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langu·age he1ghtena the sense 01" movement by lettlng the 

render see Jenus enter th9 house to dine ,11th the Phflrioee 

and later co ... o out again to the thronging multitudes (11::57, 

SJ; 12: 1) •21.i· 

·;:e llave r ef err eel t,o :the taqt that th era sEh3n10 to be a 

l"emarlcnbl9 connect 1on and corrao,POndance betneen IJJl•e ancl 

John, 1n 1~egard to tl1e ,Perean saatlon. Tl11o conv lct1on be­

comes nll tl'Je Liore certain VJ1th further otucly of the matter. 

on this basi s, too, ,1e can asoert that Gospel haJ'lilonlsta had 

a r 1r.;ht to tGke IJJlce' o unique soctlon as a Perean Journey, 

for 1t r ltu 1:nto the outline or the other ooopela r8lllarkab]¥ 

,;ell. '·alt ing the tlu~ee Journeys to Jerusalem mentioned by 

John 1n 7: 2f'f. ; ll.: 17f. �~� d the final Passover as corres­

P<>nding to tbe ment1oi'l of Jesus going to Jerusalem by I.uke 

in 9:5.l; 13:.22; and 17: 11 pi•esento by :f.'ar the least number 

of' d1ff'1cult1es. It answe:ro a groat nu.mber o:r obJeotions 

raised. !owever, t here are still a larse numi,er of' soholars 

~'Ibo bal1eve Iuke arid John do .not ogrGG; in taot, . they say 

they eesm to contradlct one another. Of' th1o we shall now 

upoak and attempt to show that these charges are. false. 

D'l tha first place, there are those who contend tbat 

John does not agree with Iuke even outside this seot1on; 

moreoyer, John le said to be !fflt1.rely bont r ~d1otory to the 

other Gospels and therefore, the cona11-ts·1on 1s drawn, that 

either John 10 correct and the synoptlo Gospels wrong or 
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vloe versa. Olmstead assumes that John is the only correct 

·oospel• He comes to this conclusion by means of the Baby­

lonian Ch11onology by which he end 111s oo-,.,or?;,;era cJ.a1m ·t.hey 

have determined the exact date of tho cruc1f'1x1on. '!'hey 

have also determined that t n~ Passover 1n ,0 A•D•, the year 

or Chrlst's cruc1r1x1on, rell on the Sabbath. Therefore• 

John 1s the only correct Gospel tor he speaks of Friday as 
I 

the 1Jl'eparot1on of the Passover 1natead of the prepa!'at1on 

or the Sabbath.25 

To th 1s charge we ana\1er that calendar atudy haa never 

yet Biven any decisive answers to problems or this nature. 

le cannot tbro\"1 cut the harmony bet,1een Illke and John 1n th1a 

section on such argumentation, 

There are other objeotions--aome regard Jolin as 1n error, 

f'or they feel that the locality and mode or tbo Iord' a teaoh-

1nga differ from that in the synoptics. weatoott calls this 

"as much an undesigned oo1nc1dence as a d:l,i'f1oulty." They 

flt the writer's vie\'1Po1nt, and there is no d1sorepanoy be­

tl'leen tho same people and \'Jhat tlley said 1n the various· ac­

counts. we must remember tbot the oospels are complementary. 

not 00r1trac11ot0ry.26 some paint out that ·the length or time 

tndlcated 1n John 1s three years, \'lbile the others on:&, indi­

cate one year. \ 8 quote iJestaott again• 11 It le enough that 

251 A• Te Olmetend, "The Chronolw ot Jasue' Lgff" • 1n 
the Anglican •.rheolog1oal7fcivle'!t.~~x i \1942), P• • 

26. Westcott., op. alt., P• 2BH• 
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the Synopt1Ato at least allow th.et the m1n1atry of our· lord 

may have been as lon6 anc1 as d1vers1t1ed oo st. John relates." 

Old writers found that John supr,11ed detail£ ot chronology 

wb1ch the Synopt1sts lucked or left unnot1oed. J:n rnot, the 

t1me 1n the synoptics, Tlhlch ls suggest ed onl:,, le too short. 

f'o:r there are too many eventa mentioned to be compressed into 

a s1n3le year, nor 1s t,here enoush time tor pro!)er develop,­

ment of the d1aclples• fa1th; nor 1s there enough t11!Je for 

the journeys on both sides of' the Jordan, to Tyra and Sidon 

and the missions or the Apostles and tho :;event:,; tor the 

trena1t1on of the peo le' s ho _ a to hatred.27 tie cannot throw 

out John' a Goepel on this obJeot1on. 

nut tllGl"a ore chnl'(5es, ( and these are at '9l'esent of' 

l>rime inter est to us), tha,t Lu!te and John do not asreo 1n 

reopact to tha .?erean saat1on 1n I.uke under d1scuss1on. In 

the f1rat place, they say, it ls tmposalble to reconcile lllke 

17:11 n1th the explanation we havo offered of Jesus' three 

3ourneys to Jerusalem ucoord1nB to references 1n Jolm 7:2; 

10·:22 and 12: l and 10:1.iO v1here ,·,a t1nd Jesus beyond Jordan 

nttor the Feast or Dedloe.tlon; encl 11: 17 where ,·,e i'lnd Jesus 

Go1ng to Bethany and tllen H11:1 \'lithdrnw~l to E!)hraim until He 

noes to the Panoover 1n 11:54• They say John nould have men­

tioned 1t 1:r Jesus had gone buck to Galilee. :9ut we agree 

With Robertson that this ls not neoeeuarlly the case unless .. 
it tell 1n v,1th his plan to do 00• Hence, no oonfl1ct need 
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exist. John pe:rm1ts th1s by h1s break 1n 11:-54. Jesus 

pro'babq went back to Gal1loe i'rora EPhra1m, wb1thei- he bad 

v1thdrovm. There He Jo1ned the p11{5r1ms gotnr~ through 

Perea to avo 1d go 1ng through Samaria, ~n the1r way to the 

Passover. "Thie oupposit1on is not 1mprobabla,_ as Robinson 

and JJcClellen urge, but very natural; 1t makes lake end 

John both asroo, and allows Luke 9:51 to mean that Jesus then 

left Galilee as a. field of' operattona.1128 

HoTJever, th1e theory makes the journey 1n !J.lke 9:51 

identical with the one 1n John 7:2-10, vtz., to Tabernacles. 

To th1s Andre\>'lS rn1seo three obJect1ons: l. Th.a lord refused 

to go w1th Hie brethren 1n John 7:6 ,1h1oh, he says, oppases 

the idea of r..utce 9: 51. :aut he overlooks the f'act that Jesus 

did not ,·,1eh to so with H1o brothers who were unfavorable to 

111m but thii t He ,,as intent on Going all the t1me.29 2. The 

manner of' H1s going 1n John 1s secret end 1n Iuke ~blic. 

But the secrecy merely means avotding the main Qornvon routes 

which iuke augsests 1n His start11JG through somarta. The 

DJeesen_gors that He sent out \'Jere not hera.lds but preparers. 

3. In Jolm Jesus seems to go rap1cll1 and ln Luke slowq. This 

ls not n~oesearily true. "Nor 10 it neae_asary to connect the 

sending o:f the seventy (,IJ.lke 1.0: iff'.) with this journey, 
11 

Robertson ma 1nta1ns. Furthermore, 11 lt la not necessary to 

fill out every detail 1n thls programme and . show where J esus 

28 • Robertson, Harm. or tho Gos• , !l• 278 • 
29. Luke 9: r; 1--1tt,1a etiadf'astVaet b1o t aoe to go to 

Jerusalem. II -
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wao between Tabernacles and Ded1oat1on~ The main outlines 

remain clear and harmonious and nre fair]¥ sot1stactory. 

This co1nb1nat1on of I.like and John preserves the integrity of 

both narratives and fiila up a large blank that would othez-­

wlae exist in these cloa1n13 months of the saviour' e life. 113° 

This comb1netion of I11ke and John also nns~ers another 

objection ti1at 1a raised asa1ns~ the hlstor1c1ty of this 

seotion. viz •• how onn one account tor the difference of IJ.lke 

from Matthew .and Uorlt. who !)icture Jeeuo going to Perea 1mmed-

1ately ofter leavtns Galilee with nothing intervcm1ns. and • 

a little later bring us to the triumphal entry 1nto Jerusalem 

nnd the f'lnal aesover; while !lJke, on the other hand. af'ter 

oomplet1nc; his account parallel ,'11th taetthew and uark of the 

Galilean ministry, describes Jesus going from Galilee. !!.2! 
into Perea immediately., but to Jerusalem via an intended 

trtp thr9ugh Samaria? John 7:2-10 helps us solve the problem 

agreeing with IJJke. Jesus go~s 1n secret from Galilee to 

Jerusalem for the Feast of Tabernaoles, six months before 

the final Poss over. Then lllke•goea on with sayings and 

aot1ons by Jesus and finally becomes parallel with ~ tthew and 

Uark asa1n. we ltno,1 that IJJ~e greatly condensed the narrative 

of the post-Galilean ministry, (the withdrawals of Jesus). 

81V1ng to 1t only 9:-10-50 while untth81'1 gives 14: 1:,-18::55 to 

1t and Msrk 6:30-9:50 • It is qutte evident that IJ.lke con­

densed thla in order to make room ror the mass of matter wh1oh, 

\ 
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for the most part, 1o peculiar to h1m.3.1 

This, then, 1e the upshot of our showing the combina­

tion of luke and John'!"• 1 t sh~\YD by their agreement 1n regard 

to the Perean m1n1otry that it 1s a h1stor1oal f'aot. All 

queet1ono, or near}¥ all, can bo answered by this arrangement. 

Thie section of· Illke descr1bes three 3oumeya ot Jesus wh1oh 

Iuke depicts as one, whole, unified 3oumey to Jerusalem. 

\'/hen the ·section is t Aken as depictirlg o~e Joumey on]¥ 

there ere definitely problems: the questions arise whether 

th1o section is historica l]¥ correct and 1n chronological 

order. Then it does toke on the appearance of a compila­

tion, or an incoherent account written by some nov1oe ,his­

tor1on v,ho. throws about nemee nnd places and events 1n a 

haphazard manner.. we feel that the three-3ourney hypothesls 

leaves little doubt as to the historicity of' this section. 

There le no evidence a t all that Iuke nas not aware of the 

tact that he wee recording incidents occurring 1n three sepa­

rate 3ourneya of chr1st, nor 1s ·t here anything that would 

m111tete against such a supposition on our yart~ 

Before going on we ohould like to disouos one other 

objection to the plnn nh1oh Tte have adopted, 1.e., the 

three-3oumey hypothesis. ~78 have referred to scholars who 

accept, and 1na1st upon, the one-3ourney arrangement. They 

regard th1s whole narrative 1n IJJke as pertaining to the last 

3oumey to Jerusalem tor the la~t ?aosover. s uch scholars are · 

.. 31. John Pa • Droadus,. "Commentary. on the Goo pol of ?9_1att~4"'" • 
ln ~ .American Commentary !?!! ~ !!,!!! Testament, !>l>• ' ,-:,,;, • 
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Andrews, Greswell, L9\'1in, McClellan an4 F&rl"Bl'• others take 

1t aa the ·joumey to the -Feast or Tab9l'l'lacles or Ded1oat1on. 

They adduce the following arguments: 

·1. ~ey say the nords of bike 9:51, "When the days were 

being completed that he should be received up," 1mpq that 

the end was drawing near and He was going to JerusalEIII to 

meet 1 t. This we s•ant ta . true, but Robertson points ou1; 

~hey ore drawing the wrong 1n:ference. The vasue ex!)l'ess1on 

"the days were being completed" does not neoeasar1q involve 

a period of merely a t817 weeks, but it could well include as 

much as e1x months. Jesus bad ap0ken much ot this to Hie 

41aoiplas and it Y1as uppel'Jllost 1n His mind. This joumey 

could easily be as early as Tabemaoles.'32 AS to the meaning 

of the expression, "that he should be received up," lt 1s 

quite generally esreed the uords refer to n10 ~aoension • . The 

on4' notable exception here ts uteseler who takes it to me&JJ 

when the days drew to an end tn ,vh1oh He touna a taktns up, 

.or reoeptton, 1n Galtlee.'3'3 

2. They 1ns1st that the departure in IJJke 9:51 1s the 

f'inal one from Galilee. Robinson urges thnt lt has to mean 

a final departure from Galileo, but Robertson -.argues that it 

may stmpq mean that He le:f~ Galilee as a "sphere of' aot1v1ty." 

It does not mean. tbat He never entered Galilee asain, tor 

Robertson asserts that !like 17: 11 express:i, saya that Jesus 

'32• Robe:r:-tson, HEil'• of' the Goa., P• ~1• 
· :,:,. Ka:rl Wieseler, cliroiio'Ioi'Iiohe synopse !!!! !!!£ .§?!!!-

sel1um, P• 297 • 
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went "throush tho midst of' Samaria and Ga,11lee.1134 Although 

we a1aagrea w1 th this reading of d1a meson,. the oaae 1a not . -
weakened. EVen if we take ,!!!! meson to m•n "between" sam­

ar1a and Galilee, (as we do), 1t oanno~be denied that Jesus 

set foot once more on th'e soil of' Gal:tlee from whlah He had 

taken leave. But Robertson• a explanatton, ,'lbloh 1mpl1ea that 

Jesus on this last Journey did not enter Galilee aa a s,!Jhere 

of activity, ful'.q takes care of the obJeot1on. BUt the one­

Joumey propc,nente have a problem of their o\'ID on their ha.nda. 

They will have to resort to some dev1oe to ex:pla111 Jesus• 

presence on the border of' Samaria and Galilee. uoolellan 

strives to Justlfy h1s view thnt tb:'1s 1s ·one Journey by re­

f'errtns part or John 10:40 to the depar,ture from Galilee, 

and the other part to the Perean ministry after a diversion 

of considerable length into Samaria and back 1nto Gal1lee.35 

This argument seams quite futile. There are far fewer !Jl'Ob­

lems if we adhere to the three-journey theory. 

Ho\'1ever, 1n regard to the histor1o1 ty of' th1s section, 

there is yet another argumE11t, br1ef'q ailuded ·to before, 

that 1s very frequently and oonststentl,y set forth. Cr1t1aa 

ask, 1f' this section 1s really, h1stor1o, why there 1s suoh a 

lack of geographical develo]:111ent; auoh a paucity of local 

color; my there 1s suoh a leek of trans1t1onal phrases; and 

,1.1y does IlJke use the vague expression "oe~ta1n place" so 
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often instead of be1ng opeo1f1o aa he ls on other oooas1ona? 

To anower this tbay nay it mot have been a comp1lat1on ot 
' 

loooe materia l by •Illke, e1nce 1t le om1ttea by the other 

three Gospels. Thia question .we shall attanpt to answer, 

although• at the outoet we must aautlon the ex~eotant reader 

that here there 1s a problem·whtoh we ommot answer with 

hard, · fas t statements; we can onJ.¥ !ll'Gsrmt an explanation 

which aat1~fnctor1ly answers the problem for ourselves. 

Goguel objects that 1n tJ'lla seot1on "Jesus · seems to be 

oont1nually r11ov1ns on tol7ards Jerusalem but there !s no \7ell­

marked geogr aliJ.ioa l daveloIJnent, and tho section aa a whole 

ls not homor;eneoun. It bears all the marks of a comp1lat1on." 

Three t1mea J esus la said to set H1s face toward JeruaalEn;D 

(9:51; 13: 22; 17:11) en d each time lt is stated as though it · 

had not yet been i!lent1oned, ·although in 9:52 He ls said to 

have reached a s runnr1tan v11186e 1nd1cat1ng that ~He left Gal-. 
11eG. Incidents not 1ncUoat1n6 a change of place tmp)3 en-

t1rel,y d1ff'erimt st tuat1ons and there are never any trans- , 

it1onal phraoes; therefore, his conclusion ls that th1a sea­

t1on o:f' Illke muat be studied aooord1ng to each one of the 
:;6 

1solatea elements of which 1t ls comPo&ed• 

lloreover , 1n regard to the Perean m1n1stry, he asserto 

the Synopt1sts do not g1ve a clear a.ocount of the oond1t1ona 

under wll1ch J esus left Galilee f'or Judea. I.Dke mentions 

th1e deParture several times but seems to get 1t all ooni'Uaed 

36. uanr1o·e ooguel, ~ !!!!! _g! Jesus, Trana. by olive 
\'lyon • P• 149 • 

. '. ... . . 
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and soattered ·•under the 1ntluenoe of the 1daa that Joaua 

17ent up to Jeruoelem 1n order to aoaompl1ah the d1v1ne plan 
I • 

ot his death." · Goguel says Illka 1s not ablo to weld into a 

ooherent un1t,y · the reoorcla of' Jesus dognrt1nr; tor Judea. 

I1Jke 13:.:,1,32 1s !.'\n incident that bas already been mont1oned, 

numely , that t ll•~ Phar1oeeo counoel Joaua to depart, for 
'I 

' Herod aeeko t o lr1ll Him. ,!hen He reoe1veo thi s menao(5e ne 

1s ,·,ork1ng 1n Gal11ee--I.ult e f'ors eta that he bad already men­

tioned J!1s de!>ar t ure 1"or JeruenlerJ. o.or,uel does not opnre 

Inlte but noou aeo h i m of' bo1J16' o dullard, not grasping the 

moon1nc or t h l a inci dent, for he de91cts Jeuua ns peaootully . 
Pllrau1ng H1a m1n1otry 1n Galilee until IlJke 17~11-19 where 

Ue sear.1s to he on the rood to Jeruoalem aaa1n au He hoo la 

the ten l epers. nut aven hare, he says, He lo not de1'1n1teq 

out or Onl1lee out s eeme on tl1e ed6e of Gallles since nine 

o:r the lepers were J o'l;s and onl,y one n :=larJaritan. ,\nd lmme­

dlately ntter ( l7:20!"f' .) Jeau2 in 1n converent1on wi th the 

IJ\1ar1oees. Th,.s 7:.ould be 1m!X>ss 1bls durinrs tho JournE>y 

t hrough , .amar i:1 ; 110 1t must huve ru(9penad 1n Judea or Galilee. 

Ho 1na1sta !JJlte has ·tcken no trouble to connect hls 1nc1-

danta. '37 

In i'nct, GoBuel seeo in the ana4'ols of the Goa11el 

n8l'rat1vos, on the departure from oalllee, develoi:i,ent ot 

tradition in this order: 1. First ~ople thought Joouo lett 

Ctnlllee beaauoe oi' the hoat·111ty ot uerod. 2. But th8 early 
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Cburoh felt unGasy about the idea of Jesu o yielding to tha 

thl'aats ot Herod,, ao thoy came to the conc.luslon that Jesus 

went to Jerusalem to preuch ln a raor<t lmPortant R!>he1•a. 

'l'beref'ore,. John devises tho trlumP.hal entey into the 01 ty •• 

3• In the t !11rd staae, Jesus le pictured ns knowing tlhut 

,,ould he pnen, s o He fioes up to Judea to fulfill the divine 

pUrp-Jae. 'l'he tr1mnphal :narch \'JBS thon transformed into a 

march to e:-cecut1on but not com. lately lncklne c.re detallo 

reprecentln3 IIlm as .91•eachlr1c; and fleeing from Herod.38 Tha 

contention, t,he11, J.s that thls section to not h1storloal but 

ret'leotlnc; a trnc11t1on. 

In reply, we must point out that Goguel' s d1f'1'1culty 

11ea 1n try1ns to make or. this seotlon one journey. ithnt be 

oallc a j uia'bled 1ocaa on the part or IJJlte can be aat1ntaotor-

1ly ~X!>l.n!ned, as t,e have done, by tak1ns th1a se·ctlon ns 

embodying anc1 111d1cat1ns three Journeys to Jarusalem ,,1 tli 

which s•ii, John 1a entirely 1n accord. Th1s \'1111 1•emove mnny 

or the a 1i'!'1cul-c,1eu. 1,\mon3 otilcar tll1ngs 1t alno a..~pla1ns 

11'111 Jesus encountered the tGD le1Jers, n1ne of' .1l1om \'le1•e Jews, 

and one a Snmaritnn.39 

AB to ·the c1ovelo~nent of trnd1t1on on thls pa1nt--such 

a w l>ll0slt1on is a ltugothar unfounded• 'l'h1s was the natural 

sequence 1n Jen\.1s' lif'e--i"roo loud aoolai:-J, to luko-narmness, 

38. tb1d., P, 399• s 
39. l\t th1G oo1nt ou:,.w 1ntorpretntiDJ1 or ~ meooii. a od 

"between" the borders of samar1a and Galilee comes go 
stead; oth8M'11sa it v10uld be d1tf1cult to expl ... 1n ~ E> clr­
OUIQstance of ther9 b~lng J9\'IS and a Sam81'1 tan toge er. 



to open reJeot1trn. Any, ancl all, of' the p1oturaa of Jeaua 

ln the Gos pels are true, but the presentation depends upon 

the apeo1f'1c e.1m of' the ,1rlter. For example, the triumphant 

entry of Jesus WaD indeed a joyouo ooaaalon vrh1ah we at1ll 

observe with Joy on Pa.lm s,mday, but 1n the eyes of another 

nr1ter it could a lso be filled ffltb deep JJ,'lthoo, marked by 

the tears or Jea~s over tho obRt1nate city, ~h1ah we also 

neva1" looe ai uh ·ii of !n ouX' presentation or the story. A tn 

days latol" ma find Josus sus pended nn the cross, dying. He • 

was cruc1f icd s :l.m::;>l:, b ecuuse He d 1d not not like the hero 

they had .1: 1ctu1"ed Him to l>e. He had tl1aappo1nted the people 

'1hen lie told thel!I !Ila lci116dom nes not of' this world. There 

n:is no dav~l opment of trac11t1on bere--th1s 211 the h1atory of' 

Jssu s• life. s;ven 1n our t1mes we have seen the rise and 

fall of p011t102 l l eaders--why :then should it have been 1m­

poaa1ble •:,1th J eeuo, oven though He was the son of God 1ncar­

na1;o? .rhe h1stor1o1t y of' this section cannot be .attacked 

i'or a moment on the theary t hat th1s lo a davalopment of' 

trad 1 t ion. 

There are some cr1t.1os, suob as t~ccow.n, who has nr1 tten 

an article apac1f1cnlly on the to:,>1o ot r.uke' s geography 1n 

this eect1on, uho acouoe Illke not only of om1ne1on of' gao-

61"UPh1cal cleta,ils but oleo of "1nexeot1tnde, 1nept1tude, an~ 

Pos1t1ve erroro of ••• saocsraphy.1140 Yet thay admit, 

( tih1ch malt es 1 i a ll th e more d1tt1oult tor un to expl.e.in the 
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almost 001aplete lnck ot looal aolor tn this aeot1on), that 

I1.lke "contains far more g.OORX'n.Ph1aal allusions than any 

othEi' of tile a-ospels • •• He ( Illke) mentions syr1a, Iturea. 

Tl'aohon1t1a, and Abilene. He naliles every 01 ty mentioned 1n 

uark except, caesurea Ph111PP1 and adds Sal'epta, Hain, Siloam. 

Al'1mRthea, and ;smmaus. He mentions Jerusalem th11't.y t1mea. 11 

He uses the t1ord polis i'orty times and koomee (village), 

t\'1elve times, fal' more often, proport1onateq, than talll'k and 

i·atthe,"le I.uke loved geographical notes. 41 

But ho\'1 can \'1e explain the 1naona1stenoy of IJ.lke? Is 

th1o s ection perhaps a compilation of material for tih1oh 

Luke had no otha- ,;>lace, t.barai"oro the lack of namea? ?ie 

ll&Ve v ar•1ou o s uggest1o:ns, some of them oom1ng from 1=ocor1n 

himself, who 01~1t1c1zea I11ke severeq. He says that tor Iuka 

seograpilY and to!)Of:Srapby serve mereI¥ as l11;erar.v devices. 

He 1s not interested 1n itineraries as t1ere travellers, both 

Chr1stlan and non•Ohr1.st1an, at a slightly time• To this we · 

shake our head negat1veq--outa1de of this seot1on ther.e 1a 

every eveey 1nd1oat1on that Ulke took h1s geography very 'B8l'-

1oualy and Pa1nstak1ngq tr1ed to determine it. Th1s cannot 

be too ansv,er. ,Je must look als8\'lhere. TO us the anner 

oeema to lie 1n the fact that lJlke undoubtedly, was altogether 

unfamiliar with the ..,reg1on 1n \'lh1ch Jesus ministered aooord-

1ng this particular section. This v18\1 1a also sursgeated by 

t-ioOown, Harnack and other sobolarS• uoOo1'1n bel1eveo Iuka 
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bad def'1n1te 5eograPhical knowledge onl3 ot the country be­

tween Caesarea straton1a and Jeruaale:a. He had not even 

seen Ga 11 leo. 42 

However, noed this iaok ot geograPh1oal data real~ 

seriouoly contradict the h1s.tor1c1ty of' thls section? our 

oonolus1on after Cal"aful study; ls that this is not the case. 

ID tact, t111e lnck of geo5X'aph.1oal data is to us all the -more 

proof that IJJka 1,as tile best• oi' historians. He nroto only 

ot things o:f v:h1ch ha v,as certain; where there was the least 

b1t of' doubt he would not guess or take a ,,1ld gamble, hop­

ing to be right. He had conclusive evidence that the 1no1-

dents occurred, but of the location there ma_y have been doubt 

or oontrad1ct1ons among hie various sources which were prob­

ably oral rePorts from eye-w1tnessea. \~e teal that 11.lke made 

a special effort to find material on this period of' Jeoua• 

ministry \'th1ch the othEI" evangelists had · neglected. Since 

there was no written source for this material, he gatha-ed 

his information very carefully and then recorded 1t. Th1a 

1s alsu indicated 1n h1o !)l'ei'ace. Th1s lack of' nuea• -r.h1ah 

occurs only in th1e section of I:uke' s Gospel, is to us -the 

Pl'OQf of the h1otor1c1ty of this aect1on.· A med1oore ll1a­

tor1an, or a f'ake, would have scattered geograpll1oal details 

1n· a hit-or-miss fashion to give bis account the appearance 

or senutneness·. I.like is ditterent. \'/1th him there· is no 

speau.lation wt only faota. 


