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THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS 

THE GOSPEL AUUORDINC~ TO S. MATTHEW1 
THE GOSPEL AUUORDING 'PO S. MARK 
THE GOSPEL AUCORDINC~ TO S. LUKE 

IN taking up in succession the different parts 
of the New Testament and dealing shortly 
with the various critical problems to which 
they have given rise, we shall begin with the 
Gospels, not because they stand first in the 
New Testament, nor yet because they came 
first in the order of publication, which we have 
no reason to believe was the case, but because 
they embody the earliest traditions of the 
Christian Church, and contain the chief record 
of the facts concerning the birth, death, and 
resurrection of Jesus Christ, which lie at  the 

1The titles prefixed to the several Books of the New 
Testament, like the subscriptions appended to many of the 
Epistles, formed no part of the original manuscripts, at14 
yere the WO$ of copyists. 
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foundation of our faith. We say the duiej 
record, for it must not be imagined that if we 
lost the testimony of the four Gospels we 
should be left altogether destitute of informa- 
tion on this all-important subject. The Acts 
of the Apostles and the Epistle to the He- 
brews contain various references to Christ’s 
life and teaching; and in the undisputed 
Epistles of Paul, written within a generation 
after the death of the Saviour, we find allusions 
to His incarnation, His appointineiit of apostles, 
His institution of preaching and of the Lord’s 
Supper, His betrayal and crucifixion, His re- 
surrection and ascension, and the supreme 
authority committed to His trust. It is not 
too much to  say that tlie study .of these 
Epistles gives one the impression that the 
story of Christ’s death and resurrection was 
the chief theme of the great Apostle’s preach- 
ing-two passages of I Coriiithians in particular 
affording direct evidence of this (11 23-27 and 
1 5 7, 

But while great value attaches to Paul’s 
letters in this as well as in other respects, the 
Gospels will always be the most precious part 
Of Scripture in the estimation of ths (~1iurCh~ 
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. and the authenticity of their contents will 
always be the most important question with 
which criticism can deal. Happily, as regards 
the dates assigned to them by the most com- 
petent critics, the Gospels now stand in a 
much more favourable position than they did 
fifty years ago, when, according to the widely 
received views of the Tubingen school, they 
were supposed to have come into existence in 
the middle or end of the second century. 
The change of opinion has been due partly to 
the more thorough investigation of old evi- 
dence, and partly to the discovery of fresh 
documents. It never admitted of doubt that 
in the last quarter of the second century the 
four Gospels which we possess were widely 
circulated in all parts of Christendom, being 
used for public worship and for private read- 
ing by innumerable Christians who regarded 
them as the sacred depository of a Divine 
revelation. But until lately many scholars 
were disposed to doubt whether they could be 
traced back in their present form to a much 
earlier period, In particular it was questioned 
whether the inemoirs of the apostles," fre- 
quently referred to  by Justin Martyr about the 
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middle of the second century, were identical 
with our Gospels, But any reason there ever 
was for such a doubt has been largely removed 
by the testimony afforded by Tatian’s “Dia- 
tessaron,” a work which was hardly known to 
scholars in inore than name till near the close 
of last century, Tatian was a pupil of Justin, 
and the title of his work naturally suggested 
that it was intended to be a harmony of the 
four Gospels. .This was disputed, however, 
until an Arabic translation of the work came to 
light, and was published at Rome, along with 
a Latin translation, in 1888, on the occasion 
of the jubilee of Leo XIII. An examination 
of these documents, along with an Armenian 
and a Latin translation of a Syrian comnientary 
on Tatian’s work by Bphrziii of Edessa (c. 
A.D. 373)’ which had previously come to light, 
has proved that the “Diatessaron” was un- 
doubtedly a conipilation froin the four Gospels 
which we possess. Another work from which 
fresh testimony has been derived is (‘ The Re- 
futation of All Heresies ” by Hippolytus, an 
eminent Roman ecclesiastic, who wrote near 
the end of the second century. A manuscript 
of it was found on Mount Athos in 1842, and 
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was published in 1851. On examination it 
was found to contain many quotations from 
earlier Christian writers, chiefly heretics, in- 
cluding Basilides, an eminent Gnostic who 
wrote about A.D. 125. These quotations con- 
tain inany allusions to the Gospels and other 
parts of the New Testament, and the allusions 
are of such a nature as to imply that the 
writings referred to held a position of authority 
in the Church and were considered to be on a 
level with the Old Testament Scriptures-a 
position which it must have taken them a 
considerable time to attain. 

Again, in the ( (  Didach4,” or Teaching of the 
Twelve Apostles, which was discovered in the 
library of the Greek Patriarch of Jerusalem 
a t  Constantinople in 1873, and is usually as- 
signed to the beginning of the second century, 
we find distinct echoes of expressions used in 
our Gospels, especially in that of Matthew. 
I n  this connexion mention may also be made 
of the ( (  Apology ” of Aristides, an Athenian 
philosopher (e, A.D. 140), which was discovered, 
in the form of a Syrian translation, about 
thirty years ago in St. Catherine’s, Mount 
Sinai. Being addressed to Gentiles resident 

. 
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in Greece, who could not be expected to be 
acquainted with Christian literature, it was not 
likely to contain many quotations from Scrip- 
ture, but we find in it allusions to the chief 
facts of Christ’s life, including His birth from 
a Hebrew virgin ancl His ascension ; and it 
appeals to the Gospel for confiimation of these 
things. 

There are other witnesses, of a still earlier 
date, whose testimony is now much more 
firmly established than it was half a century 
ago. Among these are, in particular, Cleni- 
ent of Rome’s “Epistle to the Corinthians,” 
written about A.D. 9 5 ;  the seven genuine 
Epistles of Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch, writ- 
ten about A.D. 115, while he was on his way 
to suffer martyrdom at Rome ; and the Epistle 
addressed to the Philippians, probably within 
a year afterwards, by Polycarp, Bishop of 
Smyrna, a disciple of the Apostle John%- 
all of which writings show unmistakable signs 
of acquaintance with one or more of our 
Gospels. To this we may add the evidence 
afforded by the fragments of Papias’s “Ex- 
position of the Lord’s Oracles,” preserved by 
Eusebius. The author of this work, who was 
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Bishop of Hierapolis about A.D. 135, had been 
a friend of Polycarp and had a personal ac- 
quaintance with a number of those who had 
been disciples or hearers of the Lord. 

All such testimony, before being accepted, 
has been subjected to severe cross-examination 
by those who are unfavourable .to traditional 
views. As an illustration of this we may 
refer to the “Epistle of Barnabas,” which is 
preserved in full in the (‘ Codex Sinaitious ” 
and in one of the manuscripts discovered at  
Constantinople in 1873. The worls; is usually 
believed to date from the .end of the first 
century, and it contains in the fourth chapter 
what seems to be a quotation from the Gospel 
of Matthew, namely, “Many are called but 
few chosen,” preceded by the words, (‘ as it is 
written,” which is the usual formula of quota- 
tion from a canonical book. As long as the 
work was known only through a Latin transla- 
tion, it was permissible to suggest that the 
words in question were an interpolation by a 
translator familiar with our Gospel. This 
was the line taken by a number of critics, 
though Hilgenfeld, one of the leaders of the 
Tubingen school, admitted that the words used 
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in the original might have been “ a s  Jesus 
said.’? When the Greek manuscript came to 
light, as part of the ‘‘ Codex Sinaiticus,” in 
1859, and the Latin translation was found 
to be correct, it might have been expected 
that there would be an end of the matter. 
But instead of that, it was suggested that the 
quotation might have been taken not from 
Matthew’s Gospel, but from the second Book 
of Esdras, though the nearest approach to the 
words in question that is to be found there is : 
“Many are created but few shall be saved.” 
Another suggestion was that the quotation 
might be from some apocryphal book now 
lost, while one eminent critic tried to explain 
away the formula of quotation as due t o  a 
lapse of memory on the part of the writer, 
who had forgotten where he saw the words. 

I n  estimating the value of the testimony 
which the Apostolic Fathers bear to the 
Gospels, it should be remeinbered that while 
aJl their extant writings put together hardly 
exceed in length the first two of our Gospels, 
they represent the faith of the Church in 
many different centres widely distant from 
one another, in Europe and Asia and perhaps 
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also in Africa ; and, furthermore, that besides 
frequently reproducing the language of the 
Gospels they agree with them in the general 
tenor of their teaching,-so much so that 
Bishop Westcott has said with truth that I‘ the 
Gospel which the Fathers announce includes 
all the articles of the ancient Creeds.” 

At  this point reference may be made to 
what are called the Apocryphal Gospels, a 
fairly numerous class of writings which bear 
in many cases the names of apostles. A col- 
lection of them was published nearly a hundred 
years ago, when an attempt was made to show 
that they belonged to the same class as the 
canonical Gospels, and to make out that they 
had been suppressed in the interests of ortho- 
doxy about the time of the Council of Nice. 
This was generally felh to  be an untenable 
position, but for some time it was thought 
by a certain school of critics that the Apo- 
cryphal Gospels might be among the narra- 
tives referred to in the preface of the Third 
Gospel, and that their contents would be 
found to illustrate the conflicting forces 
which, according to the Tubingen theory, were 
struggling for the inastery iq primitive 

7 
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Church ; while the canonical Gospels repre- 
sented the resultant policy of compromise 
which was generally adopted in the second 
century. But fuller investigation has proved 
that nearly all those extraneous writings show 
signs of dependence on one or more of our 
Gospels, and that they were composed either 
to gratify curiosity with regard to topics little 
dealt with in the canonical writings, such as 
the early life of Jesus and of Mary His mother, 
or to bolster up some heresy, generally of a 

-, Gnostic character. Several of them were in 
existence in the second century, and may con- 
tain some authentic traditions not found in 
our Gospels ; e.g., the Gospel according to the 
Hebrews (assigned by some critics to  the 
end of the first century), of which fragments 
have been preserved for us by Jerome; the 
Gospel of the Egyptians, to which the seven 
sayings of our Lord discovered in Egypt about 
twenty years ago may have belonged ; and the 
Gospel of Peter, a considerable part of which 
was discovered in Egypt in 1886. To the 
second century may also be assigned the apo- 
cryphal ‘‘ Protevangelium ” of James, which 
deals withi the early life af the mother a€ 



111.1 OF NEW TESTAMENT CRITICISM 99 

Jesus and relates many incidents connected 
with His birth, 

Many works of a similar nature appeared in 
the course of the next two centuries. Among 
the books forbidden by the decree of Pope 
Gelasius in the end of the fifth century was a 
Gospel of Barnabas, and a few years ago there 
was published an English translation of a work 
bearing that title, which was found in an 
Italian manuscript at  Vienna, being appar- 
ently the only copy of the work in existence. 
It seeins to have been the result of a mani- 
pulation of the canonical Gospels in the in- 
terests of Mohamniedanisni, and represents 
Jesus as denying that He was the iMessiali, 
and as going up to heaven without dying on 
the cross, the latter fate being reserved for 
Judas, Missionaries found the work to be 
a favourite subject of conversation among 
Mohammedans in India and Persia, arid they 
urged its publication in order that its spurious 
character might be exposed. 

None of the Apocryphal Gospels seems 
to have had an extensive circulation; and, 
spealciiig generally, we inay say that they 
add nathing of value ta our kaaw-ledge of 
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the Saviour’s life and teaching, and in their 
exaggeration and unreality present a strikiiig 
contrast to the simplicity and sincerity which 
distinguish the evangelic records in the New 
Testament. 

The history of opinion with regard to 
the Gospel .of Marcion, which is soiiietinies 
reckoned among the Apocryphal Gospels, 
illustrates the trend of criticism, to which we 
have referred. Marcion was bishop of Pontus 
in Asia Minor in the early part of the second 
century. He was one of the first of those 
Christian idealists, as we inay call them, who 
attach little importance to  the historical fi’ame- 
work of revelation or to  the literal sense of 
Scripture. Having an intense aversion to 
Judaism he rejected the whole of the Old 
Testament; and of the New Testanient he 
accepted only ten Epistles of Paul and a 
Gospel of his own compilation, setting thus an 
example of eclecticism, which was followed by 
many Gnostic sects, each desiring a Gospel to 
suit its own views. It was evident long ago, 
from the extensive quotations from Marcion’s 
Gospel which were t o  be found in the writings 
of Tertullian, that it had much in com1~Qu 
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with our Third Gospel. But those who looked 
on the latter with suspicion were disposed to 
regzrd it as a corrupt expansion of Marcion’s 
work, and therefore posterior to it in date. 
The result of a more thorough investigation, 
however, has been to prove to the satisf&ction 
even of extreme critics that the reverse is 
the case, Marcion’s work being nothing but a 
mutilated edition of the Third Gospel. This 
obviates what might have been a serious ob- 
jection to the Lucaii authorship of the latter, 
and bridges over a considerable part of the 
time anterior to Marcion which has to be 
accounted for in tracing the history of the 
book. 

The three first Gospels, Matthew, Mark, 
and Luke, have been known as the Synoptic 
Gospels ever since Griesbach applied the name 
to them niore than a century ago (in contra- 
distinction to the Fourth Gospel), because they 
present us with a general view of the Saviour’s 
ministry in Galilee. At the same time, each 
of them has distinct characteristics of its own, 
which were early recognized and have been 
frequently illustrated. As early as the second 
century the four Gospels were supposed to be 
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symbolically represented by the four faces of 
the cherubim described in Ezekiel 1 l", namely, 
those of a man, a lion, an ox, and an eagle (cf. 
Rev. 4 '>. Irenzus, Athanasius, Augustine, 
and Jerome had each a different way of ap- 
plying the comparison, but Jerome's inter- 
pretation, according to which Matthew is 
identified with the man, Mark with the lion, 
Luke with the ox, and John with the eagle, is 
that which is now generally adopted in works 
of art. Apart from symbolism, the First Gos- 
pel may be described as Messianic, exhibit- 
ing the life of Jesus, in word and deed, as a 
fulfilment of the Law and the Prophets, and 
being thus specially adapted to the tastes and 
needs of Jewish Christians; the Second de- 
picts Him in relation to the present rather 
than to the past, and by its graphic picture 
of His beneficent and victorious energy, was 
fitted to commend' Him to the Roman mind ; 
the Third, written by a Greek, represents Him 
as the destined Saviour of the whole human 
race, including even the weak, the poor, the 
despised; while the Gospel of John, rising 
superior to all three, carries the thoughts of 
the reader into a higher region, where there is 
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neither past, present, nor future-the region of 
eternity . 

The three Synoptics, however, have so inuch 
in common, and are so closely related to each 
other, that it will be convenient to take, in the 
first instance, a conjunct view of them. As 
far back as the earliest traditions of the 
Church extend, we find them attributed to the 
men whose names they bear ; and until near 
the close of the second century the only 
thing that caused trouble was the apparent 
want of harmony in some of their statements. 
Origen, with his critical eye, could not fail to 
see discrepancies, and met them by means 

Chrysostom ar- 
gued that, if the agreements of the Evan- 
gelists were tokens of their veracity, their 
clisagreeinents acquitted them of collusion. 
Augustine held the Second Gospel to be an 
abbreviation of the First, and attributed di- 
vergences to varying powers of memory and 
the personal idiosyncrasies of the writers. I n  
later times, when the infallibility of Scripture 
had become an established doctrine, all that 
could be done was to devise ingenious re- 
conciliations, and, when ingenuity failed, to 

- of allegorical interpretation, 
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take refuge in confessions of human ignor- 
ance. 

But it was inevitable that in course of time 
a bolder style of criticism should arise. 

The first writer who made a serious attack 
upon the credibility of the Gospels in this 
country was Evanson, a clergynian of the 
Church of England. Re  published a work in 
1792, relating chiefly to the Four Gospels, in 
which he charied them with containing “gross, 
irreconcilable contradictions.” In  Germany, 
a generation earlier, the honesty of the writers 
had been challenged by Reimarus, the 
“ Wolfeributtel Fragmentist,” who died in 1768. 
The fragment which created the greatest sen- - 
sation was entitled “ The Aims of Jesus and 
His Disciples. ” After being circulated anony- 
mously i,n manuscript form, it was published 
by Lessing (some years after the death of 
Reimarus), not because he agreed with it, but 
in order to  rouse the Church to a, sense of its 
danger and lead it to strengthen its defences. 
According to Beimarus, the disciples knew 
that the aini of Jesus was to prove Himself 
the Messiah in a political sense, and it was 
only when their hopes of a temporal kiiigdoni 
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were blasted by His death upon the CTOSS that 
they were led, under the influence of the 
eschatological ideas of the time, to invest His 
person with a supernatural character and to 
represent Him as having risen from the dead. 
Reimarus wrote under the influence of a fierce 
animosity against the Christian religion, and 
the virulence of his attack on our Lord and 
His apostles offended even those who were out 
of sympathy with orthodox views, the conse- 
quence being that for the next fifty years the 
only opposition which those views had to en- 
counter was of a very mild character, consist- 
ing in an attempt to make out that a great 
deal in the Gospel narratives which seemed to 
imply niiraculous occurrences could be other- 
wise accounted for. This mode of interpre- 
tation culminated in the fully developed ration- 
alism of Paulus (1$2$), who explained away all 
the miracles, except the Virgin birth- which 
some modern theologians treat as an open ques- 
tion. His explanations, which were intended to 
preserve the good faith of the apostles and yet 
reconcile the Gospel narrative with the laws 
of Nature, were often very far-fetched and 
estreinely improbable. At the same time he 
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had the deepest reverence for the character of 
Jesus, (‘ The truly miraculous thing c h u t  
Jesus,” he said in his prefnce, is I-diinself, the 
purity and serene holiness of His clinmcter, 
which is, notwithstanding, genuinely human, 
and adapted to the imitation and emulation of 
mankind.” 

The nest great landmark in the history of 
Gospel Criticisni was Strauss’n Life of Jesus 
(1835). Strauss tried to get rid of the miracu- 
lous, not by rationalistic explanations, nor yet 
by attributing fraud to the apostles, but by 
making out the supernatural elements in the 
narrative to be a mythological growth which 
had gathered round the memory of Jesus, 
under the influence of Messianic ideas derived 
from the Old Testament. As n Hegelian, 
Strauss regarded historic facts czs of little 
consequence, compared with the ideas em- 
bodied in them. The idea of Gocl-manhood 
he held to be the abiding fruit of the life and 
teaching of Jesus, over which criticism had no 
power. I n  the applicption of his mythical 
theory he subjected almost every incident to a 
close examination, accepting or rejecting in 
the most arbitrary fashion, reversing the 
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estimate of the rationalists as to the compara- 
tive value of the Synoptics and the Fourth 
Gospel, and holding the latter to be dominated 
by the ideal Christ in the inind of the writer. 
H e  thought the key to the life of Christ was 
to  be found in His eschatology, that is, in His 
views with regard to the speedy end of the 
world, which led Him to look for the realiza- 
tion of His Messiahship through superhuman 
agency. 

Ever since Strauss's time, the Gospels have 
been subjected to severe examination, and 
every means taken to test the historic reality 
of the life of Jesus as depicted in the sacred 
records. I n  this connexion one of the great 
problems with which German critics have been 
grappling during the last fifty years and more 
has been to determine the r e d  nature of the 
Messiahship as conceived by Jesus and His 
disciples, and to ascertain its relation to the 
Old Testament on the one hand and to 
Jewish apocalyptical literature on the other. 

This is an interesting subject, but it cannot 
be settled by literary criticism alone. Even 
when the genuineness of a Gospel is admitted, ',' 

it is still open to question whether the 
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language which it attributes to the Saviour 
was really His own or was put into His mouth 
by His disciples under the influence of the 
ideas current in their day, and, if the former, 
whether He intended the language .Eo be 
understood in a literal or in a metaphorical, 
an absolute or a relative, sense. Hence there is 
the greatest diversity of opinion on the subject 
even among those who do not stand far apart 
from each othei. on the question of authorship 
and date. According to C. H. Weisse (1838), 
followed by Holtzmann, Schenkel, and Weiz- 
sacker, Jesus had no sympathy with the 
apocalyptic visions of later Judaism, and, from 
the beginning to the end of His ministry, His 
ideal was spiritual and ethical-although views 
and expectations of a different kind were at- . 
tributed to  Him by. His disciples after His 
death. Colani (1864) regarded the eschato- 
logical elements in the Gospel as due to in- 
terpolation, and held that Jesus never aimed 
at being other than a suffering Messiah. This 
was the view of Volkmar also (1882), except 
that he attributed .the spurious elements to the 
writer of the Gospel himself. &uno Bauer 
(1 841) who, like Reimarus, conibined an iii- 

, 
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tense hatred of Christianity with great critical 
acumen, denied that any one had ever appeared 
in Palestine claiming to be the .Messiah, and 
tried to make out that Jesus Christ was the 
creation of the reflective consciousness of the 
early Church (a favourite idea still with a 
certain class of critics), and that this conscious- 
ness found its best exponent in the Second 
Gospel, which he regarded as a work of art by 
a single writer. On the othei‘ hand, Keim had 
no doubt that “ a  kingdom of God clothed 
with material splendours ” was an integral part 
of the theology of Jesus, while in the Lives 
of Jesus by Karl Hase, Beyschlag, and Ber- 
nard - Weiss, there is a reconciliation of the 
two conflicting elements, Renan (1862), who 
treated the Gospels as legendary biographies, 
and took just so much from each as served his 
artistic and literary purposes, Pepresented the 
death of Jesus as no pert of Isis Messianic 
plan, but as forced on Him by circumstances, 
while Ghillany (1S63), in his ‘‘ Theological 
Letters to the Cultured Classes of the German 
Nation,” argued that the sacrificial death 
which Jesus voluntarily incurred was intended 
by Him to $cjc,qre $lie immediate advent sf 
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His kingdom as the Messiah. According to 
Weiffenbach (1873), the Tesurrection of Jesus 
was His second coming, though this was not 
realized by His disciples. 

I n  1888 Baldensperger, a professor at  Gies- 
sen, wrote a book to prove that while there was 
in the time of Jesus a fully formed Messianic 
expectation, derived from the Book of Daniel 
and the Similitudes of Enoch, Jesus Himself 
had a double consciousness and a double con- 
ception'of the Kingdom of Heaven, one spiritual 
and the other apocalyptical, the former, how- 
ever, being the primary and essential one. On 
the other. hand, in 1892, Johannes Weiss 
undertook to show that with Jesus the King- 
doni of God was wholly future and supra- 
mundane, His Messianic expectations being 
a1 t oge t her transcendent a1 and apocalyp tical- 
a view which is also maintained by Schweitzer,' 
who finds in the eschatology of Jesus a key to 
His whole life and teaching, His soul being 
filled with a consciousness of His Messianic 
calling, not in a political but in a mystical 

For fuller information on the whole subject see 
Schweitzer's " Quest of the Bistorisal Jesqs " (Eng. tv,, 
6910). 
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sense. Wrede and Bousset have recently 
written on the other side, though from different 
standpoints. The researches of Dillmann, 
Hilgenfeld, Charles, and others, in the field of 
Jewish apocalyptical literature, have created, 
OF accentuated, the problem rather than solved 
it. But while we may never be abIe to say 
with certainty how far Jesus shared the 
eschatological ideas of His countrymen, the 
records of His teaching to be found in the 
New Testament yield us the assurance that to  
Him were chiefly due the ethical qualities with 
which these ideas soon became associated in 
the Christian Church. These qualities were es- 
sential, not accidental. Whatever expectations 
our Saviour may have at any time entertained 
regarding the end of the present world, there 
is no trace in His teaching of a provisional 

, morality, an intei*imsetJd, as German writers 
call it. The principles H e  inculcated are in- 
dependent of space. and time. Because they 
involve a change of character, they are only 
to be realized in the world by slow degrees, 
but in their own nature they are fitted to meet 
the eternal wants of men, as moral and spiritual 
beinga I n  theas circumstwces, aiip difficdty 
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or uncertainty we may feel regarding our 
Saviour’s utterances on the mysterious sub- 
ject in question ought not to blind us to the 
matchless wisdom of His teaching, the un- 
approachable grandeur of His character, and 
the incalculable influence for good which the 
Christian religion has exerted, and is still 
exerting, on the condition of the human race. 

Turning to the more purely critical aspect of 
the subject, we find that considerable progress 
has been recently made in determining the 
origin and date of the several Synoptics. To 
modern critics it has been the similarities in 
their language and arrangement, quite as much 
as the differences between them, that have 
seemed to call for explanation. For a long 
time after they began to receive attention, 
these similarities were supposed to  be due to 
the Evaiigelists’ dependence on one another ; 
and the chief question debated was as to the 
relative priority of the Gospels. Some idea of 
the diversity of opinion on this subject may be 
formed from the fact that each of the following 
orders of sequence in the production of the 
Gospels has had its advocates among those who 
believed iii their inter- dependence, -( I), (2), 
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and (3) receiving the largest support: (1) 
Matthew, Mark, Lulce ; (2) Matthew, Luke, 
Mark ; (3) R/Tarlr, Matthew, Luke ; (4) Mark, 
Luke, Matthew ; (5) Luke, Matthew, Mark ; 
(6) Luke, Mark, Matthew. 

On the other hand, the literary independence 
of the Evangelists has been maintained by a 
certain school of critics who have found what 
they believe to  be a sufficient explanation of 
the similarities in the supposition that the 
Gospel story, before being committed to writing, 
was circulated and handed down by means 
of oral repetition, which is still the common 
method of instruction in the -East. This 
theory, propounded by Gieseler about a hun- 
dred years ago, has been strongly advocated 
in Germany by Wetzel and K. Veit, in 
Switzerland by Godet, in America by Norton, 
and in this country by Dean Alford, Bishop 
Westcott, Dr. Arthur Wright, and others. But 
while oral transnzission inay account for 
similarities within the compass of a single 
passage suitable for repetition, it  could hardly 
have stereotyped the sequence of a series of 
passages in which there was no natural con- 
nesion between the events or the incidents 

8 
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narrated, as is frequently the case in the 
Synoptic Gospels. Moreover, there is no evi- 
dence that such a uniform cycle of instruction, 

\ embracing certain incidents and discourses 
selected from the countless words and deeds of 
Christ, was ever authorized by the apostles. 
It is conceivable, indeed, that some of His 
discourses, and a recital of the great facts of 
redemption which centred in His birth, death, 
and resurrection, may have been prescribed to  
catechumens and evangelists to be conimitted 
to memory ; but when we hav,e to account for 
the entire narrative common to the three 
Gospels, and the whole of Christ’s recorded 
utterances, the theory of constant verbal 
repetition is very difficult to entertain, So far 
as we are acquainted with the preaching and 
teaching of the apostles and their coadjutors, 
it had nothing in common with a mechanical 
presentation of’ facts and doctrines, but. wa>s 
adapted on every occasion to the special wants 
and capacities of the hearers. We are not 
entitled to  assume that in the primitive 
Christian Church, which had received a revela- 
tion that was not of the letter but of the 
spirit, and was to wait for more than a 



111.1 OF NEW TESTAMENT CRITICISM 115 

generation before it had any thought of 
possessing a sacred volume of its own, there 
would be anything resembling the slavish 
and lifeless memorizing of the Koran by MO-. 
hammedan students. If there had been an 
elaborate course of lessons sanctioned by the 
apostles (and nothing else would have secured 
for the tradition anything like the uniformity 
we find in the Synoptics), it would very soon 
have been committed to writing for the 
guidance of those who had to impart the in- 
struction ; and, if it had emanated from Jerusa- 
lem (Luke 24 47), it would have been drawn up 
in Aramaic, the vernacular tongue, whereas 
nothing but the use of a common Greek 
tradition would account for the similarities 
which we find in the Synoptic Gospels. 

All that we have now said is quite consistent 
with the fact that for some time after the 
death of Christ the truths of the Gospel, 
speaking generally, could only have existed in 
an oral form. ‘(It is nowadays an accepted 
position that the oral tradition must be con- 
sidered the ultimate basis of the entire 
Gospel ” (Holtzmann). Nevertheless, for the 
reasons we’have indicated, there has been a 
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growing conviction among critics for nearly 
half a century that behind our Gospels we 
must look for earlier documents on which they’ 
were founded. 

As early as 1716 Le Clerc appears to have 
suggested the existence of such documents, 
and in 1750 we find the same idea broached 
by Michaelis. But the first to put forward a 
definite‘ theory on the subject was Lessing 
(1778), who suggested that all the three 
Synoptics were derived from the Aramaic 
‘( Gospel of the Nazarenes ” (the “ Ur-evan- 
gelium”), of which Matthew may have made 
an abstract when he left Jerusalem to preach 
to the Hellenists, his example being followed 
by many others who translated the same 
Gospel to a greater or less extent into other 
languages. The idea was further developed 
by Eichhorn (1794), who held that the Synop- 
tics were based on three different translations 
and expansions of an Aramaic Gospel, probably 
written by a disciple of one of the apostles 
about A.D. 35, and that the authors of the 
First and Third Gospels also made use of an- 
other work containing a record of some of 
Christ’s discourses. The suspicioh with which 
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such novel speculations were regarded was 
deepened by the fact that Eichhorii assigned 
to the canonical Gospels a very late date, 
somewhere about the end of the second cen- 
tury. The theory was wrought out in still 
more detail by Bishop Marsh, the translator 
of Michaelis, who convinced Eichhorn that a 
Greek original must be presupposed, to ac- 
count for the verbal similarities in the Synop- 
tics,-a point which has been emphasized by 
recent critics. 

A new form of the theory was suggested by 
Schleierinacher (1817), to which the name of 
Diegesen-theoyie was applied (from the Greek 
word translated “iiarrative” in Luke 1 I). 
Instead of one or two coinprehensive but con- 
cise documents he suggested that there had 
probably been a number of separate leaflets 
scattered among the Churches, as it was 
‘‘ inore natural to iiiiagine many circumstantial 
memorials of detached incidents than a single 
connected but scanty narrative.” The latter, 
however, is the kind of primitive Gospel at  
which E. A. Abbott and W. G. Ruslibroolre 
have arrived, as the result of falling back on 
what they designate the (‘ triple tradition,” 
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being the matter common to the three Gospels, 
expressed somewhat differently in each. The 
resultant corresponds niuch more closely to  
Mark than to either Matthew or Luke, but it 
is so defective that it cannot be regarded as a 
complete outline of the original Gospel. 

A marked contrast t o  such a solution of the 
problem by the simple process of elimination 
is afforded by the intricate theory of H. 
Ewald, who thought he discovered the exis- 
tence of nine different factors in his attempt 
to trace the Gospels to their original sources. 
A special form of the one-document theory is 
associated with the names of Prof. Marshal1 
and Dr. Resch, who attribute the divergences 
in the several Gospels to the variety of the 
translations, by the several Evangelists, of the 
orighal Gospel, which, according to Prof. 
Marshall, was Aramai'c, but, according to Dr. 
Resch, Hebrew. Many plausible illustrations 
of such variations have been adduced, but the 
theory has not been confirmed by fuller in- 
vestigations, and few believe that it is an ade- 
quate explanation of the phenomena that have 
to be accounted for. 

One of the chief questions discussed by 



1 
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modern critics in connexion with the Synoptic 
problem has been as to  whether Matthew or 
Mark is more nearly related to the original 
Gospel. The trend of opinion for nearly a 
century has been in favour of Mark. This is 

reversal of the opinion held by Baur, the 
founder of the Tiibingen school, and by his 
immediate followers. Like Griesbach, they 
put Matthew first, holding it to be the ex- 
ponent of the Palestinian or Petrine type of 
early Christianity, with which they supposed 
the original edition of Luke to have been in 
conflict as the representative of Ptlulinism ; 
while they regarded Mark as a compilation, of 
a neutral character, from the two other Gos- 
pels. Starting with the idea that they could 
explain the relations of the Gospels as “ some- 
thing which grew up naturally, the working 
out of a principle of inner development,” Baur 
and his followers were led by their love of 
philosophical hypotheses, founded on what 
they conceived to  be the motives and move- 

.ments in the early Church, to disregard the 
testimony of tradition in judging of the date 
and authorship of the canonical writings, and 
the consequence has been that most of their ’ 
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negative conclusions have had to be modified 
or abandoned by their successors. Nowhere 
has this been more signally the case than in 
their criticism of the Gospels, which is gener- 
ally acknowledged to have proceeded on a 
wrong principle, and to have led to very erron- 
eous results, the dates now generally1 assigned 
to the Gospels being more than half a century 
earlier than those which they advocated. 

It has only been after the niost careful con- 
sideration of early patristic testimony and the 
most thorough examination of the text of 
Scripture, that the ‘‘ two documents theory ” 
has been generally adopted by scholars and 
critics both at home and abroad. Among 
early writers on the subject C. H. Weisse 
(1838) made the nearest approach to the 
modern form of the theory, which traces the 
Synoptics to two principal sources, one a docu- 
ineiit substantia.lly identical with our Mark, 
the other a collection of our Lord’s sayings, 
made by Matthew and composed originally in 
Aramaic. More recently the theory has owed 
much to the advocacy of H. J. Holtzmann and 
B. Weiss in Germany, and of Dr. Sanday in 
this country. 
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Before explaining the theory in detail it may 
be well to quote the early testimonies which 
have come down to us regarding the part taken 
by Matthew and Mark in recording the 
Saviour’s life and teaching, and also to state a 
little more in detail the internal relations of 
the Synoptic Gospels to one another, which 
the theory is mea.nt to account for. 

The chief witness both as regards Matthew 
and Mark is Papias, Bishop of Hierapolis 
(e. 135) and author of an ((Exposition of the 
Lord’s Oracles.’’ 

(1) With reference to Matthew Eusebius 
quotes a statement of Papias in the following 
terms :- 

(‘ Matthew compiled the Oracles (or Dis- 
courses)1 in the Hebrew dialect, and each 

There has been much controversy as to the 
meaning of this expression. Whatever be its lexical 
possibilities there has been a growing feeling that Schleier- 
macher was right in holding that Papias was not referring 
to the whole Gospel of Matthew, as known to US, but to a 
collection of the sayings of Jesus. Recently it has been 
suggested by Prof. Burkitt that the reference may be to a 
collection of Messianic proof-texts, gathered from the Old 
Testament, which occur so frequently in the First Gospel, 
and the suggestion is accepted by Prof. Lake and Prof. 
Gwatlrin, But the series of sayings discovered at Oxy- 

rB hdyia. 

. 
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interpreted them as he was able ” (H. E., 111, 
39). This is confirmed by Irien:eus (111, I), 
who adds that Matthew published the Gospel 
among the Jews while Peter and Paul were 
preaching at Rome and founding the Church 
there.” Eusebius states that Matthew wrote it 
when he was about to‘leave the Jews and preach 
also to  other nations, in order to  “fill up the 
void about to  be made by his departure” 
(H. E., 111, 24); and he also quotes Origeii 
as stating that the Gospel was written by 
Matthew and delivered in Hebrew to the 
Jewish Christians (VI, 25). 

(2) Regarding Mark the statement of Papias 
as quoted by Eusebius is as follows: “This 
also the elder (John) used to say: Mark 
having become Peter’s interpreter wrote 
accurately whatever things he remembered 
that were either said or done by Christ ; but 
not in 0rder.l For he neither heard the Lord 

rhynchus are an illustration of the former class of literature, 
though the modern editor of these sayings had no spacial 
authority for applying to them the title of Loqia. 

Zv ~ d t ~ i .  The meaning of this expression, in a technical 
or literary (as distinguished from a chronological) sense, 
is brought out by F. H. Colson in an article in “The 
Journal of Theological Stndiea far October, 1912. Ao- 
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nor followed Him;  but subsequently, ass I 
said, attached himself to Peter, who used to 
frame his teaching to meet the wants of his 
hearers, but not as making a connected 
narrative of the Lord’s oracles. So Mark 
committed no error in thus writing down 
particulars just as he remembered them ; for 
he took heed to one thing, to omit none of 
the things that he had heard, and to state no- 
thing falsely in his account of them ” (H. E., 
111, 39). This account receives confirmation 
from Ireneus, who tells us (111, I) that what 
Peter had preached was handed down in 
written form by Mark at Rome after the death 
of Peter and Paul ; from Tertullian, who speaks 
of the Gospel as Petrine; and also from 
Clement of Alexandria, who affirms, on the 
tradition of a long line of presbyters, that 
Mark wrote a t  the request of Peter’s hearers 
at Rome, without any interference on the 
part of Peter himself (Eus., H. E., VI, 14). 

’ 

cording to Mr. Colson, Mark’s want ‘of tazis, as compared 
with Matthew, is seen in his abrupt beginning, his defective 
ending, his emphasizing of trivial points and occasionally 
dealing inadequately with important ones, his comparatively 
rare introduction of set speeches, and his inferior grouping. 
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As regards the. mutual relations of the 
Synoptics, if we leave out of account the two 
opening chapters of Matthew and Luke (where 
each Gospel gives an independent account of 
the birth and early life of Jesus), and part of 
the closing chapter in each case, we find (1) 
that these two Gospels coincide largely with 
Mark both as regards the selection of incidents, 
and the order in which they are recorded. 
This is the case even when there is an infringe- 
ment of the natural order, as in Matthew 14 
Mark 6 14, Luke 9 7, and also where there is a 
hiatus in the narrative. When Matthew and 
Luke diverge from the order of Mark, they 
rarely agree with one another. In other 
words, it is Mark's order that generally pre- 
vails. As regards diction, Matthew and Luke ' 

bear a close resemblance to  Mark in the 
passages which they contain in conimon with 
it, identical phrases being of frequent occur- 
rence in the three Gospels, and the reseni- 
blance extending even to  the use of such a 
parenthetical clause as we find in Matthew 9 ', 
Mark 2 'O, and Luke 5 24. In  parallel passages 
Matthew and Luke occasionally coinoide with 
one another in expression (and even in minute 

' 
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points of order), in opposition to Mark ; but, 
as a rule, in expression (as in order) they agree 
with Mark far more than with one another. 
With all their similarities, however, the three 
Gospels exhibit many striking divergencies. 

(2) I n  addition to  the general narrative in 
which they coincide with Mark’s Gospel (form- 
ing what is called the ‘( triple tradition”), 
Matthew and Luke have a good deal of other 
matter in common with each other (the “ double 
tradition ”), consisting chiefly of sayings and 
discourses of Christ,’ and in such cases they 
exhibit a closer verbal similarity to each other, 
amid occasional divergence, than is found any- 
where else. 

(3) While Mark contains very little that is 
not found in Matthew or Luke,* each of the 
two latter Gospels has a considerable amount 

Massed together in Matthew’s Gospel in five different 
sections (chaps. 5-7, 10, 13, 18, 23-25), followed in each 
case by a closing formula (7 25, 11 13 53, 19 ‘ knd 26 I )  ; 
but appearing in Luke in the form of numerous fragments, 
more or less condensed, a t  many different points in the 
narrative. 

though some other items peculiar to Mark are to be found 
‘ Virtually confined to Mark 4 20-2!’, 7 31-37, and 8 

in 8 17 f .  ; 9 33 ; 14 G 1  f., 08 ; 15 44. 
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of matter peculiar to itself, in addition to the 
introductory and closing passages already 
mentioned, which are outside the range of 
Mark’s Gospe1.l 

The conclusions now generally accepted, and 
the points on which there is still a difference 
of opinion, may be summarized as follows :- 

(I) The Gospel of Mark, in all probability 
derived from Mark’s notes or reminiscences of 
Peter’s preaching, is substantially the oldest 
of our canonical Gospels ; and to it the authors 
of the First and Third Gospels were mainly 
indebted for their common outline of Christ’s 
ministry, as well as for their detailed accounts 
of many individual incidents. The only alter- 
native to this view is to suppose that the 
striking similarities between the three Gospels 
were due to extensive borrowing by Mark both 
from Matthew and Luke ; but in that case the 
Second Gospel could not have been the simple, 
direct, forcible composition that it is, and its 
language would not have been of so rude and 
primitive a character. 

It has to  be kept in view Ghat the last twelve verses of 
the canonical Gospel of Mark formed no part of the 
original text. 
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(2) I n  the compilation of our First and 
Third Gospels another document was used, to 
which critics have given the name I‘ Q ” (from 
the German QueZZo = Source), consisting chiefly 
of sayings of Christ:. While it is agreed that , 

the author of the First Gospel used this docix- 
ment directly, some think that Luke may 
have been indebted to it only indirectly, 
through the medium of other documents with 
similar ‘contents (cf. Luke 1 ff*). There 
is general agreement that the writing in 
question was the work of the Apostle Matthew, 
composed in Hebrew (Aramaic), as stated by 
Papias, but there are features in the language 
of our Gospels which show that this document 
must have been translated into Greek, before 
it was used in their compilation. As it was 
originally the work of Matthew, his name was 
naturally given to the Gospel in which the 
discourses of Jesus held the most prominent 
place, especially as such a designation could 
not be given t o  the Gospel of Luke which was 
known to be published under different auspices. 
It is generally felt, however, that the First 
Gospel, as it stands, cannot be the work of 
Matthew (whatever Papias may have thought), 
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both because it cannot be regarded as a 
translation, and because it is extremely im- 
probable that one who was an apostle, as 
Matthew was, and had been an eye-witness of 
Christ’s ministry, would have taken his in- 
formation at second-hand froni one who, like 
Mark, had not been a personal disciple of 
Jesus. I t  is generally believed that Q in- 
cluded all that is contained both in Matthew 
and Luke, but not in Mark, and that it may 
also have been the source of some things that 
are found in Matthew or in Luke alone. It 
is supposed to have had soiiie introductory and 
connective matter, with an account of the Bap- 
tism, the Temptation, and the healing of the 
centurion’s servant, but not to have had an 
account of Christ’s death and resurrection.’ 
Whether it is better represented in Matthew 
or in Luke is a matter of controversy. If the 
beautiful parables peculiar to Luke were 
derived froni Q, it is strange that the author 
of the First Gospel did not appropriate more 
of its teaching. On the whole, the probability 
seems to be that in the Messianic teaching of 

According to Harnack ; but Burlritt thinks Luke’s &C- 

count of the Passion may be traced to it. 
0 
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the First Gospel we have the fullest represen- 
tation of the contents of Matthew’s work,l 
while Luke seems to have broken it up into 
fragments, making use only of such portions of 
it as he could insert at a suitable place, in 
accordance with the general design stated in 
his preface. But in the opinion of Burkitt and 
Holtzmann, Q is more faithfully represented 
in Luke. 

(3) Besides making use of Q and the Gospel 
of Mark, both Luke and (to a less degree) the 
author of the First Gospel must have been 
indebted to other sources, oral or written, for 
things peculiar to their Gospels in substance or 
expression (including some of the finest speci- 

lSir J. C. Hawkins (H.S., p. 132) points out the 
analogy between the five sections in Matthew, and various 
five-fold arrangements in Jewish literature, and says : “ It 
is hard to believe that it is by accident that we find in 
St. Matthew the five times repeated formula about Jesus 
‘ending’ his sayings (72s; l l l ;  1263; 19l; 261).” 
When we add to this that Papias wrote an “Exposition of 
the Lord‘s Oracles (or Discourses) ” in five Books, we see 
that there is considerable reason for the view of W. W. 
Boldsworth and others, thaft in the five sections of the First 
Gospel, we have the very arrangement of the discourses 
which was attributed to Natthew by Papias (UWVCT.~&TO or 
PvvsypdqUTo) * 

9 
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mens of our Lord’s teaching in Luke), and 
for information in both Gospels regarding the 
birth and infancy of Jesus (where the style of 
composition is of a very archaic character, 
especially in Luke), and coiiceriiing the resur- 
rection of Jesus. 
(4) The coincidences between Matthew and 

Luke, where they differ from Mark in the 
triple tradition, have given rise to the idea that 
they may have had in their hands another form 
of Mark than that which we possess. With 
some (Baur, Schleiermacher, Renan, Davidson, 
Salmon, Holtzmann, Wendt) this i?J1’-&?6?%2tS, 

as it is called, means something very different 
from our Second Gospel, whethe13 larger or 
smaller ; but others (e.g. Sanday and Schmiedel) 
are of opinion that the change which took place 
was slight and superficial, a mere revision 
sufficient to account for the coincidences re- 
ferred to, if we bear in mind the tendency to 
assimilation in the process of transmission.’ 
According to Holdsworth, Mark brought out 
three different editions of his Gospel, one in 

Although Wellhausen believes in an UT-Marlcus, he 
thinks that the authors of our Matthew and Luke used the 
Gospel of Mark in its present form-an opinion shared by 
Wernle, Julioher, Burkitt, and Loisy, 
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Palestine, another in Egypt (for Jewish Chris- 
tians) and another in Roiiie (for Gentiles),- 
the first of these being embodied in Luke and 
the second in Matthew, while the third forms 
our canonica1.Marls. H e  holds that 011 this 
theory the problem may be solved without sup- 
posing Q to have contained anything but the 
words spoken by our Lord as a Divine Teacher, 
which might be fitly called (‘ oracles.” Others 
get over the difficulty by supposing that Luke 
was acquainted with our Gospel of Matthew 
(Holtzmann, Weizsacker, Wendt, Haldvy, 
Soltau, Allen, Jiilicher), or that Mark (as 
well as the authors of Matthew and Luke) 
was acquainted with Q (B. Weiss, Jiilicher, 
von Soden, Bousset, Barth, Loisy, Bacon, 
Adeney) .l 

(6) Q is generally regarded as the oldest 
Gospel record of which we have any know- 
ledge. The words of Christ would naturally 
be committed to writing before the facts of 
His history, as the latter for a considerable time 

1 Those who take this view, account for the sparing use 
which Mark made of Q, by the fact that he did not wish 
his work to compete with Q, which was already the ac- 
knowledged authority with reference to our Lord‘s utter- 
ances. 
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would be sufficiently attested by the personal 
statements of those who had been eye-wit- 
nesses of His ministry. 

With regard to the authorship, date, and 
character of the several Synoptic Gospels, the 
following are the conclusions which seein to be 
best supported and most generally accepted. 

(1) While there is some difference of 
opinion as to the history of the Gospel of Mark, 
before it assumed its present form, there is now 
general agreement that it is the earliest of the 
Gospels that have come down to us. Not 
many critics put it later than A.D. 70, and 
according to Harnack it must have been 
written by Mark during the sixth decade of 
the first century at the latest. Its early date 
is proved partly by the fact that it lies at the 
foundation of Matthew and Luke, and partly 
by its general style and diction and its freedom 
from any signs of ecclesiastical policy or doc- 
trinal bias. There is only one long discourse 
in the book (chap. 13). It has reference to 
the great event to which the early Christians 
looked forward with intense longing for many 
years, namely, the return of their Lord from 
heaven, and some critics are inclined to think 
that it may have had a circulation, in a separate 

* 
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form, before being incorporated in the Gospel. 
A number of critics, such as Wendling and 
Bacon, have attempted to deal with the book 
as some of the Old Testament writings have 
been dealt with, by tracing it to earlier literary 
sources. But the attempts have not been at- 
tended with much success, and it niay be 
questioned whether any reliable results will 
ever be attained by such abstruse speculations, 
in which conjecture has to play so great a part, 
As a whole, the Gospel has a unity about it 
which proves its originality, and, in spite of its 
defects from a literary or artistic point of view, 
it gives the reader a wonderfully good idea 
of the gradual development of the Saviour’s 
ministry and of the progressive course of events 
which led to the tragic d&zouer?zent in the cruci- 
fixion, As Dr. Burkitt says : “ I n  St. Mark 
we are appreciably nearer to the actual scenes 
of our Lord’s life, to the course of events, than 
in any other document which tells us of Him.” 
Similar testimony, from a different point of 
view, is borne by Prof. Swete, when he says ; 
I ‘  The freshness of its colouring, the simplicity 
of its teaching, the absence of any indication 
that Jerusalem had already fallen when it was 



134 THE HISTORY AND RESDETS [OHAP, 

written, seem to point to a date ewlier than 
the summer of A.D. 70.” 

According to a very early tradition, the 
author derived his inforination very largely 
from statements made by Peter in the course 
of his preaching, and many parts of the nar- 
rative bear the marks of being derived from 
an eye-witness, having reference, in some cases, 
to Peter’s personal experience. A number of 
things favourable to tlie Apostle, which are 
found in other Gospels, are here conspicuous by 
their absence, but he holds a prominent place 
in the narrative, being the first person men- 
tioned after the opening of the Ministry, and 
being recognized throughout AS the leader of 
the Twelve. There can be no doubt that tlie 
success of the book, and the place of honour 
given to it as one of the four canonical 
Gospels, was owing to the association of 

‘Clement of Alexandria tells us that it was written 
while Peter was still alive, but until recently this statement 

, was supposed to be at variance with the testimony of 
Henaeus. Dom J. Chapman, however, has shown that this 

. is a misunderstanding of Irensus’s words. There is SO 
. much uncertainty about the date of Peter’s death, and 

also of Paul’s, that Clement’s statement does not help 
us much, and it is probably better to be content with an 
approximate date, before the destruction of Jerusalem. 
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Peter’s name with that of its author. Mark 
himself was in no sense a leader in the 
Church,l and his reputation was somewhat 
sullied by what is recorded of him in Acts 
13 l3 (cf. 15 37-39 and Col. 4 l0), There is no 
reason to doubt the identity of this John 
Mark with the Mark who is referred to in the 
Epistles at  a later time as a friend both of 
Peter and of Paul. A comparison of the re- 
lative passages is sufficient to prove this, As 
a Jew who had Hellenistic relatives (Acts 
4 3G; cf. Col. 4 ’O), and had travolled in Asia 
Minor and elsewhere (Acts 13 f.), but was ap- 
parently a native of Jerusalem (12 l2lzG),  Mark 
was well fitted to be Peter’s interpreter. Al- 
though Peter no doubt preached in Aramaic, 
there is no  reason to believe that Mark wrote 
his Gospel in that language (Bless and Allen). 
The occasional use of Aramaic expressions, in 
the form of transliterations, is sufficiently ac- 
counted for by the fact that Aramaic was 
Mark’s mother-tongue. That he wrote for the 

1 The nature of his service to the Church may be in- 
ferred from Acts 13 6, where he is described as Paul and 
Barnabas’s ‘I minister ” (R.V. ‘‘ attendant ”), as well as 
from Paul’s commendation of him at a later period as 
(‘ useful to me for ministering ” (I1 Tim. 4 11, R.V.). 
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benefit of Gentile Christians is evident not only 
from the fact that he translates such expres- 
sions for the reader, but also from his explain- 
ing Jewish customs and beliefs, and from the 
paucity of his allusions to the Old Testament. 
His frequent use of Latin words and idioms 
confirms the tradition that he was writing in 
Itome, where we find him ministering to Paul's 
comfort (Col. 4 'I; cf. Philemon, v. 24) and 
associated, at another time, with Peter (I Pet. 
5 33-'' Babylon " being here probably a meta- 
phorical name for Rome). An argument in 
favour of this view will also be found on a 
careful comparison of Mark 15 21 and Romans 
16 ". 

We find traces in patristic writings of an 
early and widely received tradition that Mark 
ultimately went to Egypt and founded the 
catechetical school of Alexandria, where he is 
said to have died a martyr's death. But 
neither Ulement nor Origen makes any mention 
of this. 

(2) In  the case of our First Gospel the 
tendency of recent criticism has been to  follow 
tradition only so far as to admit that most of 
our Lord's discourses which it contains came 
from the pen of Matthew, one of the Twelve, 
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who was previously known as Levi the publican. 
At some time previous to the composition of 
this Gospel, a collection of such discourses, 
Papias tells us, had been drawn up by Matthew 
in Hebrew, or rather in Aramaic. This work 
no longer exists as a separate document, but 
it is largely, if  not entirely, represented in our a 

First Gospel, and also to some extent, directly 
or indirectly, in the Gospel of Luke. According 
to Harntcck it may be assigned to the year 50 
or even earlier,’ but Sir William Ramsay holds 
it to have been written while Christ was still 
living. “It gives us the view” (he says) 
I ‘  which one of His disciples eutertained of 
Him and His teaching during His life-time.” 
Numberless attempts have been made to define 
its limits and determine its contents. Harnack 
thinks that it stopped short of the Last Week 
of the ministry, and did not include the Last 
Supper or the Passion and the Resurrection ; 
while Archdeacon Allen holds that it consisted 
of all the teaching of Christ to be found in 
Matthew, except what is also found in Mark. 

 according to Dr. Moffatt, it “reflects the faith and 
mission and suffering8 of the primitive Jewish Christian 
Church ,of Palestine, long before the crisis of 70 A.D. 
began to loom on the horizon ” (I.L.N.T., p. 203). 
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In any of its possible forins, however, the lost 
source seems to have claimed for Jesus a 
unique position in the Kingdoni of God, 
representing Him as the perfect Revenler of 
the Father, the supreme Tencher, niid the 
find Judge. 

The association of Matthew’s name with 
the Gospel is best accounted for by supposing 
him to have been the author of this document. 
After his conversion and call, his nmie is never 
mentioned, except as one of the disciples who 
wepe present in the upper room on the clay 
of the Ascension, and he did not attach hini- 
self to Jesus.til1 some time after the Galilzan 
rninistyy had begun. In these circumstances, 
it is extreniely improbable that he should 
have been credited with the authorship of 
what has been called ((the most important 
book in Christendom, the most important 
book that ever was written,” unless he had 
had a considerable share in its production.’ 
On the other hand, i t  is worthy of notice 
that although he held so insignificant a place 
among the apostles, lie was perhaps better 

’The only passages of the New Testament in which 
Matthew is referred to are Matthew 9 0 f .1  10 3 ;  Mark 2 
14 f.9 3 18 ; Lulce # 01-29, (3 16 ; Acts 1 13, 
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fitted f o ~  the work of a recorder than any of 
his colleagues, owing to the duties of the 
calling in which lie had been engaged before 
lie became a disciple. 

Who it was tliat coinposed tlie Gospel in its 
present forin it is impossible to say. I n  all 
probability lie was a Hellenistic Jew with a 
wide outlook, concerned, above everything, 
with the vindication of the claims of Jesus as 
the Messiah in whoiii the Old Testanient 
promises had been abundantly fulfilled,l and 
maintaining the essential validity of tlie Law 
of Moses ; yet combining with these views a 
full appreciation of the heart-searching teach- 
ing of tlie Sermon on tlie Mount, and a strong 
aversion to the religious pretensions of the 
Pharisees, Burkitt describes him as “so to 
speak, a Christian Rabbi,” who adapted the 
teaching of Jesus to the wants of the Christian 
Church about 90-100 A.D. But Archdeacon 
Allen thinks that it is just such a Gospel as 
inight have been drawn up at  antioch, about 
the year 50, by an earnest Jewish Christian 

1 To prove this he cites no fewer than sixty Old Testa- 
ment prophecies. His Jewish sympathies are shown by 
his use of the Old Testament in the Hebrew, not in the 
Septuagint, in the quotations peculiar to his Gospel. 
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who believed that Gentiles were only to be 
admitted to the Kingdom of Heaven on con- 
dition of obedience to  the Law, and who was 
looking for a speedy return of the Saviour 
to begin His reign upon the earth. Coni- 
paratively few critics, however, date the 
Gospel before 70,l although there is no con- 
clusive evidence for a later date. If the 
destruction of Jerusalem had already taken 
place, it is strange that the writer should still 
associate that calaniity with the end of the 
world-so closely, indeed, that it is scarcely 
possible to distinguish between them (chap. 
24). The baptismal formula, (28 'e) is al- 
leged to bear. the stamp of a later period, but 
the doctrine of the Trinity is equally involved 
in the benediction at the close of I1 Corin- 
thians ; while the reference to the Church in 
chap. 16 f*  has many parallels in the Epistles 
of Paul, as well as in Acts 7 3s and 20 ", and 
is quite in harmony with the ecclesiastical 
conceptions of the Jews. The majority of 
critics favour a date between 70 and 90, 
and some (Schniiedel and Pfleiderer) put 
it as late as 130 or 140. Harnaclr in his 

Among them are Bleek, Meyer, ILeim, Godet, Jacquier, 
Adeney, and Bartlet. 
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‘( Date of the Acts and the Synoptic Gospels ” 
adheres to his former position and says: ‘(1 
could sooner convince myself that Matthew 
was written before the destruction of Jerusalem 
than believe that one decacle elapsed after the 
catastrophe before the book was written.” 

Whatever the date and authorship of the 
Gospel may have been, it soon gained a far 
stronger hold on the affections of the Church 
at  large, notwithstanding its Jewish colouring, 
and was far more frequently quoted by early 
patristic writers, than any of the other Gospels. 
This was no doubt partly owing to the fact 
that it combined narrative and discoiirse so 
well, and gave such a fnI1 account of our 
Lord’s death and resurrection, pa;ltly also, 
perhaps, owing to its being generally regarded 
as the earliest, of the Gospels. Its popularity 
must have had the effect of throwing the 
original Matthzean document into the shade, 
the consequence being, apparently, that it soon 
disappeared and was superseded in Ebionite 
circles by the Gospel of‘ the’Nazarenes.’ 

1 The Gospel of Mark seems to have suffered from the 
game ctgsq, being comparatively little quoted by the J%ther$ 
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(3) Fifty years ago it was the fashion to deny 
the genuineness of the Third Gospel and 
of Acts as the works of Luke, and to regard 
them as productions of the second century. 
But there is a growing body of critical opinion 
in favour of the Lucan authorship of both, 
and with many scholars the chief question 
now is as to the dates of their composition. 
A majority, including even such conservative 
critics RS Zahn, B. Weiss, Sanday, and Plummer, 
hold the Gospel to have been written after 
A.D. 70, basing their opinion mainly on the 
more definite form which Luke gives to our 
Lord’s prediction regarding the destruction of 
Jerusalem, in chaps. 19 41-44 and 21 20-24, where 
he substitutes the description of a besieged 
city for “ the abomination of desolation stand- 
ing in the holy place,” or ‘‘ standing where he 
ought not,” which we find in the other Synop- 
tics (Matt. 24 16, Mark 13 14, R.V. ; cf. Dan. 
9 ”). Wellhausen and others hold that we 
have evidently here (in Luke) a caticirniim post 
eventurn ; but Harnack maintains that this is 
not so, pointing out that Luke’s description of 
and made the subject of a Commentary a3pparently for the 
first time (by Viotor of Antioch) in the fifth or sixth century. 
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the catastrophe is after all a very natural and 
obvious one. Neither does he see any evi- 
dence of a later date in the opening statement 
of the Gospel as to  the many accounts of the 
Christian faith which had been already drawn 
up, and his verdict is that “ i t  seems now to 
be established beyond question that both 
books of this great historical work were 
written while St. Paul was still alive.” In  
support of this view he cites the names of 
Hofmtcnn, Thiersch, Wieseler, Resch, and 
Blass, to  which we may add those of Guericlre, 
Alford, Schaff’, Gloag, Salmon, Jacquier, and 
Koch. According to Harnack, the* Gospel 
must have been written at  the very beginning 
of the seventh decade, as it preceded Acts, 
which he holds to have been written in A.D. 62. 

It is strongly in favour of the Lucan author- 
ship of this Gospel that it was used by Marcion 
before the middle of the second century, and 
it is difficult to understand how Luke’s name 
should ever have been given to it, unless he 
was in some sense the author of it. The traces 
of a medical habit of thought and expression, 
which niay be discerned here and there, are 
also in f q v o ~ r  of its being the work of ‘‘ the be- 
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loved physician ; ” but as regards the evidence 
as a whole we may refer to our chapter dealing 
with Acts, as the two books must stand or 
fall together. 

While there is in Luke more of an attempt at 
a historical arrangement of Q than in Matthew, 
there is also a stronger tendency to tone down 
expressions found in Mark which niight seem to 
be at  variance with the reverence due to Christ, 
and the respect due to His apostles. Rut there 
is nothing inconsistent with the writer’s purpose 
as stated in the preface, namely, to supply 
Theophilus, (apparently a man of rank), to 
whom the book is dedicated, with trustworthy 
information regarding the rise and spread of 
Christianity. It is the work of a historian, 
and exhibits signs of independence which 
refute the Tubingen notion that the author 
was a strong Paulinist.2 His tendency to  
universalism, however, is often visible, and 
comes out in the Saviour’s genealogy, which 
he traces back to “Adam the (son) of God.” 

Colossians 4 l*. The only other passages in which 
Luke is mentioned are I1 Timothy 4 11 and Philemon v. 24. 

One of the most assured results of recent research is 
that he was not a Pauliniot mfisquerading a6 Q historian ’ I  

(Dr. Moffatt), 
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Luke had no doubt consulted other written 
sources besides Mark and the .“ Logia,” and it is 
not unlikely that he derived information from 
Philip of CEsarea and his daughters during 
Paul’s imprisonment in that city, and perhaps 
also from the mother of our Lord. According 
to Dr. Burkitt, Luke’s writings are character- 
ized by “ a  tendency towards voluntary 
poverty and a tendency towards asceticism,” 
which appear not only in his choice of material 
for his Gospel, but also in his literal repre- 
sentation of Christ’s words of consolation for 
the poor (e.g. cf. Matt. 6 3 * o  and Luke 6 ‘Off*). 

His work is so comprehensive that, although it 
embodies three-fourths of the Gospel of Mark, 
nearly half of its contents is peculiar to itself. 
The greater part of this is found in the ac- 
count of our Lord‘s last journey to Jerusalem 
(chaps. 9 “-18 14), and it has been suggested, as a 
possible explanation of its absence from Mark’s 
Gospel, that, during most of the time referred 
to, Peter may have been travelling through 
PerEa, while Jesus was passing through 
Samaria (Luke 61-50), till they met in ‘(the 
borders of Judzea” (Mark 10 ‘). 

It will thus be seen that in view of its 
10 
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results we have no reasbn to regret the attempt 
which was made in the course of last centul’y 
to bring down our Gospels to a coniparatively. 
late date, since it has been the means of stimu- 
lating the defenders of the faith to  set forth 
the evidence in their favour in full force, ancl 
thus reinstate them in the confidence of the 
Church. Few will dispute the very inoderate 
assertion recently made by Prof. Menzies that 
(( there can be little doubt that the sources of 
the Synoptic Gospels existed a decade or two 
before A.D. 70.” This leaves negative critics 
with the difficult task of accounting for the 
rise of the Gospels in the course of a genera- 
tion after Christ’s death, without adniitting 
the essential truth of the story embodied in 
them, on which the faith of the Church wns 
founded. 

It was said by Strauss, whose (‘ Life of Jesus ” 
caused such a commotion in the Christian 
world seventy or eighty years ago, that “ i t  
wo,uld most unquestionably be an argument 
of decisive weight for the credibility of the 
biblical history, could it indeed be shown that 
it was written by eye-witnesses or even by 
persons nearly contemporaneous with the 
events narrated” (I. p. 55,  E.T.). But the 
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accumulation of evidence for the early date 
of the Gospels has produced no appreciable 
effect 011 the attitude of the critics to whom 
we have referred.l It is vain to expect that 
any amount of evidence in the sphere of 
criticism should ever prove an effectual 
remedy for unbelief ‘based on the repudiation 
of the supernatural. The presence of that 
element in the Gospel creates in some minds 
as strong a prejudice against the acceptance 
of the evangelic narrative in its integrity, . 

as the old prepossession in its favour, which 
arose froin the doctrine of verbal inspiration. 
Owing to the ascendency of physical science, 
a new dogma of incredibility has taken the 
place of the old theory of infallibility--in spite 

1 For example, Pfleiderer, while admitting that our 
Second Gospel was the work of Mark, was unable to believe 
that he had derived his information from Peter, as he 
held it to be impossible that the Apostle, having been an 
eye-witness of Christ’s ministry, could have any miracles 
to relate. I n  a similar spirit, even WeizsBcker regarded it 
as decisive against the traditional claim of the Fourth 
Gospel, that it involves a belief that a primitive apostle, 
familiar with Jesus, “should have come to regard and 
represent his whole former experience as a life with the 
iucamate Logos of God.” 



148 PHE HISTORP AND RESULTS [aEAP. 

of the fact that some of the greatest authorities, 
both in science and philosophy, admit that there 
is no apriori impossibility in miracles, and that 
our relation t o  Nature is beset with mystery. If 
it be true that the’churchnian is eager to avail 
himself of every possible support for the faith 
once for all delivered to the saints, it is equally 
true that those who abjure the supernatural are 
constantly under temptation to invent some 
theory of fabrication, or interpolation, or legend, 
which may undermine the historical character 
of such statements as they cannot accept. 
And whereas there is no need for the Christian 
apologist to vindicate all the miracles recorded 
in the New Testament (Christ’s resurrection 
alone being a sufficient guarantee of the truth 
of Christianity), any more than to piove the 
genuineness and authenticity of every book in 
the New Testament, the opponent of the super- 
natural, on the other hand, is bound to get rid 
of the miraculous in every form, no matter in 
what part of the Scriptures it niay make its 
appearance. 

It might have been thought that, as the 
criticism of the Gospels affects the foundation 
of the faith and touches the heart of our re- 

. 
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ligion, Christian write& would have been slow 
to propagate opinions of a speculative character, 
that are fatal not only to the Divine claims but 
even to the historical reality of the Saviour. But 
the spirit of doubt, when once aroused, some- 
times gains a strange ascendency over some 
minds, and imparts a fascination to views of a 
revolutionary character. Hence we have re- 
cently had the painful spectacle of ministers 
of the Gospel viewing with complacency the 
surrender of their faith not only in the Divinity 
but even in the very humanity of their Lord, 
and proclaiming to the world their readiness 
to treat as a fable the sacred life which has 
been the object of the Church’s faith for 
nineteen centuries. One can imagine the in- 
dignation with which such conduct would 
have been denounced by the apostles. But 
in these days when faith is weak, and criticism 
bold, such utterances do not cause much 
astonishment, being only aggravated instances 
of a destructive tendency that’is widely prev- 
alent. As an illustration of the length to 
which criticism will sometimes go, we may 
quote the following instance, mentioned in the 

Expository Times ” of October, 1910. I n  an 

. 
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American magazine called “ The Open Court ” 
a discussion, which lasted for more than a 
year, was begun by an article from the pen of 
the editor of the Polychrome Bible,” to prove 
that Jesus, having been born, not in Bethlehem, 
but in Nazareth of Galilee, at a time when the 
inhabitants of Galilee were mostly Medians, 
was probably a Median, and thus belonged to  
the Aryan race. By and by an editorial ap- 
peared in the same magazine disputing the 
assumption that Jesus was born in Nazareth, 
on the ground that there was no such town or 
village at  the time in question, and explaining 
away the tradition by supposing the Nazarenes 
to have been a mistake for Nazirites, the prob- 
ability being that he was born in Capernaum. 
Then another professor entered the field t o  
prove that Jesus was not born at  all, that the 
name “Jesus ” was only a title, a Hebrew 
form of the Greek Xotw (Saviour), under 
which the Jews found Zeus or Jupiter WOP- 

shipped by the Greeks. This did not end the 
controversy, however, for yet another critic 
came forward to maintain that Sesus was no 
other than Buddha himself, clothed in Jewish 
Messianic apparel, 
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In  order to resolve the personality of Jesus 
into a myth, all sorts of theories have been 
advanced, based partly on natural phenomena, 
partly on national or racial legends. So serious 
is the view some take of the mischievous re- 
sults which may arise from the circulation of 
such literature, that a number of books have 
been written for the very purpose of counter- 
acting its influence and exposing the hollow- 
ness of its reasoning1 

Even more dangerous, perha.ps, because 
niore subtle, than such fantastic vagaries of 
avowed unbelief is the tendency of some 
critical writers within the pale of the Church 
to represent the character and life of Jesus 
depicted in the Gospels, as due to the reflective 
consciousness of a subsequent age, without 
whoso imagination the portrait could never 
have been painted. Did Jesus Christ create 
the Church or did the Church create Him? 
is a fundamental question, which can only be 
answered in one way by those who believe 

1 Such are Jesus the Christ : Historioal or Mythioal 3 ” 
by T. J. Thorburn, D.D., LL.D. ; The Historicity of 
Jesus,” by S, J. Case, ,Chicago ; Der Geschichtliche 
Jesus,” by Prof. Ulemen of Bonn; “The Truth about 
Jesus,’’ by Dr. Friedrich Loofs of Oberlin, U.S.A. 

P 
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Him to be a living, personal Saviour. If the 
Gospel records be true, Jesus was the original 
fountain of inspiration t o  His Church. The 
heights of aspiration and achievement which 
were reached by the Apostles and their con- 
verts, were not the result of a gradual idealising 
of the Saviour’s figure after His departure, but 
were due to the fuller realisation of the meaning 
and purpose of words and deeds which were t o  
a large extent beyond the Comprehension of 
His followers at the time of their occurrence. 
I n  other words, the early Church was not 
mistaken when it worshipped Jesus as Divine, 
and recognized Him to be “the author and 
perfecter of (their) faith.” 

This chapter may be fitly closed with the 
testimony of two of the greatest scholars 
and most acute critics of our time, Prof. 
Harnack of the University of Berlin, and the 
late Dr. Salmon, head of Trinity College, 
Dublin. 

“Our knowledge of the history and the 
teaching of our Lord,” says Prof. Harnack, 
I‘ in their main features at least, depends upon 
two authorities independent of one another, 
yet composed at nearly the same time. Where 
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they agree their testimony is strong, and they 
do agree often and on important points. On 
the rock of their united testimony the assault 
of destructive critical views, however neces- 
sary these are to easily self-satisfied research, 
will ever be shattered to pieces ” (‘‘ The Sayings 
of Jesus,” p. 249). 

The testimony of Dr. Salmon is no less em- 
phatic. “ The more I study the Gospels, the 
more convinced I am that we have in them 
contemporaneous history; that is to say, that 
we have in them the stories told of. Jesus 
immediately after His death, and which had 
been circulated, and, as I am disposed to be- 
lieve, put in writing, while He was yet alive. 
. . . I cannot doubt that these writings present 
us with the story as told in the very first 
assemblies of Christians, by men who had been 
personal disciples of Jesus;  nor do I think 
that the account of any of our Lord’s miracles 
wquld have been very different if we could 
have the report of it as published in a Jerusa- 
lem newspaper next morning ’’ (“ The Human 
Element in the Gospels,” pp. 8 and 274). 


