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vice versa. Olmastead assumes that John 1s the only correct
Gospoels lie comes to this concluslon by means of the Baby-

lonian Chronology by which he end hls co-worlers claim they

have determined the oxact date of the crucifixion. They
have alao determined that the Passover in 30 A.Ds, the year
of Chrigt's crucifixion, fell on the Sabbath. Therefore,
John is the only correct Gospel for he speaks of Frlday as
the preparation of the Passover inst.aad of the preparation
of the Sabbat.h.eg’

Po this charge we anawer that calendar study has never
yet given any decislve answers to problems of this nature.
Ve cannot throw out the harmony batweenl inke and John in this
section on such argumentatlon.

There are other objections--some regard John as in error,
for thay feel that the locality and mode of the iord's teach-
ings differ from that 1n the Synoi)tics. westcott calls this
"ag much zn undesigned colncldence as a difficulty." They
£1t the writer's viewpoint, and there is mo discrepancy be=-
tween the same people and what they sald in the various ac-

counts. "o musi remember that the Gospels are coiplementary,

not contraﬁlctory.% gome point out that the length of tlime

indlcated in John ls three years, while the others only indi-

cate one yeare /e quote i’estoott agains "It is enough that

' Tife"s; In
25, A. Te Olmstesd, "The Chromology of Jodus
the Anglican 'Theolo i.t.sal"}'t'évr""’f_:xem T T1953), De 6 Ts
28, "eatoott, OPe Clles Do 288,
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the Synoptlats at least allow that the ministry of our Lord
may have been as long and as d;veralfied ags St. John relates."
0ld writers found that John supnlied details of chronology
which the Synovtlsts lucked or left unnoticed. In fzct, the
time In the Synoptics, which 1s suggested only, is too short,
for there are too many svents mentloned to be compressed into
a alngle yesr, nor is thers enough time for prover develop-
ment of the dlzciplea' falth; nor is there enough time for
the Journeys on both sldes of the Jordan, to Tyre and Sidon
and tho mlasionz of the Apostles and the Zeventy; for the
tranzition of the people's hope to hatred.27 7e cannot throw
out John's Cospel on thls objectlon.

Bu% thsre are charges, (and thesze are at vresent of
prime intersst to us), that Iuke and John do not agree in
respect to the Perean sectlon in Iuke under discusslon. 1In
the first nlace, they say, it 1s impossible to reconclls Luke
17:11 with the explanatlon we have offered of Jasua' three
Journeys to Jerusalem according to references in Jolm T:2;
10:22 and 12:1 and 10:40 where ve f£ind Jesus beyond Jordan
after the Feast of Dedlcatlon; end 11:17 where we find Jesus

&oing to Bethany and then His withdraval to Ephraim untll He

Goea to the Passover in 1l:54. They say Jolm would have men-

tloned 1t if Jesus had gone back to Gallloe. But ve agree

with Robertson that this 1s not necessarily the case unless

it fell in with his plan to do so. Hence, NO conflict need

S—

{0 Ib’.d-. DD. 288-289.
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exist. John permits this by his break in 11l:54. Jesus
probably went back to Gallloe from Ephraim, whither he had
withdravn. There He Jolned the pilgrims going through
Perea to avold golng through Samarla on thelir way to the
Passover. "This subrcosition 1s not ilmprobable, as Robinson
eand ¥cClellan urge, but very natural; 1t mekes Iuke end
John both agree, and allows Iuke 9:51 to mean that Jesus then
left Galllee as a fleld of operat.i.ona."28

) However, this theory makes the journey in Iuke 9:51
identical with the one in John T7:2-10, viz., to Tabernacles.
To this Andrevws ranises three objections: 1. The Iord refused
to go with His brethren in John 7:6 which, he soys, oproses
the 1dea of imke 9:51l. But he overlooks the fact that Jesuas
d1d not wish to go with His brothers who were unfavorable %o
Him but thot He was intent on going all the time.29 2. The
manner of fis golng in John 1s secret and in Luke publice.

But the secrecy merely mezna avoiding the main caravan routes

=

vhich Iuke suggests in His starting through Samarila. The

messengers that He sent out were not heralds but preparerss
This

I aael a2l

3. In John Jesus seems to go rapldly and in Iuke slowly.
1s not necessarily true. "Nor 1s 1t necessary to connect the
sending of the seventy (ILuke 10:1ff.) with thils Journey, "
Robertson malntalns. Furthermore, "1t ls not necessary to

T1ll out every detall in thls programme and show where Jesus

28. Robertson, Herme. of the Gos., D 278.
29. luke 9:%1--Tho steadfastly set his face to go to

Jerucalem."
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vas between Tabernacles and Dedlcatlon. The maln outlines
remain clear and hsrmonious and are falrly satlafactory.
This comblinatlon of Luke and John preserves the integrity of
both narratives and £ills up a large blank that would other-
wise oxlat in these closlng months of the Saviour's 1ife."30
Thls combinatlion of ILuke and John also answers another
objectlon that 1s ralsed sgainst the hilstorlclty of this
gection, viz., how can one account for the difference of Luke
from Hatthew .and ifork, who plcture Jesus golng to Perea lmmed-
lately after leaving Galilee with nothing intervening, and
a little later bring us to the triumphal entry into Jerusalem
and the final Passover; whlle Iuke, on the other hand, after
completing his account vparallel with Matthew and liark of the
Galilean ministry, describes Jesus going from Galllee, not
into Perea lmmedlately, but to Jerusalem via an intended
trip through semarla? John 7:2-10 helps us solve the problem
agreeing with Iuke. Jesus goé¢s in seoret from Galllee to
Jerusalem for the Feast of Tnbernacles, six months before
the final Passover. Then Iuke-goes on with sayings and
actlons by Jesus and finally begomes parallel with latthew and
Merk again. Ve know that Luke greatly condensed the narrative
of the post-Galilean ministry, (the withdrawals of Jesus),
Eiving to it only 9:10-50 whille Hatthsw glves 14:13-18:35 to
it and park 6:30-9:50. It 1is aulte evident that Iuke con=-

densed thlis in order to make room for the mass of matter which,

e

30. Robertson, Harm. of the Gog., pe 279«




for the most part, 1s pecullar to hime -

Thig, then, la the upshot of our showing the combina-
tlon of luke and John--1it shovs by their sgreement in regard
to the Perean minlstry that 1t is a hilstorilcal facte. All
questions, or nearly all, can be anawered by thils arrangement.
Thls gectlon of Inke desoribes three journeys of Jesus which
luke depicts as one, vwhole, unified jJourney to Jeruaalem.
Vhen the sectlon 1s tasken as depleting ome journey only
there are definitely problems: the questions arlse vhether
this section 1s hilatorically correct and in chronological
order. Then 1t does take on the appearance of a complle-
tion, or an incoherent account written by some novice hls-
torian who throws ahout nemes and places and evenis in a
haphazard manner. Ve feel that the three-journey hypothesls
leaves little doubt as to the historicity of thls section.
There 1s no svidence at all that Iuke was not aware of ths
fact that he was recording incidents occurring in three sepa-
rate journeys of Chrlst, nor 1s there snything that viould
militate against such a suppositlon on our parte

Before moing on vie should llke to dlscuss one other
objection to the nlan which we have adopted, i.e., the

three- Journey hypothesis. Ve have referred to scholars who

accent, and insist upon, the one-journoy arrangement. They

regard this whole narrative in Luke as nertaining to the last

Journey to Jerusalem for the last Passover such scholars are

1 of Hatthew"
31. John 4. Broadus, "Commentary on the GooRa- o 39‘3_394. 2

in An Anerilcan Commentary on the New regtoment, DDe




Andrews, Greswell, lewin, cClellsn and Farrare Others take
it as the Journey to the Feast of Tabernacles or Dedication.
They adduce the following arguments:

1. They say the words of Inke 9:51, "When the days were
being completed that he should be received up," imply that
the end was drawling near and He was going to Jerusalem to
meet ite Thila we grant 1s.true, but Robertson points out
they are drawing the vwrong inference. The Vague expression
"the days were being completed" does not necessarily involve
& perilod of merely a feow weeks, but 1t could well include as
much as six monthse Jesus had spoken much of this to His
discliples and 1t was uppermost in His minde. Thls Journey
could easily be as sarly as Tgbernacless>> As to the meaning
of the expression, "that he should be received up," 1t is
quite genarally sgroed the vords refer to His Ascension.  The
only notable exception here 1s Wleseler who takes 1t to mean
vwhen the doys drev to en end in which He found a taking up,
or reception, in Galilee.’>

2. They insist that the departure in ILuke 9:51 1s the
final one from Galilee. Robinson urges that 1t has to mean
a final departure from Galilee, but Robertson argues that 1t
may simply mesn that He left Galllee as a vgphere of activity."
It does not mean that He never entered Galilee agaln, for

Robertson ssserts that I[uke 17:11 expressly says that Jesus

32. Robert jare of the GoSes Do 27Te xPAE
350 Rony vaons e B fiologische Synopse der vier Ivan

W' Pe 297




went "through the midst of Samaria and Gali.lee.“3l' Although
vie diaag;ree vil th thls reading of dla meson, the case 1s not
veakenede =ven if we take dia meson to mean "between" Sam-
aria and Galilee, (as we do), 1t cannot be denied that Jesus
get foot once more on the soll of Galllee from which He had
taken leave. But Robertson's explanation, vhich implies that
Jesus on thls last journey did not enter Galllee as a srhere
of aectivity, fully tokes carc of the objection. But the one=
Journey proponents have a problem of thelr own on thelr hands.
They will have to resort to some device to explain Jesus'
presence on the border of Samaria and Galllees IfcClsllan
strives to Justify his view that this is one jJourney by re-
ferring pert of John 10:40 to the departure from Galllee,
and the other psrt to the Peresn ministry after a dlversion
of considerable length into 3amaria and back into Galilee.’>
This argument seems quite futile. There are far fewer orob-
lems if we adhere to the three-journey theorys

However, in regard to the nistoricity of thls sectlon,
there 1s yet snother argument, briefly alluded to before,
that 1s very frequently and consistently set forth. Critlca

ask, 1f this section 1s really historic, why there is such a

lack of geographical development; such a paucity of local

color; vhy there 1s such a lack of transitional phrases; and

why does Iuke use the vague expresslon "certaln place® so

fua

34« Robertson, Hnrme of the GoSss DPe 27Te
35. Ib'ldo. Pe 278:—
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often Inatead of Dbeing apecific as he is on other occasiona?
To anowey this they say it must have been a conpilation of
loone material by Inke, olnce it is omitted by the other
three Goabala. This queation we shall attempt to answer,
although, at the outset we must caution the exnectant reader
that here there 1s a problem: which we cannot anawer with
hard, fant statements; we can only mresent an explanation
vhich sgtisfactorily anawera the vroblem for ourselves.
Goguel objects that in this section "Jesus seems to be
continually moving con towarda Jerusalem but there is no wall-
mark ed geograthloal davelopment, and the section as a vhole
13 not homogeneouss It bears all the marks of a compllatilon."
Three times Jesue 1o sald to set His face toward Jerusalem
(9:51; 13:22; 17:11) ma each time it is stated as though 1%t
had not yet besn mentiloned, -elthough in 9:52 He 18 gsald to
have resched a Samaritan village lndicating that He left Gal-
1lees Tncldenta not indlcating a change of place imply en-

tirely aifferent situations and there are never any trans-
g that thls asc=

f the

itional phraces; thereforse, his conclusion 1

tion of Iuke must be studled according to each one o

36
lsolated elemaents of which it is composede

loreover, in regerd to the Peresn ministry, he asserts

the Synoptists do not give a clear account of the condltions

under which Jesus left Galllee for Judea. ILuke mentions

this departure several times but seems to get it all confused

36. Haurice Goguel, The Life of Jesus, Trans. byiolive

Viyon, p. 149.
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and scattered "under the influence of the idea that Josus
went up T.o Jerusalem 1n order to accomplish the divine plan
of hils death." C(oguel says Iuke 1s not able to weid into a
coherent unity the records of Jesus departing for Judes.
Inke 13:31,%2 1ls on incldent that has already been mentloned,
namely, that the Phariloees counsel Jeaus to depart, fo;:
Herod seckso to k1ll Him. vhen He recsivezs thle nenaa(;é e
is working in Gzlilee--inke forgets that he had already men-
tioned !Ila depariure for Jerusalem. Goguel doss not snore
Iuke but accuses him of belng a dullard, not grasping the
meaning of thle incldent, for he depicte Jesus as peacefully
pursuing Hls nministry In Galilee untll Luke 17:11-19 vhers
e seeng to be on the road to Jerusalem again as He heols
the ten lopers. @ut sven hors, he says, He lo not definitely
out of Galiles bub scens on the edge of (tallles since nine
of the lepers were Jows and only one a samarlian. And lnme-
dlately after (17:20ff.) Jesus la in conversatlon with the
Phorigses. Thiz would be impossible during the journey
through Semarls; so it must have happenad In Judea or Galllee.
He insists Iuke has icken no trouble to connect Lils incl-
dentae !

In Tack, Coguel sces in the analysls of the Goapel
nerratives, on the deperture from Galllee, develomient of
tradition in this order: l. First people thought Josus left
Gelllee because of the hogtility of Herods 2e BUtAthARearty

37' Ibido. ppo 392"394'
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Church felt uncssy about the 1dea of Jemis yielding to tha
threats of lerod, so thoy came to the conclusion that Jesus
went to Jerugslem to preach in a more important sphere.
Therefore, John devises the triumphal entry into the cltye:
Je¢ In the third etage, Jesua 1s plcturaed as knowing vwhat
vould heppen, o e goes up to Judea to fulfill the dlvine
purpogses The triumphal march was then transformed Into a
mareh to oxecubion bub not completely lacking are detalls
represanting im as oreaching and fleeing from Her-oa.3B The
contention, then, is that thls sectlon 1s not hilatorlcal but
reflacting & tradlilon.

™ reply, we must point out that Goguel's difficulty
lles In *trying to moke of thls gectlon one jourmey. Vhat he
calls a junblzd mess on the part of Iuko can be saticfactor-
1ly explained, ag we have done, by taking thls sectlon as
embodying and indicating three journeys o Jorusalem with
which Ste John iz entirsly in sccords This wlll remove meny
of the dilfficuliless Among other things 1t also explains
why Jesus encountered the ten lepers, nine of whom were Jews,
and one a Samaritone’

A8 to the development of tradition on thls point-=-such

a mupposlition is altogether unfoundeds 7his was the natural

ssquence in Jesug'! life--from loud acclalu, to luko-WarTmess,

38« Ibide, De 399

39« At this point our interpre
"between" the borders of Samaria
stead; otherwise it would be 4if
Cumstance of thers being Jows and a Samarl

tation of dia meson, as
and Galilee comes in good
£icult to oxplain the clr-
tan togethere




to open rejection. Any, and all, of the plcturss of Jesus
in the Gospels are true, but the presentation depends upon
the specific a2im of the writer. For example, the triumphant
entry of Jesue vap indeed a Joyous occasion which we stil;
observe with joy on Palm Sunday, but in the eyes of another
writer 1t could slso he filled with deep pathos, merked by
the tearc of Jeasus over the ohstinate clty, vwhich we also
never loce sight of in our presentation of the story. A few
days later we find Jesus éuapendad on the eroass, dylngs He
vas crucified gimply bhecsuse He did not act 1llke the hero
thay had pletured iim to bee He had dlsappointed the npeopls
vhen ile told them !is kingdom wag not of this world. There
vas no dovalopment of traditlion hers<-this is the history of
Jesus' 1life. aven 1n our times we have seen the rise and
fall of political leaders=-why then should it have been im=-
Posaible with Jesug, oven though Ne was the Son of God incar-
nate? rhe historiclity of this section cammot be attacked
for z momznt on the theary that thig 1o s development of
tradition.

Thers are some critlcs, such as McCovm, who hes vritten
an article specifically on the toplc of Iuke's geography 1in
this sectlon, who accuse Iuke not only of omlpelon of geo=

graphical detalls but elso of "inexactltude, ineptitude, and

40 ’
POsitive orrors of « o « geogravhy." Yot they adnit;

(which melkes 4t all the more difficult for us to explein the

404" licCovm, oDe Cltes Peo 550




35

alnost coumplete lack of local color in this section), that
Iuke "conftalns far more ébouruphical allusions than any
other of the Gospels « o « He (luke) mentions Syrlia, Iturea,
Trachonitis, and Abllene. He namwes every clty mentioned in
liark excepl Caesarea FPhilippi and adds Sarepta, Nain, Siloam,
Arimathea, and :mmause. He mentions Jerusalem thirty times."
He uses the word Dolis forty times and koomee (village),
twelve times, fer more oftm..proport!.onate]y. than liark and
latthew. iuke loved geograpnical notes.l’l

Bul how can we explain the inconsistency of Iuke? 1Is
thls section perhaps a compilation of material for which
Luke had no other place, therefore the lack of names? e
have varlious suggestlons, some of them coming from licCovm
hinself, who criticizes iuke severely. He says that for Iuke
Beograpiny end tovography serve merely as literary devices.
He 1s not intercsted in itineraries as were travellers, botn
Christlan and non-Christian, at a slightly timee To this we
shake our head negatively--outside of this sectlon there 1s
every every indication that Luke took his geograpny very ser=
lously and painstakingly tried to determine 1t. This cannot
be the answer. ie must look elsewheres To us the ansver
seems to lie in the fact that Luke undoubtedly, was altogether

unfamiliar with the.reglion in whlch Jesus ministered accord=-

ing this particulsr sectlon. This view 1s also suggested by

licCown, liarnack and other gcholarsde

41ls Ibid., Dps 55-56.

pcCown belleves luke




36

had definlte geographical knowledge only of the country be-
tween Caesarea Stratonls and Jerusalems He had not aeven
seen G-al!l.l«at‘a«'!"'2
However, need this lack of geograpalecal data roally
serlously contradict the hlstoricity of this section? our
conclusion after careful study, is that this is not the case.
In fact, thls lack of geographical data is to us all the more
proof that iuke was the best of hlstorlians. ile wrotc only
of things of which he was certaln; where tnere was the least
bit of doubt he would not guess or teke a wild gamble, hop=
Ing to b2 rignte e had conclugive evidence that the incl-
dents occurred, but of the location there may have been doubt
or contradlctions among his various sources walch were prob-
ably oral roports from eye-witnesses. ue feel that Iuke made
a speclal effort to £ind material on this period of Jesus'
ministry which the other evangelisis had neglected. Since
there was no writien source for this material, he gathered
hls information very carefully and then recorded it. Thils
18 also indicated in hig prefaces This lack of names, which
oocurs only in this section of ILuke's Gospel, is to us the
Proof of the historlcity of thls sectlons A medloore his-
torian, or a fake, would have scattered geographlcal detalls
In a hit-oremige fashion to give nis account the appearance

of genuilneness. Iuke ls different. Wlth him there is mo

speculation tut only facts.

!"2! Ibidl, p. 56.
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