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PREFACE

Tris EXTRA VOLUME of the DICTIONARY OF THE BIBLE contains thirty-seven Articles,
six Indexes, and four Maps. A word will be sufficient on each of these parts of its
Contents.

I. THE ARTICLES

Those who have kept in touch with the study of the Bible in recent years will
understand why it has been found necessary to prepare an Extra Volume. Dis-
coveries have been made which have an important bearing on the interpretation of
both the Old Testament and the New. It is enough to name the three articles
which stand first in the alphabetical list given below—AGRAPHA, APOCRYPHAL (GOSPELS,
and CopE oF HaMMURABL A Dictionary of the Bible cannot ignore such discoveries.
But they do not form part of the Contents of the Bible; nor do they deal directly
with its Language or its Literature ; so that they are not likely to be looked for in
the alphabetical order of words in the Dictionary. The best way seemed to be to
gather them into an Extra Volume.

Other articles will be found in this volume, for reasons which will be readily
understood and appreciated. Some of them, like the article on the Sermon on the
Mount, with which the volume opens, might have taken their place in the alpha-
betical order of the Dictionary. But they have not usually been so included, and
it was felt that the Extra Volume would give more prominence to their special
character and importance.

II. THE INDEXES

The Indexes have been prepared with great care. They are full, and yet it
will be found that every item in them has been carefully selected and described.
The INpEX OF TEXTS contains all the passages of Scripture upon which there is

any note of consequence in the Dictionary ; and, again, the most important notes are
' v
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distinguished by their authors’ names. Further, it sometimes happens that a text
is quoted in support or illustration of some argument: when such a quotation throws
significant light upon the text itself, it is included in the Index.

The INDEX OF SUBJECTS contains the titles of all the articles in the Dictionary,
including the Extra Volume. It also refers to a great many other topics which
are dealt with in the course of the work. When the subject of an article comes up
for treatment in other places, and a reference is made to these places, then the first
reference in the Index is always to the article itself. Thus—ITHAMAR,ii. 5192; i 6°;
ii. 123%; iv. 89>—the second volume is mentioned before the first because in it falls
the article under its own title ; there is also some account of Ithamar in the article
on Abiathar in vol. i. p. 6% as well as in the other places noted. When the article
is of some length the name of the author is given. His name is not repeated under
the same heading, so that references without a name attached are to be ascribed to
the first author mentioned.

The eross-references in the Index of Subjects are always to other parts of the
Index itself. Words which occur only in the Apoerypha are marked ¢Ap. or
‘Apoc.’: as Dabria (Ap.).

III. Tae Maprs

The maps are intended to illustrate the articles on RoAps AND TRAVEL. These
articles will be of great service to the student of either Testament, and the maps will
add to the value of the articles. But they have been prepared so as to be complete
maps of the countries they cover, the Roads which are marked on them being
additional to the information which such maps usually contain. They have been
prepared under the direct supervision of Professor Buhl (for the Old Testament) and
Professor Ramsay (for the New), who have spared no pains to make them accurate

and up to date.

And now the work on this Dictionary of the Bible is at an end. The Editor
has been assisted by the same friends as before and with the same readiness, and he
heartily thanks them all. He is also grateful for the way in which the four volumes
already published have been received.
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1. GENERAL

Alex. = Alexandrian.
Apoe. = Apocalypse.
Apoer, = Apocrypha.
Aq.=Aquila.
Arab. = Arabic.
Aram. = Aramaic.
Assyr. = Assyrian.
Bab. =Babylonian.
¢. =¢irca, about.
Can. =Canaanite.
cf. =compare.
ct. =contrast.
D =Deuteronomist.
E =Elohist.
edd. =editions or editors.
Egyp. =Egyptian.
ng. = English.
Eth. = Ethiopic.
f. =and following verse or page : as Ac 103

ff. =and following verses or pages: as Mt 11%%

Gr. =Greek.
H=1Law of Holiness,
Heb. =Hebrew.

Hel. = Hellenistic.
Hex. = Hexateuch.
Isr. =Israelite.

J =Jahwist.
J”=Jehovah.

Jerus. =Jerusalem.
Jos. =Josephus.

LXX =Septuagint.
MSS =Manuseripts.
MT =Massoretic Text.
n. =note.

NT=New Testament.
Onk. =Onkelos.

OT =01d Testament.

Pent. = Pentateuch.
Pers. = Persian.
Phil. =Philistine.
Pheen. =Phenician.

R=Redactor.
Rom.=Roman.

Sam. =Samaritan.
Sem. =Semitic.

Sept. =Septuagint.
Sin. =Sinaitic.
Symm. =Symmachus,
Syr. =Syriac.

Talm. =Talmud.
Targ. =Targum.
Theod. = Theodotion.

VS8S=Versions.
Vulg. = Vulgate.

II. Books or TtHE BibLE

Old Testament.

Gn=Genesis. Ca = Canticles.

Ex =Exodus. Is=1Isaial.
Lv=Leviticus. Jer=Jeremiah.
Nu=Numbers. La=Lamentations.

Dt=Deuteronomy. Ezk =Ezekiel.

Jos=Joshua. Dn =Daniel.
Jg=Judges. Hos=Hosea.
Ru=Rauth. Jl=Joel.
1S,28=1and 2 Samuel. Am=Amos.
1K, 2K=1and 2 Kings. Ob=Obadiah.

1 Ch, 2 Ch=1 and 2 Jon=Jonah.

Chronicles. Mic=Mieah.
Ezr=Ezra. Nah=Nahum.
Neh =Nehemiah. Hab=Habakkuk.
Est=Esther. Zeph =Zephaniah.
Job. Hag=Haggai.

Zec=Zechariah.
Mal=Malachi.

Ps=Psalms.
Pr="Proverbs.
Ec=Ecclesiastes.

Apoerypha.

1 Es, 2Es=1 and 2 To=Tobit.
Esdras. Jth=Judith.

Ad. Est = Additions to
Esther.

Wis=Wisdom.

Sir = Sirach or Ecclesi-
asticus.

Bar=Baruch.

Three = Song of
Three Children.

the

Mt =Matthew.
Mk = Mark.
Lk=Luke.
Jn=John.
Ac=Acts.
Ro=Romans.
1 Co, 2 Co=1 and 2
Corinthians.
Gal=Galatians.
Eph=Ephesians.
Ph=Philippians.
Col=Colossians.

xii

P=DPriestly Narrative.
Pal. =Palestine, Palestinian.

Pr. Bk. =Prayer Book.

TR =Textus Receptus.
tr. =translate or translation.

‘WH =Westcott and Hort’s text.

Sus=Susanna.

Bel = Bel and the
Dragon.
Pr. Man = Prayer of

Manasses.
1 Mac, 2 Mac=1 and 2
Maccabees.

New Testament.

1Th, 2 Th =1 and 2

Thessalonians.

1Ti, 2 Ti=1 and 2
Timothy.

Tit =Titus.

Philem =Philemon.

He=Hebrews.

Ja=James.

1P, 2 P=1 and 2 Peter.

1 Jn, 2 Jn, 3 Jn=1, 2,
and 3 John.

Jude.

Rev=Revelation.
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II1. Excrisa VERSIONS

Wye. =Wyeclif’s Bible (NT ¢. 1380, OT ¢. 1382,
Purvey’s Revision ¢. 1388).

Tind.=Tindale’s NT 1526 and 1534, Pent. 1530.

Cov.=Coverdale’s Bible 1535.

Matt. or Rog.=Matthew’s (i.e. prob. Rogers’)
Bible 1537.

Cran. or Great=Cranmer’s ‘ Great’ Bible 1539.

Tav.=Taverner’s Bible 1539.

Gen. =Geneva NT 1557, Bible 1560.

Bish. =Bishops’ Bible 1568.

Tom. =Tomson’s NT 1576.

Rhem. =Rhemish NT 1582.

Dou. =Douay OT 1609.

AV =Authorized Version 1611.

AVm = Authorized Version margin.

RV =Revised Version NT 1881, OT 18835,
RVm=Revised Version margin.

EV =Auth. and Rev. Versions.

IV. For THE LITERATURE

AHT=Ancient Hebrew Tradition.

AJSL=American Journal of Sem. Lang. and
Literature.

AJTh=American Journal of Theology.

AT =Altes Testament.

BL=Bampton Lecture.

BM =British Museam.

BRP=Biblical Researches in Palestine.

CIG =Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum.

CIL =Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum.

CIS=Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum.

COTI'=Cuneiform Inscriptions and the OT.

DB=Dictionary of the Bible,

EHH=Early History of the Hebrews.

GAP=Geographie des alten Palistina.

GG A =Gittingische Gelehrte Anzeigen.

GG N =Nachrichten der konigl. Gesellschaft der
‘Wissenschaften zu Gottingen.

GJV =Geschichte des Jiidischen Volkes.

G VI=Geschichte des Volkes Israel.

HCM =Higher Criticism and the Monuments.

HE =Historia Ecclesiastica.

HGHL =Historical Geog. of Holy Land.

HI=History of Israel.

HJP=History of the Jewish People.

HPM=History, Prophecy, and the Monuments.

HPN=Hebrew Proper Names.

IJ @G =TIsraelitische und Jiidische Geschichte.

JBL=Journal of Biblical Literature.

JDTh=Jahrbiicher fiir deutsche Theologie.

JOR=Jewish Quarterly Review.

JEAS=Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society.

JRL=Jewish Religious Life after the Exile.

JThSt=Journal of Theological Studies.

KAT=Die Keilinschriften und das Alte Test.

KGF=ZXeilinschriften u. Geschichtsforschung.

KTIB=XKeilinschriftliche Bibliothek.

LCBI=Literarisches Centralblatt.

LOT=1Introd. to the Literature of the Old Test.

NHW B=Neuhebriiisches Worterbuch.

NTZG =Neutestamentliche Zeitgeschichte.

ON=O0Otium Norvicense.

OP=0rigin of the Psalter.

OTJC="The Old Test. in the Jewish Church.

PB=Polychrome Bible.

PEF=Palestine Exploration Fund.

PEFSt=Quarterly Statement of the same.

PSBA =Proceedings of Soc. of Bibl. Archzology.

PRE =Real-Encyclopidie fiir protest. Theologie
und Kirche,

QPB=Queen’s Printers’ Bible.

EB=Revue Bibligue.

REJ=Revue des Etudes Juives.

RP=Records of the Past.

RS=Religion of the Semites.

SBOT =8acred Books of Old Test.

SK =Studien und Kritiken.

SP=8inai and Palestine.

SWP=Memoirs of the Survey of W. Palestine.

ThL or ThLZ=Theol. Literaturzeitung.

ThT=Theol. Tijdschrift.

TS=Texts and Studies.

T'SBA =Transactions of Soc. of Bibl. Archaeology.

TU =Texte und Untersuchungen.

WAI=Western Asiatic Inscriptions.

WZKM=Wiener Zeitschrift fir Kunde des
Morgenlandes.

7 A = Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie.

ZAW or ZATW =2Zeitschrift fiir die Alttest.
Wissenschaft.

ZDMG = Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgen-
lindischen Gesellschaft.

ZDPV=_Zeitschrift des Deutschen Palistina-
Vereins.

ZEKSF="Zeitschrift fiir Keilschriftforschung.

ZK W =Zeitschrift firr kirchliche Wissenschaft.

ZNT T’V:f Zeitschrift fiir die Neutest. Wissen-
schaft.

A small superior number designates the particular edition of the work referred to: as K477 LOTS.
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SERMON ON THE MOUNT.—

i. Origin and Transmission.
1. Historicity of the Discourse.
2. Circumstances of its Delivery.
8. Tr. ission and Tr lation
4, Relative Authenticity of the two Accounts.
5. Present State of the Text.
ii. Interpretation.
1, Popular, Gnomic, and Figurative Style.
2. Effect of the Translation into Greek.
3. Theme of the Discourse and its Development.
4, The Chief Problems of Interpretation.
a. The Beatitudes.
b. The World Mission.
¢. Relation to the Old Testament.
d. Inner Righteousness.
e, Unselfishness and Forgiveness.
7, Universal Love.
g. Religious Worship.
. The Lord’s Prayer.
. Devotion to the Kingdom,
i‘. The Treatment of Others.
. The Duty of Righteousness.
5. The Relation of the Sermon on the Mount to the
Teaching of Jesus as a whole.
Literature.

The message of Jesus to men contained in the
Sermon on the Mount can be essentially under-
stood, and is valid and useful, apart from the
historical, literary, and exegetical questions con-
cerning it which are now receiving so much atten-
tion, and which tend to overshadow the real
significance and power of His teaching. There
are problems still unsolved regarding the origin
and transmission of the discourse, problems also
regarding the interpretation and application of
some of its utterances; but the truth, the preach-
ing, and the living of the Gospel have not to wait
u%)on the results of such investigations. The words
of Jesus in this Sermon present an ideal of human
life, founded upon religious truth and ethical prin-
ciples, which has been and is intuitively recog-
nized as the highest standard of life yet conceived,
or even as the ultimate standard to which mankind
can and must attain. They need not so much to
be explained by men as to be appreciated, accepted,
and lived by them. A sufficient understanding of
the Sermon was not meant to be the possession of
the few only. In this teaching Jesus aimed at
being universally intelligible ; and He was so, for
through the Christian centuries the kind of life
which He here describes has been the guiding star
of civilization. If misconceptions as to the origin
and interpretation of the discourse have at times

EXTRA VOL.~—I

arisen, out of imperfect historical knowledge and
limited ethical and spiritual insight, these will
gradually disappear before a better knowledge and
a clearer vision.

i. ORIGIN AND TRANSMISSION.—The historical
and literary criticism of the Gospels, which has
attracted the labours of many eminent scholars in
the past three generations, is by no means finished.
Yet some important conclusions have been reached
regarding the origin and preservation of the NT
records of Jesus’ life. To this field of investiga-
tion belong the introductory questions concerning
the Sermon on the Mount. Was there, in fact,
such a discourse? If so, what were the circum-
stances of its delivelz'? How were the accounts of
the discourse affected by the processes of transmis-
sion and translation? And what is the condition
of the text of the discourse as we now have it?

1. HISTORICITY OF THE DISCOURSE.—It is the
prevailing opinion among NT scholars that in Mt
5-7 we have an account of a discourse actually
delivered by Jesus, the theme and substance of
which are here preserved.* It is entirely con-
sistent with this view, and is by the majority held
in conjunction with it, that the account as it
stands in the First Gospel is not coextensive with
the discourse originally given by Jesus. Probably
not all of the Sermon is contained in Matthew’s
report, but only excerpts or a digest ; for there is
no reason to think that means were at hand for
reporting the discourse verbatim and entire ; Jesus
seems not to have cared that His discourses should
be so preserved ; He was accustomed to teach the
people at length when a multitnde was with Him,+
while the matter given in Matthew could easily be
spoken in twenty minutes; and one would think it
faulty pedagogical method to present a series of
striking sayings, full of meaning and difficult for
the hearers ofthand to grasp, without connecting
with each germinal saying a more explicit and
concrete teaching to illustrate and apply it.

Conversely also, the Matthean report of the
Sermon probably contains some matter which did
not form a part of the original discourse. Certain
sections of Mt 5-7 are less evidently connected

* So Origen, Augustine, Chrysostom, Luther, Tholuck, Meyer,
Keim, Achelis, Edersheim, Godet, Bruce, Broadus, Kiibel,
Nésgen, Feine, Steinmeyer, Wendt, Sanday, Plummer, B. Weiss,
H. Weiss, Grawert, Burkitt, Bartlet, Bacon, and many others.

1 See Mk 41f. 35 34f.,
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than the others with the specific theme of the
Sermon and its development, e.g, 5%-2%-381.32 715
767125 With regard to these and other pas-
sages the possibility of their belonging to the
actual Sermon cannot be denied, but the pro-
bability is felt by most scholars to be against some
or all of them. This view is strongly confirmed
ny the fact that we find parallels to these sections
elsewhere in the Gospels, in other settings which
in some cases commend themselves as original. It
is difficult to conceive that Luke, or any one else,
would break up a discourse of Jesus which had been
handed down so fully as in Mt 5-7 and scatter the
fragments as in the Third Gospel.* And, finally,
it has become recognized that the First Gospel
arranges its teaching material into topical groups;t
all of the four Gospels exhibit the results of this
process, but the First Gospel more than the others.

There have been, and are to-day, a number of
eminent scholars who regard the Sermon as a
compilation throughout, holding that no such
discourse was really delivered by Jesus, and that

* See Heinrici, Bergpredigt, i. 491, It is obviously true that
Jesus taught the same truthsand principles on various occasions
to different individuals, and in doing so may have at times
repeated some of His sayings in quite the same, or nearly the
same, words. Such repetition may sometimes serve to explain
the several forms in which similar sayings have been handed
down. But it cannot be used as a universal resolvent of the
mass of variations, This stock argument of the apologetic
harmonists proceeds upon the assumption that Jesus’ words
must bave been transmitted in every case precisely as He
uttered them. But the assumption is unwarranted, and the
phenomena of variation abundantly and decisively disprove it.
Nearly all NT scholars now agree that the differences which
appear in parallel passages of our Gospels are due chiefly to the
vicissitudes of transmission and translation. The Gospel teach-
ing did not conmsist of a set of formulas, to be learned and
repeated verbatim,

See Godet, Collection of the Four Gospels, and the Gospel of
Matthew, p. 131ff.; Wendt, Lehre Jesu, i. 52, 84, 106, 185;
Wernle, é'ynopt. Frage, pp. 61-80 ; Weizsiicker, Apost. Zeitalter?,
pp. 369-898 [Eng. tr. ii. 38-62]; Jiilicher, Einleitung <. d. NT,
p. 195: Heinrici, Bergpredigt, i. 8. ; B, Weiss, Meyer-Komm.
% d. Mattevgm. inloc.; H. Holtzmann, Hand-Comm. %.d. Synop-
tiker, in loc. The discourses of Mt 5-7. 10. 13, 18. 23. 24. 25 are
compilations in the sense that to the historical nucleus of each
discourse there has been joined some matter upon the same or
a kindred subject which originally belonged to other historical
connexions. Thus Mt 10 contains as a nucleus some instruction
which Jesus gave the Twelve when He sent them out on their
trial mission (105-15) ; but to this section there has been added
material from another occasion (101642, esp. 17-23), when Jesus
in the latter part of His ministry was preparing His disciples for
the work they must do after His departure. The first Chris-
tians found it practically convenient to have the mission teach-
ing grouped together. Mt 13 contains a collection of Jesus’
parables upon the nature and development of the kingdom of
God. The collection is not found in the corresponding passages
Mk 4 and Lk 8. 1t is quite unlikely that Jesus would make u;
a discourse of these seven parables (Mt 131-9. 24-30. 31f. 83. 44. 45¢.
47.50), If the disciples did not understand the first parable until
it was explained to them privately (Mk 410), it would be of
little use to add six others no more intelligible. But the
chapter itself, by the two breaks at v.10 and vv.34-36, shows that
it is & compilation ; vv.3.53, which seem to make all that inter-
venes a connected discourse, is the editorial device for giving
unity and vividness to the teaching. It is probable that the
parable of the Sower was given on some occasion (vv.1-3)in Jesus’
Galilean ministry, accompanied by explicit teaching along the
same line. On other occasions the other parables were given:
then, their original setting having been lost, all seven were
topically grouped by the early Christians for practical instruc-
tion. Mt 18 contains a collection of teachings from various
occasions, grouped about the nucleus of an original discourse
(ef. Mk 933-50) concerning the relations and duties of the Twelve
and the community life of the first disciples. Mt 23 is a collec-
tion of sayings from different parts of the ministry (cf. Mk
123840, Lk 119752 13348 2045-47), in which Jesus condemned cer-
tain acts and characteristics of the Pharisees. The nucleus is
apparently in vv.112; gseven woes (the complete number) are
here grouped together as were the seven parables of ch. 13,
Mt 24 exhibits the same topical arrangement of material (cf. Lk
123946 1722-37 21). And in Mt 21. 22 and 25 appear similar com-
pilations of related teaching. It is probable that the author of
the present Gospel of Matthew found this material grouped in
this way, although he may have carried the process farther,
and have unified these grou})s by editorial retouching. If, then,
the First Gospel has several discourses, consisting in each case
of the nucleus of some original sermon augmented by kindred
material from other occasions, it becomes quite probable that
the discourse in Mt 5-7 is of a similar construction. The added
matter is just as valuable and trustworthy as the nucleus
matter, being equally the authentic utterances of Jesus,

the alleged occasion of it was & well-meant fiction
of tradition or of the Evangelists.* According to
this hfypothesxs, the material grouped under the
title of & mountain discourse to His disciples came
from various occasions in the ministry which were
no longer remembered. The compilation was made
for the practical use of the early Christians, to
furnish them with a manual of Christian conduet.}
But this is to press the theory of compilation to
an extreme. It is not an impossible view, and
would not entail serious consequences, since it
does not deny the authenticity of the sayings;
but it must be counted less probable. The examina-
tion of the great teaching masses in Matthew
seems to show that the briefer sayings were gener-
ally grouped with the historical remains of some
great discourses, whose approximate position in
the ministry and whose circumstances were not
wholly forgotten. The main portion of the Sermon,
contained 1n Mt 5%-6'8, is (with the exception of
certain verses) so closely woven as theme and
exposition that it cannot well be denied historical
unity and occasion. Jesus must logically have
given such teaching as the Sermon presents, in
the earlier Galileean ministry to which the Gospels
assign this teaching; and we know that He was
accustomed to speak long and connectedly to His
hearers. 1t is therefore probable enough that at
least this much of a digest of one of Jesus’ most
important and impressive discourses should have
been preserved.

2. CIRCUMSTANCES OF ITS DELIVERY. — The
occasion on which the Sermon was given appears
to be clearly indicated b{ Lk 622, which makes
it follow closely upon the appointment of the
twelve apostles.f The Gospel of Matthew agrees
with that of Luke in locating the Sermon on the
Mount in the first half of Jesus’ ministry in Galilee,
although Matthew places it somewhat nearer to
the beginning of that period.§ There is good

* 8o Calvin, Baur, Neander, Bleek, Pott, Semler, Strauss,
Kuindl, Wieseler, H. Holtzmann, Weizsacker, Jiilicher, Heinrici,
Ibbeken, Hawkins, Schmiedel.

+ Weizsicker, Apost, Zeitalter? (1892), p. 880f. [Eng. tr. ii.
46£.1: ‘The discourse, as Matthew has adopted it, was in fact a
kind of code, but such as originated in and was designed for the
Church. . . . The nucleus consists of a few long main sections,
521-48 61-18.19-84, , |, The commandments in these three sections
together form a sort of primer, which was, however, first
composed by the combination of these didactic pieces, whose
original independence is at once apparent from the parallel
sections of Luke’s Gospel. . . . The evan%elist put on an intro-
duction, 53-12.13-16, and an a}l:;pendix, TL2, to fit the whole to
the historical situation which he gave it.” H. Holtzmann, Hand-
Comm. . d. Synoptiker, p. 99: *Probably the discourse was
constructed by the evangelist himself out of written and oral
sources, with the pritary purpose of furnishing an order of life
for the new Church.” Heinrici, Bergpredigt, i. 39 : ¢The Sermon
on the Mount of Matthew seems to be a free composition of a
speech of Jesus from certain genuine sayings of His, which
were in part already grouped together, in part in circulation
as single sayings.’ Similarly Jiilicher, Einleitung t. d. NT'8
(1901), p. 232; Hawkins, Hore Synopticee (1899), pp. 131-185;
Schmiedel, Encyc. Bibl. vol. ii, col. 1886,

{ The corresponding passage in Mark is 81319, but the Sermon
is not found at that point nor elsewhere in the Second Gospel
There is no indication at Mk 819 that a discourse followed
historically.

$ Too much has often been made of the difference between
Matthew and Luke regarding the position to which the Sermon
is assigned by each. Matthew places after the Sermon, in chs.
8. 9. 12121, gome matter which Luke places before the Sermon
in 431-¢l1; but this section contains only incidents, miracles,
and brief teachings, which, even if they are all in their proper
places in Luke (and Mark, which corresponds),would not require
more than a few weeks of time. Matthew does not record the
appointment of the Twelve, but first mentions them as apostles
in ch. 10 in connexion with their mission. Nor does Matthew
represent the Sermon as Jesus’ first teaching, since he distinctly
relates before the discourse (423£) that ¢ Jesus went about in all
Galilee, teaching in their synagogues, and preaching the gospel
of the kingdom, and healing allmanner of disease and all manner
of sickness among the people. And the report of him went
forth into all Syria’ (i.e. throughout Jewish territory). The
earlier work and teaching are compressed rather than ignored,
and the words are given more prominence than the deeds. A
compilation of representative teaching by Jesus in chs. §-7 is
followed by a compilation of representative deeds of Jesus
in chs. 8 9.
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reason to think that they are sufficiently correct.
The contents of the discourse, as clearly as its
position in the Gospels, mark it as a part of His
Galileean teaching,—not, indeed, the first instruc-
tion Jesus gave, but of the kind fitted for recep-
tive hearers who had gained some acquaintance
with Him, and had by skilful preparation on His

art become ready for a %eneral presentation of
%is religio-ethical ideas. To find Jesus giving one
of His most significant discourses in connexion
with the appointment of the twelve apostles is
altogether what one might expect. That appoint-
ment was a great event in His ministry. It marked
the stage when His popular success reqﬁlired Him
to choose and train some men to assist Him in His
work (Mk 3%); and it behoved Him also, since
the storm of opposition was gathering on the
horizon (Mk 21-35, cf. Mt 23%-3) {0 prepare these
men to carry forward His work after He should
lay down His life at Jerusalem.

The Sermon is not, however, addressed exclu-
sively or specifically to the newly-appointed
apostles. It contains no trace of esoteric teach-
ing. There is no portion of the disconrse which
does mot pertain equally to all of Jesus’ followers,

resent and future. The internal evidence of the

ermon, therefore, sustains the correctness of the
Evangelists’ statements (Mt 7%, Lk 7') that
Jesus spoke directly and inclusively to the people
who thronged Him at this time.* The multitude
was a disciple multitude in the sense that many
were professed followers of Jesus, many were con-
templating discipleship, and all were favourably
disposed towards Him, listening with interest to
His teaching. The Sermon contains no direct
polemic against opponents, but an appeal to all to
adopt and to attain a higher type of righteousness
than that which was conventionally taught them
by the seribes.

The exact time, s.e. the year, month, and day,
at which the Sermon was given cannot be deter-
mined. There is no agreement among scholars as
to either the duration or the calendar dates of
Jesus’ public ministry.+ But on any chronological
hypothesis the discourse stands about half-way
between the beginning of Jesus’ public work and
His crucifixion.

The Sermon was spoken in Galilee, the scene of
the main ministry of Jesus (ef. Mt 4225, Lk 6Y7),
If there is an indication in Mt 85, Lk 7! that the
1)la,ce of the event was near Capernaum, the precise
ocality would not even then be defined, since the
site of Capernaum itself is in dispute. The moun-
tain referred to in Mt 5! 8!, Lk 62 is not named
and cannot be identified. We may suppose, how-

* That the discourse was addressed to the multitude is the
view of Achelis, Bleek, Bruce, Godet, Meyer, Nosgen, and
others. That it was addressed to close disciples, but overheard
by the multitude to whom it did not directly pertain, is held
by Tholuck, B. Weiss, Grawert, and others. Burton and Bacon
maintain that the discourse was spoken only to an inner circle
of followers. But these hypotheses presuppose a sharper line
between disciples (Mt 51, Lk 620) and general followers of Jesus
than Jesus Himself indicates in the Sermon, or than can other-
wise be made out at this stage of the public ministry. The use
of the second personal form by Luke cannot be adduced as
evidence that Jesus was speaking only to a close circle of dis-
ciples; it was equally applicable to a large company. Matthew’s
account also has the second personal form after 5310, Yet hoth
Evangelists have statements (Mt 5! 728, Lk 619 71) to the effect
that Jesus addressed His teaching to the multitudes at this
time ; and it is not clear that these statements are mere literary
features, without historical value. The discourse contains
positively nothing to indicate that Jesus was speaking only to a
small, inner circle of His followers.

1 See artt. ChroNoLoGY OoF NT, vol. i, and Jesus CHrIst,
vol. il. ; also art. ‘Chronology of NT' in Encyclopedia Biblica,
vol. i.; and Literature cited in connexion.

$ Four views are now current concerning this ‘mountain’:
(1) Latin tradition identifies it with Karn Hattin ; the theory
is accepted by Stanley (SP p. 868f.), and also by Plummer
and H, Weiss, This Latin tradition did not arise until the 13th
cent., and is quite unknown to the Eastern Church, so that it
cannot have been more than a plausible guess. The location

ever, that the scene of the Sermon was in the
region to the west of the lake, not far distant
from the thickly-populated shore.

3. TRANSMISSION AND TRANSLATION.— We seem
to have in Mt 5-7, Lk 6%% two accounts of the
Sermon ; they differ somewhat in setting, verbal
expression, and content, but are mnevertheless
essentially one discourse.* Both Gospels assign
the Sermon to the earlier Galilean ministry. The
circumstances of the discourse are similar—the
mountain, the representative multitude, the heal-
ings, the address to disciples. The theme of the
discourse is the same in each—the true righteous-
ness. The development of the theme is similar—
a characterization of this righteousness, with
specific teaching as to how it is to affect thought
and conduct, and an exhortation to men to live in
this way. Each account begins with the Beati-
tudes, and closes with the injunction to do God’s
will as revealed in Jesus’ teaching, enforced by the
parable of the Two House-builders. And, finally,
nearly the whole of Luke’s discourse is contained
in Matthew’s,

and features of Karn Hattin correspond sufficiently well with
the history ; but there are a number of other hills along the
western shore of the lake which are also suitable (Robinson,
BRP iii. 487). (2) Some specific mountain is referred to, and
was known to the early Christians as the scene of the discourse,
but its identity became lost from the Gospel tradition, So
Tholuck, Meyer, Keil, Kiibel, Achelis, Andrews. (3) The phrase
76 8pos designates not a particular hill or mountain peak, but
the range of tableland rising to the west of the Sea ¢f Galilee;
and the site of the event is not more specifically designated.
The Jews used three leading terms to distinguish the surface
features of their territory—* mountain,’ ¢ plain,’ and ‘valley’: of
these designations the first is understood to have referred to
the tableland, whether broken into isolated peaks or not (cf.
Gn 1917.19. 30 3123. 25 368.9, Mt 14 1529, Mk 6%, Lk 92, Jn €3).
Therefore =5 opos would in any particular instance refer to the
high land—whether tableland or peak—in the vicinity of the
event, This view also leaves the site of the Sermon undeter-
mined. So Bleek, Robinson, Ebrard, Thomson, Edersheim,
Broadus, Bruce, Nosgen, Stewart, B. Weiss, Bacon. (4) Those
who regard the Sermon as a mosaic only, resting upon no
particular discourse, but made up of material gathered from
many connexions (see names in footnote above), perforce look
upon ‘ the mountain’ as a part of the artificial scenery which the
compiler of the Sermon arranged about it to give verisimilitude
to the whole. Of these four views one may adopt the second
or the third, but between these two it is difficult to choose.

The accounts in Mt 51 81, Lk 612.17, which describe the setting
of the Sermon, both make mention of the mountain, but are
not in agreement concerning it. Matthew locates the entire
scene upon the mountain ; Jesus and His disciples ascend it,
apparently by His deliberate choice, to speak and to hear the
Sermon ; when it is finished they descend. According to the
Third Gospel, Jesus goes up the mountain to spend the night in
solitary prayer (cf. Lk 928, Jn 63-15) ; when it is day He calls His
disciples to Him, and appoints the Twelve ; afterwards He
comes down from the mountain to the multitude which had
gathered on a level place below, where He heals many, and
later delivers the discourse. The well-meant harmonistic efforts
expended upon these passages do not seem convincing. But
the discrepancy is neither sufficient to remove the datum of a
mountain in connexion with the discourse, nor, in face of strong
evidence for their identity, to force the conclusion that the
reports of Matthew and Luke represent two separate and
distinet discourses with different settings.

* This is the almost unanimous opinion of scholars: Tatian
(Diatessaron), Origen, Jerome, Chrysostom, Euthymius, Theo-
phylact, Luther, Calvin, Maldonatus, Meyer, Bengel, Neander,
Schleiermacher, Stier, Ewald, Wieseler, Keim, Keil, Kdstlin,
Robinson, Ellicott, Schneckenburger, Hilgenfeld, Edersheim,
Godet, Tholuck, Tischendorf, Achelis, Andrews, Beyschlag,
Broadus, Farrar, Feine, Schanz, Sanday, Steinmeyer, Sieffert,
de Wette, Wendt, H. Weiss, B, Weiss, Bruce, Burton, Heinrici,
H. Holtzmann, Ibbeken, Jilicher, Kiibel, Nésgen, Wernie,
Bacon, and many others. The theory of two separate discourses
was advocated for apologetic purposes by Augustine, and,
following him, by St. Gregory and certain minor Rom. Cath.
writers, as, recently, Azibert (Revue Biblique, 1894). A few
modern Protestant writers also have taken this view, as
Greswell, Lange, Plumptre, and, most recently, Plummer
(Comm. on Luke [1896], p. 177).

The arrangement, of the material in Tatian’s Diatessaron (see
Hill, Earliest Life of Christ, being the Diatessaron of Tatian
[1894), pp. 73-84), which combines the Matthew and Luke
accounts, is thus: Mt §la Lk 613b-17 [Mk 814.15] Mt 52=Lk ¢20a
Mt 5310 Lk 6222 Mt 511b.12 Tk 624-27a Nt 51418 [Mk 422 23] Mt
517-25a [Lk 1258b] Mt 525¢-42 Lk 630b. 81 Mt 543-46a Lk 632036 Mg
547.48 Mt 618 [Lk 111b. 2] Mt 69b-18 [Lk 1252 33] Mt 6192 [Lk
1185.36] Mt 624-27 [Lk 1226] Mt 628b-81 [Lk 1229b] Mt 63234 Mt 71=
Lk 6370 Lk 638 [Mk 424b. 25] Lk 639-42 Mt 76 [Lk 115-13] Mt 712-16a
Lk 644 Mt 717.18 Lk G35 Mt 71923 Lk 647- 482 Mt 725-81,
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The relation of the contents of the two accounts
can be shown in a table :—

Mt5°  =Lk6® | Mt 7h2 =Lk 6578
546 = 62! 735 — Bil. 42
511. 12 — 62'2. 23 712 = 6751
539.40.42 — 629 30 716,17 — @15 44
448 = G27.28.32-36 e - 616
61-34 hasno parallel in Lk 6204 7'.’4—27 = G749

Matthew’s aceount has 107 verses, Luke’s aceount
29. Of Luke’s 29 verses, 23% find a parallel in the
Matthean account, where they are arranged as 26
verses. There is no parallel in Mt 5-7 for Lk
§%4-26-58. 99 40. 45, * Of Matthew’s remaining 81 verses,
34 find a parallel in Luke outside of ch. 6 (in chs.
11-14. 16) } as follows : 31—

Mt 58 =Lk 143 Mt 62 2=TLk 118

55 = 115 (816) 64 = 161
518 = 1617 62553 — 1922-31
5%.26—  ]98.59 71— 11913
52 = 1618 713, 14 — 134
6018 = 1124 %% = 13¥
61921 = 1985, 84

This leaves 47 verses of the Matthean discourse
which have no parallel in the Third Gospel : Mt

5% 7-10. 14. 16. 17. 19-24, 27-31. 33-38. 41.43 §1-8. 14-18, 8¢ 76. 15,18-20.22

That is, four-ninths of the Sermon in Matthew is
peculiar to that Gospel.§

These phenomena of the comparative contents
of the two accounts of the Sermon present a
complex and difficult problem, and compel one to
investigate the history of this discourse fromx the
time of its utterance until it took its present two-
fold form in our First and Third Gospels.

Another important feature of these two reports
of the Sermon, and one which must be investigated

in con{unction with the problem of content, 1s the

remarkable variation in wording—in the literary
expression of the same ideas. Sometimes this
variation is slight, as in :||—

* But there are parallels for two or three of these passages
elsewhere in Matthew, thus : Lk 639=DMt 1514b, Lk 645=M¢ 1295 ;
and with Lk 640a compare Mt 102+ (Jn 1316 1520s),

1 These chapters belong to the somewhat clearly marked
middle third of Luke’s Gospel (1023-1834), which consists mainly
of discourse material. It is commonly known as the ¢ Perean
section,’ because its position in this book is between the final
departure of Jesus from Galilee (Lk 951-1020) and His public
entrance into Jerusalem (Lk 1835-1946). During this period
Jesus perhaps spent some days or weeks in Persa (Mt 191=
Mk 101, Lk 1331, Jn 1040), and some of the material in Lk 10-18
may belong to that period, as 121-12. 85-59 131-9. 22-30. 81-85 1720-87
1818, But the main contents of these chapters (Lk 111-86 121334
1810-21 14, 15. 16. 171-10 189-34) quite surely belong to the Galilman
ministry, because (1) this is indicated by various allusions in the
chapters themselves, e.g. 1129-32 (cf. Mt 1239-42), 1310.17.18.21 (cf,
Mt 1381. 32), 142535 ; (2) the subject of most of this teaching is
more suitable to that period ; (3) it is altogether unlikely that
Jesus would have left so Jarge and so important a portion of His
general teaching till the last weeks of His ministry. Luke had for
these chapters (10-18) a special source, probably a document of
some extent, which contained most valuable teaching ; but the
settings of the teaching had been largely lost, and he therefore
put these passages, with other unattached material from the
Logia and other sources, into this middle, mixed section of his
book,—in fact, what else could he do? The material was too
important to omit, and he was too conscientious a historical
author to create scenes for the several pieces.

1 In the case of three of these passages there are parallels in
Mark also : Mt 513=Mk 950=Lk 1434. 35, Mt 515=Mk 421 =Lk 1133
(and 816), Mt 532=Mk 1011=Lk 1618, There is but one sentence
which is put by both Matthew and Luke into the Sermon that
has a parallel in Mark, namely, Mt 72b=Mk 424b=:Lk 638; and
this saying is of the gnomic type, so that it may have been
repeated on various occasions by Jesus, Consequently one is
inclined to say that the portion of the Sermon common to
Matthew and Luke is not found in Matk, And of the matter in
Matthew’s Sermon which is found in Luke outside of the Sermon,
or not found in Luke at all, Mark has parallels perhaps for five
verses,—the three just indicated, and the two named in the
following footnote,—so that the Second Gospel scarcely knows of
this teaching material which the First and Third Gospels make
s0 prominent.

§ Except, perhaps, Mt 5§29.30=Mk 943.47, Mt 614 15= Mk 1125,
It is worth observing that three passages of the Matthew
Sermon have parallels within the First Gospel itself : Mt 529.30=
Mt 188.9, Mt 552=M¢ 199, Mt 718=M¢t 1288,

I The Greek text here used is that of Westcott and Hort.

Mt 7%,
kal v @ pérpy perpelre
peTpnlhceras Vuiv.

Mt 733,
37i 8¢ BNémeis TO xdpos TO
& 7 dpalu Tob adehgod
aov, THv 8¢ év T o SpfaN-
ue dokdy ob kaTavoels; 44
wds €pels TE ddengy gov
"Ages ékBdhw TO rdppos éx
7ol dpfarpmol aov, kai {dod
7y doxds év TG SpPalu ool ;

S bwokpird, EkBaewpldTov ék
70U 8pfauol goil T dokdr,
kal T6Te SraBNépecs éxBalelv
70 kdppos éx Tol dpfaruod
700 dOeNgol gov.

Lk 6%,

@ yap uérpw perpeire drris
peTpnlfoerar uiv.

Lk 641. 42_

#7{ 3¢ B\émes 70 kdpdos TS
év 79 dpfalug Tob dSeNgod
gov, THy 6¢ Sokdy THY év T
10l SpBadug o kaTaroels ;
Cuads dvacar Néyewwr T
48engp gov 'Adengé, dges
ékBdAw 76 kdppos TO év TH
6plarug aov, alrds Tiv év
7 dpfauy ol doxdv ob
BNémwy 3 Vmokpird, €xBale
Tp@TOY TV Ookdy éx TOD
épbalmol col, «kal TéTE
daBNéyers 10 Kdppos TO
év 7 SpBaru Tob ddehpod
agov éxPBakeiv,

Similarly compare Mt 6%=Lk 16" and Mt 77-3=

Lk 11% 19,

In these four passages there is almost

complete verbal agreement—not quite, however—
which must be explained. And the four sayings
are widely scattered in Luke as compared with

Matthew.

But such close verbal agreement is exceptional.
In all the other parallel passages the variation in
literary form is great, as in :—

Mt 539. 40,

B ’Eyd ¢ Nyw Duiv uh
drrigTival T wornp® AAN
SoTis oe pawifer els Ty
detiar quaybrva [oov], orpé-
Yor abry kal THy EXAgpr
4 kai TG 0éhovri oo kpthivas
Kal Tov xuT@vd oov haSely,
dopes alr kal 70 ipdriov.

Mg 72,

Mdvra olv Soa éav OéNyre
tva worBow Uity ol Gvfpwmor,
olirws kal Uuels mwowetre av-
Tois'  olrws ydp éoTw 6
véuos kal ol wpopiTac.

Mt 72477,

24 ds obv 8a7is axoler pov
Tovs Abyouvs [rovrous] kal
wotel adrovs, duotwdiseTar
dvdpl ¢povipy, SoTis ¢Ko-
dduneer alrol Tiw oikiow
énl T mwérparv. P xal kat-
éBn % Bpoxh xal HNfay ol
moTauol xal Emvevoav ol
dvepor kal wposémecay TH
olkiq éxelvy, kal ovx émwecey,
TebepueNtwro yap éml Thv
wérpav. % al wés 6 drodwy
pov Tovs Abyovs TovToUs Kal
w) wow abrods Spotwdi-
ceTar dvdpl pwpp, BoTis
Wrbdounaev aldrol THv olkiav
i Tiw duuov. ¥ kal kar-
éBn 9 Bpoxh xal fNbav ol
worapmol kal Emvevoar ol
dvepor xal wposékoyav Tq
olkig éxelvy, kal émweoev, Kai
v ) TTOOS adTHs peydn.

Lk 6%,

7¢ TomwTorT o€ éwl THY Gua-
ybva wdpexe kal Ty EX\yw,
xal dmwd Tob alpovrds cov TO
tudriov kal Tov xirva uj
KWAUGYS.

Lk 6%.

kal kabos Oéhere tva wor-
Bow vuiy ol dvfpwmor, wot-
etre avTols duotws.

Lk 64-,

111as 6 épxduevos wpbs e
kal dkovwy pov TOV Néywy
Kkail wodv adrovs, Ymodetfw
Oty rive éoTiv Spotos® 48 fu-
ods égrv Avfpumy olkodo-
pobrre olklav, 8s éoxayer
kal éBdOurer kal Ednrey Oe-
MéNov éml Ty Twérpav® wA-
wippns 8¢ ~yevouéyns wpoo-
épnfev 6 worauds T oikia
éxelvy, xal odk loxvoer ga-
Nefoar adrip 6ud 70 kalds
olkodopsjodar alriv. 406 8¢
drovoas kal ph woujsas
Buoibs éoTww arlpdme oixo-
douoarte olklar éwl Tiv
iy xwpls Oepehlov, § wpoo-
épntev 6 worauds, kal evfds
cwémeoer, Kal éyévero T
Piypa THs olklas éxelvys
méya.

Similarly compare Mt 5% % =Lk 6%, Mt 7- 2 =Lk
6%, Mt 71617 = Lk 64 4 and also Mt 55=1Lk 11%,
Mt 58 = Lk 1617, Mt 52 % = Lk 12%- 8, Mt 612 =
Lk 123 3, Mt 6% = Lk 1229,

In some passages the wording of Matthew is so
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different from that of Luke that a difference even
of the thought results, or seems to result :—

Mt 53‘ 4. 6'

2 Maxdpoe of wraxol TG
wyedpart, 6T abrdy éoTiv
7 Baotheia TGV olpaviv.

4 pakdpio ol wevBodvres, &7t
alrol wapaxAndijcorrac.

S paxdpior ol wewdrres kal
dupdvres THY Oikatootvyy,
dre alrol yopracfhoorrat.

Mt 5%,

Egegfe olv pels Téheto
ws & warip Oudy 6 olpdyios
Téhetbs éoTev.
Mt 6913,
9Mldrep Hudv 6 év Tois
olparols*
dytaclirw 7o ropd oov,
Wéngdrw 5 Baohela oov,
yevntiTw 7o OéAud gov,
&s év olpave kal émi yijs*
Wrdy dprov fudv Tov émri-
ovgiov
00s Huiv ohuepor*
L xal dpes Huilv 78 dpehd-
moTa HUdY,
ws Kkal npels dgriKauey
Tots Spethérars Hudv:

Lk 620. a1,

2 Mardpioe of mrwyol, 8
¢ ORI

Vuerépa éoriv 9 PBaciheln
100 feob.

2b yaxdpiot ol khatovres viv,
81t ryehdaere.

212 yaxdpeow of wewdvresviy,
ére xopracfioeste.

Lk 6%,
TivesOe oixtippoves kabis
o marip Vudv  olkTippmewy
éoTiv,

Lk 11%9,
2I1drep,

dyacfire 7o droud cov*
éNfdrw %) Bacihela cov*

3rdv dprov Hudv Tov émi-
ovctoy
38ov Huly 70 kad’ Huépav:
4 kal dpes Huiv Ts auaprias
v,
kal yap adrol diouer
wartl dpethovTe Huv*

Kkal uh) eloevéyrys nuds els
weLpac by,

1B kal uh elaevéyrys Huds els
Telpaspudy,
4ANG ploar Huds dwo Tob
wovypod.
Similarly compare Mt 5% = Lk 16 (= Mk 10%=
Mt 19%) and Mt 7%=Lk 118. The corresponding
context or setting of each pair of these parallel
sayings, or as regards the Lord’s Prayer the
nature of the case (see below, ii. 4 A (2)), indicates
that however variant the words have become in
transmission, they started from the same utter-
ances of Jesus. The parallel records run the
entire gamut of variation from close verbal simi-
larity to wide verbal divergence, and in a few
cases even to difference of idea itself.

Now the explanation of these striking phenomena
of content, form, and substance in the Sermon of
Matthew and Luke is to be found in the history
of the transmission of this material during the
years c. 29-85 A.D. This section of history is one
part of the great ‘Synoptic problem.’* While
many elements of this problem are still in dispute,
certain fundamental facts pertaining to it now
seem well established.

(1) Jesus habitually taught in Aramaic, not in Greek.t The
thorough and deliberate discussion of this question seems to
have reached a settled conclusion.t We were all eager to

* In the extensive and highly important literature upon this
subject is to be sought the pr tation and treat t of the
matters outlined in the following paragraphs. See the art.
GosPELS, vol. ii., and literature there cited ; also art. ‘Gospels’
by Sanday in Smith’s DB2, and by E. A, Abbott and Schmiedel
in Enecyclopeedia, Biblica, vol. ii. ; also Wernle, Synopt. Frage
(1899) ; Wendt, Lehre Jesu, 1 Th. (1886); B. Weiss, Matthdus-
evangelium (1876) ; H. Holtzmann, Synopt. Evangelien (1863);
Weizsicker, Untersuchungen . d. gelische Geschichte (1864,
2nd ed. 1901); Wright, Composition of the Four Gospels (1890);
Hawkins, Hore Synopticee (1399) ; Burkitt, Two Lectures on the
Gospels (1901).

11t is not unlikely that Jesus knew some Greek, for many
Greek-speaking Gentiles lived in Galilee, and that language
must have been used not a little in such a hive of commerce as
Capernaum was. Jesus’ work, however, was exclusively among
the Jews, and there is no conclusive evidence that He knew or
spoke Greek at all; even His trial before Pilate cannot prove
this, as Pilate must have been accustomed to use an interpreter
in treating with the Sanhedrin. See O. Holtzmann, Leben
Jesu (1901), p. 22.

t That Jesus taught in Greek has been ably argued by Roberts
(Greek the Language of Christ and His Apostles, 1888) and by

believe that these very Greek words of our Gospels came
directly from Jesus’ lips; yet historical investigation shows
that they are but a translation from the original utterances.
While the theories of Resch, Marshall, Dalman, Blass, E. A.
Abbott, and others as to a primitive Aramaic or Hebrew Gospel
are uncertain, it is clear that the Memorabilia of Jesus were
originally and for some years in the Aramaic language. The
Aramaic vocabulary, syntax, and influence can everywhere be
seen through the Greek of the Gospels, like the earlier text in
a palimpsest manusecript.

(2) Jesus’ more important teachings were marked and remem-
bered from the time they were spoken. It is not too much to
suppose that He impressed certain teachings—not their form,
but their substance—upon His disciples. From day to day,
therefore, during Jesus’ public ministry, His followers were
gathering and pondering His utterances, holding them in
memory and repeating them to one another nearly or quite
in Jesus’ own words. After His death and resurrection His
followers treasured these sayings of their Master’s, studied
them, preached them, and faithfully taught them to all who
came into the Christian brotherhood (cf. Ac 242). The story of
Jesus' life, His deeds and His words, was the guide of every
individual Christian, of every Christian community, and of the
entire Christian movement, What He had taught was the
staple matter of all Christian instruction and worship, and
was everywhere regarded as the norm of Christianity. And
of all that Jesus had taught there was nothing more prominent,
vital, and practical—indeed nothing more generally revered and
used—than the teaching contained in the Sermon on the Mount.

(8) It is also certain that, for years after Jesus had given His
teaching, it was circulated and transmitted by word of mouth.
Jesus Himself wrote nothing, nor did His disciples until long
after. Both these facts were due to the Jewish custom of the
time, The teaching of the Rabbis in Jesus’ day was entirely oral
—only their sacred books, the Old Testament, might be written;
therefore the pupils of the Rabbis heard and memorized their
teaching. Out of this custom arose a special qualification for,
and efficiency in, oral instruction and oral transmission among
the Jews. To men of this nation and country Jesus’ sayings
were given, and by them preserved. It cannot, of course, be
sup};]osed that Jesus insisted upon forms of words; He was

er a literalist nor a verbalist. Therefore His disciples did
not place undue emphasis upon the dpsissima verba of His
teaching. But so perfectly worded were the most significant
of His shorter sayings—many of which can be seen in this
discourse—that they would persist in their original form. For
the remainder of the teaching an exact verbal transmission
was unlikely, and the evidence shows that it did not so happen.

(4) After fifteen or twenty years (c. 45-50 A.p.) Christianity
began to reach out into the great Roman world by the labours of
the Apostle Paul and many others; and it became necessary to
translate the Gospel story into Greek, since the non-Palestinian
Jews and the Gentiles did not know Aramaic—the language in
which the story had arisen, and had thus far been handed
down. That this translation took place 50-80 A.D. is proved by
our present Greek Gospels and the early disappearance of all
Aramaic Gospel documents. Now there is every reason to
think that this translation of the Memorabilia of Jesus was a
process rather than an act. The data do not permit us to think
of one formal, authoritative translation, comprising the whole
Gospel story, and passing directly into the use of all the Greek-
speaking Christians. Rather there were numerous persons in
various places and at different times who translated portions—
the same as well as different portions—of the story from the
Aramaic into Greek. These individual and fragmentary trans-
lations were characterized by various degrees of literalness,
differing vocabulary and syntax, loss of original colouring,
obscuration of shades of meaning, interpretative modifications
and expansions, varying success in reproducing the original
ideas, and some adaptation of the sayings (by way of selection,
arrangement, and altered expression) to the practical needs
of the Churches for whom the respective translations happened
to be made. Then these various translations, at first located at
the chief centres of the Christian movement, passed into general
circulation, and acted and reacted upon each other, mixing the
phenomena of the several translations. The features just de-
scribed can all of them be traced in our two Gospel records of
the Sermon on the Mount.

(5) It isnow generally understood * that, after fifteen or twenty
years of circulating and transmitting the utterances of Jesus by
word of mouth, the Gospel Memorabilia were gradually put into
writing. We have in Eusebius (HE iii. 89. 16) the important
testimony of Papias, which is regarded by most scholars as
trustworthy, that the Agostle Matthew composed (svverdfaro,
al, cuveypaayeero, cf. Lk 11 dvardgares) a collection of the sayings
(Adyse) of Jesus, in the Hebrew (i.e. the Aramaic?) language.
If Papias’ statement, and the common interpretation of it as
a written account, are correct, then we have a distinct witness
that there was a written record of Jesus’ teaching, which we
may assign to ¢. 50 A.p. That it was in Aramaic(?) shows an
adoption of writing, even by the Palestinian Christians, as a

neit.

T. K. Abbott (Fssays chiefly on the Original Texts of the OT
and NT, 1891, ch. 5). The contrary, that Jesus taught in
Aramaic, has been shown by Neubauer, Studia Biblica, i. 39-
74 (1885); A. Meyer, Jesu Muttersprache (1896) ; Zahn, Einleit-
ung t. d. NT, i. 1-51 (1897); Dalman, Worte Jesu, i. 1-72
(1898) : see also art. LANGUAGE OF Ti1& NEW TESTAMENT, vol. iii

* Although there still remain a few earnest advocates of an
exclusively oral tradition,
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means of collecting, circulating, and preserving the Memo-
rabilia of Jesus, But whether Papias’ statement is correct or
incorrect, it is practically certain that when the Gentiles received
the story of Jesus they committed it to writing, for they were
not accustomed to the oral transmission of extended material,
This change of oral to written records was informal, unauthor-
ized, and gradual, like the translation already described. But
it is probable that soon after 50 A.D. there were many written
portions of the Gospel Memorabilia in existence and use. These
documents then grew in number and extent until after twenty
to fifty years our canonical Gospels absorbed them and became
recognized as the final records of Jesus’ ministry (cf. Lk 11-4),
There are also indications that the oral tradition continued
along with the written tradition through the whole period until
our Gospels were composed (and indeed afterwards also), and
furnished a larger or smaller amount of the material which
went into them.

The history here sketched of the transmission of
the entire Gospel story is at the same time the
history of the transmission of the Sermon on the
Mount, which was one of the most valuable sections
of the Memorabilia of Jesus. The whole process
has left its marks upon our two accounts of the
Sermon, for to it are to be attributed in the main
the difference of setting, content, arrangement,
variety of literary expression, and divergence of

i part, by dittferent persons and in several localities :
then these complete or fragmentary translations
had each its own history for about 30 years, during
which they experienced the vicissitudes of trans-
mission. When the First and Third Evangelists
came to prepare their Gospels in ¢. 80-85 A.D. there
were in circulation and use these various Greek
forms of the Matthean Logia. The two authors
adopted different forms, according to the usage of
the Jocality in which each wrote, or, less likely,
according to their judgment of which form was
best historically.

(2) In addition to this basal Logian source of
both our accounts of the Sermon, there were prob-
ably other lines of transmission of the discourse
in both oral and written tradition. Many disciples
had heard the Sermon when Jesus gave 1it, and for
years afterwards had told of it. There must thus
have grown up variant reports—one used in one
church or circle of churches, and another in
another. These further reports also are likely to
have been handed down, and some of them may
well have come under the notice of the two

thought. But the fundamental agreement of the ' Evangelists in composing their Gospels.* How
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Diagram to ltustrate the Transmission of the Sermon on the Mount.

two accounts, which shows them to be reports of
the same historical discourse, has not been seriously
obscured in transmission.

When one attempts to trace more in detail the
garticular history of the Sermon on the Mount

uring the years ¢. 29-85 A.D., one comes upon
many perplexing problems about which at present
there is no agreement. Opinions ventured in this
sphere can only be tentative and modest.

(1) It seems probable that the Matthean Login
was used in a Greek form, indeed in differing Greek
forms, by both the First and the Third Evangelists.*
If the same Greek form of the Logiz was used by
both, the one or the other (or perhaps both) has
introduced a remarkable series of changes in con-
tent, arrangement, and wording which it would
be difficult to explain. A much more probable
supposition is that the Matthean Logic was
variously translated into Greek,t in whole or in

* See Wendt, Lehre Jesu, i, 52, 53 Jiilicher, Einleitung 7. d.
NT3,p. 219; Wernle, Synopt. Frage, pp. 79, 80 ; Hawkins, Horee
Synopticee (1899), pp. 88-92; J. Weiss, Predigt Jesw vom Reiche
Gottes? (1900), pp. 179-182, 'That the same Greek form of the
Logia was used by both the First and Third Evangelists is
maintained by O. Holtzmann, Leben Jesu (1901), pp. 23-24.

t See Feine, Jahrb. f. Protest. Theologie, 1885, p. 111,

much influence such outside spurces had upon their
reports it would be difticult to determine—perhaps
it was considerable.

(8) We need to allow for a fair amount of editorial
selection, arrangement, adaptation, and revision
on the part of our two authors. Luke (1) has
given us important information concerning his
material, purpose, and method; and the First
Evangelist probably wrote under similar condi-
tions. As they gathered their sources, they found
themselves in possession of three classes of sayings
from Jesus—(a) brief sayings still joined to specific
events of His ministry, and which they could in
part arrange in their right order; (5) the remains

* The First Gospel of our NT Canon is neither the Matthzan
Logia itself, which was in Aramaic (Eusebius, HE iii. 39. 16),
nor is it an immediate translation of that Logia, since it does
not contain the inevitable indications of a translated work. The
Greek Gospel of Matthew is rather a combination of the Logia
in some mediate Greek form with the Gospel of Mark, plus the
addition of various portions and characteristics which did not
belong to either of the original books. However, because it
substantially incorporated the Logia, it continued to bear the
Apostle’s name. The author of the enlarged Greek edition of
the original Matthew work is unknown. On this matter see
the works on NT Introduction by B. Weiss, H. Holtzmann,
Jiilicher, Zahn, Salmon, and others; also Commentaries on the
Gospel of Matthew,
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of certain of Jesus’ greatest discourses, containing
the theme and some of the essential matter belong-
ing thereto ; these also could generally be assigned
to their proper places in the history; (c) small
sections of teaching or single sayings, the original
connexion of which was no longer known; these
would be inserted here and there in the narrative
without particular attachment, or would be asso-
ciated with the nuclei of the great discourses
wherever the subject of the one was similar to
that of the other.  Such compilation would pro-
duce the phenomena of extraneous material which
we find in both accounts of the Sermon, as well as
in other discourse sections of both Gospels. When
the material of his Gospel had been arranged
satisfactorily by the author, it remained for him
to adjust the several parts to each other, to smooth
over the joints by his literary skill, and in various
ways to give the book a unity and finish such as
an author would desire for his work.

(4) In view of the fact that the Gospels were
written for the practical use of the Christians in
their life and worship, the Evangelists felt at
liberty to make such & selection and presentation
of the Gospel facts and teachings as would be most
acceptable and useful to the circles of Christians
for whom their books were prepared. Each Gospel
therefore has a marked individuality. Matthew,
in accordance with his purpose, dwells at length
upon the relation of Jesus and His message to the
Hebrew Scriptures and the current Judaism. But
Luke, or his source, with a Gentile public in mind,
passes over this material in the main and presents
the Gospel in its universal aspects as a spiritual
and altruistic religion for all men. These charac-
teristics of the First and Third Gospels appear
strikingly in their respective accounts of the Sermon
on the Mount.

The accompanying diagram aims at giving some
suggestion of the general course of transmission
of the Sermon, and of the kind of sources which
each Evangelist may have had before him in pre-
paring his report of the discourse.

4, RELATIVE AUTHENTICITY OF THE TWO AC-
COUNTS.—Proceeding now upon the view which
has been elaborated, that the two discourses con-
tained in Mt 5-7 and Lk 6% are variant reports
of one historical Sermon on the Mount, it becomes
an important consideration which of the two
reproduces the Sermon with the greater complete-
ness and accuracy. The question is as to their
relative excellence, for the phenomena of the
accounts and the vicissitudes of transmission show
that neither the First nor the Third Gospel has
perfectly reproduced the content and wording of
the original discourse.

In content, Matthew has much more than Luke
of that material which is commonly recognized as
having been an essential portion of the Sermon,
namely, Mt 5348 ¢1-7-16-18 . compare with this Lk
6%-22. %1%,  Luke or his source omitted most of
this section, apparently on the ground that it was
inapplicable to the Gentiles, for whom the account
was prepared.* This omission was perhaps justi-
fiable for the practical purpose of a Gospel,
although innumerable Gentiles ever since Luke’s
day have preferred the Sermon of the First Gospel,
as we now do; but however that may be, from a
historical point of view such an extensive omission
could leave only a seriously incomplete account of
the discourse. The further section of the Matthaan
discourse (6'%-3) may or may not have been a part of
the historical Sermon; opinion is quite evenly
divided upon this point, and there seems no con-

* 80 B. Weiss, Meyer-Komm, . d. Mattevgm, p. 163 ; Wendt,
Lehre Jesu, i. 58; Plummer, Comm. on Luke, p. 183 ; Wernle,
Synopt. Frage, p. 62; Bacon, Sermon on the Mount (1902), pp.
86-39 ; and most other scholars.

clusive evidence either way. The fact that Luke
places this material in 12%2-%1, where it has a topical
connexion with what precedes it (1213-2), suggests
another oceasion, although that occasion is not
chronologically located by Luke. On the other
hand, if the theme of the Sermon is found in the
Beatitudes rather than in the verses Mt 5172, this
passage, which inculcates devotion to the Kingdom
and trust in God, is germane, and marks the dis-
course as more than an anti-Pharisaic manifesto.
For the present, at least, one may prefer to regard
this section as belonging to the Sermon. In this
case Luke’s account of the Sermon, which contains
nothing of this portion, is again strikingly incom-
plete.*” The final section of the Matthean (fiscourse
(7¢%) has been preserved with some fulness by
Luke (6°7-49), varying less than the two preceding
sections from the Matthean account. It will
appear farther on, that in both the Matthean and
Lukan reports there are some brief extraneous

assages which cannot have been in the original
Sermon, such as Mt 5% 268182 gr-1s 76-1L 2228 [
6%3-26. 382,39 40. 45 Byt in this kind of variation the
two reports have both expanded the historical
discourse. Considering the relative contents of
the Sermon in Matthew and Luke, there can be
no doubt (even waiving the question of Mt 619-34)
that the First Gosgel presents a much more com-
plete account of the Sermon than that presented
by the Third Gospel.+

* It seems impossible to suppose that Luke could have had
before him the Sermon in the forin in which it now appears in
the First Gospel. This is also the opinion of Wernle (Synopt.
Frage, p. 80), Bartlet (art. MATTHEW 1n vol. iii.), O. Holtzmann,
(Leben Jesu, 1901, p. 21), and of Heinrici (Bergpredigt, i. 10).
Heinrici says the two reports of Matthew and Luke ‘are recon-
structions of a discourse restored independently by Matthew
and Luke rather than in dependence upon one another or upon
the same written source.” The Evangelists have re-worked their
material, but that alone cannot explain the phenomena of the
two accounts. Would Luke have deliberately broken up a col-
lection of teachings so usefully grouped as in the Matthean
accounts, and have scattered them so unreasonably through
seven chapters of his own work? On the other band, the First
Evangelist might, so far as the Sermon is concerned, have had
Luke’s account before him. His own report was surely better
than Luke’s, and so would not be altered into conformity with
the latter. The general phenomena of the two Gospels, how-
ever, are against this particular interrelation, and the pre-
vailing opinion assigns Matthew’s Gospel to a somewhat earlier
date than Luke’s.

+ It is a somewhat difficult matter to explain the absence of the
Sermon from the Gospels of Mavk and John. The onlg parallels
in Mark to any of the Sermon material are Mk 421.24 943. 47. 50
1011 11255 in Johnm, 1316 (1520). And these sayings are only
possible parallels, .e. they need not have come into the Gospel
of Mark from accounts of the Sermon. The opinion of Ewald,
H, Holtzmann, Keim, and Wittichen, that Mark originally con-
tained the Sermon, but that it hasdisappeared from the canonical
work, cannot be accepted. Feine (Jahrd. f. Protest. Theologie,
1885, p. 4), is right in holding that Mark did not use the sources
which, containing variant accounts of the discourse, were used
by Matthew and Luke independently. It seems quite certain,
however, that Mark could not have been ignorant of the Sermon.
1t that discourse did not appear in his sources, oral and written,
it must have been because he voluntarily limited those sources.
The Sermon was altogether too highly valued and too widely
used in the Apostolic age to have escaped any careful compiler
of the Gospel Memorabilia. This would be esp. true of Mark,
who, if common opinion i8 correct, had an ultimate Petrine
base for much of his material. Is it imaginable that Peter did
not give the Sermon a prominent place in his teaching? Surely
Mark must have known the Sermon. Why, then, did he omit
it from his Gospel? A plausible explanation, which may be the
true one, is this :—

When Mark wrote his Gospel, about 65-70 A.p., the Matthzan
Logia (in various Greek forms) was in general use; this Logia
passed over the narrative material of the story of Jesus, and
consisted mainly of a collection of Jesus’ discourses and shorter
sayings; it included the Sermon, although in what precise form
it is very difficult to determine—probably not that in which
it appears in either of our canonical Gospels. Now Mark’s
Gospel, in striking contrast, reports mainly the acts and
events of Jesus’' public ministry, giving much less attention
to the teaching (the longest sections of discourse material
are in 21822 39330 4132 @813 7623 83438 QL 5950 1(24-31.38-45
112325 12, 13). Perhaps Mark wished to put into more com-
plete and permanent transmission that other side of the
Gospel story which was neglected in the Logia. If so, it was
unnecessary for him to repeat the Sermon and certain other
discourse elements of that work, since he wrote to complete the
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In wording, a like verdict of superior excellence
falls to the Gospel of Matthew. Since both
Gospels contain the discourse in Greek, therefore
in translation we cannot find in either of them
the ipsissima verba of Jesus (except for the few
Aramaic words transliterated, as in Mt 5%). But
when we ask which Gospel has more accurately
transmuted into Greek the ideas that Jesus ex-

ressed in Aramaic, which has more faithfully
interpreted His meaning in this teaching, there
are many indications that Matthew gives the
better record. A complete study of the parallels
in the two accounts of the Sermon shows that in
almost every instance there is a greater authen-
ticity in the Matthean account; of this a few
illustrations will suffice. (1) The first Beatitude is
variously worded (Mt 5° paxdpoe ol wrwyol T¢ wves-
pare; Lk 6% paxdpioc of wrwxol). It is perhaps true
that the Lukan form corresponds more nearly to
the Aramaic utterance of Jesus, which may not
have had a term corresponding to Matthew’s r¢
wredpare; the important consideration, however,
ig as to the idea rather than the form. In the
Lukan Beatitude, material poverty is intended, as
is shown conclusively by the converse woe in 6%
oval Huiv Tols whoveoios (woe could not be pronounced
upon those who were spiritually rich). But in the

atthean Beatitude the ambiguous term wrwyoi—
corresponding to the OT owy (Ps 69%, Is 61!) and
ourax (Ps 10919 Is 14%), and standing in the LXX
for those Hebrew words (see art. POOR in vol. iv.),
with a primary moral and spiritual import—is made
explicit for the moral and spiritual signification by
the addition of the phrase 7 wveduare, to protect the
Beatitude from the material interpretation which
had made its impress upon Luke’s source. Thus
Matthew has preserved Jesus’ original meaning of
the first Beatitude (perhaps at the expense of its
form); of course it is the meaning rather than the
form that is of value. (2) In Mt 5¥8=Lk %36
there are many indications of the secondary char-
acter of Luke’s material : Mt 5% does not appear;
the idea of lending (Lk 6 %) is a disturbing im-

ortation ; instead of redérvac Luke has duaprwlel ;

t 5% is given in a non-Jewish form—érecde viol
“Pylorov instead of éwws yévnobe viol Tob warpds dudv
700 év obpavols ; Mt 5% does not appear, nor the
term ol éfvicoi of Mt 547; and the reminiscence of
Dt 1818 in Mt 5% érecfe . . . TéNewor is replaced by
a non-Jewish and much weaker yivesfe olkripuoves.
That is to say, Luke’s account lacks the Palestinian
setting, the local colour, the Jewish phrases, and
the OT allusions, besides introducing an extraneous
practical element. (3) A similar practical addition
or expansion of Mt 7% may be seen in Lk 6%,
a true teaching, but foreign to the context.
Similarly Lk 6%. (4) In the Mt 722 and Lk 63
forms ot the ‘Golden Rule’ (quoted above), the

current record of Christ’s life, not to produce a new Gospel
which should antiquate and supersede the Logia. This appears
also in the fact that the present Greek Matthew combines prob-
ably the Matthaan Logia with the Gospel of Mark (plus some
additional matter) into a quite extensive account of the life
of Christ. What makes this theory somewhat unsatisfactory
is the fact that no small amount of Jesus’ sayings actually con-
tained in Mark’s Gospel was in all probability present in the
Logia, e.g. Mk 41-20 & 91.39-50 12; but perhaps an explana-
tion for this can be found. At any rate, the problem of Mark’s
omission of the Sermon cannot yet be considered solved.

As for the absence of the Sermon from the Gospel of John, the
entire character of that hook offers a probable reason for its
omission, The author has distinctly chosen not to reproduce
Synoptic material, but to make a Gospel with different contents,
and setting forth Gospel truth in a different way. That he passes
over the Sermon is, therefore, not at all due to his ignorance of
the discourse, but to his motive, according to which he passes
over all the Synoptic discourses (Mt 5-7. 10. 13. 18, 21-25, Lk 6.
10-21), and most of the narrative matter as well. Nor did he,
in passing by all this, wish his readers to regard that part of the
Gospel story as unhistorical or unessential. He chose to treat
a particular phase of Christ’s life and personality—what he
probably considered the highest phase. This Gospel was de-
signed to illumine, not to supersede, the others

Matthean wording approves itself as being a better
reproduction of what we may understand Jesus
to have said; the Matthaan phrase ofros vdp éorw
o vbuos xal ol wpogpirar is absent from the Lukan
account on the constant principle of expunging
Jewish elements. (5) The same principle explains
the significant difference of wording in Mt 7%
(o0 wds 6 Néywr mor Kipe ripie eloeNedoerar eis Tip
Bachelay Tdv olpavdv, dAN 6 mwodv 70 OéAnua Tob
warpbs pov Tob év Tols olpavois) =Lk 6% (i 8¢ ue kakelre
Kipee klpte, ral ob moeire & Néyw;). (6) It is obvious
in a comparison of the Matthean and Lukan
accounts (quoted above) of the closing parable of
the Sermon that the Palestinian colour and the
vivid picturesqueness of the story as given in the
First Gospel do not appear in the commonplace,
secondary expressions of the Third. (7) To these
six illustrations from the parallel reports of the
Sermon must be added the twofold account of the
Lord’s Prayer (Mt 6°- = Lk 1124), which is discussed
below (under ii. 4 2), and most strikingly shows the
relative merits of the Mattheean and Lukan reports
of Jesus’ teaching. It is not to be denied that the
Mattheean form may be somewhat expanded from
the original Aramaic ; but this has to do with form
rather than with substance, and the expansion is
in the interest of the true interpretation of the
Prayer. Here, also, we note (see the two accounts
quoted above) the absence from Luke of the Jewish

hrases which speak of God as in heaven, and of

is ‘will’ as supreme. The comprehensive and
deeply ethical and spiritual term dgeNjuara of
Matthew is replaced in Luke by the conventional
term duaprins. And the petition for deliverance
from evil, a characteristically Jewish conception,
is expunged.

It cannot be doubted that the strong Jewish
element and Palestinian colour of Matthew’s dis-
course actually pervaded Jesus’ teaching as origin-
ally given. Jesus was a Jew, and spoke to Jews
only ; His language and His ideas were therefore
Jewish and adapted to Jews. There is no room
for a theory that this feature was a subsequent
artificial transfusion of Judaism into the teaching
of Jesus. But it is easy to see how just this
feature was eliminated from His teaching in the
course of the Gentile mission. The Gentiles neither
understood nor liked the Jews, with their peculiar
notions and exclusive ways. In order, therefore,
to make the Gospel acceptable to them, the Chris-
tian missionaries thought it necessary to wniver-
salize the language of Jesus. This has clearly
been done in the case of Luke’s account of the
Sermon, possibly by himself,* but more likely by a
long process of elimination, through which the
material had passed on the Gentile field whence
Luke drew his sources for the Third Gospel. It is
possible that portions of the original Sermon which
were too strongly Jewish to remain in that position
found their way into Luke’s Gospel apart from
that discourse, and with the Jewish colouring
removed. Perhaps this is the explanation of the
variant position of Mt 6%-3¢=Lk 12%%-31, since the
same kind of elimination of the Jewish element is
apparent here, e.g. 7& werewd Tod odpavod is replaced
by rods xbpakas; 6 warhp tudv & obpdreos is replaced
by 6 febs, note the peculiar addition in Lk 12%; ra
&9vy is replaced by mdvra & €0y 70b kéouov (a clear

* Bacon, Sermon on the Mount (1902), p. 109£., says: ‘It was
indeed, from the standpoint of the historian of Jesus’ life and
teaching, a disastrous, almost incredible mutilation to leave out,
as our Third Evangelist has done, all the negative side of the
teaching, and give nothing but the commandment of minister-
ing love toward all. We can scarcely understand that the five
great interpretative antitheses of the new law of conduct toward
men versus the old [Mt 521-43], and the three corresponding
antitheses on duty toward God [Mt 61-18], could have been
dropped in one form of even the oral tradition’; but the Third
Evangelist has done this in order to ‘concentrate the teaching
upon the simple affirmation of the law of love.’
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alteration to remove the disparaging reference to
the Gentiles’ love for material wealth and power);
again, the absence of 6 ovpdrios in Lk 12%; and the
absence of Tiv Suatosdvyy adrod (a technical Jewish
term) from Lk 1281, There would seem, therefore,
to be no room for question that, historically con-
sidered, the Sermon as given by Matthew is of
much greater authenticity than the Sermon of
Luke, since it has better preserved the actual
contents of the historical discourse, its theme and
development, its Jewish elements, its Palestinian
colour, and the true interpretation of its sayings;
and, in addition to these merits, the Matthzan
account has a Greek style of higher literary skill
and finish., In this preference for the Matthean
report of the Sermon nearly all scholars are now
agreed.*

But this relative superiority of the account in
the First Gospel does not mean its absolute authen-
ticity. This account is still but a series of excerpts
from the historical Sermon, marred by the inci-
dents of long transmission, showing the inevitable
effects of the process of translation, and containing
certain passages which originally belonged to other
occasions (see below). Even in some cases we are
uncertain whether the ideas themselves of Jesus
are not misrepresented by the wording of Mt 5-7.
Two instances about which there has been much
dispute may be mentioned. In Mt 591 the
peculiar tone of Jewish literalness has led many
scholars to postula.te a Judaistic-Christian colour-
ing of Jesus’ words in these verses, since they seem
gquite foreign to His anti-literal utterances and
spirit. Every explanation of them as coming in just
this sense from Jesus is beset with difficulties, and
fails to satisfy completely (see underii. 4¢). Again,
in Mt 5% we find a most significant addition to the
teaching of Jesus concerning divorce. This saying
probably belongs to the occasion with which 1t is
associated in Mt 19%12, where it is repeated. In
both the Matthsean instances we have the exceptive
phrase wapsxrds Aéyov mopretas (uh émi woprela), which
is not found in the other Synoptic parallels, Mk
104, Lk 16, A serious question is involved con-
cerning the permissibility of divorce. The phrase
is rejected as a later interpolation by many of the
best modern scholars (see under ii. 4 d).

But if we cannot think of the Sermon in Matthew
as presenting an absolutely authentic account of
that historical discourse, we may yet feel much
certainty that it contains many essential teachings
from that discourse with substantial trustworthi-
ness. In the Eva,n%elists’ reports of the Sermon
we have not complete historical accuracy, but
practical adequacy.

5. PRESENT TEXT OF THE DISCOURSE.—The text
of the Sermon as it finally took form in the First
and Third Gospels has come down to us through
the centuries with less variation than might have
beer expected ; it is in excellent condition. The
number of variations is not many hundred, and few
of them are of special importance. The Textus
Receptus of the 16th cent. (and therefore the AV
of 1611 A.D.), compared with the text given us by
the great uncials of the 4th-6th cents., shows here
as elsewhere numerous elements of assimilation,
emendation, revision, and variation; but these
have been excluded in the critical texts of the
modern editors, Westcott and Hort, Tischendorf,
the English Revisers, and others. The most con-
spicuous changes are the dropping out of words
and phrases which have been imported into the

* The constant preference shown by H. Holtzmann, Wendt,
and a few others for the Lukan account of the Sermon as
against that of Matthew is, in view of these considerations, a
mistake, It is not a true historical criticism to eliminate from
the records of Jesus’ teaching as much as possible of the char-
acteristic Jewish element, or to give the place of honour to the
briefer and more fragmentary of two parallel accounts.

text of one Gospel to assimilate its readings to the
text of the other, and the literary ¢ improvements’
which the scribes have introduced. The variations
which are of importance for interpretation will be
treated in their respective places below.

ii. INTERPRETATION.—AIl study of the origin
and transmission of the Sermon on the Mount is
but a preparation for its interpretation, just as all
study of its interpretation is but a preparation for
its practice. Both lines of preparation are essential
if the teaching is to be understood historically and
comprehensively, and is to be applied truly and
thoroughly. Surely the untrained English reader
can find through the Sermon the spiritual assurance
and strength which he needs, and an ideal of life
which can determine his conduct in the limited
sphere in which he thinks and acts; the gospel is
for all, and essentially intelligible to all, rather
than the exclusive possession of the educated few
(as is the case with intellectual systems of theology,
philosophy, ethics, and the like). DBut when the
Sermon is used—as it can and should be used—to
illumine the great problems of religion, of morals,
and of society, every resource of spiritual capacity,
mental ability, and the acquisition of learning
should be brought to bear upon this supreme
teaching of Christ, in order that it may exert its
due and proper influence upon the world.

1. POPULAR, GNOMIC, AND FIGURATIVE STYLE.
—Interpretation must take full account of the
literary style in which Jesus chose to express
Himself. That style, as seen in the Sermon on
the Mount and throughout the Synoptic Gospels,
was distinetly popular and Oriental. Too often
Jesus’ teaching has been handled as though it
were a systematic, scientific treatise on theology
and ethics, whose expressions were fittingly to be
subjected to laboratory test, each element to be
exactly determined by finely-graduated measuring-
rod or delicate weighing-scales. No greater mis-
take could be made, and the results so obtained
must be hopelessly incorrect and perverse. Micro-
scopic analysis is a radically wrong process to be
applied to Jesus’ teachings. For He chose to
deal with the masses, and His ideas were expressed
in language which they could hear and consider.
If at times He disputed with the learned men of
His nation, and in doing so in part adopted their
dialectical method (see the Johannine discourses),
still this was not His main interest or His chief
field of work. The common people were open-
minded and receptive: to them, therefore, He
addressed His teaching. It was to the Galileans
that He gave Himself and His message, while in
Jerusalen: and elsewhere He had to defend both
against the hostile leaders.

As He taught the multitudes, in their syna-
gogues, upon the highways, along the seashore,
and on the hillsides of Galilee, He put His re-
ligious truths and ethical principles into concrete
popular sayings, contrasting His ideal of life in
many simple ways with the conventional notions
and practices, and illustrating His teaching
from the ordinary avocations, experiences, and
environment of His hearers.® Entirely free from
scholasticism and intellectualism, He did not tell
the how and why of things, nor present scientific
definitions, nor deal in abstractions; but with
Divine wisdom and skill He taught those things

* One reading should be given to the Sermon in Mt5-7 with
no other intent than to note Jesus’ remarkably fine and
abundant allusions to things around Him-—religious practices,
ethical conceptions, commerce, industries, agriculture, animals,
plants, home life, house furnishings, civic institutions, social
customs, the conduct of men, human needs, fortune, and
misfortune. His observation and appreciation of everything
was unequalled, and the relative valuation which He placed
upon things was the true norm of all subsequent judgment.
No poet—not even Shakespeare—has seen so clearly, feit so
truly, or pictured so perfectly the hearts and lives of men.
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which it is essential for all men to know. The
religious facts and truths which He presented form
the foundation of Christian theology, and His
instruction concerning human conduct must lie at
the root of any true system of ethics; but He did
not_teach these subjects in_the manner of the
ancient or modern schools. He put His ideas in
such a way as to make His knowledge universal.
He spoke with a simplicity, insight, and fervour
which would appeal to all serious listeners.

It was a part of Jesus’ method to use all kinds
of figurative language. That was natural to Him
as an Oriental, and by no other means could He
have reached the Orientals who formed His audi-
ences. Similes, metaphors, all kinds of illustra-
tions, parables, hyperbolical expressions, were
constantly upon His lips.* We have constantly to
be on our guard against interpreting literally
what He has spoken figuratively.t¥ The Sermon
Fresents the true righteousness, the ideal human
life, popularly and practically portrayed and en-
joined. To treat this teaching as scientific ethics
1s to produce confusion. But to draw from it the
essential principles of ethics is to find light and
peace for mankind.

_Many of Jesus’ utterances, especially in this
discourse, are of the gnomic type in poetic form—
a style so effective in the Wisdom literature of the
OT and Apocrypha. The wise men of Hebrew
history, particularly after the Babylonian exile,
put into this attractive literary dress their crystalli-
zation of experience, their philosophy of life, their
instruction for conduct and practical affairs. This
was a favourite style of teaching with the Jews—
a fact that was at once the cause and the motive
for Jesuy’ adoption of it. As a literary mode of
expression, Jesus used the gnome, as He used
the parable, with consummate art.Z Even the
trapslation of these sayings into a radically dif-
ferent langnage has not destroyed their literary
finish, rhythm, and symmetry, e.g. the Beatitudes,
the Lord’s Prayer, and many other passages in
Mt 5-7. The simplicity, lucidity, and energy of
Jesus’ utterances mask the art with which they
were fashioned. Not that we are to conceive of
Jesus as labouring over His literary productions
to bring them to perfection, but that ideal thought
intuitively found ideal expression. Jesus’ supreme
interest was assuredly not in mere letters, but in
the truth He taught. Yet this included the vital
lodgment of the truth in the minds and hearts of
men, and to this end the language in which He
clothed His teaching was of great imfortance.
The uniqueness of Jesus manifests itself in the
ability to present His teaching acceptably and
effectively, as well as in His perfect insight into
the truth itself.

* Metaphorically, Jesus calls the disciples the salt of the earth
and the light of the world (Mt 513.14), Symbolically, He com-
mands the plucking out of the right eye (529). Figuratively,
He speaks of the mote and beam (73-0), of the pearls before
swine (75), of the narrow way (713. 14), of the false prophets (715),
of the tree and its fruits (716-20). He gives the parable of the
Two House-builders (72427), And most difficult of all to interpret
correctly, we have His hyperbolical utterances, in which He
says more than He means, setting forth a principle rather than
a rule of conduct, and leaving its application to the judgment
of men. Such are the four famous ‘ non-resistance’ injunctions
(63%-42), and the sayings concerning the secrecy of benevolence
(6%), prayer in the closet only (66), anxiety for the necessaries of
life (625- 34), answers to prayer (77), and the ‘ Golden Rule’ (712).

t See Wendt, Lehre Jesu, ii. 74-112; Tholuck, Bergrede5, p.
169 . [Eng. tr. p. 1651.].

t See Heinrici, Bergpredigt, i. 19-26; Kent, Wise Men of
Ancient fsrael2 (1899), pp. 176-201; Briggs, ‘The Wisdom of
Jesus the Messiah’ in Expository Times, 1897, viil. 303-8, 452-5,
492-6, ix. 69-75. Dr. Briggs says: ‘Jesus put His wisdom in
this poetic form for the reason that Wisdom had been given in
the artistic form of gnomic poetry for centuries, and was so used
in His time. If He was to use such Wisdom, He must use its
forms. Jesus uses its stereotyped forms, and uses them with
such extraordinary freshness, fertility, and vigour that His
;‘gis;.dom transcends all others in its artistic expression’ (viii.,

5

But not only was Jesus the true successor of the
OT sage. The Hebrew prophets also gave their
messages in remarkably fine literary form, as in
the Psalms, Isaiah, and Amos. And the prophetic
utterances of Jesus, too, were clothed in ganguage
full of beauty, fire, and force. Indeed, Jesus was
more a prophet than asage.* He taughtnotsomuch
as a philosopher of this life ; rather, as & seer who
has a vision of a higher life which is to be produced
in men. Jesus’ earnestness and tempered zeal in
His teaching were more persuasive and searching
than the fervour of any preceding prophet of truth
and righteousness. In the Sermon on the Mount
He showed men the ideal life, but that was not all
—He strenuously urged them to attain it. They
must forthwith do the will of God which He had
made plain to them (Mt 72-%7), Active love, self-
denial, and service He fixed as absolute require-
ments for those who would be members of the
kingdom of God. In these utterances the voice of
the true prophet is heard proclaiming God’s will
and demanding that ¢ justice roll down as waters,
and righteousness as an everflowing stream’ (Am
5%), Jesus was both wise man and prophet, but
¢reater than either and greater than both ; and
never greater than in the Sermon on the Mount,
where He immeasurably surpassed every lawgiver,
seer, and sage. It is with this supreme apprecia-
tion of Jesus and His teaching that one should
enter upon the specific interpretation of His words
in Mt 5-7 and the Lukan parallels.

2. EFFECT OF THE TRANSLATION INTO GREEK,—
In view of the fact that we have Jesus’ words only
in a translation (the original of which has probably
passed out of existence), it will be always a wise
proceeding to attempt to reproduce the Aramaic
form of the words of Jesus which have come down
to us only in Greek. By this process, even though
success 1n it can be only partial, an atmosphere
for interpretation is obtained, and shades of mean-
ing are disclosed which would otherwise escape
us. Unless we get back into the Semitic world to
which Jesus belonged and in which He worked,
we can never completely understand Him or His
teaching. It is therefore a proper and useful
undertaking upon which a number of excellent
scholars are now engaged,t to restore by conjec-
ture the original Aramaic of Jesus’ words. Some
of the results already reached are of in?orba.nce,
and still greater things may be expected of it in
the future. It is likely that to some extent the
variant vocabulary in the Greek of parallel Gospel

assages can be explained as the result of trans-

ation, a single Aramaic term being represented in
the several translations by two or more synonym-
ous Greek words.

A thorongh study of the Septuagint in close
comparison with the Hebrew text, showing how
translators actually put Hebrew into Greek, gives
a valuable insight into method, and furnishes
eriteria for judging of the Aramaic original behind
the Greek of our Gospels. Various degrees of
literal and free rendering of the Aramaic can be
seen in our two accounts of the Sermon on the
Mount. Sometimes the translators have been
unable to find exact Greek equivalents for the
Aramaic words ; sometimes they have imperfectly
comprehended, and therefore have failed exactly
to reproduce, the Semitic ideas; sometimes they

*See this view defended by J. Weiss, Predigt Jesu vom
Reiche Gottes2 (1900), )}L)p. 53-57, against Wellhausen, Israel-
itische u. Jiidische Geschichte3 (1807), ch. 24.

t See Resch, Logia Jesu (1898), who endeavours to recon-
struct in Hebrew the Matthean Logia, which he regards as the
primary source for the material of the Synoptic Gospels; sug-
gestive for this study is his reconstruction of the Sermon on
the Mount, pp. 19-29. Further, Marshall, artt. in Eapositor
(1891-2) ; Dalman, Worte Jesu, i. (1898); E. A. Abbott, Clue: 4
ggég;a through Greek to Hebrew Seripture (1900); Nestle, SK
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have placed a current interpretation upon Jesus’
sayings; sometimes they have expanded the sayings
as they put them into Greek to remove ambiguity,
or to improve the literary form. These and other
inevitable phenomena of translation appear in this
discourse of the First and Third Gospels, and must
be adequately dealt with in an exposition of its
contents.

3. THEME OF THE DISCOURSE AND ITS DEVELOP-
MENT.—It is the unanimous opinion of all students
of the Sermon on the Mount (whether they regard
its contents as original or compiled), that the
discourse as it appears in Mt 5-7 and Lk 6% has
a real unity, presenting a definite theme and
developing 1t logically and effectively. If an
actual discourse of Jesus constitutes the nucleus
of these accounts, the unity of the Sermon is
original with Jesus, notwithstanding the presence
of certain extraneous material in the Gospel
reports. But, even on the supposition that there
was no historical Sermon, still the unity of this
discourse in Matthew and Luke remains, and is to
be attributed to the sources used by the Evangelists,
or to the Evangelists themselves. We have seen
good reason, however, for holding that the Sermon,
as it comes down to us, rests upon a real event
and contains excerpts from a great discourse of
Jesus, whose theme and development are here pre-
served. What the theme is must be carefully
considered. There are differing shades of opinion
and various statements on this point. The crucial
question seems to be: Is the theme of the dis-
course to be found in the Beatitudes (Mt 5%12=
Lk 6%-%) or in the verses about the fulfilment of
the Law (Mt 517-20) ¢

If the theme lies in Mt 5%, as is maintained
by some,* several conclusions must follow. (1) The
Beatitudes, given both in Matthew and in Luke as
the beginning of the discourse, are extraneous
matter brought in from some other connexion, or
are merely introductory, containing no essential
element of the discourse. (2) The account in Luke
omits the very verses of the discourse which con-
tain the theme, since Mt 572 has no parallel in
Lk 6®-%; yet Luke’s discourse Zas a theme, and
an excellent one, in the promulgation of a perfect
life of patience, trust, love, service, and obedience.
(3) To find the theme in Mt 5% is to make the
discourse an apologetical one, in which Jesus was
defending Himself against the charge of destroying
the OT Law. What follows, however, in 5% ig
not at all in accordance with this conception, for
Jesug’ teaching in these verses abrogates the OT
Law in some points, and in other points supersedes
it by a higher ideal of thought and conduct ; in
other words, He is here showing how little rather
than how much He has in common with that legal
system—He criticises rather than defends it. (4)
Or, the theme in Mt 5% may call for a polemical
discourse in condemnation of the perverse Pharisaice
interpretation of the OT Law. But the occasion of
this discourse did not suggest or make appropriate
a polemic against Pharisaic conceptions any more
than a defence of Himself against Pharisaic
charges. If we can trust Luke to have given us
the substantially correct setting of the Sermon, it
was an address to the Galilean multitude who
followed Jesus, eager to hear His words, well dis-
posed towards Him, and many of them already
His professed disciples. Jesus had just formally
chosen twelve men to assist Him in His work,
which was now assuming the character and pro-
portions of a new religious movement. At this
Juncture a discourse of a negative quality, apolo-
getical or polemical, would have been unsuitable
and unwise. The occasion called for a positive,
comprchensive setting forth of what this new

* H, Holtzmann, Ihbeken, B. Weiss, Wendt.

religious movement aimed to accomplish, for what
it practically stood. (5) Finally, to take the
theme from Mt 57-% makes it impossible to find
any place in the discourse for the greater part of
the material contained in Mt 5-7, since the great
sections 5%16 619-3 71-%7 have no logical relation to a
defence against the charge of destroying the OT
Law, or a polemic against the Pharisaic interpreta-
tion of it.

These considerations point strongly towards
another theme for the Sermon. Where should
one look for that theme but in the first section,
in the Beatitudes themselves? They present the
ideal life in character and eonduct, the true
righteousness over against current shallow and
perverse conceptions of righteousness. . This, then,
is the true theme of the Sermon on the Mount,
because: (1) It stands, where the theme should,
at the head of the discourse. (2) It is the theme
which both Matthew and Luke fix for the dis-
course, and the only theme which is common to
both accounts of the Sermon.* (3) This theme
includes the section about the Law, Mt 512 with
the Jewish allusions contained in its logical de-
velopment in 5%-4 6118, a5 one of several elements
in the discourse, which therefore Luke or his source
can omit without radically changing the thought
of the Sermon. In this feature of the section the
ideal life of Jesus’ conception is painted against
the background of the Pharisaic conception ; and
not with an apologetical or polemical purpose, but
as an effective mode of positive instruction. When
the Gospel story was shorn of this local colouring
to make it suitable for the Gentiles, the essential,
universal elements of the teaching were extracted
and used; compare Lk 6%7-% with Mt 5248, (4) This
theme is appropriate to the occasion deseribed by
Luke. There is abundant probability that Jesus,
at some middle point in the Galileean ministry,
after careful preparation of the people, and to a
general company of His followers, would under-
take to set forth somewhat specifically and com-
prehensively the kind of men and women for whom
the kingdom of God called ; what it meant in actual
life to become a member of that kingdom ; the
kind of righteousness which God required as con-
trasted with the current scribal teaching. This
would be a definite theme for a great discourse.
It would logically involve a characterization of
ideal character and conduct; a comparison of this
ideal with the ideal commonly held among them ;
some illustrations of how this ideal character and
conduct would manifest themselves in one’s atti-
tude towards God, self, and fellow-men ; and, lastly,
earnest injunctions to the actual attainment of
this ideal. This is what we have in the Sermon
on the Mount. And there is in the public ministry
of Jesus no occasion so suitable for just such a dis-
course as that of the appointment of the apostles,
with which event Luke associates the Sermon.

Certain scholars hold that this general theme
of the ideal life, or the true righteousness, unifies
the whole contents of Mt 5-7 so that every verse
finds a place in its development. On this view the
Sermon contains no extraneous material, is in no
degree a compilation, but, on the contrary, came
from Jesus exactly in its present contents and
arrangement.t It does not need to be said that
we should all like to think of the Sermon in this
way, if it were possible. But in the judgment of

* Luke’s form of the Beatitudes does not show this as clearly
as Matthew’s, but the subsequent material of Luke’s discourse
leaves no doubt that the original import of them was the same
as of those of the First Gospel. On other grounds also it
appears that the Lukan interpretation of the Beatitudes (placed
upon them probably not by the Evangelist but by his source) is
seriously misconceived.

t So Stier, Morison, Keil, Kiibel, Steinmeyer, H., Weiss,
Broadus, Grawert,
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the great majority of NT scholars* two facts are
decisive against this hypothesis. (1) Particular
verses in the two accounts have no logical con-
nexion with the theme of the discourse and its
development’ e.g‘ Mt 525. 26, 81. 32 67-15 76-]1. 22, 23’ Lk
6%4-26. 362. 3. 40. 45 ° Jt, does not meet the point to
reply that, since the Gospel reports contain only
excerpts from the Sermon, abrupt transitions are
to be expected. That is true, as we may see at
Mt 512-16.48 §18.34 T )x §26-31.42.  But in these cases
it is possible to discover a thought relation in the
contiguous sections, although the sections are not
smoothly joined to one another. In the former class
of passages, however, it is difficult to see any logical
relation to the theme and discourse as a whole.
If now it be said that thought connexion need not
exist throughout the contents, this is to attribute
to Jesus a mosaic of sayings instead of a discourse,
which seems very unlikely. (2) The second fact to
be mentioned is still more certain. Most of the
material in Matthew which appears to be extrane-
ous to the discourse has parallels in Luke’s Gospel
outside of his Sermon (see table of parallel passages
above). Now, if Matthew has right places for
these verses, Luke has wrong ones. But can it
be considered probable that the Sermon should
have been preserved so complete as Matthew’s
account in one line of transmission, and should
have become so disintegrated as Luke’s account
in another? Would not Luke, who had ¢traced
the course of all things accurately from the first’
(Lk 13), have discovered and obtained for his book
this far superior account of the Sermon? Again,
the original historical setting of some of these ex-
traneous passages in Mt 5-7 is fixed by Luke as
not in the Sermon but elsewhere. The Lord’s
Prayer is shown by Lk 11!¢ to have been given
by Jesus on another occasion in response to a
specific request from His disciples. The true place
of the divorce teaching (Mt 5% %2) is established by
Matthew’s own Gospel, in Mt 19*9 = Mk 10*%
where it is germane to the occasion, while in the
Sermon it interrupts the movement of the dis-
course. Similarly, the parable of the blind guid-
ing the blind, Lk 6%, belongs more likely to the
position assigned it in Mt 154,

There are, then, some passages in Mt 5-7 and Lk
6%-# which did not historically form a part of the
Sermon on the Mount, but wlyrnich by a process of
compilation (either in transmission or as the work
of the Evangelists) have become associated with
it. But one cannot be sure just how much ex-
traneous matter is present in these reports, and the
question is more difficult in Matthew than in Luke.
There is much difference of opinion as to the
amount of compilation, even among those who
are best qualified to judge. It may be best to in-
dicate three grades of the material: that which
probably belonged to the original discourse, that
about which there is uncertainty (accompanied by
an interrogation-point in the table), and tﬁat which
must be considered foreign addition (marked by
enclosing brackets). The table that follows is in-
tended to show the general opinion of scholars
rather than any individual opinion.

Mt 5346 112 =T 62028 Mt [52- 6]

9 735+ % 8. 9,10 527,28
i [624-26] ?5%. 0
2 518-16 531. 32
517-24 533-48 = [ }; 27-30. 32-36

* Calvin, Baur, Strauss, Neander, Tholuck, Wieseler, Kuinél,
Bleek, Keim, Weizsicker, Godet, Meyer, Bruce, H. Holtzmann,
Nosgen, Achelis, Wendt, B. Weiss, Ibbeken, Wernle, Jiilicher,
Heinrici, Sanday, Bartlet, Bacon, and many others.

1 The parallel passage in Luke is at 1618, but this verse and
the preceding one are both unattached in this position, which
indicates that they are dislocated ; 1617 belongs to the original
Sermon, but this determines nothing for 1618, which stands in
no logical relation to it.

Mt 616 PME 272 =Lk26%
67-15 | 7718-15
§16-18 x 9 7716-20 ? §i3. 44
9610-34 | [6%]
715 ) @37 38b. 41 42, e - 646
6584 9. 40 722.23
[75-11] 2T = Gi7-49

In a problem so important as this of the theme
and content of the Sermon on the Mount, attention
must be given to the opinions of many scholars.
A Dbrief conspectus of these opinions follows,
arranged in two groups: those who hold that the
discourse of Mt 5-7 is a perfect and original whole,
and those who regard as extraneous a smaller or
larger portion of these chapters.

Morison thinks Mt 5-7 a complete unit, given by Jesus to ‘ the
constantly increasing multitude of such as took Him to be the
long promised Messiah, and who wished to be instructed by Him
as to what they should do in connection with the inauguration
and establishment of His kingdom’ (Comm. on Matthew, new
ed, 1884, p. 57).—Broadus maintains that the discourse was given
exactly as in the First Gospel, and that in it Jesus ‘sets forth
the characteristics of those who are to be subjects of this reign
[of heaven] and share the privileges connected with it, and urges
upon them various duties. In particular He clearly exhibits the
relation of His teachings to the moral law, in order to correct
any notion that He proposed to set the law aside, or to relax its
rigour, when, on the contrary, He came to inculcate not merely
an external, but a deeply spiritual morality ’ (Comm. on Matthew,
1886, pp. 83, 84).—Steinmeyer assumes that the Sermon as it
appears in Matthew ¢ came from Jesus in this order and in these
words . . . Righteousness is the glittering thread which clearly
runs through the whole discourse from the beginning to the
end ; this is the idea which constitutes its unity’ (Die des
Herrn auf dem Berge, 1885, pp. 10, 20). He makes a threefold
division of the contents: the longing for righteousness, ch. 5;
the striving for righteousness, ch. 6 ; the attainment of righteous-
ness, ch. 7.*—Hugo Weiss also defends the integrity of Matthew’s
discourse, and considers it as ‘a necessary strand in the de-
velopment of the Messianic movement. . .. {It contains] a
characterization of the Messianic kingdom and of the duties
of its members against a background of Jewish and Gentile
conceptions of the world, teaching and practice’ (Die Bergpre-
digt Christi, 1892, pp. 2, 3).—Ndosgen theoretically admits the
possibility of the presence of some extraneous verses in Mt 5-7,
but he does not as a matter of fact discover any. He thinks
that in the discourse Jesus, as the fulfiller of the Law and the
Prophets, aims to set forth the moral conditions of obtaining
membership in the Messianic kingdom which is at hand (Das
Evangelivm nach Matthdus?2, 1897, p. 54).—Plummer holds that
Luke’s Sermon is a different one from Matthew’s, chough Luke
has dropped out of his account the long section Mt 517-618 ag
inapplicable to his readers. And as to the theme, ‘the main
point in Matthew is the contrast between the legal righteousness
and the true righteousness;t in Luke the main point is that
true righteousness is love’ (Comm. on Luke, 1896, p. 183).—
Grawert is the latest defender of the complete unity of Mt 5-7
(Die Bergpredigt nach Matthdus, 1900). The proof of this in-
tegrity is developed on a new line: the Beatitudes as given by
Matthew constitute the key to the whole discourse, each Beati-
tude corresponding to a particular section of these chapters and
forming its epitome. He thinks that for this reason the Beati-
tudes must have stood originally at the close of the Sermon
instead of at the beginning, so that Mt 51316 was the proper
prologue to the Sermon (pp. 5-8). The eight Beatitudes as they
now stand in Matthew are in inverse order as compared with
the material of the discourse, thus: 510=511-16, 59:=517-26, 58=
527-37, 57=538-48, 56=6l-34, 55="71.2, 54=73-5(), 53=T77-11 (. 66).
The purpose of the Sermon was ‘the consolidation of the
disciple-group. By this we mean the inner and outer separation
of the disciples from their former Jewish past, and the establish-
ment of their new position on the basis of their relation to the
Lord, and in their actual outer connexion with Him as Hig
followers and future messengers of the Kingdom of Heaven’
(p. 18). But the discourse has a double character, for it also
‘indicates the point at which Jesus steps forth from His former
reserve with respect to the ever-increasing hostility of the
Pharisees and scribes, and engages in open war against them’
(p. 18). It was this that made the picking out and the union of
the disciples a necessity. The occasion of the Sermon, as of the
appointment of the Twelve with which it was immediately con-
nected, was the daily increasing labours of the Pharisees against

* Steinmeyer’s analysis is entirely formal—it does not char-
acterize the material. The whole treatment isshallow, uncritical,
and disappointing. 3

+ From Plummer’s view of Luke’s discourse it seems fair to
conclude that he would hold Matthew’s discourse to be practi-
cally original as it stands. If so, this statement of the theme of
Mt 5-7 is unsatistactory, since the Jewish contrast appears only
in 517-48 @1-6.16-18 71.5, Jess than one-half of the whole Sermon.
But this conception of the Sermeon is alsoshown to be inadequate
by the fact that it lacks the breadth, point, and positiveness
which the circumstances of the Sermon on the Mount required.







