by using terms of
speech found in the text, so that when theme and parts are
stated they at once remind us of the text. Color is always
highly desirable. It individualizes and beautifies at the same
time. When rightly used it shows that the preacher has really
penetrated into his text. One of the serious homiletical faults
is abstraction, or generalization. This erases all color as well
as all distinctive features offered in the text, and hands out, in-
stead, the commonplaces manufactured in the preacher’s own
mind. Learn even to think, not mereiy to speak, in the con-
crete, and avoid the abstract and general. Then you will have
color, and much more besides. It seems that all college students
love the abstract; and for some even a sound seminary course is
not quite enough to raise them above the pale, cold abstract, to
the rich and varied concrete, and to the warm, lovely, dis-
tinctive color filling the text. It seems that some men can dip
their brushes into texts full of the very richest colors, and yet
transfer to the canvas of their sermons nothing but dull and
muddy gray. They may paint homiletical barns and sheds;
they cannot paint homiletical pictures fit for the inside of a
church that is only moderately decorated.

Here is a theme with color:

The Kingdom of God is Within You.

I. It comes mot with observation —it is spiritual.

11. In it ye must suffer many things — it is marked by
tribulation.

III. It cannot be understood by those who care only to
eat, drink, and marry — it is not fleshly.

IV. Yet in the end it shall shine like lightning from one
end of heaven to the other —its hidden glory
shall be revealed at last.

Theme as well as parts are drawn from statements in the text
itself. — Here is another:
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The Question, When the Kingdom of God Should Come.

I. It is already within us —let that be our Advent
praise.
II. Though it bids us suffer many things — which is
our Advent mark of distinction.
III. Yet like Noah and Lot we shall finally escape —
and this is our Advent hope.

The color is less pronounced in Sommer’s outline:

‘““Awake! Sons of the Kingdom,
The King is Drawing Nigh!”’

1. Invisibly, yet establishing his kingdom.
11. Disregarded, yet ever ruling in might.
III. Expected by few, yet in the end revealed in glory.

The piain substance of the text may furnish us a good
theme, one, too, which will enable us to use plenty of text color
in the elaboration:

Between the Two Great Advents.

1. Behind us the cross.

a) The atoning sacrifice of Christ.
b) The beginnings of the spiritual kingdom of
Christ.

II. About us the kingdom.

a) Invisible, yet mighty and growing from age
to age, little thought of by the world, yet
the one vital and all-important thing in
every age and for every man.

b) Antagonized by false kingdoms and by the
defection of many.

¢) Adorned by tribulation, the mark of every
true citizen of the kingdom.

d) Surrounded by increasing worldliness and
earthly-mindedness, as in the days of
Noah and Lot.

III. Before us the glory of the end.
a) The coming of the Son of man, suddenly
visible, like the lightning’s flash.

b) The catastrophe of judgment for all ungodly
men.



Luke 17, 20-30 47

¢) The eternal deliverance for all believers, as
when Noah and Lot were saved.— Be
ready!

We will add one more, which puts the application to eur-
selves in the forefront.
He has come.

Remember, He Comes Again!

That means for us now:

I. Be not offended — now “not with observation.”
II. Be mot misled — “See here; or See there.”
III. Be not disheartened — “ye shall not see it,” v. 22.
IV. Be mnot swept away —“as in the day of Noah
in the days of Lot.”

In the elaboration build up each part first, and only when the
climax of each part is reached, state the sum of that part, but
state it so that everybody will know what you are doing.



THE THIRD SUNDAY IN ADVENT

Matthew 3, 1-11

Like the old gosped lesson for this day our text
sets before us the figure of St. John; and we may say
that the resemblance embraces another feature, for
this text, like the old one, gives us a problem to solve
concerning which commentators are divided. In the
old text it was the question whether John doubted
when he sent his disciples with an inquiry to Jesus;
in this text it is the question concerning the character
and efficacy of John’s baptism and its relation to that
of Christ. But the text otherwise furnishes such
abundant material that the special problem it contains
sinks into the background for the preacher. The chief
figure in the text is John the Baptist with hlS call
wetavoeite.  The two previous texts have told us of the
two comings of Christ; this text bids us prepare. —
Here the greatest of Advent preachers makes us his
hearers and drives home in our hearts the call to
repent. This is the distinctive feature of the text,
giving it special fitness for this Sunday, and lending
it an excellence all its own. Let it be well noted that
of all the preparations made for the coming festival,
for him of whom the p\a§t two Sundays told us he has
come and he shall come, e -epentance is the most v1tal
and necessary; for unless we repent and brmg forth
fruit meet for repentance ‘the Christ-child cannot
enter our hearts, and the ax of judgment must descend
upon us.

V. 1. In those days marks a general period of
time; following the last verse of the previous chapter,
where the residence of Jesus in the town of Nazareth
is mentioned, the phrase is equal to: when Jesus still

(48)
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lived in Nazareth. Matthew does not record the exact
dates of the events in his Gospel; Luke tells us John
came in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius,
thus about 29 years after the birth of Jesus. The
historical or narrative present tense is used, cometh,
ragayiverm — makes his appearance, tritt auf. John
lived secluded before this time, now he steps forth into
public activity, and this not of his own_choice, but at
God’s bidding, Luke 3, 2; John 1, 33; comp. Matth.
21, 25. — John the Baptist is evidently known to the
first readers of Magtthew’s Gospel; John signifies
Jehovah has been grgcious, and he is named the Bap-
tist because_ of his_ _'stmctLVQ._work even Josephus
de51gnat1ng him “John “called the Eg\p.’.clzer — The
general statements: In the wilderness of Judea,
“in all the country about Jordan,” apply to the whole
southern valley of the Jordan. St. John, however,
with greater precision adds “in Bethabara beyond
Jordan.” Bethabara = ‘“house of a ford or passage,”
and must have been considerably north of Jericho,
within 30 miles of Cana of Galilee (comp. John 1, 43
and John 2). The most probable site is the northern
ford, near Succoth, the same by Which Jacob had

most marked in the Whole country, and__ne_ver has been
1nhab1ted ,_except for the purpose of ascetic seclus1on
as by the Essenes, and the hermits of later times.
This ‘“wilderness” accorded with the work of John.
It was a picture of the spiritual state of the nation he
had come to call to repentance. It called to mind the
desert-wanderings of Israel for forty years, when their
unbelief had shut them out of the land of promise for
so long a time. — John cometh preaching, xnoiscwv,
calling aloud as a herald, which — though in itself of
neutral meaning (comp. 1 Pet. 3, 19) — is one of the
standard New Testament terms for the preaching of
the Gospel (»nevEute 7o- edayyéhov, Mark 16, 15). John
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had an immediate call to preach, as Luke 3, 2 informs
us: ‘“the word of God came” unto him, as to other
prophets and messengers of God. Moreover, John
was born a member of the Jewish tribe to whom the
priestly functions belonged, and no Jew therefore
questioned his authority to assume priestly functions,
to teach and to perform religious rites.

V. 2. Matthew summarizes the preaching of the
Baptist, Repent ye; for the kingdom of heaven is at
hand. Mevovoeite is one of the most important words in
the entire New Testament. Metavoéw means originally :
to perceive or understand afterwards, i. e. too late;
then: to chang,ehgag:g ind; and thus: to repent. But
it must be remembered that throughout the New Testa-
ment and in all Christian usage, from the very start, it
has a dgpth of meaning far beyond what secular
writers gave it. It signifies a rehgpus change of heart
one for the better, away frc from sin and gullt unto
cleans_lpg and forglveness Tts synonym in general
meaning is Fmiotetgew, fo turn, to be converted It is
entirely a mistake to assume that in the mduth of
John uetavosite means less than in the later preaching
of the apostles, that with John it does not include
faith in Jesus Christ as the Messiah. John 1, 8 tells
us of John, “The same came for a witness of the Light,
that all men through him might believe”; Luke 3, 18
explicitly describes his preaching as edayyeritesdar; and
the fruits of repentance which John demands, such as
only faith in the Redeemer and the forgiveness of
sins are able to produce. John does not belong, as
some suppose, to the Old Testament prophets; for the
Scriptures themselves, Mark 1, 1 etc., count his work
as belonging to the doxh tob evayyeliov, “the beginning
of the gospel of Jesus Christ.” Our Confessions re-
peatedly describe and explain the work of John in
pteaching repentance: “John is named a preacher of
repentance, but ‘for the remission of sins,’ i. e. J(_)lm
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that they might know what they were before God, and
might acknowledge that they were lost men, and might
thus be prepared for the Lord, to receive grace, and to
expect and accept from him the remission of sins.”
Smalcald Articles, Jacobs 324, 5. These Articles call
him “the fiery angel, St. John, the true preacher of
repentance,” 327, 30. The word repentance is some-
times used in a narrow sense to signify only contrition,
“to truly acknowledge sins, from the heart t_g,,,r,egl_'et
them, and to abstain therefrom” (Mark 1, 15; Acts
20, 21; Luke 24, 46-47); but where this narrow sense
is not indicated the word stands for both cont'rigiqn
and faith, or “the entire conversion of man,” as in our
text Luke 13, 5; 15, 7. Formula of Concord, Jacobs
590, 7 etc. “We say that contrition is the true terror
of conscience, which feels that God is angry with sin,
and which grieves that it has sinned . . . We there-
fore add as the second part of repentance, Of faith in
Christ, that in these terrors the Gospel concerning
Christ ought to be set forth to conscience, in which
Gospel the remission of sins is freely promised con-
cerning Christ. Therefore, they ought to believe that
for Christ’s sake sins are freely remitted to them.”
Apology, J. 181, 29 and 35. True uetévowe is wrought
by the Law and the Gospel.

John states as the reason (vde) for his call to
repentance, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.
Men ought to repent at all times, but the special near-
ness ess of God’s s grace in any manner is always a special
reason why without any further delay this repentance
should follow; and no greater nearness of grace can
be imagined than the one heralded here by the Baptist.
Compare on ‘‘the kingdom” the previous text, v. 20
and 21. “The kingdom of heaven” is really the same

s “the kingdom of God”; Matthew has the former
explessmn at least 32_t1mes The plural, t@v oleavawv,



52 The Third Sunday in Advent

is used like the Hebrew schamajim, comp. the Sep-
tuagint; it signifies the heavens as composed of many
parts and containing many things. The very name
indicates that “the kingdom of the heavens’” is not a
kingdom of this world, John 18, 36; but the one spoken
of in Daniel 2, 44, which “the God of heaven shall set
up, which shall never be destroyed; and the kingdom
shall not be left to other people, but it shall break in
pieces and consume all these kingdoms, and it shall
stand forever.” In Dan. 7, 14 we are told that it is
given to “one like the Son of man,” “that all people,
nations, and languages, should serve him : his dominion
is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away,
and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.”
The kingdom of heaven must accordingly be thought
of as coming from God in heaven, having heavenly
character, heavenly powers, heavenly gifts. In the
mouth of John the kingdom of heaven meant nothing
political or merely national; we never meet a hint,
even on the part of his enemies, that his preaching
produced any political disturbance among the Jews.
John’s announcement of the kingdom of heaven did
not fan into a blaze the Jewish hopes of a Messianic
kingdom of earth. — The important statement which
John makes is that the kingdom is at hand, #vywev
from évvito), has come near, and so now is near, a
common significance of the perfect tense. The king-
dom of heaven centers in the Km from heaven ‘where
he is — and only where he is, namely by faith in the
hearts of believers — there is the kingdom, on this
earth. Not only was Jesus approachlng and near at
hand, but by the revelation of himself as the Messiah,
.and by the completion of his redemptive work, he
would stand forth as the King of salvation from
heaven and enter by faith into the hearts of many.
The nearness of the kingdom signifies the close prox-
imity of Christ, his work, and the church. The vdo
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then is justified in the highest degree; with this king-
dom near, all they who had lived in sin, self-right-
eousness, or false security had reason to awake and
make ready by true repentance, if they expected to
enter and receive the blessings of the kingdom. One
commentator ascribes ‘“erroneous views’” concerning
the establishment of the kingdom to John, in that he
supposed it would be set up by the immediate coming
of the judgment. He really makes John a false prophet
and assumes that they who obeyed his call were misled.
But the “erroneous views” are only in the mind of this
commentator. John’s message throughout was ‘“the
word of God,” Luke 3, 2.

V. 3. For introduces the reason for John’s
preaching, and at the same time, by directing atten-
tion to his appearance, the reason for the statement
that the kingdom is at hand. As the advance herald
he must preach thus and call men to repent; and as the
advance herald, promised by Isaiah, his very presence
and activity show that the King and the kingdom have
come near. The coming of the Messiah, preceded by
one crying in the wilderness and bidding men prepare,
was foretold by Isaiah over 700 years before the event,
chapter 40, 3-5. Jesus says: “This is he of whom it
is written, Behold,” etec. The restoration of their
home-land to the Jews after the Babylonish captivity
was only a minor part of God’s grace toward them,
the fullest measure of that grace did not appear until
the Messiah came, and with that Isaiah comforted his
people long before the great day arrived. — The voice;
Jesus is called the Word. The idea is that John’s entire
activity is like a voice calling or shouting in the wilder-
ness; John lends himself entirely to God as a voice
whereby the people may be made to hear the call to
prepare. All his desire and effort is to be such a
voice — nothing more. Thus every preacher of the
Gospel should be a voice, a voice of God. — Make
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ye ready the way of the Lord, make his paths
straight. The imagery is that of an oriental king
with his retinue, for whom the roads are levelled and
prepared, in order that he may reach his destination
without difficulty. John was to call the Jews thus to
prepare the way for the entrance of the Messiah into

i their hearts. “Such preparation is_spiritual, it con-

sists in the deep conviction and confession that you
are unfit, a sinner, poor, damned and miserable with
all the works you are able to do.” Luther. Of our-
selves, and by our own powers, we would never be
able to make ready the way, nor is this the idea of
Isaiah or of John; the power to perform this necessary
work John offered in his preaching and his baptism.
Comp. the author’s FEisenach Old Test. Selections,
p. 67 ete.

V. 4. John’s appearance was in itself a mighty
sermon. It was a call to all those who made food and
drink, house and raiment their chief concern in life,
to turn from such vanity and provide higher things.
He was a living illustration of how little man needs
here below, something we are ever prone to forget.
And in drawing people out into the wilderness after
him John made them share a bit of his own austere
life. Men left their mansions, their offices, their shops,
their usual round of life and sought for a time at least
to think of something else. We are too much the slaves
of our everyday labors and lives, many forgetting
altogether that which is of supreme importance for all
days and for eternity itself. In making this applica-
tion from John’s appearance it is not necessary to
overdraw, as some artists do who represent the Baptist
with a camel’s skin girt about him; the fact is that he
had an #vdvua, a garment, woven, like the garments of
the very poor, out of camel’s hair, and was coarse and
rough. Compare 2 Kgs. 1, 8, Elijah. The poor in the
East still eat locusts, after removing the wings and
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legs, and boiling or roasting them with salt. Palestine
was famed for its wild bees and honey, which must
have been the néh dyowov here meant.

V. 5. Matthew gives us a simple description of
the profound impression produced by the appearance
and preaching of John. Jerusalem, the proud capital
of the nation, is mentioned first; the very center of
Jewish life was stirred. No wonder the rest followed,
from the country of Judea and all about Jordan. “On
the banks of the rushing stream the multitudes gath-
ered — the priests and scribes from Jerusalem, down
the pass of Adummim; the publicans from Jericho on
the south, and the Lake of Gennesaret on the north;
the soldiers on their way from Damascus to Petra,
through the Ghor Jordan gorge, in the war with the
Arab chief Hareth; the peasants from Galilee, with
ONE from Nazareth, through the opening of the
plain of Esdraelon. The tall ‘reeds’ or canes in the
jungle waved, ‘shaken by the wind’; the pebbles of the
bare clay hills lay around, to which the Baptist pointed
as capable of being transformed into ‘the children of
Abraham’; at their feet rushed the refreshing stream
of the never-failing river. There began that sacred
rite, which has since spread throughout the world,”
namely Baptism.

V. 6. And they were baptized of him in the
‘river Jordan, éBantiCovio év 1@ ’Toeddvn. Stanley imag-
ines this to have been ‘“plunges beneath the water,”
i. e. immersions. Meyer does the same, as many
others, though strange to say, he adduces no exegetical,
but only a fanciful reason for his notion, namely that,
because the netdvowr included the entire man, the entire
man had to be immersed in the Baptism; this logic
is beyond us. Zahn very wisely admits that, while
the passive éBantitovio as well as the active form in
v. 11 make John the agent, nothing is indicated as
to the mode of the act ascribed to him; still, when
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Zahn tries to imagine what this mode might have been,
he thinks of a Vollbad, a complete bath — and one is
left to wonder why? The Lutheran Commentary,
Schaeffer, concludes: “As the Scriptures never say
that John immersed any person, it is probable that he
baptized according to the mode which is observed when
Christian Baptism is rightly administered, by sprink-
ling or pouring (aspersion or affusion). This mode
was doubtless employed in reference to certain puri-
ficatory rites enjoined by the law and performed by
sprinkling (see Lev. 14, 7 and 27; Num. 8, 7; 19, 13;
Heb. 9, 13).” The lexicons all agree that Bontito
signifies to dip, to dip under or immerse, to wash, to
wet, to cleanse or purify; if the original etymological
meaning was to dip under, this became so modified
in later use that merely to say foaatito, without adding
something explanatory, did not and could not convey
the sense: I immerse. The word itself in its New
Testament use is so broad, that it is out of the question
to restrict it to one mode of applying water, it
embraces different modes. Krauth (Conservative Ref-
ormation, p. 535), in speaking of Luther, explains this
as follows: “That while Luther believed, in common
with many philologists, that the etymological force
of baptismos and baptisma is ‘immersion,” its actual
force in Biblical use is ‘washing,” without reference to
mode.” He continues: “The primitive mode of wash-
ing, in nations of warm or temperate countries, is
usually by immersion. Hence the words in many
languages for the two ideas of dipping and washing
come to be synonyms — and as the word washing
ceases to designate mode, and is equally applied,
whether the water be poured, sprinkled, or plunged in,
so does the word which, etymologically, meant to dip.
It follows the mutation of its practical equivalent, and
comes to mean washing, without reference to mode.”
The contention of some Baptists that Bantitw signifies
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only to “immerse” is altogether groundless. The
connection of the word with “the river Jordan”
(#Bartitovro &v 1@ 'Togddvy motopud) has led commentators
quite generally to conclude that John must have bap-
tized by immersion. His baptizing at Znon, because
there was much water there (John 3, 23) has been
taken as a corroboration. As regard Znon, which
signifies “springs,” there is still doubt as to its location
(Smith, Dictionary of the Bible, edited by Hackett),
and therefore the question as to whether the “many
waters” were of a kind to admit of immersing multi-
tudes, or only of supplying them with the necessary
water for drinking, cannot be positively settled. Seiss
and Gerfen urge the latter (for drinking). It is also
pointed out that the New Testament nowhere uses a
term or description for John’s Baptism (or for
Christ’s) which must be understood only of immersion;
that the vast number baptized by John (at least several
hundred thousand in the space of about one year)
excludes the idea of them being immersed; and that
nowhere we find a hint as to any person preparing
himself for Baptism by laying aside or arranging any
part of his clothing, ete. To this is added the fact that
all the pictorial representations we have of baptism,
from the very earliest times on, never show immersion,
but always some other mode. Comp. as decisive on
this point Baptism and Christian Archaeology, Clement
F. Rogers, M. A. Oxford, Clarendon Press. Accord-
ingly, the conclusion is drawn that John did not im-
merse, but employed some mode like those used in the
purificatory rites so well known to the Jews. For us
that is altogether enough. Compare on the Baptism of
Christ by John, Epiphany, Matth. 3, 15; on Christ’s
institution, Matth. 28, 19, Trinity. The readiness with
which the multitudes submitted to John’s Baptism is
explained first by the fact that purificatory rites by
the application of water were not new or strange to
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the Jews (compare, besides the references above, Ex.
19, 10; Lev. 15; 16, 26 and 28; 17, 15; 22, 4 and 6;
Deut. 23, 10) ; and secondly, by the expectation that
the Messiah, when he appeared, would employ some
such purifying rite. Thus some supposed John him-
self to be the Messiah (Luke 3, 15); and when he
denied it, they were prompt to enquire, “Why, then,
baptizest thou?”

Lutheran theologians divide somewhat on the ques-
tion as to the nature and efficacy of John’s Baptism.
Some hold that it was little more than a symbol, others
that it conveyed the forgiveness of sin and was thus
essentially of the same nature and efficacy as Christian
Baptism. John “preached” (and what he preached
he, of course, practiced) ‘“the Baptism of repentance
unto remission of sins,” Mark 1, 4; Luke 3, 3, which
cannot mean (Meyer) future forgiveness, but as surely
as the repentance led to the Baptism, a forgiveness
then and there. The similar phrase, to be baptized
for the remission of sins, Acts 2, 38, certainly denoted
forgiveness bestowed by Baptism. When Jesus speaks
of Baptism to Nicodemus, the reference cannot be to
the sacrament to be instituted after Christ’s resur-
rection, but must be to John’s Baptism, from which
follows that this Baptism had the Holy Ghost in it
and the power of regeneration, for of these things
Jesus speaks to Nicodemus. We _do not know that
any of the apostles of Christ received any Baptism
but that of John, yet Peter, who was thus baptized,
declares that Baptism ‘“saves,” 1 Pet. 3, 21. Acts 19,
1-7 reports that certain believers who had received
John’s Baptism were baptized again by Paul, but there
were other cases, the apostle themselves as already
stated, who were not baptized a second time; therefore
the repetition of the Baptism, when for any reason it
was deemed necessary, is not an invalidation of John’s

Baptism. The Baptism of John ended wi d
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with the preliminary Baptism of Jesus’ disciples; it
was superseded by the Baptism instituted by Christ.
John’s Baptism rested on a revelation less clear and
complete than that of Christ; it was like the dawn
compared to the full light of midday. In general it
was on a level with John’s preaching and work, while
the Baptism of Christ was on a level with his work
when that was completed at last. John’s Baptism made
followers of the Christ to come, Christ’s Baptism
followers of the Christ who had come. John’s Baptism
bestowed the forgiveness of sins which was to be
acquired by Christ; Christ’s Baptism, the forgiveness
which Christ had acquired. John’s Baptism was for
Israel alone; Christ’s for all nations.. In this way the
one superseded the other, while the first made ready
for the second. The distinction of the Lutheran Cy-
clopedia that John’s Baptism was a washing of re-
pentance, Christian Baptism, however, a washing of
regeneration is fallacious, for where true repentance
is found regeneration is also found and not merely a
promised forgiveness, as the Cyclopedia claims, but a
forgiveness really bestowed. — Confessing their sins,
namely in true repentance. This confession was con-
nected with the Baptism, and was a condition of it,
for the Pharisees and Sadducees were not baptized;
¢Soporoyolpevol, present participle, expresses time simul-
taneous with the main verb ¢Bantitovio: were being
baptized confessing (or while confessing) their sins.
The confession was made in order, by means of the
Baptism, to obtain the forgiveness of sin and the
assurance of such forgiveness. It is not necessary to
suppose that John had a fixed formula, or proceeded
in one fixed manner.

V. 7. The Pharisees pretended to a high de-
gree of holiness, for they observed not only the require-
ments of the Mosaic laws, but also the rabbinical
traditions and regulations which were built like a
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hedge around the Law. Christ reveals them to us as
thorough hypocrites. The Sadducees rejected the
rabbinical traditions, also the doctrine of the resur-
rection, of the angels and spirits, of immortality and
judgment to come; they were free-thinkers with a cor-
responding laxness in morality, included many of the
rich and influential men of the Jews, ordinarily op-
posed the Pharisees, but occasionally, when their
interests coincided, joined hands with them. Through-
out the Gospel there is never any doubt when men of
these Jewish sects appear on the scene, and so John
also had no difficulty in recognizing those who came
to him. Compare Josephus, Antiquities, 18, 1, 2-4. —
'Exi 160 Banuoua, to his baptism (R. V., American
Committee: “for baptism”) = they came with the
multitudes, certainly not with the determination in
advance not to be baptized of John. This developed
later, when they had seen and heard the Baptist (Luke
7, 30) ; the trouble was that they refused to repent, as
we are plainly told in Matth. 21, 32. It seems that
John so carried the people, even those of the capital,
with him, that even the Pharisees and Sadducees were
at first willing outwardly to follow the current; then
too they may have feared to lose their influence by
holding aloof; they certainly also shared the general
expectation of the coming Messiah. They balked,
however, at John’s call to repentance and change of
heart, this they felt was an insult to them and they
rejected it. John makes no distinction between them,
and Matthew also, by omitting the Greek article before
Sadducees, mollodg tdv Pagioaiov xai Zadduxaiov, treats
them all as one general class. Moreover, it must be
observed that according to Luke 3, 7 there were others
besides the Pharisees and Sadducees who remained
unrepentant, for the Baptist’s severe words were ad-
dressed “to the multitudes.” Many came éni 1 Bdéruono,
but by no means all of them when they arrived gladly
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accepted it. — He said unto them — certainly a
dramatic scene at the river-side! Ye offspring of
vipers, this instead of their self-chosen proud title
“children of Abraham.” “Offspring” is the trans-
lation of the plural vevwiunata, since “offsprings” would
not sound well in English. The &udva, viper, is a small,
poisonous serpent ; such a one fastened its deadly fangs
in Paul’s hand in Melita, Acts 28, 3. John does not
say, ye vipers, but, ye offspring of vipers, for others
preceded them, and they had inherited their poisonous
qualities. What the quality was for which John called
them vipers is quite plain, their deadly hypocrisy,
their base treachery, and the fatal deceptions which
they practiced and in which they lived (Matth. 12, 2
and 24; 15, 2; 16, 1; 22, 15). Their original progenitor
Christ himself named, when he called them “the child-
ren of the wicked one,” Matth. 13, 38; comp. John
8, 44; Acts 13, 10. — Who warned you to flee from
the wrath to come? — twodelnvuu — to show under-
hand, or secretly, and with the infinitive following,
stating what they were warned to do. The word in-
dicates that perhaps someone had deceptively whis-
pered to them how they might escape the coming
wrath. John plainly implies that they had not come
of their own accord, from an earnest desire of their
own for salvation. He does not say that they actually
will not escape the wrath to come, in fact, he tells
them what to do, in order really to escape it, v. 8. But
this very evidently involves that something more must
move them than the suggestion which prompted their
coming at first. ‘“The wrath of God is not an oriental
figure of speech, but a reality, mentioned over 300
times in the Old Testament. It is the necessary re-
action of God’s holiness and righteousness to sin as
the persistent rejection of his love. It is active not
only in the future, but frequently even now, although
restrained by God’s longsuffering.” Zeller — The
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wrath to come is a pregnant expression for the mani-
festation of this wrath, which shall appear in the
judgment, as John himself describes it in v. 10 and 12.
The connection of wrath, punishment, and judgment
with the coming of the Messiah may be seen in Zeph.
1, 15 (dies irae, dies tlla); 2, 2; Mal. 3, 2 ete., v. 18;
4,1 and 5. When the Jews thought this “wrath” would
be turned upon the Gentiles alone, in particular upon
their Roman oppressors, they were sadly mistaken. —
To flee, vvuveiv, from this wrath is to make an endeavor
to escape the coming judgment and punishment; the
word, however, does not say that the flight would be
successful, but is in keeping with vnédeigev. John would
say, Who suggested to you this scheme to get away
from the wrath of God — confessing your sins only
with the lips and submitting outwardly to Baptism?

V. 8: Bring forth therefore fruit worthy of
repentance. Matthew speaks only of John’s dealing
with the Pharisees and Sadducees, and certainly his
severe strictures apply most directly to them; but they
applied also to others, and John included also these,
as we see from Luke 3, 7. By no means did John
shut the door of salvation against the Pharisees and
Sadducees, his very call to them, to bring forth fruit
worthy of repentance is an invitation and bidding to
repent and be saved; his entire address to them has
that purpose. — Therefore, oiv, since the way you
have come hither shows that you lack the chief thing,
and since nothing else and nothing less will avail you
anything, if you really desire to escape the wrath to
come, bring forth, not a mere show of repentance, but
a true repentance which is indicated by fruit worthy
of repentance. John does not demand something
new and different of the Pharisees and Sadducees, he
merely insists that his original demand shall be carried
out without any deception, hypocrisy, or evasion.
Real repentance always shows itself in fruit worthy
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of repentance. What is called “fruit” here is termed
“works meet for repentance” in Acts 26, 20. Luke
3, 8, uses the plural, »egmods d&Eiovs, dividing what may
be viewed as a whole into its component parts, i. e.,
the various acts which show a changed heart. Repent-
ance here cannot itself be the fruit, since this would
require the article with =demov, and would not agree
with Luke 3, 8 and Acts 26, 20. Examples of this fruit
John himself describes, Luke 3, 11-14. In the word
“fruit” the organic connection between the repent-
ance — which here would be the tree — and the result-
ant fruit is expressed; the word “worthy,” &&ws, of
proper weight, describes the fruit demanded as suf-
ficient to show that repentance is actually present.
There is a_superficial repentance which bears a fruit
different from that demanded by John, namely a
passing regret, which many sinners manifest by a few
tears, a passing emotion, a sigh, an excuse or two,
a wish that they were different, a resolve to change
by their own efforts, a brief outer betterment of life,
and the like. John demands the repentance which is
a true conversion, the changed life attesting that it
has taken place. An outer decorum of life is not
enough. “Turn thou me, and I shall be turned; for
thou art the Lord my God.” Jer. 31, 18. — V. 9.
And think not to say within yourselves (as in Ps.
10, 6; 14, 1), We have Abraham to our father.
The aorist subjunctive is used in negative commands,
not the imperative; hence w\ 86Ente; comp. the previous
text, Luke 17, 23. “The Jews supposed that, in-
dependently of their own personal faith and obedience,
their mere descent from Abraham after the flesh
imparted his righteousness to them, and entitled them
alone to the blessings of the Messiah’s kingdom, to the
exclusion of the entire Gentile world.” Luth. Com.
The rich man in hell also had Abraham for his
“father,” and heard from him the word “son,” but it
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availed him nothing. In the Greek the word “father”
is emphatically put first. — For I say unto you, —
a true prophet’s saying, in contradiction of any say-
ing of their imagination or suggestion of men —
That God is able of these stones to raise up children
unto Abraham. Atvataw gtands first. “God cares
nothing that you boast proudly of the Law, the Temple,
the fathers, etc. His will is that you fear him, believe
his promise, obey and receive him whom he has prom-
ised you and now sends you. If not, he will reject and
destroy you with all your glory, with which in pref-
erence to all nations he himself has enriched and
adorned you. He will know how to raise up another
people in your stead.” Luther. The stones in the wil-
derness had no value, but God had power to turn them
into true téxva t® 'APoadu. Moses and the prophets had
warned the Jews abundantly as to what their fate
would be if they forsook the Lord. Compare Lev. 26.
God did raise up the Gentiles to fill the place left
vacant by the false children of Abraham. Rom. 11;
Gal. 3, 7 and 14.

V. 10. How true the words of John were was
shown after the brief space of 40_years, when the,ax
of judgment descended upon” Jerusalem. Jesus re-
peated the warnings of John, in the parable of the
barren fig tree; in the call to “walk while ye have the
light,” John 12, 35; etc.; comp. Is. 55, 6; Mal. 4, 5.
John uses the plural “trees”; while this indicates many,
it does not include all —a remnant shall escape. —
Unto the root, not only the twigs or branches — the
judgment shall be complete. — Every tree (ndv with-
out the article following — every), with no exception,
for the judgment of God is absolutely impartial, nor
can he be in any way deceived or bribed. — Good
fruit, as the product of genuine repentance; and
nowdv, pres. tense, bearing and continuing to bear, to
the end. But no corrupt tree can of itself bring forth
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“good fruit,” the tree itself must be changed, which
is done by the wperdvow. The nearness of judgment,
pictured in the ax at the root of the trees; is Turther
brought out by the prompt result when the good fruit
is not found: is hewn down and cast into the fire,
BdAketar pres. tense — vivid, as if happening now;
eic wve put forward for emphasis. The Scriptures
frequently speak of the fire of Judgment Malachl 4, 1:
“The day cometh, that shall burn as an oven”; Jesus
says the branches cut from the vine are burned, John
15, 6. All the judgments of God are like fire, but
especially the final one; for the wicked shall go “into
hell, into the fire that never shall be quenched,” Mark.
9, 43, “into everlasting fire,” “into hell fire,” Matth.
18, 8-9. Sadducees of all ages have made sport of it,
only preparing themselves the more for it and hasten-
ing its coming for themselves.

In v. 11 John directs his hearers to the Messiah,
he that cometh, 6 éoxduevos (Matth. 11, 3; Luke 7, 19)
being a well-understood designation for him, derived
from Old Testament statements, for instance, Gen.
49, 10, “until Shiloh come.” The words read as if
John had previously already referred to this Coming
One. In doing this he opposes any idea among his
hearers that he himself perhaps is the Messiah (John
1, 26-27) by drawing a comparison between himself
and the Messiah, and in this bringing out the great
distinctive work which shall infallibly mark the Mes-
siah as such, namely his baptizing with the Holy Ghost
and with fire. This purpose of John’s comparison
must not be lost sight of. It is brought out very
clearly in Luke 3, 15, etc.: “And as the people were in
expectation, and all men mused in their hearts of
John, whether he were the Christ, or not; John an-
swered, saying unto them all, I indeed baptize you
with water,” etc., as in our text.— John is only a
servant of the great coming Messiah, all he can do is
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to baptize with water, for compared with the Mes-
siah himself he is so small that he must confess,
whose shoes I am not worthy to bear. This was the
task of the meanest slave for his master. John is not
exaggerating in the least; his is no false humility,
for the Messiah is the Son of God. But have we
preachers of the Gospel the same humility in our
hearts — or rather the same conception of our Lord
and Christ? — John’s humble phrase describing his
part in the preparation for the Coming One, “I baptize
with water,” évo Bantilw év Gdat, has often been abused,
as though this designated so-called “water-baptism,”
an empty water-ceremony. The statement concerning
Christ, that he would baptize with the Holy Ghost,
has been used to imply that John’s baptism was with-
out the Holy Ghost. Some have even supposed that
John is contrasting Christ’s Baptism with his own,
and that the difference is as between the Holy Ghost
and water. — All such ideas are seen to be incorrect
when the purpose of John’s words is kept in view, to
direct men’s hearts to the true Messiah, who is
mightier than I, and whose might shall be demon-
strated in that he shall baptize you with the Holy
Ghost and with fire. Christ himself, as also his
apostles, state plainly what John’s words signify; one
is surprised that any commentator should pass over
or reject this explanation. Acts 1, 5 Jesus tells his
disciples: ‘For John truly baptized with water; but
ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost and not many
days hence,” namely on the day of Pentecost. Again
in v. 8: “But ye shall receive power, after that the
Holy Ghost is come upon you” etc. When Peter reports
how while he was preaching to Cornelius the Holy
Ghost fell upon these Gentile hearers, “as on us at
the beginning,” namely Pentecost, he adds: ‘Then
remembered I the word of the Lord, how that he said,
John indeed baptized with water; but ye shall be bap-
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tized with the Holy Ghost.” Acts 11, 16. This won-
drous Baptism with the Holy Ghost was the great and
final mark of the Messiah; no human being was able
even to be instrumental in pouring out the Holy Ghost
— none but the Son himself could send the Comforter;
and even he could not, until he had gone to the Father
(John 16, 7), i. e., until his redemptive work was
finished. To John this Mightier One was miracu-
lously pointed out, and strange to say, he who was to
show his might by baptizing with the Holy Ghost was
pointed out by being himself baptized with the Holy
Ghost (John 1, 33) descending upon him “in a bodily
shape like a dove.” To claim that, because Jesus bap-
tized so wondrously by sending the Comforter on the
day of Pentecost, John’s baptism was devoid of the
Holy Ghost, is drawing a false conclusion. As the Holy
Ghost was active in all the Old Testament times, so also
he worked in John’s Baptism and in the preaching of
the Gospel generally until the day of Pentecost, from
which day on his presence, power and gift flow out
in unrestrained measure. The idea, that even Chris-
tian Baptism now is only a sign and ceremony, a
water-baptism without the gift of the Spirit, and
therefore of little importance, and that the only Bap-
tism that counts now is the “Baptism of the Holy
Ghost” (in conversion, or in a sudden seizure with
power from on high some time after conversion, pro-
ducing total sanctification), is a grave error which
slights the very means of grace through which the
Holy Ghost now comes upon us in baptizing us, and
puts in place of it emotions, imaginings and dreams of
men. — And fire — observe that the év before “fire”
is missing, év nvelpon dyie zal wvei; the two words Spirit

and fire are ftreated as one concept. Many com-

mentators, even when they admit this, still separate
the Spirit and fire; they refer the Spirit to the
Messiah’s work of grace, and fire to his work of
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judgment, and this because the word “fire” in v. 10
and in v. 12 is connected with judgment. Against
this, besides the significant omission of the év before
“fire,” it must be said that John does speak of two
works, grace and judgment, but in different clauses
(read v. 11 and 12), and doing that, it would be very
strange for him to mingle the two works, after one
preposition, in the very first clause. Nor is fire always
a symbol of judgment and destruction, witness the
refiner’s fire, Mal. 3, 2-3, and fire as an image of puri-
fication in Zech. 13, 9; Is. 6, 6-7; 1 Pet. 1, 7; and the
“spirit of burning” taking away filth, in Is. 4, 4. On
the day of Pentecost the presence of the Holy Ghost
manifested itself in cloven tongues of fire, thus con-
necting the fire directly with the promised Baptism
of the Spirit; nor is judgment ever elsewhere pictured
as a baptism with fire. Christian hymnology has stead-
ily connected fire with the Spirit in a beneficent sense:

“Come as the fire, and purge our hearts,
Like sacrificial flame.” — Reede.

“Come, Holy Spirit, from above,

With thy celestial fire;

Come, and with flames of zeal and love

Our hearts and tongues inspire.” — Cotterill.

“And each believing soul inspire
With thine own pure and holy fire.” — Luther.

The preposition év in the phrase év $daw must be trans-
lated exactly as in the following one, év wvedpow, namely
“with.” The idea of being baptized ‘“in the essence
of the Holy Spirit” is an unthinkable thing; inter-
pretations of this kind are likely to result when one
is too certain that John baptized by immersion and
by immersion alone,
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THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

There is little difficulty in presenting the heart of this text
to our hearers when we bear in mind that this text is intended
to focus our attention upon John the Baptist and his Advent
call: Prepare! Using simple analysis combined with a touch
of personal application, we may outline:

We Among the Hearers of the Great Advent
Preacher in the Desert.

The introduction may invite the hearers to join in spirit
the_multifudes streaming out into the desert, breaking away
from their old occupations and associations, for once making
their soul’s interest supreme. In a natural way the text will
offer us these sermon parts:

I. His very appearance is a mighty sermon for us.
1I. Much more the call that falls from his lips.
I1I1I. And by no means least, the action of the multitude
and of the Pharisees and Sadducees.

The applicatory feature is less prominent in the effort by
Johann Rump:

Christ’s Great Advent Preacher Still Does His Work.

I. The Advent preacher and his appearance.
II. The Advent congregation and its composition.
I1I. The Advent sermon and its effect.

A colorful theme lies on the very surface of the text:

Repent, For the Kingdom of Heaven is at Hand.

I. The Kingdom requires repentance.

1. It is a kingdom full of forgiveness of sin —
only they who sincerely lament their sins
are able to enter.

2. It is a kingdom of the Redeemer — only they
who accept his redemption are able to
enter.

3. Itis a kingdom of the Spirit — only they who
let him change their hearts are able to
enter.

II. Repentance fits for the kingdom.

1. It gives up self-deception and self-righteous-
ness,
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2. It lays all its sin and guilt at the feet of the
Redeemer.

3. It escapes the ax of divine judgment.

4. It leads into a new life.

Ruehling has a fine auxiliary concept in the idea of a
great “confessional” service. It can be used in simple fashion
as follows:

The Great Confessional Service Beside the Jordan’s Banks.

I. The sinners; II. The confessor; I11I. The repentance;
IV. The absolution.

Show in part four who is included, and who is excluded from
this absolution. And be very sure to state fully what this ab-
solution really is and actually does.

A doctrinal turn may.be given to the sermon in the fol-
lowing way: '

True Repentance, As John the Baptist Preached It.
1. Contrition; II. Faith; III. Newness of Life.

Doctrine is divine truth. It consists of spiritual realities. In
this case the realities are subjective, namely actual effects
wrought in our hearts and lives by divine grace. Other doc-
trines deal with objective spiritual realities or facts. Doctrinal
sermons are full of spiritual meat when the preacher clearly
and fully presents the realities involved. They are highly per-
sonal when the preacher shows how each reality concerns you
and me in the most intimate way. They are very interesting
when the story part of the text is adequately used in bringing
out the realities concerneqd. Take “contrition” as presented in
our text: here are contrite people, truly sorry for their sins,
confessing them, anxious to be rid of them; here, too, were
sinners far from contrite, boastful of their descent from Abra-
ham and their outward position in the church, self-righteous,
refusing to kneel beside confessing sinners. We have the same
two classes today. — Let us add one more suggestion:

Are You Ready for the Kingdom of Heaven?

I. To enter the marrow portal of repentance?
1I. To live under the scepter of the blessed King?



THE FOURTH SUNDAY IN ADVENT

John 1, 15-18

The First Sunday in Advent opens up for us the
gates of grace anew; the Second points afar to the
day of judgment; the Third issues again the call to
prepare; and the Fourth shows us the gracious image
of the Savior himself. The text for this day is the
conclusion of the wonderful Prologue of the fourth
Gospel. There is no mistaking its import, it strikes
the grand note of grace in sounding the Christmas
peal, grace as it came by the only begotten Son. The
great festival is now so near that this Sunday has
been called its door-keeper. In fact it already opens
the portal and lets some of the glory stream forth. It
is worth while to note that the two texts between
which the Christmas text itself is placed are two
sections of John’s Prologue, John 1, 15-18 for the
Fourth Advent, and John 1, 1-14 for the day after
Christmas. On this lofty height — and none rises
beyond it in the Scriptures — the Christmas text is
placed, and rightly, for the miracle of all the ages is
the Incarnation of the only begotten Son of God. In
treating our text this relation to the two coming texts
must be borne in mind; its purpose is rightly ap-
prehended when we behold in it the Son of God as the
fountain of grace.

V. 15. The evangelist was once a disciple of John
the Baptist, and no doubt was present at the very
time when the testimony of John concerning Christ
was uttered. He himself gives us the story of it in
v. 30, and tells us that John uttered part of it already
the day before in his statements to the commission
sent from Jerusalem to interrogate him. In our text,

(11)
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the great utterance of John is used to corroborate the
words of the evangelist himself, when he writes: “The
Word became flesh, and dwelt among us (and we be-
held his glory, glory as of the only begotten from the
Father), full of grace and truth.” The Baptist’s
testimony supports directly the two statements: ‘“‘the
Word became flesh,” and: “glory as of the only begot-
ten from the Father.” On these the ‘“grace and truth”
rest. And the Baptist’s testimony is unimpeachable,
for v. 6 recounts that he was “sent from God”; he
spoke by revelation and inspiration. A witness like
this counts for all the ages. — John beareth witness
of him. The evangelist simply says “John,” which
was also his own name, signifying the favor of God.
He has already referred to John and will presently
say more about him, although from the other Gospels
his readers already know about John, the great herald
of Christ. “Beareth witness,” naotvesi, is in the present
tense, vividly recalling John’s words, which are also
quoted directly. The word xéxeavev, from x»edto, is the
perfect tense, but with the sense of the present, though
not thus elsewhere in the New Testament; it denotes
a loud, solemn, official announcement: and crieth,
saying. John’s own voice has been hushed in death
these many years, but what he said stands for all
ages; “has authority and value for all time,” Stell-
horn. — Now follow his exact words: This is he of
whom I said, He that cometh after me is become
before me: for he was before me. John himself here
states that he uttered this testimony at an earlier
period; when Christ came and began his work he re-
peated it. “I have said this already before his
(Christ’s) Baptism, and now I repeat it before the
multitude.” Grotius. John’s words consist of three
clauses. ‘“He that cometh after me — is become before
me — for he was before me.” The first two contain
a paradox; they are intended to be enigmatical, to
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raise the question, How can one who comes behind
John have become before him? The solution is given
in the final clause (8w, for): “He was before me”
(prior to me). The paradox in the first two clauses
can best be understood by examining the key con-
tained in the third. — Before me, nedtés pov #v (not
¢otiv) — he was sooner, earlier than I; it declares the
pre-existence of Christ (so all the older exegetes, also
Meyer), and necessarily involves his infinite superi-
ority over John and all men. It establishes the evan-
gelist’s own word that Christ is ‘“the only begotten
from the Father.” The interpretation ‘“he is more
than I,” fails to do justice to #v, and seems too in-
definite. The objection has been raised that the knowl-
edge of the pre-existence of Christ was beyond the
Baptist, and the explanation has been offered that the
evangelist put his own ideas into this testimony of
John. To some men it seems a small matter to make
the evangelist a liar. How false this view is is shown
by the strangeness of the utterance itself, by the weight
the evangelist puts upon it here and in v. 30, by
the manner in which he quotes it, and especially also
by the established fact that even the prophets, Is.
9, 6; Micah 5, 2; Mal. 8, 1; Dan. 7, 13 etc., well under-
stood what John expresses, to say nothing of the
special revelation which God vouchsafed to him. —
The pre-existence, then, of Christ makes plain, how
he that cometh after me is become before me. The
riddle is this: How can one who comes omicw pov,
become éungosdév pov? — how can my successor become
my predecessor (Hengstenberg) ? — how can one who
comes behind me have precedence of me? The word
goyduevos refers to the Messianic coming of Christ, it
is the standing term for it. Jesus was born later
than John (‘“‘became flesh”), and he also assumed his
office after John assumed his; yet he preceded John
in every respect, not merely in the Old Testament
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revelations of grace (Lange, Keil, Stellhorn), to which
no reference is made here or in the context, but in a
higher sense, indicated by the evangelist’s words when
he combines véyovev with Av (““is become before me: for
he was before me’”), to which also his other words
point, “the only begotten from the Father,” and in
the first verse, “in the beginning was the Word” ; see
also v. 2 and 3. John’s paradox thus deals with the
great mystery of the Incarnation, which is the theme
of the entire Prologue. Unbelief tries to solve the
paradox by making Jesus a man like other men, only
greater as a Teacher and an ideal man. This falsifies
the text. John, the evangelist, and all Scripture show
us the eternal Son of God who became flesh, dwelt
among us, and made us behold his glory of saving
grace and truth. Christ’s relation to the Father goes
back to all eternity; that of John, the prophets, the
apostles afterwards, and of all men of God, begins
in time.

V. 16. The old church made v. 16 a part of the
Baptist’s statement; “we all” was then understood as
the prophets and the Baptist together. But Mueig swdvreg
refers back too plainly to v. 14: év Wuiv, and édcocdueda.
This, then, is the continuation of the evangelist’s own
testimony. In a way the Baptist’s word is self-suf-
ficient and final, needing nothing to prove or establish
it, for it is the voice of God. Still it is corroborated
by the blessed experience of those who have come into
saving contact with him of whom the Baptist testi-
fied. This is the sense of 6w, “because,” for which
Zahn prefers zai, but without sufficient textual author-
ity. The evangelist’s testimony is highly personal;
compare 1 Jno. 1, 1-4, the Eisenach epistle for the
day. The addition of wdvres to vineic must not make us
think that the evangelist is here speaking of all Chris-
tians in general; ‘“all” is in contrast to the simple
witness of the Baptist. V. 16 continues the thought
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of v. 14: those who “beheld” the glory of the Only
Begotten, “full of grace and truth,” are now shown
to be partakers in particular of this grace. It is only
an application when now we say that Christians in
general have beheld and still behold the glory of the
Only Begotten as it shines in his Word, and thus re-
ceive of the same grace and truth in richest measure.
— Of his fulness = that of which Christ is full. No
modifier is attached; none is needed, for his fulness
has already been mentioned, “full of grace and truth.”
ITMieng, v. 14, is the same as © wkiowpa adtod in 16. Paul
speaks of it, Col. 1, 19: “For it pleased the Father
that in him should all fulness dwell.” It is the “riches”
which the Lamb is worthy to receive, Rev. 5, 12; “the
unsearchable riches of Christ,” which Paul was
counted worthy to preach to the Gentiles, Eph. 3, 8,
“the riches of his grace,” Eph. 1, 7. Luther pictures
and illustrates Christ’s fulness in a masterly way,
showing how it never decreases: ‘This spring is
inexhaustible, it is full of grace and truth from God,
it never loses anything, no matter how much we draw,
but remains an infinite fountain of all grace and truth;
the more you draw from it, the more abundantly it
gives of the water that springs into eternal life. Just
as the sun is not darkened by the whole world enjoying
its light, and could indeed light up ten worlds; just as
100,000 lights might be lit from one light and not
detract from it; just as a learned man is able to make
a thousand others learned, and the more he gives, the
more he has — so is Christ our Lord, an infinite source
of all grace so that if the whole world would draw
enough grace and truth from it to make the world all
angels, yet it would not lose a drop; the fountain
always runs over, full of grace.” In a way it can be
said that all mankind has received from the fulness of
Christ, for the redemption of Christ includes our whole
race, and in Christ all men, whether they know it or
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not, have a gracious God. But already in the beginning
there were some who “received him not,” v. 12. “His
fulness” is enough for all men and intended for all
men, but only the believers have taken of it; they,
therefore, are the ones whose experience without ex-
ception corroborates John’s testimony that Jesus is
the Son of God, our Savior. — Received, é\dfouev; no
object is mentioned. This word is contrasted with
“his fulness.” “We have nothing — Christ has the
inexhaustible abundance; he is the Giver — “we” are
the recipients, and that is all they were and could be.
It is the same today; whoever has grace and truth
unto salvation has received it from Christ. The verb
rappavo has an active sense — take; but it is used
throughout, whenever our relation to Christ, to God,
or the Spirit of God is mentioned, without a hint of
meritorious activity on our part. See v. 12. God’s
gift, offer, call, etc., always come first and make
possible our receiving. So we take as a poor, helpless
patient takes the medicine raised to his lips by the
physician; as the blind mendicant takes the coin
dropped in his hand by the charitable giver; as the eye
takes in the sun-beam falling from on high, or the
ear the sound that strikes it; yea, as the dead Lazarus
takes the life conveyed to him by the word of him
who is the resurrection and the life. This is especially
true of our first taking, or receiving, from Christ.
But even when the gift and grace of Christ has filled
us with faith, so that we ourselves come to him for
replenishment and beg for his saving gifts, this very
energy and activity of coming and seeking is a gift
of his to us, so that Paul’s word is true in its fullest
sense: ‘“What hast thou that thou didst not receive?
now if thou didst receive it, why dost thou glory, as
if thou hadst not received it?” 1 Cor. 4, 7. And John
the Baptist himself said, “A man can receive nothing,
except it be given him from heaven.” John 3, 27. —
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And grace for grace. Kai is used in the sense of
namely. “Grace,” xdois, is one of the cardinal words of
Scripture. It signifies the favor of God; it is his love
toward those who are unworthy of it. The word
stands first for what is in the heart of God himself,
and then for every act and gift of God proceeding
from this favor in his heart. Grace is the love of God
toward us poor sinners in Christ Jesus our Savior. It
is the effective manifestation of his undeserved love
toward sinful men, offering to all the salvation obtained
by Christ, working faith to accept it, justifying- us
without any merit of our own, sanctifying and glori-
fying us. Grace is the chief characteristic of the
entire Gospel of Christ, of the entire Christian religion.
Grace is the mystery, unknown to the world, revealed
in Jesus Christ. It is the opposite of human merit.
“This also is one of the golden texts in St. John. He
who knows not, and appropriates not Jesus Christ, is
and remains a child of wrath and damnation, let him
be called, or be, what he will. If he is to come to grace,
it must be through Christ alone, who alone can make
our poverty rich through his abundance, drive out our
sin by his righteousness, swallow our death by his life,
make us who are children of wrath, full of sins,
hypocrisy, lies, and falseness, children of grace and
truth.” Luther. ‘“Grace is a treasure to which none
other can be compared. Carry together all the treas-
ures of earth, and all together they will not balance
what lies in the one word grace. Grace is the blood-
red mark which cancels the handwriting against us;
the star of hope which sends its rays into this earth-
life darkened by sin; the ladder which leads us up-
ward; the immovable pillar which shall stand though
hills and mountains pass away, and shall support the
covenant of peace; the staff to which we can cling in
our weakness; the guide who leads us safely through
sorrow and death into the open portals of eternal
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blessedness.” Schoener. All I desire for the rest of
my life is nothing but grace, and ever again more
grace. — “Grace for grace’” is not that of the New Tes-
tament for the Old; not ordinary grace followed by
charismatic grace; not one individual gift of grace
followed by another — but grace in the fulness of its
meaning, renewing, increasing, piling itself up. “Grace
ever new, and ever greater,” Stellhorn. ‘“The grace
received is an assurance of more grace to be received,”
Besser. It is like a stream flowing constantly; every
day, every hour its banks are full, ever fresh volumes
coming down from above, so that there is never in
our hearts any longing for grace which is not filled
to the uttermost by the full flow of grace. ‘Justifica-
tion, peace with God, consolation, joy, enlightenment,
love, hope, etc., etc., see for instance Rom. 5; Gal.
5,22; Eph. 5,9.” Meyer. “From him (Christ) comes
everything that brings us comfort, strength, joy and
peace. Are there sinners here? Certainly, many.
But here too is the malefactor’s grace for the sinner’s
heart, and it cleanses and saves. Are there sorrowing,
heavy hearts here? Lay down your bundle of cares,
take instead grace for grace. Are there poor people
here? Here is he who by his poverty makes us rich.
Nothing but his grace makes us rich amid all outward
poverty, consoles us amid all sadness, strengthens us
in all our weakness, gives us the power of life and the
fulness of life.” Schoener. This word grace for grace
gives us a glimpse of what is meant by ‘“his fulness,”
and casts a wonderful light upon the receiving predi-
cated of us all. Besser points to the beyond where
this receiving shall continue, when some rule over
five cities, others over ten. Grace for grace is accord-
ing to that blessed rule of God’s kingdom: ‘“Whosoever
hath, to him shall be given, and he shall have more
abundance.” Matth. 13, 12.

V. 17. To enhance our conception of grace the
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evangelist combines it with truth, and then compares
both with the law. For, 6u, explains. There is a three-
fold antithesis in the double statement of v. 17 —a
very masterpiece of expression and thought: 1) the
law — grace and truth; 2) was given — came; 3)
Moses — Jesus Christ. — The law, & véuos, definite,
the moral and ceremonial law, as Israel had it on the
tables of stone, and in its elaborate worship, and its
civil and social regulations. ‘“The law’” was no mean
treasure; Israel was greatly blessed in possessing it.
Yet it was not “the fulness” from which one could
receive grace for grace. The law was only prepar-
atory. It revealed the holy will of God, and thus man’s
exceeding sinfulness, and the depth of our lost condi-
tion. At the same time it was full of types and figures
of deliverance and release from sin, and it even
mediated a release based on the great atonement to
come; but, of course, everything depended on that
future perfect atonement. The law itself contained
no availing atonement, it could only point forward,
awaken the longing for it, picture and foreshadow it
in advance, and like a schoolmaster lead up to it. Lex
iram parans et umbram habens, Bengel. The law was
much, but more had to follow, even to make the law
what it was. — It was given, £ddn, God gave it, and
it came wholly as a gift, although remnants and traces
of the holy will of God were still found in human
hearts. The Israelites esteemed the law as a divine
gift. It “was given” expresses exactly the historical
manner of its bestowal. It was not a human develop-
ment, an outgrowth of the religious genius of the
people of Israel, or a product of its great leader, or of
a number of its leaders (Moses and the prophets).
This speculative notion of modern skeptical students
of history our evangelist flatly contradicts. No human
wisdom, genius, or development could have produced
“the law,” the wonderful system God gave to Israel,
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Every feature of it, which pointed ahead into the far
future to the coming Messiah and his redemptive
work, was beyond human calculation. — It was given
by Moses, he was the human agent or instrument
God used, hence 86 with the genitive. We know how
God gave him the two tables of stone, how he made
the tabernacle, and all it contained, after the pattern
he viewed on the mount, and how in the entire estab-
lishment of the worship under the law he was directed
by God. Moses himself was subject to the law, taught
by it, blessed by it, as were the people to whom he
ministered. — Grace and truth, the same that are
spoken of in v. 14, hence the article: % xdowc xal 1 diidewa:
im bestimmten und solennen Sinne der Erloesung, die
Heilsgnade, d. i. die Gnade des Vaters im Sohne;
a pair, yet most intimately linked together. “Grace”
is the fulness of divine favor, already described in
the previous verse; and combined with this favor also
all that it wrought in and through Jesus Christ for
us lost and unworthy sinners. ‘“Truth” is the fulness
of divine revelation, likewise in and through Jesus
Christ. Truth, like grace, is objective, ‘“the absolute
revelation, as grace represents the absolute redemp-
tion; truth over against all darkening and misre-
presentation, but also in antithesis to everything that
is vain, unreal, passing; while life and light brought
by the incarnate Word are substantial realities abiding
forever.” Spaeth, Luth. Com. Grace and truth belong
together and cannot be separated; grace is proclaimed
to us by truth, and truth is the doctrine and revelation
of grace.— Came, évéveto, is again a true statement
of the historic fact. Grace and truth were not given
like the law through some human agent or instrument;
they came, embodied in Jesus Christ. Jesus was not
another servant, like Moses; God did not merely tell
us of grace and truth through Jesus Christ. Jesus
himself was grace and truth; his own person and work
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are the substance of grace and truth. The Lord who
passed before Moses, “abundant in goodness and
truth,” Ex. 34, 6, whom the Psalmist praised, “The
Lord is good; his mercy is everlasting, and his truth
endureth to all generations,” Ps. 100, 5, he it is “who
of God is made unto us wisdom, and righteousness,
and sanctification, and redemption,” 1 Cor. 1, 30, in
the incarnate Son, Christ Jesus. For grace and
truth came, as Meyer notes, not absolutely, as though
now for the first time they existed, but relatively, as
far as men on earth were concerned, as far as the
actual redemptive work of Christ now exhibited them,
after long existing in the thought of God and extended
to men by promise. — By Jesus Christ — and not till
now does John in his Prologue mention the historic
- name of the Redeemer, the name that is above every
name. What a glory is shed over it in all that John
has said before! It is like the Sun rising in the east
and lighting up all the earth with its diffused light
as films of cloud still spread before it, and then sud-
denly it breaks through and we see the great majestic
ball of light itself. Here 8.4 again, as in the case of
the law, Jesus and Moses are paralleled —and yet
how much mightier is this 8 than that which in-
troduced only a human mediator and instrument.

It is best to connect v. 18, not with the Prologue
in general, as if the evangelist were stating how he
comes to know all he here says, but with the words
immediately preceding. We have here the explanation
why Jesus could do infinitely more than Moses, or
any human creature. No man, not even Moses. “Jesus
knows what is true, for he comes from the Father;
there is no other Doctor, master, or preacher, save the
one Doctor Christ, who is within the Godhead; who
else could reveal it to us?’ Luther. — Hath seen —
604w signifies direct vision, far more than the visions
of the prophets, or even of Moses. For though it is
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said Ex. 33, 11, the Lord spake unto Moses “face to
face,” we are soon told, v. 20, “Thou canst not see my
face.” “Face to face” = “mouth to mouth,” Num.
12, 8, and does not mean that Moses saw the face of
God; God communicated with Moses in the most direct
way, but he never appeared to Moses in solida sua
gloria (Calov) ; in the directness of the divine com-
munication to him Moses excelled all others, save
Christ who alone has seen God, yea, ‘“is in the bosom
of the Father.” Luther says the Lord showed Moses
his back and mantle; “thus Moses saw the mercy of
God from behind, as in the divine Word.” Cf.
Eisenach O. T. Selection, 366 etc. — God means his
being. In the sentence this word stands first: God
no man hath seen ever — no matter whom or what
else he hath seen. Nature speaks of God; in the work
the hand and thought, the power, wisdom, and good-
ness of the Creator appear. The prophets of old speak
of God; God gave them the word of revelation, and
they proclaimed his mercy and grace, his truth, his
holiness and righteousness. The evangelists and
apostles speak of God, even as John does in this very
text; Christ uses them as his mouth-pieces. But of
all these men not one has ever beheld God directly;
his infinite being is too great. There has also been a
vast amount of speculation about God, some of it with
an imposing wealth of philosophical learning, but all
of it absolutely inferior to the revelation vouchsafed
by God himself, and the greater part of it full of error
and delusion. In the negative statement that no man
hath seen God at any time, the positive statement is
implied, the only begotten Son hath seen him. — On
the question as to the correct reading, whether: the
only begotten Son, as the R. V. prefers, or: God
only begotten, which the R. V. places in the margin,
and others in the text, see Keil: Ev. d. Joh., who tries
to uphold the former, and Zahn:Ev. d. Jok., who in
)
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his exposition and in an elaborate Exzcurs reviews the
textual authorities for the three readings that
have been found: 1) wmovoyevis deds, nearly always with-
out the article; 2) 6 wovoyevig vidg; 3) 6 povoyevig with-
out a noun. While we must reject Zahn’s interpreta-
tion that wovoyeviis refers only to the virgin birth, his
array of proaf on the reading of the text itself is
quite convincing; the evidence for wovovevig fdeés is so
strong, that Keil’s objection cannot be upheld. Zahn
thinks there is a contradictio in adjecto in this desig-
nation for the Son; his mistake is that he refers ‘“only
begotten” to the wonderful conception in the womb
of Mary, which, indeed, would raise the question:
How could %6 be wovoyevic in this sense? But it is
not the miracle and mystery of the Incarnation which
is presented by this designation, but the greater
mystery of the generatio aeterna, the metaphysical
relation of the Father to his Son. Compare Hoenecke,
Dogmatik, 11, 178-181. The latter is novoyevis apart
from the Incarnation or any revelation. The objections
raised against this significance of the term are futile.
The chief one is that St. John is speaking of the re-
vealed Savior, and hence says nothing of the relation
of the divine persons. The truth is that he is revealing
to us who Jesus Christ really was: the Logos, true
God, begotten of the Father from eternity. This we
must know in order properly to understand and value
what he has done. To add the article and read
0 povovevig deés would very likely lead to false notions,
for instance that there are several ¥eoi; & must be
omitted. With no article for either word the qualities
indicated by wovovevic and ¥eés are in the writer’s
thought: One who is God only begotten. Thus St.
John shows who Jesus Christ really is. All others, as
Luther says, are the many begotten, he alone is the
only begotten. We are ol éx deod éyevviidnoov, born of
God, John 1, 13; he is novoyevig 9eéc, God only begotten.
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— Something dependent on Christ being “God only
begotten” is expressed in the clause, who is in the
bosom of the Father. Luther pictures this in a
human way, by saying that he lay ‘“in the arms of
the Father”; and this for practical purpose is the
best kind of an interpretation. To be in the bosom
of the Father is used in contrast with the words “hath
seen God at any time.” The Son has not only seen
the Father, has not only stood afar and gazed directly
upon him — a thing impossible to any man —, he is
in the bosom of the Father. G. Mayer notes four in-
terpretations of this clause: 1) it expresses the pre-
existence of Christ; 2) he was in the bosom of the
Father during his earthly life; 3) he was there since
his exaltation. This is Meyer’s and Zahn’s view,
against which Philippi rightly urges that it fails to
explain the very point at issue with the evangelist,
namely why Christ before his exaltation was able per-
fectly to declare God to us. 4) A designation for the
absolute communion between Christ and God; and G.
Mayer adopts this view. We agree, but note that this
is the communion of God only begotten (the Son) with
the Father, and thus.includes not only the communion
during Christ’s earthly sojourn, but also the com-
munion through all eternity. ‘“Which is in the bosom,”
6 &v, the present tense used without reference to time;
Luther: is — ever and ever is. “In the bosom,” sis Tov
»6hwov, practically in the sense of év, and without the
idea of motion on account of &v; see Robertson, Gram-
mar of the Greek New Test. in the light of Hist.
Research, on the identity of eis and év, p. 536; 586;
also 593 ete. Eis, like #v, here signifies communion,
but nothing that indicates movement, and hardly
identical with mods tov dedv in v. 1. When man is
spoken of, we read that God no man hath seen; when
the Son of God, “God only begotten,” is spoken of, we
read that he is in the bosom of the Father. The idea
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is not, to define by the word “Father” the character
or scope of what Christ has revealed to us; that was
done in the words “grace and truth.” The evangelist
simply keeps true to his designation of Christ as the
Only Begotten; being himself the second person of the
Godhead, and as such in divine communion with the
first person, he can declare God to us as no other. The
revelation brought us by Christ is the ultimate climax
of all possible revelation. There is no revelation for
us beyond this. Heb. 1, 1-3.— He hath declared
him — “he,” with great emphasis; ¢Enyicato, an im-
pressive word, not used otherwise by the evangelist,
going far beyond what any man could do, even assuming
that it were possible for him to see God. The Son is
the great exegete; the absolute interpreter of God.
There is no object in the Greek; Tholuck supplies “it”;
Meyer, the contents of what the Son beheld in the
bosom of the Father (which is better) ; the two Eng-
lish version supply ‘“him” (which is best).

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

Though the text is short, its riches actually embarrass
the preacher. Yet he cannot get at this wealth properly by
ordinary analysis, namely by merely cutting the text into two
or into three pieces. Slicing up the text will hardly produce a
symmetrical pattern in the way of an outline. A better way is
to begin with an analysis of the contents of the text and then
proceed to a regrouping of the material thus obtained. This is
synthesis. There is 1) the Baptist’s paradox and its solution
— Christ’s pre-existence; 2) there is grace heaped on grace —
and our reception of it (by faith); 3) there is truth paired with
grace, and these two compared with the law — Moses mediating
the latter, Christ the two former; 4) there is the Only Begotten,
who alone has seen the Father, and who declared and revealed
him. How can we crystallize this material, so that it will form
a unit with natural parts? The purpose of this text for the
.present Sunday may help us. We are to see today the glorious
Savior whose birth we are about to celebrate. Very well; then
we must first of all lift out and combine what is said here of the
Savior: v. 15, his pre-existence, and v. 18, his divinity as the
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Only Begotten — in other words, what is said in the text about
his supreme person. That leaves what the text tells us about
his grace and truth, the comparison with the law, and his re-
vealing the Father. We may sum this up as his supreme gifts.
Thus an outline already begins to form itself. Let us put it into
shape:

The True Glory of the Savior Whose Birth We Are About
to Celebrate.

1. He is the Only Begotten Son of God.

1) Look at the divine testimony: on his pre-
existence; on his Sonship (Father —Only
Begotten); on his heavenly state (in the
Father’s bosom — seeing God).

2) Consider what this testimony reveals: re-
garding his ability to reveal God to us;
regarding his ability to save us. Infinitely
above any power of man, even a Moses.

3) Receive this blessed testimony: by faith,
like the Baptist and the evangelist.

II. He is the Everlasting Fountain of Grace.

1) The truth and revelation back of this grace.
2) The fulness of this grace itself (for guilty
sinners forgiveness, life, and salvation).
3) The reception of this grace and truth by
faith—(the two Johns—*“all we,” v. 16).

This sermon is a good sample of homiletical appropriation as
distinguished from homiletical application. It is built on this
pattern: Here is Christ—receive and believe! Amen.! Applica-
tion has a different pattern: As he (they)—so we; or: As he—
so not we. Just as some preachers know nothing about syn-
thetical outlines, so also they know nothing about appropriation.
They operate on the lower levels, and never rise to the higher.
Therefore a text like the present one distresses them, and their
efforts are according. Any text which presents Christ, grace,
forgiveness or other vital elements of the Gospel calls impera-
tively for homiletical appropriation, and to force homiletical
application upon it is a homiletical crime. In the present text
the formula of application can be used in regard to the two
Johns: as they believed — so let us believe. Since, however, this
deals with believing (receiving), it amounts to appropriation
and is substantially identical with it. By all means cultivate
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appropriation. It is the very heart of Gospel preaching. Al-
most all preachers have too little of it.

The two concepts of grace and truth stand out so promi-
nently in the text that we may use them as the sermon pillars,
combining both of them with Christ.

Of His Fulness We Have Received and Must Ever Receive.

1. Truth.

1) Beyond human powers and faculties.
2) Revealed in Jesus Christ, the Only Begotten
Son.
3) Full of eternal light and life for us.
1I. Grace.
1) Foreshadowed by the law.
2) Revealed in Jesus Christ, the Only Begotten

Son.
3) Full of pardon and peace for us.

We add two outlines, each presenting first the divine
Savior, secondly his saving gifts; the latter is by Johann Rump:

The Christmas Gift Which God Prepared For Us.

I. The only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the
Father.
II. Grace and truth which came by Jesus Christ.

Let Us Listen to Christ’s Herald Once More, as He Tells Us
About the Savior Himself!

I. What we are to think of him.
II. What we are to receive from him.



CHRISTMAS

Matthew 1, 18-23

Our Christmas text is not a description of the
birth of Christ, but of the genesis (véveois) of Christ.
What is quietly assumed in the old gospel text taken
from Luke, is here positively set forth by Matthew.
Luke describes the announcement to the Virgin Mary
of Jesus’ conception and birth, 1, 26-38 (note especially
v. 35). This revelation and the miraculous fact it
makes known dare not be overlooked when we preach
on the old gospel text; but in the text from Matthew
it all stands out prominently and demands adequate
treatment. We, of course, would never consent to be
without the beautiful text from Luke. It has many
features especially attractive for the preacher when
he tells the glorious Christmas story from the pulpit.
In some respects this old text is more beautiful than
the new one from Matthew. Yet this new text has a
value all its own, in that it brings us one of the great
sedes doctrinz for the universal confession of the
church as expressed in the Apostolic Creed: “Who
was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin
Mary.” In furnishing us the foundation especially
for the first of these two confessional statements, it
meets the needs of our times as hardly any other
Christmas text can meet them. The virgin birth of
Jesus and all it implies has been denied with excessive
boldness in our age, sometimes even in so-called Chris-
tian pulpits; others, affected by this denial, have grown
uncertain in the faith that Jesus was indeed conceived
by the Holy Ghost, and have tried to alter the sense
of this statement while still maintaining that he is
the Son of God. We need not say that all true Chris-

(88)
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tian faith must rise in its might against such denials
and the doubtful ideas engendered by them. It must
do this at all times, and must do it in a special way
at Christmas time.— We all understand that the
Christmas sermon is not the place for polemics. The
entire festival overflows with heavenly joy, yet this
is the joy that is born from the miraculous Christmas
fact, that Jesus was conceived by the Holy Ghost and
born of the Virgin Mary. The sermon, then, must
be a joyous, confident, triumphant confession of the
virgin birth of the Savior. It should not give prom-
inence to the false and often blatant claims of unbelief,
but it should rise in triumph, upborne by the invincible
Word of God, with its full, clear testimony of divine
truth, above all such claims and all their fruit of
doubt. — Let us also observe that this Christmas text
follows hard upon the grand text for the Fourth Sun-
day in Advent, which proclaims Jesus as the “Only
Begotten from the Father,” “God Only Begotten, which
is in the bosom of the Father,” full of grace and truth.
Our Christmas text makes clear how Jesus, the Son
of God, became man. It is the climax of the foregoing
text, and even the text following, for the day after
Christmas, can go no higher, but only re-echo and apply
what the great festival text brings. — As a sample
of the horrible perversions prepetrated on our text
we refer to E. Quandt in Rathmann, Botschaft des
Heils, who cuts out everything in the text save the
names ‘“‘Jesus” and “Immanuel,” and preaches only
on these — and that at Christmas.

V. 18. Now, 9, is transitional or continuative,
adding something new: in the next place; it is not
adversative. Robertson, Grammar of the Greek N. T.
in the Light of Hist. Research, 1184. — At the very
head of our text stands the blessed name Jesus Christ;
at its end, Immanuel, God with us. The Greek article,
i Xewotwol, indicates that he has already been men-
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tioned, namely in the two preceding verses. His
name is now put forward in a marked and emphatic
way, for he is the theme of Matthew’s entire book,
and of him this first narrative section treats. Text-
ually we are sure only of the designation “Christ” in
this verse; there are strong indications that “Jesus”
is a later addition, either in the form “Jesus Christ,”
or “Christ Jesus.” Matthew’s pen records the name
of Christ in the sense of Messiah, the Anointed One,
a designation expressive of all the hope of old Israel
in the past, and of all the joy of the new Israel in the
present, now that the hope is fulfilled to the uttermost.
The reading: “Jesus Christ,” or: “Christ Jesus” re-
peats the full name of v. 1, comp. v. 16. For the
preacher all that is here necessary is that he lay strong
emphasis on Jesus as the promised Messiah now come
into the world. “We trusted that it had been he which
should have redeemed Israel,” Luke 24, 21, and that
trust. was not in vain, as the two Emmaus disciples,
who doubtingly expressed it, soon discovered. — The
birth of Christ is Matthew’s subject, © véveois, really
the origin, the generation (see v. 1). The word is
highly significant in that it already marks the entrance
of Christ into the world as something far different
from ordinary births. In a brief manner this has
already been touched in v. 16, where the long line of
fathers, begetting sons is suddenly broken, and a
woman is introduced, “Mary, of whom was born
Jesus, who is called Christ” (¢t fig évevvidn). — Still
more significant is oltwg v, was on this wise, which
introduces the whole miraculous story now to be set
forth. There never was another birth or generation
“on this wise”; the origin of Adam was wonderful,
that of the second Adam still more so. Oitwg shows
that Matthew intends to describe the manner of
Christ’s genesis, the fact is taken for granted.
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Mvnotevdeions tijc untedg avtod Maolag @ ’Iwone is a
genitive absolute; the aorist passive participle refers
to a historical fact preceding what the main verb
states. The Jewish betrothal was a solemn promise
before witnesses (Ez. 16, 8; Mal. 2, 14), embodying
the essentials of the marriage vow — no other vow
following, — and in later times ratified in writing.
By virtue of the betrothal the bridegroom and bride
became husband and wife, as is also shown in the next
verse, where Joseph is called Mary’s husband, and in
v. 20, where she is called his wife (compare Deut.
22, 24). The Lutheran Commentary speaks of the
future husband and future wife. This is really incor-
rect; the betrothal was the marriage tie itself, and the
words “husband” and “wife” must be taken literally
as they stand. A shorter or longer period elafpsed
between the betrothal and the bringing home of the
bride to her husband’s house. No religious ceremony
and no vows of any kind accompanied this home-
bringing, although it was made a festive occasion with
a procession and a feast following. These Jewish
customs were not enjoined as laws by God, and how-
ever socially and morally binding upon the Jews while
in vogue, cannot be laid down as laws for the Christian
dispensation among Gentile nations, or at the present
time. This has been done, however, and is still done,
often producing false and dangerous situations and
burdening unenlightened consciences. — We have no
indications as to the time when Joseph and Mary
were betrothed. The latter is significantly called his
mother Mary — this was her blessed distinction.
Elisabeth called her ‘‘the mother of my Lord,” Luke
1, 43. — Before they came together, i. e¢. before the
husband brought home his wife. Ileiv # has the in-
finitive, the main verb being affirmative. This ex-
pression is not identical with the one in v. 25, “and
knew her not,” it simple refers to the usual home-
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bringing which followed the Jewish espousal. Zahn
thinks ovveldeiv — coire; the fact is that it would in-
clude this in every ordinary case, as the home-bringing
was always for the consummation of the marriage.
It is for this reason that Matthew wrote : molv % ovverdeiv
— She was found, eioédn, aorist, = an actual fact, and
this became apparent; the fact itself is expressed in
the words év yaotol &xovon, with child. We are not toLd
that Joseph alone made the discovery, although the
entire narrative, as well as that of Luke, mentions no
other person. It is evident from the evangelist’s state-
ment that Mary had hitherto revealed nothing to
Joseph of the angel message sent to her and of her
submission to the will of God. The angel had directed
her, to her relative Elisabeth in the hill country, and
she had gone to commune with this friend, but as far
as Joseph was concerned, having no intimation as to
what God’s will might be, she left all in God’s hands.
This was an act of absolute reliance upon God, the
more admirable the more we realize her situation as
it actually must have been. An espoused woman, if
found unfaithful, was punishable with death, Deut.
22, 23-24. Mary had absolutely no means of proving
her spotlessness to Joseph or any other person in
Nazareth. Misgivings and doubts of various kinds,
we may well assume, assailed her. Her one refuge
was to place herself altogether in the hands of God.
And this was well. — By the Holy Ghost is the ad-
dition of the evangelist who here thinks of the readers
of his account, and at once sheds the full light of
divine truth upon the fact which he records. Not for
one instant are we left in doubt; every unworthy
thought is completely forestalled.

V. 18. Joseph is called Mary’s husband, 6 dvie
avtiis, because the betrothal really made him such;
there is no prolepsis here. — He is called a righteous
man, because he devoutly and earnestly observed the
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law. He was one of the class to which Zacharias and
Elisabeth belonged, “righteous before God, walking in
all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord
blameless”; also Simeon, who was “righteous and
devout.” The word here has reference to the heart
as well as to the conduct, as this very narrative shows.
The participle év is durative: he was and continued to
be dixwog, and this is mentioned here to explain his
action under the trying circimstances confronting
him, he could not ignore the matter, being a man who
thought and acted rightly and fairly. — And not
willing to make her a public example — #élov, like-
wise durative, simultaneous with éfovAndn; this explains
further the resolve he reached in the matter. Here
we see the other side of the man, the love in his heart
for Mary, which had not died when her apparent un-
faithfulness appeared. Two courses were open to
Joseph, one was to follow the law in charging the
unfaithful betrothed wife with adultery, thus making
her a public example, exposing her to public shame,
devypatioar, and to the penalty of the law, which was
stoning, Deut. 22, 23, although we are unable to say
whether this was still in force at this time. The other
course was to make use of the lax divorce laws of the
Jews, and, without any charge of crime, simply to dis-
miss her, giving her a letter of divorcement, stating
the cause for her dismissal in some veiled way, or
stating no special cause whatever. — This second
course Joseph was minded (éBovAidn, aorist, a definite
decision) to pursue, namely to put her away privily,
arnodboar, used of the dissolution of marriage, Matth.
5, 31 etc.; 19, 3-9; Mark 10, 2-12. Meyer thinks that
dismissal by a letter of divorce is meant by the term
“to make her a public example,” and that ‘“to put her
away privily” signifies to separate from her quietly
without a bill of divorcement, by a mere secret agree-
ment, which, however, as Meyer himself admits, would



94 Christmas

not comport with the law. He bases his assumption
on the word Mabow, privily, claiming, that a letter of
divorcement would be «¢oveods, publicly. This claim,
however, cannot be substantiated, as appears from
Christ’s later references to the lax divorce practices
of the Jews, Matth. 5, 31-32; 19, 3-9. No doubt there
were many divorced wives among the Jews, and a
number of them must have remarried. As compared
with a public accusation before the Jewish authorities
charging a crime, a bill of divorcement quietly executed
was certainly putting her away *ddoe; and this would
not disturb the standing of Joseph as a ‘“righteous
man,” who certainly in a case like this would not do
an unrighteous act, one contrary to the law. Two
verbs are used in this verse %¢io and Povropai. There is
little difference between them.

Joseph thought on these things; he was deeply
stirred by them, his heart and mind were strongly
affected. The word vaita refers to the whole case
before him, the condition of his espoused wife, whose
entire character and life, as far as he knew her, was
a contradiction of the unfaithfulness which to him
seemed the only possible explanation of that condition
— as well as the “righteous” course for him to pursue
under these circumstances. At the proper moment
God himself intervenes. His hand is made visible to
us in the early story of Jesus in a most remarkable
way. As he guided the events pertaining to his Son,
so he guides all things still for his sons, so that all
must work for good to them. The angels of heaven
are his servants and messengers, and it has been well
said that we think of them too little amid the changing
circumstances of our lives, and constantly look for
natural laws and natural causes where God’s help is
often extended through supernatural hands. — Behold
itov, interjection — a remarkable, noteworthy thing
occurs at this critical moment, when Joseph is on the
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point of carrying his decision into action; behold the
gracious guidance of God, behold his watchful care,
behold the wondrous way in which he works, behold
tbe certainty with which he reaches the necessary
result! — An angel of the Lord appeared unto him
in a dream. In the Old Testament the angel of the
Lord is the Son himself, here “an angel” (no Greek
article) is one of the heavenly spirits “that do his
commandments, hearkening unto the voice of his
word.” Besser thinks this angel was Gabriel, the
Mighty One of God, or Hero of God, ‘“to whom es-
pecially it was given to be an assistant to the saving
God-power of the Gospel.”” —In a dream (xat’ &voe,
the noun found only in the nominative and accusative)
he appeared to Joseph, for the time of the fulfillment
of Joel’s prophecy had come, “your old men shall dream
dreams, your young men shall see visions,” 2, 28.
Heaven had approached earth, therefore angels drew
nigh and the veil that hid their presence was pierced
now and again. There is no reason to assume that
this appearance of an angel was any different from
the one described in Matthew 2, 13, where evidently
the vision came by night while Joseph was asleep.
We may well imagine Joseph lying upon his couch,
thinking on these things, while sleep for a time fled
his eyes, until at last he sank into unconsciousness.
Then, wondrously, there came a dream — the radiant
form of the heavenly messenger (dvvelog) speaking
God’s own word to him. In regard to this dream, as
well as others like it, we must hold fast to its ex-
ceptional character. Matthew writes, the angel
appeared to him. The appearance being real, this
dream had in it what other dreams, no matter how
vivid and striking, never have, namely the convincing
proof of the reality of what transpired in the dream,
We do not trouble ourselves as to the sources from
which Matthew drew his information regarding this
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dream of Joseph. He who sent the angel to Joseph
had means to record the facts as they actually occurred,
without admixture of human imaginings.

The angel addresses Joseph by name, and adds
significantly, thou son of David, viés, nominative, usual
in such additions to a vocative. Joseph was indeed a
descendant of the royal house of David, as well as
Mary his espoused wife. This fact is here made the
basis of an appeal to him, to show himself on this
most important occasion a true son of David, a man
with the Messianic faith of David, since the promise
to David was now in course of actual fulfillment.
“Thou son of David” — a prince — and princely things
were now expected of him, to be a protector to the
very Prince of heaven itself. Men love great names,
but they often lack the qualifications expressed or
implied in them. We too are called “a royal priest-
hood,” etc., but how much real royalty of faith and
character, how much real priestliness of love and
service is there in us? Let the great names God gives
us move us to great things in the strength which he
adds. — Fear not to take unto thee Mary thy wife,
nh gopndiic, the aorist subjunctive in prohibitions, as in
the classics. The fears and misgivings of Joseph are
removed, for they had no foundation in reality. Joseph
would in no way compromise himself, condone a crime,
risk his happiness, or do anything doubtful or hurtful,
in taking Mary unto himself; on the contrary, he
would do God’s will, serve God’s Son, shield and pro-
tect the mother of his Lord, receive a thousand
blessings himself and show himself a true prince of
David’s faithful line. Where God himself by his Word
‘bids us go forward there nothing but blessings
await us, and there is no cause for fear. Ilooulafeiv
has the same general sense as ovveldeiv in v. 18, the
. former assumes the activity of Joseph alone, the latter
of both Joseph and Mary. Mary is here called Joseph’s
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wife by the angel, exactly as the evangelist calls
Joseph her husband in v. 19. Both terms define the
true position of Joseph and Mary, they were husband
and wife; that which made them such was the be-
trothal; the coming together, the husband’s taking
the wife unto himself, followed as a matter of course,
just as now, after the marriage vows are assumed,
the husband takes the wife unto himself. “It is an
honor for the wedded state that our Lord Jesus Christ,
God’s Son, was not born of a simple unmarried maid,
but of Mary who was espoused as a true wife to
Joseph her husband.” Luther.— An important, and
all-sufficient for, vde, follows. That which is conceived
in her is of the Holy Ghost. This angelic statement
is the clearest kind of foundation for the sentence in
the Apostolic Creed: ‘“Conceived by the Holy Ghost”;
and in the Nicene Creed: “And was incarnate by the
Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary and was made man”’;
likewise in the Augsburg Confession, III: “The Son of
God took unto him man’s nature, in the womb of the
blessed Virgin Mary, so that there are two natures,
the divine and the human, inseparably joined together
in unity of person; one Christ, true God and true
man: who was born of the Virgin Mary”’; and in the
Smalcald Articles, J. 311: “That the Son became
man thus: that he was conceived, without the coopera-
tion of man, by the Holy Ghost, and was born of the
pure, holy Virgin Mary” (the Latin here adding
semper virgine). The neuter passive participle
vevwndév is made a substantive by means of the article
6, no sex being predicated of the unborn child in this
first mention. Ilveipa dvwov needs no article, because it
is a proper noun and denotes a person, in the phrase
of the Holy Ghost. The full revelation of the Holy
Ghost, as Christ afterwards gave it, still lay in the
future when the angel spoke, yet this messenger came
from heaven and in his words there is a full utterance
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of the truth. Moreover, the Jews knew the Holy
Trinity, and even the Baptist speaks of the Holy Ghost
counting this knowledge as entirely familiar to his
Jewish hearers. So here also there is no difficulty for
Joseph as if he knew nothing of the Holy Ghost. The
ineffable mystery of the Incarnation is here expressed
by the angel in the words best fitted for the purpose;
the mystery itself human thought will never be able
to fathom. The fears of Joseph were blown away, a
holy awe filled his soul as he contemplated, on awa-
kening, what God had done. Our Confessions draw an
important conclusion from this word of the angel,
which is already expressed in the designation we
bestow upon the mother of Jesus when we name her
the Virgin Mary: “The blessed Virgin bore not a
mere man, but such a man as is truly the Son of the
Most High God, as the angel testifies; who showed
his divine majesty even in his mother’s womb, that he
was born of a virgin, with her virginity uninjured.
Therefore she is truly the mother of God, and never-
theless truly remained a virgin.” Book of Concord,
J. 628, 24; also 518, 12. — And she shall bring forth
a son. Bengel remarks: “Not, to thee, as the angel
said to Zacharias, Luke 1, 13,” comp. Gen. 17, 19, in
announcing the birth of John. The statement is
categorical, also the one following, its positiveness
leaves no room for doubt. We have here the heart of
our Christmas text — ‘“‘she shall bring forth a son,”
téEetan, from tiztw. While the words do not announce
the birth as actually having occurred, as does the angel
message to the shepherds in Luke’s Gospel, the effect
is the same, and the sermon must so transmit it. —
And thou shalt call his name Jesus. Here Joseph
is instated as the foster-father of the unborn child.
What was already included in the bidding to take Mary
unto himself, is made more clear by these words. The
choice of the child’s name, however, is not left to
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Joseph, for he is under a higher Father, who attends
to this exceedingly important task himself. God chose
the name of the incarnate Son — Jesus = Jehovah is
helper, or Jehovah saves (Joshua, Ex. 24, 13; Jeshua,
the older form Jehoshua; Neh. 7, 7). The name is
descriptive, embracing the entire saving work of God’s
Son, and because of the divine character of this work,
it describes by implication also the person of the Son.
— We are not left to infer this ourselves, the angel
himself states it in so many words: for it is he that
shall save his people from their sins. Autés stands
first — he, he alone! His people, *wog aitot — the
people of Israel, as in the text for the First Sunday
in Advent, Luke 1, 68 and 77, but without the thought
of restricting salvation to the Jews. Jesus himself ex-
plains his mission when he said he was sent only to
the lost sheep of the house of Israel — to perform his
saving work only in their midst, but nevermore, to
restrict the effect of that work to their midst. Mary’s
son is Jesus for all the world, and Christmas must
bring this message. — He shall save from their sins
— spiritual salvation, or rescue, odoer (comp. owtneic
and ootig), not political, social, economical, etc., how-
ever much all departments of human life and activity
are affected by the salvation which touches not the
outer circle, or some segment, of human existence,
but its very heart and center. “The world has kings
and emperors, father and mother, physicians, etc., but
they are all poor saviors compared with him who saves
his people from their sins. Whoever then receives
this Savior and would have him his Jesus or Savior,
he must consider him a Savior, not chiefly for this
life, but for everlasting life, who desires to deliver
from sin and death. It is true indeed, when men
cannot or will not help in bodily distress, the Lord
Jesus comes and helps his own. But this is not his
special and chief office. His special office is that he
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will deliver us from sins, eternal death, and the devil’s
kingdom, whereunto all sinners also need him.”
Luther. To save us from sins is to take us out of their
power, so that they shall never harm us. Jesus has
destroyed the destructive power of all sin by his
complete atonement, and in this sense all men are
already saved; but the atonement must be appropriated
by each sinner in true faith, in order that each one
may have and enjoy the salvation from sin, and in
this sense many are still unsaved, and salvation in
Jesus’ name must be proclaimed to them. ‘Jesus was
what he was called. He was so already in the constitu-
tion of his person. God and man were here — and
are now — mysteriously united in this one Jesus, so
that he had every qualification for saving people from
their sins. He was God and could atone for all; he
was man and stood under the law, under which we
were, and was thus enabled to bear its penalties and
fulfil its requirements. And this the blessed God-Man
was pleased to do: establishing the truth of his name
in fact as he was constituted to do it in his wonderful
person.” Loy, Sermons on the Gospel, p. 87.

V. 22. All this includes every fact and detail just
recorded by Matthew in describing “the birth of Jesus
Christ.” — That it might be fulfilled (iva) indicates
the divine intention, and is not indentical with the
phrase “then was, or is, fulfilled.” Matth. 2, 17 ete.
Matthew frequently uses the phrase here employed in
introducing Old Testament prophecies. He means in
every case to substantiate the veracity of God, and to
reveal the wonderful greatness, power, wisdom, and
mercy of God who stands behind both the prophecy
itself and its eventual fulfillment. The verb slnowdi
pictures the promise or prophecy as an empty vessel
which is filled by the final occurrence of what was
foretold. Note the change in the prepositions, ‘“spoken
by, 076, the Lord through, 3.4, the prophet.” God him-
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self is the speaker; the prophet, the human mouth-
piece for his utterance. This casts a clear light upon
the marvels of divine prophecy, and the fact and
mystery of Inspiration. God sees the end from the
beginning, and none of his predictions can fail, nor
can any fault occur in them or in the words which
God uses in telling of them. Matthew, having in mind
Jewish readers, for whom his Gospel was especially
written, does not need to mention the name of the
prophet; they know both the prophet and the words
quoted, which are bound to affect their hearts deeply.
— The passage introduced is found Is. 7, 14, with the
slight change that, instead of the virgin shall call his
name, Matthew writes, they shall call his name. King
Ahaz of Judah turned from Jehova and sought his
help from the hands of the heathen king of Assyria.
In endeavoring to move him from this disastrous
course Isaiah pronounced the Messianic prophecy
which Matthew here introduces. — Behold — all ages
may well do so, for this is a miracle infinitely great
and blessed. — The virgin (not “a virgin,” as the A.
V. wrongly translates), the one mentioned also in
Micah 5, 3; “it is the virgin, whom the Spirit of
prophecy reveals to the prophet, and who, although
he cannot name her, stands before his soul as one
chosen for extraordinary things. How exalted she
appears to him is indicated by her giving the name to
her son, and this the name Immanuel.” Delitzsch.
This expositor comments finely on the entire passage,
Commentar, 1866, p 133. The sign of the virgin bear-
ing a son to be called Immanuel meant for Ahaz, who
had turned from Jehovah, that no helper would arise
from the perverted house of David as it was then
represented in the wicked king, that these wicked
generations should perish, and that finally from an
unnamed virgin the great Helper would be born. —
The extraordinary thing about him is that his name
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shall be called Immanuel. Delitzsch continues: “He
is God in bodily presentation, therefore a miracle in
the form of a super-human person. We would not dare
to say this, because it transcends the Old Testament
plane of knowledge, but the prophet himself says so,
Is. 9, 6; 10, 21; his statement is as clear as possible,
we dare not darken it in the interest of a preconceived
construction of history. The Incarnation is indeed
a veiled mystery in the Old Testament, but the veil is
not so dense that it admits of no rays striking through.
A ray of this kind cast by the Spirit of prophecy into
the spirit of the prophet, is this prophecy concerning
Immanuel. But if the Messiah is Immanuel in the
sense that, as the prophet explicitly says, he is himself
El (God), then his birth also must be a miraculous
one; the prophet indeed does not say that ‘the virgin’
who had not known a man would bear a son without
this, so that the son would be born, not out of the
house of David, but as a gift of heaven into it; but
this ‘virgin’ was and remained a riddle in the Old
Testament, mightily stirring up the inquiry and search
(1 Pet. 1, 10-12), and awaiting a solution in historic
fulfillment.” Isaiah sees first the Messiah to be born,
Is. 7, 14; then the Messiah actually born, Is. 9, 6;
finally his beneficent reign Is. 11. — Matthew himself
adds the translation of Immanuel — God with us.
Because he is is “God with us,” therefore he is Jesus
for us. The seed of the woman, the seed of Abraham,
the heir of David’s throne, the son of the virgin, he is
“God with us.” And with this blessed name our
precious Christmas gospel ends.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

For the great Christian festivals preach homiletical ap-
propriation! Make it your absolute rule. For our present text
this means: do not let Joseph or Mary get in front of Jesus!
We are celebrating Jesus’ birthday, not Joseph’s, not Mary’s.
Certain Greeks in Jerusalem once begged Philip: “Sir, we
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would see Jesus,” John 12, 22. Today it is the preacher’s one
great business to show his hearers Jesus. Do not offer us
“lessons” or applications from the acts of Joseph and Mary.
There are thousands of other opportunities for application.
Christmas is one of the great times for appropriation.

Here is a thought for incidental use: There is an angel
in this gospel lesson, as there are many in the lesson from Luke.
It is impossible to keep the angels out of the Christmas story.
If we would know the heavenly Savior indeed and learn the way
of salvation which he has prepared for us, we must make the
angels of God our companions and learn to dwell with them and
rejoice in their ministrations.

The following is a simple, yet effective presentation:

The Birth of Jesus Immanuel.
I. The prophet of God foretells it.

II. The power of God brings it to pass.
III. The angel of God sets forth its blessedness.

Wiener has a similar outline:

Christ Jesus Immanuel.

1. Born of the Virgin Mary, yet the Som of God.
II. Born in the greatest lowliness, yet glorified by the
angel of God.
III. Born in a remote corner of the earth, yet the ful-
filler of God’s promises for all the world.

There is fine color in the theme:

“Thou Shalt Call His Name Jesus!”’

for this is a quotation from the text itself. It asks us to dwell
‘on the Blessed Name:

I. The Name of a divine person.
II. The Name of divine origin.
III. The Name revealing a divine work.

To be sure, Joseph and Mary are to be brought into the
sermon. Preaching appropriation does not in the least bar
them out. But theirs is a side position entirely. Here is a
sample:
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How God Revealed the Blessed Christmas Mystery to
Joseph of Nazareth.

He showed him by an angel messenger

I. The mystery of Christ’s divine origin.
II. The mystery of Christ’s divine person.
III. The mystery of Christ’s divine work.

Joseph is part of the frame, no more; he is not the portrait.
The revelation made to Joseph is, of course, made through him
to us. — The following is similar:

The Christmas Light in Joseph’s Heart.

I. Shed abroad by a divine revelation.
II. Revealing ¢ hewvenly mystery.
II1. Awakening an endless joy.

The mention of “Joseph’s heart” is for the purpose of making
the sermon personal. As we speak of his heart we think of our
own. Again, Joseph is only in the frame, he is not the portrait.

In making either the name “Jesus,” or the name “Imman-
uel” the pivot of the sermon, this should be done so as to swing
the entire text on that pivot. Never cut these names out of the
text in order to preach independently on them. Here is an
illustration:

“God With Us.”

1. Immanuel sent by the Father.
II. Immanuel born through the power of the Holy
Ghost.
I11I. Immanuel making us one with the Father, the Holy
Ghost, and himself.

We have already had another illustration under the theme,
“Christ Jesus Immanuel.” We add:

Immanuel, Our Great Christmas Treasure.

I. See how God gave it to us.
II. Behold and marvel at its value.

The essential thing in a festival sermon is to present the
objective deed and fact celebrated in the festival. And this
should be done without any “ifs” or “buts.” Also without
polemics. On Christmas, for instance, we certainly do not in-
tend to prove the Virgin birth, or even to defend its historical
reality. Our hearts are too joyous, our feelings too festive. At
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some other time we may reckon in the pulpit with the robbers
of our Christmas faith; just now we are busy glorifying God
for his unspeakable gift to us. If any mention is made of the
opponents of our faith, let it be only in passing. — While the
sermon must be objective, let us remember there are two ways
of preaching objectively: one is the cold, distant, formal, even
dry way, like showing a far-away mountain peak to which we
can never hope to climb; the other is a warm, intimate, vital, we
may say personal, way, like unwrapping and showing some
beautiful piece of jewelry, which we have been commissioned
to bring to a friend. There will be exclamations of joy, but
they will all be produced by the priceless gift itself. And that
is the secret of the uplift and the exalted tone that goes with a
real festival sermon. It is and must be as genuine as the gift
we bring. The hearer must go away from that sermon as one
who exults over the precious gift he has just received. No
preacher who does not himself fully realize this joy in himself
can counterfeit it or pretend it in his sermon. So we may
preach with Lindemann:

The Glory of God Revealed in the Birth of Christ

I. The glory of his love, in giving us Jesus the Savior;
Immanuel, God with us.

1I. The glory of his wisdom, in giving us the Savior
conceived by the Holy Ghost; born of a human
mother (only a true man, wholly free from sin,
joining in himself both the human and divine
nature, could work out our salvation).

I1I. The glory of his truth, in fulfilling his promises;
in giving us together with his Son, whom he
spared not, all things.

Note—The text for the Day after Christmas, John 1-14,
has been omitted.



THE SUNDAY AFTER CHRISTMAS

Luke 2, 25-32

Simeon with the holy child in his arms, beyond a
doubt, signifies appropriation — “mine eyes have seen
thy salvation.” But this is not all. The appropriation
set so beautifully before us in aged Simeon embracing
the infant Christ, is an illustration of what God in-
tends for all men. This text stands for wniversal
appropriation — “salvation prepared before the face
of all people; a light to lighten the Gentiles, and the
glory of thy people Israel.”” A grand text with its
tender personal note! — Christmas always fills the
children with happiness, and the old in spirit become
children again and join with the little ones. But here
is a Christmas text for old people especially — behold,
how an old man celebrates the Savior’s birth in ancient
Jerusalem. And the year is growing old too. But
Christ makes every old heart, even as another year
grows old, young again, young with faith, joy, and a
hope that fadeth hot away. — Simeon’s words, as he
held the Babe in his arms, have been called his swan’s
song. They are inspired words, placed by the Holy
Spirit upon his aged lips and then recorded by the
inspired evangelist. The Greek and the Roman Cath-
olic churches, as well as our Lutheran Church, have
embodied the Nunc dimittis in their liturgies. It is
our song of praise and gratitude on receiving the
precious body and blood of our Lord in the Holy Sup-
per. That sacred feeling of solemnity, which always
fills the souls of communicants when they have
worthily received the Sacrament, should touch the
preacher’s heart when he takes up this text in his
pulpit, and should transfer itself, as he unfolds its

(106)
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contents to his hearers, upon their souls also. The
gates of heaven were open for Simeon when he held
the holy Child in his arms, the angels were singing in
heavenly choirs, the music was in his old heart, the
music that is sweeter than earth, and his lips over-
flowed with it. So must the portals above open as
this text sounds in our ears, so must the singing stir
us and fill us:

“0O Lord, now let thy servant
Depart in peace, I pray,
Since I have seen my Savior,

And have beheld this day.”

V. 25. An unexpected, a notable thing is ushered
in by the exclamation, And behold. Mary and Joseph
had come to the Temple for a double purpose, to bring
the offering required by the faw at the close of the
40 days of the ij_thf_mih_er, either a
lamb, or if poor a dove, for a burnt-offering, and a
dove for a sin-offering, (Lev. 12, 2 etc.) ; and to present
the child Jesus as the firstborn of Mary, according to
the Taw, to the Lord and\sgglég;n him by the payment
of five shekels (Ex. 13, 2; Num. 8, 16; 18, 15). Joseph
Hmd of Mary and the legal father of Jesus
properly does his share in attending to the require-
ments of the law. It was while this was going forward
that the important occurrence took place which Luke
here records. — There was a man, dviewmos — just as
John 1, 6 we are told of the Baptist, “a man” — noth-
ing great and wonderful, no high office, lofty standing,
remarkable power, or anything of the kind — just ‘“‘a
I{l_gll." It is all a fancy then when he is pictured as
the President of the Sanhedrim in the year 13, as a
son of Hillel and the father of Gamaliel. These adorn-
ments are disfigurements of Luke’s simple truthful
account. Simeon did not stand high, even if he lived
in Jerusalem, like Anna, but was one of that small
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circle referred to in v. 38, “looking for the redemption
of Jerusalem.” He was one of the “still people in the
land,” one of the true Israelites, whose hopes for the
Messiah were spiritual, not carnal like those of the
Jews generally, and who had retained true spiritual
faith in their hearts where empty formalism had over-
run almost all others. — But while Simeon lacked
»worldly distinction and position, he had the distinction
which is recognized in the kingdom of God; this man
whose name was Simeon — common enough, signify-
ing ‘“hearing”; the Lord has heard, Gen. 29, 33 —
was righteous and devout. ‘“Righteous,” dixaog, must
not be restricted to the conduct alone, i. e., to the
careful observance of all that the law required in out-
ward obediencg; it also includes the condition of the
heart necessary for such observance, in order to make
it acceptable to the Lord. So Zacharias was “right-
eous before God,” i. e., acceptable to him. Compare
Gen. 7, 1, Noah — “thee have I seen righteous before
me in this generation”; Gen. 17, 1, Abraham. That
this righteousness includes the heart we see in the
case of Solomon, 1 Kgs. 9, 4, where the keeping of the
statutes and judgments is connected with “integrity
of heart,” and ‘“uprightness.” Compare Hezekiah,
2 Kgs. 20, 3; Job 1, 1; Phil. 3, 6. describes
Simeon’s whole life, character, and heart; he was
‘a true son of Israel. Luke alone uses the word
“devout,” e9hafns, conscientious, “God-fearing,” Luther.
Combined with dizawg it completes the picture, drawing
especial attention to his heart and conscience. In the
case of Zacharias this was done by adding to “right-
eous” the words “before God.” So Paul says of him-
self, Acts 23, 1, “I have lived in all good conscience
before God until this day”; Acts 24, 16, “to have al-
ways a conscience void of offense toward God and
toward men.” What a fine thing to have the Spirit
of God say about a man — “he was righteous and
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@evou Stoecker remarks: ‘“He was not only
church as we are wont to say, meaning that he
attended Yhe services and sacrifice, diligently observed
‘the Sabbatks and the festivals days — no, he was a
righteous maX in all his walk, And this is saying a
great deal, wheh we consider, how difficult it is in the
many tasks of life to fulfill all righteousness. One is
a member in the household and must fulfill all his
duties toward his own and approve himself faithful.
One is a subject under an earthly government, and
there too he must do his duty in all humility and with
glad obedience. One belongs to the kingdom of God,
and in all love and devotion must sacrifice, help, work
and build together with others. To be righteous in
all these respects is so great a thing that few will
have the courage to claim it of themselves.” (Den
Armen, etc., p. 44.)

The most significant thing said of Simeon is in
the words, looking for the consolation of Israel.
Simeon had the true Messianic hope in his heart. It
is called Consolationyy’ magdwinoc from nagaxudelv, to
call to one’s aid. The Messiah would bring the con-
solation, coming to_the aid of Israel, which is thus
pictured as being in distress. The Holy Ghost is called
the Paraclete, but Jesus significantly called him
“another comforter,” since Christ himself was the first
Comforter, who bi brought to Israel magdxhnow. Is. 40, 1:
“Comfort, comfort ye my people, saith your God.” It
is wrong to read into this ‘“consolation” anything
political, for the text does not indicate it. Nor should
we restrict the consolation to “Israel” in the Jewish
narrowness which excluded the other nations. The
expression is here used in the sense of Jesus’ words
to the woman at the well, “salvation is-of the Jews.”
The whole decription shows us in Simeon one of those
precious and rare characters whose heart was open to
the lnﬁuence of the Holy Ghost and “the Word of
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promise, and who apprehended the spiritual character
of that promise. — This is made especially clear by the
statement: and the Holy Spirit was upon him, nveipa
Gywv, as throughout the Gospels, the third person of
the Godhead; no article, used like a proper noun.
“Upon him” indicates the Spirit's presence and in-
flyence dig:gaedégpoa/lﬁﬁ, not as regards the rlght-
eousness and conscientiousness in him, but as regards
the special grace vouchsafed to him and described in
what follows. The prophets spake as they were
moved by the Holy Ghost, 2 Pet. 1, 20, and in like
manner the Holy Ghost was upon Simeon.

V. 26. The verb it had been revealed, v
xexonuanouévov, circumscribed pluperfect, signifies that
an_answer had been returned unto him to his earnest
longing and request. What hiﬂeguést had been we
are told only by implication; the answer received in-
dicates it, namely that he might with his own eyes see
the Messiah ere he died. This desire was in the heart
of every true Israelite, and it expressed itself, no
doubt, in many an earnest prayer. Kings and prophets
desired to see what the disciples of Jesus afterwards
saw, but did not get to see it, Luke 10, 24. @}p}
points out how Simeon’s prayer may have come to be

uttered: ‘“The Holy Ghost touched his heart, no doubt

by means of the Word-ef-God, which he read. in the
prophecy of the holy patrlarch Jacob, Gen. 49, 10
that the sceptre shoyld fro

Shiloh come, and in Danlel’s reckoning concerning the
seventy-two weeks, from all of which he could conclude,
that the time must be near for Christ to be born.”
This makes the request the more reasonable, having
such a foundation in the Word of God. — He-received
an angyer, but we are left uninformed as to the manner
T which it came to h1m we are only told that it came
by the Holy Ghost. “Was a special revelation vouch-
safed to him? Or had he read his answer by the
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assistance of the Holy Spirit from the Scriptures? Or
did it become clear to him in consequence of his in-
timate communion by faith with God, that he would
vet see the Savior? This is hard to decide.” Stoecker.
Luther remarks that this revelation did not indicate
the day or the hour, but only the fact, just as we today
do not know at what exact hour the last day will come.
To imagine a vision, a dream, a message by an angel,
is without the slightest hint in the text itself. The
Holy Spirit found the right means. — The answer
Simeon had from God was a special grace vouchsafed .
unto him; it was: that he should not see death, be-
fore he had seen the Lord’s Christ. The impersonal
1v xexonuaniopévov is followed by the infinitive wn idetv,
with the implied subject ovtév. Luke alone uses the
classic idiom moiv with the subjunctive or optative after
negative sentences; here the subjunctive 10y is retained,
according to the usual rule of indirect discourse.
Robertson, p. 977. To “see death” is evidently simply
to depart out of this earthly life, and not the seeing
which Jesus mentions John 8, 51, where instead of
ideiv a different verb is used. Compare Heb. 11, 5;
Ps. 89, 48. To see the Lord’s Christ — again idsiv —
is actual sight with the natural-eyess— And the Savior
is significantly call@ﬁnu Lord’s Christ, the Anointed
of Jehoyah. Peter afterwa ed him ‘“the Christ
of God,” Luke 9, 20. The designation 6 xewtdc indicates
the office, to which the anointing set apart and con-
secrated the person. Here the word is a prolepsis, for
the Savior received his anointing when about thirty
years old. For a fuller explanation of the word Christ
see the text for the Fifth Sunday after Trinity, Luke
9, 20. The genitive »veiov is without the article, because
it is a name = Jehovah, and indicates the origin of
the Christ = whom God sends. Luther makes the
application to our prayers for Christ’s second coming,
“that he may come, help and comfort us, and usher
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in the last day, so that we may be delivered from the
power of the devil and from the persecution of the
truth.” A still wider application may be made to all
times of distress, in which like Simeon we ought to
search the Scriptures with great diligence and longing,
and devote ourselves to earnest prayer, that the time
of refreshment from the Lord may come, and we may
rejoice in his deliverance as Simeon rejoiced. But
there are too many like the majority of the Jews, out
of touch with the Word and Spirit of God, far from
close communion with him, and thus left to their own
poor devices.

V. 27. And he came in the Spirit, év td aveipat,
with the Greek article to indicate, not Simeon’s spirit,
but the Holy Spirit just mentioned in v. 25. Com-
mentators generally understand this to mean that the
Holy Spirit spoke in Simeon’s heart, impelling him to
go to the Temple at this special time. Whether the first
assurance that he would see before his death the Lord’s
Christ, was given him in the same manner, simply
by the Spirit speaking in his heart, cannot be deter-
mined. In thinking of ourselves, we must always
remember that there is @ grave danger connected with
the following of voices~speaking in the heart}) the
@ deluded many by such means and led them
into error, sin, and even great crime. We must con-
stantly try the spirits whether they be of God. In the
case of Simeon the test was simple. The Spirit of God
ever directs to the Temple of God, to the worship of
God, to the blessings God there distributes. Sommer
says, the devil leads to the pinnacle of the Temple, or
to his chapel besides the Temple, not into the sacred
precincts of the Temple. Luther takes it that Simeon
knew, when thus he went to the Temple, that at this
time he would see the Christ. It may have been, al-
though the words “in the spirit” do not directly say
that much. The Spirit of God frequently stirs our




Luke 2, 25-32 113

hearts and moves us to do this or that which is the will
of God, and we yield to his inward persuasion, but
we do not realize in each case what great blessings he
thus means to bestow upon us, until after the event,
when his great purpose becomes plain to us and our
hearts turn to him in thankfulness. Many a blessing
is lost to us because we heed not the holy promptings
of the Spirit. Simeon responded readily — for it was
a usual thing with him, — old though he was and
infirm as old people are, to go to the house of the Lord.
An application is easily made here. Do not say, I
do not feel like going to church today; that feeling
is not from God’s Spirit, but from the spirit of evil.
If the old should respond quickly in answer to God’s
promptings, in spite of weakness and infirmity, how
much more the young with their ready strength. —
Into the temple, the court of the women, for both
Mary and Anna, the prophetess, are present at what
transpires. — The text reads as if Simeon was in the
Temple when Joseph and Mary entered. They are
called the parents, ol yoveis, and the argument has been
based on this word, that Joseph was the real father
of Jesus, but only unbelief will seek such props.
Luke’s intention is not at all to elucidate the true
fatherhood of Jesus, but to describe the event which
here took place; the fatherhood of this wonderful child
has been fully and clearly set forth in an earlier section,
and it is simply folly for Meyer to assume that Luke
copied that account and this one from two different
sources, leaving the contradictory statements stand
as they were. That is not only a denial of divine In-
spiration, but also a denial of Luke’s good sense.
Joseph faithfully acted a father’s part toward the child
Jesus, and did this so well that he was popularly sup-
posed to be the real father. Joseph and Mary were
silent about the mystery of Jesus’ birth, and rightly so.

Luke describes what occured in a beautiful way,
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so that we can actually picture the scene. When
the parents brought in the child Jesus, that they
might do concerning him after the custom of the
law, then he, xoi aités, he also on his part, received
him into his arms. ’Ev t® cicayaveiv, the aorist in-
finitive is used as a substantive: at the bringing in;
Tol moiijcar expresses purpose: in order to do. It isn't
that Simeon comes upon the group when the priest
receives the doves for the sacrifice and the five shekels
as the redemption money, and then recognizes the child.
As the parents bring him, so Luke says, he also on his
part took him into his arms; Simeon’s act is placed
alongside of that of the parents in bringing the child.
We may picture the scene then as taking place before
a priest came near. While it occured in the public
Temple court, not many saw or heard — we read only
of Simeon and Anna. No priest is near to ask an
explanation — they who f Q ﬁgred httle circle
all understand sufficiently. ’EdéSato eic i dyzdhag, as lf
he stood with outstretched arms and so received him
as Joseph and Mary came walking up. How dld
Slmeon kngw that this was he, the long expecﬁl Mes-
s1ah‘7 Lange speaks of the “lofty form of Mary,” but
we know that there was absolutely no outward mark
to attract attention to this child above any others that
were carried into the Temple. There were undoubt-
edly many with more display of wealth, culture, power,
and other signs of earthly greatness. Joseph and
Mary were poor, and it required no experiened eye to
detect it. And the child itself, a little over a month
old now, could in no way have appeared exceptional
even to one who scrutinized closely. Luke does not
say @Slmeon singled out the holy Babe, he only
says that he did it, in a simple and direct way. The
inference 1é_pla1n, Siméon-was-so-under the influence
of the Holy Spirit in this the greatest hour of his life,
that he recognized the child at once for what it really
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was. We see this divine influence working in him
when he opens his lips and utters his inspired “Swan’s
song,” and then adds the words of prophecy concerning
what this child should be in the days to come, and
what should happen to Mary his mother. Just as the
Holy Ghost thus controlled his thought and utterance,
so likewise he controlled his vision and powers of per-
ception. It is, of course, all a mystery, as is the other
wondrous working of the Spirit. Simeon himself could
probably not have explained it if he had tried. —
This picture of the aged Simeon with the Christ-child
in his arms has always attracted Christian hearts —
how could it do otherwise? Here the old covenant and
the new met; hope and fulfillment were brought to-
gether in one heavenly moment. His own indeed re-
ceived him not, and yet “his own’” in a higher sense
did receive him, for he was not to come and remain
unreceived altogether. Though high priest and priest
in the very Temple of God knew not that the chief
glory of the Temple had come bodily into it, yet priestly
hearts were there to render the Lord of the Temple
the service he delighted in; they wore no priestly robes,
but were clothed in the beauty of faith and holiness.
Old age and the babe Christ, patriarch and the new-
born child — the threshold of vanishing earthly life,
and the Prince of life eternal opening the portals where
no decline or shadow of death shall ever enter. —
And blessed God, and said, first on his own behalf,
secondly on behalf of the whole world. This blessing
is true praise, mingled with profoundest gratitude.
They are Simeon’s own words, yet uttered completely
under the influence of the Holy Spirit who filled his
heart with light and joy.

Simeon’s Song, v. 29. The punctuation of the
R. V. indicates three strains each of two lines, but the
sense of the words points rather to two strains, each
of three lines. The first three lines are marked by
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the personal reference to Simeon, even in the third
line “mine” eyes; and the last three lines are marked
by the wumiversality of Salvation in Christ. — Now
means blessed moment when Simeon embraced the
child Jesus. It is the climax of his life here on earth
— there is nothing higher, sweeter,_or more blessed
that he can reach. Too many commentators overlook
that dnolieis is confined to this viv. — Simeon describes
the blessedness of that supreme moment: Now
lettest thou thy servant depart, O Lord . . . in
peace. The word for servant, dotlog, really “bond-
servant” or “slave” corresponds to the word “Lord,”
deométng, really “‘supreme Master”; and the verb fits
these two, dnoliev, to release, set free, and thus dis-
miss, gehen heissen. When Zahn and others investi-
gate dwoliewv alone, as used for to let die, passive to
die, etc., they overlook the exact meaning of doirog and
deométng, which here certainly determine the meaning
of dmoliewv. Is there an image in these words? There
would hardly be such a close correspondence between
them, if there were not. The supreme Master releases
his bondservant now, at last — this is what Simeon
says. The difficulty is with the application of the slave
idea to Simeon’s life. We can say indeed that every
true Israelite felt himself a dottog of Jehovah, but that
does not explain the dismissal, the release, and that
now, of which Simeon speaks. Simeon says that now
he is set free as it were, set free in peace, with a
heart satisfied and completely at rest. His bondage is
ended — not his service, as the thought is usually
twisted ; in order to make it signify the end of his life.
Let us note that Luke nowhere tells us how old Simeon
was, he only calls him an dviennos, while he gives us
not only the exact age of Anna, but even says she was
“of a great age,” advanced in many days. The state-
ment that Simeon should not see death before he had
seen the Christ has led interpreters to assume a great
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age for him and his departure from life soon after
his meeting with the child Jesus. But Luke’s failure
to mention either his exact age or the fact that, like
Anna, he was quite old, ought to make us cautious.
It is possible that, like Anna, he still lived for some
time_after this event and joined her in telling others
of the newborn Christ. These considerations all point
to the conclusion that the bondage from which Simeon
was dismissed “now” does not signify his release from
earthly life, but his release from the hardship of wait-
ing for the coming of the Messiah. In his waiting,
longing, and hoping he was like a slave anxious for
the moment when his liberation should be announced;
that announcement came when he actually beheld the
Lord’s Christ. — It was promised to him before, for
he says that he is released according to thy word;
that sweet word of promise had made his bondage
more easy to bear. Now, however, that the great
moment is come he feels free, gloriously free, for the
rest of his earthly days, be they few or many, and
forever free. His supreme Master’s salvation, which
has now come, has set him forever free. Elliot and
Godet have something of this thought when they sketch
a watchman set to wait for sunrise, or to announce
the rising of a great star, and released from this task,
when the luminary at last appears. The application
of Simeon’s words to a faithful Christian’s release
from his earthly life is not lost by our interpretation,
it is rather strengthened; for what Simeon’s waiting
for the Lord’s Christ was (a bondage), the whole
earthly life of the Christian is, a waiting for the time
when finally he shall likewise with his own eyes be-
hold the Lord’s Christ, in the glory of heaven. It is,
of course, only an application, a comparison, and no
more. — V. 30. For mine eyes have seen thy salva-
tion, or more exactly, since the word is not W cwmels,
but the neuter of the adjective form owtiowgs, ‘‘that
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which brings salvation.” Simeon’s eyes saw the child
Jesus, but by.the revelation of the Spirit he saw

than a simple child like other children, he saw that
child “which would grow, become a man, proclaim the
truth, die for mankind and. . redeem . the _world.”
Stoecker. In the child’s presence at that very instant,
as Simeon said, one could truly see 10 cwtigwv cov. The
first steps in bringing that salvation had already been
taken.

V. 381. Thus far Simeon thought only of himself,
his own former position, his own release, his own
peace. But the word “salvation” opens a world-wide
vista before him. No longer does he think merely of
himself, for this salvation is one which thou hast
prepared before the face of all peoples. ‘‘Hast pre-
pared” =— hast set in readiness — includes both the
special thought, care and effort of God, as well as the
blessed result attained and now remaining. “Before
the face” — right before the eyes, so as to be seen.
But the most remarkable word here is: of all peoples,
naviov tdv Aadv. This is universal salvation indeed!
In a way this word is even stronger than that of the
angel who spoke to the shepherds on the fields of
Bethlehem, for he said, “joy which shall be navti @ ad,”
and this *aés would naturally be understood by a Jew
to signify his own nation — which shall be to all the
nation. But Simeon uses the plural, which can in no
way be restricted to the Jewish nation. — Nor are we
left in the least doubt as to whether the salvation is
really meant for “all peoples.” The expression “hast
prepared before the face” implies that, for it could
not have been prepared as a mere show for them to
marvel at and yet not partake of. — Simeon divides
oi daoi in the fashion customary with the Jews, into
Gentiles, #vn, and thy people, haés oov, giving this its
honor-name Israel. The salvation prepared by God
is for both, and as such equally for both. Yet there
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is a difference between them as is indicated already
by the use of the two names; the Gentiles are not
called God’s people. They have lived far from the
true God, in the night of heathen darkness. For them
therefore God’s salvation is a light, v. 32. But has
not God’s people had the light? Yes, but there is
something in this salvation exceeding all the light
Israel ever had, it is for the chosen people the glory.
In calling Christ, or the salvation of Christ, “a light”
Simeon re-echoed all the clear utterances of Isaiah,
9, 2; 42, 6; 49, 6; 60, 1-3. The Gentile nations were
indeed in darkness. Salvation comes to them as the
light for revelation, showing what the light shall do,
namely reveal, unveil, make plain what all the dark-
ness hid from them before, namely the grace of God
and the way of deliverance from sin and death. The
words i dmoxdlwpwv édvav are rendered in the margin
“for the unveiling of the Gentiles.” The genitive
¢dvov may be either subjective or objective; we prefer
the former, namely the revelation which the Gentiles
possess, which in substance amounts to the regular
text of the R. V. “revelation to the Gentiles.” — This
view is strengthened by the genitive connected with
86Eov — Laob oov ’Ioeuit. ‘““For the people of Israel the
‘salvation’ is ‘glory,” because the people of God attain
in the appearance and work of the Messiah that glory
which distinguishes them above all nations, as being
set apart to be the source and possessor of salvation.”
Some here throw in a little chiliastic color, like Godet
— after Christ shall have converted the Gentiles he
will glorify his people Israel, namely by the final con-
version of the Jews. There is no such ‘“after” or
succession here, the vds and the 86Ea are simultaneous.
Then too Simeon says nothing of a glorification of
Israel either taking place at that time or at a later
time. He says that his eyes have seen God’s salvation
and this salvation which he thus sees he calls the glory
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of Israel. Whether Israel accepts it or not, God’s sal-
vation in Christ is Israel’s glory, for to the end of the
world Christ’s own word must stand: ‘“Salvation is
of the Jews,” John 4, 22. On the question of the final
conversion of the Jewish nation see the Tenth Sunday
after Trinity, Matth. 23, 38. A former Prime Minister
of England, Disraeli, a Jew, says: “The pupil of
Moses may ask himself whether all the princes of
David have done so much for the Jews as that Prince
who was crucified on Calvary. Had it not been for
him, the Jews would have been comparatively un-
known, or known only as a high oriental caste which
had lost its country. Has not he made their history
the most famous history of the world? Has he not
hung up their laws in every temple? Has not he
avenged the victims of Titus, and conquered the
Cesars? What successes did they anticipate from
their Messiah? The wildest dreams of the Rabbis
have been far exceeded. Has not Jesus conquered
Europe, and changed its name into Christendom? All
countries that refuse the cross wither, while the whole
of the new world is devoted to the Semitic principle
and its most glorious offspring, the Jewish faith” —
hardly the Jewish faith, but the faith of the Christ
rejected by the Jews, even by a Disraeli who cannot
help seeing some of the glory-rays (the more outward
ones) emanating from the salvation in Jesus. —
Noesgen assumes that the Magi from the East came
to Bethlehem before the child Jesus was brought to
the Temple; we prefer the chronology of Robinson,
which makes that event follow the visit of the holy
family to Jerusalem.— The last note in the three
specific Christmas texts of this cycle is the note of
world-wide missions, for Jew and Gentile alike.
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THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

In order to compose a real introduction to a sermon, one
must know where to start and whither to go. The introduction
is a straight line of thought between these two points. First,
get the starting point. In order to do that place yourself as a
hearer in the pew and make yourself listen attentively to the
reading of the text. The impression properly made on you by
the text as thus you hear it read to you, is your real starting
point. We may also say it is the dominant thought naturally
awakened in the hearer’s mind. Sometimes it is an important
question raised in the hearer by the text. Begin at this start-
ing point. Logically, psychologically, and in the very nature of
what you are attempting to do in a sermon, this is the place at
which to begin. Now face straight and true for your theme,
which is the goal for your introduction. Naturally the distance
will not be long. — 1) It is a mistake to start away from the
real starting point. That is one reason why some introductions
are labored and long. If you do start a bit away from the
starting point, get to that point as fast as you can, and do not
fail to do so. 2) It is a mistake to wander away from the
straight line leading to the theme. It is like a man losing his
way; no man knows where he will get to. This too makes for
undue length. 3) It is a mistake not to connect simply and
naturally with your theme. If you have to make a final desper-
ate jump in thought to get to your theme, your introduction is
wrong. — The introduction is a beautiful porch designed to fit
exactly the sermon house you have sketched out in your out-
line.

We add the following. Read the text properly. It is the
most important thing you do in the pulpit. Put no long prayer
between the text and the sermon, as this is bound to erase any
impression the text makes on your hearers. Wait till your
audience is completely settled in the pews before you start the
sermon. Wait even a little longer, till every eye is turned to-
ward you and every ear listens. Then begin. Strike the right
note in the very first sentence. In fact the first few sentences
must hit true, have full weight of thought, and justify the at-
tention you have drawn from your audience. Attention and
interest lost in the start is very hard to regain. To be hesi-
tant in the start, to grope and feel your way, to stumble and
speak disconnectedly, is to score failure where success is vital.

Take the present text. An impressive reading of it puts
into the hearts and minds of your hearers the picture of old
Simeon holding the Christ-child in his arms while his lips utter
the grandest praise and thanksgiving. That picture is your
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starting point for the introduction. Suppose you have made
your theme: How an Old Man Celebrates Christmas, then your
introduction may run as follows: The story of what venerable
old Simeon did when the Christ-child was brought into the
Temple at Jerusalem, comes to all of us with the most tender
appeal. We generally think of Christmas as a children’s fes-
tival. And indeed we want all our little ones to gather about
the manger in Bethlehem and sing their lovely Christmas songs.
But all of us, even the grey-haired, bent with age, turn young
again at Christmas time, and join in the happy singing of our
little ones. The more we have felt the burdens and trials of
life, the nearer we have come to the day when we shall be called
to meet our Savior above, the fuller and deeper should be our
appreciation of what the child Jesus was and what he came to
bring us all. The feelings that Simeon had when he saw the
holy Child in the Temple should fill our hearts; and the ex-
pression he gave to his feelings when he took the holy Child in
his arms ought to find a perfect echo in our own hearts. Let
venerable old Simeon show us once more,

How an Old Man Celebrates Christmas.

He celebrates it just like Simeon: I. With holy desire. II. With
lofty joy. III. With fervemt praise. IV. With world-wide love.
V. With blessed peace. This introduction is a mere illustration,
not a model. Make yours a lot better, but do it on the same
principle. In the outline Simeon is made a pattern for us show-
ing us how to receive Christ. The parts are obtained by an-
alyzing the inner contents of the text. — Here is another illus-
tration: It is because the Christ-child is in the story of Simeon
that this story attracts us all. It is because Simeon received
the Christ-child not only into his arms, but the salvation this
child brought right into his heart, that we are more than at-
tracted, that we are actually captivated by this story. Let us
yield our hearts to it, for '

The Story of Simeon Would Make the Christ-Child Ours.

It tells us I. Of the Holy Ghost, who still brings the Christ-child
to us; II. Of the salvation God has prepared for us in the Christ-
child; III. Of the joyful faith by which the Christ-child is made
ours; IV. Of the peace and praise that always show the Christ-
child is actually ours. — Here we may ask, whether the parts
should always be announced in the sermon right after the state-
ment of the theme. Yes, when the announcement tends to stim-
ulate the hearer’s interest in what is coming. No, when, as
in the last sample, the entire contents of the sermon are already
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summarized in the parts; announce each part as you reach it,
or build up each part and announce its summary at the climax
of the part, or toward the end of the part. Be flexible in the
matter, and not bound by a wooden rule. Variety is better than
stereotype form. Always to state the parts after the theme is
to set up an arbitrary rule. All arbitrary rules are unhomileti-
cal. A word about not stating the parts at all: do not state
the parts (or the theme, for that matter, either!) if you do not
want your hearers to know exactly what you are talking about,
if you want to leave them in the dark, and to guess at what you
really mean. — It will be easy to introduce the theme:

Simeon: Constant Christmas.

I. Through life and death.
II. From mation to nmation and age to age.

The theme'is split on the word “constant,” and the text shows
two domains in which the constant effect of Christmas is to
show itself.

Have Your Eyes Seen God’s Salvation This Christmas-tide?

I. They have, if you were enlightened by the Spirit
through the Word.
II. They have, if you have pressed the Savior to your
heart in faith.
III. They have, if you are mow trying to make others
share in his salvation.

Once in a while, instead of actually dividing the text it-
self, or the inner substance of it, a good sermon division may
be obtained by looking at the entire text from various angles.
The preacher turns different lights upon it. In doing so certain
features of the text are emphasized in each view of the text,
yet without actually dividing the text or its specific contents.
This is what G. Mayer does:

Simeon’s Song of Praise.

1. The last psalm of the old covenant.
II. A cradle-song for the Christ-child.
III. A swan’s song for a dying believer.
IV. The missionary hymn of Christendom.

Following closely upon the festival, our text may be used
as showing the effects which the festival ought to produce in
us. The figure of “fruit” is natural and appropriate:

Simeon Shows Us the Best Christmas Fruit.
The faith that 1) receives; 2) trusts; 3) praises; 4) serves;
5) spreads the Gospel; 6) departs in peace,



NEW YEAR'’S DAY

Luke 4, 16-21

The beauty of this text for the opening of the
new year becomes apparent when we recall the Jewish
year of the Jubilee, which came every fiftieth year,
when slaves were set free, debts cancelled, lands
restored, and joy was spread abroad generally. Christ
makes the new year a Year of Jubilee for us, preaching
good tidings to the poor, release to the captives, sight
to the blind, liberty to the bruised. Behold, he makes
all things new! Without him there is no true new
year, no ‘“‘acceptable year of the Lord.”” But with him,
the year of Jubilee never ends, it simply merges into
eternal blessedness. Our text thus carries the Christ-
mas thought and the Christmas joy into this festival.
That is its object, and for this reason it ends with the
21st verse. In purposely omits the unbelieving and
wicked action of the inhabitants of Nazareth. The
dominant note of this text is joy. Langsdorff indeed
asks whether this Scripture is really fulfilled in our
midst, and wants us to search our hearts in true re-
pentance. While homiletically not incorrect, the text
itself — apart from any special necessity among the
hearers — states positively that where Christ and his
blessed word is, there this Scripture is indeed ful-
filled, even if many do not believe, as in Nazareth men
did not believe. And this is the joy of it — Christ
actually brings the acceptable year of the Lord, the
blessed Christian year of Jubilee, and all they who
receive him and his gracious deliverance celebrate the
new year of grace and continue to celebrate it until
for them it turns into a year of glory.

The first visit of Jesus to Galilee after assuming
his ministry is signalized by the miracle at Cana. Be-

(124)
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tween this and the second visit, when he came also to
Nazareth, there lay a period of time sufficient for him
to become well known throughout the country, es-
pecially also in Galilee, where he was now ‘glorified
of all,” Luke 4, 15. He had driven the traders out of
the Temple in the Holy City, he had gathered disciples
and baptized, he had made an impression also in
Samaria at Shechem or Neapolis, and he had passed
through a considerable part of Galilee. See Robinson,
Harmony of the Gospels. After this he also came to
his home of many years, the little town of Nazareth.

V. 16. Jesus came to Nazareth in the course of
his preaching from place to place in Galilee. Of all the
places he entered, this little town where he had lived
so long and grown from childhood into manhood must
have been especially dear to him. Here he had dwelt
with his earthly parents and other relatives (Matth.
13, 55); here, no doubt, he had helped to bury his
foster-father Joseph; here he had assumed the care
of his mother Mary and labored for their support with
his own hands; here he had associated with men
generally in the ordinary affairs of life, and this for
many years; here he had made ready in silence and
waiting for the great work he was now engaged in.
But all that lay hidden while he had dwelt familiarly
so long in Nazareth, now stood revealed before the
eyes of men. He was indeed the same he had always
been, and yet to men not the same, for now the Spirit
of the Lord was upon him to preach good tidings to
the poor. — Where he had been brought up, literally
means nourished and fed, and refers to his physical
development in his human home. The expression
nv tedoapuévos (from teépw) does not refer to what we
usually call home-training, education and the forma-
tion of character by means of such training. In
Nazareth Jesus “had been brought up,” reared from
childhood to manhood — the town, had been, in this
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sense, his home. Attention is here drawn to the fact
because of what follows. — And he entered into the
synagogue on the sabbath day. This was the regular
Jewish place of worship in Nazareth, called ovvaymyy,
“the gathering.” Jesus taught extensively in the syna-
gogues of the Jews, and wrought some of his most
notable miracles in them. But of them all this syna-
gogue at Nazareth has a peculiar interest for us, for
here Jesus attended from boyhood on up. Sabbath
after Sabbath he sat in his place and listened to the
Word read and to the preaching and admonition such
as it was, and took part in the worship according to
the customs then in vogue. Now this notable Sabbath
day had arrived, full of great significance for himself
and for all who dwelt in Nazareth. ‘“The Lord is in
his holy temple; let all the earth keep silence before
him.” We may well suppose that the synagogue was
filled to utmost capacity this Sabbath day; and yet for
all there were so many, they failed to appreciate this
most blessed occasion, priceless with its opportunities
for salvation. How many times has it been just so
with the éxxinoia, the gathering or congregation of
Christian worshippers. — As his custom was —a
very significant remark. In a little town like Nazareth
there were no Rabbis of great learning, and the wor-
ship must usually have been poor as far as instructive
and edifying remarks were concerned. Yet Jesus, in
whom dwelt such wealth of truth and wisdom, never
absented himself from the service. What an example
for us today, when the slightest fault is made an excuse
for remaining away, and when the service may be all
one can ask in regard to edifying and instructive
elements, and the fulness of Gospel truth; yet, in spite
of it all, men remain away. A blessed custom, to
attend the Christian assembly for worship Sunday
after Sunday! Some may make it a mere custom
indeed, and turn even a good thing into evil. — And
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stood up to read. Edersheim assumes that Jesus had
been invited and appointed by the ruler of the syna-
gogue to take this part of the service, and that he
had also conducted the earlier part of the service,
including the prayer. The text is silent on this. Far-
rar describes the service, “not unlike our own,” as
follows: ‘“After the prayers two lessons were always
read, one from the Law called parashah, and one from
the Prophets called haphtarah; and as there were no
ordained ministers to conduct the services — for the
office of priests and Levites at Jerusalem was wholly
different — these lessons might not only be read by
any competent person who received permission from
the rosh hak-kenéseth, but he was even at liberty to
add his own midrash, or comment.” Farrar, Life of
Christ, 118-119. During the reading both the reader
and the hearers stood; when it was ended all sat down,
and any comment was spoken while the speaker was
seated. We do not hear that Jesus took such a part
in the Jewish service before he entered upon his
ministry, although he was competent beyond all com-
parison with the men who thus read and spoke while
Jesus still lived in the town. This was the first time
he occupied so honorable a place in his home synagogue.

V. 17. Farrar sketches what now follows: ‘The
reading of the parashah, or lesson from the Pentateuch,
was apparently over when Jesus ascended the steps
of the bima. Recognizing his claim to perform the
honorable function of a maphtir or reader, the chazzin
(clerk) drew aside the silk curtain of the painted ark
which contained the sacred manuseripts, and handed
him the megillah or roll of the Prophet Isaiah, which
contained the haphtarah of the day. Our Lord un-
rolled the volume, and found the well-known passage
in Isaiah 61. The whole congregation stood up to
listen to him. The length of the haphtarah might be
from three to twenty-one verses; but Jesus only read
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the first part of the second, stopping short, in a spirit
of tenderness, before the stern expression, ‘The day
of vengeance of our God,” so that the gracious words,
‘The acceptable year of the Lord,” might rest last
upon their ears and form the text of his discourse.
He then rolled up the megillah, handed it back to the
chazzdn, and, as was customary among the Jews, sat
down to deliver his sermon.” This included as was
customary a translation of the Hebrew selection into
the Aramaic vernacular. In reading the parashah
each verse as read was translated, but of the haphtarah
the reader might take three verses, though no more.
The selection of Jesus embraced one long verse only.
Biprog is the Egyptian papyrus plant, from which we
have Bifros and the diminutive Bpriov — that made of
the plant, paper, book, or writing. Here the writing
was in the form of a roll, and some texts read dvantitos,
having unrolled, from dvanticow, instead of dvoiag,
having opened; compare atites from nwocw, having
rolled up, ‘“closed,” v. 20. The choice of the prophet
to be read on this Sabbath lay with the syna-
gogue authorities who followed a certain order. Isaiah
was thus duly placed in Jesus’ hands, Isaiah, the evan-
gelist among the prophets. In later times there were
fixed selections for every Sabbath day, but these were
not in vogue in the time of Jesus. The selection was
left with the reader. — Jesus found the place where
it was written, Is. 61, 1-2, yet the word edeev leaves
us in doubt whether Jesus sought this place, or whether
without seeking, it turned up as he unrolled the scroll.
The passage, like hundreds of others, must have been
perfectly familiar to the mind of Jesus, for he lived
in the Word of God. G. Mayer adds the caution that
we must not conclude, because Jesus preached ex
tempore, we preachers ought to do likewise now, for
we have neither the powers that Jesus had, nor the
preparation that lay behind his preaching. And Besser
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warns us against the practice of seeking divine direc-
tion by opening our Bibles at random and laying our
finger haphazardly upon some passage, and then look-
ing upon this as a divine direction.

V. 18. Luke gives the passage as found in the
Septuagint with the change of »ned€w in verse 19 in-
stead of xuléoaw. Tughois dvdfleyry is retained from the
Septuagint, although an inexact rendering of the
Hebrew ; idoacbar todg ovvietouuévovg v zagdlav, omitted
by Westcott and Hort, is in the Septuagint. The
words, drooteilar tedoavonévovg év dgéoel, however, are in
the nature of a comment (midrash) from Is. 58, 6,
for which reason it is best to assume that here Luke
gives not so much the actual haphtarah which Jesus
read, but the words of Isaiah which Jesus chose as the
text to speak on. He inserted the line he deemed
necessary, from another chapter of the prophet. The
prophet’s words here quoted are evidently recorded
with direct reference to what immediately follows,
when Jesus says, ‘“Today hath this Scripture been ful-
filled in your ears,” and the word “today” and “in
your ears’” make necessary the omission of the
prophet’s words regarding the judgment, “and the day
of vengeance of our God,” Is. 61, 2, on which Jesus
did not wish to speak here. — Jesus refers these words
of Isaiah directly to himself, as spoken by the prophet
of old concerning the Messiah’s person and work. —
The Spirit of the Lord, nveine, needs no article; it is
the name of the third person of the Godhead. Upon
me, the accusative denoting direction, is explained
by the words immediately following, because he
anointed me. ‘“Because,’” ob sivexev, is translated in the
margin of the R. V. with “wherefore.”” This gives
the sense that the Spirit was already upon Jesus, and
for this reason the Spirit anointed him. We prefer
the sense expressed by ‘‘because,” in the sense of éu,
S, propterea quod —the Spirit is upon him be-
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cause the Spirit anointed him, i. e. after the Baptism
at the river Jordan, Luke 3, 22; John 1, 32. The latter
passage tells us that the Spirit “abode upon him,”
and Luke 4, 14 reminds us that at this very time when
Jesus preached in Galilee, he did this “in the power
of the Spirit.”” The analogy of John 20, 22, and the
outpouring of the Spirit on the day of Pentecost
prompts us to restrict the anointing mentioned here
by the prophet to the visible descent of the Spirit
upon Jesus at the river Jordan, disregarding the
conception by the Holy Ghost and the power of the
Spirit thus in Jesus from his birth on. The very first
words of Isaiah’s prophecy proclaim Jesus as the Mes-
siah, the Christ, the Anointed One. The anointing is
here set forth as an act of the Spirit of the Lord; the
Spirit is the active agent and the medium in one, and
we may recall that the works of the divine persons
ad extra are inclusive, i. e. are to be attributed to all
the persons, not exclusively to one or the other alone.
Thus the Father anoints the Son, and the Spirit is
likewise said to anoint him. It is the same with the
action of sending the Savior to proclaim release, etc.
Note also #xewev, Hebr. maschach, the ceremonial word
for the application of oil in some rite, hence xototés, one
thus anointed; not dieigw, to 0il. — To preach good
tidings to the poor —two blessed words in the
Greek: sdayyedicuobouw wtwyots. He who himself is the
Word is sent to preach good tidings. Here is nothing
but sweetness, as Besser remarks. The word etayye)ito,
sbayyéhov, as the Formula of Concord in its fifth article
shows, is used in a wider and in a narrower sense, to
include the entire preaching of Christ and of the
apostles (generalis definitio), or to include only the
message of grace and salvation as distinct from the
Law. The Confession takes our text in the sense of
this latter definition, for it says of Luke 4, 18, “The
Gospel proclaims the forgiveness of sins, not to coarse
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and secure hearts, but to the bruised and penitent.”
Jacobs, 590, 9. The whole context corroborates this.
Our Confessions are full of fine definitions of the
Gospel. “The Gospel is such a preaching,” says
Luther, quoted in the F. C., “as shows and gives noth-
ing else than grace and forgiveness in Christ.” 590, 6.
“The peculiar office of the Gospel” is said to be
“preaching the forgiveness of sins in the whole
world.” 330. The finest possible summary of the
“good tidings” Jesus himself has given in his talk
with Nicodemus, John 3, 16. — To the poor, wtwyois,
beggarly ones, people altogether destitute. They are
the same as those mentioned in the Sermon on the
Mount, “the poor in spirit,” Matth. 5, 3. The Gospel
was ordered preached to the whole world by Christ
himself. We might indeed say ‘“the poor” here — “all
nations,” “every creature,” the whole world. But the
distinction must ever be observed that the Gospel in
the strict sense of the word is for terrified consciences,
not for men secure in their sins and wickedness. “The
poor in spirit are those who, whether rich or poor in
temporal things, are conscious of their poverty in re-
gard to that righteousness and true holiness with
which man was endowed when God created him in his
own image and which is required of him to fulfill his
mission.” Loy, Sermon on the Mount, 26. What it
means to preach the Gospel “to the poor” Jesus showed
us when he ate with publicans and sinners. This
blessed work was one of the distinct marks of his
Messianic mission.

Just what the good tidings were which Jesus was
sent to preach Isaiah does not say in the sentence
itself. We can imagine what would be good tidings
for the spiritually poor. The prophet however brings
forward a wealth of imagery to show us whom he
means by ‘“the poor,” and what preaching the Gospel
to them in the full sense of the word is. He hath
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sent me, namely the Spirit, as an embassador, with
a glorious message. Jesus afterward says to his
apostles, “As my Father hath sent me, even so send
I you.” John 20, 21. The perfect tense is used =
hath sent me, and I am here on my mission. — To
proclaim, as a herald — it is the regular word for
preaching, and shows how the ebayyericooda is to be
executed, namely by a public, official proclamation. —
Release to the captives, etc. There is no essential
difference between the captives, the blind, and the
bruised, nor between the blessings proclaimed to them.
There is no special order in the arrangement of cap-
tives, blind and bruised. We can say only this much
that the prophet takes up these striking images to
illustrate the sad spiritual condition of those -whom
the Messiah shall help. What a miserable thing is a
captive, fettered and bound, locked in behind iron
bars and massive door, beyond hope of ever breaking
through! Such captives are we in our sins and in
our whole lost condition. Every sin with its guilt
and condemnation is a fetter, a dungeon from which
we are powerless to escape. The chain may be in-
visible, the prison may be intangible — they hold us
none the less securely. We cannot escape, however
much we may sigh and groan and long for release.
Here comes Christ, and he proclaims: Ye are released!
The Greek word is especially precious, because it is
the one regularly used for ‘“forgiveness,” dgeog, re-
lease from guilt and punishment. And let us note
well that when the Messiah proclaims release, it is
no empty message, but the authoritative word which
unlocks all prisons and strikes off all chains. It is
as if in some penitentiary there lay a poor guilty cap-
tive without hope or help, and suddenly there should
come a messenger from the governor reading to him
and the prison warden the order of pardon — the doors
open, he is at once conducted out to liberty. — And
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recovering of sight to the blind. Jesus healed many
blind, and we know how they acted in their joy. Re-
member Bartimeus, also the man that was born blind :
“One thing I know, that, whereas I was blind, now I
see,” John 9, 25. Blindness is here taken as a result
of sin, analogous to captivity. The blind are they that
are shut out from light and all the blessings of the
light. They grope about in darkness, they stumble
and fall, they cannot find the way. This blindness is
like that of the bodily eyes, when a man well knows
there is such a thing as sight, that others have seeing
eyes, and when he longs also to be able to see, but
hopelessly as far as he himself is concerned. This is
covertly expressed in the word recovering of sight,
avafreyns, obtaining sight again. Those interpretations
which take blindness here to be that condition which
knows absolutely nothing of God, ‘“having the under-
standing darkened, being alienated from the life of
God, through the ignorance that is in them, because
of the blindness of their heart, who being past feeling
have given themselves over unto lasciviousness, to
work all uncleanness with greediness,” Eph. 4, 18-19
— overlook the fact that to such the Law must first
be applied, and not until it has done its work can the
Gospel come in. Here, however, we have only this
work of the Gospel described. Hence these blind are
such as have been brought to a sense of their blind-
ness by the work of the Law (“By the Law is the
knowledge of sin,” Rom. 3, 20). To them Christ is
sent to proclaim recovering of sight, for Christ is
“the light of the world,” “the true light that lighteth
every man,” “the dayspring from on high,” ‘“the Sun
of righteousness.” This recovering of sight = faith
— when all at once the heart sees, really sees, the grace
of God, the atoning blood of Christ, the pardon from
sin, the sure hope of heaven in the Savior’s wounds.
O what blessed davafrewis! All bodily sight is nothing
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in comparison with it. — To set at liberty them that
are bruised (Is. 58, 6). Another fearful picture of
sin’s work is given when the poor sinners are set
before us as tedoavouévol, those that have been shattered,
crushed, beaten and bruised, and are now in that con-
dition (perfect tense). These may well be taken to
be slaves, like the poor Hebrews under Pharaoh in
Egypt, hammered into submission against their will,
and no hope nor help in sight for them. So sin tyran-
nizes the sinner. What a fearful thing is a bruised
conscience. Mind and body held fast by the tyrant,
and no deliverer near. — To set at liberty is given
as the translation of drooteibor év dpéoer — to send away
in release. The last is again that precious word which
the Scriptures use for forgiveness — release from guilt
and punishment. No more blows and bruises, no more
wounds and crushing pains, but release from it all, a
new Master, gracious and kind, a new station, not
slaves, but sons, a new balm to heal the hurts — this
is “to be set at liberty” by the Messiah. And here
again we are dealing not with hardened slaves who
have settled down after a manner content with their
slavery, dreaming themselves free, boasting like the
Pharisees of their station and liberty, but with such
upon whom the Law has begun to work effectively,
who are ready therefore for the Gospel, and when it
comes accept it in faith. Rom. 7, 24-25.

V. 19. To proclaim the acceptable year of the
Lord, “the Lord’s year of acceptance and favor.”
The reference here is to the Jewish year of jubilee,
a faint image, but a beautiful one, of the time when
the Messiah should reign, Lev. 25, 10. The proclama-
tion is an authoritative and effective one, it actually
ushers in the year. ‘“Year,” éviovtés — a definite circle
of time, embracing a series of events which distinguish
it; a cycle or period. ‘‘Acceptable” to the Lord, pleas-
ing to him, so as he would have it — and this is the
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climax of the picture, for when all things please the
Lord, all things are well for us. “They who hear and
believe the Gospel, have, praise God, a Jubilee-year
every hour of their lives; the time in which the Gospel
proceeds in purity is the real, rich, acceptable Jubilee-
year.” Luther. Jesus sketched it, much like Isaiah,
when he told the messengers John the Baptist sent to
him, to tell John again what they saw and heard. All
the days and years of your life spent without Christ
and faith in him are days and years of poverty, cap-
tivity, blindness and bruises; the moment faith fills
your heart all is changed. Though sin remain and
many a trial, yet riches have begun, release, recovery
of sight, healing and freedom from tyranny, and God
is pleased with you. — Jesus stops with the acceptable
year of the Lord, for he was not then sent to judge
the world, but to save the world; ‘“the day of ven-
geance” will follow in due time for all who refuse to
receive the Messiah and the blessings which he brings.
— The A. V. has an additional descriptive clause,
omitted by the R. V., at the head of the trio explained
above: “he hath sent me to heal the brokenhearted, to
preach deliverance,” etc. In preaching this may either
be omitted, or since it occurs in Isaiah, it may be
worked in without further question. The broken-
hearted = tog ovvtetoupévorg v xapdlov — those who
have been crushed or ground together as to their
hearts (adverbial accusative). It is a strong ex-
pression, designating a fatal hurt. It is figurative and
stands for all the heartaches which sin causes, the
“terrors of conscience,” the misery which knows no
alleviation. The Law especially causes this broken-
heartedness to be felt. Thus Luther in the monastery
cried in vain: “My sins, my sins!’ Such broken
hearts Christ alone is able to heal, with the precious
balm of the Gospel.

The description in v. 20 is as vivid as if an eye-
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witness were picturing the scene. Jesus made no
strange move of any kind. The scroll was not usually
retained by the speaker while he added his comment.
It was carefully and reverently put back into its recep-
tacle. The clerk took it from the reader’s hand and
put it away. There must have been a dignity and
power in the whole appearance of Jesus, in the sound
of his voice, in every inflection and gesture, riveting
the attention of the people in the synagogue upon him.
Indeed, the hour and scene was one far above what
any one in Nazareth realized. The Word himself had
read the Word to them, and the Word himself would
now expound the Word to them. Chemnitz says:
“Although preaching is common to all the servants
of the Word, yet Isaiah especially ascribes it to Christ,
because in him, by him, and for his sake there shall
be preached the grace of God, forgiveness of sins,
salvation and eternal life. He himself revealed from
the bosom of the Father the mystery of the Gospel,
and to his voice all other preachers of the Gospel are
forever bound.” — And he began to say, a solemn,
significant form of expression; it shows the greatness
of what now occured. This was the beginning — and
the rest was all in the same strain: Today hath this
scripture been fulfilled in your ears. It is at once
the introduction and the theme; Jesus enters without
delay in mediam rem. “Today” is put forward em-
phatically. Would that Nazareth had known, at least
in this her day, the things which belonged to her peace,
but, alas, like Jerusalem, they were hid from her eyes.
Luke 19, 42. For Nazareth Isaiah’s prophecy was
fulfilled in that day when the Messiah himself stood
in the synagogue and did what the prophet had fore-
told. — In your ears refers to the preaching and pro-
clamation which the prophet said the Messiah was to
execute. But alas, that most precious work of all is
least esteemed by so many even today. What mockery
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has been made of ‘“the foolishness of preaching,” and
yet.in it lies salvation for all who rightly hear and be-
lieve. Who of us would not like at least now to read
Christ’s gracious sermon in Nazareth? But what we
really need we have in that one sentence which distills
all the quintessence of his Gospel words into so brief
a form. The Messiah was there, salvation was there,
the heavenly kingdom was there. What need to say
more for us who could not be there, but have instead
the whole New Testament? Let us know rather that
our day of grace and salvation is today, as we too
hear the Word speaking in the Word, and let us believe
with all our hearts and go on rejoicing in the accept-
able year of the Lord.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

Anything in the line of paradoxes is good for outline
purposes, except of course strained and forced contrasts, or
such as are not easily cleared up. A paradox stimulates inter-
est even when mild, and this is always good. When the solu-
tion is offered, it satisfies, and that, too, is good. — We all love
things that are new. The Lord has even promised to make
earth and heaven and all things new at last; and we long for
the day to come. So often, to get the new we must discard the
old. That is when the old is bad, and the new good; or when
the old is inferior, and the new superior. There is, however,
a newness of another kind — the older it gets the newer it be-
comes, the farther back it reaches the more excellent it seems
at the present moment. This is the newness we must get hold
of this New Year’s Day. It appeared in Nazareth long, long
ago, when the Lord came back to his old home city, went again
to the old synagogue where he had sat so often with Joseph,
opened the old scroll of Holy Writ, read the old, old prophecy
of Isaiah — and then so wonderfully revealed all the newness to
his hearers. Let us learn the New Year’s secret of

The Old That Makes All Things New.

1. It is the old grace of God that shines with new-
ness in Christ Jesus.
1I. It is the old Word of God that comes with constant
. mewness of power.
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II1. 1t is the old faith in God that fills us with the new-
ness of deliverance.

IV. It is the old life with God that leads us into the
newness of joys forever.’

New Year’s Day stresses the idea of the ‘“day,” which
matches Christ’s word in the text: ‘“This day is this Scripture
fulfilled in your ears.” So our theme is reached:

The New Year’s Call from Nazareth: Today, Today!

I.- Today Christ still comes to you. (Who knows
whether you will greet another New Year’s
Day?)
II. Today the Gospel still sounds for you. (Who
knows how long you will yet hear it?)
I1II. Today God’s grace still works for you. (Who
knows, if you secretly resist it now, whether it
will ever succeed in delivering and helping you?)

There is an expression in the text which will captivate
many preachers. Let us use it: — Happy New Year! Happy
New Year! is the universal greeting today. Often enough it
is meant superficially, only of earthly pleasantnéss and happi-
ness for the coming year. Jesus would put into this greeting
‘the fulness of meaning which alone can make the year truly
happy for us. This year must by his grace become the ac-
ceptable year of the Lord for us.

A Happy New Year Indeed: The Acceptable Year of the Lord.

The year will please the Lord and shine with true happi-
ness for us, if this year is

I. Marked by our acceptance of his saving gifts.
II. Filled with our gratitude and praise for his saving

gifts.

The scene portrayed in our text may be utilized dramatical-
ly by placing ourselves today into that ancient synagogue among
the hearers of Jesus. Surely we all would like to have been there.

A New Year’s Service in Nazareth.

I. The Savior was there — picture him with all that
he had done thus far, and was yet to do ac-
cording to Isaiah’s prophecy, and what this
means for us this New Year’s Day.
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II. The Gospel was there — in the summary of Isaiah,
and in the preaching of Jesus; bring out its
main features, enlightenment, freedom, healing,
riches, and what this means for us this New
Year’s Day.

II1. Poor sinners were there — the people of Nazareth,
sinners all; show what that means as regards
us, namely how we are in the same class with
them.

1V. Faith and joy should have been there — but were
not; what a mistake if we go from this service
without faith and joy.

The entire sermon may center in the word “new,” since
this is a “new” year, and the body of the text describes this
newness so fully. Let the theme be:

New — In Christ!

I. The mewness.

1. Not what the world may call new —new
success — new health — new inventions —
new pleasures — new sensations — ete.

2. But what Christ calls and himself makes
new:

a) See the man on the road to Jericho
with shattered limbs, robbed, half
dead, nothing but a groan in his
heart —then see him after that,
whole and sound, happy and strong
and wealthy again. That is new.
But mark it well, that man is you!

b) See poor Joseph in the pit, then sold
to the Ishmaelites, crying his poor
heart out — then see him later in
Pharaoh’s chariot, with golden
chain, etc. That is new. But look
close — his form and feature, they
look like you!

c) See poor Samson blind at the Philis-
tines’ wheel, what a sad, sad figure.
Think what he would have been if
Christ could have touched his sight-
less sockets. How he would have
sung, leaped and danced like Bar-
timeus on the road to Jericho. —
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But is this not your image and
picture? )

d) See the Hebrews in the brick-yards,
under the lash of the Egyptian
drivers. — See them again, every
man under his own vine and fig tree
in Canaan. That is new. But is
this not your history?

3. And this is the sum of it all: Gospel for the
poor — the acceptable year of the Lord
through grace in Jesus Christ.

II. The new way to this newness.

1. You cannot realize it by efforts of your own,
resolutions, reforms, new methods and
human helps.

2. It is brought to you by him who makes all
things new; by the Christ, by the Gospel,
by the Spirit of God.

3. You must accept it—know and feel what
you are, lost and doomed in sin —em-
bracing the proffered Christ and his sal-
vation by faith — keeping and growing in
faith, until all the fulness of joy is your
very own experience. That is new — new,
in Christ.



THE SUNDAY AFTER NEW YEAR

Matthew 16, 1-4

This is the end of the Christmas cycle. We have
now come down from the great festive height, we are
on the plains once more, yet our eyes look back
constantly; there on the golden height they still see
“the sign spoken against,” Luke 2, 34, not indeed in
this text a babe any more, but a man with his divine
work all done, and God’s wondrous seal of approba-
tion set upon it (the resurrection from the dead).
This is the sign of signs for all time. A thousand
things grow clear in its light — now we can judge the
follies and errors of men often growing to enormous
proportions, but also the forward and upward move-
ments in the kingdom of God on earth. All other
signs grow clear and give forth their true meaning
in the light of this sign. And yet many disregard it,
discard and reject it, seek other signs and remain in
blindness until the end.

V. 1. Jesus had just returned from the Decapolis
and reached by boat “the borders of Magdala.” He
had withdrawn from the work in the populous centers
of Galilee and wrought now in the more distant places
where the enmity of the Jews could not reach him, on
the borders of Tyre and Sidon, then in the region of
the Ten Cities, and finally in the most northern part,
the region of Casarea Philippi. On this occasion “it
is probable that he purposely avoided sailing to Beth-
saida or Capernaum, which are a little north of Mag-
dala, and which had become the headquarters of the
hostile Pharisees. But it seems that these personages
had kept a lookout for his arrival. As though they
had been watching from the tower of Magdala for

(141)
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the sail of his returning vessel, barely had he set foot
on shore than they came forth to meet him. Nor
were they alone: this time they were accompanied —
ill-omened conjunction! — by their rivals and enemies,
the Sadducees, that skeptical sect, half-religious, half-
political, to which at this time belonged the two High
Priests, as well as the members of the reigning family.
Every section of the ruling classes — the Pharisees,
formidable from their religious weight among the
people; the Sadducees, few in number, but powerful
from wealth and position; the Herodians, representing
the influence of the Romans, and of their nominees the
tetrarchs: the scribes and lawyers, bringing to bear
the authority of their orthodoxy and their learning —
were all united against him in one firm phalanx of
conspiracy and opposition, and were determined above
all things to hinder his preaching, and to alienate from
him, as far as was practicable, the affections of the
people among whom most of his mighty works were
done.” Farrar, Life of Christ, 262. Bengel notes that
the common people were attached to the Pharisees,
and the aristocracy to the Sadducees, just as today
the crowd is inclined to superstition, the learned to
atheism. Jewish haughtiness and wordly-mindedness
were one in their antagonism to Christ. Note the
repetition Pharisees and Sadducees in v. 1, 6, 11,
twice in 12, and the culmination of this hostility
announced in v. 21. — Tempting him, needtovreg,
shows their secret intent and forms a contrast to the
next word “asked him.” These enemies come with a
fair outward face, but their hearts are bent on evil.
They test or try Jesus, but not with sincerity and
honesty of heart, only with wicked intent, in order
to discredit him and to be able to denounce him. The
question arises whether this temptation had a tempting
influence upon Jesus himself. The text itself indicates
nothing, but Scripture otherwise leads us to conclude
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that here, in a way, we have a repetition of the devil’s
cunning suggestion for Jesus to win his way by
astounding displays, like leaping down from the
pinnacle of the Temple, and for him to turn from the
appointed road of suffering and death, as when Peter
tried to dissuade him from that path. But however
cunningly suggestive to Jesus, he always saw through
the treachery of the temptation and vigorously repelled
it. Those temptations undoubtedly are the most
dangerous in which a noble purpose and aim is held
out to us, while at the same time we are asked to try
to realize it by using means either inherently wrong
or contrary to those divinely ordained and sanctioned.
— The Pharisees and Sadducees asked him, it seems
much like the scribes and Pharisees did on a previous
occasion, Matth. 12, 38; they get their schemes all
ready, and then mask their evil intention behind a
fair outward demeanor. It is always the way with
hypocrites, and Jesus invariably unmasks them.—
To shew them a sign from heaven is the substance
of their request. We have explained onpeiov in the text
for the Sunday after Christmas, John 12, 37. Here
the sign is to demonstrate that Jesus is the Messiah
beyond a doubt. The intimation is that all the previous
signs wrought by Jesus, however much they tend
to show that Jesus is the Messiah, are not con-
clusive. In what respect they are lacking in the
opinion of the Pharisees and Sadducees is indicated
by the word “from heaven.” All the signs of Jesus
were wrought on earth, among men, healing, casting
out demons, raising the dead, etc. There is lacking
a sign from heaven, éx tob oleavoi, from the skies or
from the heavenly bodies. There had been such signs,
they suggest by this request, as when Joshua caused
the sun to stand still, when Isaiah caused the sun’s
shadow to recede a certain number of degrees, when
Elijah caused fire to fall from heaven upon the sacrifice
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on Mt. Carmel, when God sent manna in the wilder-
ness, bread from heaven. “If he were indeed the Mes-
siah, why should he not give them bread from heaven
as Moses had done? where were Samuels’ thunder, and
Elijah’s flame? why should not the sun be darkened,
and the moon turned into blood, and the stars of
heaven be shaken? why should not some fiery pillar
glide before them to victory, or the burst of some
stormy Bath Kol ratify his words?’ Farrar. All
things were indeed given by the Father into Jesus’
hands, nor were the powers of the visible heaven or
the invisible glories of that higher heaven excluded.
But it is evident that where the signs wrought by Jesus
on earth failed to produce true faith, all other signs,
even those from heaven, if such had been produced,
were bound to fail likewise. If bread like manna had
covered the earth, would that have proved that Jesus
was more than Moses? If the sun had stood still or
gone back on its course, would that have demonstrated
that Jesus was more than Joshua or Isaiah? With the
most stupendous sign from heaven was the base Jewish
slander made impossible that such a sign was wrought
by the devil’s power? Did Pharaoh believe for all
the signs wrought in his land? Does not Jesus tell us
of Abraham’s answer to the rich man in hell, that even
if one arose from the dead his brothers, who will not
believe Moses and the prophets, will not believe such a
sign either? Voltaire cast off the mask when he
frankly declared: “Even if a miracle should be wrought
in the open market-place before a thousand sober wit-
nesses, I would rather mistrust my senses than admit
a miracle.” TUnbelief always finds a way to evade the
truth, no matter what its credentials may be; if it
can do no more it will at least, like these Jews, demand
another sign to prove the truth and meaning of the
greatest sign already wrought. All this applies to
those men of to-day who read the Scriptures and are
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not satisfied, but would like to see with their own eyes
signs like those set down in the sacred record.

V. 2, etc. The note in the R. V. of the New Testa-
ment draws attention to the fact that this part of
Christ’s answer is not found in many of the codices
and other authorities. The critical question involved
we pass by the more readily, as Jesus did use this
argument beyond a doubt on another occasion, see
Luke 12, 56, where also he used the epithet “ye hypo-
crites,” which evidently was transferred from there
into Matthew’s narrative (see A. V.).— The natural
phenomena of the weather-signs are those of Palestine.
When in the evening the sky shows red, the wind has
driven the clouds and vapors to the west over the
Mediterranean Sea, and this naturally indicates that
the following day will be fair, as rain and vapor in
that country come largely from the west. The reverse
is true when the redness shows in the morning as the
sun sends his rays over the eastern horizon; then the
prediction is rain or foul weather, because the wind
during the night has carried the vapors and clouds
from the Sea across the land. What applies to Pales-
tine, of course, does not apply to other lands where
sea and dry land occupy other relative positions,
producing different weather indications. But almost
everywhere we have expert weather students, who
know all the signs — even if these do fail in dry
weather, or in wet weather, as the case may be. ’Oviag
(supply doag) vevouévns, gen. abs., a late hour having
arrived = when it is evening; evio, is “fair weather,”
and its opposite xewdv, storm, foul, rainy weather;
owyvalov, pres. part., to be ugly, dark, “lowring.” —
Ye know to discern the face of the heavens. Bengel:
“The expression of the heaven, not the face; the ex-
pression of a man alters, but not his face.” “To
discern,” dwaxoivew, to distinguish with good judgment,
so as to perceive and understand the difference. Jesus
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purposely uses the example concerning ‘“‘the face of the
heaven” in his answering argument, because these
Jews had demanded a sign from heaven. Speak about
signs from heaven, he would say, the only signs from
heaven you can read aright are the weather-signs.
There is a touch of sad irony in Jesus’ words. — At
the same time, however, the illustration thus brought
in implies or suggests a metaphor; for Jesus puts the
two in opposition: Ye know to discern the face of
the heaven; but ye cannot discern the signs of the
times. The suggested metaphor is that the signs of
the times are plain on the face of the heaven in a
spiritual sense. They had eyes only for the natural
heaven, they had no eyes to see this other heaven full
of far more significant signs than any that could
possibly be wrought in the natural sky or upon the
heavenly bodies. Té onueia t@v xaedv = the signs which
mark and characterize definite points of time; xatedg
is qualitative, xeévos quantitative, mere extent. The
expression is a general one. All times have their
signs, and so also that great and wonderful time in
which Jesus and his opponents lived. The signs of
those times were not only the wonderful works of
Jesus, but his whole appearance and all that pointed
to him, the coming and the message of John the Bap-
tist, the fulfillment of the Old Testament prophecies
by the appearance and work of John and of Jesus,
the expectations of the Messiah which stirred the
whole nation, Matth. 11, 12. These were signs, sym-
bolized by the sky when it was red at sunset; they
showed fair weather, e0dic. But alas, there were also
other signs, and these manifested themselves more
and more — the blindness of these enemies of Jesus
which would not yield to the light; the obstinacy of
this unbelief which would not give way before the
strongest proof of his divinity and saving power; the
hardness of heart, combined with the basest hypoc-
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risy, which cared not to what length it went and what
means it used. And these signs, symbolized by the
sky when it was red and grew redder and darker in
the morning hours, plainly indicated foul weather
today, ofuegov xewdv, today storm. It is the same in
our time. Man indeed has become expert in meteor-
ology, the study of weather indications; likewise the
business outlook is carefully scrutinized, and political
predictions are heeded by every careful statesman.
But what of the signs infinitely more important, the
spiritual signs of the times? Thousands never know
there are such signs, or they behold them and their
meaning is blank to them — the spread of missions
all over the world, door after door opening to the
messengers of the Gospel; the spread of the Bible,
entering language after language, lying ready for
every man’s hand; the works of mercy and charity,
the renewal of true faith in unexpected quarters, the
testimony of martyrs sealing their faith with blood
(China, Armenia, Russia in the great war). On the
other hand, the rise of the infernal powers darkening
the horizon; the increase of lawlessness, crime, and
suicide; the spread of a Christless religion at altars
behind oath-bound doors; the open attacks upon
the Bible, the Gospel, Christ, and the church; the rise
of deceivers leading thousands astray; the social un-
rest, as class rises against class in the industrial and
political world. What lies behind all these signs which
so many see not, or heed not, and will not take to heart
in their true significance?

V. 4. Generation — the one then living, with
which Jesus was then dealing. He calls it yevea
movned, an evil generation, doing evil, thus referring
to its actions (xaxés points more to the condition and
general character). He adds adulterous, nowalic, to
show their unfaithfulness to God. Their covenant
with him is like a marriage tie, hence unfaithfulness
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to him is equal to adultery. It is both unmnatural,
abominable, and criminal in the highest degree. Thus
James (4, 4) exclaims: “Ye adulterers and adul-
teresses, know ye not that the friendship of the world
is enmity with God?”’ Compare Rev. 2, 20. Besser
points out that in thus being flagrantly evil and adul-
terous they themselves were a sign of the times. —
Seeketh after a sign, namely such a sign as shall
satisfy an evil and adulterous generation, not satis-
fied with the signs of God. — And there shall no
sign be given unto it, but the sign of Jonah. The
word sign is significantly and emphatically repeated.
Matth. 12, 40 makes it plain that Jesus here means
his own resurrection from the dead: “For as Jonah
was three days and three nights in the belly of the
whale ; so shall the Son of man be three days and three
nights in the heart of the earth.”” This word pre-
viously spoken Jesus here recalls and presses home
upon his hearers. It implies plainly that Jesus did not
consider the experience of the prophet Jonah in the
belly of the sea monster a myth, but here declared it
to be truth. He shows us that it was far more than a
wonderful thing occurring to a disobedient prophet of
old, that in fact it was a prophetic occurrence, a true
sign, signifying what should occur to the Messiah
when now he would be dead and buried and lie in the
grave for three days. The sign of Jonah is the
Christ himself, dead and buried, and risen on the third
day. Besser adds: “and the Church in its constitution
on earth as founded on this preaching’; but the text
restricts us to Christ alone. The sign is not that Christ
should be in the grave, but that he should be in the
grave three days, and that then he should come forth.
— Jesus says the sign shall be given, dodicetor. To
the Jews Christ did not show himself, yet they too
had the evidence of his resurrection before them in
the testimony of the disciples. The resurrection was



Matthew 16, 1-4 149

the highest possible proof of the Messiahship of Jesus.
This too they rejected and remained obdurate as be-
fore, sealing their doom. Theremin, as quoted by Bes-
ser, closes his sermon on the “Sign of the Times”
with the prayer: “O Lord, thou hast set up a sign
for all ages; a sign often indeed spoken against, often
veiled by the dust which unbelief stirs up; but a sign
which by its own power strikes down opposition and
emerges more shining from such darkening; a sign
that comforts and rejoices, that sanctifies and
strengthens; a sign that brightens this life, and sends
its rays far into the life to come; a sign about which
all thine own shall assemble — this sign is the cross!
To this sign will we constantly look, in order to judge
by it the signs of the times! beneath this sign we
will fight against all unbelief and all sin, against in-
ward and outward corruption; in this sign we shall
conquer. Amen.” And he left them and departed
— justa severitas, Bengel. His ministry to them was
ended. When Jesus departs Satan remains. “Leaving
them he went away,” a fearful doubling of fateful
words. What a warning to us. But those who believe
in his name he will never leave, he will be with them
even unto the end of the world. Every sign shall tell
of his presence, his power, his grace, his gifts, his
final deliverance.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT
God’s Sign-Language

I. The all-important sign given once for all. 1. Christ
did many signs of grace, yet men demanded
something more. — 2. The ultimate sign, the
resurrection of Christ; greater than signs in
heavenly bodies, because in a spiritual world,
involving the kingdom of heaven and salvation
for men.—3. The double significance of the
greatest sign: grace, for all our foes are over-
come and God is reconciled. The sign for all
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time. — Judgment, for all foes, the battle settled
once for all, and Christ the eternal victor.

II. The great procession of signs constantly repeated.
1. This is pictured by the reference of Christ to
the weather signs in Palestine, and we must
understand them in the light of his resurrec-
tion.— 2. The signs of grace — describe them
(missions; freedom of the Gospel in our land,
freest since the Reformation; preservation of
the pure Gospel in our church; ete.—3. The
signs of judgment — describe them (great ca-
lamities — mention some of the greatest in our
times — signs in the heavens, etc. Spiritual
signs: Rome not dead; the Christless religion of
secrecy; religious deceivers in many places;
worldliness, coldness, ete.) Discern the signs of
the times!

See the Signs Written on the Portal of the New Year

1. The sign of Jonah.
I1I. The additional signs of the times.
II1I. The sign of judgment when Christ leaves those who
will mot believe.

The Trouble is Not With the Signs, But With Men’s Eyes

I. There is the greatest sign of all ages, but men do
not see and read it aright.
II. There are other signs in the world in every age,
but men disregard and misinterpret them.
III. There are the evil signs in men’s own hearts, but
they do not look even at these.
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THE EPIPHANY CYCLE

The Epiphany Festival to the Sixth Sunday After
Epiphany

The Epiphany cycle contains seven texts, and the
very first one, for the Epiphany festival itself, dom-
inates all the rest. We find exactly the same arrange-
ment in the Easter cycle. The Epiphany festival is
one of the most ancient festivals in the Christian
church, dating back to the second century. Epiphany
is from émedvewn (sc. ieed), compare Titus 2, 11: “for
the grace of God hath appeared”; and Titus 3, 4:
“the kindness of God our Savior, and his love toward
man, appeared.” The word signifies appearance. The
Epiphany festival originated in the Eastern church,
and opened the cycle of festivals, although it referred
not to the birth, but to the Baptism of Jesus. The idea
was that Jesus was manifested as the Savior, not so
much when he was born, as when he assumed his holy
office and received the anointing from the Father.
When in the fourth century the Epiphany festival was
transferred also to the Western church, its significance
was restricted to the manifestation of Jesus to the
Gentiles. The Western festival text was the story
of the Magi worshipping the new-born King of the
Jews. This made the day the festival of the Three
Kings and brought in the missionary idea, so that some
of our churches still treat the Epiphany festival as a
missionary festival and gather their missionary offer-
ings especially on this day. The Eisenach gospel
selections go back to the original idea of the Epiphany
festival and give us once more the most ancient text
for the day. This is certainly commendable, since it
is almost impossible to make the Epiphany festival a
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general mission festival for the church, occurring as
it does in midwinter. Our mission festivals are cele-
brated later in the year. If the original idea of
Epiphany, namely “appearance,” “manifestation,” is
held fast, we secure a true progress of thought; the
Christmas cycle brings us the birth of Jesus — the
Epiphany cycle brings us his appearance as the Savior
indeed. This is the general theme of the cycle.

In the text for the Epiphany festival we have
Jesus appearing as the Messiah. This is the great
thought that illuminates also the following texts,
especially the first four. The emphasis in these texts
would be misplaced if we were to dwell too much upon
the reception of Jesus on the part of those who became
his followers, and were to neglect the revelation and
manifestation of Jesus himself in all these texts. This
is the primary element, the other is secondary and
altogether dependent on the primary. In all the six
texts for the Sundays after Epiphany we have, in
one striking manner after another, Jesus appearing
as the Savior. A view of the texts will show this. In
the first the Baptist points to Jesus and calls him the
Lamb of God; the faith of Andrew answers to that
when he confesses him as the Messiah. The second
text shows us Jesus so revealing himself to Nathanael
that he sees in him at once the Son of God, the King
of Israel, and Jesus himself amplifies that vision by
the promise that in him Nathanael and others shall see
heaven open and the angels of God ascending and
descending upon the Son of man. The third text
presents Jesus as the Giver of living water to the
woman at Jacob’s well; we hear nothing in the text
itself concerning the faith of this woman, and this
indicates that the text is intended to focus our eyes
chiefly upon this revelation of Jesus and his saving
grace. The fourth text still keeps to this great thought
of revelation. A whole town comes indeed to believe
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in him, and Jesus himself points to the fields white
already to harvest; still he is himself the center of it
all, for the text culminates in the great confession,
“This is indeed the Christ, the Savior of the world.”
The last two texts serve to round out the cycle by
introducing two pertinent and important thoughts.
In the first of these texts, for the Fifth Sunday after
Epiphany, we see the consequences of accepting or re-
jecting the words of Jesus (by which he reveals him-
self), but the last two verses of this text still carry
forward the original Epiphany idea — Jesus teaches
“as one having authority,” in marked distinction from
all other teachers. The last text in the cycle, for the
Sixth Sunday after Epiphany, deals with the reason
why so many reject Jesus, namely unbelief; but even
here Jesus reveals himself as the One who gives life,
who comes in his Father’s name, and of whom Moses
himself wrote. ’

In the different texts there are auxiliary elements
of great importance homiletically. The texts run in
pairs, the first two, the second two, and the third two
evidently belonging together. In the first two we see
Jesus dealing with men already somewhat prepared
for his reception; in the second two we find him at-
tracting the Samaritans, first a sinful woman, next
an entire town. In these two pairs of texts the mission
element is especially rich, in fact, the last text would
make a fine mission text at any time. The two final
texts of this cycle are no longer narratives, but the
closing sections of discourses of Jesus. They are in-
tended to press home all that the other texts have
brought. It is not’ very often that the church year
affords us opportunity to preach on all these after-
Epiphany texts, since the Epiphany circle is decreased
as the Trinity circle is increased. We would suggest
that whenever this shortening of the Epiphany line
occurs, that the preacher use if possible at least one
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text from each of the three pairs of texts offered, for
instance the text for the First, the Fourth, and the
Fifth Sundays after Epiphany. Thus while some of
the fulness and richness of the cycle would be lost,
nevertheless its main thought would be made available
for our hearers. The cycle as such, making Jesus the
cynosure of our hearts, outlines as follows:

1. Epiphany: Jesus revealed from heaven as the
divine Messiah.

2. The 1st after E.: Jesus, the Lamb of God.

3. The 2nd after E.: Jesus, the King of Israel.

4. The 3rd after E.: Jesus, the Giver of living
water.

5. The 4th after Ep.: Jesus, the Savior of the
world.

6. The 5th after E.: Jesus, whose person and
word decide our eternal weal or woe.

7. The 6th after E.: Jesus, whose person and
word can be rejected only by the most unreasonable
unbelief.

Other distinctive features are these: in the second
text the beautiful confession of Andrew, We have
found the Messiah; and the promise that the Lamb
will make a Rock out of Simon. In the third, the
beautiful character of Nathanael, a man without du-
plicity, and the gradation: Philip calling the Savior
Jesus of Nazareth, Joseph’s son; Nathanael calling him,
The Son of God, the King of Israel; Jesus promising
the vision of the open heaven. In the fourth text:
Jesus reaching out to save a single sinful soul, an
unknown woman; his missionary skill; his wonderful
description of the Gospel. In the fifth text: the vision
of the mission-harvest in the world, and the first pre-
liminary ingathering in Samaria. In the sixth text:
the view of human life, building either on the ever-
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lasting Rock of ages, or on the treacherous sand of
human wisdom. In the last text: the arraignment
of unbelief terribly complete, for it fails to see Christ
in the Scriptures, loves not God, willingly follows
deceivers who come in their own name, prefers the
honor of men to that of God, accused and condemned
already by the very thing in which it trusts.



THE EPIPHANY FESTIVAL

Matthew 3, 13-17

The chief thing in this text is the assumption by
Jesus of his high and holy office and work as the Savior
of the world, and his wonderful anointing with the
Spirit in preparation for his work. From the silence
of his past quiet life in Nazareth he steps forth before
the eyes of men, and is at once made manifest by a
marvelous divine act as the very Son of God and the
true Messiah. The great purpose of this text is to
present Christ, in fact, to present him as Christ, the
Anointed, to reveal him anew in his Savior glory before
the eyes and hearts of men. The three persons of the
Godhead here combine in making this revelation, and
in preaching on it the effect of the sermon should be
such as John the evangelist expressed in the words,
“And we beheld his glory, glory as of the only be-
gotten from the Father, full of grace and truth.” John
1, 14. It is the preacher’s prerogative to let the light
of this glory fill his own heart first, and this so com-
pletely that every sentence he utters before his hearers
may send the heavenly radiance as from the very face
of Jesus into their hearts aiso. — Disquisitions on our
Baptism, on the relation of Christ’s Baptism to ours,
on the duties and blessings of our Baptism, are out of
order in connection with this text for the Epiphany
festival, although Pank and Wunderlich for instance
devote half of their sermons to such elaborations. It
is enough when brief mention of our Baptism is made,
as for instance this is done in our Confessions, and
this only by way of application. Christ, and Christ
alone, must be the center and substance of the whole
sermon, from which nothing should be allowed to
detract.

(158)
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V. 13. The word then points to the activity of
John the Baptist as described by Matthew in the
previous part of this chapter. In the midst of this
activity Jesus appears, having come from Galilee to
the Jordan. The text states only the fact of Jesus’
coming thus, and adds the purpose, unto John, to be
baptized of him, 100 fanuediiva,, purpose. We would
like to know much more — all the thoughts of Jesus
that led to his resolution to go and be baptized of John.
We know there was nothing superficial or accidental
about it. Christ’s Messianic calling was clear to him
already at the age of twelve years; how much clearer
must it have been to him now? We can also safely
say that as he understood his own great mission he,
of course, understood also the mission of John the
Baptist. With all this clear to him, he knew when to
set out for the Jordan and ask to be baptized of him.
Matthew does not record the request Jesus made of
John, but it is plainly implied. _

V. 14. The word dwxwrio is not found otherwise
in the New Testament, it is a choice term, expressing
the earnest objection John offered to the idea that
Jesus should be baptized ; the imperfect tense, diexdivev
= “was hindering,” or ‘“tried to hinder” (imperfect
de conatu), shows that John reluctantly held back
and did not baptize Jesus until his scruples were over-
come. John’s words make the situation clear. It is
the exact opposite of that furnished by the coming of
the Pharisees and Sadducees to John’s Baptism. These
he warned and called mightily to repentance, pointing
them to the judgment about to descend. In the pres-
ence of Jesus he who towered so mightily over the base
Pharisees and Sadducees himself sinks down in
humility. Of those men John demanded a true con-
fession of sin and even the proper fruit to prove the
confession true, before Jesus he himself confesses his
sins and acknowledges that Jesus needs no such con-
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fession on his part. — I have need to be baptized of
thee, and comest thou to me? These words plainly
state that John knew much about Jesus. He himself
tells us indeed, and this repeatedly, “I knew him not,”
John 1, 31 and 33; but this means that he had not
at first the divine assurance that Jesus was the Mes-
siah, it does not exclude that on other grounds he con-
sidered him the Messiah nevertheless. God promised
John to reveal the Messiah to him in a special manner,
and until this revelation took place, however John
might himself feel sure about the person whom it
would designate, he could not with absolute and divine
certainty say, This is he. John was the kinsman of
Jesus. It is altogether likely that he had heard from
his parents the wonderful story of Jesus’ conception
and birth and the subsequent events. The lives of the
two, however, flowed widely apart: John spent his
early years at Juttah, in the far south of the land of
Judah, not far from Hebron, while Jesus grew up in
the carpenter’s shop in Galilee. We do not know that
the two ever came together until they met here at the
river Jordan. The more remarkable is the answer
and action of John in making a complete exception
of Jesus. Luther: “This sounds as if John had recog-
nized Christ before he baptized him. But John, the
evangelist, writes the contrary in chapter 1, 30-33,
that John did not know Christ. Answer: He did not
know him before the Baptism, but he had the presen-
timent that it was he, that this was no common man,
that there was something higher behind him; for even
in his mother’s womb he scented him, when Mary
came to Elisabeth, Luke 1, 41. He thinks it is he,
but he is not certain of it. Christ did not appear to
him like other people, something stronger proceeded
from him than from other men, he scented the Spirit,
for power and strength proceeded from him.” This,
in fact, is the remarkable thing about John’s action
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here and his reply. He puts himself far beneath Jesus;
by saying that Jesus needs not to be baptized of him,
he virtually says that Jesus is no sinner, for this Bap-
tism was for sinners only; by saying too that he him-
self needed to be baptized of Jesus, he confesses his
sinfulness, places himself together in one class, not
with the sinless Jesus, but with the sinful multitudes;
by acknowledging the right of Jesus to baptize, yea,
to baptize even him whom God had commissioned and
sent to baptize the Jewish people as he now did, John
places Jesus, not only on a plane with himself, a
prophet divinely sent, but above himself, one higher
and with a higher office. In this comparison which
John makes between himself and Jesus the Epiphany
glory already shines forth.

V. 15 contains the first words of Jesus preserved
to us, excepting only those spoken to his mother in
the Temple at Jerusalem, when he was twelve years
old. A serene, certain, compresensive mastery per-
vades these words. The purpose and will of Jesus is
carried out; John, sent to lead the people as the first
great prophet of the New Testament, is now himself
led. In fact, this shows that he was a prophet indeed,
for he recognized and obeyed his heavenly Master,
when that Master came to him. Suffer it now (or,
Suffer me now — according as ye supply in English,
where the Greek dges, from dqiéva, geschehen lassen,
has and needs no object). The majesty of this word
is understood when we note that by it Jesus fully
concurs in what John has just said concerning their
relative purity and greatness. The sense is, It is even
as you say, John; yet permit now what I request. The
now implies that at another time, instead of John
assuming a superior position, the inferior one shall
indeed be his, and Jesus shall be lifted up where he
truly belongs. Another thing lies in this dees don: the
Baptism of Jesus is not such that Jesus could say,
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I have meed to be baptized of thee, as John says this
concerning himself. Jesus says, Permit it now. The
exceptional character of the Baptism thus requested
is plainly implied. And so the word now refers to this
moment when Jesus is about to assume his office.
There is sufficient reason for this Baptism now, there
would be none at another time in the life and work
of Jesus. — This sense of the word ‘“suffer it now” is
corroborated by the reason which Jesus adduces for
his Baptism now: for thus it becometh us to fulfil
all righteousness. Where John had said: ‘I have
need,” Jesus says: “It becometh,” neérov éotiv, neut.
part. from neéno: it is something that looks well, fit,
worthy, proper. There was no real need, as in the
case of a poor sinner who needs Baptism to wash away
his sins. (Observe that the author’s estimate of the
power of John’s Baptism, as given in the text for the
Third Sunday in Advent, Matthew 3, 1-11, especially
verse 6 — which see — is here corroborated). There
was only something becoming, appropriate, in Jesus’
Baptism. The little word weénov éotiv shows that Jesus’
Baptism had an entirely different inner purpose than
that of all the others baptized by John, or of John’s
own Baptism, if there had been one to administer it
unto him. What this purpose was we begin to see
when we consider that although Jesus did not need the
Baptism, he nevertheless asked for it. If he being sin-
less needed not the sacrament that washed sinners,
why did he ask it? Could he not have gone on in his
sinlessness as heretofore and remained thus to the
end? He certainly could have. The fact that Jesus
nevertheless asks for the Baptism and says it is proper
for him to receive it, and for John to administer it
(moénov €otiv nuiv — it becometh us), indicates that Jesus
thinks not of himself as apart from sinful men and
concerned only about himself, but as concerned with
men, as sent to assume the great office and work of
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saving them. Simply as a perfectly holy person it
would not have become Jesus to ask, or John to grant
to him, Baptism; but as the holy person sent to save
us unholy ones, now that the great work was to be
begun, it indeed became Jesus and John to have this
Baptism.

But what made it so becoming and proper, so
fitting and appropriate? The answer lies in the words
thus to fulfil all righteousness. Only we must not
overlook the plural, it becometh us to do this. Jesus
combines himself with John, and for both of them he
says it is proper that they thus, oitws, fulfil all right-
eousness. Jesus is not speaking of the fulfillment of
the moral law, or of the Jewish ceremonial law. In
putting himself together with John in this matter of
the Baptism he is thinking of their respective offices.
John was the forerunner of Jesus, Jesus was the
promised Messiah. Now Jesus was about to begin
his great work, even as John had been preaching. It
was proper that both should observe and carry out
everything that was required of them in these official
positions of theirs. Convenit, mihi principaliter: tibi,
ministerialiter. Bengel. As such a requirement the
Baptism is treated. It could be that only as the initia-
tion of Jesus into his holy office as our Redeemer and
Mediator. Some commentators view it as a piece of
righteousness insofar as it simply indicated the willing
obedience of Jesus. God having ordained John’s Bap-
tism and calling on men to be baptized, and Jesus
(though really not needing the Baptism) also obe-
diently submitting to it. But this does not satisfy us.
The order to baptize men is not a law the fulfijlment
of which produces righteousness. John’s call to be
baptized was a Gospel call, not a demand, but an offer
and gift of grace. When Jesus, now as he comes to
assume his holy office, does this by undergoing Baptism
at John’s hands, he is not obeying a requirement use-
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less in his case, which in fact was not a legal require-
ment at all, nor is he accepting an offer and gift from
God, for in his sinlessness he needed not the for-
giveness offered in Baptism, but he is choosing the
right way to enter his office and this he does with a
fine sense of what is becoming, and with a true under-
standing of what is right for him (and for John)
at this important moment of his life, when now the
great task is to be undertaken for which he was born
into the world, before God and men: he the sinless one,
the very Son of God, here chooses to put himself along-
side all the sinful ones for whom this sacrament of
John was ordained, and thus he signifies that he is
now ready to take their load upon himself, the load
no man could bear alone without perishing forever,
and bear it for them. It was both proper and right
that Jesus should of himself come and as it were offer
" himself for the great mediatorial office, not wait until
he would be called, or it would be laid upon him by
another; for this office, especially insofar as it included
the sacrifice on the cross, had to be voluntarily
assumed. Note that John shortly after the Baptism
calls Jesus the Lamb of God, referring to sacrifice.
Jesus afterwards also calls his suffering a Baptism.
Luke 12, 50; etc. These are rays which illuminate the
character of this act when Jesus was baptized of John.
And John willingly yielded to Jesus in this matter,
who certainly understood best what was becoming
and right for both in their respective positions. There-
fore also the Father in heaven declared himself well
pleased. However far we extend this good pleasure
— and indeed it must go back to the very beginning
of Jesus’ life, — it evidently refers in a direct way
to the act of Jesus, when in seeking and obtaining
John’s Baptism he actually offered himself for the
great office as sinbearer of the world. So he fulfilled
all righteousness, i. e. all that was right for him, the



Matthew 8, 13-17 165

Messiah, and so John fulfilled his part in it in laving
him with the sacred water. — There is another view
of the significance and purpose of Christ’s Baptism.
Luther presents it; see Erlangen edition of his works,
vol. 19, 2, 482, etc.; 20, 457; etc. Luther here speaks
of Christ as our substitute, loaded with the sin of the
world burying it in the waters of Jordan. In follow-
ing Luther here some even go so far as to state that
what Christ obtained for us in his Baptism is now
conveyed to us by the means of grace — as though
salvation were already fully obtained for us by Christ’s
Baptism in the Jordan. Luther’s view strains the
words of the text by attempting to give the same
significance to Christ’s Baptism as to that of the sin-
ners who flocked to the Jordan, these coming with their
own sins, Christ coming with the sins of others, and
a removal of the sins taking place for both. The words,
“Suffer it now: for thus it becometh us to fulfil all
righteousness,” do not say all this. What they contain
we have stated above. Among the secondary purposes
of Jesus’ Baptism is the sanctification of our present
Baptism: ‘“Almighty, eternal God, who . . . by
the Baptism of thy dear child, our Lord Jesus Christ,
hast sanctified and ordained the Jordan and all waters
as a blessed flood and washing away of sins: we pray
thee, etc.” Die symbolischen Buecher, Mueller, 770, 14.
— And he suffereth him — that is all; no description
of the mode, no details of any kind as regards the
baptismal act; even the verb for the baptismal act is
not used by Matthew (Luke uses “having been bap-
tized”; Mark writes, “and was baptized of John in the
Jordan”). How much we would give if we only had
an exact inspired description of what lies hidden in
the three little words, téte dginowv aitév. The Holy Spirit
certainly had his object in withholding such a descrip-
tion from us. If the mode of Baptism had been such
a vital thing as all immersionists insist, then we may
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certainly conclude that the Holy Spirit would have
described this mode to us with great clearness and
exactness; but we see that he did nothing of the kind.
For an account of John’s Baptism in general see the
Third Sunday in Advent, Matth. 3, 6; for Christ’s
institution of Baptism see Trinity Sunday, Matth.
28, 19. We are not told that there were any witnesses
of the great occurrence and of what followed, but we
would not like to assume that there were none.

V. 16. And Jesus, when he was baptized, went
up straightway from the water. The aorist par-
ticiple connected with an aorist main verb ordinarily
denotes action preceding that of the main verb; so
here: Bawuodeic dvéfn: “when he was baptized, he went
up.” The Baptism was finished; then Jesus went up.
While the aorist participle may at times express action
simultaneous with the main verb, this is shut out
completely here by the meaning of the verbs themselves
and by the modifiers: he went up eidic, “immediately,”
and a0 tov Hdatos, ‘“from, or away from the water.”
It is impossible to make Matthew say that in the act
of Baptism Jesus came up from under the water.
What he does say is that when the Baptism was
finished, whatever may have been the mode of ad-
ministration, Jesus without delay walked up from the
water of the river, so that his anointing with the Holy
Spirit did not take place, as many artists have pictured
it, while he was being baptized or while he stood in
the water, but on the bank of the river, probably a
little distance from the water. There is no implication
in any of the words that Jesus was under the water. —
The wealth of new light which has come to us on
New Testament Greek during the last decades robs
all immersionists of their supposed support in the
preposition s, which they try to read in the sense of
“into.” In Mark 1, 5 we have: »ai éBantiovio ¥’ avrob év
1@ 'Toeddvy; in v. 9: x»oi éBantiodn eig tov 'logddvnv. Here
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eig and v are identical, Blass, Debrunner, Grammatik
d. neutest. Griechisch, who lists other examples.
Robertson, lists still more. The truth is that Greek
started with only #v; later is used sic for verbs of
motion; then (New Testament) eisc began to spread to
static verbs and verbs of being, and never stopped
until in modern Greek tic alone remains, and &v has
disappeared completely. So in Matth. 28, 19, Bontiovreg
gic 70 dvonu, and Rom. 6, 3 ete., tis Xowotév and eig Bdvavov,
we have the notion of sphere, “in,” not motion, “into”:
“in the name” (in union with it), not ‘“into the name,
the death,” etec. Thus the last vestige of proof for
immersion disappears from the New Testament.
Straightway . . . and lo! This reads as if
there was an intention in it all; Jesus proceeds from
the Baptism to the anointing. In the Baptism Jesus
gives himself to the work of sin-bearing, in the
anointing and the voice from heaven the Father accepts
him for the work. The two acts then constitute a
grand whole. They belong together and must not be
separated, yet they are truly distinct and must not be
mingled and confounded. Some are inclined to do
this when they speak of the Spirit’s descent upon Jesus
as though this was a feature of the Baptism, which it
was not. The application of this to our Baptism,
namely that through Baptism and in it the Holy Spirit
comes to us with his regenerating grace, is incorrect.
He indeed does so come, but upon Jesus he came not in
and through Baptism, but after the Baptism, as we
are explicitly told, when Jesus was baptized, he im-
mediately went from the water, and then the Spirit
descended upon him. — The heavens were opened,
fvedydnoav, from avolvw. We take these words exactly
as they stand. They describe neither a vision, nor
something that occured only in the mind of Jesus, but
an actual fact, that the heavens were really opened.
The ideas that the heavens suddenly grew brighter
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above Jesus, or that a thunder-storm occured with
lightning flashes, are simply rationalistic follies.
Ezekiel saw the heavens opened (Ez. 1, 1); Stephen
likewise (Acts 7, 56); compare also Rev. 4, 1; Is.
64, 1. “Heaven opens itself, which hitherto was closed,
and becomes now at Christ’s Baptism a door and win-
dow, so that one can see into it; and henceforth there
is no difference any more between God and us; for God
the Father himself is present and says, This is my
beloved Son, etc.” Luther.— Unto him, which, as
Bengel says, is more than above him, refers to Jesus.
Meyer is correct when he connects the opening of the
heavens with the descent of the Spirit. The visible
heavens were opened for the Spirit to descend upon
the baptized Savior, not to establish a new mysterious
intercourse between the heavenly world and Jesus.
‘They did not remain open. We are not told here
what became visible when the heavens were opened,
as we are told in the case of Ezekiel and Stephen. But
we may well say that heavenly glory was visible, and
that John (and any others present) who saw the
Spirit’s descent, therefore also saw the opening in the
sky above and the glory visible there, from which the
Spirit came down. This certainly means much to us,
as Luther indicates in the words quoted from him,
but it all refers to Jesus primarily, it reveals his Savior
glory, and so, and only so, it has its glorious, comfort-
ing meaning for us.

And he saw the Spirit of God descending as a
dove, and coming upon him. The subject of eldev,
he saw, is the same as that of dvéfn, namely Jesus.
John likewise saw the Spirit descend, John 1, 32-33,
in fact, his seeing this was the divinely appointed
proof for him that Jesus was indeed the Messiah.
’Ex’ adtév, in place of éaviév, the reflex pronoun, is
frequently used when the subject of the verb is meant.
“The Spirit of God,” nveipa deob, here without the Greek
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article, indicates a name, i. e. the third person of the
Godhead. — As a dove is explained more fully by
Luke’s words, “in a bodily form, as a dove.” This
compels us to get away from all figurative interpreta-
tions of the occurrence, such as the swiftness, the
gentleness and quietness of motion, the purity of ap-
pearance, the brooding restfulness, etc., of the Spirit.
An actual bodily form descended out of the opened
heavens upon Jesus; he beheld it, and John beheld it,
and this bodily form was “as a dove.” We are not
told that it was a dove, it was as a dove. That it was
not a dove, a mere dove, is plain from the word “as,”
doei. Who will deny that its appearance, its descent
upon the Savior, its coming upon him, and its abiding
upon him (John 1, 32), was full of heavenly radiance,
beauty, and glory — a dove, and yet not a dove, but
God’s Spirit himself in such a wonderful form. Why,
we may ask, did he choose this form “as a dove”?
Luther’s is the best answer: “God the Holy Spirit
comes in a friendly form, as an innocent dove, which
of all birds is the most friendly and has no wrath and
bitterness in it; as a sign that he would not be angry
with us, but desires to help us through Christ, that
we may become godly and be saved.” Generally purity,
innocence, and meekness are symbolized by the dove,
but here the best explanation of the form of the dove
is the graciousness of God’s Spirit.

Christ’s anointing with the Spirit is foretold in
Ps. 45, 8: ‘“God, thy God, hath anointed thee with
the oil of gladness.” Peter, Acts 10, 38, tells us, “God
anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost and
with power.” As the prophets in former times received
some of the gifts of the Spirit, Jesus, lifted far above
them all, received the Spirit wholly. What this means
we see when Jesus is led up of the Spirit into the
wilderness to be tempted of the devil, Matth. 4, 1, and
when he returned in the power of the Spirit into Galilee
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to teach there in his wonderful way and work miracles.
Besser asks why Jesus thus received the Spirit when
as the eternal Word he had the Spirit from eternity,
and when he was conceived by the Spirit in the womb
of the blessed Virgin Mary. He makes the fine answer
that Jesus possessed the Spirit in a twofold manner,
for himself from eternity, and in his office for us. “For
us he received the Spirit, when he was baptized; as the
head of his Church he received him in blessing for his
members.” Luther adds: ‘“Here he begins rightly to
be Christ,” namely the Anointed One. Jesus was
anointed with the Holy Spirit according to his human
nature. Thus he became the Messiah, the Anointed
One, invested with the Messianic office by the Father
himself. This office included that he become our
Prophet, our High Priest, and our King. By requesting
the Baptism of John, Jesus offered himself for this
office, and by the anointing of the Father he was re-
ceived into this office and endued with all that was
necessary to execute it successfully.

And le! — another wonderful occurrence. A
voice out of the heavens, saying — the opened
heavens are meant; whose voice is not said, the words
it utters show that. This voice is as real as the bodily
form of the Spirit and the actual opening of the
heavens. John the Baptist does indeed say nothing
about hearing this voice; when afterwards he states
how he knows that Jesus is the Messiah, John 1, 29-34,
he speaks only of the visible descent of the Spirit upon
Jesus; yet at the end of his statement he uses the very
words uttered by this voice from heaven, namely ‘“‘this
is the Son of God.” We accordingly take it that the
voice was entirely audible, and that its utterance was
entirely understood by those who stood by, especially
by Jesus and by John himself. On two other occasions
a voice from heaven testified concerning the Son, on
the Mount of Transfiguration, Luke 9, 35, and while
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Jesus was in the Temple, John 12, 28. In both in-
stances this was also the Father’s voice. — This is my
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased. Mark and
Luke give the words as directly addressed to Jesus,
“Thou art my beloved Son, in thee I am well pleased.”
This latter was the form, no doubt, in which the words
were actually uttered; Matthew gives them in a form
which refers to us, for while the words were meant
for Jesus they are also meant for others, and for them
their meaning is even as Matthew formulates it. —
This refers to the Christ, the God-man, as he then stood
on the Jordan’s banks; in whom, points back both to
obtog and to & vibg pov. That Jesus whom John, and
others, saw standing before them, the heavenly voice
declares to be the beloved Son of God himself, in whom
the Father in heaven is well pleased. Evdéxnca is the
aorist =1 did find delight. Let it be noted that this
delight rests on him who is the beloved Son, on Jesus,
the Son of human flesh. The Father has taken
pleasure in him (aorist), and it is easy to see why,
because he assumed our flesh to become our Savior,
and because he proceeded in coming to John’s Baptism
to assume in willing obedience the great work of re-
demption. The Father puts his divine approval upon
all this. Of course, it implies a like approval of all
that the Incarnate Son will do in his holy office until
he finishes the glorious task. Luther strikes the center
of this dyammtés and eidéxnoa when he brings out the
contrast, that God could not accept all the services,
priests, and sacrifies of the Jewish church and say in
the full sense of the words, I am well pleased with
them, i. e. I will accept them and for the sake of them
be merciful, be reconciled. None of them all could
render full satisfaction so that God could be well
pleased. But Jesus can and does please, satisfy, re-
concile God, Jesus alone. So everything we do is here
excluded and cast aside, and what Jesus does, that
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alone stands in the sight of God. And we — we are
accepted in the Beloved, Eph. 1, 6; in his dear Son
we have redemption through his blood, even the for-
giveness of sins, Col. 1, 13. In this way, Luther says,
the Father makes Jesus our great Mediator, our only
Priest, our only Prophet, our only King.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

A text like this one requires that the preacher know a
good deal beyond what he will actually use in his sermon. He
will not be a safe preacher unless he has such complete knowl-
edge. That is why the exegesis deals at length with some points
in the text which are not set forth at length in the sermon.
In various ways, often in little touches, or in the way of treat-
ment, full knowledge will clarify and true up a sermon, while
inadequate knowledge will betray itself by faulty statement,
plain mistakes, and treatment more or less out of line. Outlines
in point are all those which try to ring in our Christian Baptism
as a counterpart to Christ’s supremely exceptional Baptism;
also those which seek to get through this text by means of
homiletical application while it really calls for something far
superior, namely homiletical appropriation.— One may easily
connect the great idea of the festival with the substance of the
text:

The Epiphany on the Jordan’s Banks.

1. In the act of Jesus coming to John's Baptism.
II. In the descent of the Spirit upon Jesus.
III. In the proclamation of the Father concerning Jesus.

The introduction might use Luther’s conception of the Epiphany
festival: ‘“Here Christ begins rightly to be Christ. Therefore,
since a festival of Christ’s revelation (Epiphany) is celebrated,
why not take this revelation, where God the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Ghost so mightly reveal themselves? These are the
proper holy three kings, all found together when Jesus was
baptized.” — Another outline of this type is the following:

Jesus Revealed as the True Savior.

1. When John baptized him in Jordan.

1. Not as a sinner.
2. But as our sinless Brother, come to assume
our burden of sin for us.
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3. And as our great Representative, omitting
nothing that belongs to his holy office and
work.

1I. When the Father in heaven anointed him with the

Holy Spirit.

1. Inaugurating him into his office: him, the
Son; in whom he delighted; to whom he
gave the divine approval; and all this in
a wondrous way.

2. Making him the Christ indeed: giving him
all the power of the Spirit; enduing him
with all that his great office and work
made necessary; assuring his absolute suc-
cess; and all this again in the most won-
derful way.

Presentations like these two simply unveil Christ to us in what
took place at the river Jordan. That means that we receive
him as he is here shown to us, believe and trust in him as our
Savior, and rejoice in him as he is made known to us. This
is true homiletical appropriation. There are no “lessons,” and
the formula: as he — so we, is out of place. — However, the ap-
propriative idea may be woven into the outline from the start.
‘This is done in the following:

Our Salvation Assured in the Epiphany of Jesus as Our Savior.
1. He offers himself to work it out.
I1I. The Father himself ordains him to work it out.
III. The Holy Spirit himself bestows «ll his power upon
him to work it out.
IV. All that is left for us is to make this salvation
ours by faith.

Here is another with the appropriate feature:

Our Epiphany Joy, as We See the Heavens Open Above Jesus.

1. It centers in Jesus Christ.
1. The God-man;
2. Who willingly undertakes our salvation;
3. Who alone has power to redeem us indee l.
I1I. It embraces the Father and the Spirit.

1. The Father sent, now ordains his Son, and
declares his delight in him and his work.
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2. The Spirit bestows himself upon the Son, and
lends all his power to the Son’s work.

Conclusion: Can there be greater joy?

Sketch John’s life and work, which still means so much
to all of us. This leads easily to:

Epiphany, the Greatest Day in the Life of J;:hn and a Most
Blessed Day for Us.

1. John’s work was crowned, the Savior was come
indeed.
1I. Our joy is magnified, the Savior’s work begins.



THE FIRST SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY.

John 1, 35-42.

Many of the usual Epiphany texts present mir-
acles of Jesus in order to show us his Savior-glory.
This is not done in the Eisenach series. The idea in
the selection of these texts is a deeper one. They aim
to give us such views of Jesus himself as will reveal
to us his glory as the Christ, the only Savior of men,
and then they urge us to accept him as such, to believe
in him and follow him. So this text begins and sets
before us the blessed Lamb of God as our Messiah
and Savior. We see the first disciples coming to him,
drawn by a heavenly power greater than ever was or
could be the power of John the Baptist, and henceforth
following him in true faith. A missionary element also
makes its appearance in this text and is intensified
in various ways in the three following texts. This
fits beautifully into the Epiphany idea as unfolded in
all these texts. We who see the Savior-glory of Jesus
and let its light fill our hearts with radiance from on
high cannot lock up within us the blessedness we have
found, we must tell others, we must spread the glad
tidings and call our friends, yea all men, to come and
share our treasure and joy.

In the first chapter of his Gospel John the Evan-
gelist describes three great days of John the Baptist
for us. The first was when John made solemn answer
to the deputation sent from the Jewish authorities in
Jerusalem to ask whether he were not the Christ. The
second was when he pointed to Jesus as the Lamb of
God, which taketh away the sins of the world, and
declared how he had received this blessed knowledge in
a most wonderful way. The third was when he re-

(175)
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peated the testimony that Jesus is the Lamb of God,
and induced the first disciples to attach themselves to
Jesus. The account of what thus took place on the
third day is our text.

V. 35. On the morrow refers back to the
previous day and what took place then. All through
this narrative the evangelist is very exact as to time,
actions and minor incidents, so that it is evident to the
thoughtful reader, an eye-witness is writing here.
Again . . . John was standing, — and the evan-
gelist writes as if he still beheld him as on that memo-
rable day. The place is not particularly mentioned
here; it is no doubt Bethany (the correct reading, not
Bethabarah) beyond Jordan, as we are told in v. 28.
Who all were present with John when he testified so
fully concerning Jesus on the previous day we are left
to surmise; probably quite a number of people were
near, at least some of John’s disciples. — Now, how-
ever, we are told that two of his disciples were stand-
ing together with John. One of these disciples is
named in the narrative, Andrew, Simon Peter’s
brother; the other is not named, being the evangelist
John himself, who throughout his Gospel refrains from
naming himself. John the Baptist had other disciples,
even some who remained with him after Jesus drew
away those mentioned in the Gospel story. But only
these two, John and Andrew, are present on this
occasion. Both Peter and James were elsewhere. —
And he looked upon Jesus as he walked. Sommer
thinks that meowtuteiv gignifies a walking as of one in
his calling, and refers to John 7, 1; 10, 23; 11, 9 und 54.
It is indeed certain that Jesus had assumed his office
and begun his work, but in this simple account of an
eye-witness full of accurate observation the figurative
use of meourateiv would be unaccountable. Nothing in-
dicates here where Jesus came from or what object
he had in walking as he did. From what follows we
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learn only that he was going to the place where he now
lodged, and even this is not described in any way. The
forty days of fasting and temptation in the wilderness
are past; Jesus has returned, on the previous day he
came again to John, on this day John beholds him
walking a short distance away. — V. 36. John looked
upon Jesus walking, and the participle éufréwos means
that he looked attentively, looked him in the face.
His eyes rested thoughtfully upon the Savior. Compare
the same word in Mark 10, 21, Jesus looking upon the
rich young ruler; also v. 27; 14, 67; Luke 20, 17;
22, 61, Jesus looked upon Peter. It was a look that
included comprehension and understanding. — Saith,
the present tense, makes the following utterance of
John vivid, as if in writing it down many years after
he still heard the voice of his former master. —
Behold, the Lamb of God! This is an abbreviation
of the word spoken the day before, to which was added
the full statement how John knew by revelation that
Jesus was the Messiah. Though abbreviated here,
that fuller statement is meant to be recalled, and all
that John had added to it at the time. This repetition
of John’s statement is full of emphasis; the wonderful
truth that Jesus is truly the Lamb of God is so im-
portant that it must be duly impressed, and in thus
impressing it there lies a call to follow this Lamb of
God. If on the previous day, when John first declared
Jesus to be the Lamb of God, these two disciples had
not felt that call in all its power, we know that now
they did, for now they left John and followed Jesus.
‘O duvog tob deob — the article conveys the thought that
this is the particular Lamb of God, the Lamb in an
eminent sense of ‘the word. Comp. A:. V., “Art thou
that prophet?” v. 21 6 meophing; also Rom. 15, 12; Rev.
5, 5. Meyer insists on the genitive, tob deod, as a true
possessive: the Lamb which belongs to God, i. e. which
God ordained as a sacrifice for himself. This is better
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than to make the genitive say: the Lamb which comes
from God, or which God presented to the world. —
Jesus was indeed God’s own Lamb. — The word Lamb
connotes sacrifice. The word is used here with all that
fulness of meaning conveyed by Is. 53. And Meyer
draws attention to the fact that the prophetic, and not
the legal view of the Lamb governs here. ‘“Christ was
indeed, as also the Baptist here prophetically recognizes
him, the antitype of the Old Testament sacrifices; as
such he had to be presented in the form of some sacri-
fical animal, and in this, not the Law, but the Prophets
were the determining factor, they who beheld him in
his gentleness and meekness and pictured him as a
sacrificial Lamb, thus furnishing the form which be-
came solemnly fixed in the Christian conception; for
which reason also the apostolic church could see in
him the Christian Passover, although legally the
Paschal lamb, though a sin-offering, differed from the
ordinary sin-offerings.” Trench has the same idea
when in his sermon on John 1, 29, he writes: “It has
been sometimes asked and debated, to which of the
lambs of sacrifice, ordained in the Old Testament, did
the Baptist here refer; with which did he liken that
immaculate Lamb, who, being without spot and stain,
should take away our spots and stains, and bear the
collective sin of the world. A Did St. John allude to the
daily lamb of morning and evening sacrifice? or was it
to the lamb of the passover, commemorating the old
deliverance from Egypt? or was it to some other of
the many lambs which were prescribed in the law of
Moses, as a portion of the ritual of sacrifice appointed
there? The question is surely a superfluous one. The
reference is not special, but comprehensive. It is to
none of these in particular, being indeed to them all.
They severally set forth in type and in figure some
part of that which he fulfilled in substance and in life;
in him, not now a lamb of men, but the Lamb of God,
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being at length fulfilled to the uttermust the significant
word of Abraham, ‘God will provide himself a lamb.” ”
Westminster and other Sermons, p. 122. Three things
lie in the word “Lamb” for John’s Jewish hearers,
namely the conceptions of sinlessness, of suffering, and
of redemptive work.

The fact that John’s second word concerning
Christ as the Lamb is only a repetition and an emphatic
reminder of his first word, makes it necessary that we
bring in here that most important addition “which
taketh away the sin of the world.” Homiletically we
must have these words when we preach on v. 356. The
translation of the R. V. and its marginal reading put
before us the question as to the significance of ¢ alowv,
which can be translated either ‘“beareth the sin,” or
“taketh away.” The word itself is not decisive in this
place, but its use in other passages furnishes sufficient
evidence that the latter is the meaning intended here.
The LXX use ¢éoewv for “to bear” the sin. John 11, 48
oieewv is used by Caiaphas when he fears the Romans
will “take away” both his place and nation; John 15, 2,
the unfruitful branch is taken away; John 17, 15,
Jesus prays not that the Father shall ‘“take away”
the disciples out of the world; John 19, 31, the Jews
pray Pilate that the crucified bodies be taken away,
also v. 38; comp. 1 John 3, 5, where ‘“to take away
sins” comports best with the statement in 1 John 1, 7,
that the blood of Jesus Christ “cleanseth us’ (xabooiCe)
from all sin. The present is used, clowv. Luthardt
thinks this points to the calling of the Lamb; Meyer,
that John prophetically beholds the atoning act of the
Lamb, to which Luthardt objects because the present
tense does not stand for the future. Others say this
tense is used because the Lamb had already entered
upon his path of suffering, or because in his Baptism
he had already assumed the sin of the world. In
simply reading the words as they stand, 6 duvog tob deod
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6 olewv, that which lies in the word Lamb is definitely
stated in the word ‘“taketh away’; it is, as Stellhorn
puts it, his office. In taking the word in this sense we
need not exclude the thought of the supreme atoning
act, for in this the very idea of a sacrificial lamb cul-
minates; nor need we exclude the other thought that
the assumption of the world’s sin had already taken
place, for if Jesus is the Lamb at the moment John sees
him and so names him, it can hardly be supposed that
John means he is that now because the sin is to be
laid on him in the future. The singular, ©iv duaetiav,
is used in the sense of mass, all sins as one great body;
una pestis, quae omnes corripuit, Bengel. It is indeed
a stupendous thought, “the sin of the world.” A single
sin is enough to cause a man’s eternal damnation ; what
then when all the sins of all the world are concentrated
in their deadly, damnatory power. Nor would we here
put the guilt of sin for the sin itself, for the guilt in-
heres in the sin, and the very sin in itself with all that
inheres in it, is part of it, and is produced by it,
actually lay upon Jesus and was “taken away’ by him.
A more concentrated thought is secured when sin and
guilt are thus left together in one. It is indeed re-
markable that John here uses tob xéouov, instead of a
word that would refer only to the Jewish people.
John’s word reminds us of what Simeon had said, when
he explicitly mentioned the Gentiles; it is likewise an
echo of the angel’s announcement to the shepherds.
Mayer rightly says, when John at Jesus’ Baptism was
divinely assured of his Messiahship, he possessed a
far deeper knowledge of Christ as the Savior, on the
basis of the Old Testament, than many modern theolo-
gians seem to have in spite of all the light of the New
Testament. The entire thought of Christ as the Lamb,
as the One taking away the sins of the world, as John
here puts it forth, does not come from John’s lips,
and for his disciples who heard him, like something
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novel, unheard-of, but as something, however great
and wonderful, yet to a large degree familiar, fitting
and proper, and therefore willingly accepted. The
designation could be all this only through the word of
the prophets of old and the centuries of sacrifices by
which God had trained his people. The designation
“Lamb of God” therefore does not repel John’s
disciples, but attracts them and moves them to follow
this Lamb. We have in this passage one of the clearest
and most precious Bible proofs for the universality of
Christ’s atonement and redemption. It is used as such
in our Catechism to show that Christ redeemed “all
lost and condemned men, hence also me” (note this
significant deduction!). It is used in a number of very
precious hymns, those ancient ones, “Lamb of God,
O Jesus,” or, “O Christ, thou Lamb of God” (the
Agnus Det), embodied also in the Communion Service,
and “Lamb of God, without blemish”; the passion
hymn, “A Lamb bears all the guilt away,” and the two
hymns on justification, “Lamb of God, we fall before
Thee,” and, “Not all the blood of beasts,” in which
occur the verses,

“But Christ, the heavenly Lamb,
Takes all our sins away;

A sacrifice of nobler name

And richer blood than they.

Believing, we rejoice

To see the curse remove,

We bless the Lamb with cheerful voice,
And sing his bleeding love.”

Besides these hymns there are endless references to
the Lamb, often combined with this name of Christ
as used in Revelation, 5, 6; 13, 8; 12, 11; 22, 1. Luther
draws out the comfort of our passage: ‘“Do you hear
it well, there is no lack in the Lamb, it bears all the
sins of the world from the beginning; hence it must
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bear your sins also and offer grace to you. Sin has
but two places where it may be; either it may be with
you, so that it lies upon your neck, or upon Christ,
the Lamb of God. If now it lies on your back, you
are lost; if, however, it lies upon Christ, you are free,
and will be saved; take now whichever you prefer.”

V. 87. The two disciples were those attached
to John, and from all we know of them they were
among his very best pupils, as also their action now
shows. — They heard him speak, the words of John
not being addressed to anyone in particular. It almost
seems as if these two men were the only ones present
with John at the moment, or at least as if they were
the only ones of John’s disciples present. When the
evangelist, who beyond all doubt was one of the two,
years after penned this account and wrote ‘“the two
disciples heard him speak,” it must have been as if
the sound of those words of the Baptist was still in
his ears. What a blessed moment that was when the
evangelist heard those words and heard them so that
he was moved by them to act. Here we see what the
Word does when it is rightly heard, when it really
reaches the heart. It moves men, it is quick and
powerful, it is indeed the power of God unto salvation.
No need to talk of our own sin-tainted human, natural
powers when the Word is present with its divinely
effective power. I believe that I cannot by my own
reason or strength believe in God or come to him,
but the Holy Ghost has called me by the Gospel. —
And they followed Jesus — from John to Jesus; from
the lesser, not to the greater, but to the Greatest; from
the herald to the King himself. The word #xolotdnoav
here, of course, means simply that they started to
walk after Jesus, yet this outward action ushered in
all that came after in their lives. It is often so still.
We go to the place where the Gospel is preached,
we go to some teacher or pastor, we choose some godly
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school of learning, and we are hardly conscious our-
selves at the time of all that is involved in our act, but
God who leads us on the paths of righteousness for
his name’s sake knows, for he sees the end from the
beginning. We are in the way of eternal blessings even
when we outwardly go where Jesus is and where his
blessed truth will shine upon us. — V. 38: And Jesus
turned, and beheld them following. John could never
forget it, that first moment when Christ’s eyes rested
particularly upon him. It was like the stopping of
Jesus under the sycamore tree up which Zacchaeus had
climbed. Here we catch the first glimpse of that
Savior-love which always reaches out to save and bless
the sinner. — And saith unto them — the present
tense, Mévey, just as when John ‘“‘saith,” v. 35. The evan-
gelist seems to hear the words again as he writes them
down. What seek ye? Jesus is first to speak, opening
the way to them who might have been too timid to
stop and address him themselves. Ti Tnteite; It is
evident that they are seeking him, but what are they
seeking in him? It is a master-question, penetrating
their inmost souls; it compels them to look searchingly
at their secret desires and yearnings, at what is
actuating them now in leaving John and following
Jesus; it calls upon them to get into the clear about
what is greatest and most blessed for any human soul.
Calov writes: “We are accustomed to seek what we
have lost, or what otherwise is beneficial and desirable
for us: but what was there more desirable, more
longed-for during forty centuries past on the part of
so many illustrious men, the patriarchs, judges, kings,
prophets, and all the saints of the Old Testament, than
this Lamb of God which John’s testimony on the
heights between the Old and the New Testament
declared to be present at last?’ And ever as men
come after Jesus now the same question falls from the
Savior’s lips like a ray of light on their faces, What
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seek ye? For many are not seeking what they should,
and are seeking what they should not. An old
account tells us that St. Bernard was in the habit
of constantly warning himself by the solemn query,
“Bernarde, ad quid venisti?’ “Bernard, for what
purpose art thou here?”’” Farrar adds: ‘“Self-examina-
tion could assume no more searching form.” Let us
who preach the Gospel face the question of Jesus, in
order that we may cast out all self-seeking, all seeking
of ease in Zion, all wordly ambition even in churchly
things, all unworthy aims, and rise to the height of
our calling both as believers and as called servants of
the Lord; and let us then also confront our hearers
with this question, that they may find in Jesus that
which he came to bring. — And they said unto him,
Rabbi, where abidest thou? The Hebrew word rab
= one who is great; ‘“rabbi,” my lord. It was the
usual title for the Jewish teachers, and therefore the
evangelist, who here sets down the actual word with
which he and his companion first addressed Jesus, adds
the translation of it for his Greek readers who were
not conversant with the Hebrew — Master (margin:
Teacher). They had just heard him called “the Lamb
of God,” but they do not venture on such a title them-
selves. It had its illuminating effect on them, yet they
have not yet grasped it with their hearts so as to make
it wholly or naturally their own. They are mere be-
ginners, mere pupils, and their address “Rabbi” in-
voluntarely indicates that. Their reply is a question,
simple enough, yet exceedingly significant too, “Where
abidest thou?’ Why do they ask this? Evidently in
order to meet Jesus privately and to tell him the
thoughts of their hearts. His abiding-place is to be
their confessional, as Besser says. Did they mean to
come at once, or, having learned where Jesus lodged
at this time, to come to him later on? We cannot tell.
— V. 39. Jesus invites them at once, puts himself
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and the place where he dwelt at once at their service.
There is something generous, exceedingly kind and
satisfying in this readiness. The Savior evidently
reads the hearts of these two men at a glance, just as
he afterwards read the heart of Nathanael. When was
he ever unready and unwilling to satisfy hearts that
truly sought his blessings? — Come, and ye shall see.
It was certainly more than the two had expected. They
would have been happy if Jesus had said, Come to-
morrow, or the next day, and see me. But now he
opens his door and heart to them all in an instant.
Kings and the great men of the earth hedge themselves
about with ceremony and servants, so that it is difficult
to reach them and get speech with them; one must
make special arrangements in order to secure an
audience at all. Not so Jesus, the great King of kings;
nothing is easier than to reach him and get audience
at once. The words are exceedingly simple, “Come,
and ye shall see” — just a kind invitation, and a little
promise attached; but what a significance lies in these
simple words! — Come! — how often it called men to
Jesus; from sin, from the world, from darkness, from
misery, from damnation — to salvation. Come unto
me, all ye that labor and are heavy-laden! Here the
invitation was to come to where Jesus abode; not only
to see the place, but to see how blessed was the place
where Jesus dwelt, and how blessed it was to dwell
with him. The 46th Psalm tells us where Jesus still
dwells, “the city of God, the holy place of the taber-
nacles of the most High,” the Church; and David
joyfully exclaims that he shall dwell in the house of the
Lord forever (Ps. 23). — They came therefore and
saw where he abode; and they abode with him that
day. These three words really express the whole
Christian life: to come —to see —to abide with
Christ. The call and invitation of Jesus was accepted
by the two disciples; the promise of Jesus that they
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should see, was fulfilled; yea, it was richly fulfilled,
as the prolonged stay of the disciples with Jesus
eloquently testifies. What was it that they saw? Only
the temporary shelter of Jesus — “one of the succéth,
or booths, covered at the top with the striped abba,
which is in the East an article of ordinary wear, and
with their wattled sides interwoven with green
branches of the terebinth or palm, which must have
given the only shelter possible to the hundreds who
flocked to John’s Baptism” (Farrar) — was this all?
The evangelist’s answer has already been given in
v. 14: ‘“We beheld his glory . . . . full of grace
and truth,” and this beholding began here. These two
disciples sitting for hours with Jesus — Farrar thinks
that they even remained with him for the night — saw
and heard what kings and prophets had vainly desired
to see, what was granted so freely and richly to all
those to whom Jesus spoke during his ministry, and
what we are still granted to see in the blessed pages
of the New Testament, where the word and doctrine
of Jesus meets our eyes. — It was about the tenth
hour. John mentions the very hour, so indelibly
was this visit with Jesus, with all its details, impressed
upon his memory. This tenth hour is not the hour
of his conversion, but the great hour in his life when
his eyes actually beheld in Jesus the Messiah. What
point of time does the evangelist mean by the tenth
hour? It is easier to ask, than to answer, the question.
The most learned commentators have repeatedly made
futile efforts to solve the problem as to just how John
calculates his hours. See, besides our present passage,
John 4, 6; 4, 52; 11, 9; 19, 14. The problem here
presented has not yet been solved. When Nebe
assumes an ancient copyist’s error, and when Zahn
and others read Mark 15, 25 as an error, we know that
these attempts are desperate and no solution at all. It
is also hard to believe as some suggest, that John
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used the Roman mode of counting the hours at one
time, and the Jewish at another. So we let the problem
stand unsolved for the present. In our passage the
matter does not seem vital. John 19, 14, compared
with Mark 15, 25, is far more serious. The Jewish
reckoning would make the ‘“tenth hour” four in the
afternoon, rather late for the statement: “and abode
with him that day’’; the Roman mode gives us ten in
the morning, tallying better with the idea of an all
day stay.

V. 40. Not until this point does the evangelist
mention a name, and here only the one; we know
that his own name is the other, which with a refined
delicacy and sensitive modesty he withholds from his
entire Gospel, and he does the same with that of his
brother James and other relatives, including Jesus’
mother. But Andrew certainly deserves mention
here, for he is the first disciple to bring another to
Christ. John intends that this honor shall be fully
accorded to him. In telling us who Andrew was the
evangelist uses the brother’s full name Simon Peter,
adding at once that second appellation, the first
bestowal of which he then describes. As John loves
to withhold his own name, so he delights in putting
forward the names of others. The dual is absent in
the Greek of the N. T., hence: ¢« tav dto. —V, 41. He
findeth, stoloxer — twice finding is mentioned in this
verse, and twice again in v. 43 and 45. So the man in
the field “found” the treasure, so the merchant-man
“found” the pearl of great price. All our seeking, even
when we do seek, could never produce the treasure or
the pearl. At best our seeking is like blind groping
which would be useless if God in his mercy did not
lay the great treasure so near us, direct our groping
hands and blind eyes right to it, until touching it at
last, lo, we have found! Andrew’s finding of his
brother is that of missionary zeal and love in seeking,
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and it is a standing example of how we ought to find
our relatives and lead them to Christ. Let us note
the fact that in the very beginning there was a com-
munion of saints in the following of Jesus; first two,
whose faith is so blended together in the moment of
its origin that we cannot say which was first, that of
John, or that of Andrew. And no sooner are there
two than the number doubles, and the two are increased
to four.— Andrew findeth first his own brother
Simon. Westcott and Hort, also Alex. Souter, have
nedtov in their Greek texts but nearly all others prefer
and have nodtos, which also gives a finer meaning, an
adjective instead of an adverb: He, as the first one,
findeth his own brother. Something is implied, namely
that John himself was the second to find also his own
brother, namely James. The thing is delicately
touched in that little word nedtos. Both Simon and
James must have been close at hand, so that they were
found without delay, the same evening of that memo-
rable day. — There is a joy and a blessed assurance in
Andrew’s words: We have found the Messiah,
evonxapev tov Meooiav. He finds it but natural to say
we, not I. He feels joined to John in thus finding; the
finding by both assures each one the more that he is
not mistaken in his finding; then, too, the confession
and assurance ‘“we have found” makes a deeper im-
pression upon Simon. — John says the Messiah, again
the very word Andrew uttered, although for his Greek
readers, not conversant with the Hebrew term, he
feels constrained to translate it by the name Christ
(margin, Anointed). The same thing is done with
Kneds and Iéteos (margin, Rock or Stone). In the one
word “Messiah” Andrew expresses all his hopes of the
coming Savior, as he had drawn them from the Old
Testament promises, stimulated them through the Bap-
tism and preaching of the Baptist, and now for the
first time satisfied them in the actual contact with the
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blessed Savior himself. This evidently does not mean
that Andrew’s knowledge of the Messiah. was complete,
or that his faith was developed to the fullest extent;
there was very much to learn, faith had to pass
through its long period of training and trial. But
Andrew believed, he had the right beginnings, the
true light was in his heart and his eyes beheld its
radiance. This lies in his joyful announcement, “We
have found the Messiah!”

V. 42. He brought him to Jesus, that very
evening, for John mentions time very carefully in this
chapter, and “on the morrow” does not occur until
v. 43. What a blessed service one brother here renders
another. So Peter was the third disciple to come to
Jesus, not the first, preceded even by his own brother.
In the words, “brought him to Jesus,” lies an intro-
duction to Jesus, Andrew telling the Master this was
his brother Simon, Barjonah, and here lies also a hint,
in John’s beautiful way, that Simon was brought
spiritually to Jesus, brought to him in such a way as
to believe in him. — Jesus looked upon him, éuréyac
avtd, the same word as in v. 35 when John looked upon
Jesus; an earnest, penetrating, significant look is
meant. The eyes, the facial expression, the entire
countenance, the voice, the whole bearing and appear-
ance of Jesus must have had a strong effect upon these
ardent men who had been the Baptist’s disciples.
Some writers, therefore, try at this point to draw a
picture of the earthly appearance of the Savior. Be-
hind the veil of his flesh there stood the glorious soul
of the Messiah, the divine personality of the Son of
God. Spiritual hearts perceived it and yielded to its
gracious influence. — As Jesus was first to speak to
John and Andrew, so he is first to speak to Peter.
Jesus gives him a new name, so at once he accepts
this fisherman as his disciple. There is no question
about it at all, Simon simply shall be called Cephas,
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i. e. in belonging henceforth to Jesus, in following
him, and in receiving into his soul all that Jesus would
put there. What a great thing for Simon thus at the
very first to be re-named by Christ; how often in the
days to come did the memory of this evening hour
return to his mind! All that lies in the word Cephas
or Peter, all the newness, the power, the blessing in
Simon’s future life, is the gift of Christ. It required
a great deal to make this disciple a rock indeed, even
some of the stern rebukes of Christ, some severe
censures, that look of pity and compassion when Simon
denied the suffering Christ, the Savior’s own sacrifice
as the Lamb of God, the reinstatement on the shores
of the Sea of Galilee by the risen Christ, and finally
the outpouring of the Holy Spirit on the day of Pente-
cost. Cephas =: all this grace as one comprehensive
promise. What a wonderful thing thus to be received
by Christ! He now receives men in like manner; his
eyes see from the beginning what he will make out of
each one of us who comes to him.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

Two valuable sermon thoughts, the first from Trench.
God has often been accused of injustice in punishing the inno-
cent instead of the guilty, but this injustice results only when
the question concerning God’s act is put in the wrong way. It
is not: “How can it be righteous to lay on one man the pen-
alties of others?” but: “How can it be righteous for one man
to take upon himself the penalties of others?” “How many an
act of heroic self-sacrifice, which it would be most unrighteous
for others to demand from, or to force on, one reluctant, which
indeed would cease to be heroism or sacrifice at all, unless
wholly self-imposed, is yet most glorious when one has freely
offered himself thereto; is only mot righteous, because it is so
much better than righteous, because it moves in that higher
region where law is no more known, but only known no more
because it has been transfigured into love.” — The Lamb of God
—the Lamb with which God is well pleased. And here again
the question is not, “Could God have pleasure in the sufferings
of the innocent and the holy, and that innocent and holy his own
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Son?” but: “Should not God and the Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ have pleasure in the faith, the love, the obedience of his
Son as manifested in that Son’s perfect pattern of self-forget-
ting, self-offering love?” See the author’s His Footsteps, p. 344.

Simple analysis gives us the following outline:

Behold the Lamb of God!

1. God hath provided it.

II. It has borne the world’s sin.
I111. Our hearts must trust in it.
1V. We must lead others wunto it.

This outline is more objective than subjective, although the
latter element is also taken care of. Yet the central thought may
be subjective, only now we use considerable synthesis:

The First Great Recognition of the Savior After His Baptism.

I. He was seen as what he really was.

a) The Lamb of God, etc. 1) Not merely that
he was wise, good, mighty, etec. 2) The
point of sin and sacrifice. 3) For all the
world. 4) The sin taken away. 5) How
vital all this is for us our hymns, ete.
show.

b) The Messiah or Christ. 1) His anointing
recognized. 2) His office likewise. 3)
The connection of both with our salvation.
4) How vital all this is for us we see in
all the Gospel, which centers in Jesus as
the Christ.

11. It was God who made men see him thus.
a) By divine revelation (Baptist).
b) By preaching (the Baptist’s, Christ’s, and
that of the first two disciples).
¢) By the true result of revelation and preach-
ing, namely faith wrought thereby.

The three great central thoughts of the text are presented
in the following (inner analysis) :

How the Epiphany Light Spreads.

1. It shines out through the Gospel.
I1. It enters the heuart by fuith.
111, It radiates again in missionary zeal.
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A subjective companion outline utilizes 3 of the main
expressions in the text:

The Epiphany in Your Breast.

1. Behold! — a heavenly ray falls from above.
II. They came and saw,— a heavenly glow fills the
soul.
111. We have found the Christ! — a shining light beams
forth.

Mayer suggests the following:

The Way of Salvation With the Epiphany Light Upon It.

1. Come (fAdov).—2) Find (ebonxapev). —
3. Abide (Fupewav).

Homilies are infrequent. For one thing they are difficult
to do well, and not many texts yield easily to this style of treat-
ment. In a homily the main points in a text are allowed to
pass before the hearers in the order in which the text presents
them, and each point is unfolded freely according to its natural
importance. The theme merely binds them together. There is
no splitting of the theme into parts, merely a summarizing of
the line of text thoughts. Sommer has this sample:

How Christ Reveals His Savior-Glory.

—

By the word of his witnesses, for these point to him.

By his own invitation, for this invites to come and see.

3. By filling our hearts with happiness, for to be with him
is blessedness.

5. By the glory of his promise, for this assures us of a

blessed future.

o

Preach the Lamb, and not too much John and Andrew
and Peter.



THE SECOND SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY

John 1, 43-51

As in the two previous texts Christ is set before
us in his Epiphany glory, so also in this text. As in
the last text Christ is accepted by those who behold
his Epiphany glory, so also in this text. In fact, as
far as the essential lines are concerned, this is a com-
panion text to the foregoing one. Its general theme
is the same, and there is a sameness about the main
features of the narrative, first Philip, then Nathanael,
attaching himself to Christ. But with all the sameness
in the groundwork of the text, there is a great dif-
ference in the setting, an individuality in every feature
and detail, giving the text a richness and a beauty all
its own. Let us remember that Christ is to be shown
all through the Epiphany season, and that not in his
works, but, by means of these Eisenach texts, in his
own person as our blessed Savior.. His own glory as
the Christ is to shine out of these texts into our hearts.
And so we shall find indeed that it is ever the same
glory in substance, yet imaged in every text in a
peculiar way, with a light of its own. Here the Christ
stands before us as the Son of God, the King of Israel,
in whom we shall see the very heavens opened. Little
is found in the previous text concerning the men who
accepted Jesus; here, however, we catch a fuller
glimpse of one of the beginners in discipleship, the
heart and character of Nathanael. We see too how
the Epiphany light increases from dawn to fullest day-
light, for Philip speaks only of Joseph’s son, Nathanael
of God’s Son, and Jesus himself of the opened heavens
and the angels ascending and descending upon the Son
of man. Yes, it is the same blessed Christ in whom

(193)
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our hearts delight, whom we cannot weary of seeing,
and yet the light in which he appears here is new,
having attractiveness all its own.

V. 43. Four men came to rejoice in the Savior-
glory of Christ the first day, two more follow now.
Commentators generally say that when Jesus called
on Philip to follow him, that Philip must have come in
contact with Jesus before this call was issued. Strictly
speaking this is not correct, for the whole previous
story .as John tells it leads to the conclusion that he
and Andrew were the very first ones who came directly
in contact with Jesus. But there are plain indications
that John and Andrew, who first visited Jesus, reported
what they had found not only to Peter and James,
their own brothers, but also to Philip. He too, it seems,
belonged to the small circle of the Baptist’s disciples,
in fact, he was from the same town as they were, all
five having come together from Galilee to Bethany
beyond Jordan, all five having attached themselves to
the Baptist. So when John and Andrew found the
Christ in Jesus, Philip was told as well as Peter and
James, which is plainly indicated by the peculiar reply
Philip makes to Nathanael when he tells him in the
very words Jesus used toward those first two disciples,
“Come and see.”” Why Philip did not go together
with Peter and James to Jesus that very first evening
we do not know. It is possible that he heard the great
news at a late hour when the two pairs of brothers
came away from Jesus. In this case all four must have
told him their impressions. — On the morrow,
i) énavolov, s¢. Nuéey, dative of time, the fourth day after
the one on which the delegation from Jerusalem came
to the Baptist, John 1, 19, the next after the coming
of the first disciples of the Baptist to Jesus. —
Jesus was minded to go forth into Galilee, the com-
ing scene of his Messianic activity, the land looked
down upon by Judean Jews, for it was less given to
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Jewish bigotry and narrowness. Matthew applies to
this going of Jesus into Galilee the prophecy, “The land
of Zabulon, and the land of Nephthalim, by the way
of the sea, beyond Jordan, Galilee of the Gentiles; the
people which sat in darkness saw a great light; and to
them which sat in the region and shadow of death
light is sprung up.” Matth. 4, 15-16. — And he
findeth Philip. What may have looked like accident
was in reality gracious providence. Some find Jesus,
others are found of him. Most likely the other four
disciples were with Jesus, now that he was preparing
to leave for Galilee, and at this moment Philip was
found. At least they were present when Nathanael
was brought a little later to Jesus by Philip. The
plural, “ye shall see the heavens opened” leads us to
think so. — And Jesus saith unto him, Follow me.
This is 30 much like other calls of Jesus, that we must
class it with them as a call to discipleship. Philip
had followed the Baptist, that following was to be
-crowned by following him of whom the Baptist had
been preaching so mightily and to whom he had
pointed. Following here included attachment to Jesus’
person in the capacity of a devoted pupil and learner.
We are not told what Philip answered, but his hearty
assent is fully implied by all that follows in the
narrative. — Now Philip was from Bethsaida of
the city of Andrew and Peter. Bethsaida — ‘“‘house
of fish,” a city of Galilee, west of and close to the Sea
of Tiberias, near Capernaum and Chorazin. While the
evangelist states that this was the home of Andrew
and Peter, he says nothing about its being also his
own home and that of his brother. All five of these
men, including Philip, were from the same neighbor-
- hood. Together they had gone to the Baptist, and to-
gether they now go back with Jesus. It is supposed
that Philip was named after the tetrarch Philip, the
custom of so naming children after great persons being
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as prevalent then as now. He would then be at this
time less than thirty years old. In the lists of the
apostles Philip occupies the fifth place, and is joined
with Bartholomew and Thomas. Tradition says that
he afterwards labored in Scythia and Phrygia and died
very old in Hieropolis.

In v. 45 we have again a blessed finding, and for
the third time the word is placed emphatically first in
the sentence. Nathanael = Theodore = God-given;
taken to be identical with Bartholomew, which is
merely a patronymic; his home was Cana in Galilee,
whither Jesus was now going. The legend that he
acted as the conductor of the bride at the wedding
in Cana is without the least foundation and altogether
improbable. What connection Nathanael had with
Philip (or the other four disciples) we do not know,
as no hint is given us. It is but natural to suppose
that this too was one of the Baptist’s pupils and thus
associated with those who had already found the
Christ. It can hardly be that Jesus had already started
on his journey; for the evangelist writes #¥é\noev
éseddeiv, “he was minded to go forth,” which signifies
that there was time for Philip to find Nathanael and
bring him to Jesus. We prefer this view to the one
which makes Jesus start on his journey and then pro-
vides for a meeting of Philip with Nathanael. — The
statement with which Philip addresses his friend is
peculiar and significant, We have found him, of
whom Moses in the law, and the prophets, did write,
Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph. Here is the
we that rejoices in the communion and fellowship
of faith; it is uttered in order to impress Nathaniel
the more — all these associates of his in following
John the Baptist have now found the Savior himself.
To say that Philip should have turned it around, say-
ing instead of ‘“we have found,” ‘“we have been found,”
is simply substituting one proper expression for an-
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other; for both are true, and it simply depends on
what thought one desires to express. There is certainly
no trace of synergism, no claim of credit for himself,
in the statement that “we (he does not even say I)
have found” Jesus. — Philip uses a long circumscrip-
tion for the word Messiah, him, of whom Moses in
the law, and the prophets, did write. He means
exactly what Andrew said to Simon, “the Messiah.”
Jesus himself declared that Moses wrote of him, John
5, 46; Luke 24, 27. In regard to this last passage it is
certainly remarkable that while Philip here, at the
very beginning, is so sure Moses and the prophets
wrote of Jesus, yet after the resurrection Jesus still
has to expound to the two Emmaus disciples in all the
Scriptures, beginning at Moses and all the prophets,
the things concerning himself. Moses transmitted the
promises made to the patriarchs; he promised to Israel
the great Prophet like himself, Deut. 18, 15-18; he
gave Israel the Law, which with its promise to all who
keep it can mean only Christ, for none other has been
able to keep it, and with its curse upon all who trans-
gress it likewise points to Christ who would bear this
curse for us, for none other could bear it. And the
prophets were the expounders of the Law, who made
it their special duty not only to drive home the re-
quirements and threats of the Law in the hearts of
the people, but also to hold out to them the glorious
and. comforting hope of the Deliverer to come. The
Baptist continued this work in his own mighty and
effective way, and we have here men trained in the
Baptist’s school who naturally reveal their training. —
Philip undoubtedly was right when he assumed that
the picture of the Messiah could be found only in the
Law and the prophets. It is there still, but the nation
of the Jews has persistently refused to see it and to
recognize in the lineaments there so distinctly traced
the one whom Philip named, Jesus of Nazareth, the
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son of Joseph. When Philip designated Jesus as
v dno Nofeoér he hardly meant to say that Jesus was
born in Nazareth. Having lived in the town so long,
naturally when any one wanted to say from what place
Jesus came, he would say dw Nofaeét. As far as the
wondrous conception of Jesus and the actual place of
his birth is concerned Philip is hardly reflecting on
these at this early moment of his disciplesship, nor did
Jesus himself hasten to reveal these things so soon to
his disciples, choosing rather that they should discover
in him for themselves the Son of God, and then learn
that he was conceived by the Holy Ghost and born of
a virgin. It is the same with the appellation viég tod
Imonp. Joseph was undoubtedly dead at this time, and
probably for a number of years already, since we hear
nothing at all concerning him after that memorable
visit to Jerusalem when Jesus spoke so plainly of his
real Father and that Father’s business. Yet the fact
is that Jesus actually was “the Son of Joseph,” namely
legally; else how could his name occur in the human
genealogy of Jesus? Of course, there was far more
to the story of Christ’s origin, parts that neither Philip
nor the others included in his “we’” then knew or could
know ; yet it would not be entirely correct to say, with
Calvin for instance, that Philip here utters an error,
yea, two of them. These were not errors, they were
actual facts, only there were yet other facts; and as
always, when finally all the facts are together, the
last shed a new light on those which came to us first,
so also in this case with the birthplace and birth of
Jesus. — V. 46. Nathanael’s reply, Can any good
thing come out of Nazareth? has bothered the com-
mentators a good deal. Ti dyadév — something good,
here referring to the Messiah himself, the very greatest
good thing. Nathanael is hardly thinking of the small-
ness of Nazareth. We know nothing of any evil re-
ports concerning Nazareth, and simply to surmise them
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here is gratuitous (against Zahn) ; the later unbelief
of the inhabitants of the place was of the same kind
as met Jesus in many other places, notably also in the
very capital of Judea. The idea that Nathanael refers
slightingly to Nazareth because it was a town in the
“Galilee of the Gentiles,” a country despised on this
account by the men of Judea, is also not expressed in
Nathanael’s words, for this would require a mention
of Galilee, or some reference to Gentiles. The best
explanation of Nathanael’s doubting remark is that
he knew nothing of any mention of Nazareth with
regard to the Messiah in the Law of Moses or in the
prophetic promises to which Philip had referred. For
a good explanation of Matth. 2, 23, “He shall be called
a Nazarene,” see Fausset, Bible Cyclopedia, article
Nazarene, p. 496, 3, where all the points of this desig-
nation are treated. — Philip makes the finest kind of
answer to Nathanael, one that recalls the word of Jesus
himself to John and Andrew, Come and see. Bengel
calls this optimum remedium contra opiniones prae-
conceptas, the best remedy against preconceived
opinions. The answer was probably far better than
Philip himself knew, for the only way to learn aright
who Jesus is, is to come and see (experience). It was
the way Jesus led all his disciples, and they came and
saw and were satisfied to the uttermost.

V. 47. “But Jesus knew all men, and he needed
not that any one should bear witness concerning man;
for he himself knew what was in man.” John 2, 25,
R. V. Jesus saith of him, means that he did not
address Nathanael, but spoke to the others about him,
the five who were already attached to him. Nathanael’s
reply shows that the words of Jesus were spoken so
that Nathanael also heard them. What is the judg-
ment of Jesus about me? one involuntarily asks, what
does he see when he looks into my heart? Let the
preacher put the question first to himself before he
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puts it to his hearers. Besser reminds us that there
were not very many glad moments in Christ’s life, but
this surely was one; others where when the Canaan-
itish woman cried to him for help, when the centurion’s
humble and implicit faith shone out so clearly, when
the sinful woman in Simon’s house wept over his feet,
when Zacchaus’ house was made a temple of salvation,
and when the malefactor turned repentant to his King.
“They are not all Israel, which are of Israel,” Rom.
9, 6, but Nathanael was one. The word of Jesus
concerning him was absolutely free from flattery. It
is an expression of the Savior’s joy at sight of this
future disciple coming to him, at the same time it is
a provocation for Nathanael to ask the question he
did ask, which led to that wonderful reply of Jesus. —
Behold, an Israelite indeed! — dindds —in truth.
Zahn draws the adverb to the name, so that John
could also have written dndwés, one who is what the
name signifies; to which Keil objects, making the ad-
verb modify the entire statement, which is best: Truly
(this is) an Israelite, etc. Israel himself died with
the words on his lips, “I have waited for thy salvation,
O Lord,” Gen. 49, 18, and this waiting in faith for
the fulfillment of God’s great promise marked the
true Israelite. — But Jesus specifies more closely:
in whom is no guile, 805, cunning, deception, as
when one uses bait to catch fish, or some cunning
means to get the better of another. Nathanael was
without duplicity, he was thoroughly sincere. David
calls such a man blessed, Ps. 32, 1-2. Most men lack
complete sincerity of heart. They profess love for
Christ, yet secretly love the world and the flesh; they
promise faithfulness, yet do not mean it fully in their
hearts. Their hearts have more than one fold. They
will stoop to base means in order to gain their objects.
There are glaring examples of the double life which,
finally exposed, shock men; but there are others more
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frequent, yet equally bad when it comes to spiritual
things. Too many men, when earthly advantages are
at stake, compromise with truth and the interest of
their souls. We see this 36kos even in preachers of the
Gospel and whole bodies of the church; it is this fault
which has led to many divisions in the church. Paul
was a man like Nathanael in many respects, Acts
24, 14. So were the rest of the men who were now
with Jesus, but the sincerity of Nathanael must have
been especially marked. The great blessing attaching
to this quality of the heart is that it renders the ac-
ceptance of the saving truth as it is in Jesus especially
easy and rapid; and of this we have an example in
Nathanael. “Blessed are the pure in heart, for they
shall see God.” Matth. 5, 8. ‘“He that doeth truth
cometh to the light.” John 3, 21. It seems that this
very first word of Jesus concerning Nathanael in a
subtle way already touched the secret to which Christ’s
statement about the fig tree referred more positively.

V. 48. Nathanael is evidently surprised at
Christ’s.estimate of his heart and the peculiar refer-
ence it contained, for he asks, Whence knowest thou
me? The implication is that this is the first time
Nathanael met Jesus. Philip, too, had no opportunity
before this moment to tell Jesus about Nathanael. By
this question he virtually admits that Jesus did know
him, and it seemed, even something very intimate
about him.— The answer of Jesus goes far beyond
anything Nathanael expected. Before Philip called
thee, when thou wast under the fig tree, I saw thee.
“Lord, thou hast searched me and known me,” Ps. 139.
Who would not wish that the evangelist had told us
more fully what actually happened under the fig tree
when Nathanael was there before Philip found him?
There is something apparently disproportionate be-
tween these simple words of Jesus, and the instanta-
neous, magnificent confession of Nathanael; only we
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know that the disproportion did not really exist. We
must say then that here we have a case like that of
the woman at Jacob’s well, only we know just what
Jesus did refer to when he touched the center of her
life; in the case of Nathanael the thing is hidden from
us. Another case is that of the paralytic let down
through the roof, whom Jesus first absolved before he
healed him, knowing at a glance that his worst ailment
was spiritual. Such a case of penetrating, all-com-
prehending insight we have here. Jesus does not say
éyvav og, but £dév oe, T perceived, I noticed, I observed
thee. The very attitude of Nathanael under the fig
tree seems to be referred to here. As far as the fig
tree itself and Nathanael’s being under it is concerned
there is nothing so unusual, since it was the custom
of pious Jews — a custom approved by the Talmud —
to study their office of daily prayer under a fig tree.
Even here, away from Cana his home, while lodging
in some temporary place, Nathanael, no doubt, had
his place for retirement, namely the shade of this fig
tree. The unusual thing is in what transpired in
Nathanael’s heart under the fig tree just before Philip
met him. For lack of a better supposition we may
accept that of Farrar, seeing that we will always be
inclined to fill in this gap in John’s narrative. He
pictures to us an hour of exaltation for Nathanael,
“when the soul seems to rise upon the eagle-wings of
hope and prayer into the heaven of heavens,” “a crisis
of emotion . . . as he sat and prayed and mused
in silence under the fig tree.” We may well accept a
picture like this, for evidently Jesus struck home with
his words, not merely in the intellect of Nathanael by
a proof of his omniscience, but in his very heart,
showing Nathanael that his inmost soul was bare to
the eyes of Jesus. So the Son of God, the King of
Israel, still sees every one of us, but not only when our
hearts are lifted up to him in an exaltation of faith,
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joy, and hope, or when some great resolve rises in our
bosoms, but also when we grow cold, when we in-
wardly give way to the flesh, to selfish promptings, to
wordly ambitions, to sinful gratifications, and the like.
He knows indeed what is in man, and needs not that
any should tell him.

V. 49. The sincerity of Nathanael at once re-
sponds to Jesus’ word, as when a perfect bell is struck
just right by the hammer and gives forth its beautiful
sound, Rabbi, thou art the Son of God, thou art King
of Israel. So speaks the Israelite indeed, and his
words are truer than he himself knows. ‘“Rabbi” is
the same here as on the lips of John and Andrew in
the previous text, v. 38. Jesus has won another dis-
ciple, i. e. pupil. The Second Psalm gives us the Old
Testament basis of Nathanael’s designation of Jesus
as “the Son of God, King of Israel.” Here ‘“the
Israelite indeed” recognizes his spiritual King. So
Thomas afterward exclaimed, “My Lord and my God,”
and we know how the disciples allowed Peter to voice
their impressions and confessions of Jesus as “the
Christ, the Son of the living God.” No doubt, even in
Nathanael’s heart there arose clouds in the days that
followed, darkening the clear vision of Jesus he had
at the very beginning of his discipleship; but ever the
light conquered, and the clouds disappeared. It is no
small proof of the divinity of Christ when men like
Nathanael not only felt impelled to call him God’s
Son, Israel’s King, but having done that remained
true to their confession and felt in no way, as their daily
familiar contact with Jesus proceeded, that he was
after all less than that. Let us remember how the true
Jews hated all idolatry and rather died a martyr’s
death than to consent to the common deification of
Roman emperors as the heathen people about them
freely practiced it. Through the veil of Christ’s flesh



204 The Second Sunday After Epiphany

his true glory shone out, and they that had eyes to see
beheld it, and their souls were satisfied. For us the
Christ stands glorious as the Son of God, King of
Israel, in his Word; and as we now behold him with
the eyes of-faith our hearts fall prostrate before him
and adore him. And this is one great part of the
Epiphany vision.

V. 50. Jesus answered and said unto him —
and these are indeed the words of the Son of God,
King of Israel — Because I said unto thee, I saw
thee underneath the fig tree, believest thou?
Usually mwotetes is taken as in this translation to be a
question in an affirmative sense; it may be taken just
as well as a declaration, “thou believest.” In either
case Jesus acknowledges the faith of Nathanael, and
for this reason holds out greater promise to him. The
final word of Jesus is ushered in by the double dunv
which John alone has preserved for us in recording
the most important sayings of Christ, and this in
twenty-five instances. Amen, amen is a double seal
of verity; I say unto you is the declaration of divine
authority. Together there can be, from the lips of
Jesus, no stronger affirmation. He is the Amen him-
self, Rev. 3, 14, the true and faithful witness, in whose
mouth there is no guile. But here he suddenly in-
troduces the plural, “unto you,” duiv. It must be so, for
this promise extends far beyond Nathanael, it takes
in every one of the five others present, John and
Andrew, Peter and James, and Philip. The word
“hereafter,” dudon, has been dropped from the best
Greek texts, which, however, does not materially
change the sense of Christ’s promise. — Ye shall
see the heaven opened. The seeing that is meant
here is like that of Nathanael when he saw.in the
humble form of Jesus the Son of God, King of Israel;
Christ called it faith. The heaven actually opened
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above Jesus after his Baptism; that opening closed.
But while the sky above the Savior remained unbroken
there was in reality no bar betwixt him and his
heavenly Father, such as there is between us and him
because of our sins. And this the disciples were to see.
They saw it indeed in a thousand ways, in every turn
of Christ’s life, when he prayed, when he taught, when
he healed and helped, when he bore and suffered, when
he was transfigured and when the voice from heaven
spoke a second and a third time, when he told of his
passion and resurrection, and when all this was ac-
complished even unto the end. Of course, it all re-
quired the eyes of faith, and sometimes these were
dim, but Jesus ever tried to give them light. Thus was
Jacob’s vision, Gen. 28, 12, made real beyond anything
that Jacob himself could have imagined. — Nor must
we turn the angels of God into ‘“‘representatives of
the powers of the Spirit,” for they are real angels, not
always visible to the natural eye, but seen by faith,
even as the “heirs of salvation” now know that even
they are ministered unto by these ministering spirits.
As in the vision of Jacob so these angels are shown first
ascending and then descending, and it is wrong to
reverse these two, even if only in the way they are
explained. For the wonderful thing about it is that
with Christ here on earth, as he was then, heaven
itself was here among men and the very angels of
God dwelt here among us with Christ, and though
they ascended on heavenly errands to the Father and
that other world which the Scriptures always place
above us, yet they returned again and descended, for
he to whom they were attached dwelt in human form
below. — But the very finest touch of all is the very
last word, the angels ascending and descending upon
the Son of Man. It is the finest, for what is to a
certain degree indicated in the words “Ye shall see”
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— namely that all this concerned the disciples them-
selves, — that comes out completely in the name which
Jesus here gives himself, “the Son of Man.” For the
explanation of the significant term itself see Luke
17, 22 in the text for the Second Sunday in Advent. It
is equal to Messiah. Instead of trying to separate and
make “Son of God” express the relation of Jesus to
God, “King of Israel” express his relation to Israel,
and “Son of Man” express his relation to mankind,
as Godet does, all these designations really flow to-
gether, and the peculiar feature of the last is that it
points so clearly to the Incarnation, by which the Son
of God became the Son of Man, our Savior and our
Brother, another Adam and the Spiritual Head of our
race. Does he seem so high above us and far away
as the Son of God, so restricted to one nation as the
King of Israel, he is ours and belongs to all of us as
the Son of Man, who entered our flesh, took our burden
upon himself and in and through whom heaven is ever
open for us. Even on his throne of glory now he is
still the Son of Man; even now he has the very nature
— our own — which joined him to us, which bore our
sins upon the cross, which arose triumphant and
glorious from death and the grave. And thus we have
again an Epiphany vision of his Savior-glory which
should ever fill our hearts with deepest satisfaction,
and with joy and hope.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

When Christ appears among other personages in a text
there is great danger that the preacher may let these others
take up the room in his sermon and crowd out Christ, at least to
a great extent. That is because so many like to work homileti-
cal application, and either cannot handle homiletical appropria-
tion or have little liking for it. Let us make this our rule:
Christ always first! So much should he be first that often we
pass by any other persons in the text altogether. So we place
these outlines in the front rank:
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What Do You See in Jesus as the Epiphany Light Falls Over

Him?
1. Only o dim vision — Jesus of Nazareth the son of
Joseph?
II. Or the fuller glory — The Son of God, the King of
Israel?

III. Or complete revelation — the Som of man in the
opened heaven?

The Epiphany Sun Rises in the First Disciples’ Hearts.

I. The dawn — Philip’s word.
II. The first bright beams — Nathanael’'s word.
III. The full noonday — Christ’s own word.

The Epiphany Light of the Son of God, King of Israel.

1. See how it shines forth from Christ.
II. See how it falls into men’s hearts by faith.
I1I1. See how it increases for those who continue in faith.

The heavens opened for Jesus at his Baptism and here
they are opened for us.

Our Epiphany Joy as We See Heaven Opened Above Us.

1. It centers in Christ.
II. It embraces our salvation.

Of course, there is room in these outlines to make mention of
Philip, Nathanael, and the other four disciples selected by
Jesus; but as the outlines stand these men will not get into
Christ’s way or hide him from us to any degree.

We have our doubts about an outline like Koegel’s, master
preacher though he was: Nathanael an Example for Men:
1) In the secret things of life; 2) In the communion with
friends; 3) In taking a public stand. It is too much Nathanael,
while Christ is standing by and kept waiting — in vain. Even
Philip is left out.

If Nathanael is to be made a feature in the sermon, then
let us use him as a humble means for glorifying Christ:

When the Epiphany Light Fell Into Nathanael’s Soul.

1. It came in Philip’s joyful testimony. Philip had found
the Savior. He truly describes him: “He of whom
Moses in the law and the prophets did write.” But
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he mentions only his human name, and his earthly
home, “Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph.”

It was met by open doubt. Nathanael knew of no
promise connected with Nazareth, and did not at
once let the Epiphany light in. Two kinds of doubt:
honest doubt due to ignorance (Nathanael’s); dis-
honest doubt due to an evil heart (Caiaphas, Phari-
sees, Sadducees). Watch your hearts when the
Epiphany testimony shines upon them.

It came again through Jesus’ own declarations. He
revealed his omniscience to Nathanael. Only this
one divine attribute, but one should be enough. How
fully Jesus’ Word now reveals himself to us! Yet
how much unbelief, or just littleness of faith, or
even only sham faith!

It was met once by instant faith. And that faith at
once confessed itself. Note the sincerity and the
fervor. No Methodistic “testimony.” A deep inner
conviction embracing Christ as God’s Son and the

" King of Israel.

It shone forth in the greatest of all promises. The open
heaven in all that Nathanael saw in Jesus after this,
especially at last in the cross and the exaltation.
The open heaven in the Gospel today, where Jesus
still walks, where his cross and glory shines, where
his grace works. When death comes to you may the
heavens be opened for you, as when Stephen fell
asleep.



THE THIRD SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY

John 4, 5-14

The wonderful finding described in the last two
texts still continues in this one, and in the next, for
here Jesus finds a sinful Samaritan woman, and she
finds her Savior. The progress from the former two
texts to this one is that while they focus all our thought
on the blessed person of the Savior, here the central
gift which makes him so blessed is set before us, but
not apart from his person, but combined most in-
timately with it. Christ is the Giver of living water.
This presentation of Christ is the more striking since
it is made unto an unknown, sinful woman of the
despised race of the Samaritans. Jesus stoops to pick
up this soul out of the dust in a strange land. Observe
the missionary element in the text. But do not over-
look the application that every preacher, as he here
dispenses Christ’s living water, should make to him-
self, inquiring as to his own thirst for this water,
and as to the well of water that should be springing up
in his own heart unto eternal life.

“The cool morning blew from the sea through the
land. The sky was fair and almost cloudless. The
meadows and fields near the southern border of
Samaria were beautiful with young verdure. It was
a lovely morning which thus dawned upon Judea.
Jesus, together with the disciples who had attached
themselves to him, prepared for a journey; he was
minded to use this day in order to get as far as possible
upon his way through Samaria. His destination was
Galilee which lay beyond. Our Lord did not always
choose this road through the beautiful territory of
Samaria when he journeyed between Galilee and

(209)
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Jerusalem ; ofttimes he too took the road ever preferred
by the Jews, which by a wide detour beyond the Jordan
avoided the hated land of Samaria. . . . Until noon-
day the little band continued its traveling afoot. The
higher the sun rose, the hotter grew its rays. Thirsty
and dusty the Lord finally arrived with his companions
at the village of Sychar. Not far from the road, which
led up to the town, there was a deep well, the ancient
well-known Jacob’s well. Here in the shade of the
trees which spread their branches over the well, on the
low wall which surrounded its opening, there was a
quiet, cool resting place. Tired from the journey the
Lord sat down to rest here. After a brief pause the
disciples went on to purchase food in the village and to
bring it hither to the Lord.” Lenski, Biblische Frauen-
bilder, p. 230-231. Something like this the scene that
is pictured for us in the opening verses of our text
must have been.

V. 5. So = accordingly, otv, since he was pass-
ing through Samaria in going to Galilee. He came
to, &is, the city, not actually entering it at first.
Sychar is visible from the well, and the tomb of Joseph
is a third of a mile away. The remark about the burial
place of Joseph is made by the evangelist, not in order
to fix more closely the locality, but to enrich the refer-
ences to past history following in the narrative.
Compare Gen. 33, 18, etc.; 49, 22; Josh. 24, 32. Too
many commentators and others identify Sychar with
Nablus, which is too far from the well and not visible
from it, and to which the evangelist’s phrase “called
Sychar” would hardly fit, as this points to a small
place not well-known. — The well is here called mnvi
== spring, meaning evidently the spring of water at
the bottom of the deep shaft which Jacob had dug. The
site of this wonderful well is beyond doubt today. It
is 105 feet deep, and about seven in diameter. A
church is erected over it now, and while one would
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prefer to have it restored to resemble as much as
possible the condition in which Jesus found it, one is
glad at least that it is properly taken care of. When
the author visited the place in the summer of 1925
a neat windlass was used to draw up the water in a
metal bucket. Then a plate with a number of candles
was lowered illuminating the entire shaft down to the
water, which welled up like a strong spring. The
water is clean and wholesome, and our entire party
drank of it. When Jesus rested at the well, some kind
of wall was probably built around the opening. Now
the top is a rectangular stone with an opening about
two feet wide. Sychar lies on the opposite hillside;
only a few houses now. Gerizim and Ebal are not far
away.

V. 6: Being wearied with the journey vividly
shows us his true human nature. Sat thus by the
well, oitwg, as he was and without any preparation,
not “thus” in the sense of wearied, which would merely
repeat the thought of the former phrase, and at least
have oitog before éxadétero. The word is a touch re-
vealing the eyewitness who saw the Savior sink upon
his seat as soon as he reached the place. Note the
imperfect in éxadéteto, the Savior continued to sit and
rest. — It was about the sixth hour, near noon,
taking it that John reckons here after the Jewish
fashion; see John 1, 39, in the text for the Fifth Sun-
day after Epiphany. The Roman reckoning, beginning
the hours at midnight, would make the time six in the
morning; there is no reason to think that Jesus had
made a night journey in this instance. The evangelist
marks the hour because it was the one in which Jesus
began his work among the Samaritans, and this im-
pressed it deeply upon his mind. So he had fixed in
his memory the hour when he himself had found the
Savior, John 1, 40.

V. 7. The woman’s nationality is explicitly.stated.
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Samaria (# Sonaglec; v. 9: Sopogeing) signifies the
country, not the city (Sebaste). The question arises:
How came this woman to draw water at this hour?
We are not told and cannot make a positive statement.
One commentator simply takes for granted that she
had been working in the fields, passed near the well
on her homeward way, and thus stopped to refresh
herself. He forgets that she had a waterpot, which
indicates that she came to fetch water for her home.
If an explanation is made we prefer one which is
suggested at least by something in the text, not simply
carried bodily into the narrative. The unusual hour
for getting water — near noon instead of evening, —
especially her coming to the well alone to fetch water,
may be placed in connection with her character as
living even now in open and flagrant adultery, after
a checkered career with five different husbands. The
woman was a social outcast, and this looks more like
the true reason for her coming to the well now and
alone. — The more must we marvel at the condescen-
sion of Jesus who stoops to ask a favor of such a
woman, and this with a love in his heart longing to
save her miserable soul. The woman would not have
spoken to the Jewish stranger at the well, but he
speaks to her, Give me to drink. Here doth the
Fountain ask for water, and he who bids all that
thirst come to him himself asks to have his thirst
quenched. It is certainly a deviation from the true
sense of Scripture when Hengstenberg and some
others make the words of Jesus mean, Give me
spiritual refreshment (namely through your conver-
sion). Whatever love was in the Savior’s heart, his
simple request here means exactly what the words
signify. He was thirsty, his body longed for drink,
and he requested a drink from this woman. That is
all. — V. 8. The evangelist is even at pains to show
how a sort of necessity moved Jesus to ask the woman
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for a drink, for his disciples were gone away into
the city to buy food. There was no one there to
serve Jesus now, he was alone. In later times the
traditions of the Jews forbade the buying and eating
of Samaritan food; this rule evidently was not in force
yet. Luthardt supposes that Jesus was not left entirely
alone on this occasion, since all the disciples were not
needed for buying food; he thinks John was present.
But Meyer scores this supposition as simply carried
into the narrative in order to find one to report what
occurred. The text settles the case beyond reasonable
doubt, his disciples were gone away — that, without
a qualifying hint anywhere, means all of them.

V. 9. The simple request of Jesus was denied;
nor do we read in the whole narrative that the Savior’s
thirst was quenched. We may well presume that Jesus
made his request when the woman had drawn the
water, hardly before that. Goebel thinks this lies in
foxeton dvrthijoan Hdweo, but #oxeta describes her coming,
and the aorist infinitive states nothing but simple
action. It is the situation itself that makes it probable
that she filled the waterpot and then afterwards in her
excitement forgot to take it along. How did the woman
at once recognize the Jew in Jesus? Most likely by his
speech ; there seems to be no other mark. Meyer finds
“a smart feminine caprice of national feeling” in her
words; Luthardt, ‘“something intended to tantalize.”
Others, an exaggeration of ill-will, and still others, an
inkling of the superiority of Jesus over ordinary men.
But the words of the woman are quite simple and self-
explanatory. She puts them in the form of a question
because she is surprised. The request then was utterly
unexpected, and the reason why it was unexpected lies
in the way she puts the Samaritan and Jew over
against each other. She does not say that the Samari-
tan is against the Jew, which, of course, was also true,
but that the Jew is against the Samaritan, so much
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so that he ordinarily despised even the slightest service
at the hands of one of this hated nationality. —
Having in mind his Gentile readers the evangelist adds
the explanatory remark that the Jews have no
dealings, o0 ouvyedvta, no ordinary social intercourse,
with the Samaritans. Some codices omit this clause,
the verb of which is indeed singular in the New Test.,
but it certainly states a fact and, aside from textual
authority, is in line with other explanations inter-
spersed in the Gospel of John. We prefer to let it
stand. In explanation of it we add the following sum-
mary: The Jews after their return from the Ba-
bylonish captivity had rightly denied any participation
in the rebuilding of the Temple and in the public
worship to the Samaritans, these being a mixture of
the remnants of former Israelites and of Gentiles
(8 Kings 17, 24-41) and having also a mixed religion
then, and even after renouncing idolatry acknowl-
edging only the five books of Moses as the Word of
God (Ez. 4, 1 etc.), a bitter enmity existed between
the Samaritans and the Jews. When we visited Nablus
in 1925 they numbered only seven great families with
174 persons. We met the high priest Isaac Ben Om-
ran, and saw some of their revered copies of the Sama-
ritan Pentateuch. They are badly divided; the re-
presentatives of three factions were required to unlock,
each with his own key, the door of their sanctuary
where the manuscripts are kept. Their number of
women has dwindled, so that each newborn girl is at
once betrothed. Their neighbors in Nablus refuse to
give them girls in marriage. A printed slip is handed
to tourists, begging them for support of their high
priest, synagogue, and school for children. The author
read the petition to his party when visiting the place.
— Racial, social, religious and personal antipathy has
often acted like a bar to human kindness and helpful-
ness, which it never should. Jesus was superior to
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these things. It has been said of his request for a
drink from this woman, that this was the first step
toward breaking down the wall of division between
Jew and Samaritan. So he has broken many another
barrier down. We recall the grateful leper who, being
wondrously healed, returned to give thanks unto his
Jewish benefactors — and he was a Samaritan. In the
parable of the good Samaritan we see a picture of one
more ready to do a kindness to a Jew than this woman
was. One of the hardest things for our wicked hearts
to learn is that we must love even our enemies if we
would have the spirit of Christ in our hearts.

V. 10. The absolute mastery of Christ’s reply is
apparent even to the casual reader. In a wonderfully
effective manner Jesus uses the very refusal of the
woman to give him a drink in his effort to give her the
spiritual drink she needed. There is also a covert
rebuke for her ungracious refusal to extend so slight
a favor to him, in that Jesus, modestly speaking of
himself in the third person, assures her he would have
given her a far greater boon if he had been asked by
her. But the real object of Jesus is to take hold of
this woman’s soul. His body is famishing for water,
but her soul is famishing also — and she does not
even know it — for living water; his body can wait,
if it must, but this woman’s soul must get what it
needs if it can possibly be done. This is the main
thought in Jesus’ reply. — If thou knewest — what
sad, what deadly ignorance! There is the pity of
heavenly love in Jesus’ words. So he spoke with tears
in his voice concerning Jerusalem, “If thou hadst
known, even thou, at least in this thy day, the
things which belong unto thy peace! but now they
are hid from thine eyes.” Luke 19, 41, etc. The two
cases, however, are not parallel, for Jerusalem rejected
the knowledge so long and so lovingly offered to her,
while this woman was now first receiving the offer of
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that knowledge. Alas, that we do not know, but are
by nature and by our own folly and foolish training
blind, ignorant, and alienated! But doubly must we
cry alas, when this blindness becomes wilful, persistent,
intensified into a hatred of the light, thus plunging us
into destruction. — Bengel is right when he makes
the gift of God, Tiiv dweedv tob Beod — aqua viva, “living
water.” It is the gift of God, and this reveals all
the greatness and the blessedness of it; it flows from
God, he is the source and fountain of it, and he
bestows the gift. — And who it is that saith to thee,
Give me to drink, connects Jesus with this gift as the
agent and channel through which it is obtained. This
can be no ordinary person, such as the woman had
known heretofore, not even some holy priest or teacher
in Samaria, or in Jerusalem. For he who is so sig-
nificantly spoken of here, he would have given thee
living water, namely this very gift of God. Jesus
does not directly say who he is. The woman might
conclude, as she did, that Jesus was a great prophet,
a man sent of God to be a human mediator in the
bestowal of the gift of God. But the words of Jesus
may imply — and we know that they indeed do —
that he is himself the author and giver of this gift of
living water, i. e. God himself. Jesus purposely veils
his glory, lest the rush of light be too great for this
woman whom he is gently leading to see. — If thou
knewest, ¢ #ideig, pluperf. in form, but imperf. in
meaning; the condition is conceived as not being
fulfilled: If thou knewest (i. e. now), but thou dost
not. Thou wouldst have asked, oV dv fiinoas (also
xoi Edoxev dv), is an apodosis in regular form referring
to past time, also not fulfilled: Thou wouldst have
asked, but thou didst not. But so much the greater is
the condescension, patience, and love which in spite
of all ignorance and non-asking still makes the offer.
— For it is nothing less than that when Jesus says,
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He would have given thee. And yet the offer, made
in this way, includes the sorrowful thought, that it
finds itself neither understood nor accepted. How
often has the same thing occurred, both while Jesus
labored on earth, and afterwards when his apostles
carried forward his work. The offer thus still goes
out, men still fail to ask and to receive, Christ still
longs to give, and the pity of it all, when every effort
proves in vain, is still inexpressibly great. — Living
water is an allegorical expression in this conversation
of Jesus with the woman, for it combines the illustra-
tion with the thing illustrated, and this in such a way
that the meaning is made clear as the conversation
proceeds. See Trench, Parables, p. 9, where the
peculiarity of allegorical expressions is set forth. The
expression, therefore, cannot mean “grace and truth”
(Meyer), for neither is referred to here; nor “faith”
(Luecke), nor “gratia renovationis” (Calvin), nor
“the Word” (Weiss) ; nor “the Spirit of the new life”
(Luthardt), nor “the Holy Ghost” (Stellhorn, who
refers to John 7, 37-39), but simply life, i. e. spiritual
life. A description of it is given by Koegel when he
calls it “a complete satisfaction of all the needs of
the soul, an inalienable possession of heavenly powers”;
such indeed is true spiritual life; the gift of Jesus
Christ our Savior.

V. 11. There is a mark of respect in the form of
address now used by the woman, =»boie = lord. On this
account we find no ironical play in the questions of the
woman. She simply cannot understand where Jesus
could obtain any kind of water, to say nothing of better
water than that of Jacob’s well, and this idea of better
water especially fills her with surprise and doubt.
Thou hast nothing to draw with, and the well is
deep. The words are very sensible, and there is no
gainsaying them. Jesus had neither vessel (dviinug,
comp. dvtiiicw above) nor contrivance to lower a vessel.
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A well over a hundred feet deep requires both, if the
water is to be secured. The word here is ‘“well,”
¢oéog, that which contains the water, not as in v. 5
and also v. 14, mnvi = spring. Meyer has the true
sense of the woman’s words when he says: “Thou
canst not mean the spring-water here in this well, for
that thou couldst not give me, since thou hast no vessel
to draw, which thou wouldst need because of the depth
of the well.” These facts she really treats as a
premise, and the conclusion is that Jesus must mean
some other water. Her reasoning is by no means bad,
her thinking is on the right track — Jesus does mean
other water. But where can he get it — and this
water which he calls living water? — From whence
then (odv, indicating that she is drawing a certain
conclusion) hast thou that living water? w %dwe w0 Lav,
the emphasis on the last word — wondering not only
whence the water might be, but also what sort of
water “living” water might be, but also what sort of
flowing spring in distinction from water that does not
flow, as in some cistern. — But at once the quick wit
of this woman leaps to another conclusion — and again
a correct one, although the mere suggestion of it fills
her with surprise and even incredulity. If Jesus
means other water than this in Jacob’s well, and better
than this, why, that is really saying that he is greater
than Jacob who dug this well and left it for his
descendants, yea, was satisfied himself with the water
of this well. Art thou greater than our father Jacob?
The Samaritans claimed to be descendants of Joseph,
and thus of Jacob, hence the term “our father,” spoken
with a certain pride. The question has been disputed,
but Keil, in connection with 2 Kg. 17, 24, points to
2 Chr. 34, 6 and 9, where we are told that in the days
of King Josiah not a few Israelites remained in dev-
astated Samaria, so that the conclusion is correct, the
Samaritans were, not a heathen, but a mixed race, of
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Israelitish and heathen elements, able, in a way at
least, to point to Jacob as “our father.” Josephus,
Antq. 11, 8, 7, reports that the Jewish element among
the Samaritans was augmented somewhat by renegade
Jews who had transgressed the laws and traditions in
their own land and fled then to Shechem. As the eyes
of the woman rested upon the dusty, tired-out, thirsty
traveler sitting by the well, it seemed incredible to her
that he should be greater than the ancient patriarch.
— On this connection of Jacob with the well she dwells
especially — which gave us the well, digging it and
leaving it to his descendants, among whom of course
she reckons herself; and drank thereof himself, and
his sons, and his cattle, which signifies that he con-
sidered the water of this well amply good enough for
himself, not seeking any other, &uev, aorist. — The rea-
soning of this woman is typical in its way, and there-
fore very interesting. Her conclusions are altogether
‘sound, and yet they are false. The good thing about
her is that she puts the whole matter in the form of
& question, leaving her mind open for the illuminating
answer of Jesus. Unbelief and skepticism generally
substitute, on the strength of their apparently correct
reasoning, an ironclad, positive dictum for the ques-
tion, and deny that they can be at fault. So they
remain in error. The flaw in the woman’s reasoning
was that she failed to apprehend what Jesus meant
by “living water’; she put this over against the very
good water of Jacob’s well, which was a mistake, for
had not Jesus himself asked her for a drink of this
very water? She was right, however, in supposing
that Jesus meant some other and very superior water,
and that he, being the giver of it, himself must be
a superior sort of person. There is every reason to
think that Jesus intended her to get this impression.
When again the woman points back to Jacob, and
argues that what was good enough for one so great
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and good and for his family surely is good enough for
her now, and who can possibly bring something better?
she puts up exactly the same argument which is still
used today. She forgot, of course, that while Jacob
was satisfied with the good water of the well, he also
by faith drank of the spiritual water of life. If our
fathers have indeed been satisfied with mere earthly
drink, or with human error for their souls, instead
of pure divine truth, that certainly is no reason why
we should be satisfied in like manner.

V. 13. The reply of Jesus is the climax of our
text. It indicates that we are not to make the woman
the important figure in our sermon on this text, but
Jesus himself as the giver of living water. If the
woman were to have our special attention the following
verses would have been added, but this would have
interfered with the general thought-line in these after-
Epiphany texts; we are throughout to keep our eyes
on Christ and see the unfolding of his Savior-glory.
And here it unfolds and reveals itself indeed. Jesus
makes perfectly plain, first that he is, indeed, far
greater than Jacob of old, and secondly that what he
offers is indeed far greater than the water of Jacob’s
well. In doing this he brings out the true character
of living water, as something spiritual, not material,
heavenly, not earthly, permanent, not transient; and
thus also he sheds a bright light upon himself who is
the giver of such a wondrous gift. — Every one that
drinketh of this water shall thirst again, nig 6 sivov,
every one, whoever it may be. The proposition is
self-evident for his hearer. In fact, no well was ever
dug, no material water was ever found, no matter
what its purity and excellence, which could allay thirst
forever. While the words of Jesus treat only of the
material water of the well beside which he sat, the
inference lies close at hand for us, that indeed nothing
material of any kind, nothing merely earthly is able
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to quench the thirst of the soul and satisfy the desire
of our immortal spirits. Koegel makes this fine ap-
plication: ‘“He who drinks the water of Jacob’s well,
who draws from the well of earthly pleasure, transient
love, human wisdom, his own resolves and achieve-
ments, he shall thirst again. Why, the human heart
is a depth into which God has placed the longing for
eternity, for the highest good. What — shall such
a human heart be able to see its fill, eat its fill, drink
its fill, love its fill in that which perishes? Ever more
burning will the thirst grow amid the husks and ruins,
ever more consuming the feeling of disappointment,
the emptiness, the loneliness, in the face of eternity.”
Some indeed succeed in stilling their thirst, but in a
lamentable way. Dc we not read in the parable of the
Prodigal of a citizen in that far country, one who had
become native to it and had gathered for himself a
herd of swine — significant wealth! These are they
who have satisfied their thirst by killing it. Sad
creatures indeed! Augustine is right when he says
that the soul is created for God, and will not rest until
it rests in God.— But whosoever drinketh of the
water that 1 shall give him shall never thirst;
O dv ady , ., . ov pun dupice, indefinite relative clause
referring vividly to the future, with the force of a
condition of expectancy, and thus followed by the fut.
indic. Mark the emphasis “that I shall give him,”
and the repetition of the same words in the next clause.
Christ accepts the challenge of every man, no matter
who he may be and what he may offer. And the test
shall be simply this, the true and permanent quenching
of the thirst of the heart. Conformable to “water”
Christ speaks of one that drinketh. “If the water that
Christ gives is life in his name, what can the drinking
be but faith which, embracing and holding Christ,
receives eternal life (John 3, 15, 16 and 36) ?”” Besser.
Others explain it of the use of Word and Sacrament,
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adding even — certainly a mistake — communion with
God in prayer and the intercourse with true children
of God. We do not get life through prayer, nor
through other Christians, except they bring us the
Word. The Word, however, always means to include
faith, and faith the Word, even as Christ preached
the Word here at the well and kindled faith thereby
in the woman’s heart. To hear the Word without
faith is to put the vessel full of water to the lips, but
not to drink. — Shall never thirst, still keeps to the
figure in the allegory here employed, but already brings
in so mighty a thought that the figure and the reality
begin to be distinguished from each other. Here the
foreign idea is introduced by some, that therefore he
who drinks of this water shall never thirst, because
as the thirst returns it shall be quenched again and
again. We must keep to Christ’s simple statement
“shall never thirst,” i. e. the thirst shall never again
show itself, it shall be quenched once and for all. How
can this be, seeing that every Christian constantly
hungers and thirsts after the bread and water of life?
The answer is quite simple. Life is here viewed as a
permanent possession; once we have it, i. e. for good
and all, there is no more desiring and thirsting as
there was before — abiding satisfaction has come.
The thought of drinking again and again is not enter-
tained here. Since Jesus speaks of “life,” it is as if
before the drinking — to introduce another figure
inherent in the word life — the man was dead, obtain-
ing life he is regenerated, born anew, born of incor-
ruptible seed; and being thus brought to life, he needs
not to be brought to it again, regeneration is not re-
peated daily, the life goes on of its own accord, of
course, strengthened and preserved continually by the
use of the means of grace. — This is what Jesus him-
self says in the words which explain why ‘“whosoever
drinketh shall never thirst”; but the water that I
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shall give him shall become in him a well of water.
Involuntarily, as this second emphatic repetition of the
words, “that I shall give him,” occurs, we ask, And
who art thou, who must thou be, to give such wondrous
water? It is the question that must be asked and
rightly answered, if we would understand correctly
about the water. Here now the not thirsting eic tov
aiéva, to all eternity, is clearly explained: once get the
water (life), this itself becomes in us a well, v, a
spring (not weofae, a shaft, or cistern, or something
that merey holds water and may also be empty and
without water). More and more the reality comes out,
looming up above the figure. Whoever saw a drink
of water which of itself év oit®, within him, became a
well? Natural and material water has no such proper-
ties and powers. The words impel us to observe their
true sense which is of spiritual realities, even of this
wonderful “life,” “the gift of God” (v. 10), “the water
that T (Jesus) shall give.” This is the strange thing
about life, that once it is kindled it burns on and on of
itself. So with ordinary natural life, although there
is a terminus to it; more so with spiritual life, which
indeed may also go out in death, but is not meant to,
and Jesus here speaks of it in this sense. —1It is a
well of water springing up unto eternal life.
“Springing up” has been interpreted in two ways:
a “well of springing water unto eternal life”; and, a
well of water “springing up into ternal life.” The
latter makes e fumv oidviov depend on &Alouévov; the
former upon mnyi %davos. Both constructions are per-
missible, and practically the thought is the same,
whether the springing extends so far, unto eternal
life, or whether this well of water is unto eternal life.
The spiritual life which we now have by faith in Christ
flows on into eternal life and the heavenly blessedness
to come. Besser quotes an old church father, whose
name he omits: “This living water — what is it but
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the life of our childhood in God, received in Baptism?
What is it but the life of Christ, which nourishes us
in the body and blood of the Supper? What is it
but the life of the Holy Spirit, which is given us in
the Gospel? Yea, it is that water which reveals itself
in the heart of God the Father as the fountain, in all
the angels as the river of glory, in the elect as the
rippling stream of life, and which carries all who drink
it onward in its maternal bosom, into the infinite ocean
of the divinity, to which it streams back.”

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

In treating a biblical narrative homiletically, one way is to
remain with the narrative idea and to divide the text story it-
self into its natural parts. Applying this method here, we
would have: Jesus and the Samaritan Woman: 1) how she
meets Jesus; 2) how he offers her living water; 3) how he ex-
plains to her this living water; 4) how she asks for this water.
A little meditation will very likely show that the present nar-
rative does not promise well when treated in this manner. The
reason is that while we indeed have an interesting story here
it all centers in one point, namely in the living water of which
Jesus speaks. To divide the story itself therefore does mnot
produce superior results. Let us then reserve this method for
other texts better adapted to it.— As stated the central point
in the text is the “living water,” and while Christ offers to give
this water he himself really is the fountain of this water. So
we may outline as follows: — In the apse of the Lutheran
church at Rome the visitor sees a rock from which four streams
of water pour. Deer at right and left drink from the streams.
Christ is the rock, and the streams are the waters of life in the
four Gospels, bearing the merits of Christ to all who are fam-
ished and ery with the Psalmist, “As the hart panteth after the
water brooks, so panteth my soul after thee, O God. My soul
thirsteth for God, for the living God: when shall I come and
appear before God?”

Our Savior, the Fountain of Living Water.

I. He has water for the soul.
1I. He has water that is life.
II1. He has water that, if we drink it, shall spring up
unto eternal life.
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We may also use the auxiliary concept “Epiphany,” com-
bining it with the colorful phrase “at Jacob’s well,” which at
once connects us with our text: The Epiphany at Jacob’s Well.
The theme promises to picture or describe this specific Epiphany
or manifestation of Jesus. It is equivalent to the statement:
Jesus reveals himself at Jacob’s well. How he does this will
form the body of the sermon. Here is one way of showing
how:

The Epiphany at Jacob’s Well.

1. He who was thirsty himself offered the most satis-

fying drink.

I1I. He who had nothing wherewith to draw gave water
in abundance.

III. He who seemed less than Juacob revealed himself as
nfinitely greater.

1V. He who gave drink made the drink itself a spring-
ing well.

This elaboration is full of color drawn from the text, and at the
same time it carries through the parts a contrast that is found
in the text story itself. Of course, we also may divide more
simply: 1) There is an Epiphany in the gift which Jesus
offered; 2) also in the power of this gift; 3) in the Giver who
extended this gift. The gift is spiritual life; the power of it
complete soul satisfaction, v. 14; and the Giver, One greater
than Jacob.

Langsdorff has this:

The Lord at Jacob’s Well:

1) Thirsting; 2) Awakening thirst; 3) Quenching thirst. The
last two parts will be easy to elaborate, the first part is less
obvious. It pictures Jesus in his human nature. Do not alle-
gorize this part, as though Jesus’ thirst means his longing to
save a soul. As man, who assumed our weaknesses, Jesus
reaches out to us to save us, he who was greater than Jacob,
namely God’s own Son. — Langsdorff’s theme, however, is not a
true theme for three parts that all deal with thirst, for the theme
itself, beyond the word “well,” does not hint at thirst. Perhaps
this is better: When Jesus Begged a Drink at Jacob’s Well:
1)He himself was athirst; 2) Yet anxious to awaken thirst;
3) And able forever to quench thirst.

One point has not been utilized especially in the previous
outlines, namely drinking the water of life, i. e., faith. It finds
its place in the following. What the Woman at Jacob’s Well
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Learned about 1) Thirsting; 2) Water; 3) Drinking; 4) Never
thirsting again.

Gerok’s outline may suggest something to some preachers:

Jesus at Jacob’s Well — Seeking to Save Souls Everywhere.

1. No place so inconvenient, but he knows how to use
it.
II. No time so unseasomable, but he kmows how to
make the best of it.
III. No soul so base, but he knows how to take hold of it.
IV. No need so great, but he knows how to provide for
it.

Every narrative text should induce the preacher to tell
the text story at the proper place in his sermon, or parts of
the story in different parts of his sermon. This is not done
often enough, and again it is not done well enough. True and
vivid narration is always interesting and instructive. Let us
cultivate this precious art. There is, of course, a superficial
way of telling a story or the different parts of it, namely just
painting the event, or its parts, outwardly. This, even if
dramatically done and couched in choice language, is too shallow
and of little spiritual value. The narration must be shot
through with the inner significance of what is told. Then it be-
comes truly illuminating and spiritually instructive. Some
preachers introduce anecdotes or storiettes into their sermons
and waste their time on telling these. Avoid them — so many
are manufactured, doctored up, not true, take too long to tell,
deflect the mind from the chief thing, and furnish a ‘“point”
that is of minor value at best, so often of no value at all. Learn
to tell the text story.



THE FOURTH SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY

John 4, 31-42

This and the foregoing text constitute a pair, an
arrangement repeated several times in the Eisenach
gospel selections. The entire text culminates in the
last clause, “This is indeed the Savior of the World.”
Even the first section belongs under this heading, for
all that Jesus says of his meat and drink, and of sow-
ing and reaping and the fields white to harvest, is
evidently meant of his work of saving men the world
over. Here then is as grand an Epiphany text as one
could desire: Jesus is revealed before our eyes as
what he truly is, the Savior of mankind. And the
very point in this text which marks it as an advance
over the previous one is that of world-wide salvation.
The whole story of missions is contained in this text.
Jesus himself here begins the work outside of the
Jewish nation, and he points to the great fields to be
harvested all over the world. But ever, as we handle
this text for our hearers, we must point, not to the
work alone, but above the work, and in the work,
and after the work to Jesus himself; he is the center
and sum of it all. And keeping him ever before us we
shall preach both an Epiphany sermon and a mission
sermon, and nothing less than that ought to satisfy,
if not the people too, at least the preacher himself.

“Jacob’s well is dug on elevated ground, on a
spur of Gerizim, and in a part of the plain unob-
structed and unshaded by trees or buildings. From a
distance in that clear air they (the disciples) had seen
and had heard their Master in long and earnest con-
versation with a solitary figure. He a Jew, he a Rabbi,
talking to ‘a woman,” and that woman a Samaritan,

(227)
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and that Samaritan a sinner! Yet they dared not
suggest anything to him; they dared not question him.
The sense of his majesty, the love and the faith his
very presence breathed, overshadowed all minor doubts
or wondering curiosities.” Farrar. Our text takes up
the story at a point after the return of the disciples
from Sychar with food, and after the hasty departure
of the woman for the town.

V. 31. In the former text Jesus asks for a drink
and is refused, John 4, 7-9; here Jesus is asked to eat
and he himself now refuses. Rabbi, eat —a fine
picture of love and solicitude for Jesus. The imper-
fect nootwv shows that the disciples urged Jesus re-
peatedly, — they kept urging him. The title here used
by the disciples for Jesus, “Rabbi,” Teacher, is full
of respect and without a trace of undue familiarity.
We do not know that they ever addressed him as
“Brother.” Zinzendorf and others have transgressed
this unwritten law, and deserve anything but praise
and imitation. — Jesus is not ready to eat at the
moment, and here we catch a remarkable glimpse of
the way he put his very heart and soul into his work.
Instead of doing it mechanically, with a kind of pro-
fessional ease, he did it with all his heart. It occupied
him to such an extent that other things were altogether
excluded. There was an exaltation about it which
prevented him from at once descending to lesser and
lower things. And this exaltation was full of the
deepest satisfaction and joy, it was like food and drink
to his soul, so sweet and rich, that while his soul still
feasted, the needs of the body were in abeyance, wear-
iness, thirst, and hunger were, for the time at least,
gone. — V. 32. This is the sense of his reply to the
disciples. 1 have meat to eat that ye know not.
Here is an example of how we pastors and preachers
ought to do our work; it ought to be food and drink
to us, calling out all the activities of our minds and
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souls, exalting us and carrying us away for the time,
so that all our satisfaction is in this that we do at
the Master’s call, and in this alone. Beware of
mechanical professionalism! Luther was frequently
so wrapt up in his work that he cared not to eat and
to drink. While on our part, as over against Christ,
this can be overdone so as to be harmful to our bodies,
and to injure us as instruments of the Lord, the danger
generally is in the other direction, too little of that
exalted and devoted enthusiasm which is the mark
of Christ’s best servants. — V. 33. The disciples asked
each other, Hath any man brought him aught to eat?
Note the descriptive imperf. &evov, and in the question
the simple 2nd aorist #veyzev: did some one bring? We
must not chide these disciples too much, as some com-
mentators do, for their unspirituality and lack of
understanding. Jesus himself said that they did not
know the meat he had had to eat. They were away
and had heard nothing of the conversation with the
woman and had seen nothing of the Savior’s success.
How could they at once realize what his heart was
now filled with? They had left him tired and thirsty,
after a long morning’s walk, and naturally, after the
additional period of waiting while they went to the
town, they imagine that he must long for food. And
then someone had been at the well, as they saw, while
they were gone. It was possible, just possible, that
some person — perhaps this woman — for why else
should Jesus have been talking with her? — had
brought him food and prevented them.— Jesus does
not chide them in the least, he merely explains, and,
leaving the food still untouched, he continues to speak
about that great work in which all his soul is wrapped
up and into the midst of which he had just again
plunged. V. 34: My meat is to do the will of him
that sent me, and to accomplish his work. Bodowc
(v. 32) and Beoma (v, 34) are two derivatives from
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BiBewoxw, in meaning practically the same; the former
refers more to the activity of eating than the latter,
like the German: das Essen as distinguished from
Speise. Jesus uses a singular noun here, while in v. 8
the evangelist, in speaking of the food the disciples
went to buy, uses the plural, teopds. They bought and
then brought to Jesus different kinds of food, but one
Beduna is all his heart’s desire. It is described by a
double statement “to do the will of him that sent me,”
“and to accomplish his work.” “The will of him that
sent me” is the gracious will of God concerning the
things necessary to our salvation. “His work” is
that which the will of God intends, our redemption,
including all that belongs to it. In his high-priestly
prayer Jesus declares, “I have finished the work which
thou gavest me to do.” John 17, 4. Here we have a
fine description of the entire activity of Jesus in his
office as the Messiah, doing God’s will and work. So
completely is the mind , heart, will, activity, and life
of Jesus taken up with this will and work of his
heavenly Father, that it is his “meat.” The idea con-
veyed by the metaphor is not merely that he so likes
the work that he fairly lives in it, but that the work
is a necessity to him, something he must have as we
must have food. Nor is this strange and saying too
much when we remember he and his work were bound
together as we see in no other case. Human talent
and genius point frequently to some special work, in
which the workers then will also take special delight;
but Jesus existed on earth only for this one purpose,
to do his Father’s will and finish his work. Not only
was there no other work possible for him here, but all
his being pointed only to this one work, and if this
had not been to do, his very being here would not have
been. A Christian can and may also say, namely in
his sphere, “My meat is to do the will of my heavenly
Father and to finish the work he has set for me”; for
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God has put him here and given him spiritual life and
power in order that he may serve his Lord in his
kingdom; but we and our service of God — imperfect
as it is— are not bound together so intimately as
Christ and his work, for we could separate from this
work and leave it undone and do another contrary to
God, but not so Christ. Yet we too are Christlike in
whatever degree we succeed in making God’s service
the very substance of our lives.

V. 85. The harvest in Palestine occurs in the
middle of the month Nisan, our April; accordingly
Jesus spoke these words at Jacob’s well in our month
of December. The wheat had been sown in November,
and therefore the fields were now covered with a
thrifty growth of green. Looking from the well tow-
ard Sychar where the grainfields spread out, he ad-
dressed the disciples, using now the figure of harvest
and the grain of the harvest in place of the ‘“meat”
— yet notice the close relation between the two! —:
Say not ye, There are yet four months, and then
cometh the harvest? Jesus does not mean that the
disciples actually say this; he asks a question, and
the disciples for their part (dueic), considering the
grain before them, would certainly reply, Yes, about
four months, a tetedunvos se. xeévos. — But Jesus is of
a different opinion, Behold, I say unto you, Lift up
your eyes, and look on the fields, that they are
white already unto harvest. There is no évo to
balance the iueis, since the real point of contrast is
not between what the disciples say and what Jesus
says, but between the four months till harvest and the
“white already unto harvest.”” The explanation of this
difference and the justification for Jesus’ word con-
cerning the whiteness unto harvest at this very
moment, is found in the bidding, “Lift up your eyes,
and look on the fields, érdeute, aorist imperat. from
énaiow. There was something worth seeing on those
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fields, for in v. 30 we read that the people of Sychar
“were coming to him.” These people were the grain
which Jesus saw on these fields, and coming to him
as they were he could indeed say ‘“the fields are white
already unto harvest,” ready to be reaped, as indeed
he presently did reap them. Thus the contrast begun
in v. 81 to 33, regarding the two kinds of ‘“meat,” is
carried forward here into the two kinds of “harvest.”
The disciples and we with them are ever inclined to
see only that which is material, and we must have
our attention especially drawn to the spiritual. It
often seems less real to us than the material, yet, if
anything, is more so. At least it is infinitely more
important and vital. We go into a large city and see
great buildings, a vast amount of commerce, etc., but
we so often fail to see the millions of poor sinners for
whom Christ died, the “much people in this city” who
may be gathered into Christ’s kingdom, Acts 18, 10.
We see a man’s wealth, social position, learning, power,
etc., but we often overlook the immortal soul he has
to save. On the other hand, we see a poor wretch,
criminal, outcast, loathsome, but again we do not see
that this too is a soul bought by Christ’s blood and
desired by him for Paradise. . In the eyes of Christ,
the Savior of the world, all this is different. Our meat
may be only the earthly, his meat is the spiritual; our
view may be only of wheat, his is of souls gathered
into his heavenly garner. ‘“Already,” #dn, may be
construed as above, or it may be drawn to the following
sentence, “Already he that reapeth,” etc. There would
be no material change in the sense, as the phrase
“white unto harvest” means white now already, not
after a longer or shorter period; and “he that reapeth,”
whether already or at a later time, “receiveth wages.”
Meyer puts #9n in contrast to tetodunmvos, and finds it
put at the end for emphasis, which is entirely satis-
factory, comp. 1 Jno. 4, 3.
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V. 36. He that reapeth receiveth wages, and
gathereth fruit unto life eternal is all one thought,
and therefore not a general statement applicable to
both material and spiritual harvesting; Jesus is
speaking only of the latter. The “and” is explicative:
he receiveth wages, and the wages are that he gathered
fruit (xeondéc, used of trees and of fields, here of course
wheat) unto life eternal. The wages of the spiritual
reaper are the souls he gathers for eternal life (here
not necessarily — heaven, but eternal life as now
possessed and reaching into heaven). How can they
be called wages? The reapers understand when they
point with joy and gratification to the grain garnered
for Christ, and when in the life to come that joy shall
reach its greatest purity and fulness. God has ordered
it so in his graciousness that he that reapeth shall
receive such wages, and he has done this not only for
the sake of the reaper, but also for the sake of the
sower, that (ivo, in order that, with this intention)
he that soweth and he that reapeth may rejoice
together. Here it comes out why gathering fruit
unto life eternal is called wages, it is because of the
xoigewv, the rejoicing. But this is for both, the sower
as well as the reaper. It is not so in material things;
a man may sow a field with wheat and never live to
reap it; dying before the harvest, he has no joy of it,
save what he may have had by mere anticipation. But
in the fields of the Lord this is different, the fruit
gathered unto eternal life cannot escape the sower,
even if he never got to reap, the fruit will reach him
at last, he will see it and rejoice in it as well as the
reaper. — V. 37: For herein is the saying true,
One soweth, and another repeath. ‘“True,” dindvés,
agreeable to truth, trustworthy. In other respects and
situations it may not be so, but here, in this rejoicing
together of both sower and reaper when the fruit is
gathered for eternal life, this saying is brought out in
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its real significance; the sower who himself does not
reap is not at disadvantage, the reaper who steps in
and garners what the sower planted secures no undue
advantage: both shall rejoice together. — But who is
meant by 6 oneiowv, who by 6 deeitwv? Jesus has spoken
thus far entirely in general terms. He pointed indeed
to the harvest, the people coming out to him from
Sychar, but then he discoursed in general on the joy
of the reaper and the sower. This generalizing implies
that Jesus was not thinking only of the men of Sychar
now coming to him as a field white for the sickle.
Speaking of the sower and the reaper unto life eternal
in such a broad way involuntarily broadens our whole
vision. We have before us now all the sowing and all
the reaping of fruit unto life. More important than
ever is therefore the question, Whom does Jesus mean?
Here is his answer, for now he mentions the persons
plainly: V. 38. I sent you to reap that whereon ye
have not labored: others have labored, and ye are
entered into their labor. There is no special refer-
ence here to the people of Sychar. Jesus speaks of the
whole mission and work of his disciples. They were
“sent to reap.” But they could never reap if someone
had not labored before them, if someone had not done
the sowing. So Jesus adds, “others have labored,”
zexomdxzate, have grown weary with arduous exertion.
If the disciples are ‘“he that reapeth,” who are these
others who “labored” in advance, doing the sowing?
Meyer argues that this is Jesus, and Jesus alone; he
makes the plural & %o a plural of category. But it is
exceedingly strange that Jesus, who so clearly speaks
of himself in other places, should here use the plural,
when the singular would have been the word, provided
he had meant himself alone and exclusively. Why
should he say, “I sent you to reap,” and then, again
meaning himself, continue, ‘“others have labored” —
and not — as alone would be proper — “another has
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labored?” The old interpretation of the fathers,
Luthardt, etc., is certainly correct: these others are
Jesus and those back of him, the Baptist, the prophets,
Moses, ete. In putting his own work alongside theirs
he by no meas cheapens it or makes it less fundamental
than it is. He is the Sower of sowers, without whose
sowing all other sowing would be naught, whose
sowing alone made that of others what it was. But
others sowed also, and Jesus is never averse to giving
credit where it belongs. — When Jesus said, I sent
you to reap whereon ye have not labored, and again,
and ye are entered into their labor, he thought of
all that important labor (xénog, strain and effort) which
was preparatory even to his own labor. There was
the sowing of John the Baptist, sent to prepare men
for Jesus, all in a certain way preparatory for Christ,
and thus necessary. Christ’s own work is added to
all theirs, and now as the apostles presently go forth,
they shall reap from all this sowing, and yet in that
sowing was no labor of theirs at all, they shall simply
enter into the labor of others, appropriate and use for
their purposes what these others have wrought. In
applying these truths to ourselves, we must of course
single out Jesus as the Sower, into whose labors every
reaper enters, for there is no reaping except from his
sowing; in fact, before Jesus came, they who reaped
did so on the strength of the sowing he was to do.
Next, we may indeed say that Jesus himself did some
reaping. Was not the field at Sychar white to harvest
now? Did not he gather in the disciples to whom now
he talked, and others besides? But Besser rightly
says, Jesus devoted himself chiefly to the sowing, he
did not leave a field reaped bare to his disciples, but
a field thoroughly seeded, fast maturing unto harvest.
When we compare the 500 brethren who gathered in
Galilee to meet Jesus by appointment after his resur-
rection, with the 3,000, the 5,000, and the ever increas-
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ing multitude of believers in the next few years, we see
indeed that he was the sower, the disciples the reapers.
Finally, however, looking at the work of those who
preceded and who followed Jesus, we note that one
set of men always enters into the labors of another
set. The apostles reaped, but their work was also a
sowing from which the pupils of the apostles reaped
again, and so on down the ages. Think of how we have
entered into other men’s labors today! Recount the
long line, the blessed names, the great exertions. Two
thoughts at once come into mind, one that the reaper
should be humble, not attribute the success to himself,
but remember the Sower and the sowers and honor
their work. The other, that the work of sowing is not
only necessary, but exceedingly blessed, for the sower
shall rejoice together with the reaper, each praising
the work of the other, and both glorifying the work
of Christ. Here is comfort, joy, divine assurance when
one of us now is called upon to devote himself especially
to the sowing, for instance in some hard mission field,
where he is able to see but little of the great harvest
that follows. When the sheaves are brought in at last
with rejoicing, when the reapers shall sing their great
song of praise, the sower who began the work that
proved so successful shall lead the procession, and so
even he shall enter into the labors of others, these
reapers who came after him. But not one shall there
be who doth not altogether enter into the labors of
Christ.

The story is now rounded out and completed.
There are two stages, the first after a goodly number
had gone out to Jacob’s well in response to the word
of the woman and convinced themselves of the truth
of her statements; the second after Jesus had been
with them the two days and they had heard his word
for themselves. V. 39. And from that city many of
the Samaritans believed on him (értiotevoav, historical
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aorist) ; yet we cannot think that they believed at
once because of the word of the woman, who testi-
fied, He told me all things that ever I did. For she
had added the question, “Can this be the Christ?”
She did not assert that he was, her testimony restricted
itself to the fact which struck home in her conscience,
“He told me all things that ever I did.” On the
strength of this testimony the men of the city went out
to the well, saw Christ and spoke with him, and then
believed. — The supposition that the men of Sychar
believed at once after the woman spoke to them, and
the additional supposition that Jesus consented to stay
in Sychar only after “many more believed because of
his word,” is upset by the woman’s question in the
first instance, and by the statement of the evangelist
when he records Christ’s willingness to stay, v. 40:
he abode there two days, ahead of the fact, which
evidently is the result of his stay, v. 41: and many
more believed because of his word, the word spoken
evidently after entering Sychar, during those two
memorable days. We read of no signs; there was,
as far as the record goes, only the woman’s testimony
and Christ’s word as the foundation of the faith of
Sychar, anxious for a Savior from “all that they
ever did.”” Who is there that does not need such
a Savior? Think of all that you ever did—
how will you face it on that great day, how even
now? The citizens of Jerusalem never asked Jesus to
stay, the people of Jericho allowed him to pass through
their city and no one asked him in. These Samaritans
had only two days of his preaching, but the results
were glorious; when Jesus went away he left “a well
of water springing up unto eternal life” in many a
heart, v. 14. — V. 42. Two kinds of faith are clearly
distinguished, when these people at last said to the
woman, Now we believe, not because of thy speak-
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ing: for we have heard of ourselves, and know that
this is indeed the Savior of the word. The one kind
is because of the woman’s speaking, 8w tiv oiv Aakidv.
This *eMd the evangelist calls Advos in v. 39, referring
to the sense of her utterance, whereas Aoehid brings out
the fact that she spoke and was not silent. There is
then a faith based on the true testimony of others.
Such is the faith of many beginners, especially also
of children taught by their parents. It is true faith,
and it has saving power, but it must ever rank below
that other faith which comes from one’s own personal
experience of Christ, as here when the men of Sychar
heard for themselves and knew without the inter-
vention of any other. So we must hear and know,
and come into personal, direct contact with Christ.
That other faith is sometimes easily upset, this is more
solid and proof against temptation and attack.— The
ugly assertion has been advanced that here the evan-
gelist put his own words into the mouth of the Sama-
ritans when he recorded that they knew Jesus is
indeed the Savior of the world. It is ugly because
it attacks the veracity of John, and it would destroy
the doctrine of the Inspiration of Scripture. The whole
narrative shows us Samaritans, not bigoted, hypocrit-
ical, proud Jews. Faith found ready entrance and ad-
vanced rapidly in their hearts. And the very fact
that they were Samaritans, not Jews, that Jesus abode
with them and taught them, and we may also add —
judging from the turn the conversation with the
woman took, when Jesus told her of the true wor-
shippers whom the Father seeks, not binding them-
selves to Jerusalem or Gerizim — that he taught them
on the universality of God’s grace and salvation: must
have led them to this grand truth, and the blessed con-
fession of it: ‘“This is indeed the Savior of the world”
— dMbac, in truth, in reality, and vov xéopov, for if
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Jesus accepted the Samaritans, whom could he reject,
seeing the Jews ranked them as heathen? “The Savior
of the world” — this is indeed an Epiphany climax.
The confession of the men of Sychar re-echoes through
Christendom today, sends missionaries to the ends of
the earth, and fills, our own hearts with that consola-
tion and joy which nothing less, and no one less great,
than this Savior can give.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

This text is a bit more complicated than the previous
one. There we had one central figure, namely “living water”;
here we have two figures, namely “meat” and “fields white to
the harvest” (or sowing and reaping). Naturally one may
secure two sermon parts by dividing the text accordingly. The
only crux would be a proper theme. But this too can be se-
cured from the text. Here it is:

This is Indeed the Savior of the World!

I. Is mot his meat to do the will of him that sent him
and to accomplish his work?

11. Is mot his heart’s desire to sow and to reap, and to
gather fruit unto eternal life?

By an inner or contents analysis we also obtain good re-
sults. Epiphany is intended to reveal the Savior, hence:

The Epiphany at Sychar.
Christ stands revealed

I. When he speaks of his work.
II. When he points to the fields white unto harvest.
I1I. When he accepts the name, Savior of the world.

Here are two, one by Johann Rump, and one by Karl
Gerok:
The Harvest is Here!

1. The Lord of the harvest is come.
II. The work of harvesting has begun.
III. The wages of the harvesters may be had.
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Our Beautiful Task in the Service of the Lord.

I. Our great Master.

II. Our wide field of labor.
III. Our moble companions in the work.
IV. Our blessed reward.

Both of these efforts fail to give prominence to verses 31-34,
the section on “my meat.” It will not do to omit these verses
from the text; they are included in the text as selected in our
series for the very purpose that we should preach on them.
Gerok’s theme too has no color, it is a mere generalization or
abstraction from the text, and to be discounted accordingly.
We prefer something like this:

Jesus’ Word at Jacob’s Well on Doing the Will of Him That
Sent Him and Finishing His Work.

I. Doing that will and finishing that work is my meat,
he tells us.

II. And the fruit of doing that will and finishing that
work is like reaping in the fields already white
to harvest.

In the first part the figure of the meat shows with what eager-
ness and willingness Jesus does his Father’s will and work.
And here the preacher must set forth what this will and work
is, namely redemption and atonement, as comprised in the title
“Christ the Savior of the World.” In the second part the great
ingathering of souls must be described, sowing and reaping
(harvest) by means of the Gospel. In part one Jesus stands
alone; in part two we are to be workers together with him.

Texts, as well as themes and parts, that turn on figures
are always interesting. The one thing needful in properly
handling them is to get very exactly just what the point is in
each figure (the so-called tertium comparationis), and never
to stretch the figure beyond that one point. This requires close
thinking, a true imagination, and the ability to resist being
carried off on a tangent,



THE FIFTH SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY

Matthew 7, 24-29

Although the fifth Sunday after Epiphany does
not often appear in our almanacs, the imagery of this

text is so attractive that many a preacher who uses
the Eisenach selections will be tempted to work this
text in, either for an earlier Sunday or for an evening
sermon. It is still an Epiphany text, and the Epiphany
features in it should not be overlooked or left out in
the treatment for the pulpit. As the conclusion of
the Sermon on the Mount this text refers back_ to
the whole sermon, mov todg Adyovs, and in these words
— let us remember — Jesus revealed himself, a clearer,
fuller, richer revelation than any by signs or miracles
could have been. The end of our text points again to
this Epiphany feature. Vﬂn J@ re ed himself
by his words, the multitudes were astonished, they
beheld in him ‘““one having authorjfy.” On this Epiph-
any basis the double comparison of Jesus is built up.
In it we are shown the consequences of accepting or of
rejecting the words of Jesus.

V. 24. Oiv connects this conclusion with what pre-
ceded, which is rightly taken to be the entire sermon
of Jesus, and not merely the last section. Jesus says
these words of mine, using the plural, which points
to a number of words and doctrines. Then too the
elaborate simile introduced in this conclusion is of
general application; in fact, it applies to the entire
body of Jesus’ teaching. But while this conclusion
embraces all that preceded it, both the climax in the
simile, the one house withstanding, the other yielding
to, the storm, as well as the future tense of the verbs
“shall be likened,” dpowwdioevar, connect this conclusion

(241)
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with what immediately preceded it, when Jesus speaks
of what will happen “in that day,” v. 22, namely at
the end of the world. These two features, the general
reference to the many words of Jesus, and the special
connection with the thought of the end, harmonize very
well with each other, for all the words of Christ have
a bearing directly upon the end and all that then shall
be. — The first comparison is between every one
which heareth these words of mine, and doeth them,
and a wise man, which built his house upon the rock.
The real point of the comparison is between the doing
and the wisdoy. The hearing, then, is taken as a
matter of course, since there could be no doing with-
out it. Instead of making the hearing something
unimportant, it makes it something so important as
to be simply necessary. Luther does the same in the
answer to the question, How can bodily eating and
drinking do such great things? — namely in the Sacra-
ment. Christ’s words do the great thing and are
the chief thing in the Sacrament, and yet they are
chief “beside the bodily eating and drinking” without
which there could be no Sacrament and no “great
things” for us. So here, there could be no doing
except there be first hearing. Dging and hearing,

however, are sh isti ishe re; the g
is not yet the d , and it must en in the
pregnant sense of t which includes doing,

but in the s n which [James {d, 22![ also uses it,
“hearers only,” who are then said to deceive themselves.

The words of Christ are indeed meant to _be heard,

this means by the o , but_his words are
quick and powerful, and therefore always aim at not
only belng heard, but af being done. — And this is the
thing that dare not be overlooked when we interpret
the words and doeth them. Loy, Sermon on the
Mount, p. 312, says: “The Word of his grace and
power is the means also by which he reaches and in-
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fluences the heartsof men . . . All spiritual life
depends on the sinner’s hearing the heavenly truth
and receiving its heavenly power,‘'being born again,
not of corruptible seed, but of 1ncorrupt1ble, by the
Word of God, which liveth and abideth forever. For
all flesh is as grass, and all the glory of man as the
flower of grass. The grass withereth, and the flower
thereof falleth away; but the Word of the Lord
endureth forever. And this is the Word which by the
Gospel is preached unto you.’) 1 Pet. 1, 23-25.”] The,
case then is not this, tll_g_’g Christ’s words come to our
ears, and having heard them, we then add

our own natural powers and do the words. That is
the case when human words please and influence us,
we of our own powers act upon them. Chrjist’s words,
however, carry their own power with them, and when
we do them, we do them in this power only. And this
is, as we may say, the norm r natural thing as
regards the words of Christ. They would take posses-

sfon,of our hearts, Al Them wifh & Jew MONET Ty
above, and thus move them to g% There is always
some resistance, the natural resistance of our sinful
being, but the power of the Word overcomes this.
Why it does not overcome every resistance we shall
see later, also in the following text. — And now we
can understand what Jesus means by doeth them,
namely his words. Let us note here that “these words
of mine” refer, a5 we said, to the entire Sermon on

the Mount, but thi is an exposition of

Law, yet of the Law, not as an independent way of

salvation, so that Jesus and his words would be a new
Moses to us, but as our schoolmaster to bring us unto
Christ, that we might be justified by faith. “There
never was and never can be any other way to the
salvation prepared for us in Christ than that of rec-
ognizing our lost estate in sin, that we may flee for
refuge to the hope set before us in Christ. Therefore
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men everywhere need the Law now as they did whern
our Lord preached the Sermon on the Mount.” Loy,
p. 14. By mowi pov tovg Aoyovc Jesus therefore means
this _very thing: recognize your lost estate and flee
to the hope se jst. The Baptist puts
it into one word: Metavoeite, Matth. 3, 3; Jesus defined
it: Metavoeite zai motedete év 1@ evoyyediw, Mark 1, 15;
Paul and Silas answered the question, What must I do
(moeiv) to be saved? Ilictevoov émi tov xborov 'Incoiv, Acts
16, 31. Luther therefore rightly defines “doeth them”
by saying: “Here too Christ also demands faith, for
where there is no faith the commandments are not
done; and all good works, according to the mere ap-
pearance, done without faith, are sin. On the other
hand too, where there is faith, right and good works
must follow. This is what Christ calls ‘to do’ with
a pure heart.” The idea is a broad one, however, as
we see from Christ’s expression, “and doeth them,” i. e.
his words (plural). The doing is the whole life of

faith, embracing in it contrition, the confidence of the
heart in Christ (conversion, regeneration) and the ne
obedience, all as one whole.

Such a man Jesus says shall be likened unto a
wise man. This future tense has bothered commen-
tators a little, and some have made it practically a
present tense by putting in, at least in thought, the
word now: “he shall be likened now already.” But this
is plainly incorrect, the more since this tense follows
another future in v. 23: “I will profess unto them.”
The claim is made that the comparison is between
the present action of the doer and a wise man, not
between the future fate of both. But this separation
of the action from the fate is a mistake. Jesus com-
bines the two. There is no special wisdom in building
Orwiwt.ﬁmw_m“f_ﬂ@ﬁuse
thus in the end to.withstand the storm.; nor do
wis_@m_quh.e_dg_en._and_ﬂat_nf_hinuaha-huildun
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the rock, become apparent as wisdom until the storm
has swept over the house. So the future tense is in

place; And let it be noted also that this form of
opoéw does not mean simply “shall be compared to,”
but “shall be made like.” , Both men shall eventually
be in the same class. And this because of their wisdom.
The@ who hears and does Christ’s words shall be
in the same class with a wise man, dvio ¢oéviyos. We
need not set up a definition of what is meant here by
wisdom in general, as some do when they define
wisdom as “using the right means to reach the end”
(forgetting perhaps that the end itself may be foolish).
The sort of wisdom here meant is described by the
wise action of the man in question, which built his
house upon the rock. He may have been foolish
in other respects, but he was truly wise in this, as the
event shows. Wi@n is more than philosophy or
knowledge, it is good, sound judgment and correct
knowledge put to practice; and therefore this wise
man is represented to us, not as philosophizing, calcu-
lating, telling things, or anything like that, but as
going ahead and actually building his house upon the
rock. While the real point of the comparison is in
the wisdom thus described, the whole imagery used
in making the comparison is eminently fitting, and
every part of it helps to picture in its way him who
hears and does the words of Christ. All that was said
of him was that he hears and does Christ’s words, but
the wise man, with whom he shall be classed, is
pictured to us as building a house, and as building
this house upon the rock; moreover, this house goes
through a severe tempest, and it stands unmoved.
This is the man with whom the doer of Christ’s words
is in one and the same class. It is natural then to seek
in his case counterparts for the house, the rock, the
tempest, the successful resistance against the tempest’s
violence. Christ may have had them in mind, but he
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says nothing further to show us his thought in this
direction. — By the h@, oixia, it seems best to
understand the life; he built his house would then
mean, he established his life. The whole course of
his life is meant, the house being finished when the
life is done, @xoddéuncev, aorist. — The rock, nétea, the
solid rock of a cliff, cdn hardly be his “doing of Jesus’
words” considered as one thing, for the ‘“rock” is
something apart from the man and his house and his
building, he places himself, and his house, upon ‘“the
rock.” It is best to see in “th¢ rdck” the words of
Christ, since these are directly tioned by Christ
himself. Of course, that is equal to saying, the rock is
God himself, Deut. 32, 15 and 18; Ps. 18, 22; Is. 17, 10;
for we can reach God only in the Word to build our-
selves on him; it is likewise equal to saying the rock is
Christ, the chief corner-stone, Is. 28, 16; Rom. 9, 33;
1 Pet. 2, 6; 1 Cor. 3, 11; again we have Christ only
in the Word. — But ; f _the tempest which is
so_vividly described in its violence upon the house?
This we take to mean death. There are, of course,
other storms which also beat upon the house of our
lives and threaten to ruin it; but when we take into
consideration the supreme violence of the tempest here
pictured, and the fact that this tempest is the supreme
test of the stability of the house, then we know of only

one mighty storm through which we all ;pust pass — and

this tempest is evidently one that comes to every one,
s 8omic — answering Christ’s description, namely the
trial and shock o th. To pass through death un-
injured is to be uninjured forever.— The details,
the rain descended, and the floods came, and the
winds blew, and beat upon that house, simply show
that every part of the house was put to the severest
test. Bengel: Pluvia, in tecto; flumina, in imo; venti,
ad latera. There is no substantial difference between
the verbs meooénecav, fall or beat upon, and, in the case




Matthew 7, 24-29 247

of the other house erected on the sand, meooéxopav,
smote upon. — And it fell not, »ai od» &recev. Thig i
the point of the whole description. And the rfajon is
explicitly stated: for it was founded upon the rock,
webeperioto, pluperfect, it had been founded, and there-
fore it always stood, upon the rock. Note how ‘the
rock” receives all the credjt, not the ﬁouse, not_the
builder, not any circumstance, b lely the rock. So
it is indeed, the rock is stronger than the storm; the
words of Christ endure to all eternity; nothing can
possibly overthrow them or that which is rooted and
grounded in them. — The Christian is often severely
tried in this life, nor will he always pass through his
trials uninjured, but all these, since they are not the
supreme tests, might be safely gone through, and yet
his house fall at last when the test of tests comes.

We _therefore reject the view which finds the counter-
part of the great tempests in such passing trials.
Christ has the end in view, death, and perhaps also
the end of the world when all things shake and fall,
all — except the Word and they who have built upon
it. Unless we are safe and solid in this supreme hour,
all preliminary safety will avail us naught. — We must
also observe the oratorical mastery of this description.
One =i follows another ; stroke upon stroke the thought
is vividly painted before our eyes. And all this deals
with the highest realities, gripping heart and soul to
the very core. It is wonderful indeed! Travelers in
the East tell us of the violence of the storms in that
country and how they do indeed sweep houses away.
To those who had experienced such tempests the effect
of Christ’s word must have been heightened.

V. 26. Only a slight change, and the result is
the very opposite! ‘“The words with which the sermon
ends have a doleful sound, suggesting the solemn
words of the prophet: ‘The harvest is past, the sum-
mer is ended, and we are not saved. For the hurt of
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the daughter of my people am I hurt; I am black;
astonishment hath taken hold on me. Is there no
balm in Gilead? is there no physician there? why then
is not the health of the daughter of my people re-
covered? Jer. 8, 20-22. But it need not be a despairing
cry which goes up when the words come to our ears.
They are spoken as a warning, not as the closing of
the doors of grace on a sinful generation. The harvest
is not yet passed for us who read, and there is a balm
in Gilead, and there is a physician there, that the
mortal wounds of sin.may yet be healed by him who is
mighty to save when all earthly skill and power have
failed. The Lord Jesus who speaks the words still
lives and still calls to all of us: ‘Come unto me, all
ye that labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you
rest. We who read, still have time to build wisely,
that our house may not fall when the tempest comes.”
Loy, 311, etc. — Heareth is the same here as in the
other description. Imagine the multitude hearing at
this very time when Christ preached. Who could
distinguish those who heard in vain from the others?
The hearers and the hearin ke like. So
they do still today when Jesus’ words are preached.
— And these words of mine are the same — the rock
for us to build on. But here is the difference: and
doeth them not, wi OV, 110 repentance, no faith, no
life governed governed by continuous faith. — Into what class
does every one of this kind belong? He is equal to
a_foolish man, dvie nwoés, dull, ignorant, and this is
his foolishness and folly, no matter what wisdom he

otherwise displ say in his egs, in_his
faffly, in his pgIifics, in his frigidships, etc.: he
built his house upon the sand. ‘“His house,” his
whole IiTe with its eternal interests — on no better
foundation than—sm émi v dupov! It may have
been easy to do so, convenient, pleasant, in harmony
with all his many neighbors, save a few. “The rock”
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may have been higher up the side of the valley than the
sand in the smooth river bottoms. But to think of
building a house — and such a house: his whole life!
— on nothing but sand! This shows the foolishness,
the ridiculousness, the criminal folly and blindness
of the man. There is no excuse for it, even before the
court of common sense. No doubt this man thought
himself wise in his own conceit; for are not these
builders on the sand the very ones who boast of their
wisdom and call the builders on the rock fools? —
But the sand, what is that? We may give a com-
prehensive answer from that impressive hymn on
justification, “My hope is built on nothing less than
Jesus’ blood and righteousness,” g the refrain:

“On Christ, the solid Rock, I stand,
All other ground is sinking sand.”

Yes, all other ground is sand! @ describes some of
these sand-sites which have attracted bullders arter
builders in the world’s great river-bottoms. ‘“Alas,
that so many to whom this word of salvation is sent
allow themselves to be deceived by the vain thought,
that if they only hear the Word they are doing a good
work and acquire the merit of it, and that this is
enough for such as would be plain Christians and
make no profession to be saints.” Here is another
sand-site: ‘“‘Our nature strives to retain its sense of
its own power and importance, and reason therefore
exerts its energies, when the Word of God is heard
and conscience is awakened, to bring this Word into
harmony with its own inclinations. The righteousness
which God requires is thus reduced to the civil right-
eousness of external works which nature approves,
and the outward work is substituted for the inward
holiness which the divine law demands. The good
deedg performed and the natural sympathies of our
hearts with the form of piety thus produced are readily
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mistaken for obedience to_the Word, and: the self-

deception is accomplished.” And still another: “Some
have professed acceptance of the Gospel and its
glorious hopes of eternal blessedness through the
atoning blood of Christ, but have failed to let the law
expose to them their sins and reveal to them the divine
curse that is upon it, and thus avoided the strait gate
of repentance toward God and faith in the Lord Jesus
Christ, and therefore they continue on in the broad
road that leads to destruction, with never a fear, until
the storm comes, that their Christian profession will
in such a condition avail them nothing.” Ah, yes,
there is much sand to build on, vast level tracts of it,
some places even green with verdure and dotted with
pleasant willows, but far from the rock. Sgme perhaps
get close to the rock, a_corner of their house may
actually touch it, but even that does not change the
foundation which is after all only sand. — Jesus
pictures only the two, th er and the n oer, the

and the foQl Bh the bu1® on the rock, and the
bu on the sand. There is no golden mean — it is
all throughout: either — or. — All is W_(‘EJL with the
house on sand perhaps for a long time. Warnings are
lmm the preliminary
storms and the little floods of adversities, and the
moderate winds of sorrow may be safely endured, and
thus the false feeling of security increased. Of course,
sometimes these slighter tempests already cause sad
wrecks among the houses on sand. That is a good
thing if it serves to expose the folly which built them
there and drives men to seek the rock. But the su-
preme test is in that hour when the final issue is at
stake, eternal safety or eternal wreck. When that last
terrific tempest comes it is too late — too late for the
house on sand and the man who dwells in it. If we may
distinguish between the two words, that regarding the
house on the rock, rain, floods, and winds, beat upon
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+t, and this regarding the house on the sand, rain,
floods, and winds smote upon it, the former is the
stronger word (mooonintw), “to fall suddenly upon, to
strike one”; the latter (meooxéntw), the weaker, ‘“to
stumble against, to strike the foot against.” The idea
suggested thus in using different words, one stronger
first, one weaker last, is that the house on the rock
withstood all the pounding of the tempest, but the
house on the sand gave way to the first blow, which
was not even the worst in the storm. — And it fell,
xol Eneoev, it sank, the collapse was complete (aorist),
no recovery was possible. Nothing more terrible can
be imagined than a life going down to everlasting
ruin ig hour of death. — Jesus could not add, “for
it was founded upcn the sand,” for who can found
anything on sand. — So the last word is an echo of
the one just before it, and great was the fall thereof.
It comes like the reverberating crash of the fall, es-
pecially the emphatic word “great.” There was utter
wreck and ruin, and the debris was carried away by
the deluge of water, the very sand on which the
structure rested going down with the swollen waters
also. Perhaps that house on the sand was very fine;
some grand structures are built on sand. Perhaps it
stood many a day, an attractive vision to the eye,
visited, admired, enjoyed, perhaps imitated and copied
by other builders on the sand. Alas, after the first
moment of the storm the place thereof shall know it
no more. — And with_this tragic conclusion Jesus
closes his sermon. Did a hush fall on the multitude?
Did they all look for Jesus fo av something more, to
close_as he began with the word “blessed?’ As the
silence deepened and all understood that the last word
had been spoken, i i arning was
the last word, the effect must have been great, and we

can understand what the evangelist set down concern-
ing it in v. 28-29,
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V.28. “And it came to pass,” is a Hebrew phrase,
used to usher in an important statement with a sort
of dignified formality. ‘These sayings,” Ttovc Adyouvg
toitovg, are the ones just finished, the Sermon on the
Mount. At the conclusion of them the astonishment
manifested itself. Instead of saying that the astonish-
ment began before Christ finished, we think it psy-
chologically more correct to say that all were wrapt up
during the delivery, every ear and heart fixed on the
speaker. Finally when the voice that held them spell-
bound was hushed in silence, then the astonishment
broke forth. What caused it is not especially men-
tioned, although ol Aévor already indicates it, for Aévog
refers to the sense, not to the art of speaking, the form
of delivery, or anything like that. But we are plainly
told the multitudes were astounded at his W,
éni tfi duWdayfi witov. There were then crowds of hearers,
a large audience. And the doctrine, the substance of
Christ’s words, the 8duxn which this 8wdoxakoc put

forth in his sermon, was the thing which caused the
astonishment. Was it the newness and novelty of it?
It was the power of it, for_he taught them as one
having authority. The expression v dddoxwv, the
circumscribed imperfect, he was teaching them, points

in a strong manner to continuous, habitual teaching;
it includes the sermon just delivered and other sermons

and teaching. What the people felt in all this teaching
was the éSovoio, or rather the personality of Christ
bg_€Eovaiav_#xov, one having authority. Here is the

Epiphany element. In Christ’s teaching he reveals
himself, even when he does not speak directly about
himself. He cannot do otherwise; and every receptive
hearer must feel and note this. Jesus indeed had
“authority,” for he was the Son himself, sent by the
Father, with the Spirit upon him. Can you get any
higher authority? None higher is possible. It is, to
borrow the image of the wisest of the Latin Fathers,
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a  sea in which a child may wade and in which an
elephant may swim.— And not as their scribes.
“The teaching of their scribes was narrow, dogmatical,
material; it was cold in manner, frivolous in matter,
second-hand, and iterative in its very essence; with
no freshness in it, no force, no fire; servile to all
authority, opposed to all independence; at once erudite
and foolish, at once contemptuous and mean; never
passing a hair’s breadth beyond the carefully watched
boundry line of commentary and precedent; full of
balanced inference, and orthodox hesitancy, and im-
possible literalism; elevating mere memory above
genius, and repetition above originality; concerned
only about priests and Pharisees, in Temple and
synagogue, or school, or Sanhedrin, and mostly oc-
cupied with things infinitely little. It was not indeed
wholly devoid of moral significance, nor is it impossible
to find here and there among the debris of it, a noble
thought; but it was occupied a thousandfold more
with Levitical minutie about mint, and anise, and
cummin, and the length of fringes, and the breadth of
phylacteries, and the washing of cups, and platters,
and the particular quarter of a second when new
moons and Sabbath days began.” Farrar. Our people
have hardly a conception of the dreariness and the
arid wastes of this teaching of the scribes. The empty,
affy “tglkg” which are now freguently delivered as
sermons in some Protestant pulpits, on all sorts of
subjects, save the real dwaxh of Chrjst and the exposi-
tion of his Mvo, without meatfaor the soul, without
the one thing needful, are in a manner the contlnua-
tion of the deliverances of the old Jewish scrlbes
is a sign of the times that multitudes are satlsﬁed
with this sort of teaching and turn from the Gospel
with its divine authority. This authority should in a
measure clothe now every true Gospel minister, for
as Heubner says, he has the divine call, he has the
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full conviction of the truth of this Gospel in his own
heart, he is an example of what he preaches, and he is
moved with love and anxiety regarding the souls of
men. The words of Christ, however, still speak for

themselves; in them he is still teaching as one having

authority. Hear him and do his words.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

Let the preacher invest in Pfennigsdorf, Der religiose
Wille, Leipzig, A. Deichert, and study thoroughly the norms
according to which the will moves in religious matters. The
present text follows these norms with absolute exactness, and
the thing is so plain, done with such simplicity and perfection
of mastery, that even a tyro can see it. Here we see all shams,
delusions, excuses, side issues, and everything else that would
becloud the will, ripped away, and your will and my will are
brought face to face with the supreme issue, the one that is all-
decisive, the one in which we are now already involved. What
decision are we going to make, what decision are we engaged in
making right now? Are we doing what the wise man did?
Are we doing what the foolish man did? Jesus puts it so
squarely, so effectively, that there is only one decision we can
make, namely: I must, I will be like the wise man! And if any
man should refuse to make this decision, should decide to be like
the foolish man, by that very decision he would forever stand
self-condemned.—To move the will we must know the norms
according to which it acts. It is useless to push and push at a
wagon from the side—its wheels will not turn; get behind it and
push in the line of the wheels—then, behold, it will go for-
ward. Too many sermons push any old way, and the hearer’s
will is not propelled an inch. Push as Jesus does here, and you
will get action of the right sort; and if you then fail to get
action in your hearer’s will, you have done your whole duty
as a preacher, and the obdurate hearer himself must exonorate
you and pronounce his own condemnation in the end. Christ
and the apostles always obeyed the norms of the religious will.
We cannot elucidate the norms of the will in these sermon aids,
it would take too much space.— Since this was written the
author has published his Homiletics, The Sermon, where the
norms of the will are treated even more fully than by Pfennigs-
dorf.

House-building — planning and constructing a house such
as you like — who does not enjoy it! But only a few get a
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chance to build them fine homes here below. Nevertheless we
are all building houses, even the poorest renters — and on quite
a grand scale, too. Our lives are the houses we are building
—and some of us are nearly through. A few of these houses
are veritable palaces, laid out richly and handsomely; others are
moderately fine, yet fair withal; some indeed are quite humble.
But less depends on the size, beauty, and richness of the house
than on the foundation upon which it rests. On what founda-
tion are you building your house?

Are You Building the House of Your Life

I. On the saund? The sand — the house — the storm.
II. On the rock? The rock —the house — the storm.

No doubt it was beautiful to sit at the feet of the Lord
and to hear the sermon with its mighty conclusion direct from
his own lips; we could almost envy those men and women in the
multitudes on the mount. But it is beautiful likewise to sit be-
fore an Evangelical Lutheran pulpit Sunday after Sunday
when the very Gospel of Jesus Christ is preached in his name.
The chief thing, however, is not in merely sitting where Jesus
and his messengers speak, but in so hearing their words that we
do them.

Are You Going to Both Hear and Do the Words of Jesus?

1. Look at the man who only heard and did not do.
He did according to his own, or other men’s, ideas
(sand) —he shaped his life as he and they
thought wise (house) — perhaps his life looked
fair, prosperous, even grand —but see what
happened in the hour of death (storm)!

1I. Then look more than once at the man who heard and
who did. He followed Jesus’ words only (rock) ;
state the substance of them fully and clearly.
— Picture the life he built (house), humble per-
haps, or grand and great. — See what happened
in the hour of death (storm).

The biggest fools are found in spiritual matters, when
men consider the loosest kind of sand entirely good enough to
build the houses of their life upon. In this material world they
wouldn’t build a barn or a cowshed upon such a foundation.
Read the 73rd Psalm for a description of men who built upon
sand and perished. —In the building of our lives everything
is staked on the final issue, when the great tempest descends.
When that storm with its rain, floods, and winds descends it is
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too late to change the foundation of the house. — Some of us
are nearly finished with our spiritual house-building. We may
not just know it at this moment. If tonight the final test should
come to you, would it find that you had built in true faith upon
the Gospel of salvation in Christ alone? — Learn what Jesus
tells you about

The Biggest Fool in the World.
He who thinks

I. The sand is as good as the rock.
II. If the house is fine the foundation does not matter.
I1II. Because fair weather has lasted long no storm will
descend.

Many preachers will split the text horizontally in the ser-
mon, as the previous outlines do. But we may also split verti-
cally, which is likewise analysis, only a variant form, applicable
to a good many texts. Here is one of this type:

Christ’s Authoritative Picture of the Wise and the Foolish Man.

I. They look very much alike.
1I. They differ in a vital matter.
III. Their final fate is as wide apart as heaven and hell.

Do not spit a theme like this into part one, the wise man, and
part two, the foolish man. That would lose the unity of the
sermon, and would result in two little sermons pasted together.
We want no twins in the pulpit. — Likewise avoid the word
“two” or “three” in the theme, speaking then of the “two” or
the “three” in two or in three parts. This is homiletical help-
lessness, excusable in homiletical infants, never in fullgrown
homiletical men.

In going through the homiletical literature on this text
we were not a little surprised to find a sermon which indeed
emphasized the doing, but failed to set forth and explain what
this doing signifies. The impression left was that by doing the
moral precepts, as the so-called morality-preachers urge them
on their hearers, a man would attain the wisdom here set forth
by Jesus. A sermon like that is a calamity. For the human
heart is ever prone to work-righteousness; it loves and under-
stands that doctrine, and is ready to carry it out in action and
life. Even to use the shibboleth “service,” so current today, is
more than dangerous. In our text it is absolutely necessary to
state clearly and convincingly just what “doing these words of
mine” means.



THE SIXTH SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY

John 5, 39-47

In the last text in the Epiphany series we meet,
as in all the preceding ones, a clear revelation of
Christ. He is the one to be believed in, of whom the
Scriptures and Moses testify, who comes in his
Father’s name and bestows life. This Epiphany fea-
ture is the basis of the text. There is every reason
to believe in Christ — this is the substance of Christ’s
argument with the Jews. Combined with this Epiph-
any feature is the great fact of unbelief in Christ,
and an analysis of what causes such unbelief. This
makes a sad ending for the Epiphany series — unbelief,
refusal to see the Savior-glory of Christ, and to accept
the life and salvaticn revealed in him. It is, in a way,
the very opposite of the old gospel text for the last
after-Epiphany Sunday, which ends in a burst of glory,
Christ on the Mount of Transfiguration. But this sad
and tragic ending of the new Epiphany line will be
found entirely acceptable, for in the first place it is
historically true: he manifested himself to his own
and his own rejected that manifestation, even as
thousands do so still; and in the second place, we are
now approaching the Lenten cycle, which is altogether
built up on the rejection of Christ and its tragic
culmination on Calvary. The one cycle, as it were,
thus merges into the other. So we have here at the
end of the beautiful Epiphany series the blessed Savior
who is rejected, and can be rejected, as he shows forth
his saving person and power, only by the most un-
reasonable and most inexcusable unbelief.

For a description of the situation and the temper
of the Jews with whom Jesus was dealing see the

(257)
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text John 5, 19-29 for the Twenty-fifth Sunday after
Trinity. The healing of the impotent man at Bethesda
caused the Jews to charge Jesus with Sabbath-break-
ing, and his calling God his Father created such a
frenzy of hatred that they sought to kill Jesus. Far
from fearing their murderous hatred or from mit-
igating his claims in the least, Jesus calmly faces the
wicked Jews, establishes most fully every word he has
uttered concerning himself as the Son of God, furnishes
the most ample and convincing proof of his Sonship,
and comes back upon the Jews with a direct, plain
and terrible arraignment of their unbelief as utterly
inexcusable, wicked, and worthy of condemnation.
Through that part of the argument which forms our
text there runs thus for us the strongest kind of
justification for our faith in Jesus as the Savior.

V. 39. Grammatically ¢oavvite may be either the
indicative, Ye search, or the imperative, Search
(margin and A. V.). Translators as well as com-
mentators are completely divided on the question; for
a list of them see Meyer. This commentator thinks
that the imperative would not harmonize with the
following, “and ye will not come to me.” Yet this is
hardly decisive. Two arguments for the imperative
seem to the writer to be stronger than anything ad-
duced in support of the indicative. If the indicative
were intended, and Jesus were conceding that the
Jews indeed searched the Scriptures, and yet did not
come to him as, according to the Scriptures, they
should, we certainly would except feavvdte pév— od
Bérete de. Meyer indeed calls the simple »oi stronger,
yet even he in arguing for the indicative is compelled
to admit the disjunctive thought (ye search, yet do
not come to me) which would demand some sort of
disjunctive particle; yet the sentences show none. A
second very strong reason for the imperative is that
Christ is calling up his witnesses for his divinity, John
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the Baptist (33-35), his own works (86), and the
Father’s word or the Scriptures. He considers the
latter the strongest testimony. But it would be
strange indeed if he so appealed to the witness of the
Scriptures and yet admitted that the Jews really
searched the Scriptures for life, and then failed to
find it in them. He indeed says ‘“ye will not come unto
me,” showing that the trouble is in their will, but this
wrong will plainly shows that they do not search
aright, and therefore it is in harmony with his thought,
which he already indicates in v. 38 by the words, “ye
have not his (the Father’s) word abiding in you,” to
call on them to search the Scriptures. Where the will
is wrong, the search cannot be right. Jesus cannot
admit a right search for life in the Scriptures, and
appeal to the Scriptures as a testimony for himself,
and then admit that this testimony fails. It is the
same today. Christ is in the Scriptures; mightily they
testify of him. Whoever will not come to Christ in
faith, has not the word of Scripture in himself, does
not search them aright, whatever he may say in praise
of them. — The Scriptures, tis veapds, the writings,
signify the Old Testament as the Jews then had it,
their canon being fixed since the days of Ezra. Jesus
here calls the Old Testament Scriptures the Father’s
word, v. 38, a clear testimony from his own lips as
to the divinity and the Inspiration of the entire Old
Testament. Let us observe it well in these days of
higher criticism and modernism which seem deter-
mined to overthrow this foundation of our faith. —
Because ye think that in them ye have eternal life.
“On = “for” (A. V.); tueig is put first for emphasis,
“You on your part think you have in them eternal
life.” The argument is ad hominem. To think, to
suppose, to imagine, doxeiv, does not imply that what
one thinks is really so. Here it was not true that the
Jews had eternal life in the Scriptures, they only
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imagined they had it. But Jesus does not imply, by
any means, that eternal life is not in the Scriptures,
rather the opposite, for he bids them search the Scrip-
tures. How eternal life is really in them, and yet
how the Jews, in the way they handled the Scriptures,
only imagined they had this life while really they did
not have it, Jesus at once explains. — Eternal life,
tonv aioviov — salvation; life is the opposite of death
which sin has brought; and eternal life is the never-
ending deliverance from sin and death. — And these
are they which testify of me — éxeivws — they are the
very ones, etc. They are the Father’s word and wit-
ness of his Son, the greatest testimony there is for
Jesus as the divine Savior. This is said here of the
Old Testament, and therefore applies equally to the
New, indeed in greater measure, since the promise
was a shadow of things to come, and the fulfillment is
the very substance itself. Eternal life is in the Scrip-
tures since they testify of Christ who is the way, the
truth, and the life. “No man cometh unto the Father
but by me.” John 14, 6. Luther interprets finely
when he writes: “But I will give you a remarkable
interpretation and glossary of the Holy Scriptures,
one you do not yet know, so that you may read the
Scriptures and not err, namely this: See with all
diligence that ye purify and open aright your eyes,
and study in the Scriptures so that you seek and find
ME, ME in them. He who reads them so that he
finds me in them, is the right master of the Scriptures,
the dust is out of his eyes, and he will certainly also
find life in them. But if you do not find me in them,
then truly you have not studied nor understood them
aright, and have not eternal life; though you read
them a thousand times and turn the leaves, it is all
nothing and in vain.” Koegel says: “If the Scriptures
were dark, then their coming down to man would be
a mockery, not a gift.” And how they testify mightily
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of Christ he describes as follows: “Is it not clear, that
where the portals of Paradise are closed and covered
with the flames of the cherubim, on the desert journey
through thistles and therns, the gentle consolation of
the serpent-destroyer accompanies us? Is it not clear,
that when the waters of the flood recede, and
frightened man breathes easy again and raises his
dimmed eyes from the devastated fields to the now
cloudless sky, the witness in the clouds appears, the
bow of peace, a promise of the Reconciler, a prelude
of the hymn, ‘All feud at last is ended? Is it not
clear, that in the Seed of Abraham, the One and only
One; in the Scepter of Judah, the inalienable One;
in the root of Jesse, growing a fresh Shoot again;
in the Star of Bethlehem, all nations are to be blessed,
Israel first and Israel last?” (“Israel last” is a false
chiliastic note in Koegel’s otherwise fine description.)
“The unity of the race in Adam, the blood of Abel
innocently shed, the silent sacrifice of Isaac on the
wood, Joseph’s sudden rise from prison to throne,
David’s persecution at the hands of his own flesh and
blood, the brazen serpent, the Temple, the Sabbath,
the sacrifices all, prefigure in a fragmentary way
what is completely united and fully revealed in the
Savior of God, in the Anointed of Israel. From the
first word, ‘In the beginning God made heaven and
earth,” to the last page, which praises a new heaven
and a new earth; from the Creator’s counsel, ‘Let us
make men in our image, after our likeness,’ to the
exclamation, ‘Behold, the tabernacle of God is with
men’; from the first Sabbath in Paradise to the final
abiding rest prepared for the people of God — there
is one development, one unfolding from book to book,
one Spirit of prophecy, one cry of longing: Come,
Lord Jesus, come. This is he, says John with upraised
finger. To him give all the prophets witness, says
Peter. The promises of God in him are yea, and in
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him Amen, says Paul. Search the Scriptures, and
these are they which testify of me, says Jesus himself.”
This then is the correct conclusion, 1) he who does
not find Christ in the Old Testament, does not under-
stand the Old Testament; 2) you cannot find eternal
life in the Old Testament unless you find Christ in it.
This applies to all Jewish study of the Old Testament
even to-day, likewise to all study which denies the
prophecies, which sees only a human history in the
Old Testament, and is content with the finding of
all sorts of “great and important truths” in it; and
finally also to all study which denies the Inspiration
of the Old Testament. — V. 40: And ye will not come
(o0 dérete) unto me, that ye may have life. This
xoi is like that in Matth. 23, 37, “and ye would not.”
It introduces the conclusion in regard to all the wit-
nesses of Jesus, John, Jesus’ works, the Father’s
word — the Jews simply would not, ov dékeve. The
fault was neither in Christ nor in the witnesses for
Christ, but in the Jews themselves, namely in their
wicked, obdurate, perverse will. It has been well said:
v. 33-39 show that the Jews could have come, but
v. 40 shows they would not come. Christ and the
Gospel always offer the power which enables the sinner
to come, and the natural, or rather normal, result
should be that, moved by this power, he comes. Where
this result does not follow there is only one explana-
tion: the will has begun to resist wickedly and wil-
fully, and so does not come. — Come unto me —
believe in me, John 6, 35. The inward coming is
meant, when the sinner comes to the Savior and
remains with him, saved. — That ye may have life,
not only “think ye have’; ive shows the purpose and
intention, for whoever finds Christ in the Secriptures,
Christ the fountain of eternal life, he will come to
Christ for this very purpose, that he may have life,
and this purpose will be realized, he will have life.
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V. 41. Christ now analyzes the condition of his
Jewish hearers, revealing the secret causes why they
rejected him. What is here said refers not to the
Scriptures themselves, but rather to the Father whose
Word the Scriptures are. Naturally, if the position
of the Jews toward God is wrong, their position
toward his Word is wrong too; but this inference
is not brought out here, the argument deals only with
God. — Glory from men I receive not — the object
is put forward for emphasis; “glory” is honor, praise,
distinction, but “from men.” maod dvlodrwv, on the
part of men, coming from them, and in distinction
from the glory “that cometh from the only God,
v 86Eav v maed tob pdvov deod. Jesus does not accept
such honor and glory at all: when they would have
made him a king he withdrew himself from the multi-
tude and frustrated the plan. Christ took only that
honor which God gave him, God directly, and God
through the faith of believing men. All honor merely
from men he spurned. Let not the Jews, therefore,
imagine that Jesus is longing to be honored by them,
as men seek honor from one another, and that he is
charging them so severely because they are with-
holding such honor from him.— What moves Jesus
to bring such severe charges against the Jews is
something entirely different, v. 42: But I know you
that ye have not the love of God in yourselves.
Jesus knew what was in man, and needed not that
any one should tell him, John 2, 22. It is not neces-
sary to bring in the omniscience of Jesus here, as the
entire conduct of the Jews was open to any discerning
eye. The condemnation of the Jews is entirely due
to themselves: they do not love God, and therefore
do not receive him whom God has sent; in other words,
they do not honor God, and therefore fail to honor
aright him whom God has sent and in whom God is
truly honored. “The love of God” = the love to God.
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Here all the testimony which declares that Jesus is
sent by God is meant, not only the special testimony
of the Scriptures. All the testimony is rejected by
the Jews because they do not love God. It is folly
to-day for any man to say he loves God, or he honors
God, as long as he rejects Christ. “He that honoreth
not the Son honoreth not the Father which sent him."”
John 5, 23. “The love of God,” ©iv dydmv vob Beod;
note the article before each noun which designates
the love as that true, real love due to God, the sum
and substance of the very Law God himself had given
the Jews. If in any measure they had had this love,
then as true Israelites they would quickly have shown
it by confessing Christ as God’s Son and thus giving
him the honor which God gave him. This is the dis-
tinctive mark of all true love to God to this very day;
all lovers of God readily recognize God’s Son, of whom
he testifies amply that he is his Son, and thus they
honor him, receiving him as God’s Son, their Savior. —
V. 43: I am come in my Father’s name; Jesus came
not in his own name. All the Father’s testimony
shows that the Father sent him. Jesus says “in my
Father’s name,” thus distinguishing himself from all
others whom God also sent and endowed with author-
ity. Jesus is the very Son of God, and his coming
rested in, was based upon, his Father’s name or
revelation given in the Scriptures; he came, and came
thus, as the promised Messiah. As such he did his
Father’s bidding, with his Father’s authority, accomp-
lishing his Father’s work. “I,” évé, is contrasted with
drlos, “another” — what a tremendous difference be-
tween the two! “I am come,” perfect tense, &éivia,
in the sense: I have come and so am here now;
and ye receive me not, present tense, oV Aappavete, they
reject him still, even at this moment when Jesus speaks
to them, and after all he has said and done. This
refusal to receive him is the fruit of their not loving
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God. — If another shall come in his own name, him
ye will receive, ¢iv &0y . . . Muyeode, condition
of expectancy. “In his own name” is the opposite of
“in my Father’s name” and means, without being sent
by God, without having his authority, without doing
his work. “In his own name” thus also means that
such a deceiver puts his own name, authority, objects
and work in the place of God’s; commissions, sends,
directs himself as if he were his own God. To come
in one’s own name is the height of self-glorification. —
Jesus says to the Jews, him ye will receive, éxeivov,
such a one, he will be agreeable to you. The positive
reason for this Jesus gives in the next sentence, here
only the fact is stated, on the basis of the negative
reason that they do not love God. The words of Jesus
are a prophecy concerning false messiahs, see Matth.
24, 24. Bengel quotes Schudt who states that 64
such messiahs appeared since the days of Christ; one
of the most prominent of these was Bar-Cochba.
Recent times have added still more deceivers to the
number, and the end is not yet. “For this cause God
shall send them strong delusion, that they should
believe a lie: that they all might be damned who believe
not the truth, but had pleasure in unrighteousness.”
2 Thess. 2, 11-12. It is truly astonishing how one
coming. in his own name (in our own times even a
woman!), seeking in the boldest, rankest way his own
glory, advantage, power, money, and making others
his dupes and victims, is received by thousands with
open arms. They who count the Son of God too small
to give their hearts to him, the Word of God too
unreliable to trust their souls to him of whom it
testifies, are ready to yield themselves with their
hearts, their happiness, their property, their all,
to any ignorant imposter who preys upon their
credulity and uses them as his tools — What is
the reason for it? V. 44: How can ye believe,
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which receive glory one of another, and the glory
that cometh from the only God ye seek not? Jesus
combines the two things he is speaking of, non-
belief in himself and belief in any deceiver.
Both rest on this basis that the Jews seek not the
honor that comes from God, but that which comes
from man. As long as they (or any one else) do this,
so long they cannot believe in Christ, and are ready
to believe a deceiver. ‘“How is it possible with such
people as you (iueis) that ye should believe? It is
altogether out of the question.” The impossibility,
however, is due, not to God, but to themselves. They
are such as receive (AouBévovies) glory one of another,
i. e. such praise, distinction, honor, as emanates only
from men and has no higher source, they receive, take,
grasp. The present says that this characterizes them.
— And the glory that cometh from the only God ye
seek not, the praise of God, his commendation that
he is well-pleased with them, which would be theirs
if they really did God’s will and believed in Christ,
this they make no effort to secure. Some codices omit
“God” and read significantly thv maed tob wévov, ‘“‘that
cometh from the Only One,” i. e. whose glory alone
is worth possessing. Examples of this Jewish greed-
iness for the honor of men we find in Matth. 23, 5-7:
“But all their works they do for to be seen of men.

And love the uppermost rooms at feasts, and
the chief seats in the synagogues, and greetings in
the markets, and to be called of men, Rabbi, Rabbi.”
John 12, 43: “For they loved the praise of men more
than the praise of God.” St. Paul, however, writes
that ke is a Jew “whose praise is not of men, but of
God,” Rom. 2, 29. Examples of a similar concern
about human praise in preference to God’s praise are
exceedingly abundant to-day: there are those who still
love father and mother, worldly companions and asso-
ciates, Christless societies and their so-called benefits
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and the offices and distinctions they bestow, far more
than God, his Word and church, and his divine com-
mendation. Many a theologian in his modernism and
in his radical notions is actuated by this pride which
loves the praise of the critical schools of false learning
and philosophy more than the praise of God. Koegel
admonishes us: “Let every one examine himself in
the mirror of this text, whether pride is not one of the
greatest hindrances to faith, this being bound to a
false regard for others, this dependence upon one’s
neighbor, the press, public opinion, the spirit of the
times, this being chained fast to oneself in ceaseless
self-destruction.” Luther: “It is an exceedingly proud
and glorious honor, when a man can boast of God,
that he is God’s servant, child, people, over against
which all the honor of the world is altogether nothing.
But the world regards not such honor, seeks honor
from men. The false apostles teach what pleases men,
is pleasant and acceptable to reason, and this in order
to have peace and the favor and applause of the mob.
And indeed they get what they seek; for such fellows
get the prize and have the thanks of everyone, Matth.
6, 2 and 5. Where now are they who would like to
have honor and do not know how to work it? always
seek and never find. If you want honor, give all honor
to God alone, and for yourself keep nothing but shame.
Despise yourself, and let all your doing be nothing,
and thus you will sanctify God’s name and give honor
to him alone. See, as soon as you do this, you are
already full of honor, which is greater than the honor
of all kings, and abides forever; for God adorns you
and honors you with his name, so that you are called
God’s servant, God’s child, God’s people, and the like.
What now could God do more for you, who gives you
so much temporal and eternal good, and in addition
the highest, even his own name, and the eternal honor?
It seems to me, this is indeed worthy of our thanking
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him from the heart and praising him; who is able
for one of these things constantly to praise and thank
God sufficiently ?”’

V. 45 is a statement and argument full of terrific
force, utterly unanswerable, absolutely convincing,
with not a shadow of a chance for reply, save the
blind, wilful, desperate hatred rushing to its own
destruction. The whole force of these words of Jesus
can be felt only when we understand how the Jews
clung to their Moses, boasted of him, glorified him,
and felt themselves absolutely safe with him — not,
of course, the real Moses, but the figure they had
made of him in their minds. And now Christ with
one sweep not only takes their Moses away, but hurls
the real Moses against them as the one who already
utterly condemns them. The powerful truth of the
whole statement regarding Moses, and the perfect
mastery with which it is delivered against the unbelief
of the Jews (if possible yet to bring them to their
senses, and to faith), must ever captivate and hold
our hearts. — Think not that I will accuse you to the
Father; évd in contrast to the following Movosiig;
xatqyogiow, future, in contrast to #ouv & xatnyoodv.
“Think not” implies that some might be inclined to
do so. Jesus shall not accuse the Jews, but this will
not better their case in the least, or in any way relieve
them; on the contrary, an accuser already stands
against them, one of whom they least expected ac-
cusation, and such accusation as he already brings.
No period is mentioned in connection with the future
»otnyoonow, and it is best to mention none. Meyer
observes that the end of the world cannot be meant
since Jesus shall then appear as the judge, but he
overlooks the fact that Jesus is only expressing what
the Jews themselves thought, not what he personally
thinks. If we were to say what period Jesus himself
had in mind — if any — the time of his going to the
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Father would seem most likely. — There is one that
accuseth you, fotv prominently put first, is now;
6 xatyoodv, one accusing, one in the very act of accus-
ing. — And now follows the effective mention of his
name: Moses, on whom ye have set your hope.
This expression is used in distinction from the one
following, “believe Moses,” or “believe his writings.”
The Jews set their hope on Moses, #inizate, perfect
tense, i. e. they have hoped in him and so their hope
is in him now. “We are Moses’ disciples; we know
that God spake unto Moses: as for this fellow (Jesus),
we know not from whence he is.” John 9, 28-29.
The hope of the Jews was that by following the
outward regulations of the law of Moses they would
be saved. They thus made of Moses and his law
something both were never intended to be, much like
all teachers of salvation by morality and work-
righteousness to-day, in fact, these even degrade
Christ to a similar level. This false Moses, this per-
version of his teaching is the basis of the hopes
of the Jews — utterly imaginary, and therefore doom-
ing them to a terrible disappointment. — V. 46:
For if ye believed Moses, the real Moses, in what he
wrote, ye would believe me, ¢i with the imperfect,
followed by the imperfect with d&v, present condition
of unreality; the idea is: If ye believed Moses now,
ye would now believe me. And this conclusion is
established beyond a shadow of doubt: for he wrote
of me. ‘“He wrote,” Moses wrote — let all the higher
critics and modernists who have repudiated the Mosaic
authorship of the Pentateuch face this authoritative
declaration of Jesus. It is worth more than all the
learned and elaborate deductions they have ever put
forth, and it stands over against them, as Moses
against these Jews in the text, as & xatnyoodv tpév.
Moses wrote of Christ, not in a few prophetic passages
only, as some may think, but in all his writings. Recall
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the quotation from Koegel above and add another,
Bengel : Nusquam non — nowhere did Moses not write
of Jesus. “They (the Jews) believed not Moses in
his account of the creation and his testimony on the
fall of man, for if they had accepted this as truth,
they as sinful men would have had to seek with all
earnestness the living God, as did Enoch and Noah.
They did not believe him in the account concerning
the fathers and their faith, else they would have
followed in the footsteps of Abraham. They did not
believe in the sacred earnestness of the Law he de-
livered, judging the hearts, else their Pharisaic work-
righteousness would have fallen to the ground. Finally,
they did not believe him when his entire order of
priests and sacrifices constantly renewed the memory
of their sins, and pointed in shadowy outline to a
future real fulfillment, else they would have become
through Moses already what the Baptist finally tried
to make of them, a people ready and prepared for
the Lord, embracing his salvation with joy like
Simeon.” Stier. Moses did not merely also write
of Christ, the whole center and substance of what he
wrote is Christ, the uncreated Angel of the Covenant,
the Angel of the Presence. The whole twenty-five cen-
turies with which he deals he views in their relation
to Christ. Ever and always faith in the Coming One
decides the fate of man. Great things he passes over
lightly, and little things, dry genealogies, small occur-
rences in the lives of the patriarchs, he describes at
length, because these have a special bearing on Christ.
From the first Gospel-promise through all the following
history, ceremony, prophecy and promise, Christ is
ever in the mind of Moses. And all this the Jews in
Christ’s day did not believe, nor do they believe it
to-day; and the Jewish unbelief and ignorance has
been adopted by thousands to-day as the very height
of Bible knowledge and learning. — But if ye believe
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not his writings, how shall ye believe my words?
Not only did Christ say, Moses wrote, but he now
adds “Moses’ writings,” placing a double seal of truth
on the Pentateuch as the work of Moses. The contrast
is not between “writings” and ‘“words,” but between
“his” and “my.” Of course, the Jews had only the
writings of Moses, while they had Jesus’ words, he
then speaking face to face with them. We have the
writings of both, but the relation between Moses and
Christ is just the same for us as the writings of
Moses and the words of Jesus were for the Jews in
Christ’s time. What a sad, sad question, with its
implication of a negative answer! If you reject all
the previous grace, light, revelation, training and
purpose of God, how shall you profit by that which
follows and ends his work? If you throw away part
of the Bible, how shall you keep, and benefit by, the
rest? If you discard all that points to Christ, how
shall you have Christ at last? Let the wicked unbelief
of the Jews ever be our warning, that we may believe
with our whole heart and continue firm in the faith
until the end.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

If one were simply to summarize this text and state in a
theme what Jesus here does, and then in the parts of the ser-
mon were simply to detail in order what has thus been sum-
marized in the theme, he would have substantially an analytical
sermon. Leaving out the reference of the text to the Jews
broadens the sermon so that it includes all unbelievers who all
act like these Jews.

How Jesus Exposes the Utter Folly of Unbelief.

I. It rejects the highest and most truthful testimony
and accepts the rankest deceivers.
II. It forfeits the homor from God and revels in that
from men.
III. It casts aside the real Savior and invents a savior
and salvation of its own.
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IV. It perverts the Scriptures and finds itself com-
demned by the very authority to which it appeals.

Along the same line is the next formulation:

Jesus Lays Bare the Unreason of Unbelief.

I. It is most reasonable to believe God and God's
Word, and the height of unreason to doubt or
disbelieve.

II. It is most reasonable to accept God’s Savior and
salvation, and the height of unmreason to invent
an impossible salvation of our own.

III. It is most reasonable to love and honor God, his
Word, and his Savior in deepest humility, and the
height of unreason in pride to forfeit their honor
for the sake of men.

In both of these outlines note how the norms of the religious
will are utilized. The world may love “follies,” but all folly
stands self-condemned, most of all religious folly. To be un-
reasonable is even to be ridiculous, and nobody normally cares
to appear thus. The point of the sermon is intensified and
made doubly telling by the fact that all unbelievers make their
grand appeal to reason and claim to be reasonable and on this
account unbelieving. They charge us with being unreasonable,
and even mock us on this account. Here the tables are complete-
ly turned upon them by Jesus himself. — But in dealing thus
with reason, that which is reasonable and that which is un-
reasonable, the preacher must thoroughly know his business
(even also as Jesus did), or he will compromise Christ and the
Gospel. When faith, Christ, the Gospel, etc., are said to accord
with reason and are thus in the highest degree reasonable, we
must mean, like Christ, that they agree 1) with the mind and its
faculties, and are never against them; 2) with the laws. of
thinking or true logic, and are never against these; 3) with
the principles which the mind necessarily arrives at and finds
universally true and applicable, which principles Christ and the
Gospel never contradict. Thus to 7eject Christ, etc., may be
1) just craziness; or 2) rankly fallacious; or 3) in principle
false and lying. Mrs. Eddy and Christian Science attempt to
violate the mind itself (point 1). The Jews and many un-
believers clash with point 2, setting up false premises and thus
drawing false conclusions, or refusing to draw the right con-
clusions from true premises. All philosophic unbelief clashes
with point 3, for instead of abiding by the principles that hold
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universally in our thinking, they bring in other principles that
hold only in what we observe in nature, and thus condemn or
reject as unreasonable the divine realities that transcend na-
ture. Example: unbelief rejects the Trinity, which lies wholly
above reason, on the ground that we do not find it in nature.
Unbelief rejects the Virgin birth, the resurrection, and all other
miracles, which all again transcend nature, on the ground that
they are unlike anything regularly observed in nature. It is
thus that unbelief is the height of unreason, condemns itself, and
even makes itself utterly ridiculous. And it is thus that faith
is truly reasonable, wholly sane and sound, and supremely true
and safe. Saying these things we in no way set up human
reason as above the Scriptures, or even as on a level with them.
We must thrust out unbelieving reason entirely in matters of
religion, for, as for instance our text shows, all its deductions
are false, unreasonable, ridiculous.

We add the following as possibly suggestive:

Search the Scriptures!
I. They testify of Christ.

II. They impart the life in Christ.
II1. They glorify God through Christ.
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THE LENTEN CYCLE

Septuagesima to Good Friday

The common arrangement of the festival half of
the church year divides this half into three great
groups, named respectively after the three greet fest-
ivals, Christmas, Easter, and Pentecost. The Epiph-
any season is then allotted to the Christmas group,
and the Lenten season to the Easter group. This
arrangement gives the greatest possible prominence
to the three chief festivals, which they certainly deserve.
In spite of this dominance of the three festivals it will
be found that the Epiphany as well as the Lenten
season has maintained a significance of its own, and
though attached to Christmas and Easter respectively
yet each exhibits a peculiar and well-defined thought
of its own. For this reason, and because it facilitates
the study of the texts to group them into smaller cycles,
we have introduced the Epiphany as well as the Lenten
texts as separate cycles. Each set of texts, of course,
retains its general relation to the cycle with which
it is especially allied, Epiphany with Christmas, and
Lent with Easter. ’

Eleven texts thus comprise what we have called
the Lenten cycle, leading us in slow and solemn pro-
cession the way the Master went, until in the last text
we mount Calvary itself and see him die for our advan-
tage on the cross. The thought of Christ’s Passion, of
course, rules in these texts; it could not be otherwise.
Yet they are not meant to treat the Passion-story
itself, or even to show us the different stages of the
Passion. This is left to the special Lenten services,
for which a special line of texts is furnished in the
Eisenach selections as follows: Estomihi, John 11,
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47-57; Invocavit, Matth. 16, 21-26; Reminiscere, Luke
22, 54-62; Oculi, Luke 22, 63-7T1; Laetare, Matth. 27,
15-31; Judica, Luke 23, 27-34a. We omit a treatment
of these texts from this volume, keeping to the texts
for the main Sunday morning service. These texts
place before us the great Gospel thoughts concerning
our Lord’s Passion. At various times and in various
ways Jesus referred to his Passion, each time shedding
a flood of light upon his suffering and death. We will
find, in these texts that the Passion-thought is woven
into the other features found in each text. Some of
these features are very prominent and important, and
certainly deserve due attention. Yet the Passion-
thought must never be lost sight of or allowed to be
thrust aside. Even where it seems to recede entirely,
as in the fifth text, it must be at the basis of the
homiletical treatment, for no names are written in
heaven except with the blood of the Lamb. Summing
up the contents of the entire cycle we may say its great
subject is: The Savior presents himself to us in his
Passion.

Looking now at the individual texts we meet first
of all a pair of texts which serve as an introduction
to the series. They both deal with Bethany and the
dear friends Jesus had there found. The two Sundays
for which these texts are set, Septuagesima and Sex-
agesima, while properly belonging to the Lenten cycle,
are nevertheless somewhat distinct from the Lenten
thought proper. While Lent, in the narrower sense,
begins with Ash Wednesday, the Sunday before it,
Quinquagesima or Estomihi, even in the old gospel
series is used to introduce Christ’s Passion, for it tells
us how Jesus announced to his disciples, ‘“Behold, we
go up to Jerusalem,” Luke 18, 31. The same idea
holds in the Eisenach arrangement. Accordingly we
have in this series two introductory texts and nine
subsequent texts on the Passion proper. Of these the
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last two again are special texts, namely for Maundy
Thursday and for Good Friday. The former presents
Christ’s institution of the Holy Supper, and the latter,
as alone is proper, his death on Calvary.

There is something very fine about the first text,
for Septuagesima, Mary of Bethany sitting at Jesus’
feet. It ushers in the Lenten season by bidding us
drop all distracting cares and labors in order that we
may sit like Mary and hear what the Savior now has
to tell us in this holy season. Its theme is: Be still,
and come and sit at Jesus’ feet. The season must
color the text and by the Lenten touch make it more
beautiful and effective for us.— Beside this lovely
scene of peace and rest in Bethany the next Sunday,
Sexagesima, places an entirely different one. Did
Jesus say, “One thing is needful” — now the great
hour of need has come; the blow has fallen, Lazarus
lies dead! This was close before Christ’s own death.
But the note of this text, finely chosen from the whole
account concerning Lazarus, is one eminently suited
to help usher in the Passion season — it tells of Christ,
the Son of God, who is the resurrection and the life.
Take the Bethany setting of sorrow, bereavement,
death and eternity — the dark picture is quite proper
for Lent, — but keep the eyes fixed on him who by
his own Passion and death brought us comfort and
deliverance.

Now follow the seven texts which give us more
or less direct glimpses of Christ’s Passion. The one
for Estomihi, rich in a number of thoughts, cul-
minates in what Christ says of himself, his cup, his
baptism, his coming to serve and give his life as a
ransom. We take as its theme: The Passion of Christ
the very purpose for which he came. — Next, Invocavit
with the formal announcement of the Passion, Peter’s
attempt to dissuade Christ, and the appended admoni-
tion to the disciples; the theme: Christ cannot be
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tempted to turn from his Passion. — Reminiscere has
no direct mention of the Passion, though is speaks
of Satan and the demons as conquered — which victory
was finally achieved on Calvary. By bidding the dis-
ciples rejoice because their names were written in
heaven, Jesus points out, as we may say: The great
object which in his Passion he had in view — our
salvation from the power of the devil, the writing of
our names in heaven with his own blood. — Oculi again
shows us Christ on his last journey; and when the
disciples would like to call down fire on the inhospit-
able Samaritans, they are told to remember what
spirit they are of. This spirit we see in him who has
come, not to destroy, but to save men’s lives. The
theme of the text then is: The spirit that moved Christ
in his Passion. — Now follows a deep and precious
text, out of the very center of the Passion-thought:
Christ the bread of life — we to eat his flesh and to
drink his blood in order to have eternal life. The
theme for Laetare then is: The way in which Christ
offers us participation in the fruits of his Passion. —
A new light falls on Christ’s Passion from the Judica
text; instead of appearing dark and dreadful it is
placed before us as a glorification: The glory of
Christ’s Passion, or Christ is glorified in his Passion.
— Finally comes Palm Sunday with a text so fine that
it surely will delight the heart of the preacher who
uses it, the anointing of Jesus at the farewell-supper
in Bethany. What can this text say except that we
owe him boundless gratitude who died for us. The
honor Chiist deserves at our hands for his Passion.

Two concluding texts crown this infinitely precious
cycle, Holy Thursday with the Sacrament Christ
instituted on the basis of his Passion, yes, on the very
eve of it. And then the great festival-day itself, to
which all the preceding Lenten days have led up, Good
Friday, with the climaz of Christ’s Passion.
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In all these texts there is no mere mechanical
order, no stereotyped or hackneyed arrangement; text
follows text rich with the power and life of Christ’s
Passion — and this is what the preacher should impart
to his hearers. There are teachings, admonitions,
warnings, applications in most of these texts. They
will tempt the preacher into by-paths, some of them
easy and attractive enough, others more steep and
difficult. But the writer’s suggestion is to keep in the
main thought of the sermon to the great subject of
the Passion, and to follow the by-paths never beyond
a short distance. Christ is the chief subject in all
these texts, and Christ as he shows himself to us in
his Passion the subject of the cycle. “I have seen the
Lord who died to save me,” must be the unanimous
answer of our hearers when they have heard our
sermons on these blessed Lenten texts.



SEPTUAGESIMA

Luke 10, 38-42

In the old gospel lesson for this Sunday, the
parable of the Laborers in the Vineyard, we have an
admonition to work, and to work in the right spirit,
knowing that work, reward, and all is of grace; the
epistolary lesson seconds this thought, admonishing
us to strenuous endeavor in running our race. Our
Eisenach. gospel text is on a different line altogether.
There is indeed a time to work, and then zeal and the
right spirit are certainly necessary; but there is also
a time to stop work and instead sit quietly and let Jesus
teach us his holy, saving Word. This is the thought
presented in the brief narrative concerning Martha
and Mary in Bethany. It is especially appropriate at
the head of the Lenten cycle of texts, of these Eisenach
texts which aim to let Jesus himself present himself
to us in his Passion. Here evidently there is only one
thing for us to do, namely to sit silently and reverently
at Jesus’ feet and with receptive hearts to take in the
words he utters. We accordingly sum up this text in
the statement, Be still, and come and sit at Jesus’ feet.

V. 38. Some manuscripts begin this narrative
with évéveto, but the best ones omit the word. As they
went on their way, év 1@ mogeiesdm, pres. inf. — just
when this was cannot be determined with absolute
certainty. Luke is not concerned about the chronology
and here it seems introduces this account because of
its significance, not because of its occurring in chron-
ological connection with what precedes and what fol-
lows. Farrar thinks that Jesus was on his way to
the Feast of Dedication, John 10, 22. Robinson in his
Harmony likewise places our narrative in this con-

(282)
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nection, and it seems to be the best chronological
arrangement. — The certain village was Bethany,
House of Dates, although dates have long disappeared
from the locality. The place lies less than two miles
from Jerusalem, on the south-east slope of the Mount
of Olives, near the usual road from Jerusalem to
Jericho. The present village, as the author saw it in
1925, is composed of shabby stone hovels, the last
houses before the desert hills on the way to Jericho
and the Dead Sea. Bethany must have been a fairer,
more prosperous place in the days of Christ. — He
entered into a certain village; aités following adroig
(Christ and the disciples), and the whole story re-
porting nothing further about the disciples, justifies
the conclusion that Jesus alone entered the village and
was received by Martha. — A certain woman named
Martha, is here for the first time introduced by Luke.
Speculation has been busy with Martha, even more
than with her sister and brother. Some have imagined
her the wife, or the widow of Simeon the leper, in
whose house the farewell-supper to Christ was given;
some have concluded that she was the oldest in the
family circle of three, and again that she herself
owned the house into which she invited Jesus, since
some manuscripts read “into her house.” But when
we examine these conjectures, they are found to rest
on very frail foundations, so much so that it is best
not to entertain them at all. We must content our-
selves without these details, which are in no way vital
to the story, and must not find fault with the sacred
record as Inspiration has given it to us. — We are not
so very sure- that the little family circle belonged to
the well-to-do or better-situated class, judging merely
from the words, Martha received him into her house,
eig TNv oixlav, or &ig tov olxov avtiis. The house may have
been simple and plain, and even the general sympathy
expressed at Lazarus’ death may not have been due
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to any great prominence or wealth of the family. In
fact we prefer to think of this home that Jesus loved
in Bethany as a quiet, simple one, refined but not
pretentious in any way.— Martha, probably because
she was the one who met Jesus or first saw his ap-
proach, received him into her house, took him under
her roof, with evident affectionate hospitality, inedéEaro,
used most frequently without any addition. This act
and the whole narrative of what took place, indicates
very clearly that a previous acquaintance had been
formed, in fact, that these friends in Bethany were
believers in Jesus. The way in which Jesus comes
here to Bethany and is received by Martha, combined
with the story of the raising of Lazarus and the last
week of Jesus’ life when nightly he went out to
Bethany, proves that the tie between Jesus and these
friends at Bethany was close and tender. How it was
first formed we cannot tell ; whether Jesus had stopped
in Bethany before this we do not know. If we may
form a conjecture, it seems that Jesus had a special
purpose in coming now as he did, knowing that not
many days hence — about three or four months, if
this was the time of the Dedication Feast — a great
shadow should fall upon the pleasant home in Bethany.
Did he perhaps come to prepare and fortify the hearts
of the two sisters? Too many of us fail to receive him
in pleasant days into our homes and hearts, and then
when dark days come we are lost in helpless, comfort-
less anguish. And another conjecture may be formed,
since the Passion of Christ was not far away now,
and since Mary was led to anoint Jesus just before
his Passion when his friends in Bethany gathered to
honor him. Did Jesus perhaps speak of the things
that were now so close at hand, the great things
concerning the sacrifice he should accomplish for the
ransom of the world? These are deeper things than
whether Martha was a widow, or the older, or well-
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situated, and the like, and they are certainly in har-
mony with the ways of Jesus and the gracious leadings
of God.

V. 89. In a simple way Mary is introduced and
as the sister of Martha distinguished from the various
other Marys mentioned in sacred history. Which
also sat at the Lord’s feet. The xai is significant, as
it points to other things she did before, when Jesus
entered, welcoming the honored and beloved Guest.
But none of these other things are mentioned, they are
of small importance as compared with this thing she
“also” did, although Martha and many others would
turn this around and lay stress on the other things
and count this last as idle and unnecessary. Nothing
indicates that Jesus was already at table, rather must
we conclude that Martha’s preparations were not yet
advanced that far. The idea that Jesus already re-
clined on the couch to eat, and that Mary sat on the
outer edge of the couch to the right near Jesus’ feet
is therefore altogether incorrect. —To be seated
at the feet of one, (negoxadesdeicn, pass. aorist par-
ticiple, like our English ‘“was seated,” wmoed beside),
and especially to be thus seated in order to hear his
word or doctrine, wov Mévov avtod, with the significant
addition meog todg médac, as a pupil would sit, can only
mean that the person is in the position of a learner,
receiving the instruction of his Master. And that is
exactly the situation here. Painters have often
portrayed the scene for us, in its main features no
doubt correctly. — The imperfect tense iixovev, she
heard, indicates prolonged action; seated at the
Lord’s feet she heard his word at length and for some
time, which tallies with Martha’s complaint. — Jesus
is here called the Lord by Luke, the name by which
Martha and Mary evidently addressed him, as we see
in v. 40 and also 41. If pupils ordinarily sat at the
feet of a human Rabbi or teacher, how appropriate
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for this pupil to sit at the feet of Jesus, her Lord in
the full sense of the word. This in fact is all that we
hear in the whole narrative concerning Mary; it is
the only thing we are told that she did: sat at Jesus’
feet and heard his word. But what an important
thing this one thing was! Mary sitting thus is like
a flower lifting its chalice and petals to the sun,
drinking in the light. By her attentive hearing she
helped on her part to make the seat of Christ a pulpit,
her own humble place at Jesus’ feet a pew, and the
whole room a chapel in which the mercy of Jehovah
was proclaimed, yea, a very sanctuary, where God
himself drew nigh with saving power, with comfort,
light, and blessing to a sinful soul. There seems to be
something entirely natural about Mary’s sitting and
listening to Jesus’ word. When he speaks or makes it
plain that he has some word of instruction to impart,
there is only one thing to which her heart inclines,
namely to forget everything else and to become com-
pletely absorbed in what Jesus says. This natural,
devoted, devout, complete attention to Christ’s word
stands through all the ages of the church as the true
mark of discipleship, there being nothing finer and
loftier to distinguish it. To receive the doctrine of
Christ with an attentive ear and an open heart is to be
a Christian indeed ; no work, no labor, no sacrifice, no
suffering can take the place of it. To close the ear,
to turn the heart away, no matter what the cause that
induces us to do so, is bound to be fatal, since it shuts
off the life-stream on which the faith in our hearts
depends.

V. 40. Martha presents a very different picture
from Mary, yet the difference has not always been
adequately stated. She was cumbered about much
serving, neoieondto, literally she ‘“‘was distracted,”
drawn hither and thither especially when neei moAliv
taxoviav follows, comp. neel wodrd in v, 41, whereas it
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is God’s will that we “may attend upon the Lord with-
out distraction,” dreoiondotag, 1 Cor. 7, 35. She loved
Jesus, and it was to serve him that she was bustling.
She was secretly vexed with herself as much as with
Mary, that the latter enjoyed the privilege of hearing
Jesus’ word seated at his feet, whilst she could not
persuade herself to do the same for fear that a varied
enough repast should not be served up to him. This
must be observed both in justice to Martha and in
order to catch the force of Jesus’ reply to her. He
does not chide her for her working or for her much
serving, but for allowing her mind to be divided,
drawn away to other things, from the one thing to
which now she should have devoted her whole attention.
How often do we see similar cases today — a woman,
for instance, who finds so many things resting upon
her, demanding her time and attention, that, though
she would like to, she cannot get time to read the
Scriptures, cannot secure a quiet, restful hour for
prayer, cannot get ready for the services of God’s
house. She is vexed with herself and chides others,
and yet this does not remedy the trouble. — And
she came up to him and said; really, she came up
abruptly, é¢uotdse, participle from éeiotmu. Lord, dost
thou not care that my sister did leave me to serve
alone ? bid her therefore that she help me. Thistrans-
lation points to the second aorist, xatéhnev, “did leave,”
so also the A. V. and the commentators generally. Yet
Westcott and Hort, Alex. Souter, and Soden have the
imperfect »atéhewnev: she continued to leave. The aorist
may indicate that Mary had been engaged in assisting
Martha at the first and then left her sister to sit at
Jesus’ feet seemingly oblivious to what she had left;
the imperfect is without this thought, but suggests
a continuing neglect. Martha saw this action of her
sister and did not approve it, in fact did not really
understand and appreciate it. We may assume that



288 Septuagesima

she tried to indicate her wishes to Mary by some sign
or other while Jesus was speaking, but, of course, in
vain. ‘“That she help me,” We, in order that;
csuvavtirdpntor as Godet points out, denotes three things,
to take a burden upon oneself (middle voice), to do it
for some one (dvti), and this by sharing the burden
(ovv), — How must we understand these words of
Martha? Various answers are given which we cannot
accept. Inthefirst place we cannot believe that Martha
wanted to wound her sister’s feelings by speaking to
Jesus instead of addressing her. Nor can we think
that she is prompted either by jealousy of the attention
Mary is receiving, or by envy of her ease in sitting
at Jesus’ feet and escaping the work of serving a meal
for the Master. The idea that Martha spoke in a jok-
ing way is certainly unworthy of attention. A very
general opinion is that Martha found fault with Jesus
himself for not caring that she served alone, and for
keeping Mary away from helping by speaking to her
as he did. Rump, however, in his sermon on the text,
disposes of this view. Martha cannot be charged with
such a piece of impoliteness to her guest, with such
an exhibition of unfriendliness. If Martha had been
guilty of such conduct, if she had charged Jesus with
a fault, he would have answered accordingly, and
Rump points out that Jesus did this on other occasions,
for instance when at Cana he brooks no dictation, even
only implied dictation on the part of his mother, and
when on the shores of the Lake of Galilee he answers
Peter’s inquisitive question regarding John by saying
to him, “What is that to thee?’ John 21, 22. Noth-
ing of the kind occurs here in Bethany. It is certainly
best therefore to drop the idea that Martha so far
forgot herself that she charged Jesus with wrong
conduct. On the contrary, instead of finding fault
in any way with Jesus, Martha’s words are entirely
prompted by her fervent desire to honor Jesus. He
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was not only not burdensome to her, it was such a
delight to have him as a guest that Martha could not
do enough in honor of his entertainment, bringing
out not only all the house afforded for his delectation,
but anxious to enlist everybody else in the Lord’s ser-
vice. — When therefore Martha put her question,
Lord, dost thou not care that my sister did leave
me to serve alone? she took for granted that Jesus
thought as she did, and really deprecated Mary’s in-
difference to her sister’s efforts. Of course Martha
misunderstood several things. She knew indeed, that
Jesus often had not where to lay his head, that he was
beset by enemies, wearied by travel, preaching, con-
troversy, work of all kinds. And now that she had
him safely under her roof she meant to vie with those
other women, among whom were Mary Magdalene,
Joanna and Susanna, who ministered unto Jesus of
their substance, Luke 8, 2-3. But she forgot the whole
great lesson which the life of Jesus taught, that he had
come not to be served, but to serve, and that, while
he willingly accepted the hospitality of his friends as
long as he did not feel himself burdensome to them,
yet he always came to them in order first to give unto
them, and to give more than ever could be offered him
in return. Martha sees in Jesus too much the recipient,
too little the Giver; too much the object of her motherly
love and care, too little the great Host who cares for
us all. This is the very point Jesus brings out in his
reply to her, which is decisive as far as the significance
and tone of her question is concerned. We therefore
say: Martha does find fault with Mary for not sharing
her motherly view, but she presumes that Jesus under-
stands her feelings and intentions and finds them
justified. She, therefore, probably expected Jesus to
say: Do not trouble yourselves so much on my ac-
count; yet she looked for him to dismiss Mary to her
aid. The thing which actually occurred she did not
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expect, namely, that after all Mary’s idea should be
commended as the right one, and her own as one that
rested on a misunderstanding. The more closely we
view the whole situation, the more this solution com-
mends itself as correct. It is somewhat like the scene
in Simon’s house a few weeks later, when Mary again
by her anointing Jesus shows that she is far in advance
of all others in appreciating the significance of the
hour and the last opportunity it afforded for discerning
love. None of the rest apprehended these things with
anything like her intuitive insight, and the golden op-
portunity would have been utterly lost if it had not
been for Mary. So here when Jesus was the guest of
the sisters. It is Mary who apprehends aright, it is
Martha who is left far behind. She is at fault, but
ignorantly. Therefore Jesus is exceedingly kind and
gentle, he explains, and the entire tone of his words
shows that Martha, too, will accept his words and,
though slower than her sister, will learn of him.

V. 41. Martha, Martha — a remarkably kind
and tender address, as if Jesus would say: Child,
child, in order to reach her heart (E. Frommel). —
Thou art anxious and troubled about many things.
The word weouwds, from weoitw, to divide, means that
Martha is anxious with a divided mind. It takes up
the thought already touched in the word ‘“‘cumbered
with much serving,” i. e. distracted, drawn hither
and thither, thinking now of this and now of that,
and thus missing that undivided singleness of heart,
fixed on the one essential thing, which Jesus himself
had inculcated in the Sermon on the Mount, Matth.
6, 22 and 24-31. See also Phil. 3, 13, ‘“This one thing
I do”’; and John 6, 27, “Labor not for the meat which
perisheth, but for that meat which endureth unto
everlasting life, which the Son of man shall give unto
you.” The result of this division is to be “troubled,”
doguBdtn, disturbed, tossed about, the opposite of calm,
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rest, true contentment and satisfaction. The ‘“many
things” which draw the mind now here, now there,
thus cause the tossing about. Bengel adds to
“anxious,” inwardly; to “troubled” outwardly, and he
calls “cumbered” a synonym of “troubled.” Some
commentators take it that though Jesus reproved
Martha for her distraction he nevertheless meant his
words to be an acknowledgment of her efforts in his
behalf, mistaken thought they were for the moment.
They then draw an application for those who are
utterly indifferent and slothful in the service of the
Master, wishing that these might wake up and be
anxious and troubled about many things. Yet this
attempted application shows that the whole thought
is wide of the mark. The slothful are not to become
anxious and troubled at all; one mistaken course is
not to be set in place of another. Both must be cor-
rected. There may be more of an excuse for one than
for the other, but the excuse justifies neither; zeal
without understanding is not commendable zeal. He
who preaches singleness of heart, and who here em-
phasizes one thing as needful cannot contradict him-
self by covertly praising the divided and troubled
heart. Sloth is corrected only by having life and
energy put in its place by Christ through the Word;
anxiety and a troubled mind are corrected only by
having Christ remove them, and by placing in their
stead the one needful thing, which then directs zeal
in the right course and gives calmness to it and
assurance from above. — But one thing is needful,
the very thing Martha failed to appreciate in Mary.
The best Greek text reads évos 8¢ éonv xeeia; the reading
ohivav 8¢ Zomwv yeeio i évés, “but few things are needful,
or one,” has been adopted by Westcott and Hort with-
out sufficient authority; on the evidence comp. Zahn.
— What this one thing is, Jesus does not say, he only
adds: for Mary hath chosen the good part, which
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shall not be taken away from her. Bengel thinks
“the good part” is a figure taken from the food Martha
was so much concerned about. The word neoi, itself
would hardly point in the direction of food, especially
with the adjective added to it, ©v dvativ peeido, it rather
points back to weowv@c, thou art anxioug, i. e. divided.
Instead of being distracted and divided between many
parts, Mary has elected one part, thus ending any
division in the heart, and as hers she has picked out
the good part. Luthardt quotes Num. 18, 20, “I am
thy part and thine inheritance among the children of
Israel”; Ps. 16, 6, “a goodly heritage’”; and Ps. 73, 25,
“Whom have I in heaven but thee?’ ‘“The good part”
and the “one thing” are, practically at least, identical.
Various definitions of the “one thing” have been given,
as commentators have kept more or less to the actual
scene of the text, or allowed themselves in general
simply to ask and answer the question, What is the one
essential requisite for the soul? Besser says ‘“the good
part,” or the “one thing” is Christ. Mayer makes it
the grace of God present and appropriated in Jesus
Christ; Luthardt, Jesus Christ in order to hear his
Word.: Meyer, the care for the soul by undivided devo-
tion to Christ and his Word, and Stellhorn and Som-
mer the same. Luther, to hear the Word of God and
the Gospel, or, as he varies it, “the good part, that is
faith and the Word.” When Jesus says “one thing is
needful,” we might think of an action, but when he
says “the good part,” we must turn our attention to
some treasure or possession, the summum bonum, not
our doing or activity in any sense of the word, but the
supreme gift of God to us. Yet we must keep the
situation before us as it was in Bethany, and not
simply ask an academic or theological question.
The good part, the one thing, &, is therefore best
defined as the WORD. The whole text points to this
answer, for Mary “sat at the Lord’s feet, and heard
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his word,” and Jesus draws Martha’s attention to this
by saying of what Mary has done, she ‘“hath chosen
the good part.” We prefer to omit faith, hearing,
undivided devotion, appropriation and any other ad-
dition to the Word denoting action. Not that these
one and all are not necessary, but that they should
not be mixed with that one thing which here should
focus all our attention. — Moreover, it is not necessary
to connect any activity or receptivity of ours with the
Word, since Jesus says, Mary hath chosen, é:ekéSaro,
the good part. Her choosing is her sitting and hear-
ing, her receiving and believing, her undivided devo-
tion and appropriation, or what else we may be pleased
to call it. And here we must differ from Meyer and
object strongly to his attaching to the “one thing need-
ful” Martha’s “anxious and troubled” worry. It is
altogether wrong to interpret “one thing is needful”
by saying: one thing, ‘“about which we ought to be
anxious and troubled”; or ‘“the good part” by saying,
“Mary selected for her anxiousness and troubling the
good part,” i. e. from among all the different ones she
might have selected. Let it be noted, once for all, that
he who has the one thing needful, the good part, is
thereby delivered from, the anxiousness and troubling
of one bothering with many things like Martha. As
the “one thing” is here placed over against “many
things,” ‘“the good part” (as one) over against the
divided mind (nreowv@c), so “Mary hath chosen”
(éEeréEavo, aorist, one definite past act) is placed over
against ‘“Martha, thou art anxious and troubled”
(present tense, continued action). So Mary’s choice
is the end of anxiousness and troubling, it is rest for
the soul, for our souls are restless and remain so until
they have found rest in Christ (Augustine) — and
we have Christ, or the grace, merits, salvation of
Christ, only in his Word. — Which shall not be
taken away from her, Jesus adds regarding Mary.
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This is his answer to Martha who wished that Mary
should leave the Word, *évos, and work with many
things, modAd. It is also an assurance and promise to
Mary herself, an encouragement, a comfort, and a
shield of defense. The anxiety and worry of Martha
Jesus would like to take away from her for good and
all; to take the good part from Mary would only
plunge her into the very condition from which Jesus
would relieve her sister. — Martha and Mary have
often been viewed as types, Martha of the Jewish zeal
in the Law, Mary of the Pauline nicus; Martha of the
Roman Catholic Church, Mary of the Evangelical
Lutheran Church; Martha of the active life, Mary of
the contemplative; Martha of certain energetic char-
acters, Mary of those deep, quiet, and serene. In a
good many of these comparisons it would seem as if
Mary herself comes short somewhat of the true ideal,
lacking somewhat of the energy and business activity
of Martha, and as if the true ideal were really a com-
bination of the two sisters. As regards this whole
proceeding of making types out of these sisters, and
also of combining their good points into one ideal, it
should be said that it rests on a wrong conception of
the whole point of the narrative, which means to place
before us not so much Martha and Mary as the one
thing needful, the good part, i. e. the blessed, saving,
soul-satisfying Word of Christ. Where this is chosen,
all else follows; where this is set aside and neglected,
all else is useless, empty, dangerous, deceptive, vain.
There is nothing good in Martha’s anxious and troubled
agitation; the only good thing is her love to Christ,
but this must be cleared of the mistaken ideas which
threaten to spoil it, it must be directed into the one
correct channel, then all will come right. Jesus had
succeeded in this with Mary, and no doubt succeeded
also with Martha, although Luke fails to tell us what
she did after receiving Jesus’ answer. We cannot but
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think that now she too put aside her labors for Christ
and allowed him to labor for her, and that after Jesus
had finished giving, both sisters combined in the grate-
ful and loving return of gifts to him, and that he
then accepted them as sweet and delightful to his
heart.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

Let us begin with a caution: Do not.preach too much
Mary and Martha; preach a great deal of Jesus. In other words,
combine these sisters with Jesus, so that he will be reflected .in
all you say about them.— The text has a natural duality, name-

.ly Martha, and Mary, and what each did, and what Jesus said
of each. If the sermon uses this duality in making two sermon
parts of it, it dare not be left as a duality in the theme. Hack-
radt does that: Two words spoken by Jesus in Bethany, pro-
ceeding then to give first the words to Martha, and secondly the
word to Mary. This makes two little undersized sermons
pasted together in a mere formal way. We must have for the
sermon a true unit idea, and this we must split into its natural
parts. Even a baby can lay two blocks side by side; for the
pulpit more should be required. — On the other hand there is a
unit idea in the text, “the one thing needful,” and the unity of
it is so strong and compact that one does not perceive at once
how it can properly be split for the parts of a sermon.— The
way to proceed is this: 1) Where there is a duality or multi-
plicity we must combine so thoroughly as to achieve a true
(not merely formal) unity; 2) where there is a compact unity
the division of which is not at once apparent we must analyze.
— Take the first case, the duality. We get a unity in the theme,
Then we divide as the duality already at hand indicates:

Be Still, and Come, Sit at Jesus’ Feet!

I. Leave trouble and distracting care (Martha).
II. Drink in his blessed, saving Word (Mary).

But instead of letting the sermon run out thus into two op-
posing parts, one negative, the other positive, it is far superior
to add a third part, one in which the other two are tied together,
" thus gaining a final unit effect. Here we may add as part
three:

III. Win calm and strength, light and peace for your
soul. This, of course, means: by leaving trouble and care, and
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by listening to the Word, you will gain this great benefit. And
to hold this up to the will in the right way obeys the norms
according to which the religious will acts. — We have the same
thing in the next outline:

When the Guest Turned Host in Bethany.

1. Martha intended him only to be a guest, but this
could mnot be.
II. Christ came indeed to accept kindly hospitality, but
even more to bring his saving gifts.
III. Mary first sat at Christ’s blessed table, and Martha
no doubt soom followed.

Here, too, part one and part two appear as opposites, and then
part three ties them together and achieves a final unit effect.
— And now let us take up the prominent unity in our text, the
‘“one thing needful.” Here we must analyze:

What Is the One Thing Needful?

We have already learned what this is, namely the Word. But
that means: not our work; and hence also not our merit; and,
combining what underlies both work and merit, not our giving.
So we gain three parts: I. God’s Word end saving deeds — not
our work; II. God’s Word and saving grace —mnot our merit;
III. God’s Word and saving gifts—mnot anything that we
bring. — Florey has a division along this line: ‘

One Thing is Needful.

I. Without which «ll others are naught (Martha).
I1I. In which all others are found (Mary).
111. Hold it ever.

The third part is necessary, as in the first two outlines above,
so that the sermon runs out, not in two opposite thoughts, but
in one that combines these two. — Sometimes a unity is so com-
pact that we desist from the effort of actually splitting it into
component parts. We may treat the one thing needful (the
Word) in this way. Instead of dividing what it contains, God’s
saving deeds, grace, and gifts, as we did above, leave it un-
divided, but, since it is so great and glorious, look at it from
various angles. It is always one thing, just the Word, but
there is its divinity, its power, and its wonderful effect.
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Why Seek Above All the One Thing Needful?

1. It alone is divine (contrast, Martha’s distraction).
II. It alone has power (again the human contrast).
III. It alone brings help and peace (that is why Jesus
wanted Martha as well as Mary to sit at his
feet).

Another way is to take the unit idea, again leave it undivided,
but split on our actions in regard to it: We may make the
theme: One Things is Needful, just as Foley has it, only now
our theme thought is: This one great needful thing — how about
us in regard to it, since it is so needful to us? Well, then we
must I. Know it fully (which means understand its nature, just
what it is and all that it is); II. Seek it singly (which means,
we must really make it our own); and then we may add III.
Keep it firmly (which deals with Martha’s effort to make Mary
give up listening).— In treatments like this the “one thing
needful” is not always set forth at once as “the Word,” the
hearer is kept a bit in suspense at first, which is a good psy-
chological procedure.

After meditating long on this text and the lovely picture
it presents, thoughts like these may arise in our hearts: Sup-
pose I (or you) could have been there — what would I (or you)
have done? Helped Martha with zealous hands? Or sat down
beside Mary? This would be a good approach to a sermon. —
Again: The home at Bethany became a real church that day.
And how about our homes now in the light of that one? Make
this to answer:

Every House of Ours a Christian Chapel.

1. With Jesus in the chancel.
I1. With his Word ringing in our hearts.
HHI. With every heart of ours uncumbered.
IV. With light and strength for all the days to come.

Here, finally, is a bit of sermon timber: At the last day
there cometh a soul before the Lord with quiet assurance. The
Lord asketh, Who art thou? Thereupon the soul is agitated
and anxiously replieth, O dear Lord, dost thou not know me?
No, saith the Lord, I do n¢t know thee. O, my Lord and God,
the poor soul now exclaims, dost thou not remember, that every
Monday thou gavest the world I was in the Sewing Circle, every
Tuesday in the Day Nursery for Children, every Wednesday
in the People’s Kitchen, every Thursday in the Mission Club,
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every Friday in the Parament Society, every Saturday in the
Reading Hour, and Sunday in the Association for Protecting
Young Girls. This last the soul said weeping, and repeated it
twice, and then added brokenly, O Lord, rememberest thou
nothing of it all? Soul, saith the Lord, as oft as I came to
visit thee I never found thee at home! — “Martha, Martha,
thou art anxicus and troubled about many things: but one thing
is needful.” Oeser, Am Weg und Abseits.



SEXAGESIMA.

John 11, 20-27.

It will be but a poor homiletical worker who fails
to see and to utilize in a measure at least the peculiar
advantage which this text offers in connection with,
and in contrast to, the foregoing text. There all is
serene and beautiful, even as artists with brush and
pencil usually depict the scene; here the shadow has
fallen, death has left a great void and sadness behind.
There something needful was spoken of by Christ,
needful of course for all times; here a special hour
of need has arrived, and the very thing Jesus then
offered now appears as the only thing that can stay
and support the soul. These are things that give
the text a special beauty and force, and it is certainly
well to use them. — We are still on the threshold of
Lent. Christ’s present visit to Bethany occurred
shortly before his Passion and his miracle of raising
Lazarus from the dead hastened the Jewish conspiracy
which brought about his own death. Our attention
in this text is, therefore, properly focused upon Christ
himself. There is a shadow in Bethany, and a shadow
is deepening around Christ himself, but in the midst
of it he stands forth before our eyes in heavenly light.
In all this world of sin and death, and with all the
power of death emanating from sin directed against
him, he is the Victor over death forever, none other
than the Christ, the Son of God, who is the Resurrec-
tion and the Life. As poor sinners, in the face of
death and eternity, he is the one upon whom our hearts
must be unwaveringly fixed, for he that believeth
in him shall never die. — Our text is brief, purposely
so. The first part of John’s eleventh chapter, vs. 1-11,
has been placed for the Fifteenth Sunday after Trin-

(299)
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ity, which it may be well to compare. That text is a
lesson on tribulation. Neither there nor here the
raising of Lazarus is included in the text. We are
not to dwell on the miracle, but on the word of Jesus
which he speaks concerning himself. The text aims
to bring us face to face with Jesus who tells us, as he
told Martha, “I am the resurrection and the life”;
and seeing him thus at the opening of the Passion
season, the same heart-searching question comes to
us, as to her, “Believest thou this?”’ Let us answer in
true faith, as she did, and in fuller knowledge than
she at that moment could have.

When Lazarus fell sick the sisters sent a pathetic
message to Jesus in Perea, “Lord, behold, he whom
thou lovest is sick.” Jesus purposely delayed until
Lazarus was dead and buried. The body lay in the
tomb four days already when finally — entirely too
late according to human thinking — Jesus arrived at
the village of his beloved friends. The house was
still full of mourning and many consolers were trying
to do their kindly work. This was the situation as
Jesus drew nigh. That there was danger for himself
in this coming goes without saying, but Jesus had
his work to do and he did it, foes and danger notwith-
standing.

In v. 20 simply the facts are told us that Martha
(not both of the sisters) heard of Jesus’ coming and,
as was entirely natural with her active disposition,
went to meet him while Mary remained in the house,
knowing nothing of either Jesus’ coming or of Martha’s
going forth to meet him. For seven days, according
to Jewish custom in a case of bereavement, friends
would come and condole with the mourning family.
A number of visitors of this kind were present now
at the home of the sisters. In some way unknown
to us word reaches Martha that Jesus was coming.
The words, du ’Incoic #ozetw, read like a quotation;
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they were very likely the ones used by the messenger.
— Martha heard, apparently no one else. The
announcement is not made to all present, nor is it
quietly passed from one to another, either from the
messenger or from Martha to others. Afterwards
Martha secretly calls her sister, so as to shut out even
then any others. We, therefore, rightly conclude that
the message came to Martha in the first place secretly
also. The reason for this lies very close at hand. In
the previous verse we read that “many of the Jews
had come to Martha and Mary to console them,” etc.
Throughout the Gospel of John Jews is the designation
of Christ’s opponents; compare the remonstrance of
the disciples in v. 8. It is undoubtedly so with the
word here. This may serve to explain also why Jesus
did not at once proceed to the house of his friends,
the custom of condolence being known to him. So
he pauses and sends a friendly private messenger,
either directing him to Martha alone, as seems most
probable, or the messenger thinking it enough to tell
her. The message to Mary is afterwards-sent by
Martha, so that it seems as if the first messenger was
told to speak to Martha only. We prefer to picture
both sisters as sitting together in the house surrounded
by the Jewish visitors. Martha’s leaving after a
whispered message attracts no special attention, Mary
remaining to hold the visitors where she was. The
idea of Daechsel, in his sermon, that Martha sought
Jesus, while Jesus sought Mary, is entirely unfounded
and invented only to secure a contrast in picturing the
two sisters. It is not right to take such liberties with
the story in order to secure a balanced effect in the
sermon.

V. 21. It was not difficult for Martha to find
where Jesus was; he probably could come but one
way, and the messenger may have returned with her,
this being a friend of Jesus in the village where a
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small circle of believers was found. As she reaches
the Master, the thing that had again and again passed
through her mind as well as through Mary’s during
the long, heart-breaking days of waiting, while Jesus
did not come in response to the message sent him,
now involuntarily comes forth from her heart and
lips: Lord, if thou hadst been here, my brother had
not died, ¢ with the imperf. indic. %5, followed by the
aorist indic. with dv, the condition of past unreality,
fic doing duty for the aorist which in N. T. Greek
does not occur (Robertson: “Sometimes v is aorist™).
It is not an accusation, but an expression of sorrow.
While Lazarus lay sick the sisters thought of Jesus:
Oh, if only he were here! Then they finally sent for
him. At last when Lazarus died, their longing changed
to deep, sorrowful regret: Oh, if only he had been here!
It was natural that they should thus long for him,
for had he not healed hundreds of sick people of all
kinds, and would he not heal their brother too, if
he were here? In sending to him they may have
thought it just possible that, without coming, by
simply saying a word, he might heal their brother.
Then, however, that brother died. And so there was
left this one thought, rising again and again out of
their sorrow: If only he had been here! There is a
confession of faith in these words, faith in Christ’s
power to heal; not, however, also a reproach, as some
suppose, for Mary utters the very same words, v. 32,
and we cannot assume either that she reproached
Jesus, or that the same words in her mouth had a
sense different from that in the mouth of Martha;
there is indeed poignant regret in her utterance, and
this is mixed now with sad resignation, for her brother
had died, and the terrible fact could not be altered. —
That no reproach was intended by Martha is shown
by the sentence which she adds, and which is remark-
able in more ways than one. V. 22. And even now
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I know that, whatsoever thou shalt ask of God,
God will give thee. ‘“And even now,” though thou
wast not here, though thou didst not heal my brother,
though my brother is dead now and buried — I still
believe in thee! This is the sense of her words. They
resemble Asaph’s word in the 73rd Psalm: “My flesh
and my heart faileth, but God is the strength of my
heart and my portion for ever’”; and Job’s: “Though
he slay me, yet will I trust in him,” Job 13, 15. —
But Martha expresses her faith in a positive way.
She says, I know, olde. Thus she sums up all her past
acquaintance with Jesus, all that she has heard from
his lips, all that she has seen of his works; and this
in spite of what has happened, so dark to her and
so hard to explain and harmonize with her natural
expectations regarding the gracious helpfulness of
Jesus. “Even now” Martha is firmly convinced that
he whom presently she confesses as the Son of God
can do things fully in harmony with divine power;
death and the grave have not set a limit across which
he cannot reach. There is only one thing which suffices
to explain Martha’s words, namely that she was con-
vinced and knew that even now, though Lazarus was
in the grave, Jesus could bring him forth to life
again. — She puts this expression of her faith in a
way which must not be misunderstood: whatsocever
thou shalt ask of God, God will give thee. “Ocu
av aition, an indefinite conditional clause of expectancy;
she expects Jesus to ask, and states positively what
then will happen. And Jesus did ask of God; let us
remember the words of his prayer, uttered aloud, just
before he raised Lazarus, also the many expressions
that he did the Father’s will, whatsoever he saw the
Father do, etc. Moreover, the answer Jesus had sent
the sisters in reply to their appeal in Lazarus’ sick-
ness, positively stated that the sickness was “for the
glory of God, that the Son of God may be glorified
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thereby.” There is, therefore, no fault to be found
with Martha’s way of expressing her faith, saying
that what Jesus asks of God, God will give him. The
word ‘“whatsoever,” 8oa, is especially great; it is a
distinct echo of the same word used repeatedly by
Jesus. The fact, too, that she leaves the matter of
what Jesus will ask entirely with him, is a fine point
in her faith. She neither pretends to dictate, nor to
put forward her own wishes.

Some commentators say that Martha really does
not expect Jesus to ask God anything in this case.
We cannot think so. “Oca év with the subjunctive is
too plain; it denotes expectancy. The promise sent
to the sisters was too positive: the sickness was not
to be unto death, but for the glory of God and of
the Son of God. Martha had not forgotten this prom-
ise, her present words are not the product of just
her own thoughts and conclusions regarding Jesus,
they are the outgrowth of that promise sent her and
Mary by Jesus. Jesus, she therefore would say, will
ask something, and God will give him what he asks;
this she knows positively. But what he will ask she
does not know. She undoubtedly looked for Jesus
to ask the healing of Lazarus while he still lived. Now
that he was dead and buried four days she had given
up defining what Jesus will ask to bring out the glory
of God and his own glory. The long, painful waiting
has chastened her heart. But though she hints at
nothing she positively does include in her expression
of assured faith the very greatest of possibilities,
namely the resurrection of her brother. Two things
assure us of this: first, the two miracles which Jesus
had already wrought in raising Jairus’ daughter and
the widows’ son at Nain, miracles which were surely
known to Martha, and to which her heart could hardly
help but turn now that her brother was dead; secondly,
the promise of Jesus, that the sickness of Lazarus
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was “not unto death.” Just as Abraham boldly con-
cluded that if God actually wanted Isaac slain, he could
bring him back from the dead again and in some
way or other redeem all his promises in Isaac, Heb. 11,
19, so Martha by no means left out this great pos-
sibility in thinking on the promise of Jesus to her
and Mary. But she leaves it all in the hands of Jesus,
in true meekness and humbleness of heart — “what-
soever thou shalt ask”; it was not her asking, her
deciding, her choosing, but that of Jesus alone who
would not err and who would not fail to redeem
his word.

Only one weak human touch occurs in Martha’s
absolute confidence in Christ, it is the word d«ition,
“thou shalt ask,” for aiteiodw is used of human asking =
to ask something for oneself, as when we creatures
pray to God; whereas the asking of Jesus, God’s Son,
is constantly expressed on the part of Jesus by a
word which points to his equality with God, as when
an equal requests something of another, such as éowtav.
Trench, Synonyms of the New Testament, I, p. 195 etc.,
writes: “The distinction between the words is this:
aitéw, the Latin peto, is more submissive and suppliant,
indeed the constant word by which is expressed the
seeking of the inferior from the superior (Acts 12, 20) ;
of the beggar from him that should give alms. Acts
3, 2); of the child from the parent (Matth. 7, 9;
Luke 11, 11; Lam. 4, 4) ; of the subject from the ruler
(Ezra 8, 22) ; of man from God (1 Kg. 3, 11; Matth.
7, 7; Jam. 1, 5; 1 John 3, 22) ; éowtiw, on the other
hand, is the Latin rogo, or sometimes interrogo.

Like the Latin 7ogo it implies on the part of the asker
a certain equality, as of king with king (Luke 14, 32),
or, if not equality, familiarity with him from whom
the gift or favor is sought, which lends authority
to the request. . . . The consciousness of his
(Christ’s) equal dignity speaks out of this, that as
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often as he asks or declares that he will ask, anything
of the Father, it is always fowt®d, ¢owthow, an asking,
that is, as upon equal terms (John 14, 16; 16, 26;
17, 9 and 15 and 20), never aitd@ or aitiow. Martha,
on the contrary, plainly reveals her poor unworthy
notions of his person, and in fact declares that she
sees in him no more than a prophet, ascribing the
oiteiodon to him, which he never ascribes to himself.”
Instead of saying with Trench that Martha declares
Jesus only a prophet we prefer much to say, that, since
she actually does call him the Son of God in v. 27,
she was not fully conscious of what this great desig-
nation involved. In other words, she called him the
Son, but seeing him pray to God, and seeing his lowly
human form, she still thought of him as inferior to
God. But who will blame her for this lack of knowl-
edge, seeing that she is altogether on the right road
to attain it?

V. 23. The first word of Jesus to Martha is a
promise, or we may call it an assurance, hence he
could not have understood her first word to be a
reproach to him, ’Avooticeton is put first: “Rise again
shall thy brother.” The word seems the positive
answer to Martha’s: “Died would not have my
brother.” What does Jesus mean when he says,
Thy brother shall rise again? Is it the resurrection
at the last day, as Martha thought, or is it the
resurrection at that very day? We have the same
trouble with that word as Martha had. — She said,
I know that he shall rise again in the resurrection
at the last day. Yes, she knew, and we say we
know, but the trouble is, we often know no better
than she knew. One question will show it —: Which
seemed greater to Martha, and which would seem the
greater to us, the resurrection at the last day, into
life eternal, or the resurrection today into life tem-
poral? How many commentators even, who try to
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explain this word of Jesus, and Martha's way of
taking it with little comfort, take it just about
as she did! They are ever inclined to explain
as if this last resurrection is more than the former,
the one unto the eternal life of the body, whereas
it is infinitely less. Meyer, Trench, Luthardt, Sommer,
and others think that Christ’s word was ambiguous,
and purposely so. Trench for instance says: “With
words purposely ambiguous, being meant for the try-
ing of her faith, Jesus assures her that the deep,
though unuttered longing of her heart shall indeed
be granted.” No, not ambiguous, but rather general,
comprehensive, complete, and therefore truly glorious
is the word of Jesus. It includes the lesser as well
as the greater, that is the wonderful thing about it.
And therefore it is not for the trying of her faith,
but for the education of her faith, for Martha lacked
the very thing so many of us lack to a lamentable
degree today, namely the full understanding and con-
viction that all resurrection is comprehended in Christ
alone, as he presently says. Martha, as Hiller says,
is like a vessel tossed up and down by the waves, now
rising on the crest of one, now sinking way down
into the gulf as the waters yield. And the reason
is that temporal life and the joy of living it together
with our loved ones is still too precious to us compared
with the eternal life which shall reach its climax for
the body on the last great day in the blessed resur-
rection of believers. Purposely, therefore, our text
does not contain the miracle of Lazarus’ resurrection.
Jesus did indeed that day call Lazarus back into his
former life. But this was like a small gift added to
an infinitely greater one simply for good measure.
The greater one, the essential one is that Christ him-
self is the resurrection and the life, and that we are
to have him, yea, him himself as our possession now
and evermore. Jesus was educating Martha to this,
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and is still trying to educate us in the same direction
today. By his declaring, thy brother shall rise again,
he simply laid down the first great fundamental propo-
sition, on which he then proceeded to build the next,
and the next, by which alone true comfort, hope, and
joy are made our own. Martha’s answer was natural
enough — there is hardly one of us who would have
made a better. But in eliciting it Jesus simply showed
how much Martha still lacked — namely all the present,
deep, soul-satisfying comfort, hope and joy that fills
the heart when the resurrection is clearly compre-
hended in Christ as the resurrection and the life,
in whom we possess our dead in Christ even more
safely and fully than the living. Jesus wanted her
to display her empty way of looking at the resur-
rection, in order that then he might fill her heart
with the possession of himself, and leave no more
such emptiness there. .

V. 25-26 is the heart of the text, the center and
kernel of the whole eleventh chapter of John. Jesus’
first word was of the resurrection. There is none
outside of him; and in him we have the resurrection
indeed. I am, évo eiw — the light of the world, the
bread of life, the resurrection and the life! “I am
that I am” spoke Jehovah; “I am,” Jesus Christ.
“I am,” now and for all ages to come. It is the voice
of the Savior’s divine majesty, the voice too of his
victorious, triumphant love, mighty to save. — The
resurrection and the life, i dvdotacig »ai | Lon. Let us
contrast the two, as Trench does. ‘“The Resurrection”
is both something more and something less than “The
Life.” It is more, for it is Life in conflict with and
overcoming death; it is Life being the death of death,
vanquishing dissolution and decay, undoing all the
work of death. It is at the same time less, for so
long as Jesus bears the title some work of death still
remains to be undone, mortality is not yet fully swal-
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lowed up in life, the last enemy not wholly destroyed
and put under his feet, 1 Cor. 15, 25-26. Ego sum
Resurrectio morientium et Vita wviventium. Bengel.
Usually it is assumed that Christ is the Resurrection
because he is the Life, i. e. the Life is the foundation
of the Resurrection, or the Resurrection follows the
Life; Meyer, however, thinks this is incorrect and
makes the Life the consequence of the Resurrection.
Of course, both in a way are correct, for Life follows
and continues after the Resurrection, and Life also
causes the victory over death, which is the Resur-
rection. Instead of balancing the two, the one over
against the other, the two should be taken together
as essentially one, for the thought of Life is in the
Resurrection, and the thought of the Resurrection is
in Life. Christ is not two, but one. And this one is
expressed by two words because there is a twofold
relation of that one, first Life as the opposite of
death, and secondly the Resurrection as the annullment’
of death. That this is the true conception of the two
designations is evidenced by what Jesus adds con-
cerning the believer. Resurrection and Life are there
seen to be terms which have a reference to us, each
in its own way, though essentially one. — Jesus is
the Resurrection, therefore he that believeth in me,
though he die, yet shall he live. Again, Jesus is
the Life, therefore whosoever liveth and believeth on
me shall never die. Trench says it is difficult to
interpret these two clauses so as to find a progress
of thought in them. But is a progress intended?
Trench supposes that the alternative to a progress
is a mere repetition, he overlooks that the two clauses,
while saying essentially the same thing, nevertheless,
just as the two words Resurrection and Life, say this
same thing with a difference in the persons. The
vital point is the same, the application varies. This
is the only progress; it is a twofold radiation from
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one point, just as Resurrection and Life both radiate
from the I am, Jesus — He that believeth on me,
though he die — to him Christ is the Resurrection,
the victory over death, he shall sleep indeed, yet
shall he live, temporal death never harming him in
the least. The condition is that of expectancy: =iv
(»ai plus édv) amoddvy, 2nd aor. subj., followed by Cheetau,
fut. ind. This refers to Lazarus, and together with
him to every believer who lies down to sleep till the
resurrection morning. What a blessed thing Christ
the Resurrection makes of death for the believer!
What a comfort it gives to those who carry a believing
brother to his bed in the grave! Just as we do not
lose a brother, or other relative, when he retires for
sleep in the night, so we do not lose him when he
retires for sleep in the shadow of death. There is
only the restful shadow, no real death; Christ has
taken that away. Rejoice, O believing heart, at what
“Jesus makes for you of death! — But again, Who-
soever liveth and believeth on me shall never die,
ob p drotévy’ the futuristic subj. with the double nega-
tive, the strongest form of denying something future.
He “shall never die,” for to him who still lives in this
earthly life and has his heart filled with faith, Christ
will be the deathless Life; no death, in the real sense
of the word, can touch him. This is Martha, Mary,
and together with them every believer who continues
in this world. What a joy to know that we shall
never, oo wi, in no wise, die! And it is Christ who
does all this; and it is faith, moteveww, which connects
us with Christ and makes us partakers of the Resur-
rection and the Life. Of course, something unex-
pressed lies behind this all, and at the approach of
Lent we cannot but think of it. Acts 2, 24 tells us
of it; also Rev. 1, 18. Calvary and Joseph’s garden
show us fully what Christ here meant. — And now,
having revealed himself to Martha, Jesus asks the
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great question that is bound up in these words of his
for all of us, Believest thou this? for thyself, as for
thy brother? It is one thing to hear it, one thing to
reason on it, argue over it; it is another to believe it.
To believe it is to receive, have, hold, enjoy the reality
and power of it with all that lies in it of joy, comfort,
peace, and hope. And the measure of our believing,
while not the measure of our possessing, since the
smallest faith has Christ the Resurrection and the
Life completely, is yet the measure of our enjoyment
of it all.

V.27. The answer of Martha affirms the question
and adds the reason for the affirmation. Yea, Lord,
refers to what Jesus has just said. It is a complete
confession of faith. To look at what Martha adds
as a restatement on her own part of just what she
believes, and to find that this falls short of what Jesus
has just said to her, is a mistake. There is no question
at all as to whether she comprehended it all, for we
today have not fathomed all the blessedness of Christ’s
wonderful words, we shall know them fully when we
stand in the eternal light of the great resurrection
morning. — Martha did not grasp in their fulness the
things she said herself when she called Jesus the
Christ, the Son of God, even he that cometh into
the world, hence she could not mean: Yea, Lord,
I have believed at least this that I have understood
of thy words. Moreover note that she says I have
believed, ¢y nemiotevxa, perfect tense: I have believed
hitherto and do still believe. Because of this, to which
she emphatically adds, évo, she now says, “Yea, Lord.”
And let us acknowledge that Martha has caught the
very point in all that Christ said to her: his person.
She can indeed believe that Jesus is the Resurrection
and the Life, for she has believed and believes that he
is none other than the Christ, the Son of God, he
that cometh into the world. — She heaps up the desig-
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nations; she gives a full confession of her faith re-
garding the person of Jesus. The Christ = the
Messiah, promised in the old covenant, the center of
hope for all true Israelites. — The Son of God, per-
haps less clear to Martha, is the result of her teaching
by Jesus himself and a response to the message Jesus
himself had sent to her and Mary in the words, “This
is not unto death, but for the glory of God, that the
Son of God may be glorified thereby.” Let us re-
member how the Jews persecuted Christ, and after-
wards condemned him to death, for this very thing,
that he called himself the Son of God and made himself
equal with God. In the mind of Martha the name
could mean no less than it did in the mouth of Jesus’
deadly haters. — He that cometh into the world,
foxduevog, is a standing Old Testament designation for
the Messiah; compare Matth. 11, 3; Luke 7, 19-20;
John 6, 14. We are reminded of Peter’s confessions,
John 6, 69; Matth. 16, 16; also of Nathanael’s, John
1, 49. And the same confession comes forth from
the hearts and lips of believers in every age. Let this
confession rise in full strength during this season
when we see again the Resurrection and the Life
nailed to the cross for our advantage, that this con-
fession and what it contains may carry us safely
through every trial, every grief, and death itself at
last.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

After one has grasped the relation of this text to the one
preceding, the sermon will almost build itself. Jesus had said:
“One thing is needful” — and here now we see the great need.
But the Helper and the help are at hand. In fact these two:
the need, and the help, comprise the heart of the text. So we
may sketch out the following: Last Sunday — Bethany fair,
sunny, happy. Today, dark, sad, mourners where Jesus had sat,
a vacant chair, a dreadful tomb, a crushed hope. But had
not Jesus said, One thing is needful? Now was the hour of
need.
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The Hour of Need in Bethany.

I. The need at its worst.

1. The fair home in Bethany not immune — so
our fair homes. It may be long until the
shadow falls, but then it often falls the
darker.

2. Lazarus died — in spite of every effort, even
appeal to Christ. So often still.

3. What was behind it in Bethany? Sin and
its deadly work, sin so often disregarded.
Here see the depth of your real need.

4. What accompanied the death in Bethany?
Utter feeling of helplessness; questions
as to divine providence; emptiness of
mere human comfort, crushed hearts;
possible doubt of Jesus’ power.

II. The help at its best.

1. Greater than the sisters supposed when they
said, If thou hadst been here. Jesus
purposely waited.

2. Greater than calling the dead back to this
life. The raising of Lazarus let out of our
text, and we are not to think, Oh, if
Jesus would only raise our dead as he
raised Lazarus.

3. So great as to free us completely from the
power of death here and hereafter. Christ
the life our champion; death our foe; the
battle Christ fought with death; the
victory his life won for us.

4, It is so easy to get this help at its best: Be-
lieve! Martha did believe, she knew who
Christ was. Believe likewise, and live in
the growing power of this faith.

In themes like this, turning on the word: “need,” note the
correlative idea of “help.” In studying themes, and points in
them for properly splitting themes, always bear in mind the
plain implications, the correlative concepts or ideas, and many
a good division will be found.— The climax of the text is in
Christ’s own word, declaring that He is the Resurrection and
the Life. Here the correlative is sin and death on the one
hand, comfort and joy on the other. So we outline:
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Christ Bids Us Look Upon Him as the Resurrection and the
Life.

I. See the havoc which sin and death have wrought.
II. Behold the Savior who himself is the Resurrection
and the Life.
III. Rejoice in the comfort which he brings for us who
live and us who die.

We may also split into three parts by puttting the need into
the theme: :

The Hour of Need in Bethany.

1. It was an hour of need indeed.
II. It became an hour of grace through Jesus Christ.
III. It ended as an hour of joy.

Some may wish to put Martha forward, since the text
deals with her. Of course, Martha would be used only to make
Christ stand out with full prominence:

Martha’s Faith in Christ, the Resurrection and the Life.

1. Its basis (v. 27: “I have believed . . . Son of
God”).
I1I. Its battle (v. 21: “If thou hadst been here’”’).
II1. Its triumph (v. 25-26, enabling her great con-
fession).

Martha may be used in another way. Note the psychology
that runs through the text up to a magnificent climax: 1) If
thou hadst been here; 2) But I know, v. 22, and: I know, v. 24;
3) Believest thou this? v. 26; and 4) Yea, Lord, I believe.”

The Triumph of Martha’s Faith When Her Brother Lay Dead.’

I. The hard conflict, voiced in v. 21: If, etec.

II. The preliminary victory, voiced in v. 22: But ete.
III. The wondrous help, Christ’s word v. 25-26.
IV. The complete victory, voiced in v. 27.



QUINQUAGESIMA, OR ESTOMIHI

Mark 10, 35-45

The Wednesday following Estomihi is Ash Wed-
nesday, the beginning of Lent. Our text is intended
to usher in this holy season and therefore strikes the
first full and positive Passion-note. The action of the
disciples is not the chief thing in the text, important
as it is in occasioning what is the chief thing, and as
furnishing a foil for it. Not even the admonition
which Jesus gives to his disciples is the chief thing,
though it naturally grows out of it and deserves a place
in our sermon on the text. The chief thing undoubt-
edly is what Christ says concerning himself and his
Passion. And focusing our attention upon that, it is
not difficult to sum up briefly what he here says. He
drinks a cup, he is baptized with a baptism, he gives
his life a ransom for many, coming to minister, not to
be ministered unto. Therefore we say, Christ presents
himself in his Passion here, and this is what he tells
us: The Passion is the very purpose for which he
caome. This, accordingly, must be the fundamental
thought of the sermon. It will be eminently proper if
all else is made completely subservient and secondary
to it and so narrowed down as not to overshadow it.
There is, of course, a fine chance here to preach the
Christian ideal of service, i. e. to put this into the
foreground and to use what Christ says of himself
as an illustration and example of it, or as the perfect
model for it. However suitable such a treatment of
the text might be at another time, for this Sunday
and in this cycle of texts, in which the controlling
feature is that Jesus presents himself in his Passion
to us, it would be a mistake in that it would forsake a

(315)
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superior line of thought and treatment and adopt in
place of it one manifestly inferior. Put Christ him-
self and his Passion forward, and you will lead your
hearers to the very heart of this text. The parallel
account is found Matth. 20, 20-28.

Christ is on his last journey, the next stage of
which is Jericho. Already twice before Jesus has told
his disciples about the end that awaited him. They are
even now amazed that he actually sets out for Jeru-
salem. It is now that Jesus for the third time takes
them about him, and with fuller, clearer, more start-
ling, more terrible particulars than ever before, tells
them that he shall be betrayed to the priests and
scribes, condemned, handed over to the Gentiles,
mocked, scourged, and — crowning horror of it all!
— crucified; and that on the third day he shall rise
again. It is Luke who particularly informs us that
the disciples understand nothing of what Jesus really
means. Not that they put away all thought of suffer-
ing, but that they hold fast their dream of earthly
glory and interpret away the actual sense of their
Master’s word. This is the time, place, and situation
for the incident which is narrated in our text.

V. 35. Matthew tells us: ‘“Then came to him the
mother of the sons of Zebedee with her sons, worship-
ping him, and asking a certain thing of him.” The
request emanated from all three, the mother speaking
for them all. The present tense, there come near
unto him, . . . saying, makes the description
vivid. It was indeed a remarkable proceeding. —
James and John belonged to the inner circle among
the disciples, these two together with Peter being the
chosen witnesses at the raising of Jairus’ daughter and
at the Transfiguration on the Mount. They are here
called the sons of Zebedee, they were brothers, and
not merely according to the flesh, but also in spirit,
both following Jesus, both ranking among the foremost
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of his followers, both united here, as in other things,
in one way of thinking. Zebedee is usually thought to
be dead at this time, since Matthew does not call
Salome the wife of Zebedee, but the mother of his sons.
Our text says nothing of this noble woman, one of the
great characters of the New Testament, great even in
this incident, although it involved a mistake. The
coming of these three to Jesus must have been private,
possibly during a rest on the journey, when Jesus was
alone for a little. while. The ten did not hear what took
place until a little while after. — Master, or more
exactly “Teacher” (margin), was the usual way of
addressing Jesus; it is the word for Rabbi, see John
1, 38. — We would that thou shouldest do for us
whatsoever we shall ask of thee, i. e. promise us the
granting of a favor in advance of our telling thee what
it is. A very human way of going about the thing.
They seem to feel that there may be some hesitation or
objection on the part of Jesus, most probably on ac-
count of the greatness of what they have in mind to
ask. ©ého with va and the subj. following expresses
an indirect command, and is thus a substitute for the
simple imperative; 8 éav eimiowpev is an indefinite con-
ditional relative clause of expectancy, using, as is so
frequently the case, the ¢dv in full. — V. 36: And he
said unto them, What would ye that I should do for
you ? momow, gorist subj., deliberative. Jesus does not
bind himself by assenting to their indefinite request.
While we may assume that he knew their thoughts,
he asked that they clearly express them. This, no
doubt, was best because of the explanation he needed
to give them. But aside from such considerations,
Jesus always used proper caution, and thus gave us
an example how we with our far more limited insight
into the thoughts, shemes, and deceptions of men ought
to proceed. Herod could make a rash and risky
promise to the daughter of Herodias, Matth. 14, 7.
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Jesus can and will do nothing of the kind. Sometimes
such promises are asked of us with the appended
assurance that they shall in no way conflict with our
obligations to God or to the state, as in the various
secret orders. But even thus to make the promise
is to allow others to decide for us what conflicts with
our obligations, i. e. to surrender our conscience to
them; also there may be a conflict with some other
obligation not thought of by those asking the promise;
finally, if the thing to be promised is in every way
right, good, and beneficial, why should it be veiled in
secrecy at all, why should it not court the light at once
and avoid the appearance of doubtfulness or evil?
Let us ever follow the example of Jesus as given here
in dealing with Salome and her sons. — And they
said unto him. Besser is wrong when he writes
about the surprised look on the faces of James and
John when they heard their mother speak out her
request. She indeed did the speaking, as we conclude
from Matthew, but she spoke for all three, and it was
just as if James and John themselves had spoken, for
which reason Mark says, ‘“they said unto him.” —
Grant unto us, or give unto us, presumes that the
matter is wholly in Christ’s power to do as he pleases.
In a way this word, d86c nuiv, accompanied by the gen-
uflection of Salome, expresses great faith. Usually
the disciples were of little faith and failed to expect
sufficiently of Christ, seldom, as here, they expected
too much. Salome and her sons treat Jesus much
like some royal personage about to come out of the
obscurity in which he has lived hitherto, and presently
to ascend his glorious throne. With far-reaching
forethought they want to preémpt for themselves the
very highest of the honors which then shall be forth-
coming. Being first to see the near approach of the
glorious future, first to honor Jesus by acknowledging
it, and first to ask for positions in the kingdom that
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shall be, they confidently expect that Jesus, like some
such earthly king, will grant their early and honor-
able request. — That we may sit (iva zadicouev, where
the classics would have the simple infin., or the
infin. with to0 or &ote) one on thy right hand, and
one on thy left hand, in thy glory, conveys the idea
of a throne-room, with the king sitting in state and
all the royal court assembled to do him honor, and on
his right hand and on the left the chief ministers of
the king, next to him in glory, and reflecting the light
shed upon them from the throne. So Solomon honored
his mother Bathsheba by having her seated on his
right side, 1 Kgs. 2, 19; compare Ps. 45, 9. So Micaiah,
the prophet, saw the vision of the heavenly court, the
Lord sitting on his throne, and all the host of heaven
standing by him on his right hand and on his left,
1 Kgs. 22, 19; 2 Chron. 18, 18. Another picture of
this sort we find in Neh. 8, 4, Ezra standing in the
pulpit before the people with his assistants on his
right and on his left; compare also Zech. 4, 3 and
11-14. While in cases of division and judgment the
right hand signifies honor and acceptance and the left
shame and rejection, in a royal court or assemblage
both sides are places of honor, the left only slightly
less glorious than the right. Apparently James and
John, together with Salome, did not decide which of
the sons should sit on the right and which on the left
side, willing to leave this at least to Jesus himself.
Moreover, there is here a touch of that true mother-
love in Salome’s heart, which certainly Jesus also ap-
preciated, that while she spoke for her sons she was
forgetful of herself as to a place of special honor;
her honor was to be that of her sons — for herself
she asked no more. Let us note here that this request
had some foundation at least in the promise of Jesus
that his disciples “shall sit upon twelve thrones, judg-
ing the twelve tribes of Israel,” Matth. 19, 28. Then,
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too, we must say that in spite of all the faultiness of
the request there is something grand in the idea of a
mother and her son trying to secure the highest
possible places in the kingdom of Jesus. When we see
men everywhere, and too many in the church also,
striving for the world’s honor and high places, let us
learn in true faith to put the 8¢ and the Buoreio of
Christ, its honors and its high and blessed places,
above all worldly grandeur for ourselves and our
children. Salome’s wish, in purified form, has been
repeated again and again in the case of Christian
mothers whose one desire and prayer for their sons
was to see them in the holy office of the ministry
preaching the Gospel to the church of Christ.

V. 38. Jesus is very gentle with these petitioners.
Luther says that he severely rebukes the pride of the
Pharisees, but the ambition of these his disciples he
treats as a different thing, for there is faith in their
hearts, and this pride of theirs, while still mingled
with the thoughts of the flesh, is already in course of
being converted into that humility which alone is
great in the kingdom of God. — Ye know not what
ye ask, i. e. what your request involves. “They
sought the exaltation, but they did not see the step.”
Augustine. Bengel interprets: “Ye know not what
my glory is, what it means to sit at my right and my
left, to whom it belongs, and what it requires.” The
idea is not, that if they knew they would not desire
those high places, but that then they would not make
a request which plainly reveals their mistaken notion
as to how those places may be obtained. And now
Jesus points out the way to those places and in fact
to all high places in his glorious kingdom. — Are ye
able to drink the cup that I drink? What Christ
meant by ‘“the cup” is clearly shown by John 18, 11:
“The cup which my Father hath given me, shall I not
drink it?” and his prayer in Gethsemane, that if it
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were possible this cup may be taken from him, Matth.
26, 39 and 42. The cup signified the Passion of Christ
in all its bitterness. In that precious Lenten hymn,
“Over Kedron Jesus treadeth” occur ;che following
lines which bring out this meaning,

“Praying that the bitter death
And the cup of doom may go.”

The contents of the cup are usually understood to be
the wrath of God because of our sin. To drink the cup
means to undergo the bitterness of the Passion, the
suffering for our sin. The present nivo is used because
Jesus by deciding to go up to Jerusalem for his Passion
and by already being on his way, had actually entered
upon his Passion. — Or to be baptized with the bap-
tism that I am baptized with? The word ‘‘or”
repeats the general idea contained in the sentence
concerning the cup, but in different imagery, thus ad-
ding to the idea and enriching it. The Passion of
Christ is a subject great enough to deserve a twofold,
yea, a manifold presentation.

Far too many commentators are content to repeat
the idea that baptism here equals immersion, the water
for the immersion being the great sufferings into which
Christ was plunged. Thus Sommer: ‘“Are you able to
be completely immersed in suffering and death for my
sake?’ Meyer: “The point of comparison is in the
immersion, not in the purification, as which the church
fathers have conceived the baptism with blood, which
would not fit Jesus” (why not, he fails to say). Besser:
“In which dying he immersed himself, to emerge
again in the glory of life” A few, like Haas,
Lutheran Commentary and G. Mayer, are more
guarded and at least omit immersion. Seiss in his
Baptist System FExzamined, p. 197, disposes of these
loose ideas in a thorough manner, showing that the
imagery in Christ’s words concerning his blood-bap-
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tism is not of immersion at all. He writes: ‘“We look
next at the baptism of Christ spoken of in Luke 138, 50,
Mark 10, 38, Matth. 20, 22-23. This is uniformly
understood by Origen, Gregory Nazianzen, Augustine,
and all the Fathers, as a baptism of blood. But the
Savior never was totally immersed in blood. In the
garden he was only bedewed with drops oozing from
his pores. On the cross he was merely stained with
what trickled from his pierced hands, feet, and temples,
and flowed from his wounded side. If we understand
it of the wrath of God which he endured for sinners,
that wrath is always spoken of as poured out: Ps.
69, 24; 79, 6; Jer. 10, 25; Ezek. 7, 8; 21, 31; 2 Chron.
12, 7; Is. 52, 25; Jer. 7, 20; Lam. 2, 4; Ezek. 20, 33.
If we understand it of the stripes and iniquities, which
he bore for the world’s salvation, these things are
everywhere spoken of as laid on him. Is. 53, 4; 6, 8;
1 Pet. 2, 24. And it would be doing violence to the
ordinary construction of language to read the Savior’s
words as if he had said, ‘Are ye able to be immersed
with the tmmersion I am immersed with? ‘I have an
immersion to be immersed with.” ‘Can ye be immer-
sed with the immersion I am immersed with? How
much more natural and consistent to understand the
question, ‘Can ye endure to have laid or poured upon
you what I have laid upon me? So that in regard to
this baptism, as in regard to the baptism by the Spirit,
the entire phraseology of the Bible contemplates the
application of the element to the subject in a way
answering to affusion, and to affusion alone.” Read
his argument in extenso. The word baptism, if taken
by itself, might leave in doubt whether an immersion
is meant or some other mode of applying the water;
but Seiss is correct, that when, in figurative language,
the element for the baptism is suffering (or the Spirit),
immersion is out of the question, and some other mode
of application far more natural and fitting. Bengel,
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and some others following him, refer the cup to
Christ’s internal suffering, the baptism to the external,
but this distinction is too mechanical; what hurt his
body hurt also his heart, and vice versa, and what
men heaped upon him as well as what God poured
out to him was virtually one undivided portion of bit-
terness. The cup as well as the baptism are here
viewed by Christ in relation to his resulting exaltation;
namely that by his Passion and death Christ earned
his eternal glory. It has been well said that in ascend-
ing to his heavenly throne and sitting exalted at God’s
right hand we must behold first his essential glory, that
which he had before the world began as the Son equal
with the Father, and then also his merited glory, that
which the Father gave the Son of man, Phil. 2, 9-11.
The latter must be kept in mind here. It is a mistake
to reduce what Jesus here says of the cup he drinks
and the baptism he is baptized with, to the mere idea
of great suffering in general, apart and separate from
the great meritorious purposes of the suffering, in
order to make an easy application to James and John
when now Jesus says they too shall drink that cup
and be baptized with that baptism. The idea in
Christ’s question is different in one essential point
from his idea in his following admission that the two
disciples shall indeed drink the cup, etc. In the ques-
tion Christ’s idea is: Can you suffer my sufferings
and so merit the high places you desire? The true
answer to this question is: No, we cannot. In the
following admission that the two disciples shall indeed
drink the cup and be baptized with the baptism, the
idea of merit, and of thereby achieving the high places
sought is dropped.

V. 39: And they said unto him, We are able.
This answer proceeds out of the same ignorance as
their petition. The simple fact of the case is they
were not able, for no man on earth is or ever was able
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to endure what Christ did for our sins and earn ever
so lowly a place in heaven, to say nothing of the highest
ones. — But the confident assertion of these two
aspiring disciples leads Jesus to admit that in a certain
way they indeed shall share his suffering. And
Jesus said unto them, The cup that I drink ye shall
drink; and with the baptism that I am baptized
withal shall ye be baptized. Well, then, one might
say, they ought to obtain the places thus earned. But
at once we see, that this does not follow, for the idea
of earning is absent here. There are really two ways
of drinking the cup and being baptized with the bap-
tism of Christ: one, the way impossible for James
and John and every man, the way of merit, the way in
which Christ suffered and purchased all heaven for
us; the other, the way of Christian self-sacrifice, by
Christ’s help and after the manner of his suffering.
“In the offering which Christ made to God for us there
is one element which we will never be able to copy
as such. The Son of God gave his life as ransom for
many ; by his suffering and death he rendered complete
atonement for the sins of the world; his sacrifice was
the propitiation for our sins. Now there is no sacrifice
which we are able to make, no offering we are able
to bring which wil! have any atoning or propitiating
power with God. . . . Our best offerings are not
without some stain of sin, and are therefore so far
from making good any sin of our own” — and we add,
win any place for us in heaven — ‘“that they themselves
have need of Christ’s merit to make them truly ac-
ceptable to God. If then we would follow in the foot-
steps of him who gave his life for us, we must forever
put aside the thought of meriting anything before God
by our own doing or suffering. We are to bear the
cross our Lord lays upon us only that we may praise
his name and magnify his grace.” Lenski, His Foot-
steps, 344 ete. This manner of drinking the cup and
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being baptized with the baptism of Christ is referred
to frequently in the Scriptures; thus 1 Pet. 4, 13:
“Rejoice, inasmuch as ye are partakers of Christ’s
sufferings”; 2 Cor. 4, 10: “Always bearing about
in the body the dying of the Lord Jesus”; Gal. 6, 17:
“I bear in my body the marks of the Lord Jesus.” How
this suffering comes upon us Jesus himself tells us:
“Remember the word that I said unto you, The servant
is not greater than his lord. If they have persecuted
me, they will also persecute you; if they have kept my
saying, they will keep yours also.” John 15, 20. Also
v. 18: “If the world hate you, ye know that it hated
me before it hated you.” It is incorrect to suppose
that by the cup and the baptism for these two disciples
Jesus necessarily meant martyrdom. James indeed
was beheaded, Acts 12, 2, and his cup and baptism
included martyrdom; but John in his long life was
simply “our brother and companion in tribulation, and
in the kingdom and patience of Jesus Christ,” Rev.
1, 9. He indeed suffered imprisonment, Acts 4, 3, 21;
5, 18, scourging, Acts 5, 40, his life was endangered,
Acts 5, 33, he was in exile, Rev. 1, 9, but he did not
die a martyr. The tales that he had to drink a cup
of poison and, in order to fulfil the saying of Christ
regarding baptism, was immersed in seething oil,
coming away from both ordeals unharmed, are in-
ventions of men like Origen who could not be satisfied
unless they had the most literal kind of fulfillment for
Christ’s prophetic statements. — The hatred of the
world, more or less tribulation and persecution, in
some instances ever bloody martyrdom, are the lot of
all Christ’s followers, their cup, their baptism, which
they share with him to whom they are joined as dis-
ciples and believers, whom the world first hated and
still hates, and whom it would again nail to the cross
if he should walk on earth in lowliness as once he
walked,
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But how about the places at Christ’s right hand
and left? V. 40: But to sit on my right hand or on
my left hand is not mine to give: but it is for them
for whom it hath been prepared. So then there are
such places at Christ’s right hand and left; so there
is a 086%a to come, and the places are prepared for
certain ones. These are great and wonderful things
which dare not be overlooked. The correction which
Jesus makes in the thoughts of his two disciples and
their mother is not that they have misconceived his
kingdom of glory entirely, that this is invisible and
utterly spiritual without glorious places for men with
souls and bodies, the correction is that they have
misconceived the way to attain those most glorious
places. They are not Christ’s to give. “So he declares
as man, that he has no authority, that he is a servant,
and answers the disciples according to their view of
him.” Luther. Those places therefore cannot be
secured from Christ as favorites or deserving servants
of an earthly monarch receive grants from him accord-
ing to his mere arbitrary will. In fact, it is already
too late to come and ask for these places now as they
have already been assigned. To whom Christ does
not say. James and John are by no means shut out;
nor does Christ say he does not know to whom the
places are assigned, but he leaves the veil over them —
in due time James and John and we all shall see for
whom they were prepared, and the sight shall meet
our approval and cause us to break out in praise to God.
Matthew adds: prepared ‘“of my Father,” of him
whose will Christ came to do in all things, whose will
is salvation and glory for all disciples of Christ whether
they receive the highest or the lowest places in the
kingdom above. How the Father dealt in allotting
the places Christ does not say, but we may well apply
the rule, “He which soweth sparingly shall reap also
sparingly; and he which soweth bountifully shall also
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reap bountifully,” 2 Cor. 9, 6; “And they that be wise
(or teachers) shall shine as the brightness of the
firmament; and they that turn many to righteousness
as the stars for ever and ever,” Dan. 12, 3. Let us
glory now in the labor and the cross, so shall we glory
at last in the crown and diadem.

V. 41. How the ten heard, we do not know.
Did James and John tell them in the supposition
that the places were really theirs after all? The
ten here show that they are very much like the two.
— To be moved with indignation =— to be indignant.
They began, fieEavto, but Christ did not allow them
to continue, he smothered the fire at its first out-
break. — Concerning James and John for seeking
to gain an advantage over them, points to envy and
a sense of being treated unfairly. Many men see no
wrong in their success in securing a special advantage
for themselves, but they become highly indignant at
others and call them selfish, unfair, etc., when these
happen to secure the coveted advantage for themselves.

V. 42. The ill-feeling among the disciples as well
as the importance of what Jesus was about to say to
them demanded that they all should be present to hear.
They were all in danger of following a wrong principle
and example. So Jesus states the principle, and then
places over against it, as the one for them to follow
always, the opposite principle, the one which rules
exclusively in his kingdom. When James and John came
to Jesus with their request they acted very much in
line with the principles and practices found in mere
human kingdoms. Not only that, but they as well as
the ten undoubtedly had worldly ideas about the
position they expected to occupy in Christ’s king-
dom. It was exceedingly necessary to clear these
false notions away and to put the truth in their place.
— Ye know, said Jesus, and thus appealed to the ex-
perience of the disciples, which we, of course, share
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with them. — That they which are accounted to
rule over the Gentiles, qui imperare censentur, is not:
who think they rule; but: who are looked upon and
known to rule, kings, governors, and the like, actual
rulers and considered such. They are further des-
ignated as great ones, ol pevdlor aitaov, because of their
great power exceeding that of the people beneath
them. Now Christ says, this is what we know: such
rulers and great ones lord it over the Gentiles, their
subjects, and exercise authority over them, ‘sie
herrschen hochher ueber sie, sie ueben hochher Gewalt
ueber sie,” Lange, Leben Jesu, 2, 6, p. 11563, which is
3, good translation of xataxveiebovov and zateSovordtovory —
treat them with lordship and with authority from
above. Jesus merely states the fact; he does not say
or intimate that this is wrong. The Scriptures tell us
that ‘“the powers that be are ordained of God,” Rom.
13, 1, and urge “every soul to be subject unto the
higher powers.” Anarchy and rebellion are not
countenanced by the Word of God. — Jesus purposely
mentions the governments of the Gentiles, not the
theocracy of the Jews, which was of a different order;
he confines his comparison to secular governments in
the secular states. The Jews themselves  were under
Gentile rule at the time, in fact Jesus himself was,
and we know that he bade his questioners at one time
give unto Casar the things that were Caesar’s, and
himself paid the government tax. By speaking of the
exercise of Gentile or secular state authority he does
not mean to withdraw his followers from it. — But
while he thus allows it to stand in its own sphere,
he confines it to that: But it is not so among you.
The present tense shows that Jesus is not speaking
about the kingdom of glory in the future, but about
the kingdom of grace as it was then already when his
disciples stood about him. He does not say, It shall
not be so, but, It s not so; a fact, it is not an admoni-
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tion or an aim, that is here set before us. — Not that
there are to be no great ones, or first ones, among the
disciples, for Jesus plainly names such: whosoever
would become great among you, and whosoever
would be first among you, both beginning: 8¢ dv ¥y,
an indefinite relative clause of expectancy. ‘“Great”
is less than “first”; only one can be “first,” while more
can be great. Remembering the desire of James and
John, he sitting at Christ’s right would be first, he at
his left second, both not only great, but the greatest.
When Jesus says “whosoever” he indicates a universal
principle in his kingdom; what he says applies
throughout and to all without exception. Again Jesus
says, whosoever ‘“would become among you,” ¥k
vevéohw &v tuiv, but the future idea in the subjunctive
must not be pressed to refer to the kingdom to come
alone, it includes our future in this present kingdom
among our fellow believers. In what does greatness
and being first consist? In lording it over others as
subjects, in using authority upon them? In the very
opposite! He who aspires to greatness “among you,”
my followers, says Christ, shall be your minister,
and he who wants the very highest place as first and
foremost of all, shall be servant of all. Note the
“shall,” ¢otor. the future in an imperative sense (found
a few times only in the N. T.). There is the same
gradation here as between “great’” and ‘“first,” the
former must be minister, servant (margin), dudzovog,
the latter servant, bondservant (margin) or slave,
dotrog; the former must be servant among you
(church), the latter bondsman of all (world). The
gradation is downward, an inverted pyramid; we must
take our secular notions of greatness and turn them
upside-down before we can get them to fit in the king-
dom of Christ. Because many have not done this we
today have the papacy which lords it over great multi-
tudes and exercises authority over them in Gentile
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fashion. See the Smalcald Articles, Jacobs, Book of
Concord, p. 339. The same spirit has often enough
lifted its head among Protestants. It is a wonderful
principle which Jesus lays down ; the more we consider
it the more its truth dawns upon us. What a greatness
in truly serving our fellow believers; what an ex-
ceeding greatness in truly serving all men! Besser
says: They who conduct themselves as servants and
bondmen of their brethren in Christ already sit at his
right hand and at his left.” And when Jesus says
“whosoever would,” he refers to James and John and
their will expressed in their petition, and countenances
such willing. — Oh, if only more uf us “would!”’
When Jesus spoke of secular greatness he began
with ‘“them which are accounted to rule” and went a
step higher to “their great ones”; when, however, he
spoke of godly or spiritual greatness he began at once
where he had left off in the secular, he that would
be “great,” and then went not merely a step higher,
but leaped at once to the very pinnacle, he that would
be ‘“first,” modvog, “the servant of all.” This last ex-
pression points to himself, for there has never really
been a servant ‘“‘of all’’ except Christ himself. — For
verily the Son of man came not to be ministered
unto, but to minister. The verily is not in the best
texts. For = in proof I adduce myself, the greatest,
yea, the first in the kingdom, the very King himself.
Let us not suppose that Christ is asking something of
us from which he is exempt. Nothing could more
plainly establish the principle he uttered than the great,
surprising fact that it includes himself. — Do not
think that he uses the name Son of man, because he
is only a model for us in the achievement of this great-
ness, but the name stands here in the full Messianic
sense as elsewhere. There is no reason apparent why
it should be restricted in any way as to fitness in this
connection. Jesus uses the word “not to be ministered
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unto,” Swaxovndivar, and to minister, Sioxoviicar, which
reaches back to “whosoever would become great among
you, shall be your minister,” duixovos; then however he
adds a description of his ministry, which reaches to
the very limit of service, making him in the highest
possible sense, as our ransom, the servant of all. So
he leads all his disciples, every dudxovos and every dotdog,
to look to him alone. Christ did accept some of the
loving ministration of his followers, but never was the
purpose of his life to take and not to give, but the
reverse; so even in taking he gave, even accepting
ministration he ministered. — And this was the great
ministry and service he came to render, and by which
he became nedtos forever, to give his life a ransom
for many. To give, dotvay, is the highest act of the
dwoviioar. His life, tiv wuxiv adtob, he came to give,
and was even now on that errand; wvx#, the soul, in
the sense of the bodily life. The life is given by the
shedding of the blood, and thus becomes ‘“the price,”
), with which we are bought, 1 Cor. 6, 20, “Ye were
bought with a price.” — It is given a ransom, Aiteov,
a price paid for another, here for many; ‘‘in whom
we have redemption through his blood,” v droliteway,
i. e. redemption by the payment of a ransom, Eph. 1, 7;
compare John 10, 11; Heb. 10, 5-10. Luther puts it
finely in the Catechism: ‘“purchased and won me from
. all sin, from death, and from the power of the devil,
not with gold or silver, but with his holy, precious
blood, and with his innocent suffering and death.”
Christ himself was the price for our redemption. In
Litgov as here used, the life being given for someone
as a Mreov, there is beyond question the Biblical and
Lutheran doctrine that Christ was our substitute and
that his sufferings were vicarious. Zahn collects the
main passages of the New Testament, most of which
are given below, as proof for the statement: “The idea
of redemption (redemptio, manumissio) effected by
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Jesus, especially by his death, would not return every-
where in the New Testament, if it did not go back to
Jesus himself.” He also adds the frequent comparisons
with the redemption of Israel out of Egypt, which is
looked at in the Old Testament in a similar manner,
Ex. 6, 6; 15, 13; Ps. 77, 15. — For many, dvii = in
place of them, and likewise declares that Christ gave
himself into death as our substitute. Meyer says
directly : “dvti designates the substitution.” Nor does
it make much difference, as far as the sense of dvti
is concerned, whether we construe with Miteov or with
dovvar. Tt is substitution in either case. This precious
doctrine must be held fast and taught with all clear-
ness and power, because it is constantly denied and
evaded by men who claim to be the foremost teachers
in the churches around us. Rationalism has no use
for it, and rationalism appears in may forms and in
unexpected places. — For many, Jesus says regarding
himself, while he had spoken of a servant of all just
before. The redeemed are called “many” as compared
with the one Son of man. Since there is no indication
in the text that Jesus had in mind those especially who
would accept his redemptive price in faith for them-
selves, we do not think it correct to so restrict the
word “many” here; it is equal to all, for to them his
service extended. Christ gave himself, 1 Tim. 2, 6;
his blood is the_price of our ransom, Rom. 3, 25; Eph.
1, 7; 1 Pet. 1, 19; he ransomed us from guilt and the
penalty of sin and from the power of our accuser,
the devil, 1 Cor. 6, 20; 7, 23; Gal. 3, 13; Tit. 2, 14;
Acts 20, 28. The text so plainly teaches the doctrine
of redemption in its fulness that it would be contrary
to sound exegesis to limit the thought in any way so as
to gain a better adaptation to the ministry and service
Christ’s disciples are to render in copying his example.
Of course, no man can redeem another, Ps. 49, 7-8,
but there is no danger here of making this specific
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form of Christ’s service to all the model form for our
service to all. Yet he who gave his life a ransom, by
that very act became our model in the highest sense of
the word, after the manner of Paul’s words: I be-
seech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God,
that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy,
acceptable unto God, which is your reasonable service,”
Rom. 12, 1. “And walk in love, as Christ also hath
loved us, and hath given himself for us an offering
and a sacrifice to God for a sweet smelling savor.”
Eph. 5, 2. — “His life a ransom for many” — thus
Jesus led his disciples on to Jerusalem and Calvary,
and following him in the light of this word they learned
to bury all worldly ambition and to become great in
the heavenly fashion of their Master, by service and
by sacrifice in love.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

In looking over the homiletical material available for this
text we note the strong tendency to put the disciples in the fore-
ground and to relegate what is said of Christ to the rear.
One famous preacher elaborates the theme: “Concerning the
sacred ambition to become great in the kingdom of God”;
another: ‘“Sacred ambition, its right, its danger, its satisfac-
tion.”” This and all merely admonitory lines of thought should
be abandoned here, and Christ’s words concerning his Passion
made the center of the sermon. — Keeping thus to Christ we
may outline in simple analytical fashion, following in order the
inner substance of the text:

The Son of Man is Not Come to be Ministered Unto, But to
Minister.

I. He would have had a 1right to be ministered unto.
II. He made himself the greatest servant of all.

11I. He performed an incomparable service. (As to
its severity and humiliation, as to its blessedness
and glory.)

IV. He now asks us to appreciate and in a manner to
copy after his service.
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Here is one still simpler:

Christ, the Servant Beyond Compare.

1. His service was to save us.
1I. His service is mow in a way also our pattern.

These, too, may be suggestive:

Christ’s Greatness in His Passion.
I. The greatness of his humiliation.
1I. The greatmess of his service.
III. The greatness of his reward.

Christ Our Ransom.

1. Its worth.

11. Its payment.
III. Its acceptance by wus.
IV. [Its power in our lves.

Christ’s Thoughts Concerning His Kingdom Are Infinitely
. Higher Than Ours
1. We flee suffering, Christ seeks 1t.
1I. We seek honors, Christ shows us they are already
allotted.
11I. We want to earn heaven, Christ tells us he alone
can buy 1t.

In most of these outlines James and John are thrust con-
siderably to a side. They would come in only as the story is
told, how Jesus came thus to speak of his passion, or they
would come in incidentally in a part of the sermon. Now let
no one deem this a calamity, for actually there is no loss. How-
ever, the sermon may feature these two disciples (and their
mother) to a certain degree, but only, as in the previous text
in the case of Martha, so as to make Christ stand out with
supreme prominence.

When James and John Desired the Highest Honors
I. They were told of the wonderful principle in the
Kingdom;
I1I. Of Christ’s supreme exemplification of that
principle;
III. Of our redemption by that exemplification; and
IV. Of our imitation of Christ through his redemption.

This can be filed into better form, especially by dressing down
the big words. It is offered only as a suggestion.
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Matthew 16, 21-26

Once more we have Christ telling us of his Pas-
sion. He here announces it, he here refuses to be
tempted away from it, he here calls his disciples to
follow in the shadow of it. And again we will find this
last element secondary, while the other two are plainly
the primary ones. Moreover, the distinctive feature
of the text is the second part of it, the temptation to
forsake the Passion, to which Christ refused to yield.
Here is a victory like that described in the old gospel
text for this Sunday, when Christ repelled the three
deadly attacks of the tempter. Our general theme
then is: Christ cannot be turned from his Passton.

V. 21. From that time plainly marks a sig-
nificant period in the life of Christ. Peter had just
made his great confession of Christ in the name of
all the disciples, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of
the living God.” One part of Christ’s mission was
thus, to a certain degree, accomplished: these men,
his disciples, knew who he was, they bowed in faith
before his divine person. But another work now
presses for accomplishment, just as hard to finish
successfully as this first had been. Let us notice that
Jesus has definitely left the populous towns of Galilee
where he labored so earnestly and long. The opposition
of his foes increased to such a pitch that he withdrew,
never to work there again as before. We find him
in these days far from the former center of his activity,
away up near the coasts of Tyre and Sidon in the
northwest, down in the country of the Ten Cities in
the southeast, finally here in the extreme north “in
the parts of Cesarea Philippi,” v. 13, avoiding the

(335)
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town it seems and devoting himself to his disciples
and such occasional preaching and deeds of mercy
as came his way. The scene itself was fine enough,
the noble ranges of Libanus and Anti-Libanus rising
before him, and the snowy mass of Hermon glittering
in the dawn, or flushed with the evening glow. Here
in this retired corner of the land, after the great word
on his person has been uttered, Jesus proceeds 1o
utter the great word on his work. Often enough he
had hinted at what he now plainly, yet with some
reservation, says. Behind the temptation at the end
of his forty days’ fast Jesus clearly saw the shadow
of the cross; when he had cleansed the Temple the
first time he spoke of the temple of his body, which
the Jews would destroy and he would raise up; in
conversation with Nicodemus he told him plainly, “The
Son of man must be lifted up.” — But now the time
has come for something more full and complete, now
began Jesus to show unto his disciples, etc. He sets
himself this task, #ieEato, aorist and by steady progress
endeavors to accomplish it, dewxview, pres. inf., durative.
“Began,” while it indicates a certain point yet implies
a continuation. ‘‘His disciples” are the ones whom he
teaches this absolutely necessary thing. They must
not draw false conclusion from his divinity, such as
they were only too much inclined to draw because
of the vain Jewish hopes still lurking in their hearts.
Though Jesus is God’s Son and the Messiah there is
to be no golden, glorious, refulgent earthly kingdom
and grandeur ahead, but the very opposite, — he
must go unto Jerusalem, and suffer many things of
the elders and chief priests and scribes, and be
killed, and the third day be raised up. This is the
great Passion-program in its main outlines. Three
verbs portray the suffering, one the final exaltation:
dneldeiv, madelv, dmoxtaviijva — and then éveodiva. They
all depend on &%, must=it is necessary. Why
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necessary is not stated, and the word used is quite
general, referring to any kind of necessity. We may
say, however, that according to the Scriptures the
necessity here meant is that of God’s gracious counsel
concerning our salvation, part of which had already
been realized in the coming of his Son, to which neces-
sarily the remainder must now be added until all is
fully carried out as God planned. Matth. 26, 54;
Luke 24, 26; John 3, 14; etc.

He must go unto Jerusalem, willingly, knowing
why ; Jerusalem the place for the sacrifice. The Jews
followed Jesus with their hostility into Galilee, but in
the end they needed not to seek him, he came to them.
Luke 13, 33. And suffer many things, endure them
with passive submission, and the ‘“many things” are
not yet specified, the word molid acting as a veil to
cover them up. What they were Jesus knows fully as
his later revelations show. The prophets had foretold
them in all their terribleness, and the divine insight of
Jesus, his full comprehension of the plans and .purposes
of God allowed nothing to remain hid from him. They
were ‘“‘many’”’ indeed, and for their great number not
in any way softened as to severity. This moAka nadeiv
casts a light upon the dreddeiv preceding it in that it
shows the greatness of Christ’s voluntary delivery of
himself into the hands of his enemies in Jerusalem
who would inflict so much upon him. In the “many
things” Christ suffered we may well see the reflection
of the many sins he bore, which Paul Gerhardt in his
great Passion hymn on the thorn-crowned head of
Christ likens to the grains of sand upon the sea-
shore. — Jesus states positively who shall inflict the
many things upon him, the elders and chief priests
and scribes. This is the solemn designation of a
body, namely the highest judicial body of the Jewish
nation, the Sanhedrim, the body which more than
any one person, even the high priest, represented the
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nation. The best explanation of its various members
is given by Nebe, Leidensgeschichte, 1, p. 10, etc. The
elders were the old experienced men of the nation
who had acted as judges in the local courts and had
then been drawn into the high court or Council of
the 71. They were men of tried practical experience
in judicial matters. The chief priests some think were
the heads of the 24 courses of priests, but more likely
they were the most influential priests drawn from
the entire priesthood into the Council. They were
men devoted to the sanctuary and the sacred rights
of the nation. The scribes were the men of learning
from the great schools, thoroughly versed in legal
lore. Usually the high priest acted as the chairman.
The fact, that Christ here names the Sanhedrim as
the agent of his suffering, points to a trial and a formal
condemnation. The disciples knew that Christ’s chief
enemies were the Sanhedrists, and that this body had
already taken cognizance of Christ and his work.—
Thus far Jesus had escaped direct issue with this
representative power of the nation; now he tells them,
the issue shall be taken, and the Sanhedrim shall con-
quer, for not only shall Jesus suffer many things,
but he shall actually be killed. The mockery, the
scourging, the delivery into the hands of the Gentiles
are omitted, for the disciples cannot bear all these
details now. Also the method of the killing is with-
held, it is not mentioned until chapter 20, 19. But
the fact of the killing is positively and most plainly
stated. The previous mention of the Sanhedrim
pointed to a judicial killing. The verb droxtavdiva,
however, simply means killed in the sense of put out
of the way, murdered and gotten rid of. It suggests
no thought of justice on the part of the Jewish tribunal,
but, in connection with the foregoing nodeiv, the gravest
kind of injustice, judical murder. In this whole
first announcement of his suffering and death



Matthew 16, 21-26 339

Jesus is brief, reserved, though absolutely truthful.
He is like one breaking a terrible piece of news to
his dearest friends. The shock cannot be avoided, but
it is softened as much as possible. The very thought
of seeing their beloved Master, whom they had just
confessed as the Christ, the Son of the living God,
a bleeding, murdered victim of the Sanhedrim in
Jerusalem, must have fairly overwhelmed the hearts
of the disciples, — not only because of their love and
attachment and high hopes, but because of their
assurance that the course of the true Messiah was
the very opposite of suffering and death, namely great-
ness and glory. — Nevertheless there shall be glory,
though of a kind far different from the vain expectation
of the disciples, and the third day be raised up.
This too “must” be, with the same necessity as all
that preceded. Very important are the words ‘“on the
third day,” as they mark the exact time of the resur-
rection. Christ would be raised up not at some in-
definite future time, but at a specified time. And
here we may say that, although Jesus is announcing
the things that should shortly befall him, gave his
disciples a condensed statement of what the prophets
had positively foretold concerning him, yet he viewed
all that should come not only in the light of prophecy,
but directly. There is only an analogy in the Old
Testament for the three days, namely Jonah’s stay in
the whale’s belly. In the word éveodivar, “‘be raised up,”
‘the resurrection is described as an act of the Father;
in Mark 9, 31 and Luke 18, 33, it is described also
as an act of Christ himself. Both are true: the Son
of man was raised up, the Son of God arose. — Beyond
relating Peter’s attempt to dissuade Christ from his
Passion Matthew tells us nothing about the effect of
Christ’s announcement to his disciples. It was cer-
tainly utterly at variance with their preconceived
ideas. We cannot say — remembering what Peter
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now does — that the bare words as Jesus uttered them
were not understood by the disciples; they were
understood well enough. And yet their true sense
was hidden from them by the cloud of their own
1deas concerning what the climax of the Messiah’s
career should be. This applies as well to the suffering
and death as to the resurrection of Christ. In fact,
an unbelieving criticism to this day denies not only
the prophecy of Christ as here uttered, but even the
fulfillment as recorded by all the evangelists and
preached by all the apostles. The blessings of the
Passion and Resurrection can be received and enjoyed
only by faith.

V. 22. And reads as if this followed at once. —
It has been said that Peter here was not the rep-
resentative of all the disciples, but this can hardly
be claimed. It is rather to be assumed that what
he here said to Jesus coincided with the thoughts
of the rest. Virtually he was their representative. —
Peter took Jesus in order to speak privately with
him, so as to make his urging more effective,
ngoalafénevog, having taken. And it was more effective
thus, reproducing in a manner the situation when
Jesus was tempted in the wilderness. — Peter began
to rebuke him, which is the same word as when Jesus
began to show his disciples his Passion, only this
beginning was the opposite of the other and was
squelched at once, like a deadly serpent raising its
ugly head to strike. “HoZavo, he actually began. — He
began to rebuke him —the word has in it some-
thing of vehemence, strong urging as when one comes
powerfully at another to show him he is entirely
wrong, émupdn, to object to one as blamable. — Be it
far from thee, Lord! or rather more exactly, Mercy
on thee, Lord! It is an exclamation of disapproval
mingled with pity. — This shall never be done unto
thee, o0 1) fotat, the future like a command, the double
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negative — in no wise. Thank God, a false prophecy!
Peter did not get a chance to say anything more,
to add why this should not be unto Christ, as that it
did not behoove the Son of God to suffer and to die;
or that he should not go to Jerusalem and permit the
Sanhedrim to lay hands on him, etc. Peter had for-
gotten the Baptist’s word about the Lamb, as Besser
says, and he had not learned how much every sinner
on earth, Peter included, needed the atoning, cleansing
blood of that Lamb. The very thing Peter rebuked
Christ for afterwards became the sweetest kernel,
the Alpha and Omega of all his apostolic preaching.
To this very day they who fail to see the damning
power of sin do not see the necessity of the cross,
misinterpret Christ’s Passion and death, and lose the
very heart of the Gospel. The blood-theology of Christ
is for penitent sinners who despair of all self-help. No
wonder that Christ forbade his disciples to tell any
man he was the Christ, after they saw his glory on
the Mount. They who did not understand his priest-
hood could not proclaim his kingship. — Peter began,
but did not finish. Jesus never paused one instant to
ask his urgent disciple, Why? or, What makes you
think so? He does not for one moment entertain the
tempting thought or give it room in his heart. Here
is an example for us who frequently dally with the
serpent and then find its poisonous fangs lodged in us.
The moment you recognize the tempter, away with
him! ‘

V. 23: But he turned and said unto Peter. The
word “turned” does not say which way Jesus turned.
Meyer and others take it that Jesus turned his back
on Peter with disgust. Farrar describes thus: “Turn-
ing away from him, fixing his eyes on the other dis-
ciples, and speaking in the hearing of them all — for
it was fit that they who had heard the words of the
vast promise should hear also the crushing rebuke, —
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he exclaimed, ‘Get thee behind me, Satan! ” To turn
and say to someone — mark that this belongs together
— suggests not a turning away from, or turning the
back to one, but turning to face him squarely. The
idea that Jesus turned his back Meyer and others get
from the words of Jesus ‘“behind me,” overlooking
that turning thus Jesus himself places Peter behind
him, whereas he told him, Get thee behind me, raye.
It is certainly more appropriate to think of Jesus
squarely facing the tempter and bidding him get
behind — this tempter then moving beaten to the
rear, — than for Jesus himself to place him in the
rear by turning away from him. Compare also the
same word, oteegeis, in Luke 9, 55, text for Oculi,
where no commentator thinks of turning the back to
some one. — Get thee behind me, Satan — get out
of my sight, out of my path. These are the very
words used against Satan at the end of the third
temptation at the beginning of Christ’s ministry. For
this reason it will not do to make Satan mean anything
but the name of the archfiend himself. Unwittingly
and with the best intentions Peter had made himself
an agent of Satan. What a warning to watch our
love, our good intentions, our best acts, lest perhaps
after all they agree with Satan and not with Christ.
Roman Catholic commentators are concerned about
removing the name Satan from Peter, and make it
mean merely ‘“adversary,” or the word is taken as
not really spoken to Peter but only to the devil him-
self. Some others do the same, as Farrar: “The word
(Satan), in fact, was among the Jews, as in the East
generally, and to this day, a very common one for
anything bold, powerful, dangerous —for every
secret opponent or open enemy.” All this may be so;
yet in a striking and exact repetition, both from the
lips of Jesus, both in temptations, yea, in the same
kind of temptations, there can be no difference as to
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who is meant by Satan — none but the Evil One him-
self. The argument that after just praising Peter
as the rock Jesus could not have called him Satan,
or an agent of Satan, overlooks that in Peter there
was flesh as well as spirit, ignorance as well as faith,
weakness as well as strength. How could Christ call
him a rock when he knew Peter would deny him
shamefully? The name pointed to what the grace of
Christ would eventually make of Peter, as yet the
work had only begun. The fact that the Scriptures
tell us the faults of the apostles so plainly and truth-
fully is an indication of their absolute reliability;
and these faults, as we read of them, are a comfort
to us in our fight against the flesh and Satan, as Peter
himself afterwards wrote, “knowing that the same
afflictions are accomplished in your brethren that are
in the world.” 1 Pet. 5, 9. — Thou art a stumbling-
‘block unto me, oxdvduhov = oxavddindeov. The word
“stumblingblock” suggests to us a block lying in one’s
path, over which one stumbles and falls to the ground;
but the Greek word signifies the stick to which the
bait in a trap is fixed, so as to spring the trap if
the stick is touched. This is far more expressive of
temptation. One may indeed fall in temptation (Rom.
14, 13), but here the thought is of one caught in temp-
tation. One who falls may rise again, one who is
caught in a death-trap is lost. The latter would have
been the case if Jesus had been caught by means
of the oxdvdalov. In the metaphorical use of the word
the general sense of offense prevails (A. V., compare
also Matth. 18, 7-9). — Jesus states in what way
Peter’s effort is a stumblingblock or offense to him:
for thou mindest not the things of God, but the things
of men. “The things of God” and ‘‘the things of
men”’ are here opposites; the former are the great,
blessed, saving purposes, plans, and acts of God, the
latter the blind, erring, sinful purposes and ways
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of men. Peter “minded” (geoveig) the latter, his heart
with its thinking and desires was set on these, not on
the others. ‘“To the world the cross was offensive,
to Christ whatever opposed the cross.” Bengel. Besser
remarks that in Peter’s word, “This shall never be
unto thee,” lies the second thought, ‘“This shall never
be unto me.” Peter must have been shocked at Christ’s
reply to his well-meant urging. He could then have
hardly understood that by his attempt to dissuade
Christ from the cross he was laying arrows upon the
bow of Satan to shoot at his beloved Savior. The
more reason why Peter’s proceeding should be stopped.
One thing, however, must have flashed into his mind
with its human way of dreading the cross and advising
against it, namely that all this about Christ’s passion,
death, and resurrection was a divine thing, “of God,”
and therefore holy, blessed, saving, and that every
contradictory idea was evil, dangerous, damnable,
satanic. Thus the very temptation Peter brought
unwittingly upon Christ was used to help him on to
true godliness. The text does not say whether Jesus’
reply to Peter was uttered so that the other disciples
also heard it. Farrar supposes so, and the words
that follow lend some likelihood to the supposition.

In v. 24 we have “the things of God” as opposed
to “the things of man” as they apply to us on the
basis of their application to Christ in his passion and
resurrection. Then, when Peter in dread of the
cross advised against the cross, Jesus spoke these
great words, and then, when we are inclined to repeat
Peter’s thoughts and to act according to them, we
must allow Christ’s words to set us right. Oh, how
often this will be! — The*word disciples is defined
by any man who would come after me. A disciple
is one who would come after or follow Christ. The
word “would,” #éke,, points to the will ; there is no com-
pulsion, no irresistible grace. In the condition of



Matthew 16, 21-26 345

reality el #éle. there is the thought of actually willing
to come after Jesus; the English “would” fails to bring
this out clearly. E. Frommel says, “Christ does not
draw his sheep by a rope; in his army there are none
but volunteers.” The grace of God in Christ is such
as draws the will and wins it for the Savior and
salvation. ‘“To come after Christ” is to make him
the leader, the head, the Shepherd of the flock, and
us his followers, bound to him, following closely in
his steps. To come after Jesus = faith in him as
the Savior of our souls. None really ‘“come after him”
who make him only their teacher, their ideal, their
moral leader. Note the universal reach of wg “any
man.” — Let him deny himself, and take up his cross,
and follow me. ’Anaovéopa — decline, refuse, turn
some one off, refuse association and companionship
with some one. And the one thus to be denied is
tavtds, “himself,” not some portion of self, some fault,
some special desire and habit, some outward manner
or practice, but the very center of one’s being, SE LL F.
The natural, sinful self is meant as it centers in the
things of this earthly life, like the Prodigal in the far
country away from his father. ‘I know not the man,”
as Peter said of Christ when thrice he denied him,
so must you say of yourself, if you would deny self
and acknowledge Christ. This is not self-denial in the
current sense of the word, but conversion, the very
first essential of the life in Christ. It includes con-
trition, which sees all the sin of self and the damnation
and death in it, and in dismay and sorrow turns from
it and flees to Christ in faith as the only hope. So
self is cast out of the heart and Christ put in its stead,
so that with Paul you live henceforth not unto your-
self, but unto Christ who died for you. Frommel says,
“You can deny only one whom you know, with whom
you have associated. You can deny a friend and break
off relations with him. So the thing here is, to say to
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the sinful old self, I know thee not, for I know another,
for love of whom I must give thee up, for his love
and favor is worth more to me than thine.” Luther
says our whole life is to be a repentance, i. e. a denial
of self, a constant acknowledgment of Christ. —
And take up his cross. The verb cieev here used is
not essentially different from roufdvew, Matth. 10, 38;
the former means take up or lift up so as to bear, the
latter simply take. ‘“The cross,” tov otovedév, as they
who are condemned to crucifixion must shoulder their
crosses in order to carry them to the place of execution.
The figure is very striking to us still, when we picture
it vividly to our minds. Think of it: all followers
of Christ like a great procession of men about to be
crucified, each loaded with his cross, — aitod — g
particular one for each. We may even in Paul’s lan-
guage carry the figure farther, when he tells us that
they that are Christ’s have crucified the flesh, Gal.
5, 24, and that he himself was crucified with Christ,
Gal. 2, 20. Crucifixion, and the cross as a symbol of
it, a dreadful burden indeed, was not a Jewish, but a
Roman mode of execution. It must, therefore, have
been strange to the disciples to hear Jesus speak of
the cross for his followers. Why he chose the word
they learned soon enough — because he himself bore
the cross, and we must “come after him.” The word
“cross’” has grown very familiar to us, and thus it
has lost not only its striking symbolism, but, we fear,
also its distinctive sense. The cross is that suffering
which comes upon us as followers and confessors of
Christ, which thus grows out of our connection with
him. The cross is thus the mark of the Christian,
and let us remember every Christian is marked by it.
It is your badge of service in the army of the Lord;
it is your medallion of honor, like the iron cross once
granted by the German emperor and the old Victoria
cross by the English king for valor. The cross is
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distasteful to the flesh, but wholesome and necessary
to the spirit in order to crucify the flesh and be drawn
more closely to the crucified one. Christ shapes a
special cross for every one, and he helps each one to
bear it. But he calls on us to take it up and shoulder
it, he wants our wills to act in following him who
bore the cross for us. Christ’s cross alone atones for
our sins, there is no atoning power in our crosses;
in fact there needs to be no such power, for Christ's
cross is all-sufficient. — And follow me, with self
denied and the cross upon us, so we are to follow;
and he says emphatically ‘“me” — this is he who Weqt
up to Jerusalem and suffered many things, was killed,
and the third day rose again. “Follow me” means
tread in my steps all your life long. Godet says that
in traveling three things are necessary: first, to say
farewell (to self); secondly, to carry our baggage
(the cross) ; thirdly, to proceed with the journey (fol-
low me). In studying the three imperatives, note that
the first two are aorists: dmagwsdodo, dodro, but the
third a present tense: dxolovdeito — “deny” and ‘“‘take
up’’ as one act, then “follow’’ continually; the former
thus a preparation for the latter. — All these things
are impossible to us, for no human powers are able to
convert the heart or to follow Christ in the Christian
life; but Christ himself enables us.

V. 25. He does it in the following words full of
light, power, and grace. For introduces a great
reason to move our hearts and draw our wills.
Whosoever, &, like ©c, while an indefinite relative
is universal in its force. Would save his life shall
lose it, éav %ky . . . dwodéoe,, future, the case is
one fully expected, and it is stated what in that case
shall happen. The word %Aeww points to the will again,
namely to the will of the natural self which must be
denied, for its one purpose and effort is “to save the
life,” thereby losing it. The Lord uses a paradoxical
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form of statement, in order to impress what he says
upon the mind of his hearers, and to make them search
out and discover his meaning. ‘“Whosoever would save
his life,” by minding the things that be of men, with
human wisdom, after Peter’s fashion — as thousands
the world over do, attending most earnestly only to the
interests of their earthly existence, — he “shall lose
it,” even in the very act of his saving it in such fashion.
He may get abundantly what he would, but in all
his getting that will be absent which would really
save his life. For “life” the Greek has vvxn, translated
in the margin “soul.” It admits of a double sense,
one the natural, and one the spiritual. Whoever makes
his great concern the life natural, will certainly by
that very thing lose the life spiritual. — And who-
soever shall lose his life for my sake, 65 dv dnokéoy

eboiioer, as in the previous sentence (v = édv,
but is not always used in sentences of this kind).
“Lose’” here means relatively in suffering and cross-
bearing, or entirely in giving it up in martyrdom,
as some are called to do, he shall find it, he shall
live indeed, in the full sense of the word, here already
while he remains here, and forever after. To save
one’s life is, not to deny self; to lose one’s life, in the
second part of the paradox, is to deny self and to take
up the cross. To lose one’s life, in the first part of
the paradox, is to lose it truly, the earthly existence
and all connected with it, and the spiritual as well,
namely life in the full sense of the word. What a
tremendous irreparable loss! To find life is to obtain
the true life and to have it now and evermore. The
word find reminds us of the man in the parable who
“found” the pearl of great price. Finding excludes
merit, for this true life we neither make, nor earn in
any way; it is a gift laid down for us where by the
guidance and leading of God we merely find it. What
an inexpressibly great and invaluable find! “For my
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sake,” Christ says, lose your life; the expression is a
wide one, denoting that as we reject self and its fleshly,
selfish promptings we accept Christ, and then remain
true to him. “For my sake” includes conversion and
the faithful Christian life following it. Oh, that we
all might learn fully to put Christ in the place of self;
to let the flesh and all its desires die, in order that
Christ may be our life and live in us wholly! All our
lives we must study and practice this lesson, and
none of us learns it too well. Luther writes: “These
two paradoxical sentences are, one a threat, the other
a promise. The threat is: He that saves his life shall
lose it. The promise: He that loses his life shall save
it. But we must carefully note the little word ‘for
my sake.” For there are many who lose their life
wilfully, and the heretics also suffer much (as they
think) for God’s sake, but in truth on account of their
pride and in order to parade boastfully in their wis-
dom. Blessed, however, is he who suffers for Christ’s
sake.”

V. 26. For adds a reason for what has just
been said, and it does this in a way so convincing and
simple that it certainly ought to move every one; yet
many both disregard and contradict it. — What shall
a man be profited, what benefit or advantage would
he have, if he shall gain the whole world (dgeintioeta

. dav xeednon, regular condition of expectancy) ;
puttmg the thing in its most favorable light and
counting the possible profit in this direction at the
very highest, and forfeit his life, i. e. in making
this gain? or what shall a man give in exchange for
his life, i. e. having thus lost it and gained only the
world? The answer is, He is profited absolutely
nothing, and there is absolutely nothing he can give.
Christ here reduces the whole thing to a simple prob-
lem in profit and loss. Men strive for the things of
this world, they can gain only a small measure of
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them for a brief space of time. But suppose the
highest world-ambition were actually fulfilled — a
man have the whole world, all its wealth, power,
pleasure, glory — the beauty of all fair things that
ever grew on it, the grandeur of all the high things
that ever towered aloft on it — all sensations, all en-
joyments, all achievements, all satisfactions: what
benefit would all of it be, if true life were forfeited in
attaining this world-ambition? The answer comes out
zero. This is the case even if the natural life be lost
in grasping the world, or any one thing of the world.
When a man dies, all that he has slips from him. But
to lose the true life, or rather never to gain it while
all else is gained, is to forfeit all in the end, for death
must come in a short time. What then can a man
give in exchange for the true life? Will the world,
or any of its treasures, buy it for him? There is no
possible coin to buy this life with. The only answer
to the problem in this form is absolute zero once more.
But here we see what it means to deny self and to
follow Christ — it is to gain what the whole world
is too poor a thing to pay for: the true life which is
salvation here and hereafter. Christ, the Christ who
died on Golgotha, he is the only price that buys the
life, the soul, ©v Wuxnv, salvation, for us. In him we
find life. Freely he gives himself to us who believe.
If “the life” -is worth more than the whole world,
Christ crucified is worth more than “the life” (Wwxa,
comp. Luke 9, 25: tavtég, “his own self”’) and Christ
crucified is ours by faith. Who would not cheerfully
trade a thousand worlds for Christ? And looking back
from these conclusions let us glorify him who chose
the cross for our sakes and spurned the temptation
that tried to dissuade him, and let his mind be our
mind as now we grasp his cross for our salvation
and take up our cross in gratefulness to follow him,
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THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

The story of the text moves forward with such distinct
steps that ordinary homiletical analysis may easily be applied,
and the resulting sermon will be simple, natural, and well
balanced. There are four steps, and we have them in this
outline:

The Temptation for Christ to Abandon the Cross.

1. Christ’s announcement of the cross.
II. Peter’s attempt to turn Christ from the cross.
I111. Christ’s victory in adhering to the cross.
1V. Christ’s presentation of the blessedness of the cross
for us.

Kromphardt’s effort is less effective: The Temptation of Jesus
by Peter: I. How it came about; II. How it strongly affected
Jesus; I1II. How Jesus wvictoriously overcame it.

Instead of simple analysis, we may pick up the text at
one of its vital points. One of these is the idea of necessity in
the word “must,” v. 21. This idea of necessity underlies the en-
tire text: — The worldly principle and the divine — they square-
ly contradict each other.

The Divine Necessity of the Cross

I. Its divine mecessity for Christ.

1. The decisive principle; not present or
temporary advantage, but eternal salva-
tion for us, and eternal joy and glory in
this salvation of ours for Christ.

2. Peter cannot tolerate present suffering, and
forgets the eternal things, as men general-
ly do.

3. Satan deceitfully urges Christ to get the

. eternal things in an easier way than by
the cross —i. e. to lose them.

4. Christ is absolutely firm, sees and follows
unwaveringly the only way to reach the
glorious goal set for him by the Father
for our sakes.

11. Its divine mecessity for the Christiam.

1. The decisive principle for us is the same:
which shall it be, present advantage,
or eternal salvation?
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2. The folly of men generally: either they dis-
count the eternal altogether, or they try
to run in both directions at once.

4. The Christian turns from the world in true
repentance, puts Christ above all else in
his soul in true faith, is ready to lose all
else so he may retain Christ, is counted a
fool by the world for losing so much of
the earthly, but gains both the best of
this life and life to come.

”»

Another vital point is the “cross,” v. 24, which lies also in the
words “suffer, and be killed,” v. 21: — Usually we think of the
cross and what it involves as something terrible, from which
we should flee at all hazard. That is what Peter thought when
in our text he tried to turn Jesus from the cross. But Jesus
looked at it with other eyes. He saw the glory of it:

The Glory of the Cross.

I. A mavk of battle; II. A badge of service; I1I. A symbol of
victory.

The idea of the cross as presented in our text may be turned
in a slightly different direction: Jesus voluntarily accepted the
cross, for love of us. He wants us to follow him voluntarily,
also bearing our cross. He pictures the cross as something at-
tractive, something not to flee from, but gladly to accept.

The Attractive Cross

1. Our salvation made it so attractive for him.
II. Owr profit should mauke it so for us.

Of course, there is a difference between Christ’s cross and‘ours,
but this can be easily taken care of in the elaboration of the
parts. — Here is a third treatment:

.

Two Views of the Cross.

1. Two views of the cross aus Christ bore it.
The view which minds the things of men; the
view which minds the things of God.

I1I. Two also of the cross as the Christian beurs it.

The view which sees in it nothing but loss; the
view which sees in it a little loss swallowed up
in an immeasurable gain.
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Note that the theme is not split on the word “two,” which
would make two little sermons tied together, but on the differ-
ence that lies in the term “cross.” One may also formulate in
this way: How shall we look at the cross: 1) At the one Christ
bore for us; II. At the one we are to bear after Christ? The
sub-parts can then be arranged as first negatively: not so ete.,
and secondly, positively: but so ete. — Bernbeck centers on the
idea of our Lord’s greatness as displayed in our text:

The Greatness of Our Savior as He Approaches Jerusalem and
the Cross.

I. His firm determination in the face of death.
II. His holy ardor in crushing the temptation of his
own disciple.
III. His divine wisdom in weighing the temporal and
the eternal.

The division may perhaps be improved: 1) See how he faces
death; 2) Conquers temptation; 3) Invites us to follow his ex-
ample. — Peter made a terrible mistake when he tried to make
Jesus avoid the cross.

Make No Mistake About the Cross!

I. Christ bore his —the result was redemption and
salvation.

II. You bear yours —the result will be eternal gain
for you.



REMINISCERE

Luke 10, 17-20

A text on justification is essential to a good
Lenten series, and here we have this text. In the
last text Jesus tells us how he must be delivered
into death and then rise again. Now comes our
present text and adds why, namely, “for our justi-
fication,” i. e. in order that our names may be writ-
ten in heaven. This is the great object which Christ
had in view im his Passion. The Passion itself
is not directly mentioned in the text, yet Christ’s great
and everlasting victory over Satan is mentioned, and
this is based on the Passion. The last text showed
us the Evil One behind Peter trying to deceive and
mislead Jesus, and we saw him hurled behind Christ
with victorious power. Now, however, the whole
victory of Christ rises before us: Satan fallen from
heaven, his angels subject even to the commands of
the seventy in Jesus’ name. The blood of Christ de-
livers us from his power, it writes our names in heaven
as the justified citizens of the new Jerusalem, it gives
us eternal salvation.

V. 17. The beginning of Luke’s tenth chapter
recounts the mission of the seventy. They were chosen
from the larger circle of Christ’s disciples and sent
two by two as advance heralds of Christ “before his
face into every city and place whither he himself was
about to come.” The instructions with which they
were sent out are fully recorded for us. They were
merely to make ready the way for Christ himself who
would come after them with his fuller preaching and
instruction. It has been calculated that there were
about thirty-five places to which the seventy could have

(354)
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gone; but this seems very much as if thus the places
were reckoned simply according to the number of
pairs of the heralds, each pair going only to one town
or locality. The instructions which Christ gave hardly
bear out this view, for the heralds are told, if one
place rejects them, to go on. The number seventy,
however, divided into thirty-five parties, certainly
covered the territory assigned to them in a compar-
atively short time. Their task done each pair returned
to Jesus. Some place of meeting him must have been
named in advance. They could, of course, return only
at intervals as they happened, pair by pair, to finish
their journey. The meeting-place, as far as can be
judged, was at or near Jerusalem.— Thus the
seventy returned. There is a complete unanimity
among them as to the feelings that now fill them; not
a trace of discouragement do we find, or of sadness as
if they had met any failure on their brief mission, but
all alike they return uetd yaeds, with joy. The cause
of their joy is exceptional. They rejoice, not because
they were received everywhere with open arms and
hearts, not because their message that the kingdom
of God was come nigh found ready acceptance every-
where, not because their experience on their journey
had been pleasant, not because they were accounted
worthy to be Christ’s missionaries, or because they
themselves felt the full blessedness of the kingdom —
but because the devils were subject unto them! — For
this is the special feature of their report on their
return, Lord, even the devils are. subject unte us
in thy name. The word =ui, ‘“even,” shows that
diseases were also subject to them, as, in fact, Christ
had especially instructed them to heal the sick, v. 9.
Jesus had not mentioned the driving out of demons
when he gave them their instructions, although v. 18
shows that this power was included in their com-
mission. What probably flattered the seventy es-
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pecially was the fact that they were uniformly suc-
cessful where in one instance at least the Twelve
themselves had failed, Luke 9, 40. — The devils or
demons (margin) were the evil spirits, or fallen angels,
which took bodily possession of some poor mortals in
order to abuse them in the most terrible ways. This
fearful affliction is clearly distinguished from lunacy,
Matth. 4, 24, and in the descriptions of possessed
people, as the demoniac in the country of the Gadarenes
(the evil spirit going into the swine), the dumb and
blind demoniac, Matth. 12, 22, another merely dumb,
Luke 11, 14, etc., Christ addressed the demons, these
addressed him. In fact the whole New Testament
account impresses upon the reader the reality of this
terrible thing, human creatures possessed by devils.
Accordingly we read in Horst’s Zauber-Bibliothek:
“It is in vain to attempt to clear away from these
Gospel narratives the devil and his demons. Such an
exegesis is opposed to the whole faith of the world at
that time. If we are to make these statements mean
now just what we please, why did no single man in the
ancient world understand them so? Are we become
wiser? Then let us congratulate ourselves on our
good fortune: but we cannot, on that account, compel
these venerable writers to say what they in their own
time neither could nor would say.” Matson, The Ad-
versary, in the chapter on “Diabolism and Lunacy,”
p- 1717, ete., goes fully into the question and recounts
a number of modern cases. He gives as a good defini-
tion of possession the following: “A certain ‘abnormal
state of mind exists which is not insanity according
to the legal definition of the term. It is a state unaf-
fected, so far as science can prove, by any physical
condition of the body; on which medicine appears to
have no effect, and on which religion. alone seems to
exercise any beneficial control.”” — Subject unto us
in thy name gives the power of Jesus’-name all the
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credit for the expulsion of the demons by the seventy.
Not that this name wrought upon the demons in any
way like a charm, but the very opposite. Christ had
given power to these disciples to use his name for
healing and undoing the devil’s work. Christ himself
therefore expelled every demon the seventy drove out.
Charms are always a forsaking of God, using means
which he has forbidden, therefore also so generally
employed where prayer to God in Christ’s name seems
not to bring the desired result. There is no power of
Jesus or of his holy, saving name in any charm; these
rather are a subtle, cunning hold of the devil himself
upon the mind and heart of those who trust in them.

As one pair of messengers after another arrives
Jesus heard their report. Then, when all are together
again at last, Jesus addressed them.

V. 18. There is quite a variety of interpretations
for the brief statement: I beheld Satan fallen as
lightning from heaven. The old Fathers combine
this fall of Satan with his original fall from God into
sin in consequence of which he was cast out of heaven;
a few advance the date to the birth of Christ; Lange
and Philippi place it at the temptation of Jesus in the
wilderness in the definite defeat of Satan there; still
others, like Meyer, connect it with the sending out of
the seventy. Some interpret ‘“beheld,” as an actual
vision of Satan falling, others interpret of spiritual
sight. The two tenses of the words “beheld,” é¥emeovv,
imperfect, and nesévra, aorist, must be noted. These
tenses show that Satan fell at a definite moment in
the past, and they preclude the idea that Jesus by his
spiritual sight beheld the defeat of Satan as then in
process of taking place and ending at a future time,
either at Christ’s death or resurrection, or at the last
day. The fall, when Jesus spoke had already taken
place (aorist), in one moment as it were, and Jesus
had beheld it with continued gaze (imperfect). — The
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idea of the sudden and terrible fall of Satan is shown
also in the comparison as lightning, ®s doteoniv. We
may read either ‘“as lightning falls from heaven,”
or “fallen from heaven as lightning,” for gram-
matically either combination can be made. But
whether we say Satan fell, or Satan fell from heaven
is virtually the same. Philippi, Glaubenslehre, 3, 324,
points out that “heaven” is used in such phrases, not
to denote a locality, but to denote either supernatural
blessedness, or supernatural power. Here the latter
is indicated by the whole context. ‘“Like lightning,”
in one swift, terrific fall Satan was hurled down,
down; and he fell from heaven, from his vast super-
natural power. Leyser says: ‘“All his power
evanesced.” Meyer writes: “Fallen from heaven does
not presuppose that Satan’s seat was in heaven, but
connotes the thought of his highly-risen power, as
above v. 15 and Is. 14, 12; to represent the rapidity
and suddenness by the figure of the lightning was,
because of the words ‘from heaven,” just as natural
and proper, as a similar comparison with lightning
in Matth. 24, 27.” In a mighty way, then, the great
prince of darkness was hurled, like a flash, from the
exalted seat of his power, broken, shattered, defeated.
He is conquered, he cannot rule as he pleases and
carry out all his diabolical designs. When this
occurred is not stated. Two periods deserve special
consideration: one when Satan lost his first estate
and was cast out of heaven; the other when he met
his first significant defeat at the hands of Jesus in
the temptation in the wilderness. We prefer the latter
with Philippi and Zahn, but acknowledge that the
former also fits the words of Jesus. We scarcely need
to say that Jesus here speaks of Satan as a mighty
angel, an actual spirit-being, not a mere impersonal
principle of evil. This great fiend, the implacable
foe of man, has lost his mastery. To him, the very
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head of the great evil spirit kingdom, Jesus directs
the attention of his disciples. Because Satan’s power
is shattered, therefore the demons now are forced to
yield. The disciples must not think that only here
and there certain spirits have been defeated, much
less that their victories over these spirits were the
real victory; they must know that something tre-
mendous lies back of all this, namely the total defeat
of the whole power of Satan. And this is due to
no one but to Jesus himself, for when he says, “I
beheld,” it is as if he had struck the blow that hurled
the prince of evil down, and as if Jesus as the victor
stood beholding in triumph what his saving power had
wrought for man.

V. 19. Because Satan is fallen, therefore one vic-
tory after another shall be achieved over his power
and the agents he uses. Behold — it certainly de-
serves attention. I have given you, 3¢dwxa —1 have
given you and ye now have. This is not a mere gift
superadded to one already bestowed, but the original
gift, only it is now defined in the light of the successful
experience of the seventy. — The gift is authority
to tread upon serpents and scorpions, and over all
the power of the enemy. ‘‘Thou shalt tread upon
the lion and adder, the young lion and the dragon shalt
thou trample under feet; because he had set his love
upon me, therefore will I deliver him: I will set him
on high because he hath known my name.” Ps. 91,
13-14. “To tread upon serpents and scorpions” is a
portion of what is included in “all the power of the
enemy.” Jesus is not speaking of any authority over
the laws of nature and the destructive forces of nature
as such, but of the authority over the devil’s power.
Just as the word heaven suggested the image of the
lightning, so here the enemy, “that old serpent, the
devil,” suggests. ‘“‘serpents and scorpions.” In the
same way Paul writes to the Romans: “The God of



360 Reminiscere

peace shall bruise Satan under your feet shortly.”
Rom. 16, 20. That the expression ‘“‘to tread upon
serpents and scorpions” is figurative is shown by the
verb ‘“tread,” mateiv, and also by Ps. 91 quoted above.
We know of no case where a serpent or a scorpion
was actually trodden upon by one of Christ’s disciples.
Paul had an adder strike his hand and took no hurt
from its poison, but he did not tread upon the creature,
except in a figurative way. Acts 28, 5. The worst
serpents and scorpions against which Christ’s dis-
ciples have to contend are not the natural creatures
whose poisonous properties threaten their earthly
lives. Ez. 2, 6; Gen. 3, 15, and the passage from
Romans above. It is a greater victory to tread upon
delusion, deception, and spiritual falsehood than upon
poisonous creatures. But this spiritual victory over
the devil’s power does not by any means exclude the
special divine protection which God’s providence
vouchsafes to believers and especially to the messen-
gers of the cross when devoting themselves to their
work. Countless instances could here be adduced of
just such wonderful experiences of treading unhurt
upon dangerous creatures, of escaping from what
seemed instant destruction. Yet this special divine
protection is not a justification of recklessness on our
part. We must use due caution and prudence. Nor
does Christ mean to exempt his followers from all
dangers, for some have died literally from the bite
of serpents and the sting of scorpions. When it seems
best to Christ he permits the death of his messengers,
but only then. The devil cannot destroy the instru-
ments of Christ until Christ himself is ready to lay
them aside and use others. — The most marvelous
expression here is not that concerning serpents and
scorpions, but that concerning all the power of
the enemy. To differentiate this as referring to
the spiritual, while power to tread on serpents and
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scorpions is made to refer to the natural domain, is
certainly a mistake, as this last is included in the first.
“All the power,” énl ndoav vhv dvauw, is the natural as
well as the spiritual. We are masters over all the
devil’s power when we dwell under Christ in his king-
dom. The more we know our dreadful “enemy” and
his “power,” the more we will understand the great-
ness of Christ’s promise here.

“The old bitter foe
Now means deadly woe:
Deep guile and great might
Are his dread arms in fight,
On earth is not his equal.

Though devils all the world should fill,
All watching to devour us,
We tremble not, we fear no ill,
They cannot overpower us.
This world’s prince may still
Scowl fierce as he will, : ,
He can harm us none,
For he is judged — undone.
One little word o’erthrows him.”—Luther.

This fearlessness before the power of Satan the
great Reformer manifested while on his journey to
appear before the Diet of Worms in April, 1521.
While in Frankfort he wrote to Spalatin: “I learn
that an imperial order has been issued to frighten me;
but Christ lives, and we will enter Worms in spite
of the gates of hell and the evil spirits of the power
of the air” (Eph. 2, 2). When he was tempted to
quit his journey and accept such protection as power-
ful friends offered him, he repeated what he had
likewise written to Spalatin from Oppenheim, that he
would go to Worms though there were as many devils
there as tiles upon the house-tops; though Huss was
burned with fire, truth had not been burned. Before
his death, however, he said: “I was unafraid, fright-
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ened at nothing, God is able to make one even thus
reckless; I do not know whether I could be so joyful
now.” Koestlin, Martin Luther, 3rd ed., p. 442, etc. —
And nothing shall in any wise hurt you. The reading
is either the fut. indic. ddwioer, or the aor. subj. dduwnoy
(so Alex. Souter, and R. V. margin) ; the former is
less frequent, used in quotations from the LXX and
by Christ, both are classic also, and express a strong
negation of something in the future: ‘“nothing in any
way shall harm you.” Meyer makes ovdév the object
instead of the subject, reading: “the power of the
enemy shall hurt you nothing in any wise”; but this
is too unusual. The Lutheran Commentary remarks
that this is a foretaste and a prefigurement of the
times of complete redemption, when the groaning and
travailing of creation shall cease, the curse be removed,
and the new creation, characterized by righteousness
and peace, be inaugurated. Baugher. There is some-
thing, unspeakably great in this assurance of Jesus
to the seventy; compare also Mark 16, 18. Weak,
erring, faulty, helpless men, pitted against the entire
hellish kingdom, and yet not lost, not even hurt in
any way, but triumphing completely. This was glori-
ous indeed. It was plain now what it meant when
the seventy had been able to heal the sick and free
the possessed. But all this victory of theirs was a
gift of Christ to them — “I have given you’; he was
the Stronger who had despoiled the strong one and
now divided the spoils to his followers.

The words as they read in v. 20 do not say.
Rejoice not in this . . . but rather rejoice in the
other (A. V.); but: Rejoice not in the former at all.
There is no nallov, as a few texts would have it, and
we must not insert one, as Zahn virtually suggests.
Jesus purposely puts his thought into a striking form;
let us remember Matth. 7, 22, where some will say
in vain on the last day that they drove out devils in
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Jesus’ name. Ordinarily we would consider it a cause
for joy when devils are driven out, and it certainly
is for the victims that have found release, but here
Jesus is speaking of the disciples and he leaves out
reference to those freed from the dreadful bondage
of possession. The joy the disciples are not to have
at all is this: 6w td avedpata duiv drotdooetar, i, e, the joy
that they can lord it over these spirits and make them
do their bidding, the joy of mere mastery. Such joy
might prove very dangerous to them. Now Jesus
might have put the contrast thus: But rejoice in this
that poor souls were freed from the dominion of these
spirits. He does a better thing, he points the disciples
to themselves, to a joy which must mean everything
to themselves. — It is that your names are written in
heaven, évyéyountaw have been written, and are thus
on record now. Moses interceded for Israel after the
worship of the golden calf, in the words: “Yet now, if
thou wilt forgive their sin —; and if not, blot me,
I pray thee, out of thy book which thou hast written.”
Ex. 32, 32. David prays against the wicked: ‘“Let
them be blotted out of the book of the living, and not
be written with the righteous.” Ps. 69, 28. Compare
Is. 4, 3, “every one that is written among the living
in Jerusalem.” Paul writes of his ‘“fellow laborers,
whose names are in the book of life.” Phil. 4, 3.
Daniel does the same, in the great tribulation “thy
people shall be delivered, every one that shall be found
written in the book,” ef. Dan. 12, 1. To him that
overcometh is promised by the Lord: “I will not blot
out his name out of the book of life, but I will confess
his name before my Father, and before his angels,”
Rev. 3, 5; cf. 13, 8; 20, 12; especially also 21, 27:
through the portals of the new Jerusalem none shall
enter “but they which are written in the Lamb’s book
of life.” To have our names written in heaven is an
expression most likely taken from the genealogical
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records kept by the Jews. To be written in the Lamb’s
book of life — justification. The moment faith re-
ceives Christ and his merits, that moment a man is
justified, i. e. his name is entered on the book of
life. The moment faith dies and Christ is lost to a
soul, the name is blotted out in heaven. “They that
depart from thee shall be written in the earth, because
they have forsaken the Lord, the fountain of living
waters.” Jer. 17, 13. The joy over the power to
expel demons may be altogether delusive, for many
at the last day shall exclaim in surprise: “Lord, Lord,
have we not prophesied in thy name? and in thy name
have cast out devils? and in thy name done many
wonderful works?’ Matth. 7, 22. No charismatic
faith, but only faith in the grace and merits of Christ
saves. The joy over what we do, even in the name of
Christ, is often not pure, as is the joy over what
Christ does for us. The devil sinned through pride
and great deeds are still a temptation to this sin of
the devil. In all our casting out devils by the preach-
ing of the Gospel let us not rejoice but be utterly
humble and know that when we have done all we have
earned no merit, but are nothing except lost sinners
saved only by the blood of the Lamb. Our Confession
(Book of Concord, Jacobs, 652, 13) calls Christ “the
true book of life.” It tells us, 653, 25, “only the elect,
whose names are written in the book of life, are saved.”
“Therefore the entire Holy Trinity, Father, Son and
Holy Ghost, direct all men to Christ, as the Book of
Life, in which they should seek the eternal election
of the Father. For it has been decided by the Father
from eternity that whom he would save he would
save through Christ (John 14, 6) : ‘No man cometh
unto the Father but by me.” And again (John 10, 9) :
‘T am the door; by me, if any man enter in, he shall
be saved.”” 661, 66. ‘“Therefore no one who would
be saved should trouble or harass himself with
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thoughts concerning the secret counsel of God, as to
whether he also is elected and ordained to eternal
life; for with these miserable Satan is accustomed
to attack and annoy godly hearts. But they should
hear Christ, who is the Book of Life and of God’s
eternal election of all God’s children to eternal life;
who testifies to all men without distinction that it is
God’s will that all men who labor and are heavy laden
with sin should come to him, in order that he may
give them rest and save them (Matth. 11, 28).” 661,
70. “Moreover, no occasion is afforded either for
despondency or for a shameless, dissolute life by this
doctrine, viz. when men are taught that they should
seek eternal election in Christ and his holy Gospel,
as in the Book of Life, which excludes no penitent
sinner, but allures and calls all the poor, heavy-laden,
and troubled, and promises the Holy Ghost for puri-
fication and renewal.” 665, 89. Since “God chose
you from the beginning unto salvation in sanctification
of the Spirit and belief (faith) of the truth,” év ayieond
svevpatog xoi mioter dindelas, we may say both, that our
names were written in heaven when before the foun-
dation of the world God chose us in Christ Jesus
(Eph. 1, 4), and that our names are written in heaven
when now Christ is made ours by faith. For we are
elected in no other way than we are justified, év Xowotd
= in Christ made ours with all his merits, which as
all the Scriptures testify, is “in sanctification of the
Spirit and belief of the truth,” or — expressing it
in its briefest form — by faith. — Rejoice that your
names are written, etc. ‘“Therefore being justified by
faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus
Christ: by whom also we have access by faith into his
grace wherein we stand, and rejoice in hope of the
glory of God.” Rom. 5, 1-2. This rejoicing includes
the knowledge of our blessed condition as justified and
chosen believers in Christ. Christ (the book of life)
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is the foundation of our joy, and we are in Christ by
faith, and so we rejoice. Day by day this joy is to
fill us as men whose ‘“citizenship is in heaven,” Phil.
3, 20, whose names are recorded in the Lamb’s book.
Moreover, this joy is to increase until we reach our
last earthly day. Valerius Herberger chose Luke 10, 20
in joy like this as his funeral text, fixing the following
outlines: 1) Who the writer is that records our names
in heaven; 2) what is meant by the ink; 3) what the
pen is; 4) what the book is; 5) what the writing
itself is. — ‘“Rejoice that your names are written in
heaven” is one of those far-reaching expressions which
includes all our salvation in Christ Jesus. And in any
sermon on these words, especially also in a Lenten
sermon, Christ and his Passion and atoning merits
must stand in the very foreground of the treatment.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

This is one of those texts the whole weight of which cen-
ters in one point: ‘But rather rejoice because your names
are written in heaven.” Whatever form the outline of the ser-
mon may take, in some way this final statement in the text
will exert full control. What is said of the seventy and of
Satan in the text we all feel is only secondary to the supreme
final clause. The great fault of too many of the outlines
which have been made on this text is that they overlook what
Herberger called “the ink with which our names are written in
heaven,” namely Christ’s blood. There is nothing that can
possibly take the place of this “ink” in a sermon on this text.
— Almost automatically the preacher will use a little synthesis
in his outline. Here are two, in which the writing of our
names in heaven is not put last in the sermon as it is in the
text.

Christ Lived and Died That Our Names Might be Written in
Heaven.

1. As delivered from the dominion of the devil;
II. As justified by his grace;
I11I. As living under him in his kingdom and serving
him.
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The Passion of Christ Opens Up for Us a Fountain of Joy

I. Our greatest foe is fallen, and his doom is sealed.
II. We are freed from Satan’s chains and inscribed
as citizens of heaven.
III. The Lord accepts our humble service and blesses
our weak endeavor.

We may utilize the hint which Herberger has left us. He
takes the figure of “writing” and expands that. There is the
one who does the writing, the book, the ink, the pen, and finally
the import of the writing. Here is an attempt to use this
figure:

Rejoice Because Your Names Are Written in Heaven.

I. God wrote them himself — in his infinite grace, so
that we can truly rejoice. We never could write
our names in heaven ourselves. Some think they
can, and dream they have actually done so. But
their joy is groundless.

II. In Christ, the Book of Life—for he conquered
Satan and death by dying for our sins, and thus
became Life for us. Let us rejoice. There is
no other book that bears the names of the cit-
izens of heaven. They who think so have a’
delusive joy.

III. With the imperishable ink of Christ’ blood — which
expiates our sin and guilt completely, so that
we can truly rejoice. No other ink is used in
heaven. Man’s own merit is but water.

I1V. With the golden pen of his verdict — the verdict
of eternal election in Christ, and the verdict
of justification through Christ. True joy for
us. No other pen is known in heaven.

V. Owur names, he wrote, as his children and servants.
To be his own forever, inherit all his blessings,
and live under him in his Kingdom and serve
him in everlasting righteousness, innocence and
blessedness.

We add the following without further comment: Rejoice
that by the Blood of Christ Your Names Are Written in Heaven:
1) Think what it cost! 2) Weigh what it is worth! — Is Your
Name Written in Heaven? 1) As a dear child of God pur-
chased by the Savior’s blood? 2) As a true servant of God
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grateful for the Savior’s love? — There is no joy like that of
Knowing Our Names Written in Heaven. 1) None flowing
from so deep a fountain; 2) None rising to such lofty height;
3) None taking in so vast a range; 4) None enduring to such
endless days. — Christ, the Book of Life: 1) Made so by his
blood; 2) Open now in the Gospel (the 70 sent to preach);
3) Never to be closed by Satan (v. 18-19); 4) You and I writ-
ten therein by faith.
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Luke 9, 51-56

The stamp of this text is deep and plain. The
entire life of Christ is marked by an unmistakable
spirit of love, and this manifests itself in a most
heavenly manner especially in his Passion. While the
text reaches through the entire life of Christ and
embraces us also as true followers of Christ, the
season of Lent, together with the opening verse of
the text itself, leads us to think especially of the
Lord’s love in his passion. He came not to destroy
men’s lives, but to save them. Thus we must show
our hearers at this time the spirit that moved Christ
in his passion. Our spirit must be of the same kind,
but this is the application and should be secondary in
our treatment of the text, at least at this time.

V. 51. Robinson places our text at the head of
the last journey to Jerusalem, about six months before
the death of Christ. Luke 9, 51 to 18, 30 does not
follow a chronological order, die innere Verwandt-
schaft der Stoffe, as Zahn says, is the principle of the
selection and grouping. We are not told the exact
route taken by Jesus as he left Gennesareth. Con-
jecture is of no use in this case. The village to which
the messengers were sent may perhaps have been
En-gannim at the edge of the hills of northern
Samaria. — And it came to pass is a common phrase
in the Gospels to introduce some noteworthy inci-
dent. — When the days were well-nigh come is
rather a free translation of the sense for the more
literal, “when the days were being fulfilled,” or more
literal still, “in the fulfilling of the days of his being
received up.” The sense is, that it was nearing the

(369)
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time for his being received up. Wieseler and Lange
take fnéoar tig dvelipyews to signify the days of his
being received by men, i. e. when men would still
- receive Christ. But this idea is without foundation.
Although dvélnpans occurs in the New Testament only
in this place, dvalenBavestar in Mark 16, 19; Acts 1, 2;
11, 22; 1 Tim. 3, 16, sufficiently indicates its sense,
as the reception into heaven, — “received up into
glory.” The word is so used also by other writers
before and after Luke. Noesgen argues that Acts
2, 1 debars us from reckoning the days of Christ’s
being received up, from the time of our text on until
the accomplishment of his reception into glory, but
that these days must be narrowed down to the ones
actually included in the suffering and glorification of
Christ. But this would give a future date, almost six
months ahead, for our text. We therefore hold that
these days began when Christ set himself to go to
Jerusalem in order that all things written concerning
him might be accomplished ; nor does it seem improper
(since ‘““days” are mentioned, where Acts 2, 1 only
has “day”) to so extend the “days,” since even the
Passion and Ascension require at the very least 43
days. — He steadfastly set his face to go to Jeru-
salem. This is emphatically stated as an act of
Christ, avtés, he himself did this. Jesus then knew
“that he should be received up”; every step involved
was perfectly clear before his eyes. He knew all that
the prophets had written, and by his divine sight he
beheld the reality which the prophets had uttered in
veiled form; nothing was hidden from him. And
all the suffering involved did not leave his heart un-
affected. Before he was actually received up he must
be “lifted up,” as Moses lifted up the serpent in the
wilderness. Christ’s going to the Father meant a
pilgrimage through Gethsemane, Calvary, Joseph’s
Garden. When then our text tells us, “he made rigid
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(or immovable) his face to go to Jerusalem,’
tob mogevestar, pres.: ‘“for going,” we have here the
mighty resolve of Christ to enter upon his Passion.
There is more in the word than that he took a direct
course for Jerusalem without deviating from this goal;
there is also the great will and resolution of his soul,
the effort of his whole human nature, determining to
undergo the things that awaited him. The crisis for
this resolution came in Gethsemane; here we meet
a preliminary to it. — What a sad word Jerusalem,
city of peace, becomes in this connection! It embodies
and personifies all the enmity of the Jewish nation
against the Messiah; it is the tool by which the dread-
ful work of bringing the Messiah unto death shall be
executed — alas, a willing tool; it is the place where
the rejection, the mockery, the condemnation, the de-
livery into the hands of the Gentiles, and finally the
slaughter of the heavenly Lamb shall take place. All
this lies in the word — he steadfastly sets his face
to go to Jerusalem. What a contrast to the word
as David had sung it of old, and so many of the pil-
grims as they attended the great festivals: “Our feet
shall stand within thy gates, O Jerusalem!”

V. 52: And sent messengers before his face.
So there was no delay, no hesitation of any kind;
the first step was at once taken. We do not know
positively who these messengers were, and little seems
to be gained by mere conjecture. It may very well
have been James and John — Jesus had sent out the
seventy, two by two, and thus dealt wisely in afford-
ing his messengers companionship and a chance to
counsel with each other. He sent two also on the
Mount of Olives to get the colt of the ass, and again
two to make ready the last Passover. If we conjecture
at all, the sending of two is the best idea that suggests
itself, and since James and John are mentioned as
united in their opinion that he should make a terrible
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example of the inhospitable Samaritans, these two
naturally suggest themselves. — And they went, and
entered into a village of the Samaritans, to make
ready for him. Westcott and Hort read &g étopdon
avt®, other editors ®ote in the sense of va; ds would be
very exceptional, ®ote is best. The sense is quite
apparent: “in order to make ready for him,” while
the difficulty in the reading is hard to remove. Jesus,
it seems, was still upon Galilean soil, or quite near
the border. While Jesus and those with him waited,
the messengers entered the village which lay near at
hand, and endeavored to find a place for Christ and
his followers to spend the night. “To make ready
for him,” involves no more than the provision of a
lodging for the company now on its journey south-
ward. There is no hint anywhere that the messengers
"preached the kingdom in the village or asked the
inhabitants to believe in Jesus as the Messiah. But:
by this time there was no border-village of Samaria
in this whole section of the country in which Jesus
was not known. The mere mention of his name, his
mere presence with the disciples, at once conveyed
the thought to Samaritan men, This is the Jewish
Messiah. And so it was here.

V. 53. The efforts of the messengers were, there-
fore, in vain: And they did not receive him. The
reason is stated: because his face was as though he
were going to Jerusalem, nocevduevov, ‘‘as one in the
act of going.” There is more in these words than
that the Samaritans refused entertainment to a party
on its way to Jerusalem. If only the general dislike
of Jews as Jews going to their sacred city were here
expressed, this would be unusual and the reason for
the refusal would be insufficient. We know that Jews
did pass through Samaria in going south from Galilee
to the holy city, and while they met some ill-will, they
were not refused all entertainment. The very effort
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here made by Jesus to take the way through Samaria
on this occasion, and the very mission of the messen-
gers to the first village, shows that Jesus and his
disciples thought it feasible to pass through Samaria
on their southward journey. More, then, than the
common dislike of Jews, especially of Jews going to
Jerusalem, is at the bottom of this refusal of the
border village to receive Jesus and his party. They
refused to receive a reputed Jewish Messiah on his
way to Jerusalem, whom, of course, they considered
no Messiah. Some bring in a multitude of pilgrims
attached to the little band of Jesus and his disciples,
but this is an invention. The messengers asked only
for entertainment for Jesus. They wanted only to
make ready “for him,” and the Samaritans did not
receive “him.” Even the twelve are not mentioned,
much less any larger company or multitude. The
whole idea that the great crowd would have overtaxed
the accommodations of the village is imported. The
story as Luke tells it focuses all the refusal upon
“him,” Jesus alone. If the disciples had traveled
simply as Jews we must conclude that this village
would have received them — not with any show of
friendship, to be sure, but in the common way, as
aliens, as men of another faith. But a Jewish Messiah
—mno, him they declined to receive; and a Jewish
Messiah going to Jerusalem, to carry out some great
Messianic program for the nation — him they abso-
lutely declined. This, too, helps us to understand the
indignation of James and John, which would seem
altogether out of proportion if the offense were only
inhospitality on the part of the Samaritans. Jesus
often had not where to lay his head, not because he
only happened to be far from human habitations, but
certainly also often enough because people were in-
hospitable and cared not to entertain him. Here.
however, Jesus was refused because he came as the
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Messiah. This refusal at the beginning of his journey
is the sadly fitting preamble to the complete rejection
awaiting him at the end of his journey, when Jeru-
salem cast him forth to be crucified by Gentile hands.

V. 54. It is a mistake to think that dévtes proves
that James and John were not themselves the messen-
gers, but were with Jesus and saw that lodging
had been refused, by the return of the messengers,
who otherwise would not have come back. Suppose
James and John did see the messengers come back —
how could they know that Jesus was refused lodging
for the reason stated, until the messengers had
spoken? Why should not the messengers return soon
if Jesus had been acceptable to the Samaritans?
“Saw” refers and must in any case refer to words
uttered, either to those of the Samaritans directly,
which is best, and we may thus include the actions
of the Samaritans, or to those of the returning mes-
sengers whose report was made to Jesus. If James
and John were not themselves the messengers, it seems
strange that these two should at once get the same
peculiar idea into their minds about the punishment
deserved by the inhospitable Samaritans. To us it
seems most natural to assume that James and John
were indeed the messengers, and when they “saw this,”
i. e. when they perceived that the Samaritans would
not entertain their Messiah, they two waxed hot with
indignation, and on their way back to make report
spoke to each other, and so agreed together as to what
would be a fitting penalty for men like these Samari-
tans. In no other way can the agreement of James
and John, to the exclusion of the others, be explained
so naturally. These two did not speak in the name
of the other disciples as voicing the opinion of all,
for then only one would have been the speaker, but
they uttered their own peculiar idea. — And peculiar
indeed it was: Lord, wilt thou that we bid fire to
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come down from heaven, and consume them?
sinopev, subj. in a question of deliberation, here intro-
duced by tékewg (Bovropor used likewise). Many manu-
scripts add: even as Elijah did; Noesgen is right
when he declares that these words should be retained
in the text. There are other questions in regard to
vs. 55 and 56, which we cannot take up here; cf. Zahn,
Ev. d. Luk., p. 400 etc. Note vueig in Christ’s answer,
which contrasts with Elijah. This prophet called
down fire from heaven twice, to devour two captains
of fifties and their fifties sent to him by King Ahaziah,
2 Kings 1, 10-12. “Fire from heaven” is not light-
ning, as modern wisdom would explain this miracle,
making it accord with reason, but such devouring fire
as fell down on Elijah’s sacrifice, on Mount Carmel.
It did not strike dead, it consumed. This consuming
power is especially mentioned by the two apostles:
#ol dvaldoar avtods. The fire that fell on Sodom and
Gomorrah was different since it is called brimstone
and fire, Gen. 19, 24, for which reason we think the
more that James and John thought of the fire of
Elijah. Samaria, too, was the very country in which
the prophet had called down such fire of judgment.
The extreme penalty thus designated would not have
been in harmony with the wrong committed by the
Samaritans if they had merely shown unfriendly in-
hospitality. They did far more, they rejected the
divine Messiah himself and this, in a flagrant manner,
much like King Ahaziah rejected God and inquired
of the god of Ekron. — The disciples are sure that
the power to call down fire is at their command,
therefore they ask, Wilt thou that we bid fire to come
down? They had witnessed Christ’s glory on the
Mount of Transfiguration and knew fully the wonder-
ful power of his name. We must give them credit
for their great faith in Christ; also for their zeal for
Christ’s honor. This contrasts markedly with the
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coldness and indifference with which many followers
of Jesus now see and hear his holy and blessed name
and person flagrantly dishonored by men.— Mingled
with faith and zeal we see also submission to Jesus
in the hearts of the two disciples, for they act not on
.their own initiative, but first ask of Jesus, Lord,
wilt thou that we bid fire to come down? But while
these good points are acknowledged, there is that at
the bottom of the whole proposition which vitiates it
in the eyes of Christ.

V. 565. No doubt James and John in their agi-
tation expected Jesus to assent to their proposition.
But they were badly mistaken. For Jesus turned
and rebuked them. This turning was to face them,
just as the other in Matth. 16, 23, when Jesus faced
Peter and administered a strong rebuke. It gives
force to the rebuke to administer it squarely in the
face of a person. The R. V. does not add the words
of the rebuke, it places them in the margin as con-
tained in “some ancient authorities.” These, however,
are strong enough to merit attention. Noesgen admits
Christ’s reply into the text, noting as a probable reason
for its omission from the other codices that monkish
copyists were reluctant to record what seemed to
cast reproach upon the prophet who to them appeared
as the father of ascetic life. Zahn argues at length
for the retention of the entire longer reading, con-
cluding that the omission was made early for fear of
having heretical teachers make use of the section in
question for their purposes. In general it seems im-
probable that the evangelist should record this incident
and then leave out the very words of Christ which
contain the real point and lesson of the whole narra-
tive. The words, too, appear altogether genuine. —
Jesus rebuked the disciples and said, Ye know not
what manner of spirit ye are of. Luther translates
very finely, obx oidate olov mvedpatés éote ueis, ‘“‘of what
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manner of Spirit ye are the children.” “Ye know not”
implies that there was no excuse for their not know-
ing; they should and could have known and lived up
to this knowledge, but instead they yielded to their
old way of thinking and acting. Luther translates
the sentence as a question, but as a rebuke it is better
translated as a positive declaration. ‘““Ye do not know”
is like the words in Matth. 20, 22. — What manner
of spirit ye are of is taken in two ways by com-
mentators, either that the spirit itself is different,
or that the motions, the quality and kind of thoughts
which originate from this spirit are different. Then,
too, many take “spirit” to be simply the human spirit,
as does the margin of the R. V., printing the word
without a capital; see also A. V. which does the same
in its regular text. Others read Spirit, i. e. the Holy
Spirit. All seems to be simple when we read, ‘“‘what
manner of spirit ye are of,” meaning that yours is
a spirit of goodness, meekness, forbearance, patience,
gentleness, willingness to suffer wrong, etc., as over
against a spirit of harshness, rigorous justice, etc. —
toté — “are,” not, ‘“‘should be.” Again, all seems to
be simple when we interpret with Besser, Ye know
not what manner of Spirit ye are of, for ‘“the one
Spirit who seeks ever but the one thing, namely the
glorification of God, still does not at all times and
to all persons speak one and the same thing. He
speaks one thing in the Law, another thing through
the Gospel,” etc. But in both cases there are really
great difficulties. The spirit of Elijah was not a wrong
spirit by any means, nor was the Spirit moving Elijah
only the Spirit of the Law. Because this prophet
had to deal with a people and rulers who hardened
themselves in sin, judgment and condemnation had
to be proclaimed, but grace and mercy and the loving
call of God invariably preceded it. Nor must we
suppose that the thing is essentially different today,
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for the sum of Christ’s preaching and of our preaching
is still, “He that believeth and is baptized shall be
saved, he that believeth not shall be damned,” is, in
fact, judged already, because he hath not believed
in the name of the only begotten Son of God. John
3, 18. “What manner of spirit (or Spirit) ye are of,”
therefore, does not and cannot mean that either the
spirit of James and John, or the Spirit moving them,
is to be different in any essential way from the spirit
of Elijah, or the Spirit moving Elijah. Old Calov is
right when he declares that the Scriptures make no
difference between the times before and those after
the advent of Christ as far as leniency is concerned,
and the object of Christ’s coming extends forward
and backward, as well to the times of the Old as to
those of the New Testament. The Spirit of the Law
indeed produces a spirit of fear, the Spirit of Christ
a spirit of gentleness and leniency; but neither did
the Spirit of the Law pertain only to the times before
Christ, nor does the Spirit of Christ and the Gospel
pertain only to these latter times. It is well to call
these things to mind, otherwise the easy solution,
based on supposed radical difference between the Old
and the New Testament times, will mislead us. The
Spirit in the days of Elijah is the same as the Spirit
in the days of Christ and now; he moves us in the
same direction and to the same thing; his qualities
are the same, and he says the same, wherever the cases
are the same. The Law is still in force, where the
Gospel is rejected, and judgment still impends where
grace is discarded. Jesus wept over Jerusalem, and
prayed for his murderers, but he not only announced
their destruction when he wept, he also himself
actually sent it with all its terrors forty years after
in the destruction of the holy city. ‘“Ye know not
what manner of spirit (Spirit) ye are of,” therefore
does not mean: you are of the Gospel, not of the
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Law (as Elijah) ; nor, ye are of the same Spirit indeed
as Elijah, but this Spirit speaks differently in you
than in Elijah. All these and similar contrasts are
on the wrong foundation. — The Samaritans did reject
Jesus and would not entertain the Jewish Messiah;
but we must ask, Had any special effort been made
to win them for Christ? had the Gospel been preached
to them ? had they, after all such efforts, like Jerusalem,
hardened their hearts in unbelief? had they, like
Ahaziah and Ahab of old, constantly spurned God’s
grace, persisted in evil, and thus become ripe for the
fire of judgment? We must answer no. Why then
did James and John want to single them out for
destruction by fire from heaven? There is only one
answer: because they forgot the Spirit they were of,
the Holy Spirit of both Testaments, and gave way
to the fleshly desire for signal revenge. This did not
Elijah, else no fire would have come down from
heaven. Only Jonah was so foolish, and God showed
him fully how wrong his ideas were. The same thing
occurs today when the anger and indignation of Chris-
tians is aroused against some who reject Christ, or
against even some of their own erring fellow Chris-
tians. In their haste they would shorten the day of
grace of such people. This is not the right spirit
in their own hearts, nor the Spirit of God as made
manifest by the whole Scriptures. God waited 120
years in the days of Noah, 40 years after Christ’s
crucifixion in the days of Jerusalem, and he still waits
long now. He shortens no man’s day of grace unduly.
And this is the lesson we must learn. It will be
seen that the sense of Christ’s words is virtually the
same whether we read spirit or Spirit. We see no
way of determining which of the two is here meant. —
The words, For the Son of man is not come to destroy
men’s lives, but to save them textually have less
authority than the preceding, but a critic like Zahn
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wants them retained, adducing strong reasons. Cf.
however, Keil, Die Ev. d. M. w. L. 1t is possible they
were introduced from Chapter 19, 10, and this with
some variation. In themselves they are surely not
inapt, and the preacher may, therefore, let them stand
without hesitation. Christ came to save, not to judge.
He indeed will attend also to judgment, but the meas-
ure and the time of his saving grace shall not be
shortened. It is this spirit which loves and labors so
earnestly, so perseveringly, so patiently to save, which
fills his heart, and must fill the hearts of the disciples
of all ages. The grandest manifestation of that spirit
shone forth at the very time when the wrong spirit
of James and John called for fire, for Christ was now
on his way to die for the sins of the Samaritans as
well as for those of his disciples. Note the Messianic
viog tob dvledinwv. — And they went to another village,
not in Samaria, but in Galilee. — James and John were
named Boanerges, Sons of thunder, by Christ himself,
Mark 3, 17, and some have supposed that our text
furnishes the explanation for this appellation. But
this can hardly be, since nowhere do the Scriptures
give a name derived from the faults of a man, and
Boanerges is not a name that marks a fault, but one
that marks a virtue, like the name Peter.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

This is another text which culminates in one point or
expression, and that to such an extent that we can hardly avoid
making the entire sermon turn on that one point. While James
and John, like Peter in the text for Invocavit, will get their
place in the sermon, they must not get in front of Jesus so as to
dim the fact that here we see the spirit with which he went into
his Passion. So instead of dividing the text story into parts,
we will try first of all to analyze this “spirit” of which Jesus
speaks:
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The Spirit With Which Christ Entered His Passion.

I. The spirit of infinite love for poor sinners.
II. The spirit of divine strength to bear all things
for sinners.
III. The spirit of hewvenly patience, which cuts off no
sinner in haste.

We may call this the spirit of patience, and then the out-
line may use first the Samaritans, secondly James and John,
and from them reach out, thirdly, to all men; yet all three parts
are connected centrally with Christ:

The Patience of Christ on His Way to the Passion.

1. He is patient with the inhospitable Samaritans.
II. He is patient with the unholy zeal of his disciples.
III. He is patient — bearing the sins of the whole world.

The idea of Christ’s patience may be utilized in a more
subjective way:

Patient Jesus:

I. Our comfort — what if he would treat us as James and
John suggested? II. Our pattern — patient in love, in for-
bearance, in hope for our salvation to the last. III. Qur strength
— actually enabling us to attain patience like his, and to con-
quer all fleshly zeal.

Johann Rump has a good outline, only we would substi-
tute some other term for “the sons of thunder” in part two:

Of What Spirit Are Ye the Children?

I. Do ye belong to the children of this world, who
scornfully twrn away from the Savior?
II. Or to the sons of thunder, who would call down the
fire of wrath?
III. Or to the children of God full of love to shed salva-
tion upon men's souls?

When we come to apply our text in a broad way to our
own time and people we may see in it Christ’s own directive as
regards Christian tolerance. Where the spirit of Christ rules,
no Inquisition is possible. Among the powers which Christ gave
to his disciples there were no flames of fire. Bengel tells us
that Christ wrought no miracles with fire; this he reserved for
the final judgment,



382 Oculi

The Spirit of Christ in Christian Tolerance

I. Never indifferent to the honor of Christ — his per-
son, cause, Gospel, doctrine, church, work, but
burns with zeal like James and John, and uses
all divinely appointed and approved means for
maintaining this honor. That is the limit in
one direction, beyond which Christian tolerance
cannot go. Then, in the other direction Christian
tolerance is .

II. Never heartless toward the souls of men — to kill
and cut off from grace, to use carnal weapons
against opponents contrary to the sword of the
Spirit and love that seeks to save.



LAETARE

John 6, 47-57

In the Eisenach texts for Lent Jesus himself
presents himself to us in his Passion. He does so
in this Laetare text, for he declares, “The bread which
I will give is my flesh, for the life of the world.” In
each Lenten text Jesus presents some vital feature
of his Passion to us. So in this Laetare text. In
fact we have here a feature so important that the
cycle would be imperfect without it. Christ here
shows us: The way in which we are to participate
in the fruits of his Passion. He does this in the
words which constitute the climax of the whole text,
“He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath
eternal life.” These two points therefore make ours
an ideal text for Laetare in the Eisenach line: 1) here
Christ himself speaks in his wonderful way of his
Passion; 2) here Christ tells us a thing about his
Passion which we must know, namely how to par-
ticipate in its blessed fruits. If these things are kept
in mind the preacher will be true both to the text
and also to the masterly line of thought in the cycle to
which the text is intended to contribute a vital part.

After Christ had miraculously fed the five
thousand he withdrew from them because they wanted
to take him by force and make him king, John 6, 1-15.
He went that night across to the other side of the sea,
and was found at Capernaum by the searching mul-
titude the next day. Here Christ deals with their
desire for ‘‘the meat which perisheth” (v. 27), and
with their entire unspiritual attitude of heart, and
here he again offers himself to these people as ‘“the
true bread out of heaven” (v. 32). Thus, occasioned
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by the preceding miracle and what followed, Christ
delivered his great sermon on the Bread of Life, the
closing part of which constitutes our text. This ser-
mon as a whole, vs. 22-59, is properly divided into
three parts, one rising above the other: 22-40, Jesus
gives to him that believes, the Bread of Life; 41-51,
Jesus gives to him that believes, himself as the Bread
of Life; 42-59, Jesus gives to him that believes, his
flesh as the Bread of Life. Our text includes the main
part of the second and nearly all of the third section
of the sermon. The cardinal thoughts are unchanged:
1) The bread which I will give is my flesh, for the
life of the world; 2) He that eateth my flesh and
drinketh my blood hath eternal life (vs. 51 and 54).

The Jews murmured because Christ said, “I am
the bread which came down out of heaven,” v. 41.
In the second section of his discourse Christ answers
this murmur, vs. 43-46. Then, however, he returns
to his main line of thought and makes this rise still
more grandly, and with blessedness still more unfolded,
before his hearers.— V. 47 begins with Verily,
verily, and rests what is now said on the everlasting
foundation of Christ’s authority. — I say unto you.
He who doubts this verity and authority is doomed
to drift and sink down miserably in soul-destroying
error. — He that believeth hath eternal life. The
present participle ¢ motedov, “the one believing,” de-
notes a continuous action or condition. If believing
ceases, all that is here said concerning ¢ motebwv, the
believing one, ceases likewise. But as long as believing
continues so long that continues which Jesus here says.
To believe is to embrace Christ in true confidence of
the heart. — He that believeth hath eternal life,
¢xe,, possesses it. The words fit together perfectly, for
eternal life is a gift, and to have or to receive and
possess the gift there must be an open hand into which
the great Giver places the gift; and this hand is faith.
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The essence of faith is that it is a receiving. That
includes that he who believes is as a beggar, bringing
nought, having nought in himself, but seeing that God
has all and looking only to him (confidence, trust),
receives what he gives, what he alone can give, namely
the treasure of treasures, eternal life. — It is some-
times called simply “life,” the opposite of death. The
true life is meant, which unites us who were dead in
sin once more with God, the fountain of life. Where
this life is, the death-grip of sin is broken, the Spirit
of God has entered the heart and regenerated it. The
essence of this life no man may know, just as no man
knows what natural life really is in man, beast, or
plant. But the life from God shows itself in a hundred
ways, like other life; it breathes, it moves, it speaks,
it acts. We can say faith itself is life, and again,
as here, faith has life. It is life, because it is the
divine spark or flame which distinguishes us from
the dead; it has life, because it is the constant reception
of that divine grace and gift which frees us from death
and makes us one with God. — Here it is called as so
often, eternal life, because its nature is to last for-
ever. That does not mean that we might not lose
it again during our earthly existence. We know that
they who cease to believe do at once lose the life
that was theirs while they believed. The eternity of
life is this that no temporal death is able to take it
away from us, it goes on after we lie down in the
grave to sleep, for ever and ever. Faith has this life
now and does not merely receive it at some future
date. Jesus speaks very briefly here, he does not
say as in v. 40, he that believeth “on me,” but the
sense of his brief word is the same. No one has life
at any time apart from Christ; joined to him we have
life indeed, and faith is the tie that unites with him.

V. 48. The words, I am the bread of life, go
back to v. 35, and the comparison with the manna
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likewise takes up the thought of vs. 31-32, but here
the object is a fuller statement and explanation, as
we see it in the words, “The bread which I will give
is my flesh.” With great emphasis Jesus says: évd eip.
It is he, he alone who is the bread of life, and there is
none beside him in all heaven and earth. This wonder-
ful I am we hear from his lips again when he says,
I am the light of the world; I am the way, the truth,
and the life. It is spoken each time out of the divine
fulness of his saving power and authority. —I am
the bread of life, or as v. 51 has it, “the living bread,”
signifies the bread which contains and conveys life.
The figure — here an emphatic repetition — is carried
out allegorically in the following verses, the picture
and the reality being interwoven so that the sense is
clear as the discourse proceeds. The figure of the
bread is chosen because of the miraculous feeding of
the five thousand, and because of the ensuing demand
that he do a sign to comport with the manna eaten
by the Israelites in the desert. There is no reference
in this figurative word “bread’” to the real bread used
in the institution of the Lord’s Supper. The word
“life” is the same as in the preceding sentence, “He
that believeth hath eternal life.” And here already
we may say that to believe means to partake of the
bread of life, or to receive Christ the living bread.
There is no “life” or “eternal life” apart from Christ
the living bread. If we ask for the point of com-
parison in the allegorical expression ‘“bread of life,”
we will find, as in some other figures used by Christ,
that he strains the image in order to convey the great-
ness and fulness of his thought. Ordinary bread
sustains physical life; but Christ as the bread does
not only sustain spiritual life, he even gives it, en-
kindles it. Therefore, however, he is not satisfied to
call himself merely “bread,” or “bread of life,” but
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uses the wonderful term “living bread,” i. e. a bread
full of life, able both to sustain and even to give life.

V. 49. In order to show fully the wonderful value
of “the bread of life” Jesus now compares it with the
manna to which the Jews had referred in vs. 30-31.
The wonderful feeding of the five thousand after all
did not satisfy the Jews. They thought of Moses who
had fed Israel with manna so many years. Must not
the Messiah do a thing equally great or greater? So
they had asked Jesus, “What then doest thou for a
sign, that we may see and believe thee?’ Jesus at
once corrected them as to the manna which they called
Moses’ bread from heaven, saying, “My Father giveth
you the true bread out of heaven.” And now he places
the two side by side: the manna, which was not the
true bread, but only a wonderful earthly food, and
himself, who is indeed the true bread. In first correct-
ing his hearers in regard to the manna he had already
indicated that after eating the manna one would
hunger again, while after eating the true bread from
heaven one shall neither hunger nor thirst. Now he
goes deeper, Your fathers did eat the manna in the
wilderness, and they died, fgayov . | |, xai dnédavov,
2nd aorists, stating historical facts. So after all,
though miraculously given, the manna was not superior
to other earthly food. It sustained life temporarily,
and only the bodily life. It could never be called “the
bread of life” in the full sense of the word, for they
that did eat of it died at last. — And they died
means nothing more than that they were overtaken
at last by temporal death. The idea that eternal death
is here meant is in no way indicated. The Jewish fathers
did indeed perish in their sins. “For who, when they
heard, did provoke? nay, did not all they that came
out of Egypt by Moses? . . . whose carcases fell in
the wilderness?’ Heb. 3, 16, R. V. (The A. V. has
“some,” which is a wrong translation.) The manna
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should have filled the hearts of the fathers with faith,
but it did not. In itself, however, it was only an
earthly bread; its powers were no greater than the
bread with which Christ had fed the five thousand
the day before. They who get no better bread than
this, wonderful though it is, must eventually die. They
will have lived only the common earthly life, with no
higher life in them, and so their dying is a sad thing
indeed; the only life they have they lose, for the only
bread they have eaten is one that lets them die at last.

V. 50. But now look at “the bread of life.”
This is the bread which cometh down out of heaven,
that a man may eat thereof, and not die. All that
Christ said of the manna is on the plane of the natural
life; this other however, oltog, is on the spiritual plane.
The manna is only improperly described as “out of
heaven”; this other bread is the one which in reality
“cometh down out of heaven,” the place where no cor-
rupting worm dwells. On the natural plane the manna
could do no more than any other bread, it could keep
the body only for a time; on the spiritual plane ‘“the
bread of life” does what no other spiritual bread
(esteemed as such) can possibly do, preserve eternally
from death. For this very purpose ‘“‘the bread of life
came down from heaven,” ivq, in order that a man may
eat thereof, and not die. The intention is that we
shall eat of it, and the intended result will be that we
escape death. As the food so the death, both in the
case of the manna as mere earthly food, and the bread
of life as spiritual or truly heavenly food. ‘“The bread
that cometh down out of heaven affects the sinners
in the same way as the fruit of the tree of life in
Paradise would have affected sinless man (Gen. 3, 22).
By eating of the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil death entered into man who had become sinful;
by eating of the heavenly tree of life, whose name is
Jesus, life and immortality (2 Tim. 1, 10) are returned
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to redeemed man, and we are preserved from eternal
death, from the never-dying worm of destruction.”
Besser. ‘“And not die” refers to eternal death. We
who eat the heavenly bread of life die according to
this bodily life, but in thus dying we are different
from all those who have not eaten of that bread. Our
death is a mere sleep, their death is death indeed.
This 50th verse reminds us strongly of Christ’s word
to Martha, “He that believeth on me, though he die,
yet shall he live; and whosoever liveth and believeth
on me shall never die.”” John 11, 25-26.

V. 51. I am the living bread — I and no other;
and since by this repetition the Lord once more focuses
our thoughts upon his person, he calls himself ‘“the
living bread,” full of the life it is intended to impart.
Compare 6 dgtos tilg tofg, the bread which belongs to
the true life, and 6 dovog 6 Tav, the bread, the very
quality and characteristic of which is the true life.
Christ himself is life, and therefore the Giver of life.
— Which came down out of heaven — it is a historic
fact, »arafas, aorist participle; and this is brought out,
as distinguished from the more indefinite present
participle =zatofuivov, which designates a quality of
“bread.” — If any man eat of this bread, he shall
live for ever. ‘‘Eat” — ‘“believe,” v. 47. The
of v. 50 shows that the purpose of the coming down of
this bread is that men should eat it; the “if,” ¢div of
v. 51 shows that it is possible to refuse to eat this
bread. But if any man does eat of it, i. e. “of this
bread” (myself), not ‘“of my bread,” éx toitov ot dotov,
the variant reading — this bread (myself) being the
living bread: ‘“he shall live for ever.” And here the
positive effect is put where before the negative (escape
from death) was mentioned. Thus the whole is
rounded out; the blessed circle of salvation is closed.
Christ, the life, is the center; and all who are made
one with him, by faith, are full partakers of his life,
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not only of something which he has, or of something
which he does, but of what he himself is. — But in
this figure of the bread there lies a still deeper meaning
which not only shows how Christ is the bread of life,
but also how we eat of this bread by faith. And so
with one circle of thought complete, at once another,
reaching out farther, is drawn. Its distinctive features
are the word “flesh,” “the flesh of the Son of man, and
his blood,” and corresponding therewith “eating” his
flesh and “drinking’’ his blood. Yea (x¢i) and the
bread which I will give is my flesh, for the life of the
world. There is some variation in the Greek texts.
The A. V. retains after the word “flesh”: which I will
give for the life of the world,” and Philippi, Meyer,
and Godet insist that these words are genuine, although
the R. V. omits them entirely; but see Zahn, “Yea
and,” »at ., ., . 8 — and moreover; it adds to the
previous statement something different which elu-
cidates. — The bread . . . is my flesh. Luthardt
as well as Zahn reverses subject and predicate, but the
reason is not convincing ; the argument that the bread
must be the predicate because it was spoken of before
is not conclusive. In fact, the reverse is entirely
natural: having spoken of the bread, Jesus now tells
us what it is: ‘“The bread is my flesh.” Commentators
divide in regard to what is implied, or connoted, by
the word flesh, odoE. Does it, or does it not, imply
the death of Christ? In answering the question the
further explanation of Christ must not be disregarded,
and that makes it plain that the death of Christ is
certainly implied. Also if the words, “my flesh which
I give for the life of the world,” are genuine, the
death is implied. But even without these words, if we
read only that the bread which he will give, namely
his flesh, is (or is given) for the life of the world, the
question how this bread, his flesh, can be for the life
of the world, involves the fact of Christ’s death, for
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his flesh, apart from his sacrificial death, could bring
no life for the world. The idea that Christ gives his
flesh, his humanity in general, for the life of the world
is too indefinite. Luther, followed by a few, in one
place, explains that the flesh or humanity is the vehicle
for the divinity of Christ: “We eat and drink the
divinity in the human nature.” But this whole idea is
foreign to the text if in holding it we exclude the
sacrificial death. There is no life-giving impartation
to us of the divine nature of Christ, merely and only
by means of his human nature. There is no divine
Christ in us without the God-man Christ for us.
Moreover, the future tense of dwow seems strange if
only the humanity or human nature in general is
meant as the life-gift for the world. Such a gift would
have to be referred back to the Incarnation, and the
tense of the verb should therefore be the aorist or the
present, and not the future. ‘“Will give” is proper
and plain when the coming sacrifice is kept in mind.
The same line of thought holds when Keil refers ddom
to the bread as a gift and to its future eating; with
the death of Christ left out and only his Menschlichkeit
in mind, this future tense has no justification, the
present would have expressed the thought adequately.
Just as Paul says Gal. 2, 20, “The Son of God gave
himself for me”; Eph. 5, 2, “Christ hath given himself
for us”; and as Christ himself says John 10, 17, “I
lay down my life”; Matth. 20, 28, “The Son of man
came to give his life a ransom for many’ : so here he
says, “The bread which I give is my flesh,” and the
giving throughout is that which was completed on the
cross. Only by giving his flesh upon the cross (to die)
did he become for us the bread of life; if his flesh
had not been so given, it would never have been the
bread of life. — For the life of the world shows the
reach of this gift; it includes the world, the whole
human race. This living bread, Christ, his flesh as
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sacrificed on the cross, is a fountain so deep, full, abun-
dant and overflowing with life and salvation, that all
the world may take and drink and live forever. —
Ideas like those of Delitzsch, that the flesh of Christ
imparted to us becomes in us “a tincture of im-
mortality,” vivifying our flesh at last in the resurrec-
tion, are avoided and made impossible when the gift
of Christ’s flesh as the bread of life is rightly viewed
as a gift in his sacrifice upon the cross. The same is
true of similar ideas connected with the body and
blood of Christ given to us in the Lord’s Supper.

V. 52. The verb, they strove one with another
is put first: éudxovvo odv nedg drAindovs. To strive is more
than to murmur, v. 41. They argue strenuously one
with another as to what Christ could mean. The
Jews, here as throughout John’s Gospel, are the op-
ponents of Christ. Their striving is not divided on
the line that some are favorably and others unfavor-
ably inclined to Jesus, but that, while they all are
inwardly opposed to Christ and his word, some put
one construction, and some another on his words. —
The question, as they put it, is correct enough. Its
point is the how in regard to his flesh. What darkens
Christ’s words for them comes plainly to view in the
word obtog, this man. This designation is derogatory;
it was spoken with a touch of scorn. “Is not this
Jesus, the son of Joseph, whose father and mother we
know?”’ v. 42. Because in spite of his great miracle
in feeding the five thousand, in spite of all evidence of
his divinity, they persisted in their unbelief, regarding
him merely as a man, therefore the question, How can
he give us his flesh to eat? finds no proper answer.
And it never will for those who think of Jesus as they
did. No mere man can be the bread of life, and this
bread his flesh, and this flesh for the life of the world.
Luther is right when he places his finger on the little
word my flesh: “With great, mighty letters we ought
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to engrave in men’s hearts what Christ says: MY,
MY flesh. But they will not look at this my. The
fanatics cannot grasp the word my. But with the
word my he distinguishes and separates himself from
all other flesh whatever it may be called. For here
my flesh is as much as, I am God and God’s Son, my
flesh is filled with divinity (durchgoettert), and is a
divine flesh. His flesh alone will do it. To this God
would have us attached and bound fast. Apart from
the person who is born of Mary, and truly has flesh
and blood and has been crucified, we are not to seek
nor find God. For we are to grasp and find God alone
by faith in the flesh and blood of Christ, and are to
know that this flesh and blood is not fleshy and bloody,
but both are full of divinity.” Considering Christ only
a man these Jews could think of no other way of
eating his flesh than the gross natural way, for which
they themselves have thus furnished the distinctive
name, which our Confession (Formula of Concord,
Book of Concord, Jacobs, 512, 15) explicitly rejects
as the “Capernaitic mode” of eating, which some have
charged against the Lutheran doctrine of eating
Christ’s body in the Lord’s Supper. This sort of eat-
ing is to masticate with the teeth and digest with the
stomach. To the carnally minded Jews this was the
only eating they could think of, and so they scorned
the words of Christ. The reading “his flesh,” aitod, is
doubtful, but “the flesh” is plain enough. Jesus did
not say, “my flesh to eat,” but this addition of the Jews
is not incorrect as the answer of Jesus shows, who
adopts and elaborates the word.

V. 53. Instead of softening his words, Jesus, as
we may say, hardens them. And yet this hardening
is only an elaboration, a fuller, more explicit, a clearer
statement. It is impossible for him to retract a single
utterance, for that would be to put deadly falsehood
in place of truth. Christ had made abundant prepara-
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tion with these Jews, and now he did not shrink from
revealing the truth in its fulness. The great mass of
his hearers would reject him and his word, and this
now the more since he spoke so fully and clearly on
the things necessary for their eternal life; but there
was nothing else to do, since at every previous step
they had done the same thing, only their complete
inward rejection had not come out fully, as it does
now. — The Jews had asked, “How can this man give
us his flesh to eat?’ Some commentators act as if the
question in general were wrong, and Besser exclaims,
“Let us never repeat this Jewish how!” meaning, how-
ever, not merely its Jewish or unbelieving feature,
but all inquiry as to the how. So also the answer of
Jesus is regarded as a simple declaration of the ne-
cessity of eating his flesh and as a refusal to explain
how this eating can be accomplished. But all this is
a misconception. If we are to eat Christ’s flesh in
order to have life, we must know how; if he gives us
his flesh as the living bread we must know how, in
order that we may receive it. And Christ answers
both of these questions. He does it in his own way,
combining the manner with the necessity. Of course,
he does not satisfy either unbelief or curiosity, but he
does satisfy faith. The speculation which would un-
ravel all mystery will not be satisfied, but the soul
hungering for life and salvation will know both how
he gives us his flesh to eat, and thus also how we may
eat it and live. — The case is somewhat like that of
Nicodemus who also asked how in regard to regenera-
tion. There as well as here Jesus used the solemn
Verily, verily, I say unto you, in order to overcome all
doubt and to impress the eternal importance of his
words. There as well as here Jesus repeats his for-
mer statement and solemnly reasserts the necessity,
but in both instances he adds that explanation which
is necessary for faith. — He begins with the negative
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as in the previous statement, v. 50: Except ye eat
the flesh of the Son of man and drink his blood, ye
have no life in yaurselves. This is followed at once
by the positive statement, as above in v. 51. ’Eav pj
gaynte . . . =i ninte, a protasis of expectancy; but
ot Exete, an apodosis of reality, as if Jesus were already
reckoning with their unbelief. A new statement is
added for explanation, namely concerning his blood
and our drinking it. Incidentally Jesus accepts the
word of the Jews, eat the flesh. He also adds his
proper name, Son of man, the Messiah, a reference
by no means only to his human nature, but to his
Messianic person and office. It is a grave misconcep-
tion of the spirit in which Christ uttered the entire
sermon on the Bread of Life to say, as Luthardt does,
that the word concerning the drinking of his blood
was added “in order to increase the offense.”” The
offense is always without due cause; Jesus never sets
out to offend. The real purpose here is not to offend,
but to explain and remove unfounded offense. To say
further, as Luthardt and Zahn do, that the blood has
no special significance, that it is only added to the
flesh as a description of the human nature, is to cancel
from this final and fullest declaration of Jesus the
very thing which is distinctive and most explanatory.
The discourse of Jesus starts with the simple truth:
“He that believeth hath eternal life.”” This is the
fundamental proposition. This, in fact, is all that is
necessary. All that Christ adds is embraced in this
one statement. All that he does is to unfold for us
what is in it. And this is the unfolding: 1) We must
believe in him to have life. 2) We must believe be-
cause he is the bread of life, the living bread, which
came down out of heaven. Our having life depends
absolutely upon him as the life. 3) To believe is to
eat, and so to get life by means of the bread of life.
4) The bread is his flesh, and we must eat his flesh
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to have life. 5) The bread is his flesh because of
Christ’s death, and so we must eat his flesh and drink
his blood, i. e. partake of his sacrifice for us. This is
the unfolding of the simple fundamental proposition.
To this very day, when we preach to people to believe
in the Lord Jesus Christ in order to be saved we still
explain in substance just as Christ himself does here.

We may as well at this point sum up the argu-
ments on the question whether Christ here speaks of
the Lord’s Supper, or whether his words point only
to his atoning death. The Lord’s Supper cannot be
meant by the words: “Except ye eat the flesh of the
Son of man and drink his blood, ye have not life in
yourselves,” first because the eating here spoken of
is absolutely necessary for salvation. Yet children are
saved without the Lord’s Supper, so was the malefactor
on the cross, so were the saints in the Old Testament,
and the truth is generally acknowledged that only the
contemptus, not the defectus of the Supper condemns.
The evasion of Kahnis is vain when he tries to explain
Christ’s words so that he would say: “Except ye
proceed from faith to the eating and drinking of my
flesh and blood in the Sacrament”; Christ did not speak
thus. Secondly, the eating and drinking here spoken
of is always, necessarily, and without exception sal-
utary, v. 54. This cannot be affirmed of the eating
and drinking in the Sacrament. Furthermore, the
word odoE is never used in the Sacrament, but always
the word oane. Qur Confession explains as follows:
“There is a twofold eating of the flesh of Christ, one
‘spiritual,” of which Christ especially treats John 6, 54,
which occurs in no other way than with the spirit and
faith, in the preaching and consideration of the Gospel,
as well as in the Lord’s Supper, and by itself is useful
and salutary, and necessary at all times for salvation
to all Christians; without which spiritual participation
also the sacramental or oral eating in the Supper is



John 6, 47-57 397

not only not salutary, but even injurious and a cause
of condemnation. But this spiritual eating is nothing
else than faith, namely, to hearken to God’s Word
(wherein Christ, true God and man, is presented, to-
gether with all his benefits which he has purchased
for us by his flesh given for us to death, and by his
blood shed for us, namely, God’s grace, the forgiveness
of sins, righteousness and eternal life), to receive it
with faith and appropriate it to ourselves. . . . He,
I say, who with true confidence rests in the Word of
the Gospe] in all troubles and temptations, spiritually
eats the body of Christ and drinks his blood.” Book
of Concord, Jacobs, 612, 61-62. The Confession then
describes the sacramental and oral eating as disting-
uished from the spiritual which it finds in our text.
When it says that John 6 treats “especially” of the
spiritual eating which consists in nothing else than
faith, the word “especially” carefully includes the fact,
that in all the means of grace and their salutary use
(including the Supper, of course) this spiritual eating
or faith is required. Therefore, however, in John 6
there is no more reference to the Supper than to the
other two means of grace by which also we are to.
believe and thus eat and drink Christ. In the Apology,
274, 75, nothing more is said than this same necessity
of faith as the spiritual eating of Christ which under-
lies all the means of grace and thus also, and only thus,
the Lord’s Supper.— Finally, it would indeed be
strange if Christ in dealing with the unbelieving Jews,
should urge upon them the Lord’s Supper and the
special eating of his body and drinking of his blood
there required. They were certainly not ready for this.
The reply to this that Jesus urged Baptism upon
Nicodemus is not pertinent, since regeneration is the
first step, but the nourishment of the new life by the
body and blood of the Lord’s Supper is the last step,
and is therefore not to be urged upon those who have
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not yet taken the first. Besides Nicodemus had John's
Baptism. — A second class of expositors admits that
primarily our text does not deal with the Lord’s Sup-
per, yet they maintain that it does so secondarily.
They contend that Christ so expressed himself that his
words find their ultimate and completest fulfillment
in the Lord’s Supper. Among them there is consider-
able variety as to the way in which they find the Supper
referred to: some say our text is a preparatory
prophecy of the Supper; others that the idea of the
Supper is included in Christ’s words; Sartorius even
calls the feeding of the five thousand “a significant
prefigurement” of the Supper; Besser follows Bengel
in saying that while our text properly deals with the
spiritual eating, by way of inference it also refers to
the Supper. Something is made, too, of the fact
that John’s Gospel does not mention the institution of
the Lord’s Supper, just as it fails to record the institu-
tion of Baptism (giving us, however, the conversation
with Nicodemus). The best answer to most of these
views is furnished by Besser himself who points to the
hermeneutical rule of Hilary: a true reader of the
Scriptures is he who expects the passages of Holy
Writ themselves to furnish their meaning, who carries
nothing into them, but takes out what they bring, and
who is careful not to make the Scriptures say what
he himself has conceived before taking them in hand.
Rohnert asks whether this is all that Christ could
mean by urging us seven different times in this chapter
to eat his flesh and thrice to drink his blood — simply
to believe in him? He betrays that he does not under-
stand the supreme value of faith — faith in the Christ
who gave his flesh and blood for us. For a good ex-
position of the old Lutheran view, that only the aton-
ing death of Christ is meant by Christ in our text,
see Philippi, Glaubenslehre, v. 11, p. 522, etc.; for the
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defense of the double view see Rohnert, Dogmatik,
p. 447, etc.

V. 54. The tremendous importance of eating
Christ’s“flesh and drinking his blood is brought out
by the positive statement following hard upon the
negative one: He that eateth my flesh and drinketh
my blood hath eternal life. The English is unable
to give the force of 6 wedywv, which is even more
realistic than oayeiv, it is the German knabbern, audible
eating, manducare (mandere); note the repetition of
this participle in the following verses, and mark also
the present tense: he who continues to eat. It is in
vain to argue against what seems so plain and self-
evident, namely that this statement is only another
form of the one in v. 47 (comp. 40), “He that believeth
hath eternal life.” Is there some other way outside
of believing by which I may get eternal life? The
Gospel knows of none. Some of the newer com-
mentators are led astray by their idea that believing
is an act of man’s own free will, a something which
God requires of us, “a moral obligation,” “that which
man must do to be saved,” an ethical deed. This in-
duces these commentators to say that eating Christ’s
flesh and drinking his blood cannot — faith, for so to
eat and to drink is to receive something from Christ,
not to render something ourselves. But we have
already shown that faith — receiving from Christ,
abandoning all else, trusting in him alone and allowing
him to give us himself, his merits, his flesh and his
blood; and therefore we can get no richer and truer
definition of faith than this: faith —to eat Christ’s
‘flesh and to drink Christ’s blood. If here again the
point of comparison is asked for, why Dbelieving is
called eating, it is simply in that eating is receiving
of the most intimate kind. As eating receives food
to be assimilated and sustain life, so believing receives
Christ (his flesh and blood), and he is made one with
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us, bringing into our souls all his saving life, to expel
death, guilt, and sin, and to give us life and sustain
it, true life that abides forever. — Note well the new
feature added both in the previous verse and in this
one: and drinketh my blcod, again the present tense,
o nivov.  In a way the word “my flesh,” v. 51, is enough.
It already includes Christ’s death, for the flesh of
the Christ not slain for us can do us no good as far
as getting eternal life is concerned. But the Jews
overlooked this implication of Christ’s death. There-
fore Jesus brings it forward as the vital thing with
more emphasis, and he does this three different times,
v. 53, 54, and 55. The death is indicated most strongly
by the addition of the word my blood to my flesh.
The following passages show the death connected with
the flesh, odot: 1 Pet. 3, 18, “being put to death in the
flesh”; Eph. 2, 15, “having abolished in his flesh the
enmity”; Col. 1, 22, “in the body of his flesh through
death”; Heb. 10, 20, “through the veil, that is to say,
his flesh.” To these add the following concerning the
blood, which point even more directly to the death,
and this a sacrificial one: Lev. 17, 11, “For the life of
the flesh is in the blood: and I have given it to you
upon the altar to make an atonement for your souls:
for it is the blood that maketh an atonement for the
soul.” Heb. 9, 22, “Almost all things are by the law
purged with blood; and without shedding of blood is
no remission.” 1 Pet. 1, 18, Ye were redeemed “with
the precious blood of Christ, as of a lamb without
blemish and without spot.” Acts 20, 28, “the church
of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood.”
Comp. Heb. 9, 14; Eph. 1, 7; Rev. 5, 9. These pas-
sages, to which others may be added, suffice. The joint
mention of Christ’s flesh and his blood as life-giving
are inseparable from his atoning, sacrificial death.
The argument of Zahn, that all Jesus says here con-
cerning flesh and blood is merely like Matth. 16, 17;
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Gal. 1, 16; 1 Cor. 15, 50, a reference to Leiblichkeit,
with no implication of death, is thus more than
answered ; nor will it avail him to reply that it is “in-
credible,” in the face of the passages we adduce, to
assume that Christ spoke of his death in John 6. —
He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood —
one commentator is so carried away by his idea that
Christ here speaks of his Supper that he declares “no
sensible man would form the thought” that believing
alone could be an eating and a drinking. 1 Cor..10,
3-4 should have warned him: “And did all eat the
same spiritual meat, and did all drink the same spirit-
ual drink,” namely Christ; likewise Matth. 5, 6:
“Blessed are they which do hunger and thirst after
righteousness: for they shall be filled”; also John 7,
37-38: “If any man thirst, let him come unto me and
drink. He that believeth on me,” etc. comp. John 4,
where Christ offers living water to the Samaritan
woman, who finally drank it by faith. Our Confession
is right, therefore, when it says: manducatio est
credere. The figure is not only permissible, but it is
highly expressive and exceedingly rich in meaning.
“QOur faith and Christ, in whom we believe, do not re-
main separated, as for instance our thoughts of a friend
fail to obtain our friend and do not secure him for us.
Our faith has hands which reach up to Christ and
touch him so that he feels it.” Besser. We can say
more, by eating and drinking we do not merely touch
Christ, but receive him into ourselves, as our very
own. By eating his flesh and drinking his blood all the
benefits and blessings of his death for us are assim-
ilated by us and united to our inmost being. And
since the thought of life is made parallel with that of
bread, eating and drinking is the means for conveying
this life to us who without it are dead. And here it
appears that in our condition of dsath we cannot even
eat and drink (believe), but faith is wrought in us by
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that blessed power of the Word which Christ was here
vainly putting forth in trying to save the Jews. — It
does not seem possible to discover a real distinction
between toovew and eaveiv as Jesus here uses the former.
All we can say is that tedyew is more realistic, and that
since =nivev remains unchanged in the three verses,
toovew is only a verbal change. But the tense is im-
portant: 6 tedywv xoi aivov; the idea of continuation is
added, where the previous aorists spoke only of the
simple act.

And I will raise him up at the last day. The
“I,” évo, is emphatic. This raising up is the ultimate
proof of eternal life. Temporal death shall intervene,
but the true life remains unharmed, to appear in all
its glory when Christ fulfils his promise. The resur-
rection at the last day was a well-known article of the
Jewish faith. John 11, 24. But the Jews did not know
that the life which comes to us by faith in the death
of Christ for us, alone guarantees the blessed resurrec-
tion to us. In order to be raised up in glory by Christ
at the last day we must eat his flesh and drink his
blood. 1 Pet. 1, 3.

V. 55. For my flesh is meat indeed, and my
blood is drink indeed. I'de shows that it is due to
the flesh and blood which we eat and drink that Christ
shall raise us up at the last day. The bread of life
gives us the resurrection unto eternal life. “Meat in-
deed,” or “true food”; “drink indeed,” or “true drink,”
alic, is such meat and drink as deserve the name in
the fullest possible way. There was other meat and
drink in Old Testament times, and men today have all
sorts of earthly food and drink, but none of these
deserves the predicate “true.” The sacred meat and
drink during old covenant times could only promise the
better food to come, and all other meat and drink is
but for a day and has no abiding vitality in it. The
attempt is made to use the word “true” here as an
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argument for the claim that the Lord’s Supper is meant
by Christ. But Philippi points out very properly that
“true” — some versions have dMdds instead of the
adjective — is here used in opposition to the view of
the Jews, who thought it impossible for Christ’s flesh
to be the bread of life. To men of this mind Jesus
says: My flesh will do all that I say, for it is a real,
not an imaginary, or only an apparant, or worse yet a
false and lying food. — V. 56. And now Christ adds
a valuable explanation for this blessed effect of his
flesh and blood when we eat and drink it. He that
eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood abideth in
me, and I in him. ‘“The consequence of justifying
faith in Christ’s redemptive death is the unio mystica.”
Philippi. He refers to John 15, 4, etc.; 17, 23;
1 John 3, 24; 4, 16. Because we abide in Christ, and
he in us, he will raise us up at the last day. This
abiding in him and he in us helps to make plain like-
wise what it means to have eternal life. So one blessed
result sheds light upon another. The expression
“abideth in me, and I in him” is typical of the mystic
union of the believer with Christ. This union is by no
means conditioned solely on the Lord’s Supper. When
Mayer tries to find something higher here than the
mystic union, namely a peculiar sacramental union in
which Christ receives, as well as the partaker of the
Sacrament receives, he is climbing into speculative
heights where we cannot follow him. Both phrases
“he that eateth abideth in me,” and “I in him” desig-
nate our benefit, and ours alone. For us to abide in
Christ is salvation; for him to abide in us likewise.
When it is said that we abide in him, he is our shelter,
our safe stronghold, our garden of Eden; when it is
said he abides in us he is our light, our joy, our pearl
of great price, our fountain of life and peace. He is
always the Giver, we the recipients. — In general we
ought to be cautious about our imagination when we
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study this text, and in fact the entire chapter. A false,
overdone spirituality, striving to strike otherwise
unknown depths, only plunges into error.

V. 57. As the living Father sent me, and I live
because of the Father; so he that eateth me, he also
shall live because of me. Here the vital word is
“living”’ and ‘“‘live.” This verse contains the widest
and highest reach of thought in the discourse, it goes
back to the very fountain of all life, the living
Father, 6 tov matie. Not only is there no death in him,
but he is absolutely the living one and the source of
all life. Christ says that the living Father sent me.
Christ sent by the living Father is the bearer of life
to us, that is his mission, and for this he calls himself
the bread of life. By the sending of the living Father
he became the bread of life for us. — Sent thus, he
says, and I live because of the Father. The prepo-
sition &4 with the accusative does not indicate the
cause, per patrem,; nor the purpose, for the Father;
but the reason, because of the Father, since my
Father is the living Father. The essential oneness of
the Christ with the Father is thus expressed. This
person in human flesh, speaking to the Jews, was the
Son of God, and as the Son one with the Father in the
possession of life. Being in human flesh shows that
he was “sent”; his life, and his living because of the
Father was not to be reserved for himself, but to be
imparted to others, to us. All that he said concerning
his ‘“flesh,” his ‘“flesh and blood,” our ‘“eating and
drinking” shows how the impartation of life to us
takes place — he must give himself as a sacrifice for
us, and we must receive him by faith. — Thus will
we have life: so he that eateth me, he also shall live
because of me. Christ says “he that eateth me” and
thus return to his previous statement in v. 51. If the
Lord’s Supper were meant we should expect the
mention of the flesh and the blood once more. The



John 6, 47-57 405

inner climax of the entire discourse is in the word
concerning the “living Father,” for here Christ leads
us to the supreme fountain itself. The hard saying
for the carnal Jews was in the flesh and the blood
which Christ insisted they must eat and drink in order
to live. And for us who are to be concerned chiefly
about how we may obtain life, this saying of Christ in
its varied forms is the all-important thing. “So he
that eateth me” is not the climax, but the abbreviated
repetition of what was said before. — He also, xdxsivog,
is emphatic: he is the one. That he shall live was
said before, likewise that his life depends on Christ,
and that it is his because of the connection established
between him and Christ. But here the word because
of me, 3’ #ué, receives a special significance through
the parallel phrase “because of the Father.” Christ’s
life is in us when we eat Christ, but Christ’s life as
bound together with the living Father is here said to
be ours; we live because of Christ who lives because
of the Father. As the Father and Christ are bound
together, so we and Christ, and the living Father’s
life is ours. In both cases, because Christ’s is the
living Father, and because ours is the living Christ,
the relation indicated is a permanent, a continuous
one. But with us it is conditional, and the condition
is “he that eateth me,” not once merely, but contin-
uously. Should this eating cease, then will the living
cease, which again cannot be explained of the Lord’s
Supper, without undue straining. The closing sentence
of the sermon, v. 58, is omitted from our text, since it
simply rounds out the discourse by bringing it back
to the starting point, the bread of life.

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

Our text is part of the great discourse on the Bread of
Life, and is thus more like an Epistle text than any we have
had thus far. Let us note the absolute perfection which marks
it. No man ever spoke like this Man. Inspiration is written



406 Laetare

all over St. John’s reproduction of this discourse. We admire
the absolute finish of the parables; there is the same finish here
—not one word too much or too little, and not one expression
that could be improved. Yet note the simplicity and lucidity.
The thought is put into the form of Biblical allegory. We say
“Biblical,” because this form is found so little outside of the
sacred pages. This self-interpreting way of weaving figure and
reality together is the perfection of beauty. The more one
grasps it, the more he becomes enthralled. Because it is all so
lucid and clear, it is easy to preach on —one thought is laid
so distinctly and clearly upon the other. Apply the simplest
form of analysis, and you get it all:

Christ in His Passion the Bread of Life.

I. The Christ of the Passion came down from heaven.
II. The Christ of the Passion gave his flesh and his
blood for our life.
III. The Christ of the Passion offers himself to us in his
Word.
IV. The Christ of the Passion bids us eat and drink his
flesh and his blood by faith.
V. The Christ of the Passion will raise us up at the
last day.

Part three is perfectly in place, because right in the words of
this text Christ is using his Word to offer himself to us. — We
may also use fewer parts, concentrating on the idea of the food
and of the eating, the two primary thoughts:

Christ Shows Us How to Become Partakers of the Benefits of
His Passion.
L

I. By means of His Passion he offers himself to us
as the Bread of Life.

II. By faith in him and his Passion we eat of the
Bread of Life.

Here is another simple form, adding to the food and to the eat-
ing the resulting life. In the parts we use the exclamatory
form. This might be used more frequently by preachers, both
in casting themes and parts. Even the interrogative form is too
infrequently used in the parts, though themes have it more
often. The preacher should strive for variety in form:
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Christ’s Wonderful Word About Eating His Flesh and Drinking
His Blood.

I. O heavenly food!
II. O wonderful eating and drinking!
III. O heavenly life!

As already pointed out in previous suggestions a text
may at times be picked up, like a table cloth, by one of its
corners, and the whole cloth will be lifted. Here is the important
idea of life — note how many times the word is repeated, to say
nothing of the additional implications. So we may outline:

Christ’s Flesh and Blood, For the Life of the World.
I. They won life; 1I. Offer life; III. Nourish life; IV. Crown
life.
Another one of the important corners is believing — see how

the entire text is attached to it, for the eating and drinking is
always simply believing. So we may outline from this angle:

The Mystery of Spiritual Eating and Drinking.
1. Al other eating ends in death, v. 49 and 53.

II. This eating receives Christ’s flesh and blood.
I11. By it we shall live now and forever.



JUDICA

John 13, 31-35

This text, like some of the others in the Lenten
cycle, contains two great lines of thought. The first is
the thought of Christ’s glorification; the other, the
thought of love in the new commandment which the
Lord gives his disciples. Holding fast the general
theme of the cycle, Christ showing himself to us in his
Passion, there can be no doubt for us as to which of
these two thoughts is the primary and essential one
for our sermon of Judica Sunday. It is the thought
of Christ’s glorification. We also see how in the text this
is connected with the Passion, for here Christ tells us,
“Yet a little while I am with you”; again, “Whither
I go ye cannot come” (referring to his vicarious
death) ; and finally, “As I have loved you,” which love
his Passion shows so gloriously. However then we
may work in the second thought of the text, the first
one must have the prominence. Heeding this, the text
will gain for us a value all its own. It combines Pas-
sion and glorification. It gives us thus a new, an un-
usual, but ever a true and infinitely precious and
blessed view of Christ’s suffering and death. Where
usually we see dark colors, painful, terrible, deadly
things, we are shown the great act of Christ’s Passion
illuminated by a heavenly light, blazing with a glory
brighter and fairer than earth has ever seen. Jesus
shows himself to us in the glory of his Passion. This
is the exalted theme of our text. To present the Pas-
sion thus to our hearers as a glorious thing is the task
set before us; so will we do justice to this text in this
place. Nor are we far from the glorious Easter
festival, when this glory of the crucified One shall

(408)
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blaze forth in all its fulness. And we do well to recal
also, that in the original Lenten idea the Sundays are
throughout intended to be festive days, not days of
sadness and gloom. The note of glory is not discordant,
but a true part of the Lenten harmony. And even the
commandment, You love, as I have loved you, must be
set into this radiance of the glorious love of Christ
which moved him to sacrifice himself for us.

V. 31. It is well to compare the following pass-
ages: John 7, 39: “The Spirit was not yet given;
because Jesus was not yet glorified.” John 12, 23:
“The hour is come, that the Son of man should be
glorified” (see the text for Jubilate). Also v. 12, 28:
“Father, glorify thy name.” John 14, 13: “And
whatsoever ye shall ask in my name, that will I do,
that the Father may be glorified in the Son.” John
17, 1: “Father, the hour is come; glorify thy Son,
that the Son may glorify thee”; v. 4-6: “I glorify
thee on the earth, having accomplished the work which
thou hast given me to do. And now, O Father, glorify
thou me with thine own self with the glory which I
had with thee before the world was. I manifested
thy name unto the men whom thou gavest me out of
the world: thine they were, and thou gavest them to
me; and they have kept thy word.” John 16, 14:
“He (the Spirit) shall glorify me.” Acts 3, 18: “The
God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob, the God
of our fathers, hath glorified his Servant Jesus.”

There is a striking contrast between the opening
words of Jesus in our text concerning his and the
Father’s glorification, and the statement of the preced-
ing verse: “and it was night.”” For Christ there is
glory even in his Passion — for Judas, turning forever
from Christ — night. “This conclusion of the nar-
rative about Judas has in it unintentionally something
terrible, and in the very brevity of its simplest ex-
pression something deeply affecting.” Meyer. The
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thought of Judas’ significant departure is carried for-
ward into the first verse of our text by the word
therefore, oiv, and the phrase, when he was gone
out. — The Son of man is the name Jesus uses in
speaking of his glorification. It is that name so greatly
beloved by him and so frequently used, by which he
designates himself as the Messiah; the name which
expresses in one term his being sent by the Father,
his Incarnation, and his redemptive work. — Glo-
rified, £d0Edodn — made glorious and illustrious, by
the bestowal of exaltation and honor. The word now
and the following future tense mark a division: Christ
is already glorified when he speaks, and he is to be
glorified shortly after — and straightway shall he
glorify him, 80Eéoe.. It will not do then to restrict
the idea of glory and glorification to the heavenly
exaltation which Christ shall shortly receive, and to
interpret the glorification “now” (at the moment when
Christ speaks) as a mere prolepsis, an anticipation in
thought and not an actual glorification at the moment.
We must conceive d0&dto in its fulness and richness
of meaning, as something extending in reality to Christ
now as he stands in the shadow of death, not only as
coming to him in the resurrection, ascension, and
assumption of eternal power. There was a glorifica-
tion even before this “now’ of the text. Summing up
what the great concept contains we may describe the
glorification of Christ in its different parts as follows:
Christ was glorified already when God thrice bestowed
a signal honor upon him through the voice from
heaven, Matth. 3, 17; Luke 9, 29; John 12, 28; like-
wise in the Transfiguration, and unnumbered times in
the miracles which he wrought (comp. John 11, 4;
14, 10). Christ was also glorified at the moment in-
dicated by the “now” of the text. His death is assured,
his great work on the verge of completion, his task
just about fulfilled; and viewing it thus it is glorious
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indeed, for his Passion and death, into which he
enters through the departure of Judas and his long-
fixed resolve to endure it all, is the most perfect obe-
dience to his heavenly Father which sheds unmeasured
honor upon the Son who rendered it, a sweet-smelling
savor to God, fairer than any sacrifice or offering
ever brought to God. In all heaven and earth there is
no act so worthy of praise as Christ’s redemptive
act; and this work of his is also the Father’s work
done through Christ. Finally, in the resurrection,
ascension, and sitting at God’s right hand that glori-
fication of Christ appears by which his human nature
enjoyed fully its participation in the properties of the
divine, especially its heavenly majesty and power.
One step further we may go, it is the glorification of
Christ amid the ever wider circle of his followers, who
render him honor and adoration and finally join the
heavenly worshippers above.

And God is glorified in him. The glorification of
Christ is the glorification of God at every stage, so
also now in the glorious obedience, love, self-sacrifice,
and vicarious death of Christ. In all this God himself
is glorified in Christ, because Christ renders all this
in honor of the Father. Calvin thinks the ‘“and”
should be taken in a causal sense: for or because God
is glorified in him. But the relation in thought is
clear enough without making the conjunction mean
more than it naturally does: Christ is glorified, and
(or, as we might say: and thus) God is glorified.
The latter could here not be without the former. —
In him some would like to translate ‘“through him,”
making Christ the instrument or means. But év aitd,
“God is glorified in him,” compared with the similar
phrase immediately following, “God shall glorify him
in himself,” &v adt® = &v 1@ ¥ed, points to a union, as
in passages like 2 Cor. 5, 19, “God was in Christ re-
conciling the world,” etc.; John 17, 21, “Thou Father
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in me, and I in thee”; and John 10, 30. Because of the
oneness of the Father with the Son of man, every
glorious deed of the Son glorified also the Father, and
so the Father was glorified in Christ. All that Christ
wrought and suffered glorified the Father, so especially
when in voluntary and perfect obedience he redeemed
us and proclaimed by word, act, and passion the love
and mercy of God in giving us his only begotten Son,
likewise his truth in keeping his promises concerning
our salvation, and finally his righteousness and justice
in the atonement which satisfied the claims of both.
By all this Christ revealed God in a way to glorify
him, to make him adorable in the eyes of men and
angels.

V. 32. The A. V. has the words: “If God be
glorified in him,” which the best codices show to be in-
terpolated. Instead of this sentence the text shoud have
simply “and” — and God shall glorify him in him-
self. This is the glorification and exaltation described
in Phil. 2, 9-11, where the ‘“wherefore” so plainly con-
nects the glorious exaltation causally with the obedi-
ence and death. “And being found in fashion as a man,
he humbled himself, and became obedient unto death,
even the death of the cross. Wherefore God also hath
highly exalted him, and given him a name which is
above every name: that at the name of Jesus every
knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in
earth, and things under the earth; and that every
tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the
glory of God the Father.” — In himself, again not
“through.” As God is glorified in Christ, so Christ is
glorified in God. “Christ shall be so glorified that his
heavenly glory shall be embraced in God’s own 86Ea;
his glory shall be none other than the divine glory
itself, and his glorification shall be accomplished by
his return into that communion with God out of which
he proceeded and became man. John 17, 4-5.”” Meyer,
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— And straightway shall he glorify him. The new
thought is in e, which expresses the nearness of the
coming glorification. It began with the descent into
hell and the resurrection from the dead, Upon these,
this outcome and result, and upon all the high purposes
and ways of God in his Passion, Christ kept his heart
fixed, and so he endured the pain, the shame, the cross
and death. Notice the repetition of the word glorify
— four times it occurs in two brief verses. The word
itself seems to shine, sending out ray upon ray in
manifold radiance. Three different kinds of glory are
spoken of : Christ’s glory as he has it at the moment
in all that is his as he makes ready for his Passion;
God’s glory in this glory of Christ; and then the glory
which shall crown both of these when the return to
the Father is accomplished. — Keeping to what is
immediately before Christ — and this is the vital thing,
— what a marvelous view is here given us of his work,
especially of the crowning part of it, his suffering
and death for the redemption of the world. The bitter-
ness, the severity, the shame is all swallowed up in
glory. While he was transfigured on the mount he
spoke with Moses and Elias “of the decease which he
should accomplish at Jerusalem.” Luke 9, 31. We
must ever keep in view as Christ did this glory of his
redemptive work: glorious the Redeemer himself,
glorious his obedience, glorious his sacrifice, glorious
the fruit of his work for us, glorious its fruit for him,
glorious the God and Father whose blessed will was
thus carried out and still goes forward.

V. 33. Texvia occurs only in this one place in
the Gospels. The designation is one of most affec-
tionate endearment, but at the same time it connotes
the immaturity of the disciples so addressed. They
are still little children, not yet the men they would
afterwards become. — In the words which this address
prefaces, yet a little while I am with you, there
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speaks a parental heart yearning over these “little
children” who presently must be plunged into deep
sorrow when the little while of Christ’s remaining
stay with them, just a few hours, is followed by his
departure. The “little while,” mxeév, agrees with the
previous “straightway.” — Christ said to the unbe-
lieving Jews, “Ye shall seek me and shall not find me,”
John 7, 34, and explained this later by adding, “Ye
shall die in your sins,” John 8, 21. He does not add
such words in this case, but rather, “A little while and
ye shall not see me” (seek) : “and again, a little while,
and ye shall see me, because I go to the Father.” John
16, 16. See also John 14, 3. — By the word seek
Christ does not mean that they will search for him, but
that their hearts will long for him in great sorrow
because of his departure from them in suffering and
death. Their souls will cry out for him — and he will
be gone from them. — Very significant are the words,
Whither I go, ye cannot come. His sacrificial death
is for him alone; none else may endure it. Peter
wanted to follow Jesus in spite of this word leaving
all the disciples — and him also — behind ; Christ told
him, “Thou shalt follow me afterward.” Is. 63, 3:
“I have trodden the winepress alone.” “No one can
share with him the agony of these hours; but they
shall share with him the glory in his Father’s man-
sions.” Luth. Com. — So now I say to you, in order
to inform and prepare them for what should come.

V. 34. A new commandment Christ gives his
disciples in this hour, “as they who leave give behests
to their own,” Calov. ’Evvoln, a precept, Auftrag, not
here a commandment in the sense of the Decalog (as
in Rom. 13, 9 for instance). In this hour Christ does
not repeat the work of Moses laying a new burden
upon his followers. — The precept is new. The com-
mentators have pointed out many new features in it,
differentjating it from the old commandment, “Thou
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shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.” We must remem-
ber Christ makes all things new. This precept is in-
deed the old will of God, not an absolutely new
injunction without any connection with the old com-
mandment. The disciples were not startled by the
newness or strangeness of it, for it had a familiar
and pleasant look to them.-— Those commentators
satisfy best who point to the further words as bringing
out the newness: As I have loved you, that ye also
love one another, iva here introducing the purport or
object (Robertson, p. 993). The aorist #vdmmoe, where
the English prefers the perfect, simply states the fact.
Godet says: “In Christ, that is the explanation of this
word ‘new.”” Koegel writes: ‘“The new thing in the
law given this last night is the fact, that the Son of
God loves us and gives himself for us, that we, being
bone of his bone and spirit of his spirit, may embrace,
nourish, and bear in the same love those who with us
are born in him.” Christ indeed has brought a new
love into the world, a love not only faultless and per-
fect as love, but with the object of salvation, to seek
and to save that which was lost. So are we to love
one another. Bengel calls the precept new not as
regards the Old Testament, but as regards the school
of Christ, 1 John 3, 16, “and we ought to lay down
our lives for the brethren”; and Gal. 6, 2, “Bear ye
one another’s burdens, and so fulfil the law of Christ.”
It is a commandment not given to the unwilling (hence
not to all men), but to the willing; not to the bond-
slave, but to the free believer. It appeals to the new
motive power implanted by Christ in the heart. It is
suffused by the glory of which Christ has just spoken
and which he touches again by referring to himself:
as | have loved you. — The love is to be of one to
another, and this seems to exclude all non-disciples.
It cannot be otherwise, because the tie that binds
Christ’s own is always a thing apart, and in this way
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we cannot love those who do not love Christ with us.
— V. 35. Yet this love does not turn against those
without, for Christ says: By this shall all men know
that ye are my disciples. The knowledge is to be to
them an attractive power to draw them into the circle
of this love. It is something open, all men can know
it and understand its significance, namely that ye are
disciples to me, ¢uwoi. Christ does not say that we are
to make a display of our love to the world. He simply
uses the future tense to express what under an ex-
pected condition shall be: yvdoovia. True love naturally
manifests itself, and so all men shall know that this
love born of Christ is in us. In the ancient church
this mark of discipleship shone with marvelous bright-
ness. Minucius Felix declared of the Christians:
“They love each other even without being acquainted
with each other.” And the scoffer Julian: “Their
master has implanted the belief in them that they are
all brethren.” In his Commentary on John’s epistles
Jerome tells us that when John was asked by the
brethren why he constantly said, Little children, love
one another, he replied, Because this is the precept
of the Lord, and if only this is done it is enough.
“Wherever the beginning of the new life from God
is found in man this love in its beginnings is also found.
It is not nature which brings this about. Even the
very best orthodoxy cannot take the place of this
essential feature (compare 1 John 3, 14). They who
are born of God bear a mystery within them which
unites them most intimately into one body, a mystery
which no one knows but they themselves. But the
power of this mystery appears unto the stranger. It
is not a kind of fraternal union with prideful and
hostile exclusion of those who are without. For love
widens the heart to love even those with a love that
believes all things and hopes all things.” Roffhack.
— Among the wrong interpretations of the “new
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commandment” and the love which it enjoins it is well
to note the following which all have had their ad-
vocates: a new commandment inasmuch as it is one
which embraces in a unit all New Testament require-
ments as distinguished from the many diverse require-
ments in the Old Testament; new = illustrious; or
the ultimate mandate, i. e. testament; or the youngest
commandment; or one never growing old, always re-
maining new; or a renewed commandment; or one
renewing the old man; or an unexpected command-
ment; or one containing a new life-principle (which
in itself is correct, but not stated) ; or the new testa-
ment of Christ, i. e. the Lord’s Supper. Over against
all these ideas the text itself is sufficient: “as I have
loved you” — our love to the brethren is based on this
love of Christ, flows from it, and is thus new indeed,
new as growing out of faith in Christ. — If ye have
love to one another invites a test; 2iv &mte implies
that the test shall be met (expectancy). Still there
will be false disciples, even the world shall discover
that they are false, by their lack of love. The question
is not wholly shut out: Have I this love which Christ
enjoined upon his disciples the night before his death?
How many instances do we meet where Christians
show malice, spite, hatred, coldness, enmity to each
other. There are often deep-seated quarrels in congre-
gations. Let us remember, where there is no love
there is no discipleship. The world also loves its own
and has established many fraternal organizations.
Not built on the love of Christ by faith, they cannot
grow and flower that love which is rooted in faith and
grows on no other soil. - The love of Christians cannot
reach perfection as long as the flesh dwells in us,
but more and more as the flesh is overcome this love
is to unfold itself until it reaches its full glory when
we at last attain to and partake of the glory of Christ
above.



418 Judica

THE HOMILETICAL TREATMENT

The inclination of many preachers will be to put the “new
commandment” into the foreground in handling this text, per-
haps to preach on this theme exclusively. That is because their
minds always incline to application and so-called lessons, and
because appropriation is foreign to their homiletics. But to put
our love forward here means to break the line of thought in
this Lenten series, to let our love crowd out Christ’s love and
glory, to give to our people a task instead of a heavenly gift.
The note of glory in Christ’s passion deserves the fullest atten-
tion, inasmuch as it is not always brought out as effectively as
this text demands that it should be. Only around the glorious
love of Christ in his Passion let us humbly twine our love for
the brethren. — The entire context shows us the Passion which
underlies our text; in the text itself the words “now” and
“straightway’” point this out. The introduction may well tell
the story. While the text naturally falls into the two sections
on the glorification of Christ and on the new commandment,
the latter may be drawn into the former, resulting in a com-
pact and unified arrangement:

The Suffering Savior Glorified

1. In the very suffering itself.

Viewed, though dreadful in itself, as 1) the
most wonderful, willing, perfect obedience to the
Father (Eph. 5, 2); 2) as the atoning sacrifice
for the sinful world (no nobler deed ever done
— “whither I go ye cannot come”); 3) as the
manifestation of boundless love” (“as I have
loved you”).

I1I. By the double reward of his suffering.
1) The glory in his exaltation (descent, resur-
rection, etc.); 2) in his followers (‘“love as I
have loved you” —the love that sacrifices and
aims at salvation, glorifying Christ).

Expanded into more parts we may try the following: The Glory
of Christ’s Passion: The Glory 1)Of his love; 2) Of his sacri-
fice; 3)Of his merit; 4) Of his reward. Here, too, the love for
our brethren is utilized in part four. — J. Sheatsley splits in the
commoner way:
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In the Shadow of the Cross —

I. The Savior beholds himself glorified.
II. The Savior gives a mew commandment to his
disciples.

If elaborated so that the new commandment is made the fruit
of Christ’s Passion in the hearts of those enriched by the bless-
edness of the Passion, this arrangement may pass. — Following
this cue one might even start with the new commandment in
the theme and make the entire presentation of this behest rest
on the Passion. The only danger, and loss, might be that too
little could be said in a natural way on the Glory of the Pas-
sion. Here is an effort of this type:

The New Commandment Christ Has Given Us.

1. It is based on a mnew covenant.
II. It is to be obeyed by « mew power.
II1. It is to be the evidence of a mew life.



PALM SUNDAY

John 12, 1-8

Palm Sunday ushers in the sacred week called by
the old church 1 éBdoud © neyddn, hebdomas magna, septi-
mane maior, and by the Germans “the still week” or
Charwoche, that is ‘“week of mourning.” We are now
very near the shadow of the cross, in fact, in our text
it falls directly upon this Sunday. Nebe in his intro-
ductory note to the old gospel text remarks on the
choice of that text, wondering why the same text was
selected for Palm Sunday as for the First Sunday in
Advent, when other texts, necessitating no repetition,
lay close at hand. He mentions as eminently suitable
our text, the Anointing in Bethany. Nebe’s wish is
fulfilled in the Eisenach selections. And it is true, a
better text could hardly be found in all the story of the
Gospels. Our text describes a festive occasion, and
Palm Sunday has. more and more become a festive
day among us by reason especially of the Confirmation
ceremony which we like to set for this Sunday. The
old text is also a festive one. But our text has other
commendable features. Not only, as in the old text,
is Christ honored here in a signal manner, but this
honor is such that it is referred directly to his ap-
proaching death and burial. Even the meanness of
Judas points in that direction, and he is described as
the one “which should betray him.” For our series
of Lenten Sunday texts this one is especially fine since
it continues the great theme of the series to the very
end — Christ himself once more shows himself to us
in his Passion. It is he who describes the anointing
of Mary as done for his burial. The act of Mary and
this word of Jesus concerning his burial are the chief

(420)
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things in the text, and we thus have the great theme
of the text in the words: Christ shows us the honor
he deserves at our hands for his Passion. Outside of
the old gospel text we know of none better adapted
than ours both for this great Sunday as such and at
the same time for the rite of Confirmation. The
friends of Jesus honor him; Lazarus, the recipient of
Christ’s miraculous grace is present with a heart full
of adoration; Martha and Mary, full of gratitude and
love, vie with each other in serving Christ; Mary
brings her great gift of ointment of spikenard —
what finer examples of love, devotion, service, and
offering can we set before a confirmation class? And
even Judas with his wicked heart and words, and the
rest who allow him to mislead them, serve to heighten
the effect of Mary’s devotion, and to point the warning
against unfaithfulness. It would seem almost impos-
sible for a capable expositor or preacher to overlook
these most valuable features of the text and their
suitability for the Sunday and the consecration of our
catechumens so generally connected with it.

Chapter eleven ends with the statement that the
chief priests had issued orders, that, if any man knew
the whereabouts of Jesus, he should report it at head-
quarters so that Jesus might be arrested. V. 1.
Jesus therefore, oiv, quietly proceeded to Bethany.
The order of the chief priests did not amount to much,
as Jesus was not in hiding, and any one who wanted
to reach him could certainly find him. There was
both a degree of prudence and a noble fearlessness in
Jesus coming to Bethany. The next day he openly
entered Jerusalem, but no man dared to touch him. —
Jesus therefore six days before the passover came to
Bethany. This statement in regard to the time seems
to conflict with that of Matth. 26, 2, and of Mark 14, 1,
where two days before the Passover are mentioned.
But there is no conflict, as neither of these two evan-
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gelists aims to give the exact date of the supper at
Bethany. Both report a positive saying of Christ that
he would be betrayed and crucified at the feast of the
Passover two days hence, while at the very same time
the Jewish authorities resolved not to destroy him at
the Passover. Without following the chronological
sequence of events, these two evangelists then loosely
attach the story of the supper — Matthew merely says,
“Now when Jesus was in Bethany,” fixing no exact
date; Mark likewise, “And being in Bethany.” But
John gives us the real date of this visit and supper at
Bethany ; it was “six days before the Passover.” Even
this seemingly exact and plain way of stating the time
has left room for some to dispute; they raise the ques-
tion whether the Passover is on the 14th or on the 15th
of Nisan, and then whether the festive day itself is to
be counted in as one or not. For us it will be enough
to take the commonest and simplest way of reckoning,
making Jesus arrive in Bethany Friday, the 8th of
Nisan. That morning, after a night spent in the house
of Zaccheus, he left Jericho, and after a day’s journey
arrived, in the late afternoon, at Bethany. The supper
did not occur that night, as we gather from v. 12,
where we are told that “on the morrow,” namely after
the supper, Jesus made his royal entry into Jerusalem.
The Sabbath began Friday evening. It is most natural
to assume that Christ quietly spent that last Sabbath
for him in his humiliation on earth, in the midst of his
friends. Then when with the setting of Saturday’s
sun the Sabbath ended the supper was made. — Beth-
any we have learned to know in two previous texts,
and we need not repeat what was there said about the
place and the family which lived in it, so dear to Jesus.
— John, however, makes special mention of Lazarus,
whom Jesus raised from the dead. Nothing unusual
is said of him, merely that he was there. The other
two evangelists do not mention his presence especially.
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He is referred to as he ‘“whom Jesus raised from the
dead,” not in order to distinguish him from some
other Lazarus, for there is none other save the one
mentioned in a parable, nor to mark the village Beth-
any, for this was already plainly indicated, but in
order to connect what now is told with the great,
significant miracle reported in the previous chapter.
“Whom Jesus raised from the dead” touches the great
motives of love, gratitude, and adoration which moved
the hearts of Jesus’ friends in what they now did for
Jesus. The A. V. retains 6 twedvixag, “which had been
dead,” but our text omits the designation. What it
contains is at least implied, but it is hardly probable
that Lazarus either now or later was commonly called
S0.

V. 2. So, oiv, they made him a supper there, i. e.
since he had come to Bethany and this opportunity
offered. Would that we might always make use of the
opportunities which offer themselves to us to serve
and honor Jesus. We let too many pass, or we recog-
nize too late what we might have done. — Asinvov is a
supper. Luke 14, 12 distinguishes “a dinner” and “a
supper.” The latter was usually eaten toward the close
of the day when it would be cooler and more pleasant,
and was the favorite time for inviting guests. The
phrase made him a supper is usually used of a feast
especially prepared. The verb é&woincuv is plural and
cannot be restricted to Lazarus. Several friends of
Jesus combined their efforts on this occasion. Matthew
and Mark tell us that this supper was made in the
house of Simon the leper, about whom we have no
further information whatever. On another occasion
Jesus was invited by Martha into “her house.” Were
these two different houses? We think so. Hengsten-
berg is the one who has come forward with all sorts of
ingenious combinations, some of which other commen-
tators have been led to accept. He furnishes us the
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following astonishing description: ‘“By the side of
Martha appears as her husband the exceedingly dis-
agreeable person of Simon, whom in many things she
had to please. Mary, whom we are accustomed to
consider a quiet, meditative soul, opening her pure
heart to the Savior as the tender flowers willingly un-
fold their petals and turn toward the sun, appears
as a woman wild and passionate, who has found in
Christ the subduing of the tumult of her passions,
and who clings to him convulsively, in order not once
more to become a violent instead of a placid sea.
Lazarus probably went through a similar development.
After having lived the life of a prodigal, he now eats
the bread of charity in the house of his brother-in-law,
and Christ loves him, not because of his natural
amiableness, not as one who has continued in grace,
but because he has come to seek and rejoices to find
the lost.”” Nebe adds: “And then take in addition
the black form of Judas, introduced as the probable
son of Simon! Truly a family drama full of exciting
complications!” But all this is invention pure and
simple, not even of a kind that shows purity and
nobility in the imagination. It is vapid romancing,
somewhat after the order of the depraved French
Renan. Sober thought will go no farther than to think
of Simon as a man whom Jesus healed of leprosy. For
some reason unknown to us the supper was made in
his house; it is best to assume a natural reason, such
as the special accommodation his house may have been
able to furnish. — And Martha served — it is the
same Martha as before, and yet not the same, for
now she serves at the right time, and Jesus willingly
accepts her service. The verb duxéve. expresses service
for service’s sake. Too much is built on this mention
of Martha when Hengstenberg makes her the manager
of the service, or when, on the strength of her alone
being mentioned as serving, she is assumed to be the
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wife (or widow) of Simon — some supposing him to
be present, others to be dead. There is no real reason
to think Simon dead, he was at the supper. And the
mention of Martha, and of Martha alone, is because
of what follows regarding Mary. It is a fine sense of
justice and fairness which does not omit Martha and
her part where Mary steps forth so prominently. A
supper for many guests — there were at least 15, and
may well have been more, for why should Jesus not
have more friends in Bethany ? — would require more
than one person to serve. Mary, no doubt, also helped,
and very likely others. — But Lazarus was one of
them that sat at meat with him. It was fitting that
he should do so, and not serve or merely be present
as one looking on. He was raised to life by the divine
power of the Messiah, and therefore properly on this
occasion graced the table in Jesus’ honor. Meyer
supposes that this mention of Lazarus is intended as
a proof of his complete recovery, an idea in no way
suggested by the text; Jesus had not raised him to
sickness. Stier places Lazarus at one side of Jesus
and Simon at the other. That would be possible if
the guests sat at table in our modern fashion, but
avaxepévoy, “of those reclining,” shows that all lay
upon couches as the fashion then was among the Jews,
and consequently the head place was reserved for Jesus,
the upper end of the central couch, and only one person
could be next to Jesus. Who this was we simply do
not know.

V. 3. We need not elaborate on the well-established
fact that the act now described is not identical with
the one narrated in Luke 7, 36, etc. since the two differ
in regard to time, place, the owner of the house where
the act took place, the moral character of the woman
anointing the Lord, and the conversations connected
with the acts. See the text for the Eleventh Sunday
after Trinity. Matthew and Mark do not mention the
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name Mary, although they report the word of Jesus,
“Wheresoever this gospel shall be preached in the
whole world, there shall also this, that this woman
hath done, be told for a memorial of her.” In not
mentioning her name these evangelists are guilty of
no sin of omission, for it is her act, not her name which
is to be praised in all the world. Gregory the Great
has the doubtful distinction of identifying Mary with
Mary Magdalene and the sinful woman who anointed
Jesus in the Pharisee’s house, and of giving this view
general currency in the Roman Catholic church. But
the truth was too forcibly brought out by Luther,
Calov, Calvin and others for this view to obtain any
credence (save on the part of the fanciful Hengsten-
berg) among Protestant commentators. The sister
of Lazarus is not Mary Magdalene, nor that other
unnamed woman. Luke introduces Mary in 10, 38,
as a new personage, after he has mentioned Mary
Magdalene in previous chapters, also after giving us
the account of that unnamed woman in the Pharisee’s
house. If only one person is meant, then Luke cer-
tainly would name her at the first mention, and not
give us three different designations in as many
chapters, 7, 8, and 10. The great occasion offered
itself as Jesus sat at meat; Mary saw it, and embraced
it. Alas, for the blind who do not even see; and alas,
for the dilatory who do not move in time. — She took
a pound of ointment of spikenard. The margin has
the note “pistic nard, pistic being perhaps a local name.
Others take it to mean genuine; others, liquid.” To
these others the American Committee of translators
of the R. V. belong, who read ‘“pure nard” for spike-
nard, with “liquid nard” in the margin. This already
gives the main substance of what must be said concern-
ing the element Mary employed. John does not
mention in what the wicov was contained. It was in
an alabaster cruse or flagk, itself costly and hermet-
ically sealed, so that the tapering neck was broken
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(see Mark) when the ointment was used. — There
was a considerable quantity of it, a pound, »iteav,
being twelve ounces according to the weight of water.
The word ointment, 1ioov, is the general term for the
sap exuding from certain plants, used in perfumes.
Spikenard is the translation of véodog mowxi. Nard is
the plant which furnished the essence for the ointment,
the finest -coming from India. The word motxy is
disputed, the best derivation, and the one most
generally accepted being from niotus, so that the mean-
ing would be trustworthy, reliable, unadulterated,
pure; many preparations contained inferior substances.
For our purpose this may suffice. — All the evangelists
mention the value of Mary’s ointment, Matthew has
Bagutipov, “‘exceeding precious,” and John molvtipov, very
precious, of great value. The actual value Judas
mentions. There has been some speculation as to how
Mary came to have such a valuable ointment in her
possession. This being mere speculation we may pass
it by. Only with Nebe we unhesitatingly reject the
idea that this ointment remained in Mary’s possession
from her former voluptuous life; this would assume
a past for her which is in no way indicated and the
very opposite of probable. Rather than assume any-
thing of the kind we prefer to think that Mary provided
this precious ointment long in advance especially for
an occasion of this kind, freely spending her money
for the honor of the Savior. The idea that it remained
over from the burial of Lazarus is too improbable,
considering the price.

John says she took it and anointed the feet of
Jesus. Note the verb used, not xeiw, employed for
ceremonial anointing, but drei¢w, any ordinary applica-
tion of oil. He omits the anointing of the head (Mat-
thew and Mark) because he takes for granted that his
readers were acquainted with the narrative of the
other evangelists. The precious fluid was abundant,
and when poured out upon the head of Jesus it flowed
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down upon his neck and body, and still the cruse was
not empty, but held enough to be poured out upon the
feet, and this in such abundance that Mary wiped his
feet with her hair. The broken cruse was thus entirely
emptied, and all its contents were offered to the Master.
In the house of the Pharisee the holy feet of Jesus had
not been washed, as even common politeness on the
part of the host required, but at this supper in Beth-
any the washing certainly had not been omitted. But
the devoted heart of Mary is not satisfied with the
commoner fluid, she now adds from the abundance of
this ointment, the richest she could find. How many
a dusty, weary path those beloved feet had trodden —
now they are honored indeed as they deserve, for every
one of their steps had been marked with love. The
Baptist said that he was unworthy to loose the latchet
of the shoes of these feet, and Mary felt the same way.
At the feet of Jesus she sat when she listened to the
words of life, and these feet had brought the Master
of death to recall her brother to life. It is a wonderful
display of devotion that to the ointment for the feet
Mary should add her hair in wiping them. In mention-
ing the hair the evangelist repeats the word feet, as if
he meant to emphasize the humiliation expressed in
this act. Woman’s hair is her crown, her pride, her
beauty, and this Mary puts at Jesus’ feet. But in the
case of a Jewish woman there is more in such an act.
To unbind and loosen the hair in the presence of others
was not considered decent. Lightfoot tells of a woman
who prided herself on the fact that the beams of her
house had never seen her hair. Mary’s unbinding her
hair and using it to wipe the feet of Jesus is thus an
act of the very deepest humiliation in his honor. With
her hair she takes her own honor to wipe the feet of
Jesus. And in Mary’s case this meant more than in
the case of that other woman in the Pharisee’s house,
who did a similar thing. If there we may say, the
proper place for a sinner’s head it at the feet of Jesus,
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here we may say, the proper place for a disciple’s
head is at the feet of Jesus.— And the house was
filled with the odor of the ointment, another evidence
of the quality of the ointment, and a symbol of the
penetrating, far-reaching quality of Mary’s act. “The
odor of Mary’s ointment has the promise that it shall
penetrate and fill the whole world.” Nebe. At first,
however, the result seemed to be the opposite, the
odor that filled the house failed to penetrate all the
hearts present at the supper. To some it was not “a
sweet smell, a sacrifice acceptable, well pleasing to
God,” Phil. 4, 18.

V. 4. Judas is named Iscariot, or ‘“man of
Kariot,” to distinguish him from the other Judas
among the Twelve. It has been well said, Jesus could
designate him only after the place of his former home,
not according to his real character, for this would have
given him a terrible name. But even this name by
which he is universally known has become a brand
and a by-word of treachery and infamy. — One of his
disciples — it almost seems impossible; alas, it is so
— “one of the Twelve!” one of that chosen band,
favored above all others, who should have been first
to applaud, to understand, to copy, yea, who should
himself have vied with Mary in doing things equally
great and significant to honor Christ! — one of these
men finds fault. —In striking contrast beside the
designation “one of the Twelve,” which points to the
high things one naturally should expect from these
men, John places the cold and awful fact: which
should betray him. Yes, this explains it all! A traitor,
though standing ever so high, is capable of what is
here told this traitor did. John mentions only Judas
as objecting to Mary’s act, while Matthew says ‘“the
disciples,” and Mark “some” had indignation. No-
where are we told that all the disciples objected. When
John focuses our attention upon Judas he supplements
the story of the other evangelists by showing us how
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the objection to Mary’s deed arose. Judas is the one
who without hesitation pronounced adverse judgment.
He has a specious argument, and some are carried
away by it, evidently not taking time to think and
judge carefully. It is ever so. As Mary’s ointment
fills the house with its odor, so the poison of Judas’
words contaminates at least some hearts. There are
always those who do not form their own judgment, who
are ready to accept the decision of another. Inthe basest
moves a man can find supporters and abettors. No
wickedness so deep but what it can shield and hide
itself behind some plausible argument. How necessary
it is to point our young inexperienced Christians to
the danger that lies in the pleas of men like Judas. —
Which should betray him must not be wrongly inter-
preted. There was no divine compulsion of any kind.
The participle wérlov indicates that Judas was about
to betray Jesus, it points to something impending. The
traitorous act of Judas was not the result of a divine
decree, it was his own act entirely, just as other wicked
deeds are the product of men’s own hearts. Judas
resisted all the grace of God, all the blessed influence
and warnings of the Savior, and thus betrayed Christ.
He resisted all the grace, so that grace could not
restrain him, only almighty power; and this power is
not used to convert and save, it is used only to carry
out the purposes of God among the wicked, so con-
trolling their wickedness that it shall further the
blessed purposes of God.

Judas might have found many things to object to
in Mary’s deed and Christ’s acceptance of it, for in-
stance, that it was unbecoming an earnest man of
simple manners; that the anointing of the feet as well
as the head was a piece of extravagance and effem-
inacy offensive to Jewish custom; that such luxury
did not agree with the life of a prophet; that Jesus
himself had said, they that wear soft clothing dwell
in king’s houses, and among them the use of perfumes
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and ointments might be considered appropriate, but
not for one like Jesus. Wicked hearts can always
find some specious argument against the honor due to
Christ. But the point to which Judas draws attention
is characteristic of the man. His heart is set on
money, and so his eye sees the financial side. There-
fore he said, v. 5, Why was not this ointment sold for
three hundred pence? Incidentally we thus learn
the probable price of the ointment, which was consider-
able, between $40 and $50. And given to the poor,
ntoyois, poor ones in general. On the face of it this
looks as if Judas was really concerned about the poor,
as if his heart was full of charity. But behind the
words there lies the gravest kind of charge not merely
against Mary, but against Christ himself. Judas
implies that Jesus is robbing the poor, that he is self-
ishly, lavishly appropriating what might be used in
charity; that for his own selfish honor and glorifica-
tion he is allowing a waste that is sinful and wrong;
that his example is wrong and harmful — and that
Judas is the man who knows what is right, good, kind,
charitable, and is not afraid to come out with it! This
is the traitorous touch in this whole act of Judas. He
was a traitor now as he sat among the Twelve and
partook of the hospitality of Jesus’ friends. We see
now why John in his deeper view brings Judas, and
the actual words of Judas, to our attention.

But how is it possible for this disciple to utter
such things? This, too, John tells us, and thus bares
the root of Judas’ treachery, v. 6: Now this he said,
not because he cared for the poor; but because he
was a thief. Since he urges the needs- of the poor
when he cares nothing for the poor, since he speaks
the words of charity without having charity in his
heart, he is a rank hypocrite. How many times has
sweet charity served as a cloak for similar hypocrites?
In this case hypocrisy is linked with secret criminality :
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Judas was actually a thief. When his thefts became
plain we are unable to say, but John does not base his
positive accusation on mere supposition or suspicion.
— Judas having the bag took away what was put
therein. He was the treasurer of the little band, he
carried the common purse. We here get a glimpse of
the close relation between Christ and his disciples.
What was his was also theirs, he shared his all with
them, and Judas, Christ’s familiar friend who lifted
up his heel against him, ate his Master’s bread. —
The bag, vrwocozonov, really a case to keep mouthpieces
(vr@oow) for flutes; then any case or box for valuables;
here evidently a small box-like receptacle for money,
translated ‘“bag’” by the Vulgate, and thus by Luther
and our English versions. There is a difference of
opinion as to the verb ¢Bdototev. Does it mean took
away or simply carrted (margin)? The verb itself
means “carried,” and only the context could furnish
the idea ‘“away,” i. e. that he robbed the bag. Note
the context in John 20, 15 to this effect. The argu-
ment is put forward that in having the bag it is already
said that he carried it, and that therefore, if the verb
simply means carried, we would have a mere repetition
of thought; hence ‘“‘carried away” or “took away” is
taken to be the meaning of the verb. But John has
already said, Judas was a thief, and in the statement
that he had the bag and carried “what was put
therein,” he now brings out first the opportunity Judas
had for stealing, and secondly the double baseness of
his thefts. He had the bag — and stole: thus he abused
his office of treasurer, thus he rewarded the trust
placed in him. But more than this: he “carried what
was put therein,” the offerings of Jesus’ friends
(Luke 8, 3). The object of #Bdotatev is Borlépeva: he
regularly carried and had charge of the offerings; it
would say entirely too much to read: he regularly
stole the Balloueve, the positive idea is altogether ab-
sent. Bdlrew is the term always employed to designate
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the act of offering. It was not only money he carried,
money entrusted to him, but sacred money, offerings
to the Lord.. Stealing this kind of money makes his
crime so much the blacker. Such was the depravity
of this man! We may well assume that Judas had
financial talent, and that thus in an entirely natural
way he had been selected as the treasurer. Behold
how he abused his talent to his own undoing! What
a warning to us, especially when we too have financial
talent, when we are placed in positions of trust, when
perhaps Christ’s money is placed in our care! Here
is a warning for all church treasurers and for those
who administer the funds of widows and orphans and
other dependents. ‘“The love of money is a root of all
evil,” and the love of money is exceedingly great in
our day. Who will count the thieves inside and outside
the prisons? — Why did not Jesus, who undoubtedly
was aware of the thieving of Judas, take the bag away
from him? He did not do it, and his course was right,
even if we are unable fully to answer this question.
Why does not God interfere by his omniscience and
omnipotence in every case of crime, preventing it from
being carried out? Jesus brought all his grace to bear
upon Judas; if that proved ineffective there was noth-
ing that could change the heart of this thief among
his disciples. This is a better and truer answer than
that which Nebe makes, when he says that the counsel
of God prevented Jesus from taking the bag from
Judas.

V. 7. We will understand Christ’s answer better
if we combine what all three evangelists report as the
answer. It is this: ‘Let her alone; why trouble ye
the woman? for she hath wrought a good work upon
me. For ye have the poor always with you, and when-
soever ye will ye can do them good; but me ye have
not always. She hath done what she could. For in
that she poured this ointment upon my body, she hath
anointed my body aforehand for the burying. Amen,
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I say unto you, wheresoever this gospel shall be
preached in the whole world, that also which this
woman hath done shall be spoken of for a memorial
of her.” (Suessekind.) — "Ageg abuijy, iva. ., , . wnenon
ait6 — suffer her to keep it; or (margin), “Let her
alone: it was that she might keep it.” This reading
is assured; and not: eic v tufoavy |, . . Temomxev —
“for the day of my burial she has kept it.” The more
difficult reading should be retained, according to the
old rule of textual criticism, that the more difficult is
liable to be the genuine, if we remember, as Luthardt
and Keil state, that for the subjective thought to be
expressed in past time the evangelist had no other
choice but to use the aorist subjunctive tonon. “Ageg
is more than our English “let” with the third person,
it is “do let” or “suffer”; iva: “in order that she may
keep.” See Robertson, p. 932. The verb weeiv cannot
be taken in the sense of ‘“observe,” i. e. that Mary
observed a custom. Adtté must mean the ointment,
especially that poured out upon Jesus, not some part
that perhaps was left. The sense “to keep,” to
preserve, to save, is best for tneeiv, especially when we
note that Judas says that the ointment should have
been sold. His idea was, it should have been sold long
before this. The thought of a woman who pretended
to be a disciple of Christ keeping such a cruse of oint-
ment, and not disposing of it for the benefit of the poor,
according to Judas’ hypocritical judgment, was alto-
gether unjustifiable. This is the idea that Jesus meets,
saying: “Let her alone, that she should have kept it
against the day of my burying.” Matthew simply
says, ‘“She did it to prepare me for burial”; and Mark,
“She hath anointed my body aforehead for the burial.”
— The day of my burying plainly indicates that Christ
shall die, and that soon. The day of Christ’s burial
is so close at hand that Mary in anointing Jesus has
already done what belongs to that day. None of the
evangelists say that Jesus viewed the day of the supper
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at Bethany as if it were already the day of his burial,
but quite the contrary. Mark expressly says, ‘“She
hath anointed my body aforehand for the burial,” and
Matthew ‘‘to prepare me for burial.” As these two
distinguish between the time of Mary’s act and the
coming time of burial, so also does our text: “against
the day of my burying,” i. e. when now shortly it shall
come. Stier is right when he pictures the thought of
Jesus, saying: “In the midst of the joys of the festive
supper Jesus beholds his body an anointed corpse in
the tomb.” The anointing now taking place he com-
bined with the death and entombment presently to
follow. That very next Sabbath his body would be
resting in the grave. The body of Jesus was not
anointed the day of his burial, but only wrapped in
linen with spices sprinkled between the folds. So
Mary’s anointing in Bethany was the only and the
actual anointing of Christ’s body for burial. Christ
did not speak fancifuly when he said that Mary had
kept this against his burial and should not be blamed
for it, he spoke sober fact. — But did Mary actually
think of Christ’s burial and keep that ointment for
that occasion? Keil refuses to entertain the question
at all, saying that Jesus says nothing about it. If we
had only Matthew and Mark this might pass. Some
think that Mary was providentially governed a