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Introduction
When most Christians remember Jesus’ prayer in the Garden of Gethsemane, perhaps the
moment that most readily comes to mind is when an angel comes to comfort Jesus who was in so
much agony that His “sweat became like great drops of blood.” Drawn from Luke 22:43-44, this
scene is a moving portrait of Christ’s enduring love for His people in spite of His suffering. But
there is debate among scholars about whether the scene actually took place and whether Luke
actually wrote verses. Some argue that scribes intentionally altered the manuscripts as they
copied them to present a theological argument against heresies of the day.1 Conversely, others
argue it to have been original to Luke (though he may have used a source), displaying consistent
themes and language in these verses with the rest of Luke-Acts.2 It should be recognized that
these verses do say something about Luke’s Christology – if they are original, Luke has
presented a raw and emotional display of Jesus’ humanity.3
Text and Approach
The English Standard Version translates the passage4 as: “And there appeared to him an angel
from heaven, strengthening Him. And being in an agony He prayed more earnestly; and His
sweat became like great drops of blood falling down to the ground.” Most translations handle the
passage in a similar fashion,5 though many do leave a footnote with a disclaimer that some
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manuscripts do not include the verses. To appropriately frame the debate, this paper will first
look to the background of Luke 22:43-44 and place it in the wider context of Luke-Acts. Then
the external evidence will be examined to review which manuscripts include the text, and who
among the early church fathers refer to the text. Next, attention will be given to the internal
evidence to look for coherency and consistency among themes and language used in Luke-Acts.
Finally, the paper will turn to implications that should then be drawn from the text to see
Scripture’s view on Christ and His nature as fully human and fully divine.
Background of Luke 22:43-44
In order to appropriately understand the text critical issues with Luke 22:43-44, a few words
must be said about this Gospel’s author and his purpose as they affect his style. First, the Gospel
of Luke and the Book of Acts should be viewed as a cohesive unit. This is because the two share
a narrative cycle, a common purpose, thematic elements, and style, and this paper will draw upon
Acts for stylistic and internal arguments for Luke’s authorship.6 The Gospel and Acts are widely
believed to be written by Luke,7 and this paper will operate under that assumption. Luke himself
was a physician, a Greek Christian, and a close friend of Paul’s.8 Beyond this and the moments
in Acts where Luke lets his audience know that he was a part of particular events, there is little
information on Luke as a person. Nonetheless, what little is known about him comes through
strongly in his writing. His research is thorough and detailed, and his relation of the Gospel is
highly organized – similar to what one might expect of a physician.9 Luke is also highly
proficient with the Greek language, displaying his Greek background and education.10 His
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audience gives even more confidence in this – Theophilus11 is a fairly common Greek name, and
the title Luke ascribes to him – kra,tiste12 – seems to suggest that he is an individual of high
standing,13 and moreover a new believer.14 However, Luke’s Gospel was not intended for
Theophilus’ eyes only. Theophilus’ position would have enabled him to distribute Luke’s
Gospel, and Luke writes with an emphasis on Jewish themes as well.15
With all this in mind, it should then be asked – why would a Greek Christian, who was
not an eyewitness to the events he is relaying, write a Gospel account? Thankfully Luke himself
tells us, “it seemed good to me also, having followed all things closely for some time past, to
write an orderly account for you, most excellent Theophilus, that you may have certainty
concerning the things you have been taught” (Luke 1:3-4).16 Moreover, Luke realizes that there
is strife between Jewish and Gentile Christians involving the place of the law and Jewish
customs. Thus Luke writes this Gospel, and subsequently Acts, as a way to frame the Gospel in
continuity with God’s plan for salvation throughout Israel’s history, with emphasis on how that
salvation has spread to all men.17 In the Gospel of Luke particularly, this leads to a focus on who
Jesus is, and how He will bear out His role as Savior.18
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We should therefore anticipate Luke 22:43-44 to be an articulately written text from a
physician to an important member of Roman society. We should also expect it to eloquently, but
simply explain details about Jesus’ identity, and how he fulfilled his role as Messiah. However,
before exploring the internal evidence to see if this passage meets this expectation, this paper
will first turn to the external evidence found in the manuscripts and church fathers.
External Evidence
Unfortunately, discussions on the external evidence for this passage have been convoluted,
misleading and, at times, incorrect.19 However, that is not to say that the external evidence
should not bear weight in the discussion, and there is still value in examining the evidence as
many of the arguments have used the external evidence as support for their case.20 In order to
outline this information in a slightly more organized fashion, there is an appendix at the end of
this paper that outlines how the manuscripts and church fathers have handled the text.
Manuscript Evidence
First, it will immediately stand out that there are two witnesses, ƒ13 and Lect1/2 [𝑙 1841/2], that
provide a distinctly minority reading, appending Luke 22:43-44 after Matt 26:39. As these are
the only witnesses to hold this reading, this is certainly not original to Matthew, however there is
an important point for consideration in regards to Luke. The reading has been used to “show” the
existence of a source outside of Luke that scribes drew from to add the passage to Luke.21
However, upon closer examination, every manuscript in ƒ13 actually makes reference to Luke in

19
For further discussion – see Claire Clivaz, "The Angel and the Sweat Like “Drops of Blood” (Lk 22:4344): 𝔓69 and ƒ13," HTR 98 (2005): 419-440. Clivaz points out that parts of the manuscript evidence (particularly
noting fragment 0171) have been ignored, mislabeled, or mistaken, and notes inconsistencies in classifying
manuscript evidence as well.
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one fashion or another – either in the body of the text itself or as notes in the margins. Based on
these references, it is an untenable hypothesis that the scribes definitively had another, secondary
source. Rather, it is more likely that the text was intentionally moved from Luke to Matthew.22
Further, there is precedent among the witnesses for intentional modification by shifting passages
to avoid repetition.23 Thus, these witnesses should be disregarded as evidence in favor of
omission.
In examining the rest of the witnesses, the evidence is split relatively evenly – generally,
widespread nature of the text tends to favor the text’s addition, and the Western, Caesarian, and
Byzantine witnesses tend to include the text. However, based off of dating, omission is favored –
𝔓75 is the oldest manuscript and leaves it out,24 characteristic of the Alexandrian witnesses, as
well as B and a, that tend to favor the text’s omission.25
However, there are also early witnesses that leave it in such as D, 0171, Justin Martyr,
and others.26 Further, while 𝔓69 has often been used as further evidence for omission,27 it is a
fairly unreliable manuscript that tends to have a very free style and its omission should not be
weighed too heavily.28

Clivaz, "The Angel and the Sweat Like “Drops of Blood” (Lk 22:43-44): 𝔓69 and ƒ13," 434-435. Clivaz
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Based off of this, the external evidence from the manuscripts alone is inconclusive.
Multiple scholars conclude that it weighs towards omission,29 but when the ƒ13 witnesses are
disregarded, the suspect quality of 𝔓69 is considered, along with the number and dispersion of
witnesses that include the text, the reason to assume this position is considerably weakened. To
further support the text’s inclusion, the testimony of a church father should now be considered.
Justin Martyr’s Testimony30
Beyond the convoluted testimony of the manuscripts, the evidence provided in the church fathers
merits looking to as well. While they do not carry the inerrant, authority of the Scriptures, they
do provide an early testimony to the tradition of the text and its originality to Luke.
Of particular note, Justin Martyr’s witness in Dialogue with Trypho stands above the rest.
His 2nd century31 testimony gives us an exposition on the text that will merit reflecting on later:
In the memoirs of the apostles and their successors, it is written that his perspiration
poured out like drops of blood as he prayed and said, “If it is possible, let this cup pass
from me.” His heart and bones were evidently quaking, and His heart was like wax
melting in his belly. We therefore may understand that the Father wanted His Son to
endure in reality these severe sufferings for us. We may not declare that since He was the
Son of God, He did not feel what was done and inflicted on Him.32
Justin Martyr states that his witness came from the “memoirs of the apostles” which he
viewed as surpassing the authority as the Old Testament and not to be changed, and he reports of
the church preaching from them regularly.33 Justin’s respect for these sources and his indication
that he is drawing from them here leave clues about his belief in the passage’s originality. At the
very least, this means he is drawing from sources created less than one hundred years after Luke
Ehrman and Plunkett, “The Angel and the Agony: The Textual Problem of Luke 22:43-44,” 408. Even
Brown, who ultimately argues in favor of the passage’s inclusion, says (with reservations) the external evidence
weighs in favor of omission – see Brown, “The Lucan Authoriship of Luke 22:43-44,” 155.
29
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earlier discussion with Trypho in 135.
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was written.34 Further, his testimony provides basis in the genuine nature of the text that predates
𝔓75 by quite a number of years,35 and Justin’s earlier testimony allows for the possibility that 𝔓75
drew from an altered manuscript as a source. This is particularly important considering the highly
strict, accurate, and professional style of 𝔓75 and that its omission of the passage should not be
taken lightly.36 While Justin’s testimony should not be overstated as a testimony from a fallible
man, it should bear how we look back upon the manuscripts in searching for the infallible,
inerrant original.37
The external evidence provides a divided picture, and it is difficult to draw any firm
conclusions based on it. However, the external evidence does not give definitive proof for the
later interpolation of the passage that many have claimed. Given this, it is necessary to look to
the internal evidence to draw further conclusions on whether the text is a later creation or not.
Internal Evidence
In examining the internal evidence, there two important categories that should be considered:
transcriptional and intrinsic probabilities. The passage is fairly long for any sort of accidental
omission such as homoeoteleuton, and even if it were, it is unlikely that such an omission would
have gone without being corrected.38 As such, the relevant discussion on the internal evidence
will be based around the possibility of intentional scribal change due to harmonization or
doctrine followed by an examination of the structural, linguistic, and literary style and whether it
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holds to Lucan patterns and can be validated with other passages within the narrative of LukeActs as well as if there are parallels outside of Luke-Acts in the rest of Scripture.
Transcriptional Probabilities
In opening the discussion, there are a few important points to be made. First, the more “difficult
reading” is probably closer to the original.39 Additionally, it should also be noted that passages
that have no synoptic parallel should also be considered more likely to be original as the scribes
tended to synchronize the gospel accounts.40 Finally, some have observed that the shorter reading
is to be preferred. However, this preference should be carefully applied – often the scribes would
omit text as well,41 and there is good reason to believe that is the case here.
In analyzing these points, the passage is certainly the harder reading, and it is highly
unlikely that a scribe created the passage from nothing.42 To solidify this point, the verses have
no synoptic parallel, ruling out a creation due to harmonization.43 That said, it is also unlikely
that the verses were omitted for harmonization as well – as it has already been seen, the tradition
for both inclusion and omission began too early for scribes to have possessed and reviewed
copies of all three synoptics and consider harmonizing them.44 Further, it should be noted that
there are few occurrences of the deletion of such a large portion of text on account of
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Epp and Fee, Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism, 14. Fee notes that
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Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke (X-XXIV) (AB, Garden City: Doubleday, 1983),
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Brown, “The Lucan Authorship of Luke 22:43-44,” 158. Brown also notes arguments that use the same
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harmonization, and finally, if the scribes went to such lengths to harmonize this text, why did
they not harmonize the rest of the passage, with all of its distinctive attributes, as well.45
Ruling out harmonization and noting the passage’s inclusion makes the reading “more
difficult,” the question should now be raised: why would the scribes have omitted the text?
Scholars have raised the point that Docetism was rampant at the time, and have concluded that
text was created to combat the heresies of the day – particularly noting Justin Martyr’s account.46
However, as it has already been seen, Justin’s view of the “memoirs of the apostles” is
exceedingly high, and it seems untenable that he would have created a passage for the sake of
combatting Docetists when plenty of other texts could have been used. Further, his assurance that
the early church taught from and viewed the “memoirs” as authoritative provides corroboration
from a multitude in the early church that would have viewed the text as valid as well.47 It should
be noted that similar accusations have been raised against the testimonies of Irenaeus48 and
Hippolytus49 as well, however they are inadequate for similar reasons.50 This argument loses
45

Ehrman and Plunkett, “The Angel and the Agony: The Textual Problem of Luke 22:43-44,” 404.
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Ehrman and Plunkett, “The Angel and the Agony: The Textual Problem of Luke 22:43-44,” 406-407.
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Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origin, Development, and Significance. 145-146.
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Irenaeus testifies in Against Heresies: “Had he received nothing from Mary [as the Gnostics believe], he
would never have taken the foods which come from the earth, the foods by which the body taken from the earth is
nourished. Nor would he have felt hunger after fasting, like Moses and Elijah, for forty days, if his body had not
been seeking its proper nourishment. Nor would John his disciple have written: ‘Jesus, wearied by the journey, sat
down,’ nor would David have prophesied of Him: ‘They added to the pain of my wounds. Nor would he have wept
over Lazarus, nor would he have sweated drops of blood, nor would blood and water flowed from His pierced side.
For these are all signs of flesh taken from the earth, the flesh which the Lord recapitulated in Himself, in order to
save His own handiwork.” Quoted in Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Scandal of the Incarnation: Irenaeus Against the
Heresies, trans. by John Saward, (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1981), 61-62.
49
Hippolytus testifies in Against Noetus: “Although he was God clearly revealed, he did not disown what
was human about himself as well. He is hungry and exhausted, weary and thirsty; he fears and flees and is troubled
when he prays. He sleeps on a pillow, yet as God he has a nature that does not know sleeping. He asks to be excused
the suffering of the cup, yet he was present in the world for this very reason. In his agony, he sweats and an angel
strengthens him, yet he strengthens those who believe in him and has taught them by his example to treat death with
contempt.” Quoted in Just, Luke, 344.

For an extended discussion of Irenaeus’ and Hippolytus’ view of Scriptures, see Metzger, The Canon of
the New Testament: Its Origin, Development, and Significance, 149-156. For further discussion on Irenaeus’ view,
see Kruger, “Early Christian Attitudes toward the Reproduction of Texts,” 78. “Irenaeus expresses his concern about
careful copying of his own writings when he adds an exhortation at the conclusions of one of his letters, ‘I adjure
thee, who shalt copy out of this book… that thou compare what thou shalt transcribe and correct it with this copy
whence thou art transcribing, with all care.’ If Irenaeus was so concerned about changes to his own writings, then no
doubt his concern about changes in the scripture would be equal if not greater.
50
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further weight considering that the Gnostics would have had similar arguments refuting the
Savior’s presence there as they did with the parallel account in Matthew that already portrayed
Jesus’ suffering, albeit to a slightly lesser extent.51 Finally, it is also worth noting that the entire
argument is based on the assumption that the text was created by those combatting the Docetists;
however, it could have just as easily been an omission by Docetists attempting to solidify their
view according to Scripture.52
Beyond the inadequate reasoning for the text’s creation, Epiphanius also provides us with
a testimony affirming the probability of the text’s omission, noting the fear of some scribes to
include them.53 Accusations that he was merely commenting on the scribal tradition of his day
and was unable to look back to the second century are somewhat hollow on a couple of levels,
but it especially bears considering that Epiphanius remarked that it was often the orthodox
scribes, ignorant of what they were doing, who tended to omit them – not heretics.54 This scribal
tradition of the time was not a casual and disconnected group of scribes, but rather a professional
and attentive group, and there is good reason to find a justifiable “window” that Epiphanius
could look through.55 This position is further supported given what we know from Origen’s
writings against Celsus, that Celsus would often find support for the denial of Christ’s divinity
based around Gethsemane. This provides basis to Epiphanius’ claims that it would have been the
orthodox scribes desiring to combat heresy who would want to omit the text.56
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Brown, “The Lucan Authorship of Luke 22:43-44,” 158.
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Patella, Michael, The Death of Jesus: The Diabolical Force and the Ministering Angel: Luke 23:44-49,
(CahRB 43; Paris: Gabalda et Cie, 1999), 11.
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Ultimately, any argument based purely on scribal intent will fall short and unable to make
any definitive claims. However, the previous discussion has shown there is good reason to
believe the text was written by Luke originally, and that the text was omitted by scribes arguing
against heresies that denied Jesus’ divinity. Discussion will now turn to an examination of the
intrinsic evidence to see if the text matches Luke’s matches Luke’s literary and structural style.
Intrinsic Probabilities – Arguments Within of Luke-Acts
In opening the discussion on the intrinsic probabilities – whether there are any inherent attributes
to include or omit the text – it should be noted that the discussion is sprawling. Significant work
has been in researching the text’s emotional, structural, literary, and linguistic styles and each of
these will be addressed in turn.
First, some have found the verses to be to disrupt the emotional context of the passage.57
However, in contrast to this, it has been shown that there are parallels between Jesus’ avgwni,a|
and the disciples’ lu,phj58 in verse 45.59 In light of this it seems not only untenable to remove the
verses due to an emotional disconnect the verses, but actually more logical to include them for
that very reason.60
Further, it has been suggested that Luke is writing about a different sort of Jesus than the
Jesus portrayed in Mark. While “Mark’s Jesus” is distressed and tormented, “Luke’s Jesus” is
calm and collected.61 However, this claim is overstated – in verse 42, Luke still shows Jesus
pronouncing the submission of his will to the Father’s will, implying that he did wish for the

57
John Nolland, Luke 18:35-24:53 (WBC 35c, Dallas: Word, 1993), 1080-1081. Nolland considers it to be
the primary reason to omit the text, and does so on that basis and secondarily for the chiastic structure, which will be
discussed shortly.
58

“sorrow”
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Green, “Jesus on the Mount of Olives (Luke 22:39-46): Tradition and Theology,” 37.

Brian E. Beck, “‘Imitatio Christi’ and the Lucan Passion Narrative,” in Suffering and Martyrdom in the
New Testament: Studies Presented to G.M. Styler by the Cambridge New Testament Seminar, eds. William Horbury
and Brian McNeil (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 40. “If Luke represents the disciples as trying,
within their limits, to be obedient to Jesus, and carrying out the command to pray, he may have considered that, if
the demands of prayer were such that even Jesus sustained them only with difficulty and by angelic help, the
disciples would have been totally exhausted by them.”
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Ehrman and Plunkett, “The Angel and the Agony: The Textual Problem of Luke 22:43-44,” 411. “In all
of Luke’s passion narrative…only here does [Jesus] fail to approach his fate with calm assurance.”
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Father to “remove this cup” from him.62 However, even if you deny this and still argue that Luke
is depicting a different Jesus than Mark, the argument is still tenuous. There has been some
discussion over “avgwni,a|” (one of the hapax legomena of the text, but arguments about Luke’s
linguistic style will be discussed more shortly) and whether it actually refers to physical or
mental anguish or to Jesus’ “readiness for the great contest and conflict that is about to come.”63
If one takes the view that Mark and Luke have different depictions of Jesus, then the Luke’s
particular imagery can be upheld anyway.64
Then there is the issue of the chiastic structure – Jesus tells His disciples to pray, then
Jesus goes away by Himself, then He kneels to pray, then He prays, then He stands up from His
prayer, then He returns to the disciples, then He tells them to pray again.65 This chiasm has led to
the rejection of the text as an intrusion that “shifts the entire center of gravity of the chiasm away
from the focal point of the pericope (Jesus’ prayer).”66 While certainly chiasm is a Lucan
characteristic, numerous scholars have remarked that this a rather grandiose claim, and the
chiastic structure here has been overstated.67 Further, a chiastic structure can also be made that
includes the verses where Jesus’ prayer, the “focal point of the pericope,” can be further broken
down and remain central – Jesus prays, the Father responds by sending an angel, and Jesus prays
again.68
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The linguistic style of the text has also been shown to be consistent with Luke’s. In
opening the discussion, there are three hapax legomena: avgwni,a|, i`drw.j, and qro.mboi.
Additionally, evktene,steron only appears only here and twice in Acts.69 Without reading too
much into this,70 the lexical depth is typically Lucan.71 Beyond these, the rest of the vocabulary
is also distinctively Lucan – w`sei is typically Lucan.72 To lesser degrees, proshu,ceto, kai.
evge,neto, and w;fqh are used frequently in Luke compared to the rest of the NT. Additionally,
w`sei. qro.mboi ai[matoj katabai,nontej evpi. th.n gh/n does follow Luke’s tendency to use simile.73
The final linguistic note is more complicated and regards the phrase a;ggeloj avp’ ouvranou.
Scholars have observed that angels in Luke are not referred to as coming “from heaven,” and so
the construction should not be considered Lucan.74 However, this accusation is overreaching,
especially considering the rarity of angelic appearances. Further, the phrase avp’ ouvranou/ appears
multiple times in Luke.75 Additionally, angels are often sent “tou/ qeou/” or “kuri,ou,” and a group
of angels do “avph/lqon avpV auvtw/n eivj to.n ouvrano.n.”76
However, perhaps most the most convincing argument comes from a couple of accounts
in Acts that closely parallel the passage. The first parallel comes in Acts 21:13-14, where Agabus
tries to convince Paul not to go to Jerusalem. After Paul displays his submission to the Father,
regardless of whatever fate may await him in Jerusalem, Luke and the crowd respond with Tou/
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kuri,ou to. qe,lhma gine,sqw. This response sounds closely to Jesus’ prayer in Luke 22:42. But to
tighten this parallel, immediately before in Acts 21:13 Paul proclaims Ti, poiei/te klai,ontej kai.
sunqru,ptonte,j mou th.n kardi,an evgw. ga.r ouv mo,non deqh/nai avlla. kai, avpoqanei/n eivj
VIerousalh.m evtoi,mwj e;cw u`pe.r tou/ ovno,matos tou/ kuri,ou VIhsou/.77 In this passage sunqru,ptonte,j
performs a similar task as avgwni,a|, after the temptation to shirk the will of the Father, Jesus and
Paul both suffer – Jesus in agony and Paul with a broken heart – but remain resolute to follow
the will of the Father. The second parallel happens in Acts 27:23-24 when Paul is about to be
shipwrecked. There is less linguistic parallelism here so much as overarching pattern, but the
parallel is clear – Paul is in on board a prison ship, caught in a storm at sea, facing his death, and
an angel of God appears to him to give him hope.78
In summary, there is very good reason to refute the claims that the style, structure,
language, and themes are not Lucan. Moreover, on account of the language, the parallels in Acts,
and the emotional continuity with verse 45, there is actually very good reason to believe the text
is Lucan. As a closing argument, this paper will now examine the parallels in the rest of
Scripture.
Intrinsic Probabilities – Arguments Outside of Luke-Acts
While certainly Jesus’ sweating drops of blood is a unique occurrence, there is certainly one
notable parallel that can be found in Scripture – namely in the Servant Messiah portrayed in
Isaiah, that Jesus often identifies Himself with.79 While the verses do not have direct ties to a
specific passage of verses, parallels have been shown between Jesus’ suffering here and with the
experiences of the foretold Servant Messiah throughout Isaiah – with particular parallels to be
drawn from the Lord strengthening his Servant.80

77
“What are you doing weeping and breaking my heart? For I am ready not only to be imprisoned but even
to die in Jerusalem for the name of the Lord Jesus.”
78

Tuckett, “Luke 22,43-44: The “Agony” in the Garden and Luke’s Gospel,”142-143.

W.J. Larkin, “The Old Testament Background of Luke xxii. 43-44,” NTS 25 (1979): 253. Larkin notes
specifically Isaiah 41:4; 42:4,6; 49:4,6; 50:5,7; 52:13-53:12. He also notes a few other possible parallels to be found
in Elijah, Daniel, and others, however systematically rules them out or renders them as secondary parallels at best.
79

Larkin, “The Old Testament Background of Luke xxii. 43-44,” 253. Larkin draws parallels for evniscu,wn
auvto,n in Isaiah 42:6; Isaiah 49:4,6; Isaiah 50:5-6; and Isaiah 53:12.
80

15

Beyond this parallel from the Old Testament however, there are also some notable
accounts from the other Gospels as well. This is not the only time Jesus has angels meet with
Him – Matthew and Mark both recount angels ministering to Jesus after His temptation by
Satan.81 Matthew also notes Jesus’ response during His arrest that He is confident in the Father’s
willingness to supply Him with angelic support if He asked for it.82 John also notes the Father
Himself strengthens Jesus at His request.83
While these parallels are small, they do provide a wider context to provide further
assurance of the legitimacy of the text. It has been noted that Luke particularly builds up Jesus’
association with the Messiah Isaiah foretold, and this association is important to show the text’s
consistency with the rest of Luke.84 Further, each of the other Gospels provide similar accounts
at other points in Jesus’ ministry and this passage in Luke is not completely without precedence.
When all of the internal evidences are considered, combined with the refutation of the
arguments against the inclusion of the text, the evidence weighs in favor of the inclusion of the
passage.85 Bearing that in mind, it is now worth considering what impact they have on Christian
theology and why fighting for the inclusion of the text is important.
Implications and Reflection
Thus, having argued for the text’s inclusion, reflection must be made on why it matters and what
the church stands to gain by the inclusion of the text. Most notably, there are two implications
that can be drawn from the text: first, it gives us a vivid description of the faithfulness of God the
Father, and secondly, it declares that Christ is not merely the Divine Savior, but also a human

Brown, “The Lucan Authorship of Luke 22:43-44,” 159. Mark 1:13 and Matt 4:11. Interestingly, Brown
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Savior who is able to relate to the sufferings of mankind. Additionally, of secondary importance
to proclaiming the identity of the Father, the text reinforces the importance of prayer.
God’s Faithfulness and Christ’s Divinity
As the Divine Son of God, He turns to the Father in prayer and we see the Father answer by
sending an angel. This event testifies to God’s faithfulness – that when we suffer, we know that
God is with us.86 It also bears noting that this is not some far off help either – the Father
immediately answers Christ’s prayer and sends Him the help He needs. It also gives us insight
into the manner in which we should pray. Jesus prays that God would accomplish His will
through Jesus and God responds by bringing that to pass. Even in prayer, God reveals Himself as
sovereign – He will answer the prayers of His people, but He will do so “in a way that brings
glory to Him, and salvation to His suffering people.”87 Moreover, Jesus’ complete and perfect
agreement with the Father’s will in His prayer attests to His own divinity. This is not the prayer
of a fallen man, rather it is the prayer of God, understanding that the joy set before Him is worth
enduring the cross, and all the sufferings with it, that stand before Him. 88 His prayer and refusal
to submit to the temptation to pursue His own will and deny the cup reveal His divine nature
with the power and capability to stand as the second Adam, and as a new covenant head for
God’s people so that they may be found righteous.89
Christ’s Humanity
Not only testifying to God’s faithfulness, it also displays Jesus’ humanity. Whether one takes the
view that Jesus is evn avgwni,a| unto the point of actually sweating literal blood, or sweating
profusely, He shows himself in the middle of a great struggle.90 Jesus, facing His own death,
wrestles with the same anxiety that any of us might face – if not more so because He is aware
86
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that the death He faces isn’t just a normal death, but rather the due punishment for the sins of the
entire world. Based on this, Philip Graham Ryken rightly asks, “Who can ever tell what suffering
Jesus endured for our salvation, not just on the cross of Calvary, but also in the Garden of
Gethsemane.”91 But in spite of this temptation to give in to His anxiety, He stays the course, on
account of his great love for us. Ryken again movingly notes, “The lesson from Gethsemane is
not that Jesus suffers with us, but that He suffered for us.”92 However, being strengthened, he
faces his death anyway – in contrast to our nature that succumbs to that temptation.93 The
faithfulness of the human Savior reveals the fulfilment of the second Adam. While only God
could bear the burden of our sins, only a man could be sacrificed for sin.94
There are a couple of minor points to note the order of the text as well. First, Jesus goes to
the Lord in prayer in the midst of His greatest struggle. Jesus’ response to suffering is not one of
trying to shoulder the burden Himself, but rather of turning to the Father for aid. It bears noting
that this response is the exact opposite of what we do in our struggle for autonomy. Second, while
it might make more logical sense that Jesus would be portrayed as geno,menoj evn avgwni,a| before
the a;ggeloj avp’ ouvranou/ evniscu,wn auvto,n,95 however that is not the case. The Father does not
remove the cup, and object of Jesus’ avgwni,a| is still there, but he is now prepared to meet the fate
awaiting him.96 It is worth noting that this is absolutely opposite to the prosperity gospel that often
says that if you pray enough, tithe enough, and have enough faith then God will spare you from
suffering and will give you everything you ask for. No, rather in being conformed to the image of
our Savior there is a call to be submissive to the will of the Father, wherever that may lead, and in
the case of our Savior, it lead Him to His death.
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Conclusion
In closing, while the field of textual criticism may not seem pastoral, in arguing for the inclusion
of Luke 22:43-44, we find that Luke has left us the testimony of two verses that proclaim the
Gospel itself. The text proclaims the identity of our Savior, and we see not only the Divine
Messiah, but also the Suffering Servant, heading to the cross for our sins. Jesus is a man faithful
and righteous in the Garden in spite of the temptation before him, truly displaying his identity as
the second Adam, and He is God, capable of bearing the burden for our sins. Further, the passage
also displays the relationship within the Trinity as the Son goes to the Father as He faces His
darkest trial, and the Father immediately responds.
The text then attests to the tradition proclaimed in the Apostles’ Creed that the church has
confessed for centuries:
We believe in God the Father almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, and in Jesus Christ,
His only-begotten Son, our Lord: who was conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the
virgin Mary; suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead, and buried; he descended
into hell, the third day he rose again from the dead; he ascended into heaven and sits at
the right hand of God the Father almighty; from thence he shall come to judge the living
and the dead. We believe in the Holy Spirit; the holy catholic Church; the communion of
saints; the forgiveness of sins; the resurrection of the body; and the life everlasting.97
Through Luke’s testimony in Luke 22:43-44, we see the Son praying in perfect unity with God
the Father almighty. We see His physicality, and that He was a man who was born. Through His
prayer and faithfulness to the Father, we see His divinity, attesting to His conception by the Holy
Spirit. Through His sweat and agony, we see one of the most vivid displays of His suffering in
all of Scripture. We can be assured that through His life, suffering, death, burial, and resurrection
we can be forgiven our sins and drawn into a new covenant relationship with the Father.
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Appendix
Text
Included

Text Included
(continued)

a*,b
ƒ1
D
K
L
X
Q
D*
P*
Y
0171
565
700
892*
1009
1010
1071mg
1230
1241
1242
1253
1344
1365
1546
1646
2148
2174
arm
Byz
eth
it
syrc, p, h, l, pal
vg

Diatessarona, earm, i, n
Justin
Irenaeus
Hippolytus
Ps-Dionysius
Eusebius
Didymus
Jerome

Text Included
with Asterisks
or Obeli
Dc
Pc
892mg
1079
1195
1216
bopt

Text Appended Text Omitted99
after Matt
26:3998
ƒ13
𝔓75
Lect1/2 [𝑙 1841/2] 𝔓69
aa
A
B
N
R
T
W
579
1071*
Lectpt
armms
bopt
geo
itf
sa
syrs
pc
Marcion
Clement
Origen
MSSacc. to Hilary

Athanasius
Ambrose
MSSacc. to Epiphanius
MSSacc. to Jerome

Cyril
John-Damascus

Lect1/2 [𝑙 1841/2] transposes Luke 22:43-44 after Matt 26:39 along with kai. avnasta.j avpo. t/hj proseuch/j
from Luke 22:45a.
98

99

𝔓69 also does not include verses 41-42
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